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1 Purpose / Summary 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to update Cabinet on the March Future High 

Street Fund (FHSF) project and to provide Members with the information 
required to make a decision on the location of the March Fountain, following 
consideration of a petition at Full Council.  

1.2 This paper summarises progress to date and outlines options for the fountain 
relocation and the risks and issues for Members to be aware of regarding 
potential alternative locations.  

 
2 Key Issues 
2.1 This document is in response to the petition received by Fenland District 

Council concerning the location of the Fountain located within Broad Street in 
March. 

2.2 This document follows the decision by Council on the 17 July to refer the 
matter to Cabinet for a decision regarding the proposed relocation of the 
fountain and consideration of the other potential options for its location. 

 

3 Recommendations 
3.1 That Cabinet notes the positive progress of the project as detailed in the 

report. 
That Cabinet takes a decision to either: 

3.2 Instruct officers to progress the project as planned with the current, approved 
location of the fountain, or 

3.3 Instructs officers to progress necessary investigatory and detailed design 
works regarding relocating the fountain to one or more of the potential 
alternative positions detailed within this report in Section 9 and delegate to the 
Section 151 officer and Cabinet Members for Finance and Heritage to 
determine how these investigations are funded. A report to be tabled at a 
future Cabinet meeting in regard to the outcome of the detailed investigative 
work. 
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Report: 

1 BACKGROUND AND INTENDED OUTCOMES 
1.0 Background to existing location and summary of project work to date. 

 
1.1 Project Background 
1.2 Several streams of work came together fortuitously to develop the plans 

included in the Future High Street Fund project. 
 

1.3 Growing Fenland 
1.4 CPCA funded the Growing Fenland project, with a strategy developed for 

each Fenland market town. The March Masterplan states that March’s most 
under-utilised assets are Broad Street and the river front. When surveyed as 
part of the Growing Fenland work, March residents top three favourite ideas 
were: 

• Improvements along the Broad Street 

• Reducing congestion in the town centre 

• Riverbank seating 
1.5 The town team, comprising of young people as well as local elected 

Members, supported by officers, approved the report that is also supported by 
the Combined Authority, Fenland District Council, March Town Council, and 
the County Council. 

1.6 The CPCA allocated £1m to address the issues highlighted by the Growing 
Fenland report. Members of the Growing Fenland town team allocated 
£900,000 to the Future High Street Fund bid to Government as match funding 
with the remaining being allocated to the Civil Parking Enforcement project.  
 

1.7 March Area Transport Study (MATS) 
1.8 The MATS study was developed to consider traffic within March in the context 

of future growth of the town. One junction that will not function correctly in the 
future due to traffic volume is the traffic light-controlled junction at the northern 
end of Broad Street.  

1.9 Following extensive traffic assessment work across the town, using nationally 
recognised techniques, the MATS study developed the large ICD roundabout 
scheme to improve traffic flow in the Broad Street / Station Road and Dartford 
Road.  

1.10 This work was informed by the Growing Fenland report regarding reduction of 
congestion and improving the town centre. The cost of these road alterations 
will be approximately £4.3m. 

1.11 To achieve the necessary changes to the northern junction of Broad Street, it 
is necessary to move the fountain to an alternate location.  
 



1.12 Future High Street Fund 
1.13 Whilst the Growing Fenland work was being finalised and MATS had 

commenced, Government set up the Future High Street Fund. FDC 
successfully bid to Government for support to develop a coherent bid for 
substantial funding to develop a full FHSF bid. Bid development work took 
about 9 months and was led by a Member Steering Group that included 
Town, District and County elected Members. Consultation was undertaken in 
April 2020 with the local community prior to bid submission, alongside the 
Town Council as well as March FDC elected Members. Support for the bid 
was given by March Town Council, Fenland District Council, the Combined 
Authority and County Council prior to submission to Government. The 
Combined Authority added an additional £1.1m in match funding to the final 
bid, alongside the £900k Growing Fenland support. In a highly competitive 
process FDC bid for just over £9m and was awarded £6.45m. A change to the 
only scalable part of the project (Acre Road) was made to adapt the schemes 
to the reduction in grant. A Member Steering Group was set up in summer 
2021 as the project commenced. 

1.14 The total funding for the MATS Broad Street Scheme and FHSF comprises. 

• £8.447m FHSF (£6.447m DLUHC & £2m CPCA funding) 

• £4.367m MATS Broad Street (CPCA Funded) 

• £12.814m total investment in March 
  



2 Consultation summary regarding development of the scheme  
2.1 Growing Fenland - March Masterplan 
2.2 As highlighted above, the community were consulted regarding the future of 

the town, its challenges and what improvements they would like to see. Key 
dislikes were traffic in the town centre and a key improvement highlighted was 
to improve the quality and appeal of the centre of town.  

2.3 Key proposals of the Masterplan are: 
a) Appearance and appeal 

Delivery of a range of transformational interventions that will improve the 
overall appearance of the high street and increase footfall. 

b) Increasing traffic flow through the town and reducing standing 
traffic/congestion 
Support and inform the Local Transport Strategy where it delivers an 
improved town centre that assists with the development of the town centre 
economy, whilst factoring the planned growth of the town. 
 

2.4 March Area Transport Study (MATS) 
2.5 Consultation was carried out regarding the changes to junctions in the town 

following extensive traffic survey work. Results of the consultation may be 
found in Appendix 1 – MATS – Future March Consultation Report and 
Appendices and conclusions of the options within Appendix 2 - MATS - 
marchoption-assessment-reportv3.  
 

2.6 Future High Street Fund – scheme development 
2.7 Whilst the MATS work was underway, FDC submitted an outline application to 

DLUHC as stage 1 of the Future High Street Fund application process.  This 
Stage 1 application was approved, leading to £125,000 of funding to appoint a 
group of specialists to consider how significant improvements could be 
implemented to improve March town centre for the community and visitors  – 
ensuring that the town would remain vibrant in the future – following the 
March Masterplan feedback. 

2.8 This process took many months to complete and reported back to a Member 
steering group at regular intervals.  The lead consultant also presented to 
March Town Council and feedback was also sought from the CPCA and 
Middle Level Commissioners.   

• Feedback from March Town Council and the project team responses may 
be found at Appendix 3 – Feedback regarding MTC meeting April 2020.  
This was following development of the final project plans prior to 
submission in May 2020. 

• FDC, CPCA, CCC and Middle Level all supported the final proposed 
scheme that was submitted to DLUHC in May 2020. 

2.9 Face to face consultation events with the local community were planned in 
April 2020 prior to bid submission in May 2020.  Unfortunately, Covid 



restrictions were put in place, so consultation had to be carried out online. The 
consultation survey was seen by 24,230 people, with 15,988 engagements 
(views of the video highlighting the proposals as artists impressions).  The 
survey was shared 23 times - including on the March Free Discussion page 
and March Society page. 614 people clicked to fill in the survey, with 83 
responses.  These can be seen in Appendix 4, Community consultation – 
narrative responses.  

2.10 The responses did not raise significant concern regarding the proposed 
repositioning of the fountain. 

2.11 Throughout this process the project team and lead Members were aware that 
moving the fountain was a prerequisite of both the MATS and FHSF fund 
works. There was no highway solution that could be achieved whilst leaving 
the fountain in-situ. Relocation also required both Listed building consent and 
planning permission.  As, historically, the fountain bookends the street with 
the war memorial, it was decided to move the fountain as small a distance as 
possible, keeping that historic link with the northern end of the street.   
 

3 Programme Summary 
3.1 March represents one of seventy-two chosen towns across England to be 

awarded a FHSF grant following a successful bid by FDC. In common with 
many rural towns, March has suffered from the national trends affecting town 
centre usage. However, there are specific local factors that are affecting the 
vitality of the town centre. 

3.2 Broad Street is the focal point of the town. Currently the carriageway cuts the 
town centre in half, providing the only connection over the river Nene. Broad 
Street is difficult to cross (six lanes of moving or stationary traffic) and 
experiences significant congestion which discourages visitors and shoppers. 
Similarly, the River Nene waterfront is hidden from public view, being difficult 
to access and appreciate.  

3.3 There are also several derelict, unused, and underused buildings throughout 
the town centre.  

3.4 To address these challenges, the FHSF programme consists of the following 
five transformational projects: 

• A dramatic intervention to transform Broad Street 

• Opening up the Riverside areas to improve visibility and access 

• Redeveloping the historic Market Place 

• Bringing forward regeneration sites 

• Reactivating Vacant Units and Flats Over Shops grant programme. 
 

4 Capital Project Programme Update: 
4.1 Broad Street/Riverside: 



4.2 Following a successful tender process, Octavius – the main contractor - has 
taken control of the site in Broad Street and works are underway. Phase one, 
planing of the old road surface, removal of kerbs, street furniture and trees is 
now complete. Vacuum excavation of the old subsurface material has also 
been completed where required.  

4.3 Members will be aware of the delay to the initial removal of the fountain, 
caused by a nesting dove. Following an independent ecological survey 
undertaken by Green Willows Associates, it was deemed that the bird had 
fledged and works to remove the fountain continue.  

4.4 The team have begun implementation of the wider communications plan with 
a summary of initial communications below: 

• Publication of introductory letter detailing works and programme 
• Ongoing weekly and monthly operational updates (to be distributed to 

residents and businesses fronting the site and shared with 
CCC/CPCA/FDC for uploading to websites) 

• Publications on site and in the former Barclays Bank window (the 
Octavius office) 

• Engagement with businesses and residents in properties fronting the 
site. 

• Weekly drop-in surgery/coffee morning on site (Thursday 11-1pm) 
4.5 There are currently no further changes to the road layout planned until the 

MATS work begins with installation of the roundabout following removal of the 
fountain.  

4.6 To keep the community up to date with all progress across the Future 
Highstreets project, several web pages with information relating to the 
workstreams is available on FDC's website: March Future High Streets Fund - 
Fenland District Council 

4.7 These pages are kept up to date with news and project updates to ensure a 
consistent stream of information from FDC to the public. There is also a 
Frequently Asked Questions page which should assist in answering general 
questions about the programme.  

4.8 A communications plan is in place with an officer group meeting monthly to 
ensure delivery. This has become increasingly important as we began 
significant construction works.   

4.9 Informing businesses and the local community regarding roadworks in Broad 
Street remains critical to ensuring that the town does not become congested 
and for us to do everything possible to ensure the public are aware that 
businesses remain open.  

4.10 For a detailed plan of communications to date please see Appendix 5 
 

4.11 Marketplace: 
4.12 March marketplace enhancement is now complete, on time and on budget.   

 
4.13 Development Site Creation: 

https://fenland.gov.uk/MFHSF
https://fenland.gov.uk/MFHSF


4.14 Members will be aware that FDC successfully purchased the former Barclays 
bank building – No2 Broad Street in January 2023. This site has been 
earmarked for demolition and a regeneration opportunity.  

4.15 At present this site is being used as a site office for Octavius Infrastructure 
and will continue to be used for this purpose until such time as the works in 
the town centre are completed.  

4.16 An initial demolition survey has been undertaken to inform a quote for 
demolition, however further investigation is required until a firm cost can be 
established.  

4.17 No demolition works will take place until the town centre works are completed.  
4.18 A further development site is under consideration.  Due to negotiations 

regarding purchase, this site remains a commercially confidential issue. 
 

4.19 Vacant Unit and Residential Unit Grants: 
4.20 To date, 2 Vacant unit activation scheme grants have been successfully 

awarded. 
4.21 To date, 2 Living above the shop’s grants have been successfully awarded.  
4.22 The total amount of grant support provided to owners at time of writing is 

£100,000, this has resulted in supporting the successful delivery of two new 
retail units in the town (with tenants) and 2 residential conversions to floors 
above shops.  – this is in line with the aims and objectives of the grant as set 
out by the DHLUC.  

 
4.23 Forthcoming works: 
4.24 Broad Street is currently in Phase 1 of delivery. This includes the initial 

removal of all kerbs and islands, dismantling the historic fountain, and general 
clearing of the site in preparation for Phase 2. 

4.25 Phase 2 focusses on the highway area in involves reinstatement of a new 
carriageway and all associated infrastructure.  



4.26 Project timeline (as at mid-July 2023) 

 
 



4.27 Visual Works Programme timeline 



4.28 Current Position of the Fountain 
4.29 Given the Listed status of the fountain and its importance to the town, the aim 

and objective of the relocation aspect of the project was to move it the least 
distance possible.  

4.30 This has been for two specific reasons: 

• To have the least impact on its historic relevance as is possible in the 
context of the installation of a new roundabout. 

• To incorporate the structure into the new public realm, to be enjoyed and 
interacted with by interested members of the public. 

 
Current location: 

 
                                                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Revised relocation position: 

 
4.31 The image above is taken from the current general arrangement plan for the 

new road and public space.  



4.32 For the avoidance of doubt, the plans currently move the existing structure to 
the proposed location by: 

• 12.55m from its current location (centre of fountain to centre of fountain) 

• 5.29m away from the closest shopfront (i.e. into the middle of the 2 
existing road lanes.) 

4.33 The layout approved through the planning and listed building applications 
affords an extra 3m of additional usable footway adjacent to the shopfronts;  
i.e. at present the footpath stops after 2m from the shopfront and becomes a 
loading and unloading bay and has permenantly had vehicles in this location – 
prior to the ongoing scheme road alterations. After the loading bay there is the 
road with constant traffic moving through, or sitting still at the traffic light point.  

4.34 The current approved location adds an additional 3m of footpath on top of the 
space already in front of the shop – significantly increasing the space in front 
of the shop window (Appendix 6). 

4.35 The approved location is also currently painted on the roadway in Broad 
Street for clarity. 

 
4.36 Planning consent and Listed Building consent  
4.37 Planning and Listed Building Consent were granted in February 2023 for the 

relocation of the Listed fountain following a positive recommendation by 
Council planning officers and approval from Planning Committee for 
applications F/YR22/1332/FDC (Planning Permission) and F/YR22/1318/LB 
(listed building consent). The applications were supported by the Council’s 
conservation officer and by Historic England. 

4.38 The associated conditions were discharged as part of application 
F/YR23/3055/COND approved in June 2023.  

4.39 Historic England have voiced support for the proposed relocation, 
commenting on the original application as follows:  
“The dismantling and re-erecting of the cast iron canopy near its current 
location would not, in this instance, cause demonstrable harm to its 
significance. The repositioned fountain would be in an enhanced setting 
because of the Broad Street public realm works. Historic England therefore 
support the relocation and consider that the proposed relocation position 
would put the fountain in an enhanced setting.” 

Further adding that:  

“We do not normally consider relocation of a listed structure to be defensible, 
as its significance is generally diminished through separation from its historic 
location. However, we acknowledge that the canopy is formed of a 
prefabricated kit that can be dismantled and re-erected without causing harm 
to its historic fabric. We also recognise that its relocation to an enhanced 
setting nearby needs to be considered in relation to paragraph 202 of the 
NPPF, where less than substantial harm to the significance of the designated 
asset should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. We are 



of the view, therefore, that in this instance relocation of the grade II listed 
fountain canopy is acceptable.” 

4.40 For further on the applications and a third-party letter from a conservation 
specialist regarding the role of Historic England please see Appendix 7 and 8. 
 

4.41 Opposition to the approved site 
4.42 FDC is in receipt of several letters from the business Malletts (Appendices 9 & 

10) and is aware of comments on social media showing dissatisfaction with 
the decision.  

4.43 A petition was then set up by the Malletts shop owner. 
 

5 Petition 
5.1 A petition was handed in by Cllr Paul Hicks to FDC on 24th May 2023. The 

petition wording was as follows: 
Stop the Fountain going in front of Mallets 
“As part of the March Regeneration project, Fenland District Council have 
approved the moving of The Fountain.  The intended location is in front of 
Malletts, without any consultation with the proprietors or their near 
neighbours. 
It is unacceptable to place The Fountain in front of a retail unit with a shop 
window for display and this petition is to ask for your support with the appeal 
to have it at another location.” 

5.2 The number of valid signatures met the threshold for discussion in Full 
Council.  Following the Council discussion, a motion was passed to ask 
Cabinet to reconsider the current proposal and any alternative locations for 
the Fountain, and to make a decision regarding the final location. 
 

5.3 Current proposed fountain location 
5.4 Planning application documentation makes the approved position of the 

fountain clear. 
5.5 However, it is worth highlighting that the public petition was carried out prior to 

the new location of the fountain being marked on the road in Broad Street.   
5.6 It is clear that the new location is in what is currently vehicle carriageway. 

That is to say that as the street is at present there is a path and then a loading 
bay immediately outside Mallets.  The new fountain location is not in the 
loading bay, nor even in the first lane of traffic – it straddles both lanes. 
Instead of there being a parked van and then a lane of traffic in front of 
Mallets in the future, there would be a significantly larger pathway, no traffic 
and then the fountain.   

5.7 This allows significantly more public realm for pedestrians to view the shop 
front. 



 

6 Assessing an alternative location for the fountain. 
6.1 Implications of choosing an alternative location. 

 
6.2 Financial issues; 
6.3 Before assessing alternatives, it is essential to be transparent about the 

financial risks associated with reopening the planning and design process for 
fountain relocation. The original FHSF budget for the scheme did not account 
for such additional expenditure, and any major changes to the project's scope 
will require careful consideration. In the event of pursuing an alternate site, 
Members should be mindful of the potential impact on the overall budget and 
project timeline. Specifically, that any changes within the existing project are 
now chargeable to the project via a compensation event from Octavius 
Infrastructure as the project is currently under contract. 

6.4 There are three potential methods of funding the financial implications of 
redesign for an alternate location: 

 
1) Investment from FDC may be necessary to accommodate the financial 

implications of revisiting the planning and design process. There is no budget 
allocation for redesign during the delivery phase. 

2) Use of yet unrealised risk budget, however this budget is currently allocated to 
identified and potential risks which, if they occur, will still result in a funding 
gap. 

3) Scope reduction of the wider scheme to fund the changes. (However, 
reducing the scope during the contract will also incur a financial penalty of its 
own.) 
 

6.5 Planning approval and Listed Building consent 
6.6 A further Listed building consent application and planning application will be 

required for any alternative location. This will involve the necessary statutory 
consultation with Historic England. To date Historic England have voiced 
support for the current proposed relocation, commenting on the original 
application as follows: 
“The dismantling and re-erecting of the cast iron canopy in close proximity to 
its current location would not, in this instance, cause demonstrable harm to its 
significance. 
The repositioned fountain would be located in an enhanced setting as a result 
of the Broad Street public realm.” 

6.7 Historic England therefore supported the relocation and consider that the 
proposed relocation position would put the fountain in an enhanced setting. 
Further adding that: 
“We do not normally consider relocation of a listed structure to be defensible, 
as its significance is generally diminished through separation from its historic 
location. 



However, we acknowledge that the canopy is formed of a prefabricated kit 
that can be dismantled and re-erected without causing harm to its historic 
fabric. 
We also recognise that its relocation to an enhanced setting nearby needs to 
be considered in relation to paragraph 202 of the NPPF, where less than 
substantial harm to the significance of the designated asset should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. We are of the view, 
therefore, that in this instance relocation of the grade II listed fountain canopy 
is acceptable.” 

 
6.8 Further Consideration Regarding Statutory Consultee - Historic England 
6.9 Historic England will be a statutory consultee on any further Listed building 

consent and planning applications regarding the fountain. It is important that 
Members are aware of the process involved in potentially choosing a location 
that challenges the view of Historic England.  

6.10 In the first instance, planning permission and Listed building consent would be 
sought through the normal planning process. The Planning Committee would 
make the decision, but the Committee should be cognisant of statutory 
consultees.   

6.11 In determining any application for relocation of the Fountain, the duty to the 
Local Planning Authority would be to bear in mind the statutory duty of section 
16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to 
have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they 
possess and section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of conservation areas. 

6.12 Legally, Historic England do not have a right of veto over any decision made 
by FDC in this matter, however if Historic England were sufficiently concerned 
about any proposal being progressed they do have powers to take action to 
seek to prevent us from effecting the proposal they objected to, this process 
would likely result in both delays and additional costs to the project and can 
often take a significant amount of time to resolve, most likely concluding 
following the completion of the Broad Street scheme. 

6.13 If a strong objection was received from Historic England and the Council were 
still minded to approve the application, Historic England does have call-in 
powers to the Secretary of State and could ask that the application is referred 
to them for determination, this process can take up to two years.  

6.14 This is unlikely unless a significant change of location was proposed, i.e. an 
alternative location outside of Broad Street or one significantly closer to the 
war memorial within Broad Street.   

6.15 If a decision from the Secretary of State is sought, the fountain would remain 
in storage and the Broad Street scheme would need to be completed without 
the fountain being re-instated to any position. The re-installation would then 
be solely the responsibility of FDC through a newly tendered contractor for 
installation. 



 
6.16 General Identified Risks regarding alternative locations: 

• Delivery Delay – Relocating the fountain to an alternative site could lead 
to delays in overall programme delivery. The need for reassessment, 
redesign, and potential modifications to a new location could significantly 
extend the project timeline.  

• Increased (unspecified) Cost – Any change to existing design and location 
will incur varying levels of cost.  

• Planning Approval Risk – The project currently has all planning approvals 
in place. A change to the design will require the planning process to be re-
opened. Risk exists that revised plans may not be approved through the 
statutory planning process, leading to the risks identified above. Taking 
the 2 applications through the planning process will take at least 6 months 
– that time is on top of redesign and survey works. 

• Historic England – As a statutory consultee Historic England may not 
support a relocation proposal. Approval was given to the existing plan 
because the relocation was “the least possible distance from the current 
location”.  
FDC has attempted to relocate the fountain to the marketplace in the past, 
but this was not supportedby Historic England.  

• The planning process to approve an alternative location could take up to 6 
months to complete. 

• Reputational Damage of a failed attempt to relocate – any attempt at 
relocation which is denied by the planning process on any grounds could 
cause significant reputational damage to the authority as applicant and 
planning authority.  

• By opting for an alternative location for the fountain FDC is making a 
complex intervention into an existing contract with both Octavius 
infrastructure, the County Council and FDC. 

7 Options Analysis 
7.1 The options below are locations that officers believe could theoretically 

accommodate the fountain. No further work has been undertaken to identify or 
survey the areas to assess viability outside of initial conversations with 
stakeholders.  

7.2 At this point there are costs are estimates which would be funded by FDC. 
 

7.3 Options: 
7.4 Slight movement of the fountain from the approved position closer to 

the new carriageway (within the planned public realm area) 
7.5 Positive impacts: 

• May not require further planning permission 
• Low design cost 



• Minimal changes to underground infrastructure design 
• No changes to programme 

7.6 Negative impacts: 
7.7 As per text from the petition; 

• The intended location is in front of Malletts. 
• It is unacceptable to place The Fountain in front of a retail unit with a shop 

window for display. 
7.8 Assessment: 
7.9 Upon further investigation with the team and designers, the location as 

proposed is already in the furthest possible position from the shopfronts 
possible within existing guidelines. Moving the fountain any further 
towards the highway would increase vehicle strike risk to an 
unacceptable level and would also breach Road Safety Assessment 
guidance for pedestrian sightlines at the nearby crossing. It is also not 
possible to move it slightly to the north or south for the same reasons. 
This was the first item reviewed by the team given it would likely be supported 
by Historic England.  

 
7.10 An alternative location on Broad Street 
7.11 Positive impacts: 

• Would not have a major impact on the wider public realm scheme. 
• Minimal changes to underground infrastructure design 
• Low design cost 
• Minimal impact to wider scheme 

7.12 Negative impacts: 
• Removes the fountain from its historic position at the northern end of Broad 

Street. 
• Moves the fountain closer to the war memorial 
• Would require planning permission and Listed building consent. 
• Would heavily constrain the ability of the Broad Street public realm area to be 

utilised for events by placing an immovable object in the middle of what has 
been designed to be a shared use/future events space. 

• Would remain in front of a shop. No guarantee on further petitioning of this 
location leading to the same discussion; 

• Location does not resolve the underlying premise of the petition I.e.: 
o The intended location is in front of [a shop]. 
o It is unacceptable to place The Fountain in front of a retail unit with a 

shop window for display. 
 

7.13 Assessment:  
7.14 This option is not viable to consider if the decision is taken to not locate it in its 

current approved location, leading to no guarantee that an alternative location 
in front of an alternative retailer will not attract the same criticism, with the 



additional issue of reducing viable, usable space within the public realm 
scheme. 

 
7.15 Other potential locations for consideration 
7.16 All of the locations below have been assessed at a high level against four 

categories of risk: 

• Technical risk – How challenging the location would be to install the 
fountain onto. 

• Heritage Risk – Likelihood of support through the planning process from 
Historic England and conservation assessments. 

• Cost Risk – The level of cost anticipated for a location.  
The options have also been supplied with an estimated cost to 
undertake the works.  

• Programme Risk – The risk posed to the wider Future Highstreets Fund 
scheme programme by location in a position.  

7.17 Estimated costs are based on:  

• Level of design involved 

• Potential drainage issues 

• Site preparation 

• Site access 

• Impact on other works 

• Utilities impact 
 
7.18 Riverside 
7.19 Location in the vicinity of the new riverbank area.  

 
7.20 Technical risk – VERY HIGH 



7.21 A full redesign of the riverside corner would be required to accommodate this 
location. All design works to date would be abortive works.  

7.22 Works to redesign the drainage channels, seating, public realm would need to 
be completed by Atkins. This new design would then comprise a change of 
contract with Octavius and would be subject to Compensation Event claims 
against the change. A road safety audit would need to be undertaken to 
ensure safe use of the space by users as well as a new full planning 
application and listed building consent. 

7.23 Heritage Risk – HIGH 
7.24 Following discussion with Historic England and the Conservation Officer, it is 

likely that this location would not be supported as a suitable location. The site 
is too far from the original location and is too close to the war memorial, 
potentially detracting for the war memorial’s individual historic significance. 
Furthermore, the proposals for riverside include removing the shelter and 
toilets to open up views of the river. Relocating the fountain here would not 
achieve this objective. 

7.25 Cost Risk – VERY HIGH  
7.26 It is likely that this location would have the most significant cost impact of all 

options due to the significant amount of redesign and reprogramming work 
needing to be undertaken. It is assumed that Octavius would be required to 
undertake these works as part of the High Street works meaning the project 
would be subject to a yet unspecified amount of compensation events.  

7.27 Note – FDC would be required to fund any additional spend to deliver this 
scheme above the existing contract value for the existing scheme. 

7.28 Estimated costs: £150,000 - £200,000 
7.29 Programme Risk – HIGH 
7.30 Given this location requires a change to the existing design, it is highly likely 

that the programme will extend further than the existing planned completion 
date, with associated cost risk.  

 
7.31 Land outside Iceland store 
7.32 Location within the public realm space to the southern end of High Street 

outside of the existing Iceland building.  It should be noted, however, that this 
location would be outside shops, potentially raising the same issues as the 
current location on the road in Broad Street. 

 



 
 
7.33 Technical risk – MEDIUM 
7.34 This area would require extensive public realm works to accommodate the 

fountain and a full design including new utility connections. However, there 
would be a smaller impact on the area as it is currently in need of investment 
and already exists as public realm. A road safety audit would need to be 
undertaken to ensure safe use of the space by users as well as a new full 
planning application and listed building consent.  

7.35 Heritage Risk – HIGH 
7.36 It is likely that this location would not be supported as a suitable location for 

the fountain. Historic England indicates that they would like to see the fountain 
as close to its original location as possible.  

7.37 Cost Risk – MEDIUM 
7.38 Given this area is already relatively clear and already public realm in need of 

intervention, the costs for locating the fountain here are anticipated to be 
moderate. Further investigation into cost would be required through surveying 
and design work. 

7.39 Note – FDC would be required to fund this scheme 
7.40 Cost estimate: £20,000 - £35,000 
7.41 Programme Risk – LOW 
7.42 This location lies outside of the Broad Street project boundary and therefore 

would have minimal impact on the completion programme for Broad Street – 
being seen as a separate project. The Broad Street design would need to be 
revised to show no inclusion of a fountain, but this would not impact the 
delivery programme. 

 
7.43 A location adjacent to the Marketplace 
7.44 Public Space on / adjacent to the Marketplace Car Park 



 
7.45 Technical risk – MEDIUM 
7.46 Works to marketplace have been recently completed. A full design including 

new utility connections would need to be commissioned. A road safety audit 
would need to be undertaken to ensure safe use of the space by users as well 
as a new full planning application and listed building consent. There may be 
utility constraints given existing infrastructure. 

7.47 This area does pose an operational risk for events given that the area shown 
above is used for vehicular access for larger vehicles for events, this would 
then be blocked off.  

7.48 Note – Locating the fountain on the marketplace carpark was discounted due 
to the net loss in recently installed parking spaces that this would create.  

7.49 Heritage Risk – HIGH 
7.50 It is likely that this location would not be supported as a suitable location for 

the fountain. Historic England indicate that they would like to see the fountain 
as close to its original location as possible.  

7.51 Cost Risk – MEDIUM 
7.52 Given this area is already relatively clear and already public realm in need of 

intervention, the costs for locating the fountain here are anticipated to be 
moderate, subject to survey and what is under the ground (drainage / power / 
fibre / etc). Further investigation into cost would be required through surveying 
work. 

7.53 Note – FDC would be required to fund this scheme 
7.54 Cost estimate: £20,000 - £35,000 
7.55 Programme Risk – LOW 
7.56 This location lies outside of the Broad Street project boundary and therefore 

would have minimal impact on the completion programme for Broad Street – 
being seen as a separate project. The Broad Street design would need to be 
revised to show no inclusion of a fountain, but this would not impact delivery 
programme. 

 



7.57 Outside the library on the green space known locally as Tellytubby hill, with 
the hill removed and transformed to a level managed open space adjacent to 
the river 

 
 
7.58 Technical risk – VERY LOW, 
7.59 This area would require levelling and landscaping. The land is already 

maintained by Fenland District Council. Given proximity to the library and 
open space, the fountain could be framed well within the landscape. Full 
planning consent and listed building consent would need to be sought. 

7.60 Heritage Risk – HIGH 
7.61 It is likely that this location would not be supported as a suitable location for 

the fountain. Historic England indicates that they would like to see the fountain 
as close to its original location as possible.  

7.62 Cost Risk – VERY LOW  
7.63 Given this area is already clear and is soft landscaped public realm, the costs 

for locating the fountain here are anticipated to be low. Further investigation 
into cost would be required through surveying work. 

7.64 Cost estimate:  £15,000 - £25,000 
7.65 Programme Risk – VERY LOW 
7.66 This location lies outside of the Broad Street project boundary and therefore 

would have minimal impact on the completion programme for Broad Street – 
being seen as a separate project. The Broad Street design would need to be 
revised to show no inclusion of a fountain, but this would not impact delivery 
programme. 

 
7.67 Location within West End Park 



7.68 Locating the fountain in an open space in West End Park 
7.69 Technical risk – LOW 
7.70 This area would require new utilities connections to be created. A road safety 

audit would not be required, and the land is already maintained by Fenland 
District Council. The fountain could be framed well within the landscape. Full 
planning consent and listed building consent would need to be sought. 

7.71 Heritage Risk – HIGH 
7.72 It is likely that this location would not be supported as a suitable location for 

the fountain. Historic England indicates that they would like to see the fountain 
as close to its original location as possible.  

7.73 Cost Risk – MEDIUM 
7.74 Given this area is already clear and is soft landscaped public realm, the costs 

for locating the fountain here are anticipated to be moderate due to the 
requirement for utilities (power / water) and also the need for substantial 
pathways and a surround allowing access by the public to the fountain. 

7.75 Note – FDC would be required to fund this scheme 
7.76 Cost estimate:  £15,000 - £25,000 
7.77 Programme Risk – LOW 
7.78 This location lies outside of the Broad Street project boundary and therefore 

would have minimal impact on the completion programme for Broad Street – 
being seen as a sperate project. The Broad Street design would need to be 
revised to show no inclusion of a fountain, but this would not impact delivery 
programme. 

 
7.79 Final option Redacted Annex 11 
7.80 Please see Appendix 12 for a risk assessment for each location. This 

appendix lays out the risks in a clear manner allowing easy comparison of the 
risks of each of the potential options. 

8 Financial Implications 
8.1 If the fountain is left to be in the planning approved position, there are no 

financial implications.  
8.2 If an alternative location is chosen there will be a varying degree of financial 

implication for the Council. Initially, as indicated in this report this would be 
survey, design / investigatory work, and planning applications.  Following this 
would be installation costs that are not considered in this report. The costs are 
yet unknown, estimates have been provided but are not based on quotations, 
so should be treated with caution. 

9 Legal Implications 
9.1 None other than potentially a new planning application and listed building 

consent application. 
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Executive Summary 

Between 15 May and 28 June 2020 Cambridgeshire County Council undertook a 
consultation, on behalf of the Combined Authority, in to the possible transport schemes 
that could improve the congestion and network connectivity in and around March, creating 
a more resilient town for the future. 

The key findings of this piece of work are: 

 The majority of respondents supported most schemes for the Study, with the 
exception of: 

o ‘scheme 7: St Peter's Road junction improvement’, which was supported by 
just over half of respondents, 

o and ‘scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-roundabout and high quality public 
space’, which was also supported by just over half of respondents, however 
just over a third opposed this scheme 

 Most respondents provided detailed comments. From these it was clear that; 

o There were debates about the effectiveness of ‘scheme 5: Broad Street large 
mini-roundabout and high quality public space’ on reducing congestion and 
concerns about the location of the pedestrianised area in relation to well-
used businesses 

o There were discussions around the need for alternative routes through and 
around March, particularly in relation to an Eastern Bypass 



 

 

  

 
        

      
 

      
        

    
            

     
    

 
        
     

 
           

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

         
    

       
   

          
  

 

 
 

       
         

  
       

  
        

  
    
   
   
    
    

Methodology Summary 

The consultation adopted a multi-channel approach to promote and seek feedback including 
through traditional, online, owned and earned media. 

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, it was not possible to pursue face-to-face methods of 
engagement. A virtual drop-in event was held in a virtual consultation room to engage 
instead, and this linked to a consultation survey page. 
This virtual drop-in event was run at https://futuremarch.consultation.ai/ for the duration of the 
consultation, where visitors were encouraged to visit the online consultation survey page in 
order to submit feedback. 

Quantitative and qualitative data was recorded through a formal consultation questionnaire 
(online) with 115 complete responses in total recorded.  

This report summarises the 115 online responses to the consultation survey. 

Key findings 

Views on Broad Street’s current arrangements 

Quantitative 

 115 respondents answered the question on their views on how Broad Street works 
for pedestrians and traffic now 

o The majority of respondents felt that Broad Street was ‘Very poor’ or ‘Poor’ 
for traffic (63%) 

o Just under half of respondents felt that Broad Street was ‘Very poor’ or ‘Poor’ 
for pedestrians (47%) 

Qualitative 

 102 respondents left comments on question 3, which asked respondents to explain 
the reasons for their answers to question 2 (‘What is your view on how Broad Street 
works now?’). 

o The main themes for those who felt Broad Street was ‘Poor’ or ‘Very poor’ for 
pedestrians were: 

 Concerns about the high volume of traffic and its impact on 
pedestrian safety 

 Concerns about the location of parking spaces 
 Concerns about the size of footpaths 
 Concerns about the locations of crossing points 
 Concerns about the limited availability of alternative routes 
 Concerns about the responsiveness of the traffic lights 

https://futuremarch.consultation.ai/


 

 

     
  

     
 

     
  

      
 

     
  

    
      
    
      
    

 
     

   
    
    
     
      
    

 
       

  
    
    
   
    
   
    
    

  
     

 
    
     

  
 

      
 

    
   
        
    

 

 Discussion about individuals’ behaviours being the cause of issues in 
the area 

 Concerns about the loss, limited variety, and condition of shops in the 
area 

 Discussions about the main congestion issues only occurring during 
peak periods 

 Concerns about the lack of safe cycle routes on Broad Street 

o The main themes for those who felt Broad Street was ‘Neutral’ for 
pedestrians were: 

 Concerns about the high volume of traffic 
 Discussions about there being adequate crossing points available 
 Concerns about the limited availability of alternative routes 
 Discussions about there being no issues on Broad Street 
 Debate about the space available on footpaths 

o The main themes for those who felt Broad Street was ‘Effective’ or ‘Very 
effective’ for pedestrians were: 

 Concerns about the limited availability of alternative routes 
 Concerns about the high volume of traffic 
 Discussions about there being adequate crossing points available 
 Discussions about there being no issues on Broad Street 
 Concerns about the responsiveness of the traffic lights 

o The main themes for those who felt Broad Street was ‘Poor’ or ‘Very poor’ for 
traffic were: 

 Concerns about the high volume of traffic 
 Concerns about the limited availability of alternative routes 
 Concerns about the locations of crossing points 
 Concerns about the location of parking spaces 
 Concerns about the size of footpaths 
 Concerns about the responsiveness of the traffic lights 
 Discussions about the main congestion issues only occurring during 

peak periods 
 Concerns about the loss, limited variety, and condition of shops in the 

area 
 Concerns about the lack of safe cycling routes 
 Discussion about individuals’ behaviours being the cause of issues in 

the area 

o The main themes for those who felt Broad Street was ‘Neutral’ for traffic 
were: 

 Concerns about the high volume of traffic 
 Concerns about the size of footpaths 
 Debate about the number of crossing points available for pedestrians 
 Concerns about the limited availability of alternative routes 



 

 

     
   

      
      
     

 

  
 

 
 

             
     

    
      
       
      
     
      

          
  

          
       

  
 

 
 

         
        

     
       

   
         
      

   
       

 

 
 

 
 

     
      

       
 
      

     

o The main themes for those who felt Broad Street was ‘Effective’ or ‘Very 
effective’ for traffic were: 

 Discussions about there being no issues on Broad Street 
 Discussions about congestion issues only when the bypass was closed 
 Discussions about there being adequate crossing points available 

Support for the main schemes 

Quantitative 

 115 respondents answered the question on to what level they agreed with each of 
the 7 schemes that form part of the Study. 

o The majority of respondents supported 5 of the schemes: 
 ‘Scheme 3: A141/Hostmoor Roundabout (funded by developer)’ (76%) 
 ‘Scheme 1: Northern Industrial Link Road’ (70%) 
 ‘Scheme 2: A141/Twenty Foot Road signals’ (63%) 
 ‘Scheme 4: A141/Peas Hill Roundabout’ (62%) 
 ‘Scheme 6: Creek Road/Station Road mini-roundabout’ (61%) 

o Just over half of respondents supported ‘scheme 7: St Peter's Road junction 
improvement’ (53%) 

o Over half of respondents supported ‘scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-
roundabout and high quality public space’ (57%), however just over a third of 
respondents also opposed this scheme (39%) 

Qualitative 

 72 respondents left comments on question 5, which asked if respondents had any 
additional comments on the main schemes. The main themes were: 

o Debate about how effective scheme 5 ‘Broad Street large mini-roundabout 
and high quality public space’ would be on reducing congestion and the 
location of the pedestrianised area 

o Concerns about the lack of alternative routes through and around March 
o Debate about the effectiveness of scheme 6 ‘Creek Road/Station Road mini-

roundabout’ on reducing congestion 
o Concern about the effectiveness of roundabouts on traffic flow 

Other 

Qualitative 

 35 respondents left comments on question 6, which asked for respondents’ 
comments on whether they felt the proposals would positively or negatively affect 
or impact any person/s or group/s with protected characteristics. The main themes 
were: 

o Debate about the negative impact the schemes, particularly scheme 5, would 
have on those with visual or mobility disabilities 



 

 

      
  

        
 

  

        
        

       
     

       
  

        
  

        
  

        
 
 
 
 

  

o Discussions about the positive impact of the proposals on those with 
protected characteristics 

o Discussions about the proposals having no impact on those with protected 
characteristics 

 47 respondents left comments on question 7, which asked respondents if they had 
any further comments on the March Area Transport Study. The main themes were: 

o Discussions about the need for further improvements to traffic reduction, 
particularly from limiting on road parking 

o Discussions about the need for more alternative routes, particularly an 
Eastern Bypass 

o Discussions about the need for further improvements to public transport 
access and availability 

o Discussions about the need for speed management measures to be put in 
place for personal vehicles 

o Discussions about the need for more, safe, cycling routes through March 



 

 

 
 

 

 
          
      

     
       

       
         

    
      

     
           

          
 

       
     

       
  

         
         

    
 
 
 
  

                                                      
  

 

Introduction 

Background 

The March Area Transport Study was commissioned in November 2017 to examine existing 
congestion problems in March, Fenland and to provide capacity for housing and 
employment growth identified in the Fenland Local Plan. 
The study is funded by the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority but led 
by Cambridgeshire County Council on their behalf, in collaboration with Fenland District 
Council. It is further supported by local members who sit on a Member Steering Group that 
was established in July 2018. 
The study has examined a wide range of options developed from officer led workshops 
which were subsequently reviewed by the Member Steering Group. Study outcomes are 
detailed in an Options Assessment Report1 and the options described in this report were 
due to be the subject of a face to face public consultation events between March and May 
2020. 
This consultation was postponed due to the national lockdown introduced on 23 March 
2020 because of the Covid-19 global pandemic. 
Despite this there was a desire to press ahead with the study so alternative consultation 
methods were examined. 
To this end, between 15 May and 28 June 2020 Cambridgeshire County Council undertook 
an online only consultation, on behalf of the Combined Authority, on the seven transport 
schemes outlined in the Options Assessment Report. 

1 The March Area Transport Study Options Assessment Report is located here: 
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/transport-funding-bids-and-
studies/march-transport-study 

https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/transport-funding-bids-and


 

 

 
 

 

 
         
       

      
      

 
          

       
 

          
   

 
       

  
 

           
       

  
 

 

 

 
 

      
     

    
   

      
       

       
   

 
 

 
         

       
      

           
       

 
 

Consultation and Analysis Methodology 

Background 

The consultation strategy for this stage of the Future March study was designed by the 
County Council’s Transport Strategy and Funding team with input from the County Council’s 
Research Team. During the design process reference was made to the County Council’s 
Consultation Guidelines, in particular taking into account the following points: 

- The consultation is taking place at a time when proposals are at a formative stage 
(with a clear link between this consultation round and the previous consultation); 

- Sufficient information and reasoning is provided to permit an intelligent response 
from the public to the proposals; 

- Adequate time given for consideration and response given the significance of the 
decision being taken; 

- Plans in place for a full analysis of the results and for these to be presented at a 
senior level to enable the consultation to be conscientiously taken into account in 
finalising any proposals. 

Consultation Strategy 

Identification of the Audience 

The consultation was open for anyone to contribute to. The key target audience were 
individuals or organisations that are interested because they live in the community the 
scheme may affect, for example interested parties, potential users of the scheme, local 
businesses, bus operators, developers, landowners and local action groups. 
Government agencies and local authorities. For example district and parish councils, 
Environment Agency, Highways England and Natural England. This understanding of the 
audience was then used as a basis upon which to design the consultation materials, 
questions and communication strategy. 

Design of Consultation Materials 

It was identified that the audience for the consultation required a great deal of detailed 
information upon which to base their responses. So whilst the key consultation questions 
were relatively straight forward (people were asked to express their views on the current 
setup for Broad Street and to what level they agreed with the 7 options for the scheme) 
documentation was produced and supplemented with additional information available 
online. 



 

 

      
       

           
     

 

 
 

       
         

        
   

 
      

         
       

  
        

 
    

        
 

  
 

    
        

        
           

       
     

           
        

      
  

 
  

This documentation explained the County Council’s strategy and the time-scales to which it 
was working and discussed the reasons why transport schemes were being developed for 
March. It also provided detailed maps, information and costings on each of the options to 
enable residents to compare the pros and cons for each element. 

Design of Consultation Questions 

The consultation questions themselves were designed to be neutral, clear to understand 
and were structured to enable people to comment on all the key areas of decision making. 
This was done in order to help people to understand and comment on both the County 
Council’s strategy and the local implications of this. 

For the first half of the consultation survey there was a focus on questions relating to the 
options for the Future March schemes. Questions then moved on to capture the detail of 
why respondents were choosing particular options. The second half of the survey focused 
on multiple choice questions relating to respondents’ journeys and personal details, 
allowing measurement of the impact of the Future March schemes on various groups. 

The survey included the opportunity for ‘free text’ responses and the analysis approach 
taken has enabled an understanding of sentiment as well as the detailed points expressed. 

Diversity and Protected Characteristics 

A complete set of questions designed to monitor equality status (gender, ethnicity, 
sexuality) were not included within the direct questions on the survey. This was because 
previous feedback from the public has suggested that these questions were overly intrusive 
given the context of providing comments on the strategic aspects of a new transport route.  
Previous consultation has highlighted the importance of taking into account accessibility at 
the detailed scheme design stage. 
It was decided therefore to only collect information on matters pertinent to travel, that is to 
say age and disability (although not the nature of disability).  A free text option provided 
opportunity for respondents’ to feedback on any issues they felt may impact on protected 
groups. 



 

 

 
 

   

         

       

   

 

        

        

       

    

 

       

   

       

        

           

       

         

    

         

        

  

 

        

         

  

 

       

      

      

       

  

 

     

         

        

           

        

           

      

     

 

Analysis 

The strategy for analysis of the consultation was as follows: 

 An initial quality assurance review of the data was conducted and a review with the 

engagement team carried out to identify any issues or changes that occurred during 

the consultation process.  

