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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. BRIEF 

1.1.1. Pell Frischmann Consultants Ltd (PF) has been appointed by the 

Highways Agency (HA) to investigate options for the improvement of the 

A63, Castle Street, in Kingston upon Hull.  

1.1.2. Assessment of the scheme is being undertaken in accordance with the 

Project Control Framework (PCF).  PCF sets out how the Major Projects 

Directorate of the Highways Agency, together with the Department for 

Transport, manage and deliver major improvement projects for part of the 

Roads Programme. 

1.1.3. The framework includes a project lifecycle which breaks down the 

development and delivery of a major project into 3 phases and 7 stages: 

 

PCF Product Matrix, Version 4 28.07/.6 

 

1.1.4. For every stage of the lifecycle key deliverables (or products) have been 

defined that need to be produced.  The products are what are required in 

order to progress the project to its next stage or phase. 

1.2. THE STUDY AREA 

1.2.1. The study area, which encompasses the project site at Castle Street, is 

located within Hull city centre close to the Rivers Humber and Hull. The 

entire study area lies within the administrative boundary of Hull City 

Council. 
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1.2.2. The section of the A63 Castle Street which is the subject of this report is a 

dual carriageway which runs on an east-west alignment to the south of 

Hull city centre between Porter Street and Myton Bridge for a distance of 

approximately 1.5km. The existing route forms a link between the M62 

Motorway and the Humber Bridge to the west of the city and the Port of 

Hull to the east.     

1.3. CURRENT SCHEME POSITION 

1.3.1. The A63 Castle Street Improvement scheme is in Phase 1 – Options.  

Within this Phase the scheme is currently in Stage 2 – Option Selection.  

The principal objective of this stage is to select a route, from those 

identified in Stage 1, which will be taken forward for further development 

and, ultimately, construction.  To assist in the selection of a route one of 

the most important activities to be undertaken in Stage 2 is Public 

Consultation. 

1.3.2. A number of schemes for the improvement of this section of the A63 

through Hull have been investigated.  Most recently, six scheme options 

were identified and assessed.  The results of this assessment were 

reported in a Technical Appraisal Report (TAR) in November 2008 (PF, 

2008).   

1.3.3. The TAR concluded that two of the six options considered should be 

taken forward to Public Consultation.  In this report these options are 

known as the Underground and Overground Options, for a more detailed 

description of the options see Section 1.6.  These options had Benefit to 

Cost Ratio (BCR) scores of 2.124 and 2.138 respectively and both would 

have a relatively low impact on the environment. The estimated costs of 

the two options also fall within the current scheme budget set by the 

Regional Transport Board and are, therefore, affordable. 

1.3.4. The consultation period commenced on 9th March 2009 following a HA 

press release and the consultation period formally ended on 5th June 

2009.   

1.3.5. This report on the Public Consultation for the A63 Castle Street scheme is 

a key product required by Stage 2 of the PCF.  It sets out to explain the 
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options offered to the public, the manner in which it was presented and a 

summary of the results.  It analyses the views and representations 

received, both locally and non-locally, summarises the findings and makes 

recommendations for further actions.  The conclusions of this report and 

the TAR feed into the Scheme Assessment Report. 

1.4. EXISTING PROBLEMS 

1.4.1. The study area is located within the city centre of Kingston upon Hull.  The 

scheme is centred along the line of the A63 dual carriageway, which runs 

through a built up urban area, largely at grade with the surrounding 

streets.  It is one of the busiest roads in the whole of the East Riding of 

Yorkshire, carrying daily flows in excess of those recorded on the M62 

within the region.  The existing daily flows being in excess of 54,000 

AADT two way flows. 

1.4.2. A major feature of the A63 in this area is the large signalised junction at 

Mytongate which links the A63 to Ferensway and the city centre of Hull to 

the north and, via Commercial Road, to the retail and dock areas to the 

south.  This signalised „hamburger‟ type junction restricts the through flow 

of traffic along the A63 and Ferensway and the interconnecting roads. 

1.4.3. The A63 creates severance in the city, creating a barrier between the city 

centre to the north and tourist, business and recreational facilities to the 

south. 

