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1. PURPOSE OF REPORT
Outline planning permission was granted for the East Kettering development in April 2010.  The application site is an area of 328.5 hectares to the east of Kettering and Barton Seagrave.  The permission is in outline (with all matters reserved) for 5,500 dwellings and related development. This includes a secondary school, four primary schools, retail, employment, hotel, health, leisure and community uses and formal and informal open space.  The Masterplan for the development can be viewed at Appendix 1.
Conditions were attached to the planning permission (91 in total) and a S106 agreement was completed.  Work started early in 2012 to discharge pre-commencement conditions.  The planning permission requires that some conditions are discharged prior to submission of the reserved matters; all reserved matters on one parcel of land must be submitted by 31st March 2013.  

This report provides the details and recommendation for one condition which has been submitted relating to the A14 Access. 
2. RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that Option C is approved as the viable alternative to the option proposed at outline planning stage (i.e. option B) and Part A of Condition 73 be discharged. 
3. Background Information

3.1 Relevant Planning History

KET/2007/0694 – outline application for 5,500 dwellings and related development (APPROVED)
KET/2008/0274 – outline application for 5,500 dwellings and related development (APPROVED)

AOC/0694/0701 – AOC/0694/705 – various approval of condition applications (APPROVED) 

3.2 Site Description

Kettering East is an area of 328.5 hectares to the east of Kettering and Barton Seagrave.  The site is positioned adjacent to existing development on the town’s edge, bounded by the A14 trunk road to the south and open countryside to the north and east.  The site comprises arable farmland, allotments and some woodland.  The only buildings located within the development site are those at Poplars Farm within the northern part of the site.

3.3 Constraints

Mineral consultation area 2004, flooding, protected species, trees/hedgerows, archaeology, contaminated land, bridleways and footpaths, potential wildlife sites. 
3.4 Environmental Impact Assessment 

As the original outline planning applications (KET/2007/0694 and KET/2008/0274) were EIA development, this application for the approval of condition (AOC) 73A which relates to the outline permissions is also regarded as an EIA application.   Under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (which came into force on 24th August 2011) subsequent EIA applications include reserved matters and matters requiring approval before development can commence e.g. approval of conditions.
As part of the requirements contained within the Regulations, a screening opinion has been carried for this submitted AOC application. The Local Planning Authority has adopted the Screening Opinion that the proposed development as described by the applicant is EIA development, but that the original Environmental Statement (ES) (original dated July 2007) as amended August 2008 and January 2009 accompanying KET/2007/0694 and KET/2008/0274 adequately addresses the environmental effects of the proposals. Therefore in accordance with Regulation 8 (2) no further ES is required. Under Regulation 8 (2) where the environmental information before a local planning authority (submitted with an original application) is adequate to assess the environmental effects of the development, that information shall be taken into consideration in the determination of a subsequent application. The original ES has therefore been taken into account and considered in the assessment of this AOC application, the officer’s recommendation and therefore the determination. 
4. Approval of Condition Application
4.1 Condition 73a A14 Access
4.1.1 Policy Framework
The delivery of sustainable development is at the heart of planning and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). There are three dimensions to planning which should be considered together, the economic, social and environmental; to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system. The planning system should play an active role in guiding development to sustainable solutions. Planning should contribute to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy and should respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. Development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure, should be identified and co-ordinated. Planning should also contribute to protecting and enhancing the natural and built environment and also seek good standards of amenity for existing and future occupants. Planning should promote sustainable transport; local authorities should work with neighbouring authorities and transport providers to develop strategies for provision of viable infrastructure necessary to support sustainable development. 
The delivery of sustainable development is also at the heart of regional and local planning policy. The East Midlands Regional Plan (EMRP), which is still extant, states that although there should be a focus on behavioural change and public transport provision there will still be a need to develop additional highway capacity to support sustainable development objectives, particularly in areas identified for growth or regeneration. The development of transport infrastructure should support sustainable development at growth towns (Policy 43 of the EMRP). Safety and congestion should also be improved through the development of transport infrastructure. Policy 44 of the EMRP sets out priorities for each sub-area of the region. With regard to the southern sub-area, within which Kettering lies, transport infrastructure should be developed to accommodate major planned housing and employment growth. 
The North Northants Core Spatial Strategy (CSS) contains policies which are considered to be relevant to this application. CSS Policy 3 for example states that road infrastructure associated with developments should, where possible, strengthen connections between settlements in the urban core and relieve existing communities from traffic. CSS Policy 6, which focuses on infrastructure delivery, states that new development will be supported by the timely delivery of infrastructure, services and facilities necessary to provide balanced, more self-sufficient communities.
Policy 13 of the CSS sets out that to deliver sustainable development needs should be met, standards raised and assets protected; developments should have a satisfactory means of access, should not have an adverse impact on the highway network or prejudice highway safety, they should create a strong sense of place, deliver high quality design and should not result in unacceptable impacts on residential amenity e.g. noise/light/air pollution.  
The Core Spatial Strategy Review has been subject to consultation in 2012. East Kettering remains a strategic location for development and draft policies 10, 23, and 29 support this coming forward. 
4.1.2 Consultation
The responses received are summarised below. All responses are on file and available to view at the Council Offices.
Highways Agency (HA)
Subject to securing Ministerial approval for a departure from policy set out in Circular 02/2007 over the additional access to the A14 resulting from Option C, the HA is satisfied with the information submitted to allow the LPA to discharge condition 73A. Having reviewed the information submitted the HA concurs with the applicant’s conclusions and are content with the technical assessment in support of option C. No other departure (other than option C) in policy or standards will be supported.
Local Highways Authority – Northamptonshire County Council 