 A set of frequencies were then produced and checks made against the total number 

of respondents for each question and the consultation overall. A basic sense check of 

the data was made at this point with issues such as checking for duplicate entries, 

data entry errors and other quality assurance activities taking place. 

o Duplicate Entries. Measures were in place to avoid analysing duplicated 

entries. The online survey software collects the timestamp of entries so 

patterns of deliberate duplicate entries can be spotted and countered. 

o Partial Entries. The system records all partial entries as well as those that 

went through to completion (respondent hit submit). These are reviewed 

separately and in a few cases, where a substantial response has been made 

(as opposed to someone just clicking through) then these are added to the 

final set for analysis. 

o Within the analysis a search for any unusual patterns within the responses 

was carried out, such as duplicate or ‘cut and paste’ views being expressed 
on proposals. 

 Closed questions (tick box) are then analysed using quantitative methods which are 

then presented in the final report through charts, tables and descriptions of key 

numerical information. 

 Data was also cross-tabulated where appropriate, for example, to explore how 

respondents in particular areas or with different statuses answered questions. 

Characteristic data was then used to provide a general over-view of the ‘reach’ of 
the consultation in terms of input from people of different socio-economic status 

and background. 

 Free text questions were analysed using qualitative methods, namely through 

thematic analysis. Key themes are identified using specialist software and then 

responses tagged with these themes (multiple tags can be given to the same 

response). At this stage totals of tagged themes are created and sample quotes 

chosen for the final report that typify particular tagged themes. Comment themes 

are listed in order of the number of comments received, from most to least. In the 

reporting of themes ‘most’ represents where over 50% of respondents’ comments 
were applicable, ‘some’ represents 25%-49%, and ‘few’ represents less than 25% of 

comments. 



 

 

         

 

 

 

 
 

          
     

 

        
 

      
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 The final report is then written to provide an objective view of the results of the 

consultation. 

Quality Assurance 

Data Integrity 

 A visual check of the raw data show no unusual patterns. There were no large blocks 
of identical answers submitted at a similar time. 

 Date / time stamp of submissions showed no unusual patterns. 

 Text analysis showed no submissions of duplicate text. 



 

 

  
 

 

 
       

 

 
      

        
  

 
      

   
 

       
 

      

  

Survey Findings 

Respondent Profile 

In total, there were 115 respondents to the consultation survey. 

Respondent location 
Respondents were asked for their postcodes during the survey, but were not forced to enter 
a response. 105 respondents entered recognisable postcodes, while under a tenth did not 
(10 respondents). 

Based on the postcode data provided the largest areas of response were: 

 March (78%) 

A full breakdown of respondent locations can be found in Appendix 1. 

The following map shows the rate of response by parish/ward: 



 

 

      

 
 
  

Figure 1: Map to show areas of response 



 

 

     
          

   
 

  
 

           
    

 
      

 
 

     
      
     

 

        
 
  

 

Respondents were asked a series of questions about their personal circumstances and the 
results can be seen below. Please note that respondents did not have to enter information 
on these questions. 

Respondent connection to the project 

115 respondents answered the question on their interest in the project. Respondents could 
select multiple answers for this question. 

Figure 2: Connection to the project 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

I live in or around March 93% 

I work in March 23% 

I am a business owner 3% 

I shop in March 56% 

I visit March 10% 

I go to school in March 0% 

Other 3% 

 The majority of respondents indicated they: 
o ‘live in or around March’ (93%) 
o ‘shop in March’ (56%) 

 Under a quarter indicated they ‘work in March’ (23%) 



 

 

  
 

        
    

 

      

 
 

    
    
  

 

       
 
  

Respondent usual mode of travel in the area 

115 respondents answered the question on how they usually travel in the area. 
Respondents could select multiple answers for this question. 

Figure 3: Usual mode of travel 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Walk 71% 

Cycle 32% 

Mobility Scooter 3% 

Car/Van 90% 

Bus 6% 

Train 15% 

Other 2% 

 The majority of respondents indicated: 
o They were a ‘car driver’ (90%) 
o They usually ‘walk’ (71%) 

 Over a quarter of respondents indicated they usually ‘cycle’ (32%) 



 

 

   
 

        
 

    

 
 

         
  

 

       
 

 
 

         
  

 
   

 
 

       

  

Respondent age range 

115 respondents answered the question on their age range. 

Figure 4: Age range 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 

Under 16 0% 

16 - 24 6% 

25 - 34 17% 

35 - 44 21% 

45 - 54 15% 

55 - 64 21% 

65 - 74 17% 

75 - 84 3% 

85 + 0% 

 Average working ages from ‘25-34’ to ’55-64’ were well represented when compared 
to the general Cambridgeshire population 

 Ages from ’16-24’ were under represented, accounting for 6% of respondents 

Respondent disability status 

115 respondents answered the question on whether they had a disability that influences the 
way they travel. 

Figure 5: Disability 

Prefer not to say, 4% 
Yes, 8% 

No, 88% 

 8% of respondents indicating that they did. 



 

 

 

    
   
      

 

 
         

    
 

     

 
          

    
  

     

 
  

 

        
  

           
 

         
    

  

Question 1: Have you read the supporting documentation for the overarching 
vision for March and the March Area Transport Study? (If not, please refer to 
the consultation material located here before continuing with this survey: 
https://futuremarch.consultation.ai/) 

112 respondents indicated they had read the supporting documentation, with 3 indicating 
they were completing the survey without reading the supporting material 

Question 2: What is your view on how Broad Street works now? 

115 respondents answered the question on their views on how Broad Street works for 
pedestrians and traffic now. 

Figure 6: Views on how Broad Street works now 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

22% 

28% 

25% 

36% 

25% 

20% 

21% 

14% 

7% 

3% 

For pedestrians 

For traffic 

Very poor Poor Neutral Effective Very effective 

N.B Figures in the graph may not exactly match the text in the report due to rounding 

 The majority of respondents felt that Broad Street was ‘Very poor’ or ‘Poor’ for 
traffic (63%) 

 Just under half of respondents felt that Broad Street was ‘Very poor’ or ‘Poor’ for 
pedestrians (47%) 
o Just over a quarter of respondents felt it was ‘Effective’ or ‘Very effective’ for 

pedestrians (28%), however, few respondents felt it was ‘Very effective’ (7%) 



 

 

  

 
       

    
 

    
 

   
 

    

  
  

      
       

       
      

        
      

  
    

     
   

     
     

 
     

   
    
 

    
     

  

     
   

      

         
       
    

     
  

     
     

      
   

 
 

       
     

     

Question 3: Please explain the reason for your response below: 

102 respondents left comments on question 3, which asked respondents to explain the 
reasons for their answers to question 2. 

Respondents who felt Broad Street is “Poor” or “Very Poor” for pedestrians 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Volume of 
motorised traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was too 
high a volume of traffic. Most of these respondents felt this, 
along with the limited space available on footpaths and the 
location of parking spaces, made it unsafe for pedestrians 

Parking  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the parking was poorly located and contributed to the high 
volume of traffic 

o Some of these respondents discussed the parking 
located in the centre of Broad Street, feeling 
accessing these spaces contributed to congestion. A 
few of these respondents felt that this central 
parking was useful for short term access to the area, 
however 

o Some of these respondents discussed the amount of 
kerbside parking, which they felt contributed to 
congestion and made crossing the road more 
dangerous 

o A few of these respondents discussed issues around 
illegal parking on double yellow lines and a lack of 
parking enforcement 

Footpaths  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the 
footpaths were too narrow for pedestrians to safely navigate 
around each other without risking entering the main road 

Crossing points  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the crossing points were difficult to navigate and located in 
the wrong locations. Comments included: 

o Concerns about the lack of a safe crossing to/from 
the central parking locations 

o Issues with the need to wait for two sets of lights 
when crossing the Station Road junction 

o Concerns that the limited crossing points was leading 
to a loss of business 

Route availability 
for motorised 
traffic 

 Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the road layout, particularly the dual lanes for entering 
Station Road, and limited route availability, with 



 

 

  
    

        
      

 

 
 

      
   

   
    

       
      

     

        
    
    

     
    

    
 

 

   
 

   
 

    

  
  

     
    

         
       

       
     

 
 

     
     

  
  

      
         

 

      
   

   

 
  

respondents discussing closures on the bypass as examples, 
was leading to increased congestion 

Traffic lights  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the traffic lights were too slow and not responsive to the 
levels of traffic 

Individual 
behaviour 

 Respondents who discussed this theme indicated that issues 
in the area were caused by individuals not behaving 
appropriately. For example, drivers running red lights or 
pedestrians crossing the road in between cars 

The shops  Respondents who discussed this theme were concerned 
about the loss, lack of variety, and poor condition of the 
shops along Broad Street and in March 

Rush hour  Respondents who discussed this theme indicated that the 
main issues around congestion appeared during peak, rush 
hour, sections of the day 

Cycling  Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was no 
safe cycle routes on Broad Street. Some of these 
respondents indicated this resulted in cycles using the 
footpaths 

Respondents who felt Broad Street is “Neutral” for pedestrians 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Volume of 
motorised traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was too 
high a volume of traffic. 

Crossing points  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt there 
was adequate provision for pedestrians to cross Broad Street 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the crossing points were difficult to navigate 

Route availability 
for motorised 
traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the road 
layout and limited route availability, with respondents 
discussing closures on the bypass as examples, was leading 
to increased congestion 

No issue  Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was little 
in the way of issues with Broad Street and that it functioned 
well 

Footpaths  Respondents who discussed this theme were conflicted, with 
some respondents feeling the footpaths were too narrow 
and some feeling they were wide enough 



 

 

    
 

   
 

    

 
 

     
  

     
     

   

  
  

       
   

     
    

    
    

         
       

       
      

 

      
         

 

      
     

 

 

    
 

   
 

    

  
  

     
    

 
 

     
     

  
  

     
    

     
   

         
       
    

Respondents who felt Broad Street is “Effective” or “Very effective” for pedestrians 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Route availability 
for motorised 
traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the limited 
route availability, with respondents discussing closures on 
the bypass as examples, was leading to increased congestion 

o Some of these respondents discussed the need for 
another bypass to the east 

Volume of 
motorised traffic 

 Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt there 
was too high a volume of traffic 

o Some of these respondents discussed the need for 
another bypass to the east 

o A few of these respondents indicated traffic volume 
was acceptable as long as the bypass wasn’t closed 

Crossing points  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt there 
was adequate provision for pedestrians to cross Broad Street 

 Some of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
there were limited crossing points which were difficult to 
navigate 

No issue  Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was little 
in the way of issues with Broad Street and that it functioned 
well 

Traffic lights  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the traffic 
lights were too slow and not responsive to the levels of 
traffic 

Respondents who felt Broad Street is “Poor” or “Very Poor” for traffic 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Volume of 
motorised traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was too 
high a volume of traffic. 

Route availability 
for motorised 
traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the road 
layout and limited route availability, with respondents 
discussing closures on the bypass as examples, was leading 
to increased congestion 

o Some of these respondents discussed the need for 
another bypass to the east 

o A few of these respondents felt the locations of the 
taxi and bus bay exacerbated congestion 

Crossing points  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the crossing points were difficult to navigate and located in 
the wrong locations. Comments included: 



 

 

     
  

     
     

      
   

        
      

  
    

     
   

     
     

 
     

   
    
 

     
     

  

        
      

    
  

      
     

 

        
       

    

       
     

     

     
   

 
 

      
   

   
    

 
  

o Concerns about the lack of a safe crossing to/from 
the central parking locations 

o Issues with the need to wait for two sets of lights 
when crossing the Station Road junction 

o Concerns that the limited crossing points was leading 
to a loss of business 

Parking  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the parking was poorly located and contributed to the high 
volume of traffic 

o Some of these respondents discussed the parking 
located in the centre of Broad Street, feeling 
accessing these spaces contributed to congestion. A 
few of these respondents felt that this central 
parking was useful for short term access to the area, 
however 

o Some of these respondents discussed the amount of 
kerbside parking, which they felt contributed to 
congestion and made crossing the road more 
dangerous 

o Some of these respondents discussed issues around 
illegal parking on double yellow lines and a lack of 
parking enforcement 

Footpaths  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the footpaths were too narrow for pedestrians to safely 
navigate around each other without risking entering the 
main road 

Traffic lights  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the traffic 
lights were too slow and not responsive to the levels of 
traffic 

Rush hour  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme indicated 
that the main issues around congestion appeared during 
peak, rush hour, sections of the day 

The shops  Respondents who discussed this theme were concerned 
about the loss, lack of variety, and poor condition of the 
shops along Broad Street and in March 

Cycling  Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was no 
safe cycle routes on Broad Street. 

Individual 
behaviour 

 Respondents who discussed this theme indicated that issues 
in the area were caused by individuals not behaving 
appropriately. For example, drivers running red lights or 
pedestrians crossing the road in between cars 



 

 

   
 

   
 

    

  
  

     
    

        
   

        
   

       
    

 

 
 

       
       

  
    

 

    
 

   
 

    

      
         

 

 
 

       
      
    

         
       

 
  

Respondents who felt Broad Street is “Neutral” for traffic 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Volume of 
motorised traffic 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was too 
high a volume of traffic. 

Footpaths  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt the 
footpaths were too narrow 

Crossing points  Some of the respondents who discussed this theme felt 
there were too few safe crossing points for pedestrians 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme felt 
there was adequate provision for pedestrians to cross Broad 
Street 

Route availability 
for motorised 
traffic 

 Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
the road layout and limited route availability, with 
respondents discussing closures on the bypass as examples, 
was leading to increased congestion 

Respondents who felt Broad Street is “Effective” or “Very effective” for traffic 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

No issue  Respondents who discussed this theme felt there was little 
in the way of issues with Broad Street and that it functioned 
well 

Route availability 
for motorised 
traffic 

 Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that, 
so long as the bypass wasn’t closed, Broad Street worked 
well for traffic and pedestrians 

Crossing points  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt there 
was adequate provision for pedestrians to cross Broad Street 



 

 

 

      
        

  

 
              

     
 

       

 
 

 

     
       
        
      
      
       

 

          
  

 

          
       

  

 

Question 4: Listed below are all the main schemes that form part of the Study. 
Please tell us to what level you agree if each scheme should be progressed 
further to detailed design: 

115 respondents answered the question on to what level they agreed with each of the 7 
schemes that form part of the Study. 

Figure 7: Level of agreement with main schemes 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Scheme 1: Northern Industrial Link Road 

Scheme 2: A141/Twenty Foot Road signals 

Scheme 3: A141/Hostmoor Roundabout (funded by 
developer) 

Scheme 4: A141/Peas Hill Roundabout 

Scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-roundabout and high 
quality public space 

Scheme 6: Creek Road/Station Road mini-roundabout 

Scheme 7: St Peter's Road junction improvement 

29% 

30% 

38% 

27% 

37% 

23% 

20% 

42% 

33% 

37% 

35% 

20% 

38% 

33% 

21% 

22% 

11% 

21% 

4% 

16% 

26% 

3% 

8% 

8% 

11% 

17% 

14% 

15% 

5% 

7% 

5% 

6% 

23% 

10% 

6% 

Strongly support Support No opinion Oppose Strongly oppose 

N.B Figures in the graph may not exactly match the text in the report due to rounding 

 The majority of respondents supported 5 of the schemes: 
o ‘Scheme 3: A141/Hostmoor Roundabout (funded by developer)’ (76%) 
o ‘Scheme 1: Northern Industrial Link Road’ (70%) 
o ‘Scheme 2: A141/Twenty Foot Road signals’ (63%) 
o ‘Scheme 4: A141/Peas Hill Roundabout’ (62%) 
o ‘Scheme 6: Creek Road/Station Road mini-roundabout’ (61%) 

 Just over half of respondents supported ‘scheme 7: St Peter's Road junction 
improvement’ (53%) 

 Over half of respondents supported ‘scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-
roundabout and high quality public space’ (57%), however just over a third of 
respondents also opposed this scheme (39%) 



 

 

 
        

      
 

     
   

 

 
        

   
 

   
 

    

   
 

 
 

 

       
      

      
   

   

     
      

  
     

      

      
     

     
 

     
        

     
   

        
     
     

    
      

   
 

  
  

 

       
     
 

     
       

o Further exploration of the reasoning respondents who opposed this 
scheme gave is provided in appendix 2 

Question 5: Do you have any additional comments on the Main schemes? 
Please include details of the location you are referring to (number of scheme) 
in your response. 

72 respondents left comments on question 5, which asked if respondents had any additional 
comments on the main schemes. 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Scheme 5: Broad 
Street large mini-
roundabout and 
high quality public 
space 

 Some of the respondents who discussed this theme were 
concerned this scheme would increase congestion due to 
the reduction in lanes, lack of alternative routes, and 
concerns about the space available on a mini-roundabout 
and driver behaviour 

 Some of the respondents who discussed this theme 
indicated they approved of the idea of increasing pedestrian 
space on Broad Street however, some of these respondents 
were concerned the increased space was on the wrong side 
of Broad Street away from the most used shops 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme felt 
improvements needed to be made to the variety of business 
available on Broad Street for the increased pedestrian space 
to be viable 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme were 
concerned the removal of all car parking on Broad Street 
would deter visitors/shoppers which would adversely affect 
businesses and disabled users 

Alternative routes  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that more routes 
through March needed to be available, particularly in 
relation to scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-roundabout 
and high quality public space. 

o Most of these respondents felt an Eastern Bypass 
was needed for these schemes to effectively reduce 
congestion 

Scheme 6: Creek 
Road/Station Road 
mini-roundabout 

 Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that 
a mini-roundabout would adversely affect traffic flow and 
increase congestion 

 Some of the respondents who discussed this theme 
indicated they supported this scheme, with a few of these 



 

 

      
 

      
    

     
      
       
  

 

    
    

     
   

   
     

 
       

      
     

 

   
 

    

         
      

    
      

     
      
  

    
   

 

      
       

  
   

      
      

    
 

       
    

      

respondents indicating they felt it would help traffic flow 
from Sainsbury’s 

Roundabouts  Respondents who discussed this theme indicated they were 
opposed to the use of roundabouts in the schemes, feeling 
they adversely affected traffic flow. Particular concern was 
shown towards the proximity of some of these roundabouts 
to each other, namely those on Norwood Road and in 
scheme 6: Creek Road/Station Road mini-roundabout 

Question 6: We have a duty to ensure that our work promotes equality and 
does not discriminate or disproportionately affect or impact people or groups 
with protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010 
(www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/4). Please comment if you 
feel any of the proposals for the March Area Transport Study would either 
positively or negatively affect or impact on any such person/s or group/s. 

35 respondents left comments on question 6, which asked for respondents’ comments on 
whether they felt the proposals would positively or negatively affect or impact any person/s 
or group/s with protected characteristics. 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Disability  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt the 
proposals would have a negative impact on those with 
disabilities, particularly those with visual or mobility issues 

o Most of these respondents discussed this in relation 
to the reduction in parking as part of scheme 5: 
Broad Street large mini-roundabout and high quality 
public space 

o A few of these respondents discussed potential 
issues for those with visual impairments navigating 
crossing points 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme felt the 
proposals would have a positive impact on those with 
disabilities, particularly the increase in pedestrian space 
available on Broad Street 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme queried 
if designers/planners had taken disabled users need into 
consideration, feeling there would be a positive impact if 
they had 

Positive impact  Respondents who discussed this theme left comments 
indicating they felt the proposals would have a positive 
impact on those with protected characteristics 



 

 

      
      

  

 

     
   

 
       

    
 

   
 

    

       
       

     
     

      
   

   
     

      
        

     

       
       

        
  

 
 

     
     

    

 
 

     
      

    
     

    
    

   

 
 
 
 

  

No issues  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that the 
proposals would have no impact on those with protected 
characteristics 

Question 7: If you have further comments to make about the March Area 
Transport Study, please provide them here: 

47 respondents left comments on question 7, which asked respondents if they had any 
further comments on the March Area Transport Study. 

Summary of main themes 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Traffic reduction  Most of the respondents who discussed this theme felt that, 
in order to reduce traffic around March, illegal parking and 
parking on the sides of roads should be stopped 

o Most of these respondents discussed issues with the 
parking on the sides of the road around Market Place 
and Elwyn Road, feeling this reduced visibility, made 
crossing difficult/dangerous for pedestrians, and was 
a cause of congestion in the area 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme felt the 
scheme would help reduce traffic in March and felt more 
should be done to discourage further personal vehicle usage 

Alternative routes  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that more routes 
should be available to get through and around March 

o Most of these respondents discussed the need for an 
Eastern Bypass 

Public transport 
improvements 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt there needed to 
be more improvements to public transport access and 
availability in order to reduce congestion in March 

Speed 
management 

 Respondents who discussed this theme felt that more 
needed to be done to reduce speeding by vehicles in March. 
This was mentioned in particular regards to Knights End 
Road, Elm Road, Creek Road, and Deerfield Road 

Cycling  Respondents who discussed this theme felt more 
improvements were needed for cycling across March as 
current infrastructure was dangerous 



 

 

 
 

    
 

 

 
 

            

        

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

Appendices 

Appendix 1: Appendix 1: Respondent profile breakdown for quantitative 
questions 

Question 2 

For Pedestrians 

Very poor Poor Neutral Effective Very effective Total 

Total 25 (21.7%) 29 (25.2%) 29 (25.2%) 24 (20.9%) 8 (7%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 21 (19.6%) 27 (25.2%) 27 (25.2%) 24 (22.4%) 8 (7.5%) 107 

I work in March 6 (23.1%) 5 (19.2%) 7 (26.9%) 5 (19.2%) 3 (11.5%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 14 (21.9%) 16 (25%) 18 (28.1%) 11 (17.2%) 5 (7.8%) 64 

I visit March 5 (41.7%) 4 (33.3%) 2 (16.7%) 1 (8.3%) 0 (0%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 18 (22%) 20 (24.4%) 20 (24.4%) 20 (24.4%) 4 (4.9%) 82 

Cycle 9 (24.3%) 9 (24.3%) 10 (27%) 8 (21.6%) 1 (2.7%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 4 

Car/Van 21 (20.2%) 28 (26.9%) 26 (25%) 23 (22.1%) 6 (5.8%) 104 

Bus 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

Train 4 (23.5%) 4 (23.5%) 3 (17.6%) 5 (29.4%) 1 (5.9%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 0 (0%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 2 (28.6%) 7 

25 - 34 4 (20%) 4 (20%) 7 (35%) 4 (20%) 1 (5%) 20 

35 - 44 5 (20.8%) 4 (16.7%) 8 (33.3%) 4 (16.7%) 3 (12.5%) 24 

45 - 54 4 (23.5%) 5 (29.4%) 3 (17.6%) 5 (29.4%) 0 (0%) 17 

55 - 64 7 (29.2%) 8 (33.3%) 7 (29.2%) 1 (4.2%) 1 (4.2%) 24 

65 - 74 5 (25%) 5 (25%) 3 (15%) 6 (30%) 1 (5%) 20 

75 - 84 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 2 (66.7%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 



 

 

 
            

                        

            
              

        

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 4 (44.4%) 1 (11.1%) 2 (22.2%) 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 9 

For traffic 

Very poor Poor Neutral Effective Very effective Total 

Total 32 (27.8%) 41 (35.7%) 23 (20%) 16 (13.9%) 3 (2.6%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 28 (26.2%) 38 (35.5%) 22 (20.6%) 16 (15%) 3 (2.8%) 107 

I work in March 5 (19.2%) 11 (42.3%) 5 (19.2%) 4 (15.4%) 1 (3.8%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 0 (0%) 2 (66.7%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 3 

I shop in March 16 (25%) 24 (37.5%) 14 (21.9%) 8 (12.5%) 2 (3.1%) 64 

I visit March 3 (25%) 6 (50%) 3 (25%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 22 (26.8%) 31 (37.8%) 15 (18.3%) 12 (14.6%) 2 (2.4%) 82 

Cycle 10 (27%) 15 (40.5%) 6 (16.2%) 6 (16.2%) 0 (0%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 27 (26%) 39 (37.5%) 20 (19.2%) 15 (14.4%) 3 (2.9%) 104 

Bus 2 (28.6%) 2 (28.6%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 7 

Train 3 (17.6%) 5 (29.4%) 6 (35.3%) 3 (17.6%) 0 (0%) 17 

Other 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

25 - 34 3 (15%) 8 (40%) 5 (25%) 4 (20%) 0 (0%) 20 

35 - 44 7 (29.2%) 9 (37.5%) 5 (20.8%) 1 (4.2%) 2 (8.3%) 24 

45 - 54 5 (29.4%) 7 (41.2%) 4 (23.5%) 1 (5.9%) 0 (0%) 17 

55 - 64 10 (41.7%) 7 (29.2%) 5 (20.8%) 2 (8.3%) 0 (0%) 24 

65 - 74 5 (25%) 8 (40%) 2 (10%) 5 (25%) 0 (0%) 20 

75 - 84 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 4 (44.4%) 2 (22.2%) 2 (22.2%) 1 (11.1%) 0 (0%) 9 



 

 

 
 

   
         

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

                        

            
        

Question 4 

Scheme 1: Northern Industrial Link 
Road 

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 33 (28.7%) 48 (41.7%) 24 (20.9%) 4 (3.5%) 6 (5.2%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 32 (29.9%) 44 (41.1%) 22 (20.6%) 4 (3.7%) 5 (4.7%) 107 

I work in March 10 (38.5%) 8 (30.8%) 5 (19.2%) 2 (7.7%) 1 (3.8%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 0 (0%) 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

I shop in March 21 (32.8%) 24 (37.5%) 15 (23.4%) 1 (1.6%) 3 (4.7%) 64 

I visit March 2 (16.7%) 5 (41.7%) 3 (25%) 0 (0%) 2 (16.7%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 29 (35.4%) 32 (39%) 12 (14.6%) 4 (4.9%) 5 (6.1%) 82 

Cycle 11 (29.7%) 14 (37.8%) 5 (13.5%) 2 (5.4%) 5 (13.5%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 29 (27.9%) 44 (42.3%) 23 (22.1%) 3 (2.9%) 5 (4.8%) 104 

Bus 2 (28.6%) 3 (42.9%) 1 (14.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

Train 8 (47.1%) 5 (29.4%) 3 (17.6%) 0 (0%) 1 (5.9%) 17 

Other 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 0 (0%) 4 (57.1%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 7 

25 - 34 3 (15%) 10 (50%) 5 (25%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 20 

35 - 44 8 (33.3%) 13 (54.2%) 2 (8.3%) 1 (4.2%) 0 (0%) 24 

45 - 54 4 (23.5%) 7 (41.2%) 3 (17.6%) 1 (5.9%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

55 - 64 8 (33.3%) 7 (29.2%) 7 (29.2%) 0 (0%) 2 (8.3%) 24 

65 - 74 8 (40%) 6 (30%) 4 (20%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 20 

75 - 84 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 2 (22.2%) 5 (55.6%) 1 (11.1%) 0 (0%) 1 (11.1%) 9 

Scheme 2: A141/Twenty Foot Road signals 



 

 

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

                        

            
      

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 35 (30.4%) 38 (33%) 25 (21.7%) 9 (7.8%) 8 (7%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 34 (31.8%) 35 (32.7%) 23 (21.5%) 8 (7.5%) 7 (6.5%) 107 

I work in March 10 (38.5%) 7 (26.9%) 5 (19.2%) 2 (7.7%) 2 (7.7%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 15 (23.4%) 25 (39.1%) 15 (23.4%) 5 (7.8%) 4 (6.3%) 64 

I visit March 2 (16.7%) 6 (50%) 2 (16.7%) 1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 28 (34.1%) 28 (34.1%) 14 (17.1%) 6 (7.3%) 6 (7.3%) 82 

Cycle 11 (29.7%) 12 (32.4%) 6 (16.2%) 6 (16.2%) 2 (5.4%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 31 (29.8%) 36 (34.6%) 23 (22.1%) 7 (6.7%) 7 (6.7%) 104 

Bus 2 (28.6%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

Train 6 (35.3%) 5 (29.4%) 3 (17.6%) 0 (0%) 3 (17.6%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 0 (0%) 3 (42.9%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

25 - 34 7 (35%) 6 (30%) 4 (20%) 1 (5%) 2 (10%) 20 

35 - 44 4 (16.7%) 13 (54.2%) 5 (20.8%) 2 (8.3%) 0 (0%) 24 

45 - 54 7 (41.2%) 2 (11.8%) 2 (11.8%) 3 (17.6%) 3 (17.6%) 17 

55 - 64 8 (33.3%) 5 (20.8%) 9 (37.5%) 2 (8.3%) 0 (0%) 24 

65 - 74 7 (35%) 9 (45%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 2 (10%) 20 

75 - 84 2 (66.7%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 1 (11.1%) 4 (44.4%) 2 (22.2%) 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 9 

Scheme 3: A141/Hostmoor Roundabout (funded by developer) 

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 44 (38.3%) 43 (37.4%) 13 (11.3%) 9 (7.8%) 6 (5.2%) 115 



 

 

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

                        

            
          

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 42 (39.3%) 40 (37.4%) 12 (11.2%) 8 (7.5%) 5 (4.7%) 107 

I work in March 17 (65.4%) 2 (7.7%) 2 (7.7%) 3 (11.5%) 2 (7.7%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 26 (40.6%) 24 (37.5%) 7 (10.9%) 4 (6.3%) 3 (4.7%) 64 

I visit March 5 (41.7%) 4 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (8.3%) 2 (16.7%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 35 (42.7%) 30 (36.6%) 8 (9.8%) 4 (4.9%) 5 (6.1%) 82 

Cycle 15 (40.5%) 14 (37.8%) 3 (8.1%) 2 (5.4%) 3 (8.1%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 39 (37.5%) 40 (38.5%) 13 (12.5%) 8 (7.7%) 4 (3.8%) 104 

Bus 1 (14.3%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 7 

Train 6 (35.3%) 6 (35.3%) 2 (11.8%) 1 (5.9%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

25 - 34 10 (50%) 5 (25%) 1 (5%) 2 (10%) 2 (10%) 20 

35 - 44 11 (45.8%) 9 (37.5%) 3 (12.5%) 1 (4.2%) 0 (0%) 24 

45 - 54 6 (35.3%) 7 (41.2%) 2 (11.8%) 0 (0%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

55 - 64 8 (33.3%) 9 (37.5%) 4 (16.7%) 3 (12.5%) 0 (0%) 24 

65 - 74 8 (40%) 8 (40%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 20 

75 - 84 0 (0%) 3 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 2 (22.2%) 5 (55.6%) 1 (11.1%) 0 (0%) 1 (11.1%) 9 

Scheme 4: A141/Peas Hill Roundabout 

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 31 (27%) 40 (34.8%) 24 (20.9%) 13 (11.3%) 7 (6.1%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 30 (28%) 37 (34.6%) 21 (19.6%) 13 (12.1%) 6 (5.6%) 107 



 

 

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

                        

            
  

     

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

I work in March 8 (30.8%) 6 (23.1%) 7 (26.9%) 3 (11.5%) 2 (7.7%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 19 (29.7%) 23 (35.9%) 14 (21.9%) 5 (7.8%) 3 (4.7%) 64 

I visit March 3 (25%) 5 (41.7%) 2 (16.7%) 0 (0%) 2 (16.7%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 0 (0%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 27 (32.9%) 27 (32.9%) 15 (18.3%) 7 (8.5%) 6 (7.3%) 82 

Cycle 11 (29.7%) 10 (27%) 9 (24.3%) 4 (10.8%) 3 (8.1%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 29 (27.9%) 37 (35.6%) 20 (19.2%) 13 (12.5%) 5 (4.8%) 104 

Bus 3 (42.9%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 0 (0%) 2 (28.6%) 7 

Train 6 (35.3%) 7 (41.2%) 2 (11.8%) 0 (0%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 1 (14.3%) 3 (42.9%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

25 - 34 7 (35%) 6 (30%) 3 (15%) 2 (10%) 2 (10%) 20 

35 - 44 6 (25%) 11 (45.8%) 6 (25%) 1 (4.2%) 0 (0%) 24 

45 - 54 3 (17.6%) 6 (35.3%) 2 (11.8%) 4 (23.5%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

55 - 64 5 (20.8%) 8 (33.3%) 8 (33.3%) 3 (12.5%) 0 (0%) 24 

65 - 74 9 (45%) 4 (20%) 3 (15%) 2 (10%) 2 (10%) 20 

75 - 84 0 (0%) 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 1 (11.1%) 2 (22.2%) 5 (55.6%) 0 (0%) 1 (11.1%) 9 

Scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-roundabout and high quality public 
space 

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 42 (36.5%) 23 (20%) 5 (4.3%) 19 (16.5%) 26 (22.6%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 37 (34.6%) 22 (20.6%) 5 (4.7%) 18 (16.8%) 25 (23.4%) 107 

I work in March 10 (38.5%) 4 (15.4%) 0 (0%) 6 (23.1%) 6 (23.1%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 26 (40.6%) 13 (20.3%) 3 (4.7%) 8 (12.5%) 14 (21.9%) 64 



 

 

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

                        

            
        

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

I visit March 9 (75%) 1 (8.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (16.7%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (50%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 30 (36.6%) 17 (20.7%) 3 (3.7%) 11 (13.4%) 21 (25.6%) 82 

Cycle 15 (40.5%) 1 (2.7%) 2 (5.4%) 6 (16.2%) 13 (35.1%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 36 (34.6%) 23 (22.1%) 5 (4.8%) 17 (16.3%) 23 (22.1%) 104 

Bus 3 (42.9%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

Train 7 (41.2%) 4 (23.5%) 0 (0%) 1 (5.9%) 5 (29.4%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 2 (28.6%) 0 (0%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 3 (42.9%) 7 

25 - 34 10 (50%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 3 (15%) 5 (25%) 20 

35 - 44 8 (33.3%) 7 (29.2%) 1 (4.2%) 6 (25%) 2 (8.3%) 24 

45 - 54 6 (35.3%) 2 (11.8%) 1 (5.9%) 2 (11.8%) 6 (35.3%) 17 

55 - 64 10 (41.7%) 7 (29.2%) 1 (4.2%) 2 (8.3%) 4 (16.7%) 24 

65 - 74 6 (30%) 4 (20%) 1 (5%) 3 (15%) 6 (30%) 20 

75 - 84 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 2 (66.7%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 3 (33.3%) 2 (22.2%) 2 (22.2%) 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 9 

Scheme 6: Creek Road/Station Road mini-roundabout 

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 26 (22.6%) 44 (38.3%) 18 (15.7%) 16 (13.9%) 11 (9.6%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 25 (23.4%) 40 (37.4%) 17 (15.9%) 15 (14%) 10 (9.3%) 107 

I work in March 5 (19.2%) 9 (34.6%) 3 (11.5%) 5 (19.2%) 4 (15.4%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 13 (20.3%) 24 (37.5%) 9 (14.1%) 13 (20.3%) 5 (7.8%) 64 

I visit March 3 (25%) 5 (41.7%) 0 (0%) 3 (25%) 1 (8.3%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 0 (0%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 4 



 

 

                        

 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        

  

            

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

             

                        

 
            

                        

            
         

  
 
    

 
  

                        

            

                        

 

 
            

             

            

             

            

 
            

            

                        

 

            

            

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 18 (22%) 33 (40.2%) 13 (15.9%) 10 (12.2%) 8 (9.8%) 82 

Cycle 4 (10.8%) 16 (43.2%) 6 (16.2%) 6 (16.2%) 5 (13.5%) 37 

Mobility Scooter 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 24 (23.1%) 40 (38.5%) 17 (16.3%) 14 (13.5%) 9 (8.7%) 104 

Bus 2 (28.6%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

Train 4 (23.5%) 6 (35.3%) 4 (23.5%) 1 (5.9%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

25 - 34 5 (25%) 6 (30%) 3 (15%) 2 (10%) 4 (20%) 20 

35 - 44 4 (16.7%) 11 (45.8%) 4 (16.7%) 4 (16.7%) 1 (4.2%) 24 

45 - 54 2 (11.8%) 8 (47.1%) 3 (17.6%) 2 (11.8%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

55 - 64 6 (25%) 9 (37.5%) 5 (20.8%) 3 (12.5%) 1 (4.2%) 24 

65 - 74 6 (30%) 7 (35%) 2 (10%) 3 (15%) 2 (10%) 20 

75 - 84 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 1 (11.1%) 4 (44.4%) 0 (0%) 4 (44.4%) 0 (0%) 9 

Scheme 7: St Peter's Road junction improvement 

Strongly 
support Support No opinion Oppose 

Strongly 
oppose Total 

Total 23 (20%) 38 (33%) 30 (26.1%) 17 (14.8%) 7 (6.1%) 115 

Connection to March: 

I live in or 
around March 23 (21.5%) 32 (29.9%) 29 (27.1%) 17 (15.9%) 6 (5.6%) 107 

I work in March 5 (19.2%) 6 (23.1%) 4 (15.4%) 8 (30.8%) 3 (11.5%) 26 

I am a business 
owner 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%) 3 

I shop in March 15 (23.4%) 17 (26.6%) 17 (26.6%) 12 (18.8%) 3 (4.7%) 64 

I visit March 1 (8.3%) 7 (58.3%) 2 (16.7%) 1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 12 

I go to school in 
March 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Other 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 4 

Usual mode of travel: 

Walk 21 (25.6%) 26 (31.7%) 17 (20.7%) 13 (15.9%) 5 (6.1%) 82 

Cycle 8 (21.6%) 11 (29.7%) 4 (10.8%) 10 (27%) 4 (10.8%) 37 
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Mobility Scooter 0 (0%) 1 (25%) 3 (75%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 

Car/Van 21 (20.2%) 34 (32.7%) 28 (26.9%) 15 (14.4%) 6 (5.8%) 104 

Bus 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

Train 5 (29.4%) 4 (23.5%) 6 (35.3%) 0 (0%) 2 (11.8%) 17 

Other 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2 

Age range: 

Under 16 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

16 - 24 0 (0%) 2 (28.6%) 3 (42.9%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 7 

25 - 34 3 (15%) 8 (40%) 6 (30%) 1 (5%) 2 (10%) 20 

35 - 44 4 (16.7%) 8 (33.3%) 6 (25%) 5 (20.8%) 1 (4.2%) 24 

45 - 54 1 (5.9%) 6 (35.3%) 5 (29.4%) 4 (23.5%) 1 (5.9%) 17 

55 - 64 7 (29.2%) 8 (33.3%) 5 (20.8%) 3 (12.5%) 1 (4.2%) 24 

65 - 74 8 (40%) 5 (25%) 3 (15%) 3 (15%) 1 (5%) 20 

75 - 84 0 (0%) 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 

85 + 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0! 0 

Disability that 
influences 
travel decisions: 0 (0%) 4 (44.4%) 4 (44.4%) 1 (11.1%) 0 (0%) 9 

Appendix 2: Opposition to Scheme 5: Broad Street large mini roundabout and 
high quality public space 

45 respondents indicated they were either ‘opposed' or ‘strongly opposed’ to ‘scheme 5: 
Broad Street large mini-roundabout and high quality public space’. Analysis of their 
comments, notably for question 5 where 35 of these respondents left comments, indicated 
the reasons given for their opposition. Other questions comments were too disparate to 
conduct a thematic analysis, although similar themes were raised by respondents as those 
below. 

Comment theme Respondent comments 

Alternative routes  Respondents who discussed this theme felt that more routes 
through March needed to be available, making particular 
mention to ‘scheme 5: Broad Street large mini-roundabout 
and high quality public space’ causing increased congestion 
due to the loss of a lane of traffic 

o Most of these respondents felt an Eastern Bypass 
was needed for these schemes to effectively reduce 
congestion 

Business impact  Some of the respondents who discussed this theme were 
concerned the increased space was on the wrong side of 
Broad Street away from the most used shops 



 

 

      
     

  

     
        

     
   

      
    

   

 

 

 Some of the respondents who discussed this theme felt the 
businesses available on Broad Street did not justify the level 
of pedestrianisation 

 A few of the respondents who discussed this theme were 
concerned the removal of all car parking on Broad Street 
would deter visitors/shoppers which would adversely affect 
businesses and disabled users 

Roundabouts  Respondents who discussed this theme indicated they were 
opposed to the use of roundabouts in the schemes, feeling 
they adversely affected traffic flow 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The March Options Assessment Report (OAR) sets out the development and assessment of improvement 

options identified within the March Area Transport Study (MATS). The report details the technical work 

undertaken in relation to traffic modelling and economic assessment, and identifies several packages of 

schemes that should be taken forward for development. 

Assessment Process 

The assessment process used has been broken down into three distinct phases, with each informing the 

next. The three phases are: 

 Strategic Assessment 

 Operational Assessment 

 Packaging Assessment. 

Strategic Assessment 

The Strategic Assessment, using a bespoke SATURN model developed for MATS has considered larger 

infrastructure improvements and has been used for two purposes. Firstly to undertake an economic 

assessment of the larger options to determine at an early stage if they offer value for money. Secondly, to 

generate different sets of traffic flows, which account for the rerouting created by larger options, for use in 

the Operational Assessment. Specifically, the Strategic Assessment has considered options for a: 

 New River Crossing, both within March Town, and as part of an Eastern Bypass 

 Northern Industrial Link Road  

 A141 Re-alignment Options. 

Operational Assessment 

The Operational Assessment was undertaken using a bespoke VISSIM micro-simulation model developed 

for MATS, and provides a detailed assessment of how each of the options assessed perform. The options 

that performed well within the Operational Assessment were then taken forward for use within the 

Packaging Assessment. 

Packaging Assessment 

The Packaging Assessment has taken the best performing options from the Strategic and Operational 

Assessments and combined these into packages of schemes that could be implemented in March. This 

Packaging Assessment was done using the MATS SATURN model. Multiple different packages have been 

assessed, representing different levels of impact within March. The Packaging Assessment again used 

economic assessments to determine whether each package offered value for money, and would stand a 

reasonable chance to secure funding. 
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Future High Streets Fund 

In parallel to the MATS project, Fenland District Council has developed a proposal for the Future High Street 

Fund (FHSF) to fundamentally change the way in which March functions as a Town Centre. This includes 

improvements in Broad Street which will improve pedestrian flow and footfall, changes to densification in 

use which will support a 24-hour economy and support resilience, and public realm improvements which 

will open up underused and derelict areas for commercial development. 

The purpose of this investment is to arrest the decline in March Town Centre and enable the area to make 

the most of its untapped potential. This opportunity for funding has presented itself at an opportune time 

for March as it builds on the recently adopted Growing Fenland Strategy for the development of Fenlands 

towns and has linked closely with the development of the MATS. 

There has been regular dialogue between the two projects to ensure that any proposals considered within 

this study for the Town Centre, and particularly Broad Street, are consistent with the FHSF aspirations. 

Option Development 

A series of Option Development workshops were held to devise improvement options to be considered as 

part of the MATS. The workshops were attended by approximately twenty five stakeholders from various 

transport, planning and engineering disciplines, with delegates representing: 

 Cambridgeshire County Council 

 Fenland District Council 

 Highways England 

 King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council 

 Skanska / Capita. 

During each workshop, attendees were divided into smaller groups, and each group was tasked with 

identifying and developing a range of improvement options. These options were then presented to the 

remaining groups, and were challenged by the rest of the delegates on technical or delivery grounds. 

Option Review 

Following the workshop, the options were reviewed by the project team and presented to the Member 

Steering Group for further discussion and approval to assess. Several options were discounted during this 

stage, with the remaining options taken forward for assessment in either the MATS SATURN model or the 

VISSIM model. 

Further Option Evolution 

Many of the options also evolved during the assessment process, with amendments made based on the 

results of traffic modelling or highway design review. The options that emerged from the Strategic 

Assessment and the Operational Assessment are taken forward to the Packaging Assessment. 
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Strategic Assessment Summary 

Strategic Assessments have been undertaken on numerous options for a New River Crossing, Northern 

Industrial Link Road (NILR) and A141 Re-alignment. The assessments have used the MATS SATURN model 

to measure the impact of each of the options on a localised scheme level and on the wider network as a 

whole. Network wide model results have then been extracted for the options and these have been entered 

into the transport user benefit appraisal (TUBA) model, along with high level scheme cost estimates, to 

allow a value for money assessment to be undertaken, and from this a benefit to cost ratio (BCR) to be 

calculated.  

The secondary purpose of the Strategic Assessment is also to determine a set of traffic flows to be used in 

the Operational Assessment. 

The Strategic Assessment of the New River Crossing options identified Option 10 (a new river crossing to 

the west of the existing Town Bridge) as the best performing option. Further sensitivity testing was 

undertaken on Option 10 to determine whether the option could support public realm improvements 

around the existing Town Centre Bridge, and specifically along Broad Street. The sensitivity testing indicated 

that there is the potential for public realm improvements to be made along Broad Street, at the expense of 

highway capacity, and possibly without the new river crossing. This is tested further within the Operational 

Assessment. All Eastern bypass options were identified in the Strategic Assessment as offering poor value 

for money and were not progressed further. 

The Strategic Assessment of the NILR options identified Option 1 (the alignment running north-south along 

Hundred Road and east-west along Longhill Road) as the best performing option, which is consistent with 

the assessment undertaken in the 2011 March Area Transport Study. 