1.4.4. Within the scheme limits the principal bottlenecks are the major signalised 

junctions at Mytongate and Market Place and the three signalised 

pedestrian crossing facilities which, as well as having safety problems 

associated with pedestrians crossing a very busy at road level, cause 

significant delays to traffic.  

1.5. THE PROPOSALS 

1.5.1. The TAR was used to identify the sustainable options for public 

consultation; these are the preferred options which have been presented 

in the Public Consultation leaflet and at the Public Exhibition. 
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1.5.2. Two preferred and four non-preferred options were taken forward to 

Public Consultation.   

1.5.3. The two preferred options comprised: 

 A63 in cutting at Mytongate Junction (the „Underground Option‟) 

 A63 on flyover at Mytongate Junction (the „Overground Option‟) 

1.5.4. The four non-preferred options comprised: 

 An Underground Landbridge option; 

 An Overground Landbridge Equivalent option; 

 An Underground Cut and Cover Tunnel; and 

 An Overground Extended Viaduct. 

1.5.5. Descriptions of the preferred and non-preferred options are given in 

Sections 2.2 and 2.3 respectively of this report.  An overview of each of 

the options is presented in Figures 1a to 1b and 2a to 2d respectively in 

Appendix A. 

1.5.6. 3D images showing representations of the constructed Underground and 

Overground options are shown in Figures 3 and 4 respectively in 

Appendix A.  Similar images were used for the consultation leaflet and on 

the display boards at the Public Exhibition. 
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1.6. PREFERRED OPTIONS 

Underground Option 

 

1.6.1. This option would lower the level of the existing A63 in the vicinity of 

Mytongate Junction (Ferensway/Commercial Road) by approximately 7m 

with Ferensway and Commercial Road being raised by approximately 1m 

and passing over the A63 on a new bridge. 

1.6.2. Between Mytongate Junction and Market Place, the eastbound 

carriageway would be widened to three lanes, with the nearside lane 

being marked for local traffic only and which, for safety reasons, would be 

physically segregated from the main eastbound carriageway from 

Mytongate Junction as far as Prince‟s Dock Street.  Vehicles wishing to 

access Myton Street and Prince‟s Dock Street from the A63 would do so 

via the eastbound exit and entry slip-roads.  The westbound carriageway 

would have two lanes, as at present. 

1.6.3. The realigned A63 and the westbound exit slip road to Commercial Road 

would pass through the northern part of the Trinity Burial Ground. 

1.6.4. East of Mytongate Junction the A63 would tie back into existing ground 

level where a pedestrian footbridge would be provided in front of Princes 

Quay Shopping Centre and the Humber Dock Marina.  This bridge would 
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be approximately 7m above existing road level and would allow 

pedestrians to cross above Castle Street, eliminating the current 

pedestrian/vehicle conflict caused by the existing signalised crossing. 

1.6.5. Currently the junction at Market Place is signal controlled and, as part of 

previous improvement works, the gap in the central reserve has been 

closed. As part of the Castle Street Improvement scheme it is proposed to 

remove the existing signalised pedestrian crossing at Market Place and 

replace them with a new pedestrian footbridge, thereby removing the 

pedestrian/vehicle conflict at this location.  Vehicle movements would be 

restricted to left in/left out as at present. 

1.6.6. In order to construct the eastbound entry slip road, nearside eastbound 

local traffic lane and improved A63, two Grade II listed properties would 

require demolition; the Castle Buildings and the former Earl de Grey 

Public House. 

1.6.7. On safety grounds it would be necessary to close the accesses from the 

A63 to the Holiday Inn Hotel, Spruce Road and Waverley Street as the 

former would be located on the westbound exit slip and the latter two are 

located very close to the proposed westbound entry slip road. Alternative 

access would be provided for the Hotel from Commercial Road and 

access to Spruce Road/Waverley Street is currently proposed via a new 

road off St James Square/St James Street. 

1.6.8. In addition to the pedestrian footbridges opposite Princes Quay and at 

Market Place, to further improve pedestrian facilities a footbridge is also to 

be provided near Porter Street, again to replace the current signalised 

pedestrian crossing facility at this location.  Pedestrian footways would 

also be provided along the length of scheme with a replacement cycleway 

to the north of the A63. 
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Overground Option 

 

1.6.9. This option would raise the level of the existing A63 in the vicinity of 

Mytongate Junction (Ferensway/Commercial Road) by approximately 8m 

with Ferensway and Commercial Road being lowered by around 1m and 

passing beneath the A63 bridge. 