No objection to option C being taken forward for detailed design. All the options considered by the applicant could work in highway terms. No disagreement with the conclusions of the applicant’s report. It is acknowledged that other factors associated with business uses, residential amenity and wider environmental issues will influence any decision made. 
Barton Seagrave Parish Council

The preferred option is improvement of J10 (Baxter’s Option 1). With improvements to west facing slips, improved westbound merge and eastbound diverge and Baxter’s Junction 10/SUE link Option Y. In the event this option is unable to cope with estimated traffic flows option E should be adopted. 
Cranford Parish Council 

Objection. No consultation took place on the EIA screening process. The applicant has failed to provide an impact assessment. The permanency and lighting of a new junction (J10A) would have a serious adverse effect on the landscape. There will be a significant impact on Cranford conservation area and listed buildings in the area. An improvement to Junction 10 would be sufficient to cope with traffic movements. There will be a significant impact on the quality of life of residents and unnecessary disruption to travel.  
Burton Latimer Town Council
The preferred option is improvement of J10 with a three lane roundabout, improvements to west facing slips and improved westbound merge and eastbound diverge – Baxter’s Super J10 Improvement Option 3 and Junction 10/SUE link Option Y. 

Morrison’s 
Morrison’s concern revolves principally around the length of journey that they will incur in the future, travelling between their depot and the A14 Junction 10A. A fairly indirect route will need to be taken for eastbound journeys. If the east facing slip roads at junction 10 are to be closed, then amendments to the local road network should be provided by the developers of East Kettering SUE in order to minimise travel distances for Morrison’s vehicles. Such amendments to the local road network should form part of the package of transport measures to be delivered by East Kettering.

4.1.3 Key Proposals
The submitted information relates to Condition 73A of the outline planning permission for Kettering East KET/2007/0694 & KET/2008/0274 which states that:

a. Access and Movement:

A         No reserved matters application shall be submitted unless and until there has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority a comprehensive traffic access and impact assessment to deal with all impacts arising from access to the development from the A14. The assessment shall include a detailed methodology for investigation, modelling, testing, and evaluation of potential alternative schemes (i.e. alternatives to the scheme submitted with the application) and shall take account of highway safety and efficiency, highway capacity (proving junctions operate within 85% of practical capacity) and all identified environmental and residential amenity impacts, together with full details of proposed measures and methods for impact mitigation.
It should be noted that Part A of the condition which is being considered under this application only requires the applicant to investigate alternatives to the outline solution (option B). It does not require detailed designs of the options. These will come forward through requirements of other parts of condition 73 – please see parts (B-D) below. It is also important to note that if there is considered to be no viable alternative scheme to the one submitted with the outline application, or no other scheme is approved, then development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with option B.