The Strategic Assessment of the A141 Re-alignment options has shown that no options performed well 

within the economic assessment, largely due to the associated infrastructure costs, and therefore none of 

these options are being progressed further as part of this study. However, online improvements to the A141 

have been considered, and these are discussed further within the Operational Assessment chapter. 

The next stage of assessment was a detailed Operational assessment of the remaining options to identify a 

preferred set of options to be considered within the Packaging Assessment. 
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Operational Assessment Summary 

The Operational Assessment has used the March VISSIM model to test the operational performance of 

options along the A141 corridor and within March Town Centre. 

The Operational Assessment has identified that the following options offer operational benefits, serve to 

mitigate against future year growth, and are compatible with the FHSF aspirations for the Town Centre: 

 Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.2 (60m ICD), in conjunction with the A141 / Hostmoor Avenue 

roundabout (developer funded scheme) 

 Town Centre Package 2 (TC2), consisting of: 

o Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road mini roundabout, with Broad Street made one 

lane in each direction (and the provision of public realm improvements) 

o St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Town Centre Package 3 (TC3), consisting of: 

o Station Road / Creek Road Mini Roundabout 

o Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road mini roundabout, with Broad Street made one 

lane in each direction (and the provision of public realm improvements) 

o A New River Crossing, joining Dartford Road to the north and City Road to the south, with 

a new roundabout at Burrowmoor Road / City Road and High Street 

o St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements. 

These options have been progressed to the Packaging Assessment along with the NILR Option 1 from the 

Strategic Assessment and the signalisation of the A141 / Twenty Foot Road from the Quick Wins work 

stream. 
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Packaging Assessment Summary 

The Packaging Assessment has taken the best performing options from the Strategic and Operational 

Assessments and combined these into packages of schemes that could be implemented in March. Multiple 

different packages have been assessed, representing different levels of extremity in terms of impact within 

March. 

Each of the options within the packages has been costed using a high level costing tool, the costs provided 

for each option include: 

 Design and Supervision Fees 

 Stats, Landscaping and Preliminaries Allowance 

 Land and Property Acquisition Allowance 

 20% Risk Allowance 

 44% Optimism Bias Allowance (66% for structures) 

 Future year inflation (5% per annum) and Maintenance Costs (1.7% per annum) for use in the 

Economic Assessment. 

The Project Team developed a series packages which included a mix of short term and long term schemes. 

The packages have been built into the MATS SATURN model and traffic assignments have been run for the 

future year scenarios 2026 and 2031. 

The Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA) program was used to quantify the transport user benefits 

resulting from all packages, and to calculate a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR). 

The TUBA assessment uses the output files from the March Area Transport Study (MATS) SATURN model to 

quantify the change in journey time and distance for each package compared to a Do Minimum Scenario, 

and hence quantify the journey time and vehicle operating cost benefits (if any). This information is then 

used to calculate a 60-year whole life Present Value of Benefits (PVB) which when compared to a Present 

Value of Costs (PVC) is then used to calculate a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR). 
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The packages assessed are described beneath: 

 Package 1 – Signalisation of the A141 / Twenty Foot Road, Peas Hill Roundabout improvements (in 

conjunction with the developer funded roundabout at A141 / Hostmoor Avenue) and the  High  

Street / St Peter’s Road Signal improvements. 

 Package 1a – Package 1 plus the Northern Industrial Link Road. 

 Package 3 – Package 1 plus reducing Broad Street to one lane in each direction and replacing the 

signalised junction at Dartford Road / Station Road with a mini roundabout (FHSF Option). 

 Package 3a – Package 3 plus the Northern Industrial Link Road. 

 Package 4 – Package 3 plus the creation of a New River Crossing between Dartford Road and City 

Road. 

 Package 4a – Package 4 plus the Northern Industrial Link Road. 

The resultant BCRs for these packages are shown below in Table 1. 

Table 1: Package BCR Results 

Package 
1 

Package 
1a 

Package 
3 

Package 
3a 

Package 
4 

Package 
4a 

Net Benefit/BCR Impact 

 

   

  

   

 

 

  

   

 

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Present Value of 
Benefits (PVB) 

10225 23019 22711 35091 37163 47094 

Present Value of 
Costs (PVC) 

4501 9428 5122 9679 33699 38682 

Net Present 
Value (NPV) 

5724 13713 17589 25412 3464 8412 

Benefit/Cost 
Ratio (BCR) 

2.3 2.5 4.4 3.6 1.1 1.2 

VFM Statement High High High High Low Low 

The assessment of the packages has shown that all serve to mitigate the impact of the Local Plan growth to 

varying degrees, and all are expected to perform well.  Packages 1 and 1a do not include any changes to 

Broad Street, whereas the remaining packages facilitate the creation of a significant public realm along 

Broad Street which is in line with Fenland District Council’s FHSF aspirations for the regeneration of March 

Town Centre. 

Packages 3 and 3a are closely aligned to the FHSF proposals and have the highest BCRs relative to their 

counterpart Packages (Package 3 is higher than Package 1 and 4, Package 3a is higher than 1a and 4a). 

Packages 3, 3a, 4 and 4a all require the repositioning of March Town Fountain, which would be 

incorporated into wider public realm and landscape design. This study has not considered the detail of that 

design, and this would need to be undertaken in consultation with environment, conservation and heritage 

specialists, as well public engagement in some form. 
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As a result of the Packaging Assessment, it is recommended that Packages 1, 1a, 3 and 3a are considered 

for further development. 

Packages 4 and 4a provide the best network wide statistics, but involve significant disruption (and cost) 

within the Town Centre. It is recommended that these packages are not considered any further at this stage, 

but can be revisited in future should further capacity enhancements be needed in March Town Centre. 

Of the packages recommended for further development, Packages 3 and 3a are closest to the FHSF 

aspirations for March Town Centre, and are considered the preferred Packages at this stage of the study. 

Package 3a builds upon Package 3 with the addition of the NILR, the cost of which suppresses the BCR in 

comparison to Package 3, however the addition of the NILR will generate far greater benefit than shown in 

the Package omitting it. The NILR will attract additional trips away from the residential areas (particularly 

Norwood Road) and the Town Centre to the south, and so should be investigated further. 
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Introduction 

1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. The vision of Fenland District Council is set out within the Local Plan (2014), which aims ‘to maximise the 

potential of the area and deliver jobs, skills, improved housing and new infrastructure’, making Fenland ‘a 

better place to live, work and visit’.  

1.1.2. The Local Plan includes the delivery of 4,200 new homes in March as well 30 hectares of employment land 

to provide new jobs. The broad locations for this housing are set out in the ‘Proposals for Place’ section of 

the plan for March. 

1.1.3. The 2011 March Area Transport Study provided the transport evidence base for the Local Plan, and assessed 

the impact of traffic growth resulting from the Local Plan and proposed measures to improve the towns 

transport network under current and future traffic demand. The current March Area Transport Study 

(MATS) builds upon this work and assesses potential improvement options to deliver this growth. 

1.1.4. The March Options Assessment Report (OAR) sets out the development and assessment of improvement 

options identified within the March Area Transport Study (MATS). The report details the technical work 

undertaken in relation to traffic modelling and economic assessment, and recommends several packages 

of schemes to be taken forward for development. 

1.1.5. The OAR forms part of the MATS suite of reports, and follows on from the following reports: 

 March Existing Conditions and Data Collection Report (v4.0) 

 March Sustainable Travel Report (v4.0) 

 March SATURN LMVR (v4.0) 

 March SATURN Forecasting Report (v3.0) 

 March VISSIM LMVR (v2.0). 

1.1.6. The OAR is the final report within the MATS, and concludes the technical work undertaken to prepare 

packages of schemes for this stage of the study. 

1.1.7. Note that a separate work stream considering potential ‘Quick Wins’ within March has also been progressed 

alongside the main MATS and is reported separately to the MATS. 
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1.2. Assessment Process 

1.2.1. The assessment process used within the MATS is shown in Figure 1.1 beneath. The assessment has been 

broken down into three distinct phases, with each informing the next. 

Figure 1.1: March Area Transport Study (MATS) Assessment Process 

1.2.2. Each of these stages are discussed further beneath. 

Strategic Assessment 

1.2.3. The Strategic Assessment (using a custom built SATURN model) has considered the larger infrastructure 

improvements, such as a potential Eastern Bypass or Northern Industrial Link Road (NILR), which would 

significantly impact on vehicle routing around March. 

1.2.4. The Strategic Assessment has been used for two purposes, firstly to undertake an economic assessment of 

the larger options to determine at an early stage if they offer value for money. The second purpose was to 

generate different sets of traffic flows, which accounted for the rerouting created by larger options, for use 

in the Operational Assessment. This created the traffic demand for the Do Minimum Scenario, as well as 

two additional scenarios which included larger infrastructure changes. 

1.2.5. This first phase of assessment has generally considered new roads and junctions, whereas the Operational 

Assessment focused on improving existing infrastructure. Specifically, the Strategic Assessment has 

considered options for a: 

 New River Crossing, both within March Town, and as part of an Eastern Bypass 

 Northern Industrial Link Road  

 A141 Re-alignment Options. 

Operational Assessment 

1.2.6. The Operational Assessment was undertaken using the VISSIM model, and provides a detailed assessment 

of how the options perform. This assessment has been used to identify the best performing options, and in 

conjunction with input from highway design engineers, has enabled these options to be further refined.  

1.2.7. The options that performed well within the Operational Assessment were then taken forward for use within 

the Packaging Assessment. 
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Packaging Assessment 

1.2.8. The Packaging Assessment also used the March Saturn model and has taken the best performing options 

from the Strategic and Operational Assessments and combined these into packages of schemes that could 

be implemented in March. Multiple different packages have been assessed, representing different levels of 

extremity in terms of impact within March, ranging from a package with a small number of schemes that 

would make a modest impact, to a large transformative package that consists of multiple schemes and 

would dramatically change the transport network in and around March.  

1.2.9. The Packaging Assessment again used an economic assessment to determine whether each package 

offered value for money, and would stand a reasonable chance to secure funding. The Packaging 

Assessment provides with a series of viable packages, to be taken to public consultation. 

1.3. Report Structure 

1.3.1. This report is structured as follows: 

 Executive Summary 

 Introduction – An explanation of the purpose and structure of the MATS Option Assessment 

Report, and the assessment process used. 

 Option Development Chapter – An explanation of how the various improvement options 

considered within this study were devised. 

 Strategic Assessment Chapter – Sets out the Strategic Assessment of the larger improvement 

options, and specifically considers the value for money that these would offer. 

 Operation Assessment Chapter – Assesses the options in detail, and explains how these have been 

further revised based on the traffic modelling results and input from highway design engineers. 

 Packaging Assessment Chapter – Sets out a series of packages of options, and demonstrates the 

impact and value for money that these would produce. 

 Summary – A summary of the options considered and the assessment process, and 

recommendations on packages of schemes for further development. 
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Option Development 

2.1. Overview 

2.1.1. A series of Option Development workshops were held to devise improvement options to be considered as 

part of the MATS. Three workshops were held in total to consider the different areas of March, these were 

held on the following dates: 

 January 31st 2019 – Town Centre Options 

 February 14th 2019 – A141 Corridor Options 

 March 14th 2019 – Northern Industrial Link Road and Eastern Bypass Options. 

2.2. Option Development Workshops 

2.2.1. The workshops were attended by approximately twenty five stakeholders from various transport, planning 

and engineering disciplines, with delegates representing: 

 Cambridgeshire County Council 

 Fenland District Council 

 Highways England 

 King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council 

 Skanska / Capita. 

2.2.2. During each workshop, attendees were divided into smaller groups and presented with data and 

information on the existing conditions, planned growth and expected future conditions. Delegates then 

shared knowledge based on their specific fields of expertise and local knowledge. 

2.2.3. Following this, each group was tasked with identifying and developing a range of improvement options at 

each location. These options were then presented to the remaining groups, and were challenged by the rest 

of the delegates on technical or delivery grounds. 

2.3. Option Review 

2.3.1. The list of options generated during the workshops are presented in Appendix A. Following the workshop, 

the options were reviewed by the project team and presented to the Member Steering Group (MSG) for 

further discussion and approval to assess. Several options were discounted during this stage, based on 

further consideration or additional local knowledge, and these are shown in grey in Appendix A. 

2.3.2. The options shown in blue were identified for the Strategic Assessment using the MATS SATURN model, 

and are discussed further in Chapter 3 (Strategic Assessment). The remaining options were either assessed 

using the March VISSIM model and are discussed in Chapter 4 (Operational Assessment), or were 

incorporated into wider options. 

2.3.3. The options that were assessed, and are discussed within this report, are shown in Table 2.1 beneath. 
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Table 2.1: Options Assessed as part of the Strategic Assessment 

Scheme Area Option Description 

New River 
Crossing Options 

1 Bypass from B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road to B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 
2 Bypass from Creek Road / Flaggrass Hill Road to Upwell Road/ Silt Road 
3 New town centre bridge from North Drive to Wigstone's Road 
4 Bypass from B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road to B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 
5 Bypass from Creek Road (Level Crossing) to Upwell Road (Level Crossing) 
6 Bypass from B1101 / Longhill Road to B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 
7 Bypass from Coldham Bank to B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 
8 Bypass from B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road to Mill Hill Roundabout 
9 Bypass from B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road to A141 Isle of Ely Way 
10 New River Crossing to the West of exsiting town centre bridge 
11 New River Crossing to the East of existing town centre bridge 

Northern 
Industrial Link 
Road Options 

1 Improvements to Hundred Road and link through to Longhill Road 
2a Improvements to Hundred Road and new link to A141 
2b Improvements to Hundred Road and links to A141 and Longhill Road 
3 Improvements on Twenty Foot Road 
4 New link connecting Hostmoor Avenue and Hundred Road 

5a/b New link from Melbourne Avenue/Hundred Road roundabout to B1101 Elm Road 
6 Improvements to Hundred Road and link to Twenty Foot Road 
7 Extension of Thorby Avenue to the north 
8 New link road between A141 and B1101 to the north of March 
9 Upgrade Norwood Road 

11 Continue B1101 south with a new Bridge over Twenty Foot River and connect to Longhill Road 

A141 Options 

1 Realignment of A141 from north of Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout to south of Peas Hill Roundabout 
2 Create a new access over the railway line from Peas Hill roundabout via the Meadowlands Estate 
3 A141 Dualling 
4 New junction on A141, closure of Burrowmoor and Knights End junctions with A141 

5 
Realign A141 to the west from Gaul Road junction in the south to Hostmoor Avenue Junction in the 
north 

6 
Create a new A141 route from Mill Hill roundabout to north of Hostmoor Avenue. Existing alignment 
to remain as a local / development access road 

7 Creation of a new grade separated junction at Peas Hill Roundabout 

Table 2.2: Options Assessed as part of the Operational Assessment 

Scheme Area Option Description 
5.2 Creation of a new larger roundabout on the existing site, involving land acquisition 

Peas Hill 5.3 Realign Whittlesey Road approach to join the A141 to the south (in the vicinity of Marina Drive) 
Roundabout 

5.7 
Realign Meadowlands approach to join Wisbech Road east of the roundabout and enlarge the 
roundabout to the west of the existing site. 

Package 1 
Creek Road Improvements, Signal Upgrade at Broad Street, Roundabout Improvements at Burrowmoor 
Road and Signal Upgrade at St Peters Road 

Town Centre 

Package 3 
Creek Road Improvements, Roundabout at Broad Street, Partial Public Realm Scheme, New Link Road 
and River Crossing, Roundabout Improvements at Burrowmoor Road and Signal Upgrade at St Peters 
Road 

2.4. Further Option Evolution 

2.4.1. Many of the options also evolved during the assessment process, with amendments made based on the 

results of traffic modelling or highway design review. The options that emerged from the Strategic 

Assessment and the Operational Assessment are discussed in Chapter 5 (Packaging Assessment). 
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2.5. Future High Streets Fund 

2.5.1. In parallel to the MATS project, Fenland District Council has developed a proposal for the Future High Street 

Fund (FHSF) to fundamentally change the way in which March functions as a Town Centre. This includes 

improvements in Broad Street which will improve pedestrian flow and footfall, changes to densification in 

use which will support a 24-hour economy and support resilience, and public realm improvements which 

will open up underused and derelict areas for commercial development. 

2.5.2. The purpose of this investment is to arrest the decline in March Town Centre and enable the area to make 

the most of its untapped potential. This opportunity for funding has presented itself at an opportune time 

for March as it builds on the recently adopted Growing Fenland Strategy for the development of Fenlands 

towns and has linked closely with the development of the MATS. 

2.5.3. There has been regular dialogue between the two projects to ensure that any proposals considered within 

this study for the Town Centre, and particularly Broad Street, are consistent with the FHSF aspirations. 
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Strategic Assessment 

3.1. Introduction 

3.1.1. The Strategic Assessment considers the larger schemes within the March Area Transport Study (MATS) that 

have the potential to significantly impact on vehicle routing in and around the town. The Strategic 

Assessment uses a high level economic assessment to assess the potential for each of these schemes. 

3.1.2. The purpose of the Strategic Assessment is to: 

 Determine the economic viability of larger infrastructure schemes at an early stage, to identify 

whether they are likely to offer value for money, which in turn will… 

 Determine which traffic flows to use in the Operational Assessment. 

3.1.3. The Strategic Assessment has considered the following areas: 

 New River Crossing (Town Centre and the concept of an Eastern Bypass) 

 Northern Industrial Link Road 

 A141 (Re-alignment) Options. 

3.1.4. This chapter sets out: 

 The Economic Assessment Process, explaining how options have been modelled, and benefits and 

costs have been calculated for use in the economic assessments undertaken 

 The Strategic Assessment of a New River Crossing 

 The Strategic Assessment of a Northern Industrial Link Road 

 The Strategic Assessment of A141 re-alignment options. 

3.2. The Economic Assessment Process 

3.2.1. The economic assessment process essentially measures the benefit versus cost of each potential option. 

These two elements are discussed in greater detail beneath. 

Calculating Benefits 

3.2.2. The MATS SATURN model has been used to assess options for the Strategic Assessment. For more 

information on the MATS model, please see the associated Local Model Validation Report (LMVR). Using 

the Do Minimum (DM) models as a starting point, the options have been coded into the highway network 

to create Do Something (DS) models.  By comparing the DM (without option) and DS (with option) model 

outputs it is possible to calculate the impact of the option on traffic flow, vehicle routing, travel times and 

travel distances. Figure 3.1 below displays the extent of the road network in the MATS model. 
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Figure 3.1: March Area Transport Study (MATS) SATURN Model Network 

3.2.3. This information, along with the high level scheme cost information, is then passed through the Transport 

User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA) programme to monetise the benefits and calculate a Benefit to Cost Ratio 

(BCR). TUBA has been developed for the DfT to undertake economic appraisals for multi-modal transport 

schemes. TUBA carries out transport economic appraisals in according with the DfT's Transport Analysis 

Guidance (WebTAG). The BCR determines the expected value for money and gives an indication of the 

likelihood that a scheme would achieve funding based on transport user benefits such as journey time 

savings. 

3.2.4. It should be noted that other considerations, such as wider economic benefits and environmental impacts, 

are also important in determining whether a scheme receives funding. Benefits and dis-benefits from these 

wider considerations can be added to the transport user benefits as part of the scheme business case. 

Option Costing 

3.2.5. Options have been costed using 2019 unit rates which are based on costs from recent major schemes that 

have been designed and built within the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough area, with a 20 – 30 week 

construction programme.  Option costs have been calculated using a high level costing tool that costs 

schemes based on the road type and length, the number and form of junctions, the size and type of 

structures required and the amount of land acquisition required. 

3.2.6. Aerial imagery and local mapping have been used to calculate the length, size and component parts of each 

option in order to generate an option cost. 
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3.2.7. Once costed, the following uplifts were applied: 

 Stats (10% of construction cost) 

 Preliminaries (15% of construction cost) 

 Design (10% of construction cost) 

 Supervision (11% of construction cost) 

 Land and property acquisition (costed based on number of dwellings and area of land) 

 Risk Allowance  (20% of construction cost) 

 Optimism Bias (Concept Stage: 44% for Highway / 66% for Structures). 

3.2.8. Optimism Bias (OB) refers to the tendency for those involved in projects, such as funders, managers or 

beneficiaries, to be too optimistic in terms of forecasting project costs, scale, timing and benefits. To redress 

this tendency appraisers should make explicit, empirically based adjustments to the estimates of a project’s 

costs, benefits, and duration. Accordingly, any appraisal should make an appropriate Optimism Bias 

adjustment based on how much is known about a potential scheme and how much preparatory and design 

work has been undertaken. Further information on the application of Optimism Bias can be found in the 

Department for Transport’s (DfT) TAG guidance note A1.21. Table 3.1 below shows the OB percentages 

that should be added to the schemes at the various stages of their development. 

Table 3.1: Recommended Optimism Bias Adjustments (WebTAG Unit A1.2 Scheme Costs) 

3.2.9. An example of an option cost, showing the various components and how they are costed, is shown beneath 

in Figure 3.2. 

TAG unit A1-2 Scheme Costs, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/webtag-tag-unit-a1-2-scheme-costs-july-2017 
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Option EB_1 

Unit Quantity Cost 

Main Carriageway Off line D2AP (m) £ 2,600 m £ -

Off line D2AP on Embankment (m) £ 3,200 m £ -
On Line D2AP (m) £ 1,600 m £ -
Off line S2AP (m) £ 1,735 6,368 m £ 11,048,480 

Width - Excavation m 
Width - Embankment (D2) m 

Excavation Depth m 
Embankment Height m 

Junctions Grade Separated (ea) £ 15,000,000 No £ -
Roundabouts (ea) £ 430,000 4  No  £ 1,720,000 

Roundabouts on Embankment (ea) £ 482,988 No £ -
Major/Minor (ea) £ 247,800 2  No  £ 495,600 

Major/Minor on Embankment (ea) £ 266,876 No £ -
Left in/out (ea) £ 105,000 No £ -

Left in/out on Embankment (ea) £ 124,076 No £ -

Structures Accommodation Structures (ea) £ 500,000 No £ -
Cut/Cover Tunnel (m) £ 80,625 m £ -

Retaining walls (m) £ 26,875 m £ -
Bridge (m) £ 268,750 89 m £ 23,918,750 

Large Culvert (2 - 4 m) (ea) £ 75,000 No £ -
Small Culvert (<2m) (ea) £ 20,000 7 No £ 140,000 

Earthworks Excavation (m3) £ 7 0 m3 £ -
Disposal (m3) £ 23 0 m3 £ -

Import (m3) £ 28 0 m3 £ -

Sub Total £37,322,830 

Percentages Accommodation works 2.50% £ 933,071 
Preliminaries 15.00% £ 5,598,425 

Statutory Undertakers 10.00% £ 3,732,283 
Landscaping 3.00% £ 1,119,685 
Supervision 11.00% £ 4,105,511 

Design 10.00% £ 3,732,283 
Sub Total £19,221,257 

Land (cost £ ) 

Agricultural (hectare) (ha) £ 37,500 13 £ 479,271.60 
Residential Properties (ea) £ 277,500 £ -

Part 1 
Sub Total £479,272 

Risk Allowance 20% £ 11,404,672 

Optimism Bias Concept Stage 45% £ 30,792,614 

Option Cost Grand Total £99,220,645 

Figure 3.2: Example of Option Costing (Eastern Bypass Option 1) 

3.2.10. The Strategic Assessment of the New River Crossing, NILR and the A141 Re-alignment Options are discussed 

in turn beneath. 
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3.3. New River Crossing (Eastern Bypass and Town Centre) 

Options Assessed 

3.3.1. The options assessed for a New River Crossing include options developed for both an Eastern Bypass and 

for a New River Crossing in the Town Centre. The options devised for a new Town Centre river crossing were 

developed as an alternative to options for an Eastern Bypass in an attempt to reduce infrastructure costs 

and to maximise the potential to re-route trips from Broad Street and the existing Town Bridge. 

3.3.2. Eleven options have been assessed for a potential New River Crossing. For assessment purposes, some 

conceptual alignments for these options were selected. The conceptual alignments of these options, as used 

for modelling and costing, are shown in Figure 3.3, with further information about each provided in Table 

3.1. 
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Figure 3.3: Eastern Bypass and Town Centre River Crossing Option Locations 
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Table 3.2: Description of New River Crossing Options 

Option From To Length 

1 B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 6.4km 

2 
Creek Road / Flaggrass Hill 

Road 
Upwell Road / Silt Road 2.1km 

3 North Drive Wigstone's Road 0.5km 

4 B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 5.8km 

5 
Creek Road (Level 

Crossing) 
Upwell Road (Level 

Crossing) 
1.7km 

6 B1101 / Longhill Road B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 6.6km 

7 Coldham Bank B1101 / Lambs Hill Drove 6.1km 

8 B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road Mill Hill Roundabout 6.4km 

9 B1101 / Flaggrass Hill Road A141 Isle of Ely Way 7.1km 

10 B1099 Dartford Road Brewin Chase / City Road 0.5km 

11 B1101 / Creek Road B1101 / Market Place 0.3km 

Impact on Town Centre Trips 

3.3.3. One of the expected benefits of a New River Crossing is that it would provide an alternative route for trips 

that are currently using the bridge in the Town Centre, particularly for trips to / from eastern areas of March 

where there is no alternative route. These trips contribute significantly to congestion along Broad Street 

and through the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junction. 
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3.3.4. To understand the level of benefit that each options has in reducing trips through the Town Centre, an 

assessment of the potential reduction in vehicle trips over the existing town bridge has been undertaken for 

the AM and PM peak hours for the horizon forecast year (2031). Tables 3.2 and 3.3 below show the 

reduction in vehicle trips for each option compared to the Do Minimum scenario. 

Table 3.3: Vehicle Trips, March Town Centre 2031 AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) 

2031 AM Northbound Southbound 

Option 
Town Bridge 
Demand Flow 

Impact of 
Option 

Town Bridge 
Demand Flow 

Impact of 
Option 

DM 1,111 745 
1  837  ‐274 518 ‐227 
2  945  ‐166 658 ‐87 
3  954  ‐157 623 ‐122 
4  846  ‐265 550 ‐195 
5  998  ‐113 690 ‐55 
6  886  ‐225 589 ‐156 
7  866  ‐245 573 ‐172 
8  823  ‐288 538 ‐207 
9  769  ‐342 517 ‐228 
10 608 ‐503 426 ‐319 
11 800 ‐311 466 ‐279 

3.3.5. The results show that all of the modelled options remove vehicle trips from March Town Centre, and 

specifically the Town Centre bridge. Options 9, 10 and 11 are the best performing options in terms of 

removing both northbound and southbound vehicle trips from the current town bridge. Both Options 10 

and 11 are Town Centre -based options and are therefore relatively close to the existing river crossing, 

meaning that they will have the greatest potential for rerouting traffic from the existing Town Centre 

bridge. Option 9 is the longest bypass option, travelling from the north of March, bypassing the town 

completely from Flaggrass Hill Road in the north to the A141 Isle of Ely Way to the south of March. 
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Table 3.4: Vehicle Trips, March Town Centre 2031 PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) 

2031 PM Northbound Southbound 

Option 
Town Bridge 
Demand Flow 

Impact of 
Option 

Town Bridge 
Demand Flow 

Impact of 
Option 

DM 904 773 
1  661  ‐243 523 ‐250 
2  763  ‐141 666 ‐107 
3  770  ‐134 681 ‐92 
4  668  ‐236 577 ‐196 
5  762  ‐142 709 ‐64 
6  729  ‐175 611 ‐162 
7  693  ‐211 613 ‐160 
8  663  ‐241 543 ‐230 
9  593  ‐311 551 ‐222 
10 567 ‐337 508 ‐265 
11 674 ‐230 558 ‐215 

3.3.6. As with the AM peak hour, all of the modelled options remove vehicle trips from March Town Centre. The 

results show the directionality of vehicles travelling through March in the AM and PM peak hours. All of the 

options remove more vehicle trips from the town bridge in the southbound direction during the AM peak 

hour, although more vehicle trips are removed in the northbound direction in the PM peak hour. This would 

indicate that many vehicles are travelling from the north of March to the south in the AM peak hour, and 

vice versa in the PM peak hour. 

3.3.7. As with the AM peak hour, Option 10 removes the most vehicles in both the northbound and southbound 

direction, with Options 8, 9 and 11 also removing a significant number of vehicle trips. 

Network Wide Benefits 

3.3.8. The following tables highlight the impact of each of the options on the overall model network. These 

statistics demonstrate how each option affects the network as a whole rather than just the river crossing in 

March Town Centre. 

3.3.9. A key indicator within the network wide statistics is Over Capacity Queues (OCQ), which represents the 

number of vehicles still queuing on the network at the end of the one-hour modelled time period.  

3.3.10. An OCQ is caused by a junction or link operating beyond capacity and indicates whether the increased 

vehicle demand on the highway network can be accommodated. 
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Table 3.5: Network Wide Statistics 2031 AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) 

2031 AM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 249 48 596.8 562.9 33.9 893.8 29270.3 32.7 2714.5 
Op1 177.1 21.2 565.5 543.8 21.6 763.8 29881.6 39.1 2558.2 
Op2 201.9 26.7 585.6 559.9 25.7 814.2 29490.1 36.2 2600.8 
Op3 204.6 29 592 565.5 26.5 825.6 29240.2 35.4 2597.9 
Op4 178.8 21.2 566.5 543.9 22.6 766.5 29897.4 39 2563.9 
Op5 210.3 30 588 560.8 27.3 828.3 29324.3 35.4 2614.2 
Op6 183.9 23.6 568.2 545.1 23 775.6 29869.9 38.5 2578.6 
Op7 180.6 21.6 563.8 542.8 21.1 766.1 29849 39 2565.3 
Op8 178 18.7 569 549.9 19.2 765.7 30169.8 39.4 2579.6 
Op9 178 12.5 575.7 555.1 20.7 766.3 31083.5 40.6 2621.9 
Op10 187.9 20.7 584.5 558.2 26.3 793 29043 36.6 2520.1 
Op11 211.8 25.9 589.3 562 27.3 826.9 29148.9 35.2 2605.9 

3.3.11. Table 3.4 above shows that all options would reduce the OCQ from 48 passenger car unit hours (PCU. Hr) 

in the AM peak hour 2031 DM scenario to an OCQ within the 20 – 30 PCU. Hr range. Option 9 is the best 

performing option for reducing OCQ on the network, with a result of 12.5 PCU. Hr.  

Table 3.6: Network Wide Statistics 2031 PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) 

2031 PM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 223.8 22.7 602.9 570.9 32 849.3 29585.8 34.8 2636.3 
Op1 168.9 5.7 569.3 547.2 22.1 743.9 30450.2 40.9 2525.4 
Op2 186.5 5.7 591.4 566 25.3 783.6 29810.9 38 2537.6 
Op3 196.7 5.5 596.2 569 27.2 798.4 29479.7 36.9 2541.5 
Op4 171.2 5.5 569.8 546.9 22.9 746.5 30447.8 40.8 2530.7 
Op5 192.8 9.1 592.7 566.9 25.8 794.6 29592.1 37.2 2538.7 
Op6 179.1 5.4 572.2 548.6 23.7 756.8 30383.3 40.1 2551.4 
Op7 176.8 5.1 566.5 545.8 20.7 748.3 30469.4 40.7 2547 
Op8 170.6 5 569.9 550.7 19.3 745.6 30745.5 41.2 2555.2 
Op9 177.6 64 568 549 19.1 809.6 31560.9 39 2690.6 
Op10 184.5 6 587.5 563.2 24.3 778 29249.8 37.6 2492.2 
Op11 201.3 5.4 595.4 566.1 29.3 802.1 29380.4 36.6 2550.1 

3.3.12. Table 3.5 above shows that all options except Option 9, would reduce the OCQ from 22.7 PCU. Hr in the PM 

peak hour 2031 DM scenario to an OCQ within the 5 – 10 PCU. Hr range. Option 9 significantly increases 

OCQ in the PM peak and further investigations has revealed that this is caused by the new roundabout on 

the A141 at Eastwood End, where the bypass joins the existing road network. 

3.3.13. The results show that all of the options apart from Option 9 lead to an overall reduction in the amount of 

queuing across the network as a whole during the PM peak hour. Option 9 leads to an increase in overall 

queuing and further investigation has revealed that the majority of this extra queuing is located at the new 

roundabout junction that is created on the A141 at Eastwood End where the bypass joins the existing 

network. 

23 



 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

  

   

   

 
   

 

   

 

 

   

 

Option Costing 

3.3.14. High level cost estimates have been produced for each of the options. Table 3.6 below shows the 

assumptions made when generating these costs as well as the Total Cost. The scheme cost includes a 20% 

Risk Allowance and 44% Optimism Bias (or 66% for structures). 

Table 3.7: Option Costs for New River Crossing Options (2019 prices) 

Option Length (m) 
No. 

Roundabouts 
No. Priority 
Junctions 

No. 
Structures 

No. Culverts 
Approximate 

Cost £m 
(excl OB) 

Approximate 
Cost £m 
(incl OB) 

1 6.4km 4 2 2 7 68 99 

2 2.1km 2 0 0 3 52 75 

3 0.5km 1 0 1 0 16 23 

4 5.8km 4 2 2 5 62 89 

5 1.7km 2 1 1 1 22 32 

6 6.6km 4 2 2 6 65 94 

7 6.1km 3 1 2 5 57 82 

8 6.4km 3 2 2 11 64 92 

9 7.1km 4 2 2 12 67 96 

10 0.5km 1 0 1 0 16 23 

11 0.3km 1 0 1 0 16 23 

Economic Assessment (Value for Money) 

3.3.15. The model results and scheme costs for each of the options have been run through TUBA to calculate a BCR 

for each option. TUBA gives a BCR figure for each option, and the Department for Transport uses the 

following categories to determine the Value for Money that BCR represents: 

 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. 

3.3.16. A breakdown of the economic assessment results from TUBA is shown beneath in Table 3.8. 
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Table 3.8: New River Crossing Options Benefit Cost Ratios 

Net Benefit/BCR Impact 

Option Option Option Option Option Option Option Option Option Option Option 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Net Present Value 
(NPV) 

-27805 -28512 489 -21914 -5187 -28557 -16849 -25626 -41812 19368 17386 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 
(BCR) 

0.6 0.4 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.4 2.3 2.1 

Poor Poor Low Poor Poor Poor Poor Poor Poor High High 

VFM Statement 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Value 

for 
Money Money Money Money Money Money Money Money Money Money Money 

3.3.17. Table 3.8 shows that the majority of the Eastern Bypass Options return a low BCR and VFM Statement of 

‘Poor Value for Money’. However the two Town Centre river crossing options (10 and 11) offer ‘High Value 

for Money’ with BCRs of 2.3 and 2.1 respectively, although it should be noted that these fall within the 

lower range of the ‘High Value for Money’ category which describes BCRs of between 2.0 and 4.0. 

3.3.18. The Strategic Assessment for the New River Crossing has shown that Option 10 and Option 11 are the only 

two to offer an acceptable value for money (BCR of greater than 2.0). This is because both of these options 

are closest to the existing Town Centre Bridge and therefore have the greatest potential to attract trips away 

from the existing bridge with a minimal impact on journey distance (a key factor in driver route choice and 

the economic assessments). Options 1 to 9 are all located further out from the Town Centre, where demand 

is much lower, and therefore appeal to fewer users and attract less trips. These options also have longer 

routes and therefore much higher infrastructure costs. Options 10 and 11 have significantly lower costs over 

all of the other options (excluding option 3). As a result of these two factors, Options 1 to 9 all return a poor 

value for money. 

3.3.19. Further consideration has been given to Option 10 and Option 11 based on the results of the economic 

assessment, with Options 1 to 9 being dismissed from this study. It should be noted that although lower 

than New River Crossing options, the costs of Option 10 and 11 are still significantly higher than other 

options being considered within the study. 

3.3.20. A review of Option 10 and Option 11 has highlighted that Option 10 offers the better use of existing 

infrastructure and provides more opportunity for building a new bridge to provide the river crossing. The 

salient points from the review are shown beneath. 

25 



 

 

 

 

  

   

  

 

 

  

 

   

 

  

   

  

  

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

   

Option 10 

 Less constrained site 

 Existing adjoining network more appropriate – makes use of existing routes through March Town 

Centre without too much diversion. 

 Ties in with Fenland District Council’s strategy to consolidate car parking. 

 Fenland District Council own some land to the south of the river 

 Has a better BCR than Option 11, offering greater transport user benefits. 

Option 11 

 Adjoining network much more constrained, particularly along Elwyn Road and Market Place, with 

a one-way system currently in place and housing along the roads. 

 There are more buildings in the area to the east than in the area to the west of the current town 

bridge, so there is more scope for impact on the built form. 

 Less appropriate for HGV movements due to narrow and constrained road network. 

3.3.21. The review of location of Option 10 and Option 11 has identified that Option 10 (to the west of the existing 

bridge) would be preferable to Option 11 (to the east of the existing bridge). On this basis, Option 10 has 

been retained as a potential viable option for further assessment.  Any new River Crossing would be subject 

to funding decisions and further work. 

Option 10 Sensitivity Testing 

3.3.22. A series of modelling sensitivity tests have been undertaken on Option 10 to understand what impact the 

New River Crossing would have on the potential for public realm schemes within the Town Centre, and 

specifically along Broad Street. Fenland District Council and March Town Council have an aspiration to 

improve the public realm via developing the cultural, retail and leisure offer in March, to make the town an 

even more engaging and attractive place to visit.  

3.3.23. The sensitivity tests also test the impact of the current Future High Street Fund (FHSF) proposals to 

significantly increase the amount of public realm space along Broad Street by removing traffic lanes. 

Although designs are still being finalised for the FHSF bid, the concepts are based on the provision of one 

lane of traffic in each direction along Broad Street, with a roundabout at the junction of Broad Street with 

Dartford Road and Station Road. 

3.3.24. The purpose of the sensitivity tests is to understand the impact that removing varying degrees of capacity 

from the Town Centre would have on the economic viability of a New River Crossing, providing insight into 

whether or not a New River Crossing is required to realise the aspirations for regenerating the Town Centre. 
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3.3.25. The tests undertaken were: 

 Option 10 – New bridge to the west + Broad Street / Town Bridge remains fully open (in its current 

form) 

 Option 10a – New bridge to the west + Broad Street / Town Bridge as a single lane in each direction 

(allowing for approximately half of Broad Street to become public realm) 

 Option 10b – New bridge to the west + Broad Street / Town Bridge completely closed to traffic 

(allowing for all of Broad Street to become public realm) 

 Option 10c – No new bridge to the west + Broad Street / Town Bridge completely closed to traffic 

(allowing for a full public realm scheme) 

 Option 10d - No new bridge to the west + Broad Street / Town Bridge reduced to one lane in each 

direction with the creation of a roundabout at the junction of Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station 

Road (allowing for approximately half of Broad Street to become public realm) 
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3.3.26. Figure 3.4 beneath provides a graphical representation of Option 10, 10a, 10b, 10c and 10d. Note that 

where a single lane of traffic in each direction along Broad Street is shown, there is no significance in 

strategic traffic modelling terms as to which side of the street is occupied by the road and which side is 

occupied by the public realm, this would be determined at later design stages. 

Figure 3.4: Options 10, 10a, 10b, 10c and 10d Sensitivity Tests 

3.3.27. Each of these options have been modelled, and an economic assessment undertaken using TUBA to 

calculate BCRs for Options 10, 10a, 10b, 10c and 10d to give an indication of the level of benefit to transport 

users. Analysis of the model outputs and resultant BCRs are discussed beneath. 
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Table 3.9: AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) Network wide statistics for Options 10, 10a, 10b, 10c and 10d 

2031 AM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 249 48 596.8 562.9 33.9 893.8 29270.3 32.7 2714.5 
Op10 187.9 20.7 584.5 558.2 26.3 793 29043 36.6 2520.1 
Op10a 185.4 22 585.5 559.2 26.3 792.9 29096.4 36.7 2520 
Op10b 204.4 68.4 607.1 572.7 34.5 879.9 29579.4 33.6 2693.2 
Op10c 332 1080 763.8 670 93.9 2175.8 36613 16.8 4732.6 
Op10d 234.8 50.7 593.4 561.4 32 879 29071.7 33.1 2651.8 

3.3.28. Table 3.9 above shows that the DM OCQ is 48 PCU hours in the 2031 AM peak hour scenario, and Delays 

are 33.9 PCU hours. Options 10 and 10a reduce the OCQ and delays experienced compared to the DM 

scenario. 

3.3.29. However, Options 10b and 10c increase the OCQ and delays. Option 10c significantly increases both OCQ 

and delays compared to the other options. This is easily explained, as Option 10c is the complete closure of 

the existing river crossing with no new provision made. Instead, vehicles must re-route around the town 

using the A141. 

3.3.30. Option 10d shows a slight increase in OCQ compared to the DM scenario. Further investigation within the 

model indicates that Option 10d removes delay at the top of Broad Street, however it adds a small amount 

of delay south of the Town Centre at St Peters Road. 

3.3.31. Figure 3.5 beneath shows the difference in delay from the DM and Option 10d scenario, with green 

indicating an increase in delay and blue indicating a decrease. The network wide statistics also show Option 

10d leads to a decrease in delay as well as Total Travel Time and Travel Distance when compared to the DM 

scenario. 
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  Figure 3.5: Delay Comparison between the DM and Option 10d Scenarios in the AM Peak Hour 

3.3.32. Option 10a performs the best of all the options in the 2031 AM peak hour with a lower overall Total Travel 

Time and a higher Overall Average Speed. Total Travel Time and Overall Average Speed are calculated from 

all vehicle trips undertaken on the model network during the modelled time period. A lower Total Travel 

Time indicates that the network is operating in a less constrained manner, whilst a higher Overall Average 

Speed indicates vehicles are able to move more freely around the network. 

3.3.33. However, it should be noted that all options apart from 10b and 10c, offer a general improvement over the 

DM scenario during the AM peak hour. 

3.3.34. Figure 3.6 below shows where the delays would occur in the Option 10c scenario, with green showing an 

increase in delay and blue indicating a decrease in delay. The thicker the line the greater the increase / 

decrease in delay. 
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   Figure 3.6: AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) Delay (seconds) for Option 10c 
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3.3.35. The results of the 2031 sensitivity test for the PM peak hour are shown in Table 3.10 beneath. 

Table 3.10: PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) Network wide statistics for Options 10, 10a, 10b, 10c and 10d 

2031 PM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 223.8 22.7 602.9 570.9 32 849.3 29585.8 34.8 2636.3 
Op10 184.5 6 587.5 563.2 24.3 778 29249.8 37.6 2492.2 
Op10a 178.5 5.2 588.3 563.9 24.4 772 29301.8 38 2483.8 
Op10b 204.9 9.8 615.1 582.6 32.5 829.8 39993.2 36.1 2615.4 
Op10c 286.8 876.8 741.2 672.3 68.8 1904.8 36158.7 19 4345.7 
Op10d 194.9 5.1 595.5 566.5 29 795.5 29309.2 36.8 2512.2 

3.3.36. As with the 2031 AM peak hour scenario, Table 3.10 shows Options 10 and 10a decrease the OCQ and 

delays from that shown in the DM scenario.  

3.3.37. Unlike the AM peak hour (which saw a slight increase), Option 10d shows a significant decrease in OCQ 

compared to the DM scenario. Option 10b also decreases the OCQ experienced during the PM peak hour 

compared to the DM scenario. 
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3.3.38. Again, Option 10c has a significant impact on increasing OCQ and delays experienced against the DM 

scenario, due to the complete closure of Broad Street as a through route.  

3.3.39. Similar to the 2031 AM peak hour, Option 10a has a lower overall Total Travel Time and higher Overall 

Average Speed in the 2031 PM peak hour than the other options. 

3.3.40. Figure 3.8 below shows where the delays would occur under option 10c, with green showing an increase in 

delay and blue indicating a decrease in delay. The thicker the line the greater the increase/decrease in delay. 

Figure 3.7: PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) Delay (seconds) for Option 10c 
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3.3.41. The BCRs for the sensitivity test options are shown beneath in Table 3.11. Please note that the benefits only 

represent transport user benefits, and not wider economic benefits from any subsequent regeneration of 

the Town Centre. 

Table 3.11: Sensitivity Test BCRs 

Net Benefit/BCR Impact 

Option 
10 

Option 
10a 

Option 
10b 

Option 
10c 

Option 
10d 

Net Present Value 
(NPV) 

19368 19786 -12129 -720243 14058 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 
(BCR) 

2.3 2.3 0.2 -1078.8 9.7 

VFM Statement 

High 
Value 

for 
Money 

High 
Value 

for 
Money 

Poor 
Value 

for 
Money 

Very Poor 
Value for 

Money 

High 
Value 

for 
Money 

3.3.42. The sensitivity testing has highlighted Options 10a and 10d to be the best performing. Option 10d returns a 

significantly better BCR due to the much lower costs involved than Option 10a. Option 10d removes the 

construction costs and difficulties associated with building a New River Crossing in the centre of town, whilst 

still providing network wide benefits. Although 10a includes some significant construction costs associated 

with the New River Crossing, its overall network wide benefits are the greatest of all the sensitivity test 

options. Both Options 10a and 10d have been progressed for further Operational Assessment. 