B
In the event that the approved assessment at Part A concludes that there is a viable
 alternative scheme to the one submitted with the application, no development shall commence until there has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority further detailed design, engineering, layout and constructional drawings and details for implementation of the viable alternative scheme including phasing and timing of all on-site and off-site works linked with occupation of the development. The development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with the approved scheme, and mitigation measures.
C
In the event that the approved assessment at Part A concludes that there is no viable alternative scheme to the one submitted with the application, or no other scheme is approved under Part B above, then development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with Part D below.

D
No development shall take place until full layout, design and construction details in relation to the following A14 junction improvements have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority:- the details of Junction 9 mitigation

a) the details of junction 10 mitigation

b) the new junction 10a and link road of the A6
Such improvements to junction 10a to be generally in accordance with the Colin Buchanan drawing number 136171-OS-022, or such alternative scheme as has been approved in writing under section A or B of this condition, by the Local Planning Authority. 

Such improvements to junctions 9, 10 and 10a shall be informed by a DfT WebTAG compliant model of the local and strategic road network, the scope of which shall have been previously approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and shall include as a minimum the following:

i) full design and lighting details

ii) full compliance with the current DMRB and Departmental Policies (or approved relaxations/departures from standards)

iii) independent Stage One and Stage Two Road Safety Audit

iv) New approach to Appraisal (NATA)/Project Appraisal Report (PAR) assessment

v) Proposals for any phasing and implementation

REASON: To ensure that the A14 trunk road continues to serve its purpose as part of a national system of routes for through traffic in accordance with Section 10(2) of the Highways Act 1980 by minimising disruption on the trunk road resulting from traffic entering and emerging from the application site, and in the interests of road safety, efficiency, sustainability, and amenity in accordance with PPS1, PPG13, Policy 43 of the East Midlands Regional Plan (2009), Strategic Policy 2 of MKSM Sub-Regional Strategy and policy 13 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy (2008). 

b. Application Submission
The applicant has submitted an assessment of the options for access to the A14 and has identified a preferred option, namely option C. The assessment has looked at a variety of issues including highway capacity, safety and efficiency, environmental issues, amenity impacts, effects on local residents and businesses.  
The Highways Agency (HA), AECOM (the HA’s consultants), the Local Highways Authority and KBC have worked with the applicant throughout the process to ensure that the assessment and modelling work undertaken has been comprehensive and robust. The HA’s VISSIM model has been used to support the assessment of options. Options B, C, G and H have been modelled. Other options were not considered viable and therefore were not modelled using VISSIM. 
The VISSIM model has been validated in this case using real traffic flows. All assumptions (e.g. trip rates) which have been included in the model have been agreed with the highways authorities. The model is considered to be up-to-date and robust and its use here is supported by the HA, Local Highways Authority and KBC. 

4.1.4 Planning Considerations

a. Context and Background
At the outline planning stage the solution put forward for access to the A14 was option B which proposed to close all slips at Junction 10 (J10) and have a new junction 10A, to the east of J10, which would have all slips open. This solution was assessed and was considered to work in highway terms. However it was recognised that it was not necessarily the best solution for local residents or businesses. Consequently condition 73 was imposed. Part A requires the applicant to investigate alternative schemes. As part of this work the applicant has had to consider not only highway matters but also environmental issues, amenity impacts, effects on local residents and businesses.   

Following the outline approval for East Kettering work has been on-going with respect to looking at alternative schemes. The Council commissioned Alan Baxter and Associates to look at alternative options which could be taken forward for future investigation. This piece of work was completed in 2010. Meetings were held with Councillors, Town/Parish Councils, local businesses and other stakeholders to help inform this work.  The Baxter’s report has been the starting point for the applicant in terms of looking at options.  This identified that options A, B, C and E were worthy of more investigation (see below officer assessment). Two options were discounted by Baxter's for the following reasons. Officers agreed with these conclusions in 2010 and this view has not altered. As a result these two options have not been considered in any further detail.  
b. Baxter’s Option D – west facing slips open at J10, east facing slips open at J10A.

[image: image1]
Given that more traffic is destined for or originates from the west, it is illogical to construct a new junction without west facing slips roads. This option would not provide for the majority of movement required i.e. to and from the west. Option D would have less flexibility for traffic accessing the A14 when compared with other options. This option was, and still is, considered to be unfeasible. 
c. Baxter’s Option F – improvement to J10 and bridge over A14 between A6 and SUE (positioned further east than option E – see next section). A6003 closed off from J10 to reinforce the new connections.

[image: image2]

It was considered likely that this option would result in capacity problems at J10 and would be a less attractive route than that of option E which has the bridge in a different position, not as far to the east. 
d. Highway Agency/Department for Transport Policy

The Department for Transport Circular 2/2007 Planning and the Strategic Road Network sets out how the Highways Agency will deal with planning applications and its role in policy/plan-making. This circular sets out the presumption against allowing any additional accesses to motorways and other routes of strategic national importance, like the A14, and that development should be served from existing junctions (paragraph 41 of the circular). 

To comply with this government policy the proposal submitted with the outline planning application was for a new junction (J10A) with all slips open, but with the existing J10 having all of its slips closed. This would effectively be a replacement junction (i.e. no additional junction) as J10 would close its access to and from the A14 and only allow local access across.  
Working closely with the HA has allowed all options to be explored. Option C, which will be described below, does not comply with this current Government policy and is a departure which requires Ministerial approval. The HA has indicated that they would support option C but that any further flexibility cannot be supported at this time for reasons set out within the ‘Other Suggested Options’ section of this report below, which are predominantly operational and safety grounds. Currently Ministerial approval is awaited however given the focus on growth, the importance of house building/construction and Government’s commitment to East Kettering (DPM’s speech to the NHBC 22/11/2012 and mention in the Autumn Statement) it is considered that this is likely to be supported. 
Another important issue to highlight is that of the required distance between junctions. There is a risk of accidents where two junctions are positioned in proximity to one another, which causes a habit known colloquially as   weaving. This is caused where vehicles wishing to leave the mainline have to cross paths, within a limited distance, with those vehicles that have just joined the mainline. There is therefore a requirement to have 1000m between the end of a merge and the start of a diverge (i.e. between the end and the beginning of slips). This is set out within TD22/06 (Layout of Grade Separated Junctions) of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. This further constrains the viable options for a scheme for J10/J10A. 
The response of the Highway’s Agency to this application is included at Appendix 2. The HA is content with the work undertaken and concurs with the conclusions which underpin the preferred option put forward by the applicant i.e. option C. 

Assessment of Considered Options  

e. Option A – Improvements to J10 only
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This is the most logical starting point and the option that needs to be considered first. This option would retain all existing movements at J10. Improving J10 alone however would not provide sufficient capacity for East Kettering, existing movements and future growth. In addition to capacity issues it would result in a single node where traffic would be concentrated and congestion at the junction and on local roads would be severe (e.g. Barton Road south). The levels of likely congestion would have adverse environmental impacts on the locality and would have a significant and detrimental impact on those residents who live in this area; those living on Barton Road or Cranford Road would be likely to experience the greatest impact, and particularly so on those manufacturing and logistics businesses clustered around J10, which would experience significant additional operating costs from such congestion.  
Setting aside the above, this option requires a significant change in the access strategy for the development. The south western corner of the urban extension would experience much higher traffic flows and residential use may not be appropriate in this area as a result. There would be no gateway to the development and there are likely to be geometry issues with the east facing slips and delivery of an access to the SUE.  
f. Option B – Outline Planning Solution: all slips closed at J10, all slips open at J10A