New River Crossing Summary 

3.3.43. The modelling of the New River Crossing options has identified that a new crossing in the Town Centre is 

considered to be more viable than an Eastern Bypass alignments for a number of reasons. The model results 

indicate that a new Town Centre crossing has the greatest potential to divert existing vehicle trips away 

from the current Town Centre road infrastructure. Aligned with these results, the potential costs of a new 

crossing in the Town Centre are considerably less than the costs of any new bypass option. 

3.3.44. Of the two potential Options for a River Crossing in the Town Centre, Option 10 (river crossing to the west 

of the existing crossing) is considered more viable than Option 11 (river crossing to the east of the existing 

crossing). Option 10 offers the better use of existing infrastructure and provides more opportunity for 

building a new bridge to provide the river crossing. 
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3.3.45. Further sensitivity testing on Option 10 suggests that there is the potential for public realm improvements 

to be made along Broad Street, at the expense of highway capacity, without the need for a New River 

Crossing. The Operational Assessment will test this further.  

3.3.46. The reduction of Broad Street to a single lane in each direction enables the removal of the existing traffic 

signals at the junction with Dartford Road and Station Road (as pedestrians can safely cross one lane of 

traffic). The removal of the signals takes away transient delay which in turn provides further capacity to 

offset the loss of one lane in each direction. 

3.3.47. It should be noted that the Operational Assessment using more detailed microsimulation modelling 

software may identify capacity issues that are not identified by strategic transport modelling, particularly at 

junctions. To guard against this, both options 10a and 10d will be considered during the Operational 

Assessment phase of the study. 

3.4. Northern Industrial Link Road 

3.4.1. Twelve initial options have been assessed for the NILR. These alignments were developed during the Option 

Development Workshop and in subsequent discussions with highway designers. Proposals for a NILR were 

also investigated as part of the 2013 March Area Transport Strategy, and have been incorporated into this 

assessment. 

3.4.2. These alignments that have been assessed are shown in Figure 3.8 with a more detailed description provided 

beneath in Table 3.12. 
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  Figure 3.8: Northern Industrial Link Road (NILR) Option Locations 
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Table 3.12: Description of Northern Industrial Link Road Options 

Option From To Length Notes 

1 Hundred Road Longhill Road 1.9km 
New roundabout at Longhill 

Road/B1101 

2a Hundred Road A141 Wisbech Road 2.6km 
New roundabout at junction 

with A141 

2b Hundred Road 
A141 Wisbech Road and 

Longhill Road 
3.3km 

New roundabout at A141 and 
B1101 

3  Twenty  Foot Road/A141 Twenty Foot Road/B1101 2.7km 
Upgrade of exisitng Twenty 

Foot Road 

4 Hundred Road Hostmoor Avenue 0.3km 
Would require CPO and 
demolition of houses 

5a Melbourne Avenue Marwick Rd/B1101 0.9km 
Requires new bridge over the 

railway 

5b Melbourne Avenue Longhill Road/B1101 1.3km 
Requires new bridge over the 

railway 

6 Hundred Road Twenty Foot Road 2.5km 
Requires new bridge over 

Twenty Foot River 

7  Thorby  Avenue A1101 and Longhill Road 3.4km New roundabout at A1101 

8 B1101 A141 2.6km 
New roundabouts at B1101 and 

A141 

9 Hundred Road B1101 0.9km Upgrade of Norwood Road 

11 B1101/Twenty Foot Road 
B1101/Longhill Road and 
B1101/Flaggrass Hill Road 

1.7km 
New roundabouts at Twenty 
Foot Road, Longhill Road and 

Flaggrass Hill Road 

Option Modelling and Results 

3.4.3. An initial sifting of the NILR options was undertaken at a steering group meeting. Potential issues with some 

of the options were highlighted, which included the need for land acquisition, as well as some options 

requiring considerable infrastructure over the Network Rail Marshalling Yard. Table 3.13 below summarises 

the discussions from the Member Steering Group meeting. As a result of this exercise, only Options 1, 2a, 

2b, 6, 7, 8 and 11 were progressed to the Strategic Assessment. 
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Table 3.13: Initial Sifting of Northern Industrial Link Road (NILR) Options 

Option Option Description Comments 
Progress to 

Strategic 
Assessment 

1 
Improvements to Hundred Road and 

link through to Longhill Road 
There is a need to liaise with HMP Whitemoor Yes 

2b 
Improvements to Hundred Road and 

links to A141 and Longhill Road 
Assess this option but without the closure to 

Twenty Foot Road 
Yes 

3 Improvements on Twenty Foot Road 
Little benefit seen in pursuing this option, due 
to it being located north of March and not in 

the immediate study area 
No 

4 
New link connecting Hostmoor 

Avenue and Hundred Road 
Does not address issues to the east of March No 

5a/b 
New link from Melbourne 

Avenue/Hundred Road roundabout to 
B1101 Elm Road 

Concerns about the number of businesses that 
would be affected by works. Also large 

amounts of infrastructure needed. 
No 

6 
Improvements to Hundred Road and 

link to Twenty Foot Road 
Opens significant parcals of land for growth Yes 

7 
Extension of Thorby Avenue to the 

north 

Private road with increasing number of 
businesses. Will need close consultation with 

stakeholders 
Yes 

8 
New link road between A141 and 

B1101 to the north of March 
May remove trips through the centre of March Yes 

9 Upgrade Norwood Road 
Concerns with proximity of scheme to a nature 

reserve. Concerns over land acquisition. 
No 

11 
Continue B1101 south with a new 
Bridge over Twenty Foot River and 

connect to Longhill Road 
No comments Yes 

3.4.4. To understand the potential impact on vehicle routing of each option assessed, the demand flows have been 

extracted from the central point of each NILR alignment, by direction. These are shown in Table 3.14 

beneath. 
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Table 3.14: Expected Demand Flow (No. of vehicles) 2031 AM Peak Hour 

2031 AM 
Option 

1 87 154 241 
1a 59 74 133 
2a 42 40 82 
2b 38 41 79 
6 46 82 128 
7 47 77 124 
7a 47 77 124 
8 132 35 167 
11 199 205 404 

Northbound 
(No. of vehicles) 

Southbound 
(No. of vehicles) 

Two Way Flow 
(No. of vehicles) 

3.4.5. Whilst all of the options experience demand in the AM peak hour in both directions, it is evident that some 

of the options experience greater demand, these are options 1, 8 and 11. The demand flow for Option 11 is 

fairly balanced in both directions, whereas Options 1 and 8 attract more trips in one direction that the other. 

Option 1 has greater flow in the southbound direction, indicative of vehicles commuting from the north of 

March (and beyond) to the industrial area and the A141. Option 8 has a greater flow in a northbound 

direction from the B1101 to the A141. 

3.4.6. Further Select Link Analysis work on Options 1, 8 and 11 indicates that the demand flows represent strategic 

trips rather than local. That is, the vehicles travelling through the option links are mainly originating from 

outside of the March Town Urban Area. 

Table 3.15: Expected Demand Flow (No. of vehicles) 2031 PM Peak Hour 

2031 PM Northbound 
(No. of vehicles) 

Southbound 
(No. of vehicles) 

Two Way Flow 
(No. of vehicles) Option 

1 261 275 536 
1a 206 118 324 
2a 57 46 103 
2b 78 32 110 
6 149 93 242 
7  42  7  49  
7a 42 7 49 
8 207 139 346 
11 241 254 495 

3.4.7. Table 3.15 shows that all of the options attract traffic in the PM peak hour. As with the AM peak hour 

Options 1, 2b, 8 and 11 attract the highest volumes. Unlike the AM peak hour however, the flows for these 

options are fairly well balanced in both directions in the PM peak hour. Option 1 is expected to experience 

the highest overall level of demand. 

3.4.8. Similar to the AM peak hour, the majority of the demand through the modelled options represents strategic 

trips through the network. 
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3.4.9. As with the New River Crossing options, the following tables highlight the overall network wide statistics 

for each option. These results highlight how each option affects the network as a whole and not just the 

trips travelling in and around the immediate area. 

Table 3.16: Network Wide Statistics 2031 AM Peak Hour 

2031 AM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 249 48 596.8 562.9 33.9 893.8 29270.3 32.7 2714.5 
Op1 242.1 48.8 590 557 33 880.9 29178.7 33.1 2696.8 
Op1a 246.6 48.1 594.8 561 33.8 889.5 29272.7 32.9 2709.5 
Op2a 256.4 46.4 593.6 561.2 32.4 896.4 29200.1 32.6 2713.9 
Op2b 249.7 48.9 589 556.1 32.8 887.6 29101.1 32.8 2700 
Op6 252 51.3 596.4 564.3 32.1 899.7 29201.2 32.5 2737.3 
Op7 249.1 47.9 586.8 555.6 31.2 883.7 29037.5 32.9 2692.8 
Op8 256.2 45.4 591.7 552 39.6 893.2 28625.9 32 2671.8 
Op11 252.7 48.2 595.3 561.5 33.8 896.2 29288.8 32.7 2719.8 

3.4.10. The network statistics in Table 3.16 above show that in the AM peak hour, none of the options significantly 

affect the network wide OCQ or Delays. Options 2a and 8 slightly reduce the OCQ whilst the rest of the 

options slightly increase this statistic. In terms of network delay, all of the options apart from Option 8 show 

a slight decrease in overall delay. Option 8 produces an increase in network delay during the AM peak hour. 

This demonstrates the benefit of the NILR options are fairly localised to the area during the AM peak hour. 

Table 3.17: Network Wide Statistics 2031 PM Peak Hour 

2031 PM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 223.8 22.7 602.9 570.9 32 849.3 29585.8 34.8 2636.3 
Op1 212.2 10.3 584.9 554.5 30.4 807.4 29209 36.2 2570.5 
Op1a 212.5 16.5 593.5 564.5 29 822.6 29396.6 35.7 2585.6 
Op2a 225.2 18.6 598.4 568.3 30.1 842.1 29500.4 35 2616.8 
Op2b 216.6 5.2 583.1 553.3 29.8 804.9 29118.1 36.2 2552.5 
Op6 212.6 18.4 598.6 570.1 28.4 829.5 29471.7 35.5 2591.9 
Op7 216.4 5.2 582.4 553.1 29.3 804 29088.3 36.2 2548.4 
Op8 222.8 6.5 591.9 554.9 37 821.2 28934.7 35.2 2550.2 
Op11 227.4 22.6 600.6 569.7 30.9 850.6 29588.1 34.8 2633.4 

3.4.11. Unlike the AM peak hour, the network wide statistics shown above in Table 3.17 demonstrate that all of 

the options show a decrease in OCQ. None of the options has a significant impact on network delay, with 

all options except Option 8 showing a slight decrease in delay. This suggests that the introduction of a NILR 

has much wider network benefits during the PM peak hour. 
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Option Costing 

3.4.12. High level cost estimates have been calculated for each of the options. Table 3.18 below shows the 

assumptions made when generating these costs as well as the current Total Cost. The scheme cost includes 

a 20% Risk Allowance and 44% Optimism Bias (or 66% for structures). 

Table 3.18: Option Costs for Northern Industrial Link Road Options (2019 prices) 

Option Length (m) 
No. 

Roundabouts 
No. Priority 
Junctions 

No. 
Structures 

No. Culverts 
Approximate 

Cost £m 
(excl. OB) 

Approximate 
Cost £m 
(inc. OB) 

1 1.9km 1 1 0 0 4 6 

2a 2.6km 1 0 0 2 9 13 

2b 3.3km 1 0 0 3 10 13 

6 2.5km 0 1 1 3 30 43 

7 3.4km 1 2 0 1 12 17 

8 2.6km 2 0 0 3 10 15 

11 1.7km 3 0 1 2 23 33 

Economic Assessment 

3.4.13. The results from the Economic Assessment of the NILR options are shown in Table 3.19. 

Table 3.19: Northern Industrial Link Road Benefit Cost Ratios 

Net Benefit/BCR Impact 

Option 1 
Option 

2a 
Option 

2b 
Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 

Option 
11 

Net Present Value 
(NPV) 

10791 -9916 3595 -26236 1216 -3914 -23987 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 
(BCR) 

3.8 -0.2 1.4 0.1 1.1 0.6 -0.1 

High Negative Low Poor Low Poor Negative 
VFM Statement Value for Value for Value for Value for Value for Value for Value for 

Money Money Money Money Money Money Money 

3.4.14. The BCRs in Table 3.19 above indicate that whilst the majority of options (2a, 2b, 6, 7, 8 and 11) offer ‘Low, 

Poor, or Negative Value for Money’, Option 1 offers ‘High Value for Money’. 

3.4.15. Further investigation of Option 1 has shown that the benefit comes from creating a direct link between 

Hundred Road and B1101 Elm Road, which provides an alternative east – west route to Norwood Road. This 

is highlighted in Figure 3.9 below, where the blue indicates a decrease in vehicles and green indicates an 

increase in vehicles. Option 1 also attracted the highest demand flow (both directions) of any option during 

the PM peak hour, which is when the NILR had the most network wide benefit.  Another significant factor 

in the higher BCR for Option 1 is that the cost of this option is less than half of any other option, as it has a 

shorter route and makes good use of the existing infrastructure along Longhill Road. 
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Figure 3.9: Demand flow difference between DM and Option 1 scenarios 

3.4.16. As stated, Figure 3.9 above shows the change in vehicle flows between the DM scenario and Option 1. The 

blue lines represent a decrease in vehicle flows. With the addition of the new link road, more vehicles are 

using the link and no longer having to travel down the B1101 and across Norwood Road. Norwood Road 

contains a signal controlled single lane crossing over the railway bridge which adds considerable delay in 

the DM scenario. The link road in Option 1 contains no such constraint. 

3.4.17. It should be noted that within the SATURN model it is not possible to (visually) compare data between two 

modelled scenarios if the infrastructure has not been coded into both networks. This can be seen in Figure 

3.9 above at the western end of Longhill Road, where the light grey link representing the new connection 

has no comparison of traffic flows. 

Northern Industrial Link Road Summary 

3.4.18. An initial sifting exercise was undertaken with the relevant members steering group to gain an 

understanding of the potential issues and level of acceptance of each individual option. This exercise 

resulted in several options being dismissed with the remaining options to be included within the Strategic 

Assessment modelling. 

3.4.19. The Strategic Assessment of the remaining options has indicated that all of the assessed options have 

varying levels of anticipated demand, with some options attracting a greater demand than others. Network 

wide statistics have also been interpreted to assess how each option affects the wider road network around 

March and not just the localised impact of each option. 

3.4.20. Using the results from the Strategic Assessment modelling, and the option costs derived from the high level 

cost estimates, an economic assessment has been undertaken on each option to generate a BCR. The 

economic assessment has shown that only Option 1 has a BCR of greater then 2.0, primarily as the cost is 

significantly lower than for the other options. 
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3.4.21. Based on the economic assessment, it is recommended that Option 1 is explored in further detail to fully 

understand the complexities associated with delivering this scheme. 

3.5. A141 Re-alignment Options 

3.5.1. This assessment considers options that alter the alignment of the existing A141, and therefore may have a 

significant impact on vehicle routing, or have higher infrastructure costs than options along the existing 

alignment. 

3.5.2. There are further options for junction improvements along the A141 corridor, particularly at the A141 / 

B1099 Wisbech Rd junction, known locally as Peas Hill Roundabout, and these are assessed in the following 

chapter, which reports the Operational Assessment. 

3.5.3. Seven initial options have been assessed for the wider A141 corridor. The alignments of these options are 

shown in Figure 3.10, whilst Table 3.20 contains some further information about each alignment. 
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Figure 3.10: A141 Re-alignment Options  
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Table 3.20: Description of A141 Re-alignment Options 

Option Description From To Length 

1 
Realignment of A141 from north of 
Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout to 

south of Peas Hill Roundabout 

A141 / Hostmoor 
Avenue 

A141 south of Peas Hill 
Roundabout 

0.5km 

2 
Create a new access over the railway 

line from Peas Hill roundabout via the 
Meadowlands Estate 

A141 Peas Hill 
Roundabout 

Hostmoor Avenue 0.5km 

3 A141 Dualling A141 / A605 
A141 Mill Hill 
Roundabout 

8.3km 

4 
New junction on A141, closure of 

Burrowmoor and Knights End 
junctions with A141 

Burrowmoor Road Knights End Road 0.5km 

5 

Realign A141 to the west from Gaul 
Road junction in the south to 

Hostmoor Avenue Junction in the 
north 

A141 south of Westry A141 / Gaul Road 2.2km 

6 

Create a new A141 route from Mill 
Hill roundabout to north of Hostmoor 
Avenue. Existing alignment to remain 
as a local / development access road 

A141 south of Westry 
A141 Mill Hill 
Roundabout 

6.7km 

7 
Creation of a new grade separated 

junction at Peas Hill Roundabout 
A141 A141 0.5km 

Option Modelling and Results 

3.5.4. Tables 3.21 and 3.22 highlight the network wide statistics for the entire model network for each option. 

These results highlight how each option affects the network as a whole and not just the trips travelling in 

and around the A141 corridor. 

Table 3.21: Network Wide Statistics 2031 AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) 

2031 AM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 249 48 596.8 562.9 33.9 893.8 29270.3 32.7 2714.5 
Option 1 216.7 1.5 595 562.5 32.5 813.2 29417.9 36.2 2560.8 
Option 2 244.3 50.7 594 561.6 32.4 889.1 29211.1 32.9 1707 
Option 5 190.7 0 580.5 560.6 19.9 771.2 29790.6 38.6 2515.5 
Option 6 209.7 0 588.7 565.7 23 798.5 30026.1 37.6 2598 
Option 7 209.4 0.4 596.4 560.8 35.6 806.2 29540.3 36.6 2549.8 

3.5.5. Table 3.21 above shows that Options 1, 5, 6 and 7 perform exceptionally well in reducing the OCQ on the 

network in the AM peak hour. This is due to the fact that all four of these options bypass Peas Hill 

Roundabout in one form or another. Options 5 and 6 are bypasses of considerable length whereas Option 

1 is a localised bypass of Peas Hill Roundabout. Option 7 is a flyover of the A141 over Peas Hill Roundabout. 

3.5.6. All of the options reduce network wide delay in the AM peak hour, with Option 5 being the best performing 

option in this regard. All of the options also reduce the Total Travel Time of trips throughout the model 

network. 

45 



 

 

   

 

 

   

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
 

   

 

 

   

 

Table 3.22: Network Wide Statistics 2031 PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) 

2031 PM 
Peak Hour 

Transient 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Over 
Capacity 
Queues 
(pcu.hrs) 

Link 
Cruise 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Free Flow 
(pcu.hrs) 

Delays 
(pcu.hrs) 

Total 
Travel 
Time 

(pcu.hrs) 

Travel 
Distance 
(pcu.kms) 

Overall 
Average 
Speed 
(kph) 

Fuel 
Consumption 

(litres) 

DM 223.8 22.7 602.9 570.9 32 849.3 29585.8 34.8 2636.3 
Option 1 219.7 14.2 601.8 570.3 31.5 835.7 29715.8 35.6 2601 
Option 2 223 25.5 600.8 569.9 30.9 849.3 29521.6 34.8 2636.1 
Option 5 190.8 11.2 586.8 567.9 18.9 788.8 30031.1 38.1 2545.4 
Option 6 195.8 11.6 596.3 573.9 22.4 803.7 30442.9 37.9 2598.5 
Option 7 208.3 15.7 603 568.8 34.2 827 29786.4 36 2576.8 

3.5.7. Table 3.22 above shows that as with the AM peak hour, Options 1, 5, 6 and 7 all reduce the Over Capacity 

Queues experienced across the network in the PM peak hour. All of the options reduced the Delay and Total 

Travel Time of trips throughout the network. 

Option Costing 

3.5.8. High level cost estimates have been calculated for each of the options. The table below shows the 

assumptions that have been made when generating these costs as well as the estimated Total Cost. The 

final scheme cost includes a 20% Risk Allowance and 44% Optimism Bias (or 66% for structures). 

Table 3.23: A141 Re-alignment Option Costs (2019 prices) 

Option Length 
No. of 

Roundabouts 
No. Priority 
Junctions 

No. of 
Structures 

No. of 
Culverts 

Approximate 
Cost £m 
(excl. OB) 

Approximate 
Cost £m 
(inc. OB) 

1  0.5km  1  1  1  1  18  26  

2  0.5km  1  0  1  1  15  21  

5  2.2km  3  1  2  2  37  53  

6  6.7km  3  1  2  9  52  75  

7  0.5km  0  0  1  0  27  39  

3.5.9. Table 3.23 shows that the options have costs (excluding OB) ranging from £15m to £52m. The presence of 

bridges (structures) on all options contributes significantly to the scheme costs. 

3.5.10. Table 3.23 beneath presents the results from the economic assessment undertaken using TUBA, including 

an indicative BCR for each option. 
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Economic Assessment 

3.5.11. Table 3.24 beneath shows the results of the Economic Assessment of the A141 Re-alignment options. 

Table 3.24: A141 Re-alignment Options Benefit Cost Ratios 

Net Benefit/BCR Impact 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 

Net Present Value 
(NPV) 

-14338 -13339 -7733 -31803 -17223 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 
(BCR) 

0.2 0.1 0.7 0.2 0.3 

VFM Statement 
Poor 
Value for 
Money 

Poor 
Value for 
Money 

Poor 
Value for 
Money 

Poor 
Value for 
Money 

Poor 
Value for 
Money 

3.5.12. Table 3.24 shows that all of the BCRs for the A141 Re-alignment options return ‘Poor Value for Money’. 

Although all of the options showed some benefits across the network wide statistics, the significant amount 

of infrastructure needed and associated costs mean that the benefits are far outweighed by cost. Every 

option requires at least one bridge, with Options 5 and 6 requiring two bridges, which significantly increases 

the costs of these options. 

3.5.13. The model shows that although there is delay along the A141 corridor, it is mostly localised delay at a couple 

of junctions, rather than delay experienced along the entirety of the A141. It is therefore likely that localised 

schemes to address these congestion hotspots would offer better value for money over much larger 

realignment of the A141. As a result of the Poor Value for Money, these options will not be considered for 

further assessment. The Operational Assessment will however, considered local junction improvements 

along the A141 corridor. 
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A141 Re-alignment Option Summary 

3.5.14. The Strategic Assessment has only considered A141 options that re-align the existing route. This is due to 

the scale of impact and cost associated with these options. As stated all of the options require at least one 

bridge structure, with Options 5 and 6 requiring two bridges. As well as the structures the majority of these 

options require some large scale off-line highways infrastructure. 

3.5.15. All of the A141 re-alignment options return a poor value for money, this is predominately due to the high 

infrastructure costs, and will therefore not be progressed further. However, online improvements to the 

A141 have been considered, and these are discussed further within the Operational Assessment chapter 

below. 

3.6. Core Scenarios 

3.6.1. As well as assessing the impact and viability of larger options, the Strategic Assessment has produced 

demand flows for use in the Operational Assessment. This allows options to be tested in detail with different 

sets of traffic flows representing vehicle rerouting as a result of larger infrastructure changes. The different 

demand sets are discussed in greater detail in the Operational Assessment Chapter, and include: 

 Do Minimum 

 Core Scenario 1 (Do Minimum + Northern Industrial Link Road Option 1) 

 Core Scenario 2 (Do Minimum + Northern Industrial Link Road Option 1 + New River Crossing in 

the Town Centre). 

 Core Scenario 3 (Do Minimum + Northern Industrial Link Road Option 1 + Broad Street one lane in 

each direction with a roundabout at the junction with Dartford Road / Station Road). 
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3.7. Strategic Assessment Summary 

3.7.1. Strategic Assessments have been undertaken on numerous options for a New River Crossing, NILR and A141 

Re-alignment. The assessments have used the MATS SATURN model to measure the impact of each of the 

options on a localised scheme level and on the wider network as a whole. Network wide model results have 

then been extracted for the options and these have been entered into the transport user benefit appraisal 

(TUBA) model, along with high level scheme cost estimates, to allow a value for money assessments to be 

undertaken, and from this BCRs to be calculated. Note that these BCRs are calculated purely on transport 

user benefits, and do not include wider economic benefits and environmental considerations, which have 

not been considered at this stage. 

3.7.2. The secondary purpose of the Strategic Assessment is to determine sets of traffic flows to be used in the 

Operational Assessment. These will be discussed further in the next chapter. 

3.7.3. The Strategic Assessment of the New River Crossing options has identified a New River Crossing nearby to 

the west of the existing town bridge (Option 10) as the best performing option. This is primarily because 

Option 10 is closest to the existing Town Centre Bridge and therefore has the greatest potential to attract 

trips away from that bridge with a minimal impact on journey distance (a key factor in driver route choice 

and economic assessments). All other options are located further out from the Town Centre, and therefore 

attract fewer trips. These options also have longer routes and therefore much higher infrastructure costs. 

Option 10 has significantly lower construction costs compared with all of the other options. 

3.7.4. Further sensitivity testing was undertaken on Option 10 to examine whether the option could support public 

realm improvements around the existing Town Centre Bridge, and specifically along Broad Street to the 

north of the river. These improvements are in line with current aspirations for March Town Centre, which 

are currently being developed by the FHSF project. 

3.7.5. The sensitivity testing indicated that there is the potential for public realm improvements to be made along 

Broad Street, at the expense of highway capacity, potentially without the need for a New River Crossing. 

This will be explored further in the Operational Assessment. 

3.7.6. The Strategic Assessment of the NILR identified Option 1 as the best performing option, which is consistent 

with the assessment undertaken in the 2013 March Area Transport Study. This is because transport user 

benefits come from creating a direct link between Hundred Road and the B1101 Elm Road, which provides 

an alternative to the current low capacity east – west route on Norwood Road. Another significant factor 

for Option 1 being the preferred option, is that the cost of this option is less than half of any of the other 

options, making it more affordable. 

3.7.7. The Strategic Assessment of the A141 Re-alignment options has shown that no options performed well 

within the economic assessment, and therefore none of these options are being progressed further as part 

of this study. However, online improvements to the A141 have been considered, and these are discussed 

further within the Operational Assessment chapter below. 
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3.7.8. The next stage is to undertake a detailed Operational Assessment of the remaining options to identify a 

preferred package of schemes which will be considered within the Packaging Assessment. 

3.7.9. It should also be noted that this study is mindful of the potential for the rail link between March and Wisbech 

to be re-established, and the options assessed as part of the Strategic Assessment, or at any other stage of 

the assessment, do not predicate this from happening. 
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Operational Assessment 

4.1. Introduction 

4.1.1. The Operational Assessment has been undertaken using the PTV micro-simulation modelling software 

VISSIM. A 2018 base VISSIM model has already been constructed for use in this project, and this report 

should be read in conjunction with the ‘VISSIM Local Model Validation Report March Area Transport Study’, 

dated July 2019. 

4.2. Do Minimum Model (DM) 

4.2.1. A Do Minimum model (DM) builds upon a validated base model to add in additional infrastructure that has 

either been built since the traffic surveys were undertaken, or is known to be coming forwards in the future 

independently of the other schemes being assessed. DM models also use forecast traffic flows to represent 

a future year scenario, and are used as the reference case against which to test the schemes being assessed 

(Do Something scenarios). 

4.2.2. The Operational Assessment within the MATS has been undertaken using DM models for 2026 and 2031 to 

ensure compatibility with the SATURN model forecast years which is based on Fenland District Council Local 

Plan growth forecasts. The DM VISSIM model includes the following changes to the 2018 base model: 

 Application of future traffic growth for the forecast years 2026 and 2031 

 Addition of the A141 / Gaul Road traffic signals, which were completed in February 2019 

 Creation of a four arm roundabout on the A141 / Hostmoor Avenue junction, to replicate developer 

proposals 

 Implementation of a 40mph speed restriction on Upwell Road to the east of the existing 60-30mph 

speed limit transition point 

 Addition of Norwood Road Traffic Signals, which were completed after the model was built 

 Traffic Signal Optimisation of B1099 Dartford Road / B1101 Broad Street / B1101 Station Road. 

4.2.3. Each of these amendments are discussed in more detail beneath. 

Application of Future Traffic Growth 

4.2.4. The percentage or absolute difference between the 2018 base and 2026 and 2031 base year SATURN flows 

were applied to the VISSIM 2018 balanced peak hour flows. The percentage difference was utilised unless 

the difference was greater than 25% either way. In those instances, a sensitivity check was used to see any 

differences and the absolute difference applied. The AM and PM peak hour traffic flows were balanced for 

all vehicles and then profiled as per the base model for the 15 minute intervals. New entries to / exits from 

the network were added to represent future development accesses.  These additions to the VISSIM model 

simulate where the development traffic enters the network and were kept consistent with the locations 

used within the SATURN model. 
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A141 / Gaul Road Traffic Signals 

4.2.5. Installation of the A141 / Gaul Road traffic signals was completed on the 12th February 2019, after the traffic 

surveys undertaken in March 2018, which were used to build the base model. The junction operates on the 

signal type MOVA (Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuation) and was coded into VISSIM as per the 

signal specifications and MOVA dataset using TRL PC MOVA. In the absence of pedestrian counts at this 

location, the junction has been simulated with 20 pedestrians per hour in each direction. This is likely to be 

higher than the actual number of pedestrians crossing at this location, but provides a robust assessment of 

the junction and prevents the impacts of the pedestrian phase being called from being underestimated. 

Figure 4.1 shows the layout of the Gaul Road signals in VISSIM. 

Figure 4.1: Gaul Road Traffic Signals 
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A141 / Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

4.2.6. The Hostmoor Avenue junction with the A141 Wisbech Road was coded in the DM as a roundabout with a 

45-metre inscribed circular diameter (ICD), as per the drawing provided by CCC (DWG no 1368A – PL1105), 

which is a medium sized roundabout for an A-road with a speed limit of 40 – 50mph. The roundabout 

scheme is part of a development plan to allow access to the west of the site. Based on results from initial 

runs of the VISSIM DM, the east arm (Hostmoor Avenue) is expected to be heavily congested during the PM 

peak hour in future years. Therefore, the design was updated to include a three-lane flare allowing two 

lanes to turn left to the A141 Wisbech Road south. The layout of the roundabout in VISSIM is shown below 

in Figure 4.2 and is coded to operate on give way with default parameters for the priority rules. 

Figure 4.2: A141 / Hostmoor Avenue Developer Junction 
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Upwell Road 

4.2.7. A 40 mph speed restriction was added on Upwell Road to the east of the current 60-30mph speed limit 

transition point to reflect changes proposed by one of the MATS Quick Win schemes. 

Norwood Road Traffic Signals 

4.2.8. The new signals at Norwood Road located at the railway bridge were introduced in October 2018, after the 

traffic surveys were conducted in March 2018.  The new signals were coded into the model as per the signal 

specification layout and timings provided by CCC. Due to the narrowing of the road over the railway line, 

the new signals operate to control traffic so it operates in one direction at a time. 

Broad Street Traffic Signal Optimisation 

4.2.9. The Broad Street traffic signal green times were updated in the 2026 and 2031 models to optimise the 

operation of the junction and help balance queueing due to the changes in traffic in the forecast years. Any 

changes made to the green time were minimal (maximum 10 seconds in the AM peak hour). 

4.3. DM Model: Core Scenario 1 (CS1) 

4.3.1. A second traffic demand scenario has been exported from the SATURN model following the Strategic 

Assessment. This is known as Core Scenario 1 (CS1) and captures the impacts of vehicles re-routing as a 

result of some of the larger options tested such as the NILR. 

4.3.2. The CS1 builds on the DM model and incorporates schemes from the Strategic Assessment and Quick Wins 

(QW) streams of work for the MATS project. The CS1 model used traffic demand based on the SATURN 

model including the following options. The purpose of the CS1 scenario is to understand how the 

operational performance of options are impacted by other schemes, including: 

 Northern Industrial Link Road: CS1 includes NILR Option 1 which is shown Figure 4.3 beneath. 
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Figure 4.3: Northern Link Road (NILR) 

 A141 March Road / Twenty Foot Road: The signalisation of the A141 March Road / Twenty Foot 

Road junction was identified within the Quick Wins work stream due to safety issues at the junction. 

This signalisation scheme was included in CS1 and the proposed signal information was provided 

by traffic signal engineers for the modelling. The junction was coded in using Vehicle Actuation 

(VA) operation using VisVap in VISSIM. The layout of the junction is shown below in Figure 4.4. 
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Figure 4.4: A141 / Twenty Foot Road 

4.3.3. The strategic SATURN model was then re-run with these changes incorporated and the CS1 traffic flows 

extracted. The same process used for the DM model was then used to convert these traffic flows from 

SATURN into VISSIM.  
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DM and DM (CS1) Results 

4.3.4. The DM and DM CS1 model results for overall junction operation for the AM peak hour are shown below 

in Table 4.1. The table compares the 2018 base model to the 2026 and 2031 model in terms of traffic 

volume, queue, delays and LOS. LOS is an American concept derived from their Highway Capacity Manual 

(2000). It rates performance based upon delay thresholds on an A to F grading as follows: 

 LOS A - 0 to 10 seconds delay 

 LOS B - 10 to 20 seconds delay (10 to 15 seconds delay for un-signalised junctions) 

 LOS C - 20 to 35 seconds delay (15 to 25 seconds delay for un-signalised junctions) 

 LOS D - 35 to 55 seconds delay (25 to 35 seconds delay for un-signalised junctions) 

 LOS E - 55 to 80 seconds delay (35 to 50 seconds delay for un-signalised junctions) 

 LOS F - Over 80 seconds delay (over 50 seconds delay for un-signalised junctions). 

4.3.5. A LOS E is considered to be at capacity whilst a LOS F is considered to be over capacity. 

4.3.6. LOS E or F have been highlighted in the table to show junctions/movements that operate over capacity. 

Please note that VISSIM only calculates queue and delay node to node. Also note that, although a junction 

overall might not be over capacity, individual movements at the junction could be. 
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 Table 4.1: 2018 Base vs 2026 and 2031 DM and CS1 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.3.7. Table 4.1 shows that there is an increase in traffic and therefore the model expects an increase in queues 

and delays in the 2026 and 2031 AM peak hour for both demand scenarios. In 2026 in both scenarios, three 

junctions are now predicted to be over capacity compared to the base 2018 model including: 

 A141 Isle of Ely Way / A141 Wisbech Rd / B1099 Wisbech Rd / Whittlesey Road / Retail Park (Peas 

Hill) 

 B1099 Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane / Darthill Road 

 B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road. 

4.3.8. Due to the further increase in traffic, the following additional junctions are also over capacity in the 2031 

DM and DM CS1 in the AM peak hour: 

 B1101 High Street / City Road / Burrowmoor Road 

 B1101 The Avenue / Cavalry Park 

 B1099 Dartford Road / Rookswood Road / Westwood Avenue. 

4.3.9. From observing the simulation, the issue at a number of these junctions is the high congestion levels at both 

the A141 Isle of Ely Way / A141 Wisbech Rd / B1099 Wisbech Rd / Whittlesey Road / Retail Park (Peas Hill) 

and the Town Centre, causing queuing issues back through the network.  

4.3.10. Table 4.1 shows that the proposed new roundabout at A141 Wisbech Road / Hostmoor Avenue is expected 

to operate within capacity in all years. 

4.3.11. It should be noted that due to the congestion in some locations, the 2031 model is processing less vehicles 

than the 2026 models, as vehicles queue at the edges of the modelled network and are unable to enter 

during the simulation period. These trips will either be reported as unmet demand, or be released into the 

network by proposed schemes which improve capacity, and be reported as vehicles processed. The total 

amount of traffic demand applied to the modelled networks remains consistent between the DM and 

various DS scenarios. 

4.3.12. The 2026 and 2031 DM and DM CS1 model results compared to the 2018 base for overall junction operation 

for the PM peak hour, is shown below in Table 4.2 . 
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 Table 4.2: 2018 Base vs 2026 and 2031 DM and CS1 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.3.13. Table 4.2 shows that, like the AM peak hour in 2026 and 2031 DM and DM CS1, there is an increase in traffic 

causing expected increases in delays and queues. The main junctions over capacity in both the 2026 and / or 

2031 DM and DM CS1 include: 

 A141 Isle of Ely Way / A141 Wisbech Rd / B1099 Wisbech Rd / Whittlesey Road / Retail Park (Peas 

Hill) 

 B1099 Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane / Darthill Road 

 B1099 Dartford Road / Rookswood Road / Westwood Avenue 

 B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

 Creek Road / Mill View 

 B1101 High Street / City Road / Burrowmoor Road 

 B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road 

4.3.14. The A141 March Road / Twenty Foot Road is over capacity in the DM and but not in the DM CS1 scenario. 

This is due to the proposed signalisation scheme that is operating in CS1, showing the signals should offer 

a congestion benefit at this junction, particularly in the PM peak hour.  

4.3.15. The new proposed roundabout at A141 Wisbech Road / Hostmoor Avenue is also predicted to operate 

within capacity in all years. 

4.3.16. From observing the simulation and like in the AM peak hour, the issues at a number of junctions in 2031 are 

due to the high queues and delays at both the A141 Isle of Ely Way / A141 Wisbech Rd / B1099 Wisbech Rd 

/ Whittlesey Road / Retail Park (Peas Hill) and the Town Centre, causing queue issues back through the 

network. 

4.4. Do Something Models 

4.4.1. Once the future year reference case (DM model) had been established, the Do Something models were then 

created to test the impacts of various options identified within the MATS study. The details of the options 

assessed, and the results of these assessments, are presented beneath. 

4.4.2. Please note that at this stage of the study, designs are only at concept level and subject to further design 

work. It is recommended that these options should be re-tested in the model if any changes are made during 

the preliminary or detailed design stages. 

61 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

  

  

  

  

  

     

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 

 

                                                                  
  

4.5. Peas Hill Roundabout Options 

4.5.1. The A141 Isle of Ely Way / A141 Wisbech Rd / B1099 Wisbech Rd / Whittlesey Road / Retail Park (Peas Hill) 

Roundabout has been identified for capacity improvements within the DM modelling. Three options have 

been modelled which incorporate lane closures, re-routing and expansion of the roundabout. These options 

were progressed from the Option Development Workshop and subsequent discussions, and are: 

 Option 5.2 - Creation of a new larger roundabout on the existing site, involving land acquisition 

 Option 5.3 – Realignment of Whittlesey Road approach to join the A141 to the south (in the vicinity 

of Marina Drive) 

 Option 5.7 – Realignment of Meadowlands approach to join Wisbech Road east of the roundabout 

and enlarge the roundabout to the west of the existing site.  

4.6. Peas Hill Option 5.2 

4.6.1. Option 5.2 proposes to increase the size of the roundabout (which would require some land acquisition). 

Three layouts with differing Inscribed Circle Diameters (ICD) were tested. The ICD is the diameter of the 

largest circle that can be fitted into the junction outline2. 

 40m ICD 

 50m ICD 

 60m ICD. 

4.6.2. Although the ICD of the roundabout was increased, the current lane allocation and approach flare length 

was left the same as the existing conditions. From initial modelling it became clear that, with the forecast 

flows, the roundabout would not operate within capacity even with a 60m ICD. 

4.6.3. The junction layout was therefore updated to allow two lanes ahead on the A141 Isle of Ely Way (NB) and 

Wisbech Road (NB and SB). To accommodate these two lane sections, the northbound carriageway 

between Peas Hill Roundabout and the A141 Wisbech Road \ Hostmoor Roundabout, was also upgraded to 

two lanes. Also to prevent any weaving issues in this two lane section, an additional two lane section of 

carriageway was added on the A141 Wisbech Road north of Hostmoor roundabout to allow northbound 

traffic to use 2 lanes through this junction. This traffic merges into a single lane north of the Hostmoor 

Avenue Roundabout. 

4.6.4. Figure 4.5, Figure 4.6 and Figure 4.7 show the layout of the Peas Hill Roundabout option for 40m, 50m and 

60m ICD. Figure 4.8 shows the Peas Hill Roundabout 60m ICD and the A141 Wisbech Road \ Hostmoor 

Avenue Roundabout layout, together with the two lanes northbound and the two lane northbound exit 

from Hostmoor Roundabout. 

2 http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol6/section2/td1607.pdf 
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Figure 4.5: Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.2 (40m ICD) 
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 Figure 4.6: Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.2 (50m ICD) 
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Figure 4.7: Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.2 (60m ICD) 

4.6.5. Note that the dashed red line shows the existing highway boundary, and that options for either a 50m or 

60m ICD roundabout require small amounts of land take to the east and south west of the circulatory.  
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Figure 4.8: Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.4 (60m ICD) Peas Hill and Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

Option 5.2 Results 

4.6.6. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour is shown beneath in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 for 2026 

and 2031 AM peak hour respectively. The table compares the DM to Option 5.2 40m, 50m and 60m ICD, 

using the DM traffic flows and results include traffic volume, queue, delays and LOS for the Peas Hill 

Roundabout only. 
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Table 4.3: 2026 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – AM Peak Hour 

Table 4.4: 2031 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.6.7. Table 4.3 shows in the 2026 AM peak hour DM, the model predicts that Peas Hill Roundabout will operate 

over capacity. The table also shows that in 2026 the model predicts that under Option 5.2 with any of the 

proposed ICDs, the junction will operate within capacity. 

4.6.8. Table 4.4 shows that in the 2031 AM peak hour, Peas Hill Roundabout is expected to operate over capacity 

in both the DM and proposed 40m ICD options. Both the 50m and 60m ICD options are predicted to operate 

within capacity in the 2031 AM peak hour. 

4.6.9. The 60m ICD roundabout is predicted to be the optimum performer for the 2026 and 2031 AM peak hour. 

4.6.10. The overall junction operation is shown beneath for the AM peak hour for Option 5.2 with the CS1 traffic 

flows for the 2026 and 2031 AM peak hour respectively.  
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Table 4.5: 2026 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – AM Peak Hour 

Table 4.6: 2031 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.6.11. Table 4.5 shows that in the 2026 AM peak hour CS1 scenario, the model predicts that Peas Hill Roundabout 

will operate over capacity overall in the DM but within capacity with Option 5.2 for all size ICD roundabouts 

tested. 

4.6.12. Table 4.6 shows that in the 2031 CS1 scenario, Peas Hill Roundabout is expected to operate over capacity in 

both the DM and with the proposed 40m ICD roundabout. 

4.6.13. The 60m ICD roundabout is predicted to be the optimum performing option in the 2031 AM peak hour. 

4.6.14. The overall junction operation for the PM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.7 and Table 4.8 for 2026 and 

2031 PM peak hours respectively. The table compares the DM to Option 5.2 with 40m, 50m and 60m ICD 

roundabouts, using the DM traffic flows. 
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Table 4.7: 2026 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – PM Peak Hour 

Table 4.8: 2031 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.6.15. Table 4.7 shows that in the 2026 PM peak hour DM, the model is predicted to operate over capacity at Peas 

Hill Roundabout. The table also shows that in 2026 the model predicts that Option 5.2 with any of the ICDs 

will operate within capacity. 

4.6.16. Table 4.8 shows that in 2031 Peas Hill Roundabout is expected to operate over capacity in both the DM and 

the proposed 40m ICD roundabout option. 

4.6.17. Overall, in the 2031 PM peak hour, the 60m ICD roundabout is predicted to be the optimum performer. 

4.6.18. The overall junction operation for the PM peak hour for Option 5.2 is shown beneath in Table 4.9 and Table 

4.10 for the 2026 and 2031 PM peak hours respectively. 
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Table 4.9: 2026 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – PM Peak Hour 

Table 4.10: 2031 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.2 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.6.19. Table 4.9 shows that during the 2026 PM peak hour, with CS1 traffic flows, the model predicts that Peas Hill 

Roundabout will operate over capacity in the DM but within capacity overall for Option 5.2 with any of the 

proposed ICDs. 

4.6.20. Table 4.10 shows that 2031 PM peak hour, with CS1 traffic flows, Peas Hill Roundabout is expected to 

operate over capacity in both the DM scenario and with the proposed ICD 40m and 50m roundabouts. Table 

4.10 shows that in the 2031 CS1 PM peak hour, the only option that is predicted to operate within capacity 

is the 60m ICD roundabout. 

Option 5.2 Summary 

4.6.21. Table 4.11 below shows a summary of the Overall Level of Service (LOS) for Peas Hill Roundabout for the 

DM and Option 5.2 (DM and CS1 forecast flows). LOS A-C have been coloured as green, LOS D has been 

coloured as orange and LOS E and F have been coloured as red. 

Table 4.11: Option 5.2 Results Summary 

4.6.22. Overall Table 4.11 shows that all options are expected to offer benefits at Peas Hill Roundabout over the 

DM but that the predicted optimal performer which operates within capacity for all years and scenarios, is 

the 60m ICD roundabout. 
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4.7. Peas Hill Option 5.3 

4.7.1. Proposed Option 5.3 reduces Peas Hill Roundabout from a 5-arm to 4-arm approach roundabout, by closing 

the Whittlesey Road approach. Vehicles that once used Whittlesey Road would use Marina Drive with a new 

link road that offers direct access to the A141 Isle of Ely Way, as shown in Figure 4.9 below. 

Figure 4.9: Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.3 Design Layout 

4.7.2. To model this option the vehicle input and routes from Whittlesey Road were moved to a new link on Marina 

Drive that connects to the A141 Isle of Ely Way. The new junction operates on give way coded into the 

model with priority rules. No other changes were made to Peas Hill Roundabout. 