[image: image4]
This is the option presented at the outline stage. All A14 movements would access at J10A. This works in highway terms (capacity, safety and efficiency) but has major consequences for local businesses and people given the closure of all slips at J10; there would be no access to the A14 at this junction. It is in light of these wider, and extremely important, considerations that alternative options need to be investigated as part of Condition 73. A drawing of option B can be viewed at Appendix 3.
g. Option C – west facing slips open at Junction 10 and all slips open at J10A
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This option has the west facing slips open at J10, this will enable businesses and residents to access the west from the existing junction. It is recognised that the majority of movements in this locality are to and from the west and this is a key consideration. This option has been modelled using the HA’s VISSIM model and is acceptable in technical highway terms; the maximum average queue lengths are not significant which indicates that junctions will operate within capacity. Overall the levels of queuing forecast are lowest for this option. C also performs better than option B in terms of delays, travel times and speeds across the network. Due to the retention of west facing slips at J10, this option is considered to be more resilient than the consented option (B) and also other options that have been considered. Retaining access to and from the west will also help to minimise the use of inappropriate routes through Burton Latimer or Barton Seagrave. 
Indicative drawings have been submitted for J10A and 10 (Appendix 4). These are to demonstrate how the junctions could be designed; detailed designs would need to be submitted to the LPA in the future which would go through the same form of approval process as this condition. The indicative plans show that potential changes to J10 could benefit those living on the southern end of Barton Road and improve their amenity. 
This option is a departure from the policy of the Highways Agency (see above section regarding this issue). However having considered all the relevant issues the HA is willing to support this option. This matter is currently being considered by the Roads Minister (ministerial approval is required for a departure) and a decision is expected shortly. There will however be no access east at J10 within this option. This will have an economic impact on local businesses, which would have to use the A6 to access the new Junction 10A to go east – the additional extra journey lengths are relatively short –between approximately 50 and 150 metres depending on arrival or departure from J10A – but for HGVs would be carried out in low gear. The route would also affect access for local people. The retention of east facing slips with the delivery of J10A is not however possible for safety reasons (there is a requirement for 1000m between slips, this cannot be achieved between east facing slips at J10 and west facing slips at J10A). The west facing slips will be retained which minimise the level of impacts felt. 
h. Option E – Improvements to J10 and a bridge over the A14 connecting the A6 and the SUE
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This option is two-fold, it involves large scale improvements to J10 and a bridge over the A14 connecting the A6 and the SUE. 

The bridge would release some capacity at J10 but would only provide for north-south movements and not the important east-west movement corridor. The capacity of this link would be significantly less than what could be delivered through J10A. This would result in huge pressure on J10 and lead to severe congestion and capacity issues in the future. This would be felt not only at J10 but on local surrounding roads and would have impacts on amenity and quality of life of residents in the vicinity. The traffic impacts are considered to be unacceptable. It is considered that a long-term approach and solution is needed, one which will serve growth, across all sectors, in this area now and in the future. 

As for option A (improvement to J10 only), this option also requires a significant change in the access strategy for the development. The south western corner of the urban extension would experience much higher traffic flows and residential use may not be appropriate in this area as a result. There would again be no gateway to the development and there is likely to be geometry issues with the east facing slips and delivery of an access to the SUE.  

The HA requested during the modelling process that options G and H (sub-options of C) be assessed to ensure the work being completed was comprehensive and robust. 
i. Option G – West facing slips at J10, east facing slips at J10A and west off slip at J10A

[image: image7]
This option concentrates westbound traffic at J10. This is a less flexible and resilient solution and higher levels of queuing and delay at J10 are forecast when compared with other options.

j. Option H – West off slip at J10, all slips at J10A
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Option H provides no access to the west at J10 (only the off slip provided) and none to or from the east. One of the reasons why condition 73a was imposed was to look at options and provide where possible access to the west at J10. This option would be less favourable to local businesses.  This would result in congestion issues on local roads. 
Both options G and H offer fewer slips, and therefore access opportunities, than option C provides. 
NB: see preceding section with regard to options D and F. 

k. Other Suggested Options/Schemes 

A number of other suggestions have been made through meetings with businesses, Councillors and key stakeholders (diagrams of the suggestions are included at Appendix 5 for information). These are not considered to be viable options for the reasons set out below. 

i. J10 and J10A both full movement junctions i.e. all slips open at both
· This would be contrary to the HA’s policy of not allowing additional accesses on the A14 to serve development.