Option 5.3 Results 

4.7.3. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.12. The table compares the 

DM to Option 5.3 for the AM peak hour in 2026 and 2031, for both the Peas Hill Roundabout and the new 

junction on the A141 Isle of Ely Way at Marina Drive. 
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Table 4.12: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Option 5.3 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.7.4. Table 4.12 shows that in  both  2026 and 2031, Option 5.3 is expected to have little impact on junction  

operation, with both Peas Hill Roundabout and the new junction A141 Isle of Ely Way \ Marina Drive, 

predicted to operate over capacity with LOS E and F. Also, please note that VISSIM only records queues and 

delays back to the next node. Due to the introduction of a new node within the model network to represent 

the new junction, the queues and delay on the A141 Isle of Ely Way approach to Peas Hill Roundabout 

appear to have reduced, they are however now being recorded by the new node, which demonstrates that 

the A141 northbound approach to Peas Hill Roundabout remains over capacity. 

4.7.5. The overall junction operation for the DM and Option 5.3 (DM flow scenario) for the 2026 and 2031 PM 

peak hour is shown below in Table 4.13. 
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Table 4.13: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Option 5.3 Results – PM Peak Hour 

78 



 

 

   

 

   

 

 

4.7.6. Table 4.13 shows in both the 2026 and 2031 DM PM peak hour traffic flows, Option 5.3 is expected to have 

little impact on junction operation, with Peas Hill Roundabout operating over capacity with LOS E and F. 

4.7.7. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour DM and Option 5.3 for the CS1 forecast flows are 

shown below in Table 4.14. 
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Table 4.14: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.3 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.7.8. Table 4.14 shows that in both the 2026 and 2031 CS1 AM peak hour traffic flows, Option 5.3 is expected to 

have little impact on junction operation, with both Peas Hill Roundabout and the new junction A141 Isle of 

Ely Way \ Marina Drive, predicted to operate over capacity with LOS E and F. 

4.7.9. The overall junction operation for the PM peak hour DM and Option 5.3 for the CS1 forecast flows are 

shown below in Table 4.15. 
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Table 4.15: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.3 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.7.10. Table 4.15 shows that Option 5.3 is expected to have little impact on junction operation at Peas Hill 

Roundabout which is operating over capacity with LOS E and F during the 2026 and 2031 PM peak hour. 

Option 5.3 Summary 

4.7.11. Table 4.16 below shows a summary of the overall LOS for Peas Hill Roundabout and the A141 / Marina Drive 

new junction. 

Table 4.16: Option 5.3 Results Summary 

4.7.12. Table 4.16 shows that the model predicts both the DM and Option 5.3 will operate over capacity at both 

Peas Hill Roundabout and the A141 / Marina Way in the AM peak hour with the DM and CS1 forecast flows. 

In the PM peak hour, Peas Hill Roundabout is also predicted to operate over capacity. 

4.7.13. Option 5.3 is likely to operate over capacity in both the AM and PM peak hour due to moving the Whittlesey 

approach to the A141 Isle of Ely Way. The A141 Isle of Ely Way northbound is already over capacity in the 

DM at Peas Hill Roundabout. Option 5.3 brings no capacity benefits and therefore the junction is still over 

capacity, just with more traffic added to this approach. 

4.8. Option 5.7 

4.8.1. Option 5.7 reduces Peas Hill Roundabout from a 5-arm to a 4-arm approach roundabout, by realigning the 

Meadowlands Industrial site approach to the east of the roundabout with access provided from Wisbech 

Road. The new access is a T junction operating on give way priority control. The roundabout was also 

enlarged to the west of the existing site as well as the A141 Isle of Ely Way approach being realigned. Figure 

4.10 shows the new layout in VISSIM. 
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Figure 4.10: Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.7 

Option 5.7 Results 

4.8.2. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour (DM forecast flows) is shown below in Table 4.17. The 

table compares the DM to Option 5.7 for the AM peak hour 2026 and 2031, for both the Peas Hill 

Roundabout and the new junction on Wisbech Road. 
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Table 4.17: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Option 5.7 Results – AM Peak Hour 

85 



 

 

 

 

    

 

 

  

  

 

4.8.3. Table 4.17 shows that in both the 2026 and 2031 AM peak hour, the DM and Option 5.7 is predicted to be 

over capacity at both Peas Hill Roundabout and at Wisbech Road / Meadowlands Industrial Park new 

junction, with a LOS E and F. 

4.8.4. Also, please note that VISSIM only records queues and delays back to the next node (junction). Therefore, 

although Wisbech Road south at Peas Hill Roundabout is showing a predicted decrease in queues and 

delays, this is because the queue and delay in Option 5.7 is now shown at the new junction at Wisbech Road 

/ Meadowlands Industrial Park (i.e. the Peas Hill Roundabout Wisbech Road approach queue, blocks back 

through the Wisbech Road / Meadowlands Industrial Park junction). 

4.8.5. The overall junction operation for Option 5.7 for the PM peak hour (DM forecast flows) compared to the 

DM, is shown below in Table 4.18. 
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Table 4.18: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Option 5.7 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.8.6. Table 4.18 shows that in the 2026 and 2031 PM peak hour for both the DM and Option 5.7, Peas Hill 

Roundabout is expected to be over capacity with a LOS E and F. The new junction at Wisbech Road / 

Meadowlands Industrial Park operates within capacity with an LOS of C in 2026 and D in 2031, but certain 

approaches to the junction are over capacity in 2031 and achieve a LOS of F. 

4.8.7. The overall junction operation for the 2026 and 2031 AM peak hour CS1 DM and Option 5.7, is shown below 

in Table 4.19. 
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Table 4.19: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.7 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.8.8. Table 4.19 shows that in both the 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM and Option 5.7 AM peak hour, Peas Hill 

Roundabout is expected to operate over capacity with a LOS E and F. The new junction at Wisbech Road / 

Meadowlands Industrial Park remains within capacity in 2026, but reaches a LOS E by 2031, indicating that 

it is at capacity. 

4.8.9. The overall junction operation for Option 5.7 for the PM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.20 for 2026 

and 2031. 
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Table 4.20: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Option 5.7 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.8.10. Table 4.20 shows that during the 2026 and 2031 CS1 PM peak hour, both the DM and Option 5.7 operate 

over capacity at Peas Hill Roundabout, with the junction operating with at a predicted a LOS E and F. 

Option 5.7 Summary 

4.8.11. Table 4.21 below shows a summary of the Overall Level of Service (LOS) for Peas Hill Roundabout and the 

new Wisbech Road / Meadowlands Industrial Estate junction. 

Table 4.21: Option 5.7 Results Summary 

4.8.12. Table 4.21 shows that the model predicts both the DM and Option 5.7 will operate over capacity at both 

junctions in both the AM and PM peak hours in both traffic flow scenarios. 

4.8.13. Option 5.7 is likely to be over capacity in both the AM and PM peak hour due to moving the Meadowlands 

Industrial Park approach to the A141 Wisbech Road. The A141 Wisbech Road is already over capacity 

therefore adding more traffic flow with no big extra capacity improvements to this approach, would result 

in higher traffic demand on an already congested approach. 
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4.9. Town Centre Packages 

4.9.1. Three packages of Town Centre options have been developed for testing in VISSIM. These range from very 

small scale and localised improvements, to a combination of options that facilitate the redesign of March 

Town Centre in line with the FHSF aspirations. 

4.10. Town Centre Package 1 

4.10.1. Town Centre Package 1 (TC1), which represents smaller, more limited changes to the area, is shown 

schematically in Figure 4.11. 

Figure 4.11: Town Centre Package 1 
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4.10.2. The TC1 package specifically includes the following options. 

B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

4.10.3. This option updates Station Road \ Creek Road from a priority junction to a mini roundabout, as shown 

below in Figure 4.12. The mini roundabout has been modelled with the same yellow box parameters as the 

base model. 

Figure 4.12: B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

Signal Upgrade at Broad Street 

4.10.4. This option upgrades the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road traffic signals. There are two options 

for this: firstly, try to optimise the existing signal timings and secondly, a new layout that aims to optimise 

signal operation. The first option was not modelled as this would have limited impact in future years due to 

the 2026 and 2031 DM models predicted to be over capacity in this area on all approaches. The second 

option was initially modelled by traffic signal engineers and the layout is shown below in Figure 4.13. 
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Figure 4.13:  Broad Street Traffic Signals Upgrade 

4.10.5. This option removes the ahead movement from Station Road to Dartford Road and creates a gyratory (one 

way) system around Broad Street to enable this movement. The pedestrian crossing locations have also been 

updated. This therefore allows the staging and phasing to be updated and helps optimise the signal timings 

and operation. Traffic signal engineers provided LinSigs (traffic signal modelling software) model outputs 

and these were used to update the VISSIM model signals, including signal timings. For modelling the south 

of the gyratory at Broad Street the same layout has been maintained. No other changes were made to the 

model in this area.  

4.10.6. It should be noted that the design is likely to require the March Fountain to be relocated by approximately 

10 metres. Such an exercise would be undertaken  very sensitively, and after input from historic, 

conservation and environmental experts, and taking into account responses from public consultation. 
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B1101 High Street / City Road / Burrowmoor Road 

4.10.7. The DM future year modelling shows this junction as an issue with congestion and queueing back to the 

High Street / St Peter's Road junction, particularly northbound. After considering possible improvements to 

the roundabout it is clear that there is limited scope for minor changes to be made at this junction. Therefore 

no changes have been made at this location in TC1. 

B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road 

4.10.8. This option looks to update the High Street / St Peter's Road junction with a dedicated northbound right 

turn lane. In the existing conditions and future year modelling the northbound right turn traffic causes an 

issue as it blocks the northbound straight-ahead movement. Traffic signal engineers have assessed this 

junction and identified that a northbound right turn lane can be accommodated as shown beneath in Figure 

4.14. The LinSig and signal timings developed by the traffic signal engineers have been used to update the 

VISSIM model. 

Figure 4.14: B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road Traffic Signals Upgrade 
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Town Centre Package 1 Results 

4.10.9. The TC1 model was run with both the DM and CS1 scenario traffic flows. 

4.10.10. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.22. The table compares the 

DM to TC1 for the AM peak hour in 2026 and 2031 for the following junctions: 

 B1099 Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane / Darthill Road 

 B1099 Dartford Road / B1101 Broad Street / B1101 Station Road / Robingoodfellow's Lane 

 B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

 B1101 Broad Street / Grays Lane / Nene Parade 

 B1101 High Street / Market Square 

 B1101 High Street / City Road / Burrowmoor Road 

 B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road. 

4.10.11. The junctions are shown graphically below in Figure 4.15. 

Figure 4.15: Junction Outputs for Town Centre Package 1  
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Table 4.22: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Town Centre Package 1 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.10.12. Table 4.22 shows the model predicts the following results between the DM and the TC1 changes: 

 The model predicts a decrease in queue and delay at Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road 

junction with the introduction of the gyratory layout with the westbound ahead movement 

banned, as well as at the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Gray’s Lane junction, to the extent that 

both junctions are predicted to operate within capacity. The layout also reduces queues and delays 

at Station Road / Creek Road, although the B1101 North approach is still over capacity. 

 In both the DM and the TC1 scenario, the model predicts that the Market Place approach is over 

capacity at the B1101 High Street / Market Place junction. 

 The Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Junction continues to operate over capacity in the 

TC1 package as no improvements are proposed. Please note the give way (priority rules) have not 

been changed from the base model validation. If improvements on other parts of the network 

increase the gap times at this roundabout, then it may process more vehicles. This would improve 

the situation at this location, but generate issues elsewhere as more traffic is released towards the 

Town Centre. 

 The B1101 High Street / St Peter's Road Junction, is predicted to operate over capacity as a result of 

the queue back from Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout. 

4.10.13. The overall junction operation for the PM peak hour TC1 scenario compared to the DM, is shown below in 

Table 4.23. 
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Table 4.23: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Town Centre Package 1 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.10.14. Table 4.23 shows that the model predicts the following results during the PM peak hour for the TC1 

package: 

 As with the AM peak hour, the model predicts a decrease in queue and delay at Broad Street / 

Dartford Road / Station Road junction with the introduction of the gyratory layout with the 

westbound ahead movement banned, as well as at the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Gray’s Lane 

junction, to the extent that both junctions are predicted to operate within capacity. The layout also 

reduces queues and delays at Station Road / Creek Road, although the B1101 North approach is still 

over capacity. 

 In both the DM and the TC1 scenarios the model predicts that the Market Place approach is over 

capacity at the High Street / Market Place junction. 

 The Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street junction continues to operate over capacity, 

especially on the northbound High Street approach, in the TC1 package as no improvements are 

proposed. This is because more vehicles arrive at the southbound High Street approach due to the 

reduction in predicated queues and delays around the Broad Street area further north, therefore 

meaning that the southern approach is giving way to more vehicles. 

 Please note the give way (priority rules) have not been changed from the base model for validation 

at Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street. If improvements on other parts of the network 

increase the gap times at this roundabout, then it may process more vehicles. This would improve 

the situation at this location, but generate issues elsewhere as more traffic is released towards the 

Town Centre. 

 The B1101 High Street / St Peter's Road junction, is predicted to operate over capacity as a result of 

the queue back from the Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout. 

 The High Street / St Peter's Road Junction is predicted to operate within capacity in 2026 but over 

capacity in 2031. The model predicts that the scheme does lower queues and delays on the B1101 

south approach. It should be noted that from watching model visualisations, the queue back from 

the Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street junction does affect this junction, particularly in 

2031. 

4.10.15. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour TC1 CS1 scenario is shown below in Table 4.24. 
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Table 4.24: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Town Centre Package 1 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.10.16. Table 4.24 shows that the scheme at Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road results in a decrease in 

queues and delays at both the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane junction and Broad Street / 

Dartford Road / Station Road junction in the AM peak hour CS1 scenario, and both junctions are expected 

to operate within capacity. 

4.10.17. Table 4.24 also shows that the TC1 CS1 scenario is predicted to operate over capacity at both Burrowmoor 

Road / City Road / High Street junction and the High Street / St Peter's Road junction. 

4.10.18. The overall junction operation for TC1 for the PM peak hour CS1 scenario is shown below in Table 4.25. 

103 



 

  

  

Table 4.25: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Town Centre Package 1 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.10.19. Table 4.25 shows that the model predicts the following results between the DM and TC1 CS1 scenarios in 

the PM peak hour (which is very similar to TC1 DM AM peak hour scenario results): 

 The TC1 scheme decreases queues and delays at both the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane 

junction and the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junction, such that both junctions are 

expected to operate within capacity. However, the Dartford Road West to East movement is over 

capacity. The layout also reduces queues and delays at the Station Road / Creek Road junction, 

although the B1101 North approach is still over capacity. 

 In both the DM and the TC1 scenarios, the model predicts that the Market Place approach is over 

capacity at the High Street / Market Place junction. 

 The B1101 Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street junction is predicted to operate over capacity 

in both the DM and TC1 scenarios. Queues and delays are expected to increase with the TC1 

scheme, particularly on High Street South. 

 The High Street / St Peter's Road junction is predicted to operate within capacity with the TC1 

scheme. 

Town Centre Package 1 Summary 

4.10.20. Table 4.26 below shows a summary of the Overall Level of Service (LOS) for the DM and TC1 scenarios. Cells 

shown in green have a LOS of A-C, which is within capacity, orange is LOS D, which is approaching capacity, 

and red is LOS E-F, which is over capacity. 

105 



 

 

Table 4.26: Town Centre Package 1 Results Summary 

*taken highest delay/LOS as summary 
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4.10.21. Table 4.26 shows that the model predicts that the TC1 Package improves congestion and delay around the 

Town Centre, particularly at Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane junction and the Broad Street / 

Dartford Road / Station Road junctions. 

4.10.22. Table 4.26 also shows that the model predicts issues with congestion at the High Street / Market Square 

junction and Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout.  As a result of vehicles queueing back 

from this last junction, the High Street / St Peter’s Road junction traffic signals are over capacity in the TC1 

Package during the AM peak hour. 

Subsequent Safety Review and Impact on FHSF Aspirations 

4.10.23. A safety review of this scheme has been undertaken on the TC1 following the Operational Assessment to 

further investigate the impact of routing westbound HGVs around the Broad Street gyratory. This is 

considered to be a specific concern given the FHSF aspirations to improve the public realm and pedestrian 

environment along Broad Street. 

4.10.24. The review identified that the u-turning movement at the southern end of Broad Street would be difficult 

for HGV’s to perform, and would introduce a safety concern for pedestrians within the vicinity at the time. 

4.10.25. In addition to the safety concerns identified, TC1 also compromises the FHSH aspirations to increase the 

public realm along Broad Street, and implementation of this option would maintain two lanes of traffic in 

each direction. 

4.10.26. Although offering operational benefits to the signalised junction at the northern end of Broad Street, this 

option has been discounted from further consideration within this study due to the safety concerns 

identified with HGV movements at the southern end of Broad Street and the option would compromise the 

FHSF aspirations. 
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4.11. Town Centre Package 2  

4.11.1. Town Centre Package 2 (TC2) is similar to TC1, except replaces the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station 

Road signalised junction with a roundabout, and reduces Broad Street to one lane of traffic in each 

direction. This option represents the aspirations of the FHSF project, and the desire to create significant 

public realm space along Broad Street to facilitate the regeneration of March Town Centre. 

4.11.2. As Broad Street is reduced to one lane in each direction, it becomes possible for pedestrians to safely cross 

without the need for traffic signals (using zebra crossings), facilitating the replacement of the Traffic Signals 

with a roundabout. 

4.11.3. The components of TC2 are shown beneath in Figure 4.16. 
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Figure 4.16: Town Centre Package 2 

B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

4.11.4. As per TC1, this package looks to update Station Road \ Creek Road junction from a priority junction to a 

mini roundabout. The mini roundabout has been modelled with a yellow box as in the base model. 

Broad Street Roundabout and Public Realm 

4.11.5. In line with FHSF aspirations, this option updates the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junction to 

a large mini-roundabout (20m ICD) with single lane approaches. Zebra crossings are provided across each 

of the approaches. The changes also include making Broad Street one lane in each direction which releases 

a significant amount of space for public realm improvements. 
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4.11.6. The creation of a roundabout at this location would require the repositioning of March Fountain. This would 

be undertaken with careful consideration and advice from historic, conservation and built environment 

specialists, as well as in response to consultation. The option creates a significant amount of public realm 

space along Broad Street to where the Fountain could be repositioned. 

4.11.7. Figure 4.17 shows the layout of the junction modelled within TC2. It should be noted that this is a concept 

design and the public realm space could be designed as desired. The layout shown within the model is for 

testing the reduced lane capacity without signalisation. No changes to bus routes or the southern end of 

Broad Street have been made within the model, and pedestrian crossings are retained across all arms in the 

form of zebra crossings. 

Figure 4.17: TC2 Broad Street Option 

4.11.8. The assessment has only considered the impact of the option in transport terms at this stage of the study, 

and further design and landscaping work will be needed to determine the layout and appearance of any 

public realm along Broad Street, including potential options for the future location of March Fountain. 

B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road 

4.11.9. As per TC1, TC2 also includes the proposed improvements to the High Street / St Peter's Road signalised 

junction, incorporating a northbound right turn lane.  
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Town Centre Package 2 Results 

4.11.10. The TC2 model was run with both the DM and CS1 scenario traffic flows. 

4.11.11. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.27. The table compares the 

DM to TC2 for the AM peak hour in 2026 and 2031 for the following junctions: 

 B1099 Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane / Darthill Road 

 B1099 Dartford Road / B1101 Broad Street / B1101 Station Road / Robingoodfellow's Lane 

 B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

 B1101 Broad Street / Grays Lane / Nene Parade 

 B1101 High Street / Market Square 

 B1101 High Street / City Road / Burrowmoor Road 

 B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road. 

4.11.12. The junctions are shown graphically below in Figure 4.18. 

Figure 4.18: Junction Outputs for Town Centre Package 2  
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Table 4.27: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Town Centre Package 2 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.11.13. Table 4.27 shows that the scheme at Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road results in a notable 

decrease in queues and delays at both the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane junction and Broad 

Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junction in the AM peak hour CS1 scenario, and both junctions are 

expected to operate within capacity. There is a notable reduction in queue length and average delay per 

vehicle along the B1099 Dartford Road and B1101 Station Road approaches to the Broad Street mini 

roundabout junction relative to DM conditions. 

4.11.14. Table 4.27 also shows that the TC2 CS1 scenario is predicted to operate over capacity at both Burrowmoor 

Road / City Road / High Street junction and the High Street / St Peter's Road junction during the AM peak 

hour. 

4.11.15. The overall junction operation for TC2 for the PM peak hour DM and CS1 scenarios is shown below in Table 

4.28. 
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Table 4.28: 2026 and 2031 CS1 DM vs. Town Centre Package 2 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.11.16. Table 4.28 shows that the model predicts the following results between the DM and TC2 CS1 scenarios in 

the PM peak hour (which are very similar to TC2 DM AM peak hour CS1 scenario results): 

 The TC2 scheme shows notable decreases in queues and delays at both the Dartford Road / Darthill 

Road / Grays Lane junction and the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junction, such that 

both junctions are expected to operate within capacity. There is a significant reduction in queue 

length and average delay per vehicle along the B1099 Dartford Road and B1101 Station Road 

approaches to the Broad Street mini roundabout junction relative to the DM. 

 In both the DM and the TC2 scenarios, the model predicts that the Market Place approach is over 

capacity at the High Street / Market Place junction. 

 The B1101 Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street junction is predicted to operate over capacity 

in both the DM and TC1 scenarios. Queues and delays are expected to increase with the TC2 

scheme, particularly on High Street South. 

 The High Street / St Peter's Road junction is predicted to be approaching capacity with the TC2 

scheme. 

4.11.17. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour TC2 CS1 scenario is shown below in Table 4.29. 
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Table 4.29: 2026 and 2031 CS1 vs. Town Centre Package 2 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.11.18. Table 4.29 shows that the scheme at Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road results in a decrease in 

queues and delays at both the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane junction and Broad Street / 

Dartford Road / Station Road junction in the AM peak hour CS1 scenario, and both junctions are expected 

to operate within capacity. There is a notable reduction in queue length and average delay per vehicle along 

the B1099 Dartford Road and B1101 Station Road approaches to the Broad Street mini roundabout junction 

relative to DM conditions. 

4.11.19. Table 4.29 also shows that the TC2 CS1 scenario is predicted to operate over capacity at both Burrowmoor 

Road / City Road / High Street junction and the High Street / St Peter's Road junction during the AM peak 

hour. 

4.11.20. The overall junction operation for TC2 for the PM peak hour CS1 scenario is shown below in Table 4.30. 
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Table 4.30: 2026 and 2031 CS1 vs. Town Centre Package 2 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.11.21. Table 4.30 shows that the model predicts the following results between the DM and TC2 CS1 scenarios in 

the PM peak hour (which are very similar to TC2 DM AM peak hour CS1 scenario results): 

 The TC2 scheme decreases queues and delays at both the Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane 

junction and the Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junction, such that both junctions are 

expected to operate within capacity. There is a significant reduction in queue length and average 

delay per vehicle along the B1099 Dartford Road and B1101 Station Road approaches to the Broad 

Street mini roundabout junction relative to the DM. 

 In both the DM and the TC2 scenarios, the model predicts that the Market Place approach is over 

capacity at the High Street / Market Place junction. 

 The B1101 Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street junction is predicted to operate over capacity 

in both the DM and TC2 scenarios. Queues and delays are expected to increase with the TC2 

scheme, particularly on High Street South. 

 The High Street / St Peter's Road junction is predicted to be approaching capacity with the TC2 

scheme. 

Town Centre Package 2 Summary 

4.11.22. Table 4.31 below shows a summary of the Overall Level of Service (LOS) for the DM and TC2 scenarios. Cells 

shown in green have a LOS of A-C, which is within capacity, orange is LOS D, which is approaching capacity, 

and red is LOS E-F, which is over capacity. 
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Table 4.31: Town Centre Package 2 Results Summary 

*taken highest delay/LOS as summary 
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4.11.23. Table 4.31 shows that the model predicts that the TC2 Package reduces congestion and improves delay 

around the Town Centre, particularly at Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane junction and the Broad 

Street / Dartford Road / Station Road junctions. 

4.11.24. Similar to the TC1 model, Table 4.30 also shows that the TC2 model predicts issues with congestion at the 

High Street / Market Square junction and Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout. As a 

result of vehicles queueing back from this last junction, the High Street / St Peter’s Road junction traffic 

signals are over capacity in the TC2 Package during the AM peak hour and approaching capacity during the 

PM peak hour. 

4.11.25. In addition to reducing congestion and delay along Broad Street, TC2 facilities the realisation of the FHSF 

aspirations by reducing road space and replacing it with large areas of public realm. As a result of this, TC2 

has been progressed to the Packaging Assessment. 
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4.12. Town Centre Package 3  

4.12.1. Town Centre Package 3 (TC3) consists of large scale changes that have a very significant impact on the 

appearance and performance of March Town Centre. Like TC2, this package allows for the introduction of 

significant public realm along Broad Street, but includes a New River Crossing to the west of the existing 

town bridge and an enlarged roundabout at the junction of High Street / Burrowmoor Road and City Road 

to address the issues identified at this location within the DM models. 

4.12.2. The creation of the New River Crossing also provides the opportunity for Town Centre car parking to be 

consolidated at the existing car park adjacent to City Road. This would enable trips from both north and 

south of the river to reach the car park without the need to travel along Broad Street. 

4.12.3. The options included within TC3 are shown schematically in Figure 4.19 beneath. 
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Figure 4.19: Town Centre Package 3 

4.12.4. The TC3 package includes the following improvements. It should be noted that the scale of change to March 

Town Centre associated with TC3 is significantly greater than in TC1 and TC2. Substantial further work 

needs to be undertaken to determine the viability of the New River Crossing in relation to complex issues 

such as potential routes, land acquisition and the impact on heritage and conservation. It should be noted 

that the transport modelling assessment beneath only considers the impact of TC3 in transport user terms, 

and not any wider benefits (or disbenefits) that may be associated with it. 

4.12.5. The purpose of assessing the TC3 package, and specifically the New River Crossing, is to consider a high 

capacity package of schemes within the Town Centre to provide an alternative should TC1 and TC2 prove 

unable to cope with the traffic demand anticipated in future years. 
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B1101 Station Road / Creek Road 

4.12.6. As per TC1 and TC2, this package looks to update Station Road \ Creek Road junction from a priority junction 

to a mini roundabout. The mini roundabout has been modelled with a yellow box as in the base model. 

Broad Street Roundabout and Public Realm 

4.12.7. In line with FHSF aspirations, and consistent with TC2, this option updates the Broad Street / Dartford Road 

/ Station Road junction to a mini-roundabout with single lane approaches. Pedestrian crossings are provided 

across each of the approaches by zebra crossings. The changes also include making Broad Street one lane 

in each direction which releases a significant amount of space for public realm improvements. 

4.12.8. Note that the creation of a roundabout at this location may require the repositioning of March Fountain. 

This would be undertaken with careful consideration to advice from historic, conservation and built 

environment specialists, as we as public consultation. 

4.12.9. The assessment has only considered the impact of TC3 in transport terms at this stage of the study, and 

further design and landscaping work will be needed to determine the layout and appearance of any public 

realm along Broad Street, including potential options for the repositioning of March Fountain. 

New River Crossing 

4.12.10. The package includes the creation of a New River Crossing to the west of Broad Street as discussed in the 

Strategic Assessment Chapter. This crossing would provisionally connect Dartford Road in the north, to City 

Road in the south, enabling trips to avoid Broad Street and March Town Centre. Note that no alignment has 

yet been determined for the crossing, and this would be subject to further investigation. 

For the purpose of the traffic modelling, it has been assumed that the New River Crossing would join 

Dartford Road in the north via a signalised junction, and would connect to City Road in the south, 

culminating in an enlarged roundabout at Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street. 

B1101 The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road 

4.12.11. As in TC1 and TC2, TC3 also includes the proposed scheme to the High Street / St Peter's Road, with a 

northbound right turn lane. 

Town Centre Package 3 Traffic Flows 

4.12.12. Due to the significant impact of the New River Crossing on traffic flows, a bespoke set of traffic flows have 

been used to assess TC3. These flows have been extracted from the SATURN model and incorporated into 

the VISSIM model using the same technique that was used for the DM and CS1 demand scenarios. 

4.12.13. These traffic flows are called Core Scenario 2 (CS2), and reflect re-routing following the implementation of 

the New River Crossing, NILR Option 1 and the signalisation of A141 / Twenty Foot Road. 

Town Centre Package 3 Results 

4.12.14. The overall junction operation for the AM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.32. The table compares the 

DM to TC3 for the AM peak hour in 2026 and 2031 for the same junctions as TC1, as well as for the Dartford 

Road / Rookswood Road / Westwood Avenue junction. 
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Table 4.32: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Town Centre Package 3 Results – AM Peak Hour 
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4.12.15. Table 4.30 shows that the model predicts the following results for TC3 during the AM peak hour: 

 The package of schemes will alleviate all congestion in the Town Centre, and specifically at the 

following junctions (as the New River Crossing takes trips away from Broad Street and the centre 

of March): 

o B1099 Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane / Darthill Road 

o B1099 Dartford Road / B1101 Broad Street / B1101 Station Road / Robingoodfellow's Lane 

o B1101 Station Road / Creek Road and B1101 High Street / Market Square. 

 The High Street / St Peter's Road junction is predicted to operate within capacity. The St Peter’s Road 

approach is overcapacity, however it is believed that this could be improved with further  

optimisation of the signals, especially as both of the B1011 approaches are within capacity. 

4.12.16. The overall junction operation for the PM peak hour is shown below in Table 4.33. 
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Table 4.33: 2026 and 2031 DM vs. Town Centre Package 3 Results – PM Peak Hour 
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4.12.17. Table 4.33 shows that the model predicts the following results for TC3 during the PM peak hour: 

 As per the AM peak hear, the model predicts that the package of schemes will alleviate all 

congestion in the Town Centre, and specifically at the following junctions: 

o B1099 Dartford Road / Darthill Road / Grays Lane / Darthill Road 

o B1099 Dartford Road / B1101 Broad Street / B1101 Station Road / Robingoodfellow's Lane 

o  B1101 Station Road / Creek Road and 

o B1101 High Street / Market Square. 

 The model also predicts that the B1101 High Street / City Road / Burrowmoor Road and the B1101 

The Causeway / B1101 High Street / B1099 St Peter's Road junctions will operate within capacity 

compared. 

Town Centre Package 3 Summary 

4.12.18. Table 4.34 below shows a summary of the Overall Level of Service (LOS) for the TC3 package of schemes 

compared to the DM scenario. Cells shown in green have a LOS of A-C, which is within capacity, orange is 

LOS D, which is approaching capacity, and red is LOS E-F, which is over capacity. 

Table 4.34: Town Centre Package 3 Results Summary 

*taken highest delay/LOS as summary 
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4.12.19. Overall, Table 4.34 shows that the model predicts that the scheme improves congestion and delay in both 

2026 and 2031 throughout the Town Centre network, as it removes trips from the Town Centre and re-

routes them onto the New River Crossing. 

4.12.20. Table 4.34 also shows that the model predicts that the New River Crossing, and the new larger roundabout 

at the Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street are expected to operate within capacity.  

4.13. Operational Assessment Summary 

4.13.1. The Operational Assessment has used the March VISSIM model to test the operational performance of 

options along the A141 corridor and within March Town Centre. 

4.13.2. The Operational Assessment has identified that the following options offer operational benefits and serve 

to mitigate against future year growth to varying degrees, and are compatible with the FHSF aspirations: 

 Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.2 (60m ICD), in conjunction with the A141 / Hostmoor Avenue 

Roundabout improvements (which are assumed to be developer funded) 

 Town Centre Package 2 (TC2), consisting of: 

o Station Road / Creek Road Mini Roundabout 

o Broad Street Mini Roundabout and Public Realm Improvements 

o St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements. 

 Town Centre Package 3 (TC3), consisting of: 

o Station Road / Creek Road Mini Roundabout 

o Broad Street Mini Roundabout and Public Realm Improvements 

o A New River Crossing, with a signalised junction onto Dartford Road to the north and the 

creation of a new larger roundabout between Burrowmoor Road / City Road and High 

Street to the south 

o St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements. 

4.13.3. Each of these options have been progressed to the Packaging Assessment along with the NILR Option 1 

from the Strategic Assessment and the signalisation of the A141 / Twenty Foot Road from the Quick Wins 

work stream. 
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Packaging Assessment 

5.1. Introduction 

5.1.1. The Packaging Assessment has taken the best performing options from the Strategic and Operational 

Assessments and combined these into packages of schemes that could be implemented in March. Different 

packages have been assessed, representing different levels of impact within March Town Centre, ranging 

from a small number of schemes that would make a modest impact, to a large transformative package that 

consists of multiple schemes and would dramatically change the transport network in and around March. 

5.1.2. All of the Packages assessed within the Packaging Assessment are compatible with the FHSF aspirations. 

5.2. Option Phasing and Costs 

5.2.1. The options progressed from the strategic and operational assessments are shown in Table 5.1 below. These 

options have been selected based on their operational performance, and are identified to either offer 

benefit in their own right, or would work in conjunction with another option. The table also identifies the 

likely timescale for the options, whether they are shorter term (0-5 years) or longer term (5 years or more). 

Table 5.1: Options Progressed to Packaging Assessment 

Shorter Term (0 – 5 years) / Modelled in 2026 Longer Term (5 years +) / Modelled in 2031 

A141 / Twenty Foot Road Signals Northern Industrial Link Road 

A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (& Hostmoor 
Roundabout) 

Town Centre Package 3 (including New River 
Crossing) 

High Street / St Peter’s Road Signal Improvements 

Town Centre Package 2 (Broad Street Roundabout 
and one lane in each direction) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

   

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

   

 
 

  

  

  

 

 

 

  

  

  

 

5.2.2. Table 5.2 below shows the individual option costs, each of the options has been costed using a high level 

costing tool, the costs provided for each option include: 

 Design and Supervision Fees 

 Stats, Landscaping and Preliminaries Allowance 

 Land and Property Acquisition Allowance 

 20% Risk Allowance 

 44% Optimism Bias Allowance. 
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Table 5.2: High Level Option Costs 

Scheme Scheme Cost (£m) 

A141 / Twenty Foot Road Signals £1.7m 

A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (in association with Hostmoor Roundabout) £4.1m (Peas Hill only) 

High Street / St Peter’s Road Signal Improvements £0.2m 

Northern Industrial Link Road £5.4m 

Broad Street Roundabout + Broad Street one lane in each direction (TC2) £1.0m 

Broad Street Roundabout + Broad Street one lane in each direction + New River 
Crossing + Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout 
Improvements (TC3) 

£33.8m 

 

 

 

   

 

 

  

  

 
 

   

 

 

 

 

 

   

  

 

  

  

   

  

 

5.2.3. Note that these costs are in 2019 prices, and include 20% Risk Allowance and Optimism Bias. 

5.3. Package Assessments 

5.3.1. The Project Team have developed eight packages which include a mix of short term and long term schemes. 

The packages have been built into the MATS SATURN model and traffic assignments have been run for the 

future year scenarios 2026 and 2031. Detail on which options are included within each package, and the 

results from the traffic modelling, are discussed beneath. 

5.3.2. The Packages have been designed around varying levels of intervention in the Town Centre, and consider 

with and without NILR Scenarios.  

Package 1 

5.3.3. Package 1 consists of the following three options: 

 A141 / Twenty Foot Road signals 

 A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (60m ICD), including Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

 High Street / St Peter’s Road Signal Improvements. 

5.3.4. The location of the individual options is shown beneath in Figure 5.1. Package 1 has an overall scheme cost 

of £5.86m in 2019 prices (including Risk Allowance and Optimism Bias), and all options are considered to be 

deliverable by 2026. 

131 



 

  

  

 

 

  

Figure 5.1: Package 1 

5.3.5. Figures 5.2 to 5.5 below show the delay experienced in the 2031 AM and PM peak hours at the option 

locations contained within Package 1 for both the DM and Package 1 scenarios. 

Figure 5.2: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Do-Minimum model 
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Figure 5.3: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Package 1 Options 

Figure 5.4: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Do-Minimum model 

 Figure 5.5: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Package 1 Options 

5.3.6. The results for the 2031 AM and PM peak hours show that all three options, which form Package 1, reduce 

delay at their specific locations. The Peas Hill Roundabout option has the greatest impact reducing delay on 

the A141 northbound arm from 236 seconds to 6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 55 seconds to 6 seconds 

in the PM peak hour. There is also a substantial decrease in delay on the Twenty Foot Road approach to the 

A141 from 140s seconds to 96 seconds in the AM peak hour and 441 seconds to 96 seconds in the PM peak 

hour. 
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5.3.7. Table 5.3 below highlights the impact of Package 1 on the overall model network. These statistics 

demonstrate how the package affects the network as a whole rather than just the individual option areas. 

5.3.8. A key indicator within the network wide statistics is Over Capacity Queues (OCQ), which represents the 

number of vehicles still queuing on the network at the end of the one-hour modelled time period.  

5.3.9. An OCQ is caused by a junction or link operating beyond capacity and indicates whether the increased 

vehicle demand on the highway network can be accommodated. 

Table 5.3: Comparison of Network Wide Statistics for the Do-Minimum and Package 1 Models 

Network Wide Performance 
Measures 

2031 
AM PM 

DM Package 1  DM  Package  1 
Transient Queues (pcu hrs) 249 207.7 223.8 199.4 

Over Capacity Queues (pcu hrs) 48 0.3 22.7 6 
Total Travel Time (pcu hrs) 893.8 805.5 849.3 804.7 

Total Travel Distance (pcu kms) 29270.3 29457.4 29585.8 29758.7 
Average speed (kph) 32.7 36.6 34.8 37 

5.3.10. The network wide statistics indicate that Package 1 leads to a significant decrease in the OCQs in both the 

AM and PM peak hour. Package 1 also leads to a decrease in total travel time across the network and the 

average speed increased, indicating that the network is freer flowing in the Package 1 scenario than the DM 

scenario. 

Package 1a 

5.3.11. Package 1a consists of the following options: 

 A141 / Twenty Foot Road Traffic Signals 

 A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (60m ICD) and Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

 High Street / St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Northern Industrial Link Road Option 1. 

5.3.12. The location of the individual options is shown within Figure 5.6. Package 1a has an overall scheme cost of 

£11.17m in 2019 prices (including Risk Allowance and Optimism Bias), and is considered to be deliverable 

by 2026 with the exception of the NILR, which is delayed until the 2031 model year due to the potential 

complexities associated with land acquisition at this location. 
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Figure 5.6: Package 1a 

5.3.13. Figures 5.7 to 5.10 below show the delay experienced in the 2031 AM and PM peak hours at the option 

locations contained within Package 1a for both the DM and Package 1a scenarios. 

Figure 5.7: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 
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Figure 5.8: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Package 1a Options 

Figure 5.9: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.10: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Package 1a Options 

5.3.14. The results for the 2031 AM and PM peak hour show that the options, which form Package 1a, reduce delay 

at their specific locations. The Peas Hill Roundabout option has the greatest impact reducing delay on the 

A141 northbound arm from 236 seconds to 6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 55 seconds to 6 seconds in 

the PM peak hour. There is also a substantial decrease in delay on the Twenty Foot Road approach to the 

A141 from 140 seconds to 90 seconds in the AM peak hour and 441 seconds to 81 seconds in the PM peak 

hour. 
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5.3.15. Table 5.4 below highlights the impact of Package 1a on the overall model network. These statistics 

demonstrate how the package affects the network as a whole rather than just the individual option areas. 

Table 5.4: Comparison of Network Wide Statistics for the Do-Minimum and Package 1a Models 

Network Wide Performance 
Measures 

2031 
AM PM 

DM Package 1a DM Package 1a 
Transient Queues (pcu hrs) 249 203.3 223.8 192.2 

Over Capacity Queues (pcu hrs) 48 0.2 22.7 0.9 
Total Travel Time (pcu hrs) 893.8 794.3 849.3 776.9 

Total Travel Distance (pcu kms) 29270.3 29322.4 29585.8 29272 
Average speed (kph) 32.7 36.9 34.8 37.7 

5.3.16. The network wide statistics indicate that Package 1a leads to a significant decrease in the OCQs in both the 

AM and PM peak hour. Package 1a also leads to a decrease in total travel time across the network and the 

average speed increased, indicating that the network is freer flowing in Package 1a scenario than the DM 

scenario. 

Packages 2 and 2a 

5.3.17. Package 2 and 2a were developed, but not tested as part of the Packaging Assessment. These packages 

were based on Package 1 and 1a respectively, and included the Broad Street Signal Improvements (TC1) 

within the Town Centre. However, the TC1 option was dismissed during the Operational Assessment due 

to safety issues identified with u-turning HGVs at the southern end of Broad Street, and because the 

proposal was contrary to the FHSF aspirations to create public realm along Broad Street.  

Figure 5.11: Package 2 (Left) and Package 2a (Right) 
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 Package 3 

5.3.18. Package 3 consists of the following four options: 

 A141 / Twenty Foot Road Traffic Signals 

 A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (60m ICD) and Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

 High Street / St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road Mini Roundabout, and Broad Street one lane in each 

direction (TC2) 

5.3.19. The location of the individual options is shown in Figure 5.12. Package 3 has an overall scheme cost of £7.0m 

and all options are considered to be deliverable by 2026. 

Figure 5.12: Package 3 

5.3.20. Figures 5.13 to 5.16 below show the delay experienced in the 2031 AM and PM peak hours at the option 

locations contained within Package 3 for both the DM and Package 3 scenarios. 
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Figure 5.13: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.14: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Package 3 Options 

Figure 5.15: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.16: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Package 3 Options 
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5.3.21. The results for the 2031 AM and PM peak hour show that all four options within Package 3 reduce delay at 

their specific locations. The Peas Hill Roundabout option has the greatest impact reducing delay on the A141 

northbound arm from 236 seconds to 6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 55 seconds to 5 seconds in the 

PM peak hour. There is also a substantial decrease in delay on the Twenty Foot Road approach to the A141 

from 140 seconds to 89 seconds in the AM peak hour and 441 seconds to 90 seconds in the PM peak hour. 

5.3.22. The Town Centre improvements have also led to a considerable decrease in the delays experienced at the 

Broad Street. In the AM peak hour DM model there is a total of 224 seconds of cumulative delay on the 

approach arms to the junction, in the Package 3 scenario this delay is down to 66 seconds. In the PM peak 

hour DM model the total approach, delay is 284 seconds as opposed to 94 seconds in the Package 3 scenario. 

5.3.23. Table 5.5 below highlights the impact of Package 3 on the overall model network. These statistics 

demonstrate how the package affects the network as a whole rather than just the individual option areas. 

Table 5.5: Comparison of Network Wide Statistics for the Do-Minimum and Package 3 Models 

Network Wide Performance 
Measures 

2031 
AM PM 

DM Package 3  DM  Package  3 
Transient Queues (pcu hrs) 249 196.7 223.8 185 

Over Capacity Queues (pcu hrs) 48 0.7 22.7 0 
Total Travel Time (pcu hrs) 893.8 789.8 849.3 777.2 

Total Travel Distance (pcu kms) 29270.3 29201.7 29585.8 29367.8 
Average speed (kph)  32.7  37  34.8  37.8  

5.3.24. The network wide statistics indicate that Package 3 leads to a significant decrease in the OCQs in both the 

AM and PM peak hour. Package 3 also leads to a decrease in total travel time across the network and the 

average speed increased, indicating that the network is freer flowing in Package 3 scenario than the DM 

scenario. 
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Package 3a 

5.3.25. Package 3a consists of the following options: 

 A141 / Twenty Foot Road Traffic Signals 

 A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (60m ICD) and Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

 High Street / St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road Mini Roundabout, and Broad Street one lane in each 

direction (TC2) 

 Northern Industrial Link Road Option 1. 

5.3.26. The location of the individual options is shown in Figure 5.17. Package 3a has an overall scheme cost of 

£12.4m in 2019 prices (including Risk Allowance and Optimism Bias). Package 3a is phased with the A141 / 

Twenty Foot Road Signals, A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout, High Street / St Peter’s Road Signal Improvements 

and Town Centre elements all considered deliverable by 2026, with the NILR deferred until the 2031 model 

year to reflect the potential complexities associated with land acquisition at this location. 

Figure 5.17: Package 3a 

5.3.27. Figures 5.18 to 5.21 below show the delay experienced in the 2031 AM and PM peak hours at the option 

locations contained within Package 3a for both the DM and Package 3a scenarios. 
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Figure 5.18: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.19: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Package 3a Options 

Figure 5.20: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.21: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Package 3a Options 
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5.3.28. The results for the 2031 AM and PM peak hour show that all the options within Package 3a reduce delay at 

their specific locations. The Peas Hill Roundabout option has the greatest impact reducing delay on the A141 

northbound arm from 236 seconds to 6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 55 seconds to 5 seconds in the 

PM peak hour. There is also a substantial decrease in delay on the Twenty Foot Road approach to the A141 

from 140 seconds to 87 seconds in the AM peak hour and 441 seconds to 79 seconds in the PM peak hour. 

5.3.29. The Town Centre package improvements have led to a considerable decrease in the delays experienced at 

the Broad Street junction in the Town Centre. In the AM peak hour DM model there is a total of 224 seconds 

of cumulative delay on the approach arms to the junction, in the Package 3a scenario this delay is down to 

60s. In the PM peak hour DM model the total approach, delay is 284 seconds as opposed to 83 seconds in 

the Package 3a scenario. 

5.3.30. Table 5.6 below highlights the impact of Package 3a on the overall model network. These statistics 

demonstrate how the package affects the network as a whole rather than just the individual option areas. 

Table 5.6: Comparison of Network Wide Statistics for the Do-Minimum and Package 3a Models 

Network Wide Performance 
Measures 

2031 
AM PM 

DM Package 3a DM Package 3a 
Transient Queues (pcu hrs) 249 191.7 223.8 175.1 

Over Capacity Queues (pcu hrs) 48 0.1 22.7 0 
Total Travel Time (pcu hrs) 893.8 778.1 849.3 754.2 

Total Travel Distance (pcu kms) 29270.3 29150 29585.8 29064.3 
Average speed (kph)  32.7  37.5  34.8  38.5  

5.3.31. The network wide statistics indicate that Package 3a leads to a significant decrease in the OCQs in both the 

AM and PM peak hour. Package 3a also leads to a decrease in total travel time across the network and the 

average speed increased, indicating that the network is freer flowing in Package 3a scenario than the DM 

scenario. 
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Package 4 

5.3.32. Package 4 consists of the following options: 

 A141 / Twenty Foot Road Traffic Signals 

 A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (60m ICD) and Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

 High Street / St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road Mini Roundabout, and Broad Street one lane in each 

direction, New River Crossing, and Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout 

improvements (TC3). 

5.3.33. The location of the individual options is shown in Figure 5.22. Package 4 has an overall scheme cost of 

£40.53m in 2019 prices (including Risk Allowance and Optimism Bias), and is phased to include the A141 / 

Twenty Foot Road Traffic Signals, Peas Hill Roundabout and High Street / St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal 

improvements by 2026, and the Town Centre Package 3 elements by 2031. 

Figure 5.22: Package 4 

5.3.34. Figures 5.23 to 5.26 below show the delay experienced in the 2031 AM and PM peak hours at the option 

locations contained within Package 4 for both the DM and Package 4 scenarios. 
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Figure 5.23: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.24: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Package 4 Options 

Figure 5.25: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.26: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Package 4 Options 
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5.3.35. The results for the 2031 AM and PM peak hour show that the options mostly reduce delay at their specific 

locations. The Peas Hill Roundabout option has the greatest impact reducing delay on the A141 northbound 

arm from 236 seconds to 6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 55 seconds to 5 seconds in the PM peak hour. 

There is also a substantial decrease in delay on the Twenty Foot Road approach to the A141 from 140 

seconds to 93 seconds in the AM peak hour and 441 seconds to 81 seconds in the PM peak hour. 

5.3.36. The Town Centre package option has also led to a considerable decrease in the delays experienced at the 

Broad Street junction in the Town Centre. In the AM peak hour DM model there is a total of 224 seconds of 

cumulative delay on the approach arms to the junction, in the Package 4 scenario this delay is down to 61 

seconds. In the PM peak hour DM model the total approach delay is 284 seconds as opposed to 72 seconds 

in the Package 4 scenario. 

5.3.37. Table 5.7 below highlights the impact of Package 4 on the overall model network. These statistics 

demonstrate how the package affects the network as a whole rather than just the individual option areas. 

Table 5.7: Comparison of Network Wide Statistics for the Do-Minimum and Package 4 Models 

Network Wide Performance 
Measures 

2031 
AM PM 

DM Package 4  DM  Package  4 
Transient Queues (pcu hrs) 249 181.3 223.8 177.2 

Over Capacity Queues (pcu hrs) 48 7.5 22.7 0 
Total Travel Time (pcu hrs) 893.8 773.9 849.3 759.5 

Total Travel Distance (pcu kms) 29270.3 29089.3 29585.8 29250 
Average speed (kph) 32.7 37.6 34.8 38.5 

5.3.38. The network wide statistics indicate that Package 4 leads to a significant decrease in the OCQs in both the 

AM and PM peak hour. Package 4 also leads to a decrease in total travel time across the network and the 

average speed increased, indicating that the network is freer flowing in Package 4 scenario than the DM 

scenario. 
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Package 4a 

5.3.39. Package 4a consists of the following options: 

 A141 / Twenty Foot Road Traffic Signals 

 A141 / Peas Hill Roundabout (60m ICD) and Hostmoor Avenue Roundabout 

 High Street / St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road Mini Roundabout, and Broad Street one lane in each 

direction, New River Crossing, and Burrowmoor Road / City Road / High Street Roundabout 

improvements (TC3) 

 Northern Industrial Link Road Option 1. 

5.3.40. The location of the individual options are shown in Figure 5.27. Package 4a has an overall scheme cost of 

£45.84m in 2019 prices (including Risk Allowance and Optimism Bias), and is phased to deliver the NILR and 

Town Centre Package 3 improvements by 2031, and all other options by 2026. 

Figure 5.27: Package 4a 

5.3.41. Figures 5.28 to 5.31 below show the delay experienced in the 2031 AM and PM peak hours at the option 

locations contained within Package 4a for both the DM and Package 4a scenarios. 
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Figure 5.28: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.29: Delay in the 2031 AM Peak Hour Package 4a Options 

Figure 5.30: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Do-Minimum Model 

Figure 5.31: Delay in the 2031 PM Peak Hour Package 4a Options 
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5.3.42. The results for the 2031 AM and PM peak hour show that the options mostly reduce delay at their specific 

locations. The Peas Hill Roundabout option has the greatest impact reducing delay on the A141 northbound 

arm from 236 seconds to 6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 55 seconds to 5 seconds in the PM peak hour. 

There is also a substantial decrease in delay on the Twenty Foot Road approach to the A141 from 140 

seconds to 87 seconds in the AM peak hour and 441 seconds to 81 seconds in the PM peak hour. 

5.3.43. The Town Centre options have also led to a considerable decrease in the delays experienced at the Broad 

Street signalised in the Town Centre. In the AM peak hour DM model there is a total of 224 seconds of 

cumulative delay on the approach arms to the junction, in the Package 4a scenario this delay is down to 57 

seconds. In the PM peak hour DM model the total approach, delay is 284 seconds as opposed to 62 seconds 

in the Package 4a scenario. 

5.3.44. Table 5.8 below highlights the impact of Package 4a on the overall model network. These statistics 

demonstrate how the package affects the network as a whole rather than just the individual option areas. 

Table 5.8: Comparison of Network Wide Statistics for the Do-Minimum and Package 4a Models 

Network Wide Performance 
Measures 

2031 
AM PM 

DM Package 4a DM Package 4a 
Transient Queues (pcu hrs) 249 177.6 223.8 169 

Over Capacity Queues (pcu hrs) 48 6.3 22.7 0 
Total Travel Time (pcu hrs) 893.8 763.4 849.3 738.5 

Total Travel Distance (pcu kms) 29270.3 29085.7 29585.8 28994.6 
Average speed (kph) 32.7 38.1 34.8 39.3 

5.3.45. The network wide statistics indicate that Package 4a leads to a significant decrease in the OCQs in both the 

AM and PM peak hour. Package 4a also leads to a decrease in total travel time across the network and the 

average speed increased, indicating that the network is freer flowing in Package 4a scenario than the DM 

scenario. 
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5.4. Economic Assessment 

5.4.1. The Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA) program was used to quantify the transport user benefits 

resulting from all eight packages, and to calculate a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR). 

5.4.2. The TUBA assessment uses the output files from the March Area Transport Study (MATS) SATURN model to 

quantify the change in journey time and distance as a result of the Packages compared to a DM Scenario, 

and hence quantify the journey time and vehicle operating cost benefits (if any). This information is then 

used to calculate a 60-year whole life Present Value of Benefits (PVB) which when compared to a Present 

Value of Costs (PVC) is then used to calculate a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR). A Value for Money (VfM) category 

is then determined based on this BCR. The VfM categories defined by DfT in the Value for Money Framework 

are shown beneath in Table 5.9. 

5.4.3. The Economic Assessment includes allowance for inflation at 5% per annum and ongoing maintenance 

costs of 1.7% for new infrastructure. These costs are based on local industry inflation rates and post scheme 

maintenance spending on a range of local highway schemes. 

Table 5.9: DfT Value for Money Statements 

5.4.4. The BCR and VfM category for the packages are shown in Table 5.10 below. 

Table 5.10: BCR and VfM for Packages 1, 1a, 3, 3a, 4, 4a 

Package 
1 

Package 
1a 

Package 
3 

Package 
3a 

Package 
4 

Package 
4a 

Net Benefit/BCR Impact 

 

 

  

  

 

   

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Present Value of 
Benefits (PVB) 
Present Value of 
Costs (PVC) 
Net Present 
Value (NPV) 
Benefit/Cost 
Ratio (BCR) 

10225 

4501 

5724 

2.3  

23019 

9428 

13713 

2.5  

22711 

5122 

17589 

4.4  

35091 

9679 

25412 

3.6  

37163 

33699 

3464 

1.1  

47094 

38682 

8412 

1.2  

VFM Statement High High High High Low Low 
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5.4.5. The results show that Packages 1, 1a, 3, 3a all perform well and offer High value for money. Packages 4 & 

4a also perform very well, but return a Low Value for Money due to the significant infrastructure costs 

associated with them. 

5.5. Packaging Assessment Summary 

5.5.1. The assessment of the packages has shown that all serve to mitigate the impact of the Local Plan growth to 

varying degrees, and all are expected to perform well.  Packages 1 and 1a do not include any changes to 

Broad Street, whereas the remaining packages facilitate the creation of a significant public realm along 

Broad Street which is in line with Fenland District Council’s FHSF aspirations for the regeneration of March 

Town Centre. 

5.5.2. Packages 3 and 3a are closely aligned to the FHSF proposals and have the highest BCRs relative to their 

counterpart Packages (Package 3 is higher than Package 1 and 4, Package 3a is higher than 1a and 4a). 

Packages 3, 3a, 4 and 4a all require the repositioning of the March Fountain, which would be incorporated 

into wider public realm and landscape design. This study has not considered the detail of that design, and 

this would need to be undertaken in consultation with environment, conservation and heritage specialists, 

as well public engagement in some form. 

5.5.3. As a result of the Packaging Assessment, it is recommended that Packages 1, 1a, 3 and 3a are considered 

for further development. 

5.5.4. Packages 4 and 4a provide the best network wide statistics, but involve significant disruption (and cost) 

within the Town Centre. It is recommended that these packages are not considered any further at this stage, 

but can be revisited in future should further capacity enhancements be needed in March Town Centre. 

5.5.5. Of the packages recommended for further development, Packages 3 and 3a are closest to the FHSF 

aspirations for March Town Centre, and are considered the preferred Packages at this stage of the study. 

Package 3a builds upon Package 3 with the addition of the NILR, the cost of which suppresses the BCR in 

comparison to Package 3, however the addition of the NILR will generate far greater benefit than shown in 

the Package omitting it. The NILR however will attract further trips away from the residential areas 

(particularly Norwood Road) and the Town Centre to the south, and so should be investigated further. 
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Summary 
6.1.1. The March Options Assessment Report (OAR) sets out the development and assessment of improvement 

options identified within the March Area Transport Study (MATS). The report details the technical work 

undertaken in relation to traffic modelling and economic assessment, and identifies several packages of 

schemes that should be progressed to Public Consultation. 

6.1.2. The assessment process used has been broken down into three distinct phases, with each informing the 

next. The three phases are: 

 Strategic Assessment 

 Operational Assessment 

 Packaging Assessment. 

6.1.3. Strategic Assessments have been undertaken on numerous options for a New River Crossing, the March 

Northern Industrial Link Road and A141 re-alignment. The assessments have used the MATS SATURN model 

to measure the impact of each of the options on a localised scheme level and on the wider network as a 

whole. 

6.1.4. The Strategic Assessment of the New River Crossing options has identified Option 10, which is in the Town 

Centre, as the best performing option. This assessment also concluded that a bypass to the east of March 

would not offer value for money. 

6.1.5. The Strategic Assessment of the Northern Industrial Link Road options identified Option 1 as the best 

performing option. 

6.1.6. The Strategic Assessment of the A141 re-alignment options has shown that no options performed well 

within the economic assessment, and therefore none of these options are being progressed further as part 

of this study. 

6.1.7. The Operational Assessment has used the March VISSIM micro-simulation model to test the operational 

performance of options along the A141 corridor and within March Town Centre. 
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6.1.8. The Operational Assessment has identified that the following options offer operational benefits, serve to 

mitigate against future year growth, and are compatible with the FHSH aspirations: 

 Peas Hill Roundabout Option 5.2 (60m ICD), in conjunction with the A141 / Hostmoor Avenue 

roundabout (developer funded) 

 Town Centre Package 2 (TC2), consisting of: 

o Broad Street / Dartford Road / Station Road mini roundabout, with Broad Street made one 

lane in each direction (and the provision of public realm improvements) 

o St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements 

 Town Centre Package 3 (TC3), consisting of: 

o Station Road / Creek Road Mini Roundabout 

o Broad Street Roundabout and Public Realm Improvements 

o A New River Crossing, joining Dartford Road to the north and City Road to the south, with 

a new roundabout at Burrowmoor Road / City Road and High Street 

o St Peter’s Road Traffic Signal Improvements. 

6.1.9. The Packaging Assessment has taken the best performing options from the Strategic and Operational 

Assessments and combined these into packages of schemes that could be implemented in March. Multiple 

different packages have been assessed, representing different levels of extremity in terms of impact within 

March. 

6.1.10. The assessment of the packages has shown that all serve to mitigate the impact of the Local Plan growth to 

varying degrees, and all are expected to perform well.  Packages 1 and 1a do not include any changes to 

Broad Street, whereas the remaining packages facilitate the creation of a significant public realm along 

Broad Street which is in line with Fenland District Council’s FHSF aspirations for the regeneration of March 

Town Centre. 

6.1.11. Packages 3 and 3a are closely aligned to the FHSF proposals and have the highest BCRs relative to their 

counterpart Packages (Package 3 is higher than Package 1 and 4, Package 3a is higher than 1a and 4a). 

6.1.12. As a result of the Packaging Assessment, it is recommended that Packages 1, 1a, 3 and 3a are considered 

for further development. 

6.1.13. Of the packages recommended to take to public consultation, Packages 3 and 3a are closest to the FHSF 

aspirations for March Town Centre, and are considered the preferred Packages at this stage of the study. 
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3:2 – City Road 
connection to 
Burrowmoor Road 
moved west. 
Chapel Street access 
changed to the High 
Street. 

Burrowmoor / High 
Street junction becomes 
a three arm 
roundabout. 

Options 

Section 2 

Market Place 
Area 

Section 1 

Broad Street 
Area 

Opt 9 Opt 8 Opt 7 Opt 6 Opt 5 Opt 4 Opt 3 Opt 2 Opt 1 Opt 10 

Section 3 

Burrowmoor 
Road Area 

  

                     

  
 

  
 

     
    

     
   

   
     

    
  

     
    

    
    

    
   

  
  

   
   

   
    

 

 

      
   

    
   

 
    

     
    

    
 

    
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

    
 

   
    

   
   

   

      
   
     

    
    

 
   

    
  

   
    

    
  

 
   
    

    
   

    
   
     

  
   

 
 

   
   

    
   

   
 

    
   

    
     

   

    
    

    
     

  
   

 
   

  
    

 
 

  
  

  
  

     
    

    
   

     
 

 
   

      
   

 
    

    
 

     
   
   

    
    

  
 

   
   

   
 

    
   

   
   

    
   

  
 

   
   

     
    

   
    

   
   

   
    

 
  

   
   
    
     

    
  

   
 

   
   

  
  

 

  
 

  
 

    
   
   

    
    
  

  
 

   
   

   
    

   

     
    
  

 
    
    

 
    

   
    

     
   

    
    

  
 

    
     

   
 

     
   

   

    
    

    
 

    
   

    
     

  
 

    
   

     
  

      
  

    
  

 
     

    
   

     
    
    

    
 

  
   

     
     

     
    

  
   

  

 

  
 

 
  

    
  

  
   
   

    
  

 
  
   

  

    
  

  
   
   

    
  

 
   

   
   

 

     

 
                                      

  
 

1:1 – Broad Street one 
lane in each direction 
on the eastern side of 
the street (navigating 
around the fountain) 
with the western side of 
the street committed to 
Public Realm. 

1:2 – Broad Street one 
lane in each direction 
along the western side 
of the street. Eastern 
side of the street 
committed to Public 
Realm and 
incorporating the 
fountain. Grays Lane 
made one way 
southbound with left 
out only onto Broad 
Street. 

0:4 – Creation of a new 
route past supermarket 
with a junction on 
Dartford Road. 

New river crossing to 
the west of the Town 
Centre landing in FDC 
land on southern bank. 

New road from river 
crossing to Brewin 
Chase providing direct 
access to large, 
consolidated car park, 
and connecting to 
improved junction with 
Burrowmoor Road (see 
Opts 3:1 & 3:2) 

Broad Street becomes 
Public Realm bus and 
taxi only access 
between Dartford Road 
and Market Place. 

0:5 – Creation of a new 
route from Station 
Road to Mill View with 
a new river crossing 
onto Elywn Road. 

Route is southbound 
only once south of 
supermarket access. 
Market Place is 
southbound only to the 
junction with the High 
Street. 

High Street northbound 
only from Market Place 
Junction over the river 
with vehicles then 
routed via Grays Lane 
(still northbound one 
way only) emerging at a 
signal controlled 
junction with Dartford 
Road. 

Broad Street becomes 
Public Realm between 
the War Memorial and 
the Fountain, with 
access retained for 
buses. 

1:6 – No access 
between Station Road 
and Creek Road. Access 
to Creek Road via St 
John’s Road instead. 

1:7 – Remove signals 
from Broad Street / 
Dartford Road / Station 
Road and replace with a 
roundabout (retaining 
fountain in centre). 

Creation of a 
roundabout between 
Station Road / Creek 
Road. 

Robingoodfellows Lane 
northbound only, 
Darthill Road 
southbound only. 

1:8 – Creek Road one 
way only from Station 
Road / Creek Road 
junction to Station 
Road / St John’s Road 
Junction. 

Grays Lane northbound 
only with a left tur out 
onto Dartford Road. 

Broad Street Right turn 

2:7 – New river crossing 

only onto Station Road. 

Creation of a bus and 
taxi interchange on 
land immediately north 
of Broad Street / 
Dartford Road / Station 
Road junction. 

Parking removed from 
Broad Street and 
replaced with Public 
Realm. 

1:9 – Grays Lane 
northbound only from 
junction with Broad 
Street with roundabout 
created at junction of 
Grays Lane and 
Dartford Road. 

Creation of roundabout 
between Dartford Road 
/ Station Road / Broad 
Street and Broad Street 
southbound only along 
western side of street, 
with eastern side 
committed to Public 
Realm (including taxi 
ranks and bus stops). 

Robingoodfellows Lane 
closed to vehicular 
access between Broad 
Street and Car Park 
egress. Car par can only 
be entered from Darthill 
Road. 

2:1 – Remove Market 
Place parking and 
create public space. 

2:2 – Signalisation of 
High Street / Market 
Place incorporating 
pedestrian crossing 
facilities. 

2:3 - Signalised 
pedestrian crossing on 
High Street opposite 
George Street to serve 
pedestrian desire line. 

2:6 – widen river bridge 
for pedestrian and cycle 

create Public Realm. 

use only. Close Market Place to roundabout between 

Close access from High make Elwyn Road two Road. 

Street to Elywn Road. 

Market Place two way 

way as far as High 

between High Street Creation of a clear Street / Burrowmoor 

and car park access. 

between Nene Parade 
and Elywn Road or 
Wherry Road east of 
Town Centre. 

Two way traffic along 
Elwyn Road as far as 
High Street. 

Left turn out only from 
Market Place junction 
with High Street. 

2:8 – Remove parking 
from Market Place and 

vehicular traffic and 

Street Junction. 

High Street and Elywn 

pedestrian route from 
City Car Park into town 
centre area. 

access to Chapel Street 

0.9 – Creation of a mini 

Creation of a larger four 
arm roundabout at High 

Road / City Road with 

moved to the south 
onto the High Street. 

3:1 – City Road 
connection to 
Burrowmoor Road 
moved west. 
Chapel Street access 
changed to the High 
Street. 

Signalisation of 
Burrowmoor / High 
Street Junction. 

New carriageway 
created from Brewin 
Chase to a new river 
bridge to the west of 
the town centre at the 
site of the existing 
pedestrian footbridge 
and connecting to 
Marylebone Road. 

1:10 Demolition of 
Collingwoods 
building to create 
space for a 
roundabout and 
additional car 
parking. 

Note that options shaded in blue were identified for Strategic Assessment, and those shaded grey were discounted from the study following consultation with the Member Steering Group and / or review from the Project Team following the Option 
Development Workshop. 



  

               

  
 

   
 

    
   

    
   

 
 
 

   

  
 

   
   

  
  

 

     
    

    
    

       
     

    
 

     
       

      
      

     
  

      
    

     

    
    

     
      

 

      
      

   
 

    
     

     
      

      

  
 

   
 

   
 

          

  
 

    

     
  

        

  
 

    
 

     
    

     
      

  
 

  
   

 

      
    

      
 

      
     

      
    

      
 

       
    

     
    

     
   

       
      
    

     

       
     
    

     
     

 

      
     

  
  

 
                                      

  
 

Options 

Section 4 

A141 / Hostmoor 
Avenue 

Section 5 

A141 / B1099 
Wisbech Road / 
Whittlesey Road 
(Peas Hill 
Roundabout) 

Section 6 

A141 / Burrowmoor 
Road 

Section 7 

A141 / Gaul Road 

Section 8 

A141 / Knight’s End 
Road 

Opt 1 

4:1 – Roundabout (Developer 
Proposal) 45m ICD 

5:1 – Bypass Peas Hill 
Roundabout from A141 south 
approach to A141 north 
approach (G Edwards idea) 

6:1 - Roundabout 

7:1 – Signal enhancements to 
maximise capacity 

8:1 – Create roundabout by 
realigning the eastern approach 
to face the western approach 

Opt 2 

4:2 – Roundabout (Developer 
Proposal) 60m ICD 

5:2 – Creation of a new larger 
roundabout on the existing site, 
involving land acquisition (60m 
ICD?) 

6:2 – Two stage crossing 

7:2 - Roundabout 

Opt 3 

5:3 – Realign Whittlesey Road 
approach to join the A141 to the 
south (in the vicinity of Marina 
Drive, allowing a LDL to be 
created from A141 south to 
A141 north 

Opt 4 

5:4 – Creation of a Hamburger 
roundabout, with priority given 
to the A141 (both directions) 

Opt 5 

5:5 – Remove Meadowlands 
approach, and provide new 
access from Hostmoor Avenue to 
the north (via a railway bridge) 

Opt 6 

5:6 – Grade separate using a 
structure to carry the A141 over 
Peas Hill Roundabout 

Opt 7 

5:7 – Realign Meadowlands 
approach to join Wisbech Road 
east of the roundabout, and 
enlarge roundabout to the west of 
the existing site (O Brown sketch) 

Section 9 
9:1 – Realignment of A141 from 
north of Hostmoor Avenue 

9:2 – Remove A141 / Hostmoor 
Avenue junction and create a 9:3 – Dual A141 on existing 

9:4 – Creation of a new junction 
between Burrowmoor Road and 
Knight’s End Road to provide 

9:5 – Realign A141 to the west 
from Gaul Road junction in the 

9:6 – Create a new A141 route 
from Mill Hill roundabout to 
north of Hostmoor Avenue. 

9:7 – Consolidate Gaul Road and 
Burrowmoor Road into a single 

Wider A141 Roundabout to south of Peas Hill new access over the railway line alignment access to the development. south to Hostmoor Avenue Existing alignment to remain as roundabout providing 

Realignments / Roundabout via the Meadowlands Estate Remove the existing junctions at Junction in the north a local / development access development access 

Options these two locations road 

Note that options shaded in blue were identified for Strategic Assessment, and those shaded grey were discounted from the study following consultation with the Member Steering Group and / or review from the Project Team following the Option 
Development Workshop. 



  

                       

 
 

  
 
 

   
  
   

  

   
   

   
 

    
   
   

 

   
   
   
   

   

   
  

  
  

   
  

    
   

   
   

    

   
   

   

    
   

    
   

  
   

    

     
    

  

   
  

   
  

     
  

   
   

    
   

 

   
   

   
   
   
  
   

 
 

   
  

   
    

    
   

   
 

   
    

     
   

    
  

    

     
    

   
    

   
   

  
   

 

    
    

   
    

  
  

    
 

    
    

   
    

    

    
   
   

    
    

   
 

     
    

   
   
   

  

     
   

   
   

  
    

   
    

  

  

 
                                      

  
 

Options 

Northern 
Industrial 
Link Road 

Opt 1 

10:1 – Existing 
Proposal, connect 
Hundreds Road at 
the Prison 

Opt 2 

10:2a – Connect 
from Longhill Road 
through to A141 

10:2b – Above plus 
close Twenty Foot 
Road at A141 
junction 

Opt 3 

10:3 – Upgrade 
Twenty Foot Road 
junction instead to 
improve route in 
from the north 

Opt 4 

10:4 – Connect 
Hundreds Road 
through to 
Hostmoor Avenue 
area (would require 
some demolition) 

Opt 5 

10:5 – Connect from 
junction of Hundreds 
Road / Melbourne 
Road over the 
railway line to B1101 

Opt 6 

10:6 – Continue 
Hundreds Road to 
Twenty Foot Road 

Opt 7 

10:7 – Extend Thorby 
Road north and 
connect to Option 2? 
Or have as 
standalone option 
through to Hundreds 
Road / Longhill Road. 

Opt 8 

10:8 – New east / 
west route north of 
the Prison 

Opt 9 

10:9 – Upgrade 
Norwood Road 
(could connect to 
Option 4) 

Opt 10 

10:10 – Opt 1 + 
Continue Longhill 
Road to connect 
through to Flaggrass 
Hill Road and then 
onto an Eastern 
Bypass….. 

Opt 11 

10:11 – Continue 
B1101 south, new 
river crossing and 
connect through to 
Longhill Road and 
Marwick Road 
(through to A141). 

Eastern 
Bypass 

11:1 – Original 
MATS proposal 

11:2 – Connect 
Estover Road / Creek 
Road to Silt Road 
(upgrade) taking the 
route to Upwell 
Road 

11:3 – Connection 
over river just west 
of railway line in the 
vicinity of Riverdown 
/ Heron Walk (three 
locations possible) 
with no HGV access 

11:4 – As per option 
1, but with alterative 
alignment to the 
east of Silt Road 
between river and 
Upwell Road (to 
avoid properties) 
with new railway 
crossing 

11:5 – New route 
following the line of 
the railway from 
Creek Road down to 
Upwell Road, 
including river 
crossing (but no rail 
crossing) 

11:6 – New route 
from B1101 in north 
(Longhill Road) to 
join Option 1 just 
south of the river 

11:7 – New route 
from Twenty Foot 
road, over Twenty 
Foot river to join 
Option 1 just south 
of the river 

11:8 – As per Option 
1, but with route 
continued to existing 
A141 / Wimblington 
Road roundabout to 
the south 

11:9 – As per Option 
8, but taking 
alignment in the 
south along the 
dismantled railway 
line to a new 
junction with the 
A141 in the vicinity 
of Eastwood 

Note that options shaded in blue were identified for Strategic Assessment, and those shaded grey were discounted from the study following consultation with the Member Steering Group and / or review from the Project Team following the Option 
Development Workshop. 
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Hertfordshire 
WD3 9SW 
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Future High Street Fund (FHSF) 

March Town Council feedback and project team responses 

Comment or concern Project Team feedback 
MHCLG decision making process 

Our bid document is a comprehensive assessment of how the packages proposed were identified, narrowed 
down and then developed. Most importantly, the benefit cost ratio (BCR) of those packages is detailed & the 
value of expected private sector support that the bid is anticipated to mobilise is also detailed.  We explain this 
in a template provided by MHCLG (Ministry for Housing Communities and Local Government) that covers 
several specific issues. 

MHCLG will assess all applications and make decisions according to their strengths.  The project team and our 
consultants believe that we have put together a reasoned and compelling case for MHCLG to support the bid. 

In terms of the level of financing that MHCLG will grant, their advice is that it is likely to be between £5m and 
£10m and will also reflect the size of the town concerned.  Of the 50 towns in the first tranche of bids, March is 
the smallest bar one.  This may mean that MHCLG looks towards the lower end of the funding expectations.  
That said, our preferred bid has a compelling narrative and BCR; we are hopeful of realising our preferred bid, 
but realistic that this is in the hands of MHCLG. 

Broad Street 
Any water for the fountain? 
Christmas lights – considerations 
Road layout – safety? 
Over-modernisation? 

The proposal is that the fountain is highlighted within Broad Street by different paving and becomes a 
monument that the community can interact with – instead of being surrounded by traffic as it is currently. 

The visuals are illustrations at this point.  There is a lot more design work to be done that will go into detail 
about different surfaces and the like. 

Christmas lights;  once the final plans are drawn up, following receipt of the FHSF grant – if successful – and 
following procurement for the design and build of the work, the project team will discuss the current Christmas 
light requirements with the Town Council to ensure that power and fixing points are available where possible. 

The design of the road in Broad Street will be carried out by qualified professionals familiar with this work.  Any 
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design will meet highway standards and will comply with safety requirements.   Given the new design and 
reduced lanes of traffic and additional crossing points, pedestrian and vehicle safety (from vehicle to vehicle 
accidents) should be improved. 
 
Broad Street currently has a focus on vehicles, not people.  This project will transform the centre of town 
making it far more people focussed.  This will ensure that the community want to spend more time in town, 
have opportunities to take part in pop-up activities, pop up shops, a more vibrant market etc.  The project will 
protect March as a town, enhancing its strengths; the River, the Broad Street, the market place and will help 
develop an economy making the town more resilient and fit for the present day.   
 
Through careful design this will enhance the charm of the town and its historic character, and will certainly not 
over-modernise it. 
 
 
 

 
Boating utility; kept or removed? 
 

 
As discussed with local Councillors, the boating utility is really in the wrong place being in the centre of town.  
Removing it allows the Riverside improvement work to take place, opening up the river to the community.  It 
will also allow the mooring to be used for longer periods by vessels visiting the town. 
 
With regards to its replacement, a discussion with the Fox’s boatyard team is planned to see what approach, 
and when, should be considered. 
 

 
• Losing the market place parking 

would be a loss for the town. 
• It’s full (of cars). 
• Local shops might complain. 
• No prior discussion re the market 

place pedestrianisation. 
• Confirmation that market stalls 

continue to use the market place 
• Consider power improvements 

 
The Market Place improvements, including its pedestrianisation has been one of the packages within the 
programme since the initial narrowing down of the outline packages developed early in the FHSF process. This 
package was part of the discussion with the Town Council in January and FDC Members since late 2019. 
 
Initially, lighting to the town hall clock tower was in the package, along with improvements to the lower floor of 
the town hall.  These have now been discounted (lighting improvements like this are not allowed by the scheme 
& the ground floor works are unaffordable). 
 
There is currently capacity in other car parks across March. The market place may be full as it saves a 2 minute 



to market place as part of the 
works 

• Maintain Market place Christmas 
tree hole. 

• Xmas lights & lampposts 
 
 
 

walk from Sainsbury’s or City Road. The proposed change in Broad Street should encourage more cycling and 
pedestrianisation, reducing car parking demand so the loss of these 26 spaces, linked with current capacity 
elsewhere and increased foot and cycle traffic should work for the town. 
 
With regards to local shops, the broader FHSF project will make March town centre much more attractive for 
people to visit, spend ‘dwell time’ there and socialise. Additionally, the empty shop programme is anticipated to 
encourage more shops to be open in the town, again adding to the reasons to visit and spend time in March.  
The wider benefit of the project will offset any minor alterations to parking provision. 
 
The Market Place will have more flexibility to run a market on an increased number of days if demand requires; 
markets will certainly continue in this space and they should become more important and vibrant, attracting 
more people into the town centre. 
 
The visuals are just illustrations; there is a lot more design work to be done that will go into detail about the 
choice of surfacing materials, design detailing, power requirements and the like. With specific regard to power 
on the Market Place, the intention is to have a community space that is utilised as a vibrant market place, 
possibly increasing the number of market days if demand increases, but also using the space for public 
performances, community events, outside seating etc. Pop-up power points will be incorporated in the design.  
It will be an attractive, flexible open space that is multi-purpose encouraging people to visit March town centre, 
ensuring that the whole centre benefits from increased footfall and dwell time.   
 
Additionally, the vacant unit activation programme should impact positively on some of the shops close to the 
Market Place environs, further improving the benefit of an active open market place space for local people and 
those shops. 
 
Christmas Tree; the project team would consult with the Town Council and the Christmas Lights committee as 
final designs are developed with regard to the Market Place.  We shall ensure that appropriate provision is 
made for the tree. 
 
Once location plans have been finalised (following receipt of bid feedback and procurement processes) for 
Broad Street / Riverside / Market place discussion will take place to ensure that lamp posts are sufficiently 
strong to cope with Christmas lights and can also power items should that be required. 

  



Broad Street to Library connection 
 

Following assessment of costs, improving the pedestrian connection from Broad Street to the library is not a 
financially realistic approach. Adding an additional bridge impacts adversely on cost and the BCR. 
 
 

 
Acre Road 
Unconvinced by the Acre Road 
suggestions 
Retain Acre heritage? 

 
Acre Road is a neglected and underused part of the town centre and this project provides a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to stimulate investment. 
 
Acre Road was considered early on in this project’s process, but was removed from the initial submission as it is 
potentially costly and also adds risk into the project, given the number of owners for the sites, as well as 
viability for development in this area.  
 
Feedback received by the project team from MHCLG in March as a result of our draft bid submitted in January 
highlighted that the bid needed an increased amount of private sector input into the overall packages.   
 
Therefore, given the clear steer from MHCLG for private sector investment and the potential improvement in 
the area. the project team has added it back into the submission. Clearly it has added some delivery risk to the 
project, but this is clearly noted in our submission. 
 
Should the bid be successful, and the project team can work well with property owners, the development of 
this area will add real value and significant BCR (given the current value of some buildings being zero) to the 
overall project.  
 
It is anticipated that the dilapidated buildings in Acre Road could be revitalised and used for business, keeping 
the heritage of this part of town. 
 

 
Distinction between various projects; 
Growing Fenland Market town reports 
March Area Transport Study (MATS) 
Future High Street Fund 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Independent Economic Review (CPIER) 

 
We are very fortunate to see several significant, multi-partner projects coming together for the town of March.  
This strengthens the strategic case for our bid to MHCLG’s Future High Street Fund. 
 
The Growing Fenland report for March clearly identified community and partners (March Town Council / 
Fenland DC / Combined Authority / Cambridgeshire County Council) priorities for March.  These included: 
 



 • Our vision is that March will be a destination market town.  
We will be a destination for shoppers and visitors looking to enjoy the revitalised high street 

 
• Ambition 2: A revitalised high street and riverside  

The centre of town will be a high-quality destination for people looking to shop, eat, drink and relax. 
Shoppers will have a choice of prestigious brands and niche, locally-rooted offers. The strength of the 
retail offer will be matched by the night-time economy, offering a wide variety of food, drink and 
entertainment venues. The ‘star attraction’ for March will be platform seating on the riverbank.  
 
Unused buildings in the centre of town will be brought to life, for a range of uses, while street furniture 
and attractive shop frontages will give the centre an attractive and distinctive look and feel. 
 

• Ambition 3: We will tackle traffic congestion  
We want to identify the most effective ways to reduce congestion in and around March, starting with 
Broad Street. We will consult local partners on practical measures to make it easier and safer to walk 
and cycle in the centre of town. 
  
An in-depth transport study is under way at the moment, which will inform our final approach, but our 
ambition is to make the town centre more walkable and cyclable. 
 

The Future High Street project team started from the lead set by partners and the community in the Growing 
Fenland report.  Expert consultants have visited the town centre and environs several times and assessed the 
current situation and have used their expertise and experience to develop the short list of projects that will 
form part of the final submission. 
 
Broad Street is the centre of town. To reduce traffic and increase the amount of public realm making the street 
pedestrian friendly instead of focussed on traffic, the FHSF consultants proposed the removal of the central 
parking and the switch from 2 lanes of traffic northbound, as well as removal of parking alongside the street.  
This effectively changes Broad Street from 5 or 6 lanes of traffic (incl. parking) down to 2.  
 
This initial suggestion was put to the MATS group and Skanska to model.  We are very fortunate that these two 
significant projects are running in parallel.  This allowed the opportunity to model FHSF consultant’s suggestions 
for traffic. Initial results were reasonable, but may not have tackled future traffic levels. The MATS group, along 



with the County Council highways team and Skanska then modelled the large mini roundabout at the northern 
end of Broad Street.  This modelling has identified that this option will suit current traffic flows, improving 
them, and accommodate future traffic growth.  Additionally the amount of air pollution in Broad Street is 
expected to be reduced given the improved flow of traffic and reduced amount of idling cars. 
 
Had the Growing Fenland report not set the scene and ambition, and the MATS group was not available to 
support the assessment of traffic and impact of changes on the road in Broad Street, this FHSF project would 
not have progressed as smoothly as it has.   
 
Summary 
The projects are separate, but fundamentally complimentary, and development of all projects in an almost 
parallel time frame has been incredibly positive, helping us put together a transformative bid together for 
MHCLG to consider for the town. 

 
 
Sainsbury’s link to Broad Street; why is 
that included? 
Which link? 

 
The link between Sainsbury’s and Broad Street is far from attractive.  The FHSF project will improve how this 
area looks, making the route into the heart of March more attractive. 
 
The improved links would be between Sainsbury’s and Superdrug and around the back of the Ship Inn. 
 
 

Riverside; 
Pumping station 
Moorings changes 

 
March currently has 2 pumping facilities; 1 in town and 1 at Fox’s Marina. A discussion will take place with Fox’s 
boatyard with regards to removing the pumping unit in town and whether another would be required or if 
having just 1 at the marina will be sufficient. 
 
With regards to the moorings, the diagram below highlights the intention, but no detail will be developed at 
this stage.  It is also worth noting that the current pump out mooring will become a ‘proper’ mooring, allowing 
vessels to stay for longer, increasing central town mooring capacity. 
 



 
 

 
Areas outside the current planned 
packages that are not included; 
Station 
Station Road 
South of the High Street 

 
All these areas were included in the original list of projects.  The narrowing down process has meant that they 
did not score high enough to be added into the FHSF submission. 
 
That is not to say that this work has been lost though.  As discussed previously, any packages that are not being 
taken forwards in this initial bid are to hand for future funding bids, as well as potential addition to the CPCA’s 
longer term plans for March. 
 

Electric Car Charging points The FHSF project is not involved with car parking provision, so is not considering any electric car charging 
points.  These should be installed in car parks – and form part of the Growing Fenland Report’s ambitions.  



 



March Future High Street Fund Bid - Community Consultation

1 / 8

Q1 Your Views We would like your views. If you would like to comment
on our proposed bid, please fill in the box below.

Answered: 83 Skipped: 0
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March Future High Street Fund Bid - Community Consultation

2 / 8

# RESPONSES DATE

1 what about parking? 4/24/2020 9:11 AM

2 In principle the proposals seem to have a lot of merit, although for the project to be
successful the long term viability of new and existing town centre businesses will be
essential. In a post-lockdown world this isn’t necessarily going to be certain, particularly with
the relentless rise in internet shopping. Many local businesses are already fragile and some
are likely to shut their doors for good before the current emergency is over. To stimulate the
local economy and to make it attractive for new shops etc to start up, business rates must be
set at a realistic level. As a small market town in a rural area, March relies on people
travelling in to the shops from outlying areas which requires adequate and free parking.
However, from the drawings it appears that all of the current parking in Broad Street and
Market Place will be lost. What plans are there for a suitable town centre car park to
compensate for this?

4/24/2020 6:35 AM

3 There is some nice ideas in the drawings . However I think special plans should be made to
ensure that any 106 money is spent in the town and not turned down becasue the builders
wont make enough money as has happened with previous developments. I also think that
officers should negotiate , before any building starts. Who owns and is responsible for the
maintenance of street lighting .At the moment the lighting is jointly owned between Fenland
and the County . Could I also suggest that regardless of what designer are chosen over the
river side development That preliminary talks begin as soon as possible . As there appears
to be several organisations involved with the ruining and protection of the river ,whom would
benefit from clear guidance . Also the introduction of the removal of the permission to empty
sewage into the river by some boat owners . Also wheelchair access to the river which is
often over looked . Previously Ogdans yard/market /auction buildings was demolished. It was
obvious that the roofs of the building where made of asbestos. During and after the
demolition no signs , warning or protective clothing where used by the work force. Could I
suggest that before any building takes place that the sight is checked and cleansed up
correctly before building work starts. Hopefully no one has been contaminated , but only time
will tell . please continue to keep the population informed in this exciting quest . If you would
like to continue this consultation please do not hesitate to contact me . yours Adrian
Edgington

4/23/2020 1:51 PM

4 I do like the idea of regenerating the town and improving it’s appearance and making areas
more accessible. The semi-pedestrianisation is also welcome. I am a member of the March
Society and on their committee as I care very much about the town where I was born and
brought up. As such I am very concerned about the effect this regeneration may have on the
current conservation area and the Acre Road cottages and other historical buildings which I
feel could be restored and brought back into use as part of the regeneration process, thus
retaining the town’s character whilst improving it’s overall appearance. I would like to
suggest for example that the Electric Palace be restored and turned into a theatre/cinema
which would be a great asset to the town and surrounding area. Also couldn’t the Acre Road
cottages be restored for housing instead of demolishment? I know that many March people
think for these buildings to disappear would be a huge loss and and crying shame. It is
imperative we get this right.

4/22/2020 8:41 PM

5 Less barbers less Chartiy shops less take a ways more high street names clothes shops
hardware shops since I moved here over 10 years I have notice the loss of good name
shops we have over 8 take away shops in the high street why we have over 3 options good
only knows as for estate agents march is a good town but we really can do without crap we
need to bring in good family business and high street shopping

4/22/2020 8:28 PM

6 Sounds great, I wish you luck with your propsals 4/22/2020 5:27 PM

7 We have only moved to March 1 year ago. It would nice to see more different shops in high
street and see market square made larger with more stall holders like some other towns
have.

4/22/2020 1:09 PM

8 Please do not take away the History of this Town and turn it into one of these characterless
modern monstrosities . Clean nice and fresh with and easier pedestrian access but please
please keep its character I came from Hampshire 21 years ago and the local council have
killed the heart of the area by demoloshing historical building s and building huge complexes
taking away all of the original character and hictory of the area. Please do not do this to
March.

4/22/2020 12:33 PM

9 Reducing or preferably removing traffic would be a great improvement to the high street.
Encouraging café culture and market events is a great idea. If you could include a theater/
cinema it would go down well. I like the ideas of making the river a feature but usage of
these ideas requires the stopping of queued traffic and fumes from these areas.

4/21/2020 10:28 PM
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10 Good luck, with the bid, we need to bring the Town back to life, we have a good community
spirit and we could improve on this, with the Town becoming the beating heart of our
community

4/21/2020 8:23 PM

11 Please don’t knock down old buildings and replace with ugly new concrete ones. Incentivise
builders to renovate and improve old buildings to keep the history of the town

4/21/2020 7:01 PM

12 liking all the proposed plans, so long as there's still allowance for disabled parking. 4/21/2020 4:10 PM

13 Without a eastern bypass to ease the traffic in march it'll be a waste of money . Under
lockdown the air quality in town is so much better so that should be a pointer at what should
be done first .clear the traffic.

4/21/2020 11:08 AM

14 The draft plans look amazing. Firstly I would like to say that I usually shop in Wisbech town
because of the variety of shops that we don't have in March; Savers, QD, Poundland,
Shoezone, The Works, Card Factory, Peacocks, New Look. March doesn't really offer many
shops and most of the smaller retailers are now closed. March has too many charity shops
and why do we have 2 opticians? Too many beauty and nails shops as well. March is not
somewhere that I would visit if I didn't live here as there isn't much to offer. Maybe a retail
park with bigger shops to try and entice people in. Secondly it would be lovely to walk or sit
along the river instead of looking at people's overgrown and scruffy gardens that lead down
to the river which spoils the views. I very much look forward to a new revitalised town. Thank
you for taking the time to read my comments, I hope that my views are taken on board.

4/21/2020 11:02 AM

15 Some fantastic ideas, hoping it all goes through! 4/20/2020 9:43 PM

16 I don't like what you wan to do by the riverside , all it will end up being is a ash tray with ber
bottles trwen across it. even when you put benches in they get destroyed . maybe just have
some seating that his friendly towards those that need to sit the elderly and families. and not
just an amphitheatre for youths to congregate and intimidate people walking along the
riverside. apart from that all the other ideas look good for march I hope that you will green it
up with some small trees. and maybe even some fruit trees like in Wisbech park with the
community orchard that the community can pick, and schools can visit and learn about
nature in their town. keep up the good work

4/20/2020 8:12 PM

17 It sounds nice but what plans do you have for Whittlesey? Why is it always March and
Wisbech? We can’t even get to Peterborough without queues. Lots of empty shops, no
larger stores, no supermarkets. Please look at Whittlesey first.