· There would not be the required distance between the slip roads at 10 and 10A (it would be around half the distance required) and would have serious safety implications for this part of the A14 corridor (issues of weaving).
· The HA would not support this option for the above reasons. 

The option of having 3 slips at J10 and 4 at J10A has also been considered but again is unacceptable due to the safety implications of having the slip roads this close together.
ii. J10 - all slips open, J10A – west facing slips only open
· There would not be the required distance between the slip roads at 10 and 10A (it would be around half the distance required) and would have serious safety implications for this part of the A14 corridor (issues of weaving).

· The HA would not support this option for the above reason. 
· The investment required for a new junction could not be justified or considered to be cost-effective if two slips were designed to be closed.
iii. J10 - all slips open, J10A – east facing slips only open

· The option would not provide for the majority of movements to and from the west.
· Given that more traffic is destined for or originates from the west, it is illogical to construct a new junction without west facing slips roads. This option would not provide for the majority of movement required i.e. to and from the west.
· High levels of traffic would have to go through J10 as a result of not having west facing slips at J10A. This would result in congestion issues at J10 and is likely to impact detrimentally on residential amenity in this area. 

· There would be no gateway to the development and there is likely to be geometry issues with the east facing slips and delivery of an access to the SUE.  

· The investment required for a new junction could not be justified or considered to be cost-effective if two slips were designed to be closed.

iv. Movement of J10A further east to allow all slips at J10 and J10A. 

· The movement of a new junction eastwards would have unacceptable impacts on Cranford. 
· There would be no direct access to the SUE and no gateway to the SUE delivered as it would be isolated from it.
l. Relationship to Other Potential Development Projects
Mention has been made about a potential business park development south of A14 between J10 and the proposed J10A (the Roxhill proposal). This is not a committed development as it does not have planning permission (an EIA scoping opinion has been completed). Any application for this development would need to take into account the development at East Kettering as it has been granted planning permission and is defined as committed development as a result. 
It should be highlighted however that should the Roxhill development come forward there would be changes and improvements proposed to the A6. This would need to link with the A14 access strategy for East Kettering. Both schemes would need to integrate together for the benefit of local businesses and people. If implemented, these changes could positively benefit traffic movements between Latimer Employment Park and J10A.  

Detailed designs of the A14 access scheme for East Kettering will need to be submitted to the LPA for the discharge of the remaining parts of condition 73. With regard to timing of delivery, junction 10A is needed when 1750 dwellings are occupied (phase one). 

m.  A14 Widening
Junctions 7 to 9 online widening is planned to be completed by 2015. Questions have been asked about whether the A14 between junctions 9 and 10 has been assessed. All transport impacts were considered as part of the outline application and as a result mitigation is required at various junctions/roads and has been secured by conditions. No capacity issues between junctions 9 and 10 have been identified which would support the need for widening or other improvement in this location. There are no current plans by Government to make any improvements to this stretch of the A14. 

4.1.5 Conclusions
A number of options for the development’s access to the A14 have been assessed in order to ascertain whether there is a viable alternative option to that consented through the outline planning permission i.e. option B. 
Many of the options are considered to result in unacceptable impacts either in highway terms, residential amenity or on the environment. 

The Highways Agency (HA) has made clear their position and policy. Many of the options considered represent a departure from policy and design standards. Most are not supported by the HA due to the safety implications that they would have for this part of the A14 corridor. 

Having taken a balanced approach (i.e. looking at not only highway issues but also impacts on businesses, the environment and amenity impacts) option C is considered to be the only viable alternative to the option consented at the outline planning stage. Option C works in highway terms but also has wider benefits, including providing important access to and from the west. It is recognised that the ideal option would be to have two full movement junctions at J10 and 10A however this is not possible for the reasons set out in this report. Option C is considered to be the best possible solution having taken all factors into account. It is also considered to provide a better solution to the one consented at the outline stage. It is therefore considered that this option should be taken forward for detailed design. 
4.1.6. Recommendation
It is recommended that Option C is approved as the viable alternative to the option consented at outline planning stage (i.e. option B) and Part A of Condition 73 be discharged. 
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� In the context of this condition viable means whether the alternative solution is technically possible in highway terms i.e. feasible. 
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