4/20/2020 8:08 PM

18 Really like the idea of the two way traffic on one side of the high street and having the other
side pedestrianised and making more of the river.

4/20/2020 6:01 PM

19 I’ve read through your propose draft and it’s very exciting particularly for our visitors and
future generations! Acre Road is a perfect location to establish various art and craft centres
plus some workshops for our visitors and local residents to learn, share and develop skills
eg: pottery, sewing, cooking groups and chess boards could be made available by making
concrete table boards which would encourage people to play and communicate with each
other. Also it would be lovely to have a cafe in the park by the riverside which also catered
for families pet dogs! That would be fabulous. Keep up the good work

4/20/2020 5:42 PM

20 Some great ideas. Would like similar investment in the infrastructure and facilities in
Whittlesey! When can we expect to see those proposals, please? Please make all of these
areas and the shops/cafes entrances and exits more accessible to disabled wheelchair
users. Please provide smooth dropped kerbs, and blue badge parking spaces surrounding
the pedestrianised area. More needs to be done to ensure affordable housing for homeless
people, the elderly of our community who are unable to negotiate steps or stairs, and
youngsters needing first homes.

4/20/2020 5:11 PM

21 I think, while worthy, cutting the traffic capacity through Broad Street will cause massive
queues - either through town or around the edge. There are already long queues through the
centre now and that is with an extra lane. This becomes almost gridlocked when capacity is
reduced. Has modelling been done on the roundabout on safety and flow? I think the steps
to the riverside serve no purpose and will not encourage people to go sit unless it is much
greener. The changes to the market might work but incentives are needed to create the cafe
culture or pop up markets. Currently the regular market is very small. I agree that the acre
area is under utilised and should be transformed.

4/20/2020 5:02 PM

22 Wow. Would make March a really great place to live. 4/20/2020 2:45 PM

23 Will extra short term car parking be provided to offset the loss of spaces in Broad Street?
The traffic flow plan is much improved and gives opportunity for the proposed amenity area.
If no funds are available for buildings on the acre road site it could be used initially for extra
parking.

4/20/2020 2:05 PM
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24 This will kill off the town completly, Who will go into broad street on a cold winters day, not
shoppers that can't use their cars. Very pretty ,but not practical

4/20/2020 10:37 AM

25 One way system through the town centre would work better 4/20/2020 9:57 AM

26 Pedestrianising Broad Street is a great idea. Agree with the ideas. 4/20/2020 8:33 AM

27 I love that there are more sociable seating areas planned,especially near the river. Will there
be additional parking elsewhere once the parking on Broad St and the market area have
been developed into social seating spaces ? Will parking still be free? Will paths be short
distanced and easy to push a wheelchair on from the parking areas ? It would be great to
see ,when it comes to landscaping / planting, the use of edible plants ( fruit trees ), or
perhaps an area of community edible planting . Could FDC encourage those that have small
business / hobbies ( crafting , gardeners etc) to have their own market day .....heavily
subsided for those who live within the area ? I hope the town maintains its quaint old
fashioned feel,it's slow pace and friendliness . And then perhaps looks at the High St in
Doddington ,which is so heavy with traffic that houses shake as lorries and farming vehicles
go by, creating noise,dirt and pollution for those living there ( people who are at home all day
due to caring for ill loved ones ,there's no escape from it ). Thankyou & good luck with the
bidding :)

4/19/2020 11:58 PM

28 Leave March town as it Seriously do not change it as the place is perfect as it is so save the
money for better projects in the future

4/19/2020 10:43 PM

29 Yes I think it sounds great 4/19/2020 7:53 PM

30 The riverside development would visually improve the centre amazingly.All ideas are an
improvement on existing.Acre rd. eyesore long overdue to be sorted as currently a huge
waste .Permanently empty premises need to be converted to housing, not charity
shops.Pedestrianisation of centre long overdue.Any thought given to emergency services
though?. No mention of a much needed by pass creek rd. Side.None of this will ease
congestion without one now, let alone twenty years on with the proposed housing which we
will have forced on us by government even though we are largely gridlocked a lot of the time
.This is the crucial issue and cannot be put off any longer.Why not knock palace hall down
(before it falls down),an ideal place for the bus stops ,taxis,some disabled parking, this would
improve traffic flow through the centre as parked and stopping buses will just cause
congestion and pollution in the pedestrianised area,just some ideas for thought.

4/19/2020 6:27 PM

31 Critical analysis of these plans: March does need regeneration but this is simply not the
answer. Most of the plans outlined in this document are absolutely absurd and I hope FDC
comes up with something better than this shambles.

4/19/2020 6:05 PM

32 Keep Broadstreet as it is, otherwise you will destroy the town. Stop people parking outside
the shops in the town centre, too many people park in the bus stops. Make the pavements
wider & get rid of the laybys. Stop people parking on double yellows, particularly as
approaching the bridge, the display of a blue badge does not make it legal as parking here is
opposite a junction & causes the road to be narrowed & obstructed,which is what a blue
badge says you are not allowed to do. Enforce parking. Fine with the market place charges
but why not use the acre road area to extend city road parking to make up for the loss of
parking on the market place. You won't encourage more businesses as you can't encourage
people to shop but make the parking available. Also encourage walking into town, far too
many people drive & park right outside where they want to be whether parking there or not.

4/19/2020 5:57 PM

33 That roundabout is a stupid idea! March people don't use the other roundabouts properly or
simply don't know how to use one. I can see that becoming an accident hot spot. I don't see
how it will reduced traffic problems. It looks like it will make things worse. I think we already
have enough space for people walking. How about improving what we already have?
Instead if redesigning the town centre.

4/19/2020 5:56 PM

34 Excellent idea about time march had some investment makes a refreshing change to hearing
about what waterlees in wisbech had spent on it Good on fdc putting investment were its
needed in march town

4/19/2020 11:55 AM

35 Broad Street; double road lanes would be better on West side creating more pedestrian
space on East. The East is the busier side so more people would have to cross traffic in
proposal to get to pedestrian area. Like West side businesses on East have rear access for
services so service access on frontage is not required. Riverside; like, but replacement
needed for public lavatories and boat services (few available on river). Also, suggest no
moorings at that point (apart for boat service) and no boat or personal water sport slip to
river. Market Place, Acre Road, etc ; agree

4/19/2020 11:15 AM

36 A roundabout with 3 zebra crossings will result in accidents and congestion as it will be
controlled by foot fall or traffic lights (same as now). If it is going ahead put the pedestrian

4/19/2020 10:25 AM
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walk area on other side where the most used shops are. Loss of 30 minute drop in parking
may well result in less passing trade as it becomes easier to go elsewhere. The only way to
change traffic is a 2nd crossing or make it so inconvenient for cars they don't bother (then
we have the foot fall issue). Free car parking essential but leave an option to keep parking
on market place if the market fails to take off. Opening the riverside is good but supplement
with a cafe to encourage usage (maybe attached to library which may encourage use of this
town asset. Consider sorting Acre out and restore open access back to Station Road carpark
as making people walk round does little to increase trade but encourages people to drive
through town rather than a quick walk.

37 This all looks like massive improvements for those living in the March area. The problems
caused by rapidly increasing volumes of traffic through High St/March Broad St. first needs
sorting though. If an Eastern by-pass is not viable and if the traffic volumes/congestion are
mainly caused by commuters from the West March /Chatteris areas travelling to
Peterborough via the A141 & A47 (a bit like a mini M25) then the obvious solution seems to
be a new North/North West road from the Chatteris area to Peterborough (or, alternatively,
improving the inferior Pondersbridge/Ramsey Forty Foot/Chatteris Roads to A road
standards).

4/19/2020 10:18 AM

38 I agree with it all. Looks great 4/19/2020 10:13 AM

39 I think all proposed plans are well thought out and important changes that March needs. I
just hope we can get the market place thriving and encourage more variety in the type of
shops in the high street.

4/19/2020 9:49 AM

40 Very impressive, would require strict traffic control with only single file traffic in Broad
SStreet.

4/19/2020 8:25 AM

41 LOOKS AWFUL! I SWEAR SOMONE ON THE COUNCIL HAS GOT AN OBSSESION WITH
ROUNDABOUTS! I'VE BEEN THINKING ABOUT LEAVING MARCH, I MIGHT ACTUALY
DO IT, IF YOU DO THAT TO TOWN!

4/19/2020 1:38 AM

42 It all looks great! Good luck with the grant 4/19/2020 12:13 AM

43 It’s about time the town was regenerated and I am all for it 4/18/2020 9:11 PM

44 Single lanes for traffic in what is already a bottleneck is dangerous unless you are going to
add another river crossing for emergency vehicles. Yes the river is massively underutilised
but there need to be places that you can sit and enjoy a cuppa whilst watching nature all
year around. Not everyone can manage all those steps down to enjoy the river. March is a
busy country town not somewhere that people tend to sit around for a long time.

4/18/2020 9:02 PM

45 We support these plans and think they will regenerate March 4/18/2020 8:28 PM

46 I think the ideas are good but to be truly effective and to fulfil their potential we need another
bridge across the Nene for cars.

4/18/2020 8:17 PM

47 Broad Street plan: Excellent idea. Currently the town centre is predominantly roads with very
little areas for people to enjoy the space or socialise. The current proposal would enable this.
It definitely needs more areas for people to sit and chat outside. I assume the pathways will
be wide enough and manouverable with a pushchair or wheelchair. Riverside plan: Excellent
idea. Really like this. We really need to make more of the river. I would like to suggest a
'picnic' area where there are picnic tables, benches and a large area of grass for people to
picnic by the river too. It would be lovely to make this a nice relaxing place for everyone.
Please ensure it is also accessible for pushchairs/wheelchairs as well as the steps. Perhaps
consider children - a small area of playground? Market place: Excellent idea. This space is
currently wasted. I agree it should have a cafe culture and outdoor seating. I think it needs
more tables and chairs for people to sit and enjoy coffee and chat. More of an italian vibe of
lots of tables and chairs with umbrellas. It should be a sociable space for people to meet for
coffee and a chat. Acre road: Agree. It is good to improve the more run down areas of march
to be more attractive and more useful to the town As a slightly seperate suggestion. I work in
cambridge nannying for small children and two of the best things there for children is Llamas
Land (summer outdoor pool) and Coleridge road splash park. I really think it would be so
lovely to have a childrens pool and splash park like this in March for the children, as we have
so many children here. Perhaps in west end park? Please keep us updated with the plans.
This really would transform March. Thank you.

4/18/2020 7:27 PM

48 There seems to be little, if any detail to the proposals, especially concerning the demands on
the already strained infrastructure, surrounding the and including the town. The proposal on
the acre road site contains no details as to how access will be gained and what the area will
be used for. Given the high levels of existing developments and redevelopments that are as
yet unfinished and over schedule in the town and surrounding area, would it no make sense

4/18/2020 7:04 PM
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to wait until these are actually completed and promises surrounding these delivers upon,
until an extensive redevelopment of the town centre takes place.

49 Very good but I fear the proposed broad street plans would back the traffic back up and
make it even more difficult to turn right from the market place towards broad street. Market
place junction will still remain the problem it is today.

4/18/2020 6:43 PM

50 I welcome the opportunity for improvements to March town centre. The proposals that we
have been asked to comment on look very simialr to the ones put forward by
Cambridgeshire County Council back in 2013. These were rejected by people of the town, so
I am curious on how the District Council intends to overcome similar objections this time?
Overall, I think the propsoals could enhance the look and feel of March Town Centre. I look
forawrd to hearing more details about the proposals as they are developed.

4/18/2020 5:25 PM

51 I think it would be good to make Broad St pedestrianised area& use greys lane as the traffic
area. I also think the market needs to be encouraged and brought back to the market it used
to be.

4/18/2020 5:10 PM

52 Looks good but what about traffic while all the work is being done? 4/18/2020 5:06 PM

53 Love the idea of improving the riverside. Such a beautiful area that could be enjoyed so
much more. I think it would make the town seem more desirable and in turn boost business.

4/18/2020 5:00 PM

54 These are great ideas, the only reservation is you must keep the old character of the town
especially Acre road development, no tall glass buildings please.

4/18/2020 3:42 PM

55 There is so much I enjoy about March and so much I dislike. Love the flowers and river.
Dislike chain pubs selling cheap microwave grub and all the greasy spoon cafes. Costa is
filthy and rundown. Dislike all the rundown charity shops, put them all together in a covered
shopping market. So, better food and drink options, pop up bbqs and coffee shops, farm to
fork options, local brewerys. Beautiful river walks, railway rambles and cycle paths to nearby
villages. Wide flat pavements to walk and run on, so people can pass each other. Open
green spaces, properly maintained safe parks, like in Disney films. With pitch and putt and
an avary, boating pond, paddling pool. Local produce markets, fish, meats and seasonal
vegetables.

4/18/2020 3:00 PM

56 I would welcome more pedestrian areas in Broad Street but I feel that the proposed road
should be on the left hand side because there is more natural footfall on the right (link to
Sainsbury’s and high street type shops, etc). It may help with the ease of traffic if a
roundabout was proposed with the fountain being the centrepiece; the public don’t want to
see the fountain moved but I don’t think they wouldn’t mind if it only moved a couple of
metres to accommodate it. The market place doesn’t seem to work where it is, it’s not really
part of the main thoroughfare. It should be returned to Broad Street. The market place lends
itself to a landscaped seating and eating area, especially as it’s just a short walk to the park
and river across the road. I would also welcome there being more viewing accessibility to the
river within the town, however I feel that the toilets should stay; it’s an attractive building
(there just should be more privacy for patrons using them). None of the proposals should be
at the cost of any listed buildings or attractive buildings within the conservation area. The
proposals shown are not very clear so it’s not easy to comment on it.

4/18/2020 1:49 PM

57 It would be better with the pedestrianisation on the other side closer to the main shops.
Where are Disabled people going to park. The town still needs toilets. With the reduction of
parking in the town centre where will people park

4/18/2020 1:34 PM

58 The pedestrianised area on Broad Street would be fantastic, especially for existing
businesses, it would encourage more shopping as stores would have more opportunities to
entice public, hope for this to happen, would be brilliant.

4/18/2020 1:33 PM

59 Love these new designs, especially the river and broad street. Not sure the artist impression
of the market square is very clear. But as a Europeans I’d definitely welcome more outdoors
cafe culture. As a cyclist non-car owner I love the reduced traffic, though do worry that
drivers will moan about losing parking space. Perhaps the Acre site could somehow
accommodate this?

4/18/2020 11:37 AM

60 I like it. I think it has been well thought out. I think I missed the bit about where the cars will
park. If March becomes more of a draw, where will we park? Very excited to see this
actualised as the town definitely needs investment. Well done and good luck.

4/18/2020 10:47 AM

61 More National Chain shops/restaurants are needed. These will attract people to the town
who may then spend money in the more local stores

4/18/2020 10:35 AM

62 I like these plans a lot. It would mean losing parking in the market place and this means that
the limited disabled parking would be worse. The disabled bays by the library are frequently
taken up by non disabled people and this needs addressing. More disabled parking please.

4/18/2020 10:34 AM
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63 Looks good to me. 4/18/2020 10:18 AM

64 These plans look good, but there will be even more congestion on Broad St Is there a way to
put 1 way traffic down Grays Lane and then only 1 lane would be needed in Broad St coming
the other way.

4/18/2020 9:41 AM

65 Agree with the riverside and market square plans but not the high st I do not believe this is a
priority and will change the character of the town in a detrimental way Was hoping to see
redevelopment of the top of town where the nativity scene is placed and more housing infill

4/18/2020 8:51 AM

66 The types of shops make a big difference to the use of the high street. March town centre is
saturated with low end shops and multiple service types (e.g opticians, vape, beauty).
Restricting usage to only specific types of shops will drive different behaviour and usage. In
addition, many fascia boards and in poor condition or not in keeping with March high street.
Insisting shop owners have fascia boards that are sympathetic to the overall aesthetic would
make the high street more cohesive. For example, mallets & coleys use colours from a
muted colour pallet as well as signage that comes out from the fascia panel itself. Boots also
has this traditional looking signage coming out of the main fascia. This gives a higher end
appearance to the high street and will help (along with the right shops in situ) to bring people
into the town. Market place - removing the car park here and the changes proposed to the
high street itself means no parking anywhere. The market doesn’t get used now because the
big supermarkets have monolopoly over this now. But, even if a market were to be able to
operate successfully one or 2 days, removing the car park would surely just create additional
issues? Will reducing the high street traffic from 2 lanes into one just add to traffic? Currently,
at peak times, the traffic through this area is vast and definitely worth further consideration.

4/18/2020 8:01 AM

67 I like the overall design but taking away car park spaces close to shops defeats the objective
of creating a vibrant high street. Without the ability to conveniently pop into shops there will
be even fewer shops as people will go to edge of town sites with easy parking. I also think
the link to grays lane fron broad street should still be there

4/18/2020 7:47 AM

68 Vast improvements but not enough. Through traffic needs to be eliminated, leaving the river
crossing open only to buses, taxis, pedestrians and cyclists. It can be done leaving all areas
accessible either from the North or the South. The question is, why not?

4/18/2020 7:14 AM

69 Independent shops to be encouraged maybe with lower rates into the high street 4/17/2020 11:03 PM

70 Exciting and good luck with the bid I would say having the pedestrianised side of street is
god but the banks dominate that side which doesn't bode well for shopping and browsing if
you have to cross traffic to get to the better shops. Love having the market place closed to
traffic completely with permenant market stalls hopefully creating a better shopping
experience in the whole great plans. Would like to see the cottages in acre road restored
though as part of Riverside regeneration perhaps with cobble Street as a march historic site
of interest in addition to the museum.

4/17/2020 10:14 PM

71 Would like to see more use made of the river, maybe teashops, seasonal stalls where people
could stop for refreshments/snacks/ice creams and seating areas. Market revival. Attract
variety of shops, particularly clothing and furniture.

4/17/2020 9:46 PM

72 Broad St looks like a great idea. Take back the road from the car and make it a place to go.
Wonderful. Be nice to have the fountain where people can see it properly. I guess it can
safely be moved because it has been moved before? Let's make the town centre a place to
do business. Small businesses in the heart of the town to support the shops and market.

4/17/2020 8:55 PM

73 Amazing draft drawings and proposals, more space in the town centre for Christmas lights
etc. Hopefully this will entice a better selection of shops to open, currently we have lots of
empty shops and charity shops but also help shops which are currently there to improve
where they need to. Not a big fan of the old bus shelter where the drunks gather and the
toilets which I don’t think are much used. I think the trees need trimming back down past the
library along the river as it is quite imposing and I often see lots of rats. A general
rejuvenation of paint and shop fronts would make it look cleaner and more inviting. When
you walk down the side of the estate agents, I often think it looks grim until you reach the
new bit near greetings. We have also spoke about the state that ‘George’s’ currently looks,
not sure what’s happening there? An eyesore before you even reach town centre. I think the
proposals really look great but let’s not forget about all the other areas which need bringing
up to date too. Lots of work but much needed. Fingers crossed x

4/17/2020 8:45 PM

74 I agree with all I have read. Certainly need a good selection of shops. The market should
only be one day per week. Wednesday only has 2 stalls the whole parking area is closed for
2 stalls. More cafes with seats spilling onto the pavement would be fantastic. A monthly
Farmer's market and maybe a French Market would be excellent. .

4/17/2020 8:20 PM
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75 Please do not pedestrianise Broad Street! We just need another bypass! 4/17/2020 8:15 PM

76 These plans look great. I think we need to enhance what we have got, and stop places
where drunks congregate.

4/17/2020 7:53 PM

77 I’m in full support of any changes that can be made to improve the town centre, I especially
like the market place and broad street area as I think it would attract more business to the
town.

4/17/2020 7:42 PM

78 Acre Road is a gateway to the town from the City Road car park so needs to be a priority
The idea of having various open public spaces is lovely but has the potential to attract
groups/trouble so may require policing which obviously have an impact on an already
stretched resource

4/17/2020 7:00 PM

79 We have recently moved here from near Huntingdon and love the free parking and that
March is thriving as a town centre. The one thing we have felt is that more could be made of
the river and that the traffic is a bit of a nuisance. We like that there are lots of independent
shops and would not want these to be lost if the town was changed.

4/17/2020 6:52 PM

80 Reasonable prices clothing stores and shoe shop. 4/17/2020 6:00 PM

81 In my opinion it looks great. Any old buildings being brought back into use can only be a
good thing. More variety to shops would be better though. Too many estate agents and cafes
and take aways.

4/17/2020 5:41 PM

82 I think the options look great and it is high time investment was made in Fenland. I do like
Broad Street as I have lived here for many years so it 'home' to me but I think shifting the
focus from the traffic to the pedestrians is a great idea. If you can do this without causing
traffic problems (as there is only river crossing after all) then I am all for it. The river in March
is so lovely it will be great to see this really made into a feature. I really hope you get the
funding needed to deliver this and that these plans continue longer term to improve the town
centre - encourage business growth, use of facilities, health and well being etc.

4/17/2020 12:05 PM

83 This looks like a real opportunity to transform March. I love the riverside and the really
positive change that will happen in Broad Street. This will breathe life back into the town!
Acre road needs the work and that will only add an extra dimension to March, with more
businesses and a much tidier and well kept area. Finally - the market place. This will be
brilliant for local community events, as well as encouraging our community to get into the
market to make it more vibrant and attract more stalls back.

4/17/2020 10:50 AM



March Future High Streets Communications Plan 2023 

This Communication Plan identifies the types of communication and documentation that will be delivered to specified audiences for the March 
Future High Street Fund project, including residents and other stakeholders. The Plan specifies the way in which information will be shared and 
sets the schedule for communications throughout the project. The plan will be reviewed by key project stakeholders to ensure that all interested 
groups and all types of project information are covered, as well as to confirm the plans for timely delivery of that information. 

Aim 
To deliver consistent, coordinated, and targeted messaging to inform and engage a range of stakeholders, with the aim of raising awareness of 
planned works at key stages and the benefits they will bring to local people, businesses, and visitors to the town. 

Key audiences 
• Residents
• Partners (including March Town Council and

Cambridgeshire County Council)
• Market traders
• Shop managers/owners
• Investors (DLUHC and CPCA)

• Media representatives
• March schools
• March Society
• FDC Members and Cambridgeshire County Council Members
• FDC staff

Objectives 
• Raise awareness: Build awareness of project, timescales, processes, benefits, issues, successes.
• Clarify Broad Street road scheme: Ensure stakeholders are aware that the Broad Street road scheme is a March Area Transport Study

(MATS) project, resulting from traffic assessments.
• Provide up-to-date information: Ensure stakeholders are provided with and can access the latest information.
• Influence perceptions: Increase understanding of works to encourage positive opinions and perceptions.
• Build positive relationships: Build trust with all stakeholders to increase confidence in the project, minimise uncertainty and improve

problem-solving.

Key messages 
• Project will help the town centre to remain vibrant and viable for the future.
• Project will help increase footfall into the town centre and increase the amount of time people spend there.
• Need for change – MATS work will reduce traffic congestion and pollution in the town centre, making it safer and healthier in the long-term.
• Loss of parking in town centre to be resolved with City Road car park mitigation and other parking options.
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Communications approaches and target audiences 
• Press Releases (all) 
• Regularly update MFHSF webpage: www.fenland.gov.uk/mfhsf (all) 
• Ongoing social media updates (all) 
• Manned consultation pop-up in March Library (residents, traders, shop owners/managers) 
• Manned consultation pop-up on March Market Place (residents, traders, shop owners/managers) 
• Business letters and drop-in workshops (traders, shop owners/managers) 
• Monthly email updates (FDC and CCC members and partners) 
 
 
Communications Action Plan Undertaken to Date: 
 

Date Deadlines/ 
keydates 

Communications Activity Lead 
Officer 

Key stakeholders Delivery by 
 

Complete 

May 
2022 

 Update MFSHF webpage DW/AA All 6 May Complete 
Consult with Market Traders (Market Place) MW Traders 20 May Complete 
Consult with Street Licence holders MW Traders 20 May Complete 
March Town Council briefing PH/MW Partners 30 May Complete 

June 
2022 

 Update MFHSF webpage with preliminary designs 
for Riverside/Broad Street scheme 

DW/AA All End June Complete 

Press Release with preliminary designs for 
Riverside/Broad Street scheme 

AA All End June Complete 

Design MFHSF branding for comms materials (i.e. 
pull-up banners, Survey Monkey, social media, 
Library video) 

CM / 14 June Complete 

Town Centre walkaround and retailer engagement 
on Riverside/Broad Street scheme 

MW Shop owners 
/managers 

16 & 22 June Complete 

Invites to traders/shop owners to attend Library 
consultation pop-up 

MW Market traders/shop 
owners/managers 

16 & 22 June Complete 

Library pop-up information stand installed (prelim 
designs) 

MW / 20 June Complete 

Manned pop-up event at Library MW Residents, traders, 
shop owners 

20 June Complete 
30 June Complete 

http://www.fenland.gov.uk/mfhsf


Social media engagement AA/CM All Ongoing Complete 
Monthly email update MW Members/partners End June Complete 

July 
2022 

 Updated MFHSF webpages with FAQs from socials MW/AA All 1 July Complete 
Town Centre walkaround and retailer engagement 
on Riverside/Broad Street scheme 

MW Shop owners 
/managers 

Completed Complete 

Manned pop-up event at Library MW Residents, traders, 
shop owners 

7 July Complete 
14 July Complete 
21 July Complete 

Manned Market Place pop-up, Saturday market MW Residents, traders, 
shop owners 

23 July Complete 

Re-engage with Market Traders on Market Place 
designs 

MW Market traders Completed Complete 

Social media engagement AA/CM All Ongoing Complete 
Highlight Report MW Members/partners End July Complete 

August 
22 

 Email response to people who completed feedback 
survey 

MW/SM Residents, traders, 
shop owners 

End August Complete 

Market Trader relocation meeting MW Market traders End August Complete 
Social media engagement AA/CM All Ongoing Complete 
Highlight Report MW Members/partners End August Complete 

Sept 22  Press Release on war memorial flag poles AA All End Sept Postponed 
Highlights Report MW Members/partners End 

September 
Complete 

Oct 22  Letter to Market Traders (email/letter) MW Market traders End Octover Complete 
Update MFHSF website – refresh FAQs following 
Qs on socials 

AA All End October Complete 

Nov 22  Design ‘investment umbrella’ banner signs with 
steering sign-off 

DW/JB All End 
November 

Complete 

Update MFHSF website – revise 
layout/webpages/info to differentiate between 
MFHSF and MATS projects 

AA All End 
November 

Complete 



Dec 22  Press Release on Market Place works starting in 
January 

AA All End 
December 

Complete 

Update MFHSF website – additional info on Market 
Place works  

AA All End 
December 

Complete 

Update MFHSF website – refresh FAQs following 
Qs on socials 

AA All End 
December 

Complete 

Socials – series of posts: 
- Market Place works starting 
- FAQs 
- Changing, post-pandemic High Streets 
- Quicker journeys 
- Improved pedestrian safety 
- Additional disabled parking 

AA All End 
December 

Complete 

Jan 23  Update MFHSF website – additional info regarding 
City Road Car Park closure 

AA All 4 January Complete 

Erect Market relocation signs / Residents 4 January Complete 
Erect ‘investment umbrella’ banner signs in town 
centre, Market Place and City Road 

/ Residents 13 January Complete 

BBC Radio Cambs interview w/Cllr Count MW/AA All 9 January Complete 
Socials – sharing BBC Radio Cambs interview AA All 9 January Complete 
Update MFHSF website – refresh FAQs following 
Qs on socials 

AA All 4 January Complete 

Update MFHSF website – update public toilet 
relocation page 

AA All 16 January Complete 

Chief Executive’s Vlog – Paul speaks to Matt about 
project for staff vlog 

CM FDC staff 23 & 30 
January 

Complete 

Press Release – March investment overview (to 
compliment town centre banners) 

MW/AA/LC All 31 January Complete 

Socials – Market relocation AA/LC All Ongoing Complete 
Feb 23  Wider regen: 

Press Release – Cadent Gas works starting – 
timeline for roadworks and planning to ensure only 
one lot of disruption 

AA/LC All 9 February Complete 



Socials – series of posts: 
- Market relocation to City Road 
- Gas works starting 
- Gas works ahead of schedule 

AA/LC/CM All Throughout Complete 

Wider regen: 
Press Release – gas works ahead of schedule 

AA All 24 February Complete 

March 
23 

Market 
Place 
completion 
– 29 
March 

Broad St project: 
Letter to taxi trade about gas works/new bays in 
Station Road 

MW Taxi trade 3 March Complete 

Market Place project: 
Press Release – revamped March Market Place to 
reopen 

AA Market traders/all w/c 20 March Complete 

Wider regen: 
Web update – CityFibre primary build complete 

AA  Residents/businesses 9 March Complete 

Socials: 
- Market relocation reminders 
- Market reopening delayed by weather 
- CityFibre primary build complete 

AA All Throughout Complete 

April 23 First 
market 
back on 
Market 
Place - 8 
April 
 
Taxi Rank 
lining work 
– 19 April 

Market Place project: 
Press release – Market traders to return to 
revamped Market Place 

AA Residents/market 
traders 

w/c 3 April Complete 

Socials: 
- Market returning to Market Place 
- City Road car park reopening to full capacity 
- Taxi rank relining work 
- Tree removal in Grays Lane (dangerous) 

AA/LC All Throughout Complete 

Broad St project: 
Web update – new taxi rank opens 

AA Residents/taxi drivers 20 April Complete 

May 23 Octavius 
Ltd occupy 
Barclays 
site – 18 
May 

Broad St project (MFHSF): 
Press Release – FDC confirms purchase of old 
Barclays Bank 

AA Residents/members 16 May Complete 

Broad St project (MFHSF): 
Socials – FDC confirms purchase of Barclays 

AA Residents 16 May Complete 

Broad St project (MFHSF): 
BBC Radio Cambs interview – Cllr Steve Count 

MW/AA All 17 May Complete 



talks about Barclays purchase – 17 May 
June 23 Octavius 

due to 
begin work 
/ fountain 
removal – 
19 June 
 
Nesting 
doves 
discovered 
– 16 June 
– fountain 
works 
delayed 

Broad St project: 
Design marketing materials for Barclays Bank 
windows and drop-in area – ‘umbrella’ March 
Regeneration 

FDC on 
behalf of 
partners 

All 15 June Complete 

Market Place project: 
Photo opportunity – members officially open new 
Market Place 

AA/CM All 5 June Complete 

Broad St project: 
Press Release – Octavius about to start + Market 
Place complete 

AA All 9 June Complete 

Broad St project: 
Press Release – fountain removal 

AA Residents/businesses 16 June Complete 

Broad Street project: 
Press Release – work on fountain postponed by 
nesting birds 

AA/LC Residents/businesses 22 June Complete 

Market Place: 
Socials – increasing monitoring to address illegal 
parking outside town hall. 

AA Residents Throughout 
June 

Complete 

Broad St project: 
FDC website – set-up area for Octavius’ newsletters 
– www.fenland.gov.uk/BroadStreetNewsletters 
(sits on top of the MFHSF news section) 

AA All End June Complete 

Broad St project: Octavius newsletter – agree first 
e-newsletter – share with partners/add to web/share 
on socials 

Octavius All End June Complete 

July 23 Full 
Council 
agree to 
reconsider 
fountain 
location – 
17 July 

Broad St project: Octavius newsletter - share with 
partners/add to web/share on socials 

Octavius Businesses/residents 19 July Complete 

Broad St project: 
Press Release: Work on March fountain to progress 
after birds fledge nest 

AA All 12 July Complete 

Vacant Unit Activation Scheme: Press Release 
and socials – owners of empty shops being 
reminded about grant scheme 

AA All/prospective grant 
applicants 

20 July Complete 

http://www.fenland.gov.uk/BroadStreetNewsletters
https://fenland.gov.uk/article/16177/News


Broad Street project: 
Web update: Community Coffee Mornings: Join 
Octavius for updates on Broad Street Regeneration 

LC Businesses/residents 26 July Complete 

Broad Street project: 
Socials – Octavius coffee morning 

AA Businesses/residents Ongoing Complete 

Aug 23 Work starts 
on fountain 
removal – 
8 August 

Vacant Unit Activation Scheme: Press Release 
and socials – £25k grant for 26 Market Place 

LC All/prospective grant 
applicants 

8 August Complete 

Broad Street project: 
Web update and socials - Work to dismantle 
March's historic fountain begins 

AA Businesses/residents 8 August Complete 

Broad Street project: 
Socials – Octavius coffee morning 

AA Businesses/residents Ongoing  

Vacant Unit Activation Scheme: Press Release 
and socials – retrospective grant for March Dental 

LC All/prospective grant 
applicants 

TBC  

     
     

Sept 23 Cabinet 
meeting 11 
Sept – 
report on 
fountain  

     
     
     
     

 
 
Forward Plan: 
Dredging along Nene Parade, March 
Tree removal – two in Broad Street, one in riverbank – replacing with more trees 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

Future Communications Plan 22/23 – Project Specific 
 
Marketplace: 
 
ITEM METHOD DATE AUDIENCE 

Letters to Traders Email / Letter October Traders 

Comms on Relocation Social / Press Release November - Ongoing General Public 

Comms on Works Social / Press Release December General Public 

Signage for Relocation Physical Signs January General Public 

Member photo op Press Release WC Jan 9th Members / MP / Leader / 
Minister? 

Comms on re-opening Social / Press Release March Public 

Re-opening  Press Release March Members 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Broad Street and Riverside: 
 
ITEM METHOD DATE AUDIENCE 

Comms on Closures (GAS 
WORKS) 

Social / Press Release Early Jan General Public 

Comms on Contractor secured Social / Press Release Early Jan General Public 

Project Update Website January All 

Comms on works commencing 
(FHSF) 

Social / PR / Website April All 

Breaking Ground PR Press Release May Members / MP / Leader / 
Minister 

Ongoing Updates Social / Website / Letters to 
Shopkeepers 

May onwards (per 2 months) Public / Shopkeepers 

Physical Signage Physical / Banners Duration of Works All 

 
 
 



 
 
 
Premises Grants: 
 
ITEM METHOD DATE AUDIENCE 

Grant Relaunch Social / PR Jan Landlords 

Press on successful applicants Social / PR /website Duration Public 

Press on works completed Social / Website Duration All 

 
Future Comms Investment Umbrella for March. 
 
Officers received a steer from the Member Steering Group to identify and separate all elements of investment in March over the coming years, 
to be communicated with the public via an “investment umbrella” brand. As such officers have currently identified the following upcoming 
investment and projects which will be covered by this umbrella:  

 
 Cityfibre Fibre Broadband Connections £5m 
 Market Place £440k FHSF DLUHC Funding 
 Riverside £1.25m FHSF DLUHC Funding 
 Broad Street £2.3m FHSF DLUHC Funding 
 March Area Transport Strategy investment into Broad Street £4.2m 
 CPCA investment into March £2m 
 Vacant Unit Investments £680k FHSF 
 Cadent Gas – TBC (paid for through MATS) 
 Changing Places £240k 



 Further Potential Developer Investment in Development Sites in the future 
 
 
Operational Notes –  
 
Officers from Fenland District Council hold monthly meetings to discuss previous communications successes/challenges as well as to align 
upcoming communications with the project. All communicationss are approved via David Wright – Policy and Communications Manager before 
being published as well as relevant DLUHC (where required) approvals. Where applicable the team will always look to seek comment from 
relevant partners, members or ministerial stakeholders to support communications.  
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www.elgplanning.co.uk
VAT Registration No: 660033965

Registered in England No:3409505
Registered Address: Gateway House (as above)

Gateway House, 55 Coniscliffe Road, Darlington, Co. Durham, DL3 7EH

England & Lyle Ltd  trading as: ELG Planning

26 July 2023 
Dear Mr Hughes 

RE: Fountain Relocation Broad Street 

The memorial fountain was erected in 1911 to commemorate the Coronation of King George V. It is of cast iron 
raised on an octagonal stepped base. The domed roof is of pierced cast iron, terminating in a finial with a lamp. 
The fountain is open sided, with elaborate work to spandrels and capitals of columns. Inside, the fountain itself 
has been removed. The Coronation Fountain is listed at grade II in recognition of its special architectural and 
historic interest. 

It is proposed to relocate the fountain to an alternative location on Broad Street as part of a wider investment 
strategy and public realm works across Broad Street. This would see the location of the fountain moved south 
west of its current location to a new area of public realm to be created which currently forms part of the road 
network. 

Planning and Listed Building Consent were granted in February 2023 for the relocation of the listed fountain 
following a positive recommendation by Council planning officers and approval from planning committee for 
applications F/YR22/1332/FDC (Planning Permission) and F/YR22/1318/LB (listed building consent). 

The associated conditions were discharged as part of application F/YR23/3055/COND approved in June 2023. 

To date Historic England have voiced support for the proposed relocation,  commenting on the original application 
the following: 

The dismantling and re-erecting of the cast iron canopy in close proximity to its current location would not, in 
this instance, cause demonstrable harm to its significance. 

The repositioned fountain would be located in an enhanced setting as a result of the Broad Street public realm 
works. 
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Historic England therefore support the relocation and consider that the proposed relocation position would put 
the fountain in an enhanced setting. Further adding that: 
 

We do not normally consider relocation of a listed structure to be defensible, as its significance is generally. 
diminished through separation from its historic location.  

 
However, we acknowledge that the canopy is formed of a prefabricated kit that can be dismantled and re-
erected without causing harm to its historic fabric.  

 
We also recognise that its relocation to an enhanced setting nearby needs to be considered in relation to 
paragraph 202 of the NPPF, where less than substantial harm to the significance of the designated asset 
should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. We are of the view, therefore, that in this instance 
relocation of the grade II listed fountain canopy is acceptable. 

 
 
Therefore, whilst relocating a listed building is certainly not the norm, the existing fountain is a prefabricated kit 
and moving it is therefore possible without harm to the structure or its significance.  
 
If there is the intention to move the fountain to an alternative location from that currently approved, then a 
new/revised planning application and listed building consent will be required. 
 
As part of this new application process due consultation will take place with the public, members and relevant 
consultees. These consultees will include those with a particular interest in heritage matters including Historic 
England as per the previous applications.  
 
In changing the approved location of the fountain there are a number of relevant planning matters would have to 
be given due consideration, along with technical matters in respect to the siting.  
 
In heritage terms it is preferable to site the fountain in close proximity to the existing in order for its original 
historic context to be appreciated. Historically when originally erected, this context would have been much more 
sedate and its current location within the highway junction at the end of Broad Street fails to create an attractive 
setting in which it can be appreciated by the public. 
 
A positive recommendation from Historic England recognising the wider scheme benefits and relocation of the 
structure should not be underestimated. There is the potential that a new location may give rise to additional 
heritage issues or conflicts. The war memorial located on Broad Street is also a grade II listed building and due 
consideration of any alternative resisting and the impacts on the setting of this structure would have to be given. 
A new heritage impact assessment would be required to fully consider these issues.  
 
There are many variables in respect of a new application to change the siting from that already approved, and it 
would not be possible to conjecture a potential outcome.  
 



  

 
 

Historic England have in principle accepted the relocation of the fountain from its current location to a new 
location. Hypothetically, therefore they may support an alternative location subject to due consideration of the 
resulting impacts on the heritage assets. 
 
I understand that an alternative location may be currently being considered due to matters unrelated to heritage. 
There is the possibility that other planning issues/objections arise with an alternative location. It should also be 
noted that the current approved applications follow a long consultation process both as part of the formal 
planning application process and that of the wider Broad Street project public consultation.  
 
In determining any application for relocation of the Fountain the duty to the Local Planning Authority would be to 
bear in mind the statutory duty of section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which they possess and section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of conservation areas. 
 
If a strong objection was received from Historic England and the Council were minded to approve the application.  
Historic England do have call in powers to the Secretary of State and could ask that the application is referred to 
them for determination. I do however think that this is unlikely unless a significant change in resisting was 
proposed, i.e. an alternative location out with Broad Street or one significantly closer to the war memorial. The 
Council may wish to explore further direct dialogue with Historic England to understand their views as to 
alternative locations.  
 
Any such discussions would be indicative only and only a formal application would enable a clear stance to be 
established.  
 
I trust this assists in your deliberations as to the way forward for the scheme. 
 
 

 

 
  
Fiona Bage MRTPI IHBC 
Heritage Consultant  
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F/YR22/1318/LB 

Applicant:  Mr Matthew Wright 
Fenland District Council 

Agent : Mrs Fiona Bage 
ELG Planning 

The Broad Street Project, Broad Street, March, Cambridgeshire 

Works to a listed structure involving relocation of the Coronation Fountain 
canopy, steps and flagstones 

Officer recommendation: Grant 

F/YR22/1332/FDC 

Applicant:  Mr Matthew Wright 
Fenland District Council 

Agent : Mrs Fiona Bage 
ELG Planning 

The Broad Street Project, Broad Street, March, Cambridgeshire   

Relocation of the Coronation Fountain canopy, steps and flagstones 

Officer recommendation: Grant  

Reason for Committee: Number of representations contrary to Officer 
recommendation & Fenland District Council is the applicant. 

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1  The applications seek full planning permission and listed building consent for the 
relocation of the Grade II listed Coronation Fountain. 

1.2  The principle of development is considered to be supported, subject to the 
development complying with all other relevant policies and material 
considerations. 

1.3  National and Local Planning Policy, along with associated Government initiatives, 
seek to support the role that town centres play at the heart of their communities, 
by taking a positive approach to their growth, management and adaption and 
promote their long-term vitality and viability.  The March Future High Street 
project together with the March Area Transport Study Project seek to regenerate 
the town centre in response to identified challenges, address existing congestion, 
and air quality issues and futureproof the road network for the town’s planned 
housing and employment growth.  The relocation of the Coronation Fountain 
forms part of these wider schemes.   

1.4  The Local Highways Authority (LHA) have no objections to the scheme, advising 
that the relocation of the Coronation Fountain is acceptable in highway safety 
terms and there are no issues to address regarding ecology or flood risk. 
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1.5  It is considered that the benefits of the wider regeneration project outweigh the 

less than substantial harm identified to heritage assets, and in this instance 
relocation of the grade II listed Coronation Fountain is acceptable in heritage 
terms against the backdrop of the wider scheme. 

 
1.6  The proposed re-location is not considered to have a significant detrimental 

impact on the character of the area, its users or businesses and the Police 
Designing Out Crime Team have no objections or recommendations in relation to 
community safety. 

 
1.7  As such, the recommendation is to grant planning permission and listed building 

consent. 
 

 
2 SITE DESCRIPTION 
2.1 The application site is located at the crossroads of Broad Street, Dartford Road, 

Robingoodfellows Lane and Station Road and as such is in a prominent and highly 
visible location in the town centre.  It is located in March Conservation Area and 
adjacent to the Grade II Listed Buildings of 34-36 Broad Street and 2A Dartford 
Road. 
 

2.2 The site contains the Grade II Listed memorial fountain which was erected in 1911 
to commemorate the Coronation of King George V.  It is constructed in cast iron 
and raised on an octagonal stepped base.  The domed roof is of pierced cast iron, 
terminating in a finial with a lamp, it is open sided, with elaborate detailing, the 
fountain itself has been removed.  The remainder of the application site is currently 
the northerly dual junction of Broad Street, layby, pedestrian path and crossing and 
motorcycle parking area. 
 

3 PROPOSAL 
3.1 The applications seek full planning permission and listed building consent for the 

relocation of the Coronation Fountain to a widened pedestrianised area on the 
western side of Broad Street in front of 32 Broad Street (Malletts).  The fountain is 
proposed to be dismantled (including the stone steps and flagstones), taken from 
site and stored, before being reconstructed.  No renovation, repair or repainting 
works are proposed.  
 

3.2 Full plans and associated documents for F/YR22/1318/LB can be found at: 
 
F/YR22/1318/LB | Works to a listed structure involving relocation of the Coronation 
Fountain canopy | The Broad Street Project Broad Street March Cambridgeshire 
(fenland.gov.uk) 
 

3.3 Full plans and associated documents for F/YR22/1332/FDC can be found at: 
 
F/YR22/1332/FDC | Relocation of the Coronation Fountain canopy | The Broad 
Street Project Broad Street March Cambridgeshire (fenland.gov.uk) 
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4 SITE PLANNING HISTORY 
 
F/99/0472/LB Refurbishment of fountain involving dismantling, 

cleaning, repairing and re-erecting in same location 
Granted 
2/12/1999 
 

F/98/0583/LB Repairs and replacement of base slab and stone 
steps; removal of rust scale; re-welding of joints 
and replacement of missing cast iron sections 

Withdrawn 

 
Some local resident comments refer to an historic proposal to relocate the 
Coronation Fountain; it is understood that there may have been informal proposals 
in relation to this (no evidence has been identified), however no formal application 
appears to have been made. 
 

5 CONSULTATIONS 
 

5.1 Conservation Officer (FDC) 
The application site is NHLE ref 1216058 Coronation Fountain, March, a Grade II 
listed 1911 cast iron fountain canopy manufactured by the MacFarlane Foundry in 
Glasgow. The current application proposes the dismantling and re-erection of the 
structure in an alternative location on Broad Street as part of the highway and 
public realm improvements promoted under the March Future High Street Fund 
Project. The application is supported by heritage and structural assessments to 
the appropriate level expected by the NPPF.  
 
Historic England’s 2008 document ‘Conservation Principles, Policies & Guidance 
for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment’ states:  
 
‘Every place is unique in its combination of heritage values, so, while it is 
technically possible to relocate some structures, their significance tends to be 
diminished by separation from their historic location. There are exceptions, for 
example public sculpture not significantly associated with its current site,or moving 
a structure back from an eroding cliff edge, thus recovering its intended 
relationship with the landform. Relocated structures may also acquire new values 
in a new location (paragraph 95).’  
 
As with many cast iron structures, the canopy is a prefabricated kit and the 
assessment by conservation-accredited engineers the Morton Partnership 
confirms that it is feasible to dismantle and re-erect it with no loss of integrity. 
Nevertheless the wholesale re-location of a listed building is a rare occurrence, 
and as PCAS Archaeology’s heritage statement acknowledges, ‘The negatives to 
the proposals are… [that] the adjusted position, it could be argued, would mean 
the loss of its historic significant position at the head of Broad Street. It will no 
longer be so immediately visible to drivers using Broad Street / Dartford Road / 
Station Road.’  
 
Under these circumstances the judgement must be made against NPPF 
paragraph 202: ‘Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial 
harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal…’ As the proposed new 
location is still in relatively close proximity to its designed position, and there is no 
harm to the fountain itself, the conservation view is that the relocation does not 
fundamentally alter its significance and can be offset by the setting enhancements 
and other public benefits offered by the Broad Street works.  
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Recommendation  
No objection 
 

5.2 Conservation Officer 
Further comments were requested in relation to the impact on the Conservation 
Area and listed 34-36 Broad Street and War Memorial: 
 
PCAS Archaeology, FDC’s own consultants, have already made a comprehensive 
assessment of the heritage impacts and I have no reason to dispute their findings. 
If there’s no overriding harm in moving the fountain, then anything else is 
secondary. 
 

5.3 Historic England 
Significance of Coronation Fountain  
This memorial fountain was erected in 1911 to commemorate the Coronation of 
King George V. It is of cast iron raised on an octagonal stepped base. The domed 
roof is of pierced cast iron, terminating in a finial with a lamp. The fountain is open 
sided, with elaborate work to spandrels and capitals of columns. Inside, the 
fountain itself has been removed.  
 
Coronation Fountain is listed at grade II in recognition of its special architectural 
and historic interest.  
 
Impact of the proposals on Coronation Fountain  
Consent is sought for works to a listed structure involving relocation of the 
Coronation Fountain canopy.  
 
Approval is sought for works to a listed structure involving relocation of the 
Coronation Fountain canopy. 
 
The proposed works comprise dismantling the cast iron fountain canopy and re-
erecting it 15-20m south west of its current location. The relocation to an 
alternative location on Broad Street is proposed as part of the highway and public 
realm improvements being funded under the March Future High Street Fund 
Project.  
 
The dismantling and re-erecting of the cast iron canopy in close proximity to its 
current location would not, in this instance, cause demonstrable harm to its 
significance.  
 
The repositioned fountain would be located in an enhanced setting as a result of 
the Broad Street public realm works.  
 
Policy considerations for this proposal  
As the application affects a listed building, the statutory requirement to pay special 
attention to the desirability of preserving the building, its setting and any features 
of special interest (s.72, 1990 Act) must be taken into account by your authority 
when making its decision.  
 
The NPPF identifies that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource, and 
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can 
be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and future 
generations (paragraph 189).  
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Paragraph 197 of the NPPF states that when determining applications local 
planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and 
enhancing the significance of heritage assets.  
 
Paragraph 199 also states that when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 
should be given to the asset's conservation (and the more important the asset, the 
greater the weight should be), irrespective of the level of harm.  
 
Paragraph 200 of the NPPF requires ‘clear and convincing justification' for any 
harm to the significance of a listed building.  
 
Paragraph 202 of the NPPF notes that harm to a heritage asset should be 
weighed against the public benefit of the proposed development, including 
securing the asset’s optimum viable use.  
 
Historic England's position on the proposal  
We have considered the documentation submitted with the application, including 
the Condition Assessment Report produced by the Morton Partnership and the 
Planning, Design and Access Statement, produced by ELG Planning. We do not 
normally consider relocation of a listed structure to be defensible, as its 
significance is generally diminished through separation from its historic location.  
 
However, we acknowledge that the canopy is formed of a prefabricated kit that can 
be dismantled and re-erected without causing harm to its historic fabric. We also 
recognise that its relocation to an enhanced setting nearby needs to be considered 
in relation to paragraph 202 of the NPPF, where less than substantial harm to the 
significance of the designated asset should be weighed against the public benefits 
of the proposal.  
 
We are of the view, therefore, that in this instance relocation of the grade II listed 
fountain canopy is acceptable.  
 
Recommendation  
Historic England has no objection to the application on heritage grounds.  
We consider that the application meets the requirements of the NPPF, in particular 
paragraph numbers 200 and 202.  
 
In determining this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of 
section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they 
possess.  
 
You should also bear in mind section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of conservation areas.  
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to determine 
planning applications in accordance with the development plan should be borne in 
mind, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
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Your authority should take these representations into account in determining the 
application. 
 

5.4 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology 
Thank you for your consultation with regards to the above referenced planning 
applications. I can confirm that we have reviewed the documents and have no 
archaeological requirements or objections to this development.  
 

5.5 The March Society 
We have been informed that the Broad Street Project will go ahead and that the 
proposed layout of Broad Street which comes under the jurisdiction of 
Cambridgeshire Highways cannot now be changed. 
 
We understand that the 1912 Grade II listed Coronation Fountain Canopy must be 
moved in order to accommodate the roundabout which will replace the traffic 
lights.  The reason given for the roundabout is increased flow of traffic and 
reduced pollution.  However, there are concerns that with only two lanes of traffic 
there will be heavier traffic on those lanes, this being the only road through town, 
with delays caused by the use of the zebra crossings. We are also concerned that 
with problems on the A141 heavier traffic will be sent through town. 
 
We object to the Fountain being moved 15-20 metres south-west onto the 
pedestrianised area in front of Malletts.  The fountain is a prominent historic 
landmark of March in its present position at the head of Broad Street for the last 
110 years.  At the moment it is highly visible to everyone travelling along Dartford 
Road and Station Road, and Broad Street from the south.  To maintain its status if 
it has to be moved, we would like it moved further south, further away from 
buildings and more centrally placed in the wider pedestrian area.   We are 
concerned about the easy accessibility, and about vandalism and anti-social 
behaviour which is less likely in its present position. 
 
Stance: Object 
 

5.6 Town Council 
Councillors Court, Tustin and White declared an interest in this application. In light 
of facebook/social media activity and comments creating predetermination issues 
there was not the requisite quorum to discuss this item. Therefore no 
comment/recommendation can be made. 
 

5.7 Designing Out Crime Team 
Our office has been in consultation with the applicant and have discussed security 
measures. 
 
I have no further comment at this stage. 
 

5.8 Environmental Health (FDC) 
The Environmental Health Team note and accept the submitted information and 
have ‘No Objections’ to the proposal.   
 

5.9 Wildlife Officer (FDC) 
Considering the nature and location of the building covered by the applications I 
do not believe that an ecological assessment is necessary. I have no objection or 
recommended conditions in relation to either application. 
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5.10 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways 
I do not object to this application. 
 
Under Section 62 of the Highways Act 1980, the Local Highway Authority – CCC 
in this case who is the applicant – have general powers of improvement within the 
highway maintainable at public expense. This enables the LHA to execute works 
such as, but not limited to provision of roundabouts and alterations to junctions; 
diversion of carriageway and re-allocation of road space; provision of barriers, 
refuges, rails, fences, bollards vegetation; and highway drainage works.  
 
Similarly, Schedule 2 Part 9 Class A of The Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 states that works carried out by the 
LHA within the boundaries of the highway – or outside but adjoining the highway if 
necessary to facilitate the works – fall within Permitted Development rights.  
As such, I have no comment to make regarding the highway proposals as they do 
not require planning permission.  
 
The relocation of the fountain is acceptable in highway safety terms. 
 

5.11 Cambridgeshire County Council Project Manager - Place and Sustainability 
The planned housing and employment growth in March will result in increased 
levels of traffic in future years, and extensive traffic modelling has demonstrated 
that this will put additional strain on the road network. The Broad Street Junction is 
located at a critical point in March and already experiences high levels of 
congestion and poor air quality, and these issues will be exacerbated as further 
demand is placed on the network. The modelling has demonstrated that the 
junction and surrounding area will suffer from significant increases in delay and 
congestion, and worsening air quality, without intervention. 
 
Several options for the Broad Street Junction have been tested using traffic 
modelling packages, including traffic signals, various sized roundabouts, and a 
gyratory system. The assessment demonstrated that a roundabout (18m diameter) 
performed best, reducing congestion, and improving air quality whilst also 
facilitating the Broad Street public realm improvements being delivered by the 
Future High Street Fund. This assessment took account of all future growth in 
March resulting from the Local Plan.   
 
The MATS Broad Street Scheme, which will be delivered by March 2024, will 
improve traffic flow through the town centre and result in stable traffic flows. Delay 
is expected to reduce by over half compared to a without-scheme scenario. The 
scheme will also improve air quality and is expected to reduce NOx emissions by 
15 tonnes and PM2.5 emissions by 2.5 tonnes over the 60-year period that has 
assessed. This is achieved as idling traffic is largely removed following the 
reduction in queues with the implementation of a roundabout and the removal of 
traffic signals. 
 

5.12 Local Residents/Interested Parties  
17 objections have been received on F/YR22/1318/LB and 75 objections and 1 
representation have been received on F/YR22/1332/FDC in relation to the 
following (noting that comments may have been made on both applications by the 
same person): 
 
- Concerns would set a precedent for other listed buildings to be changed 
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- Fountain is part of the town’s history/landmark, would change town centre 
identity, should be left in line with the war memorial 

- Relocation of the fountain an afterthought in wider scheme, should be in a 
central position in a revised pedestrianised area 

- Relocation would impede the view/access to shops 
- Impact on amenity of nearby buildings and pedestrianised area 
- Necessity to move the fountain/have alternatives been considered 
- Consultations/publicity 
- Anti-social behaviour/vandalism/security/community safety 
- Impact of relocation on significance of listed structure and character of the 

conservation area 
- No evidence to support claimed benefits of wider scheme 
- Previous attempt to move the fountain refused 
- Concerns regarding the suitability of the wider Broad Street project, including 

consideration of alternatives, loss of parking, usability/mobility, improvements 
claimed, impact on businesses including deliveries, traffic congestion, value for 
money, CCTV, use of Greys Lane, lack of consultation/publicity/input from 
residents, drainage/surface water issues, consideration of cyclists, impacts 
during construction, air quality 

 
In response to the comments received: 
 

5.13 The consultations have been checked and amendments reviewed, the applications 
are considered to have been processed in compliance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (Statement_of_Community_Involvement.pdf 
(fenland.gov.uk)), which sets out how Fenland District Council will consult with the 
public and wider stakeholders on planning applications.  Two site notices were 
posted near the site and the application was advertised in the Fenland Citizen on 
7/12/2022 (in accordance with relevant legislative requirements). 
 

5.14 Publicity and consultation in relation to the wider project not a matter for this 
application. 
 

5.15 Any application for planning permission and/or listed building consent will be 
considered on its own merits. 
 

5.16 Comments where they relate to planning matters in relation to what is being 
applied for will be considered in the sections below.   
 

6 STATUTORY DUTY  
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a 
planning application to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan 
unless material planning considerations indicate otherwise. The Development Plan 
for the purposes of this application comprises the adopted Fenland Local Plan 
(2014). 
 
Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 require Local Planning Authorities when considering development to pay 
special attention to preserving a listed building or its setting and to the desirability 
of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area. 
 
Section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires Local Planning Authorities in considering whether to grant listed building 
consent for any works to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
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building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses. 
 

7 POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
National Design Guide 2021 
Context – C1, C2 
Identity – I1, I2 
Public Spaces – P1, P2, P3 
 
Fenland Local Plan 2014 
LP1 – A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
LP2 – Facilitating Health and Wellbeing of Fenland Residents 
LP3 – Spatial Strategy, the Settlement Hierarchy and the Countryside 
LP6 – Employment, Tourism, Community Facilities and Retail 
LP9 – March 
LP13 – Supporting and Mitigating the Impact of a Growing District 
LP14 – Responding to Climate Change and Managing the Risk of Flooding in 
Fenland 
LP15 – Facilitating the Creation of a More Sustainable Transport Network in 
Fenland 
LP16 – Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments across the District 
LP17 – Community Safety 
LP18 – The Historic Environment 
LP19 – The Natural Environment 
 
Emerging Local Plan 
The Draft Fenland Local Plan (2022) was published for consultation between 25th 
August 2022 and 19 October 2022, all comments received will be reviewed and 
any changes arising from the consultation will be made to the draft Local Plan.  
Given the very early stage which the Plan is therefore at, it is considered, in 
accordance with Paragraph 48 of the NPPF, that the policies of this should carry 
extremely limited weight in decision making. Of relevance to this application are 
policies: 
 
LP1 – Settlement Hierarchy 
LP2 – Spatial Strategy for the Location of Residential Development 
LP3 - Spatial Strategy for Employment Development 
LP4 – Securing Fenland’s Future 
LP5 – Health and Wellbeing 
LP7 – Design 
LP8 – Amenity Provision 
LP11 – Community Safety 
LP15 – Employment  
LP16 – Town Centres 
LP17 – Culture, Leisure, Tourism and Community Facilities 
LP19 – Strategic Infrastructure 
LP20 – Accessibility and Transport 
LP23 – Historic Environment 
LP24 – Natural Environment 
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LP28 – Landscape 
LP32 – Flood and Water Management 
LP34 – Air Quality 
 
Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments in Fenland SPD 2014 
DM3 – Making a Positive Contribution to Local Distinctiveness and Character of 
the Area  
 
Fenland Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016 
 
Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 2016 
 
March Neighbourhood Plan 2017 
TC1 – Primary Shopping Frontages 

 
8 KEY ISSUES 

 
• Principle of Development 
• Town Centre and Economic Growth 
• Highways 
• Heritage 
• Amenity and Health and Wellbeing 
• Ecology 
• Flood Risk 

 
9 ASSESSMENT 
9.1   Please be advised that the applications relate only to the relocation of the fountain 

canopy including the stone steps and flagstones and only the merits of this 
development can be taken into consideration. 
 

9.2 The wider March Future High Street project and March Area Transport Study 
project do not form part of these applications. 

 
Principle of Development  

9.3 Policy LP3 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 sets out the spatial strategy for the 
district, identifying March as a Primary Market Town and as such a main area for 
growth with a focus for delivering housing and commerce to support economic 
growth.  As such, the principle of development is considered to be supported, 
subject to the development complying with all other relevant policies and material 
considerations. 
 

9.4 Whilst the policies of the emerging local plan carry extremely limited weight in 
decision making: 
 
Policy LP1, Part A identifies March as a Market Town and as such a focus for 
future growth; Part B advises that proposals within the settlement boundary will be 
supported in principle. 
 
Town Centre and Economic Growth 

9.5 Policy LP6 seeks to support development where it would strengthen the role of 
Market Towns, enabling these to adapt and provide a wide range of facilities in a 
high-quality environment.  The NNPF (para 86) seeks to support the role that town 
centres play at the heart of their communities, by taking a positive approach to 
their growth, management and adaption and promote their long-term vitality and 
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viability.  The site is within the Town Centre Boundary and Primary Shopping Area 
and the buildings along the western side of the site form part of the Primary 
Shopping Frontage. 
 

9.6 Whilst the policies of the emerging local plan carry extremely limited weight in 
decision making: 
 
Policy LP3 sets out the spatial strategy for employment growth, which is principally 
focussed on the Market Towns.  The site is within an Established Employment 
Area; March Town Centre (EEA9), Town District Centre, Primary Shopping Area 
and the buildings along the western side of the site form part of the Primary 
Shopping Frontage.  Policy LP16, in particular Part A, seeks to encourage the 
development and regeneration of town centres. 
 

9.7 Fenland’s Annual Monitoring Review confirms that there has been a steady 
decline in town centre uses¹.  Information submitted within the application states 
that it has been identified that town centre vacancy rates within March are 
increasing, there are a number of unused or underused buildings, and that 
hospitality, and leisure offers are currently poor. 
 

9.8 The Government’s Future High Streets Fund (FHSF) aims to renew and reshape 
town centres and high streets in a way that drives growth, improves experience 
and ensures future sustainability.  The March Future High Street project with 
funding from FHSF and the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined 
Authority (CPCA) underpinned by Growing Fenland², aims to regenerate the area 
around Broad Street, the River Nene and the Market Place in response to these 
challenges and seeks to increase sustainable transport modes, reduce traffic 
dominance and improve the public realm. 
 

9.9 This sits alongside the March Area Transport Study Project highway infrastructure 
works to Broad Street, which seeks to address existing congestion and air quality 
issues and futureproof the road network for the town’s planned housing and 
employment growth and associated increased traffic levels.  Cambridgeshire 
County Council’s Place and Sustainability Manager has advised that several 
options for the Broad Street Junction have been tested using traffic modelling and 
the scheme taken forward performed most favourably in relation to reducing 
congestion, improving air quality and enabling the proposed public realm 
improvements, taking into account future growth.   
 

9.10 The relocation of the Coronation Fountain forms part of these wider schemes.   
 
¹ https://www.fenland.gov.uk/media/18154/Fenland-Monitoring-Report-2020-2021/pdf/Fenland_Monitoring_Report_2020-
2021.pdf?m=637795725250630000 
²Growing_Fenland_-_March_Final_Report.pdf 

 
Highways 

9.11 The Local Highways Authority (LHA) have no objections to the scheme, advising 
that the relocation of the Coronation Fountain is acceptable in highway safety 
terms. 
 

9.12 The LHA have no comments regarding the wider Broad Street highway 
infrastructure works, as they do not form part of the application nor require 
planning permission: 
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9.13 Under Section 62 of the Highways Act 1980, the Local Highway Authority have 
general powers of improvement within the highway maintainable at public 
expense.  This enables the LHA to execute works such as, but not limited to, 
provision of roundabouts and alterations to junctions; diversion of carriageway and 
re-allocation of road space; provision of barriers, refuges, rails, fences, bollards, 
vegetation; and highway drainage works.  
 

9.14 Schedule 2 Part 9 Class A of The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 states that works carried out by the LHA 
within the boundaries of the highway – or outside but adjoining the highway if 
necessary to facilitate the works – fall within Permitted Development rights, and as 
such would not require planning permission. 
 
Heritage 

9.15 Under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 the 
Council has a legal duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving a 
listed building, or any of its features, when considering whether to grant Listed 
Building Consent.  Furthermore, in deciding whether to grant planning permission 
which affects a listed building or its setting, the Council has a legal duty to have 
special regard to preserving a listed building or its setting; and in deciding whether 
to grant planning permission for development in a conservation area, the Council 
has a legal duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. 

 
9.16 Policies LP16 and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan seek to protect and enhance 

heritage assets. Chapter 16 of the NPPF 2021, C1, C2, I1, and B2 of the NDG 
2021 are also relevant.  
 

9.17 Paragraph 195 of the NPPF states that Local planning authorities should identify 
and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected 
by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) 
taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should 
take this into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage 
asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation 
and any aspect of the proposal. 
 

9.18 Paragraph 197 of the NPPF states that in determining applications, local planning 
authorities should take account of:  
a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets 
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 
b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and 
c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 
 

9.19 Paragraph 199 of the NPPF states when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 
should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the 
greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm 
amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 
significance. 
 

9.20 Paragraph 200 of the NPPF states that any harm to, or loss of the significance of a 
designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification. 
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9.21 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where a development proposal will lead to 

less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, 
where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 
 

9.22 The application is accompanied by a Heritage Statement, in accordance with 
Paragraph 194 of the NPPF, which assesses the heritage impacts of the scheme. 
 

9.23 Historic England have been consulted on the scheme as a Statutory Consultee 
and they advise that they ‘do not normally consider relocation of a listed structure 
to be defensible, as its significance is generally diminished through separation 
from its historic location.  However, in this case they consider that the structure 
can be dismantled and re-erected without causing harm to its historic fabric, its 
relocation would not cause demonstrable harm to its significance, and it would be 
relocated in an enhanced setting as are result of the Broad Street public realm 
works. 
 

9.24 The Council’s Conservation Officer echoes this view, advising that as the 
proposed location is still in relatively close proximity to its designed position, and 
there is no harm to the fountain itself, the relocation does not fundamentally alter 
its significance.  The resultant impact on the setting of the listed War Memorial, 
listed 34-36 Broad Street and the wider Conservation Area is considered 
secondary to the less than substantial harm identified to the fountain. 
 

9.25 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF requires that where less than substantial harm to the 
significance of designated assets is identified, this should be weighed against the 
public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.  Overall, 
it is considered that the benefits of the wider regeneration project outweigh the 
less than substantial harm identified, and in this instance relocation of the grade II 
listed Coronation Fountain is acceptable in heritage terms against the backdrop of 
the wider scheme. 
 

9.26 No renovation, repair or repainting works are anticipated as a result of the 
relocation, however, should the application be successful a condition could be 
imposed to establish and agree any such works that are considered or may 
become necessary.  Given that the structure is proposed to be removed from the 
site to enable the proposed works to Broad Street, a condition is relation to a 
timetable of proposed works, and therefore the timely reinstatement of the 
Coronation Fountain within the town centre, is also considered prudent. 
 
Amenity and Health and Wellbeing 

9.27 The proposal has potential to impact on the visual amenity and character of the 
area, amenity of users of the town centre and occupants of businesses/buildings in 
the immediate vicinity. 
 

9.28 The Coronation Fountain is proposed to be removed from its present, prominently 
visible location at the crossroads with Broad Street, Dartford Road, 
Robingoodfellows Lane and Station Road and be relocated, within the proposed 
pedestrianised area on the western side of Broad Street.  It is acknowledged that 
this will no longer attract such a central position within the town, however will be 
located in more accessible location.  Overall, the Broad Street regeneration works 
will transform the appearance of the wider area, with the relocated Coronation 
Fountain forming a part of this. 
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9.29 The Coronation Fountain is lower in height than the existing buildings which would 

form its backdrop, and due to the nature of its construction it affords views and 
accessibility through the structure, which ensures that it would not appear 
dominant in the street scene nor create an overwhelming impact on users of the 
area and surrounding buildings.  It is acknowledged that the signage serving 32 
Broad Street (Malletts) would be somewhat obscured from a certain angle (as 
detailed on the submitted street scene), as would surrounding buildings as users 
of the area move throughout the vicinity, however the Coronation Fountain is open 
in nature and would be located approximately 5.2m away from the existing 
buildings, which would provide sufficient separation distance that alternative 
unobstructed views would be available.  The proposed location is such that 
significant adverse impacts on the amenity of users of the area and businesses 
are not anticipated. 
 

9.30 Concerns have been raised by local residents regarding anti-social behaviour, 
security and vandalism as a result of the relocation.  The Police Designing Out 
Crime Team have been consulted as part of the application and have advised that 
they have been in consultation with the applicant and discussed security 
measures, they have no objection to, or recommendations, in relation the scheme.  
The structure is open and as such would prevent concealment, the area has a 
high level of natural surveillance and is served by the Council’s Public Space 
Surveillance System³. 
 
³ CCTV - Fenland District Council 
 
Ecology 

9.31 The Council’s Wildlife Officer considers that due to the nature and location of the 
structure an ecological assessment is not necessary, and as such there are no 
objections or conditions required in relation to ecology. 
 
Flood Risk 

9.32 The application site falls within Flood Zone 1 (low risk), however there is a high risk 
of surface water flooding in the vicinity.  The application is accompanied by a Flood 
Risk Scoping Study which identifies surface water as the principle risk of flooding 
to the wider scheme, however advises that design of the highways elements of the 
scheme (which are to be undertaken separately to this application) will ensure that 
new infrastructure is designed in accordance with Highways Drainage Design and 
as such no further information is considered necessary as part of this application 
which is purely for the relocation of the Coronation Fountain. 

 
10 CONCLUSIONS 
10.1 The principle of development is considered to be supported, subject to the 

development complying with all other relevant policies and material considerations. 
 

10.2 National and Local Planning Policy, along with associated Government initiatives, 
seek to support the role that town centres play at the heart of their communities, by 
taking a positive approach to their growth, management and adaption and promote 
their long-term vitality and viability.  The March Future High Street project together 
with the March Area Transport Study Project seek to regenerate the town centre in 
response to identified challenges, address existing congestion, and air quality 
issues and futureproof the road network for the town’s planned housing and 
employment growth.  The relocation of the Coronation Fountain forms part of these 
wider schemes.   
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10.3 The Local Highways Authority (LHA) have no objections to the scheme, advising 

that the relocation of the Coronation Fountain is acceptable in highway safety 
terms and there are no issues to address regarding ecology or flood risk. 
 

10.4 It is considered that the benefits of the wider regeneration project outweigh the less 
than substantial harm identified to heritage assets, and in this instance relocation 
of the grade II listed Coronation Fountain is acceptable in heritage terms against 
the backdrop of the wider scheme. 
 

10.5 The proposed re-location is not considered to have a significant detrimental impact 
on the character of the area, its users or businesses and the Police Designing Out 
Crime Team have no objections or recommendations in relation to community 
safety. 
 

10.6 As such, a favourable recommendation may be forthcoming. 
 

11 RECOMMENDATION 
 
Grant; subject to the following conditions: 
 
F/YR22/1318/LB: 
 
1. The works/demolition permitted shall be begun not later than 3 years from the 

date of this consent. 
  
Reason - To ensure compliance with Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

2. Prior to the commencement of the works hereby approved, a scheme for the 
phasing, timetable and completion of the deconstruction and 
relocation/reconstruction of the Coronation Fountain shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the LPA.  Thereafter the works shall then be 
undertaken in accordance with the approved details. 
  
Reason - To ensure that the Coronation Fountain is reconstructed in a timely 
manner and in order to preserve the special architectural and historic 
character of the area and in accordance with Policy LP18 of the Fenland 
Local Plan 2014. 
 
This is a pre-commencement condition to ensure a suitable timetable for 
reconstruction is agreed prior to the Coronation Fountain being dismantled. 
 

3. Prior to commencement of the relevant works a schedule identifying any 
renovation, repair or repainting (as necessary) along with full details of the 
works proposed (clarified through 1:20 drawings and 1:5 typical sections 
where relevant), including finishes, shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority and works undertaken in accordance 
with those approved details.   
  
Reason - In order to preserve the special architectural and historic character 
of the structure and in accordance with Policy LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan 
2014. 
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4. The development hereby permitted shall be undertaken in full accordance 
with the Schedule of Repairs, Dismantling and Storage Methodology and 
Schedule of Works contained within the Condition Assessment Report Ref: 
TMP-RT-20899 Dated June 2021. 
  
Reason - In order to preserve the special architectural and historic character 
of the structure and in accordance with Policy LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan 
2014. 
 

5. Plans and Documents 
 
F/YR22/1332/FDC: 
 
1. The development permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 3 years 

from the date of this permission. 
 
Reason - To ensure compliance with Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

2. Plans and Documents 
 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE DATE: 8 February 2023 
 
APPLICATION NO:  F/YR22/1318/LB and F/YR22/1332/FDC 
 
SITE LOCATION: The Broad Street Project, Broad Street, March - Coronation 
Fountain 
UPDATE 

Local Residents 
1 additional objection has been received in relation to the following: 

-  Will create a bottleneck of traffic 

- Less parking 

- Fountain historical centre piece and placed where people wanted it to go. 

 
1 supporting comment has been received in relation to the following: 

- In its current position can’t be admired or utilised, social benefits of relocation 

- Scheme will keep traffic flowing 

- Current parking spaces unsafe 

- Setting has changed since fountain originally constructed 

- Town centre regeneration is required 

 
Relevant planning considerations have been addressed within the report to 
Committee. 
 
A further query has been raised regarding the maximum height of the canopy 
structure; Section 3.1 of the Condition Assessment Report advises that this is 
approximately 6.6m high.  During the course of the application existing and proposed 
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scaled street scene plans were provided, the maximum height of the canopy 
structure measures approximately 6.4m high when scaled from the proposed plan.  
This was not considered to be significant enough of a discrepancy to warrant 
seeking revisions or result in significant issues in respect of amenity, particularly as 
the structure is existing and being re-located. 
 
 
Resolution: No change to the recommendation which is to grant the application 
as per Section 11 of Agenda item 5 on page 35. 
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13 February 2023 

By email to: 

FDC Cllrs: J French, Benney, Connor, Cornwell, Count, Davis, Marks, Mayor,  

Meekins, Murphy, Purser, Sutton, Tanfield, Booth, J Clark, S Clark, Divine,  

Miscandlon, Patrick, Skoulding, 

MTC Cllrs: K French, Johnson, Court, Tustin, White, Elkin, Lemon (Town Clerk) 

Dear Cllrs 

March Regeneration Project / Fountain relocation – Alternative Site/s 

Unfortunately, we were unable to attend the Planning Meeting on 8 February but have 
watched it on You Tube.  The beauty of this medium is that it can be watched over and over, 
so nothing is missed, highlighting the good, the bad and the blatant discrepancies voiced 
during this meeting.   

For those of you who do not know the background of Malletts, it has had a presence in the 
town for 100 years this year and has been at No 32 since the 1930’s.  Retail on the ground 
floor and it’s workshop above, benefitting from natural light and overlooking Broad St.  We 
have a birds eye view of all the comings and goings of Broad Street and its traffic activity, it’s 
a shame businesses were not consulted on the regeneration scheme as these observations 
would have been beneficial to the planners. 

The decision to move the Fountain in front of Malletts, our property, was approved by five 
non-March resident councillors.  No consideration as to how this could impact our business 
was discussed. 

Fiona Bage, Heritage Consultant for ELG Planning was present at the meeting.  ELG Planning 
being the experts hired in for this project, they are an award-winning company with lots of 
experience dealing with many multi million pound projects, far in excess of the March 
Regeneration Project budget and have all the design technology at their fingertips for 
creating their visions.   

Despite this the presentation at the meeting regarding the current and new position of the 
Fountain was agreed by the councillors by viewing an aerial view, a floor plan of this section 
of Broad Street and a front elevation of how the Fountain is in front of our shop.  There have 
been no side elevations available to view and although the Condition Assessment Report 
states 
“3.1 The fountain canopy is approximately 6.6 metres high plus the height of the stone plinth (approx. 

0.5 metres, part obscured). The overall base width of the cast iron columns is 3.15 metres”  

there is no definitive measurement of the overall height and was arrived at by a scaled plan. 

Where was the Computer Generated Imagery presentation to show everyone just how close 
it is going to be to the front of No 32 and how the size of the dome is going to impact on the 
shop front and how the light is going to be diminished?  There should have been a 360 
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degree presentation of this, why wasn’t there?  ELG have the technology to do so.  In fact I 
note that the company SNC Lavalin Atkins, that have their name on the floor plan, are also a 
huge company with this technology at their disposal.  I would also expect Swann Edwards 
Architecture (responsible for the front elevation document) to have a level of CAD 
technology too.  This is a hugely important change to the Fountain’s placement and yet it 
was presented wholly insufficiently. 
 
It was stated at the meeting the distance from the shop front will be 5.2 metres.  Did any 
Councillors do a site visit before the meeting to check on the actual distance for this large 
imposing structure and try to imagine how it would impact us?  We and our near neighbours 
didn’t witness any.  We have measured it and it will be too close. 
 
Malletts and our neighbours The Carpet Shop, are the only retail units (on the side that is to 
have the new widened path) that have window displays showing goods to attract 
customers.  Although also retail, QD have their windows blocked out.  All of the other units 
are made up of service providers or food outlets.  The service providers will no doubt retain 
a level of their business as these are pre-arranged appointments.  We often at present see 
people in their cars wating at the traffic lights pointing and discussing things they see in our 
window.  This will go once the new road system is in place but as well as that we will no 
longer be seen from vehicles heading left into Broad Street from Station Road, or right from 
Darthill Road around the new roundabout, as all they will see is the Fountain right in front of 
us.  You’re already trying to kill our business by taking the parking out of Broad Street and 
this seems a further kick in the teeth. 
 
A compromise to all this lunacy would be to place the Fountain further south on the new 
public realm, in front of March Dental.  This is a wide three storey building, with frosted out 
front windows.  They have spent hundreds of thousands of pounds on this building recently 
and therefore very confident of their long term presence in Broad Street.  The proprietor is 
very much in favour of the widened footpath, whereas we are not.  The Fountain will 
completely dwarf Malletts whereas this building wouldn’t be impacted in the same way.  It 
would still be fully visible from traffic passing both ways on the new road layout and as 
previously stated, their custom is usually pre-planned. 
 
We are told the new public realm doesn’t need planning permission, it only needed the 
green light from approval of the Fountain being moved, so tweaking the public realm to 
accommodate the Fountain in this suggested position wouldn’t be difficult to make work. 
 
A further alternative would be to place the Fountain on the site of the toilet block that is to 
be demolished.  We have heard a great deal of how the riverbank is to be made more 
appealing to March residents and visitors, especially those in boats, well having it re-located 
there would enable all to see from the paths, road and the river as well as from the Acre PH 
and Library.  There wouldn’t be any need for piling/groundworks as the toilets have been 
there for the best part of 100 years without a problem, their cubic weight would presumably 
be in excess of that of the Fountain. 
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We heard at the meeting that other sites, including in front of Iceland had been considered 
but we didn’t hear any substantive reasons as to why these were not thought suitable, why 
didn’t we hear the reasons?  There will no doubt be a paper trail regarding these 
discussions, they should be revisited.   
 
We had assurances in writing from Phil Hughes, FDC that the CCTV viewing our business 
would not be compromised.  CCTV unfortunately doesn’t stop anti-social behaviour or thefts 
and we feel having the structure so close to us, especially during the winter months, will 
enable cover for such minded individuals.  Having already suffered an aggravated burglary at 
the shop a few years ago, leaving all staff extremely anxious, the Police Designing Out Crime 
Team’s view on the safety element in and around the moving of the Fountain is a nonsense.  
As already referenced in this letter, we have a birds eye view of the daily unlawful activities 
that take place and with no police presence it is only going to worsen. 
Malletts is a Jewellers, let’s have some common sense applied! 
 
Our shop is our livelihood and we employ four part-time staff.  We feel very passionately 
that losing the Broad Street parking will impact considerably on not only our business but 
that of many of our neighbours, of which they agree.  Also this could very well have a 
detrimental effect on the value of our property and we feel very strongly that having the 
Fountain so close to us will have a further negative impact on it’s value too.  Will there be 
any accountability regarding these decisions if we are proved correct?   
 
We don’t have the luxury of lifting the structure into place just to see how it would be and 
therefore we urge you all to consider all of the points we raise and move to have the 
location of the Fountain shifted.  If this situation was in relation to a residential planning 
application it wouldn’t pass planning rules, why is it different with it being commercial? 
 
We look forward to your responses. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Linzi Betts & Gary Richmond 
 
cc F Bage, ELG Planning 
 S Machin, CCC 
 N Carter, FDC 
 P Hughes, FDC 
 M Wright, FDC 
 J Lawler, The March Society 
 D Chokshi, March Dental 
 S Barclay, MP 
 S Cliss, Fenland Citizen 
 J Elworthy, Cambs News 
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5 July 2023 

Matt Wright 

Project Officer 

Fenland District Council 

Dear Mr Wright 

Coronation Fountain – Broad Street, March 

Having watched the full council meeting held on 22 May 2023, we were pleased to hear that there 
was acknowledgment of the lack of consultation surrounding the March Regeneration Project and 
subsequent purchase of the Barclays building, and that the future citing of the Fountain should be 
reconsidered in light of the huge response from March residents on social media, the petition and the 
local election results. 

It is no secret that we have been critical of the removal of town centre parking but have in all our 
previous correspondence agreed that money spent in certain areas is very much needed and moving 
to a roundabout may well be a benefit.  Only time will tell how all of the changes will impact our 
market town and the local businesses trying to keep their presence but there is still an opportunity to 
amend the plan and reposition the Fountain to a place where it will be in it’s own setting away from 
business fronts and a bigger protected space away from the road and roundabout. 

The juxtaposition with the War Memorial would be very complimentary.  There would be more room 
around it at every angle, with a much greater distance from any buildings.  Those spending time on 
the new improved river bank, sitting near the library, walking over the bridge and river traffic would 
all have a far better view of it. [See images, last page.] 

There have been over 3,500 thousand people sign the petition to have it relocated to a different place 
other than outside Malletts and our neighbours.  Some of those people although in favour of the 
regeneration, still feel that the proposed position for The Fountain is not a good one.  The vast majority 
of people that we and other petition holders have spoken to have been against the whole project and 
we therefore ask that moving it to an alternative place is seriously debated and executed.   

The recent local elections were very telling and if the Independents had been more strategic in the 
wards they stood for the results may have been very different, the very fact that certain Councillors 
didn’t receive their usual support should keep in mind that there are many very unhappy March 
residents and this could be a way of healing this ill feeling.  It has been voiced to us that there is a level 
of arrogance amongst some councillors regarding our efforts to have the Fountain moved and that 
there is ‘no way’ the plan is going to be changed.  We really hope that this attitude towards our 
concerns isn’t true as at the end of the day absolutely none of the people who can make these changes 
are in any way going to be affected by whether the Fountain is put where proposed or to an alternative 
place but WE WILL BE ad infinitum. 
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None of us have a crystal ball to know how the town will progress after the changes, it may well be 
that only the café culture so wanted by the regeneration advocates has a place on Broad Street.  We 
therefore have to keep in mind a change of use of our premises, it may not always be a Jewellers and 
could therefore become a Café or Bar.  The hope then would be to have tables and chairs on the new 
public realm to help it succeed alongside competition.  With the Fountain being only 5 metres away, 
would it be penalised due to insufficient space for pedestrians to walk between tables and chairs and 
the plinth?  This is a factor that should be given consideration, the downturn in footfall over the next 
two years may see one business close but a new venture may not get off the ground due to a bad 
decision of the Fountain’s position!  Having it on the area of the current shelter/toilet block would not 
impede any businesses now OR in the future. 
 
The petition with over 3,500 signatures has been signed by residents of March and surrounding 
villages.  We have heard on the grapevine that ONLY March residents will be counted which seems 
unacceptable considering that many people that live in the villages were born in March. They come 
into March to shop (hence so many have participated in the petition), spending their money which 
helps keep the economy of March thriving and they will no doubt be encouraged to use March once 
it’s had the make over!  If only March people should be taken into consideration about their views on 
the Fountain’s position then ONLY March councillors should have been allowed to vote on its move at 
the planning meeting.  The fact that the planning application was agreed by the vote of five out of 
town councillors, the precedent has been set.  Although those Councillors are part of the Fenland 
District Council as a whole, none of them were voted in to represent people in March and therefore 
not acting for the people of March with their vote!  With this precedent in mind all the signatures 
should therefore be counted. 
 
A red outline has been marked on the road to show us the proposed position of the Fountain.  Another 
red line has also been marked where the edge of the pedestrian area will end and the new road will 
be.  This has been very useful to highlight that putting the Fountain on the proposed spot shows it will 
clearly be too close to the road and once two way traffic is moving parallel to it at all times, could be 
at greater risk, particularly as there are no protective barriers planned for the road side.  The 
measurement from the side of the plinth to the new road is only 2m 42cm.  This is only 76cm wider 
than the current widest point from the plinth to the road (opposite Nates).  The average adult cycle is 
1m 90cm long so the artists impression which is being used to promote the new scheme is totally out 
of scale and very misleading, even more so as the red line indicating the distance to the front of 
Malletts is only 5 metres.  This is hardly showing off the Fountain in “It’s own distinct setting” which 
is how Simon Machen presented it to the planning meeting on 8 February 2023.  Also of course, there 
are no scale drawings of the height and overall size of the structure as it will be outside Malletts from 
other angles apart from the front elevation provided. 
 
We very much hope that our concerns and that of our neighbours and a huge percentage of people 
that have voiced their opinion either by signing the petition or via social media threads will be given 
serious thought, and that personal feelings will be put aside for common sense be implemented on 
this matter.  The Fountain will be going away into free storage for the foreseeable, it could therefore 
remain there for a longer period whilst the riverbank is completed.  Just because the public realm will 
be finished sooner doesn’t mean it has to be put there, the residents of March, as long as they are 
informed correctly wouldn’t be averse to waiting a little longer to ensure it’s put in the correct place. 
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Cllr French informed those on social media that “English Heritage have the final say as to where it can 
be moved to not the council”.  Historic England (the Body responsible for listed buildings) didn’t 
instigate the move, that came from FDC and therefore Historic England based their agreement to 
move the Fountain on the information given to them by the various experts tasked with producing the 
reports, they were guided by the information given to them and considering the lack of scale detail of 
the proposed move and the fact that the new position isn’t going to put it in “It’s own distinct setting”, 
Historic England would be willing to consider a further planning application. Different locations were 
considered by the Steering Group but were discarded by themselves, not by Historic England.  Historic 
England were not given these alternative locations for consideration.  Had the local community been 
given an opportunity to cast their opinion on the new position maybe all of this could have been 
avoided and a further planning application wouldn’t have been required.  Money has been found to 
purchase the Barclays building, with no real direction of its use, so the cost of new plans and planning 
application shouldn’t be a problem.  In fact a representative of Octavius informed us that they are 
considering changing the plinth stones to some that would match the new public realm as the old ones 
would look out of place!  This should of course require a new planning application as Historic England’s 
decision was based on the structure and plinth in its entirety, being Grade II listed.  If it moves onto 
the riverside there would be no need for this consideration purely for aesthetics and the Fountain 
would retain its original look.  The only reason we envisage that it couldn’t go on the shelter/toilet 
area is if it wasn’t for redevelopment but as this has been approved and funded to be done, there 
wouldn’t be any obstacles. 
 
Although we have written to many of you already with our concerns we feel we should reiterate; 

- the artists impression in no way gives a correct indication of scale particularly the height. Our 
workshop windows, which benefit from natural light will be compromised by the large dome, 
and newly working light fitting, as it will in fact be at the workshop height in relation to our 
building.  Our own view from the workshop will also be considerably changed, why hasn’t this 
been considered? 
If any of us wanted to put a structure that large in our front garden, next to neighbours and in 
close proximity  to a public highway it would be thrown out, why then is it OK to do so in front 
of a business premises and why would any of you think it acceptable?  

- We are worried that the Fountain will become the anti-social brigade’s meeting point.   
Unfortunately March has a growing alcohol and drug problem like everywhere and we don’t 
have the policing available to control it.  If this element of society take up position outside a 
Jewellers it could become a security issue, lead to intimidation for us and/or our customers 
and therefore could very well harm our trade.  During the winter months having the structure 
so close to us could be just what a criminal would take advantage of without being obvious to 
people generally passing by.  

- Again due to the scale of the Fountain, visibility of the shop from certain angles will be 
impeded.  With the planned replacement water feature being reinstated, that will further 
block vision from the roadside.  If the shop came after the regeneration there wouldn’t be a 
case to argue but as it has been on Broad Street for the best part of 100 years it seems unfair 
to put it in front of Malletts, especially when the owners of other premises further along, ie 
March Dental and Spectacular, have said they are more than happy for it to go in front of them. 

- All of these negatives may also have a detrimental impact on the value of our property. 
WE are the ones that will need to deal with these situations, not one of you as councillors or the 
officers in charge of the project, or even the residents of March, whether for or against it being in 
front of the shop, it will just be us with the fallout with nowhere to go for any accountability or help.   
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To add we are both March born and bred residents and business owners, we have an affinity with the 
Fountain and would love to see it back to its former glory and working but in our opinion it needs to 
go on the riverside for everyone to enjoy, not side swiped, remaining close to the road and near the 
busy roundabout, the one place where traffic is going to congregate more due to the pedestrian 
crossings and people’s lack of understanding how a roundabout works, creating the emissions we’re 
all so hoping to get away from! 
 
For your information we have also written to Historic England regarding our concerns, the 
measurements, the petition and the recent comments from Octavius regarding changing the plinth. 
 
We look forward to your replies and hope this will be discussed at the next full council meeting on  
17 July 2023. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Linzi Betts and Gary Richmond 
 
cc Councillors: 
Andrew Woollard 
Charlie Marks 
Chris Boden 
Chris Seaton 
David Connor 
Gavin Booth 
Ian Benney 
Jan French 
John Clark 
Kay Mayor 
Nick Meekins 
Mark Purser 
Maureen Davis 
Paul Hicks 
Peter Murphy 
Steve Count 
 
 
Paul Medd CEO FDC 
Simon Machen, Regeneration Advisor 
Jennifer Lawler MTC 
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 [Plan from Heritage Statement Aug 2022 PCAS Archaeology Ltd] 

The current proposal clearly shows how close to the road it will remain and not in it’s own 
setting so close to the front of Malletts, their neighbours and the new pedestrian crossing. 

 

 The suggested position on the land of the existing shelter clearly gives it more space all the 
 way around it and is visually better from all angles, with no buildings in close proximity. 
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The two aerial images (pge 5 & 6) 
highlight the lines of sight for the 

Fountain in the position next to the 
river and also how it would be kept 

in direct line from it’s original 
position, rather than the side sweep 
planned which will do the opposite 

and throw it out of juxtaposition 
with the War Memorial 
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