1.6.10. Between Mytongate Junction and Market Place, the eastbound 

carriageway would be widened to three lanes, with the nearside lane 

being marked for local traffic only and which, for safety reasons, would be 

physically segregated from the main eastbound carriageway from 

Mytongate Junction as far as Prince‟s Dock Street.  Vehicles wishing to 

access Myton Street and Prince‟s Dock Street and Myton Street from the 

A63 would do so via the eastbound exit and entry slip-roads.  The 

westbound carriageway would have two lanes, as at present. 

1.6.11. The realigned A63 and the westbound exit slip road to Commercial Road 

would pass over/through the northern part of the Trinity Burial Ground. 

1.6.12. East of Mytongate Junction the A63 would tie back into existing ground 

level where a pedestrian footbridge would be provided in front of Princes 

Quay Shopping Centre and the Humber Dock Marina.  This bridge would 

be approximately 7m above existing road level and would allow 
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pedestrians to cross above Castle Street, eliminating the current 

pedestrian/vehicle conflict caused by the existing signalised crossing. 

1.6.13. Currently the junction at Market Place is signal controlled and, as part of 

previous improvement works, the gap in the central reserve is closed. As 

part of the Castle Street Improvement scheme it is proposed to remove 

the existing signalised pedestrian crossing at Market Place and replace 

them with a new pedestrian footbridge, thereby removing the 

pedestrian/vehicle conflict at this location.  Vehicle movements would be 

restricted to left in/left out as at present. 

1.6.14. In order to construct the eastbound entry slip road, nearside eastbound 

local traffic lane and improved A63, two Grade II listed properties would 

require demolition; the Castle Buildings and the former Earl de Grey 

Public House. 

1.6.15. On safety grounds it would be necessary to close the accesses from the 

A63 to the Holiday Inn Hotel, Spruce Road and Waverley Street as the 

former would be located on the westbound exit slip and the latter two are 

located very close to the proposed westbound entry slip road. Alternative 

access would be provided for the Hotel from Commercial Road and 

access to Spruce Road/Waverley Street is currently proposed via a new 

road off St James Square/St James Street. 

1.6.16. In addition to the pedestrian footbridges opposite Princes Quay and at 

Market Place, to further improve pedestrian facilities a footbridge is also to 

be provided near Porter Street, again to replace the current signalised 

pedestrian crossing facility at this location.  Pedestrian footways would 

also be provided along the length of scheme with a replacement cycleway 

to the north of the A63. 
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1.7. NON-PREFERRED OPTIONS 

Underground Landbridge Option 

 

 

1.7.1. In the same way as the preferred Underground Option this option would 

consist of lowering the A63 in the vicinity of Mytongate junction to pass 

below Ferensway and Commercial Road.  East of Mytongate junction the 

A63 would remain in cutting passing beneath a 25m wide pedestrian 

landbridge in front of Princes Quay Shopping Centre.  The landbridge 

would be approximately 2.5m above adjacent ground level. 

1.7.2. Between Mytongate Junction and Market Place, the eastbound 

carriageway would be widened to three lanes with the nearside lane 

marked for local traffic only.  The westbound carriageway would have two 

lanes, as at present. 

1.7.3. Pedestrian footbridges over the A63 would replace the current signalised 

pedestrian crossing facilities at Porter Street and Market Place.  Direct 

access from the A63 to the Holiday Inn Hotel, Spruce Road and Waverley 

Street would be closed.  Alternative means of access would be provided. 
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Cut and Cover Tunnel  

 

 

1.7.4. In the same way as the preferred Underground Option this option would 

consist of lowering the A63 in the vicinity of Mytongate junction to pass 

below Ferensway and Commercial Road.  East of Mytongate Junction the 

A63 would continue at a low level before entering a tunnel between Myton 

Street and Finkle Street, and then rising to tie into existing levels just west 

of Myton Swing Bridge. 

1.7.5. Within the tunnel the A63 would be a dual carriageway.  Above the tunnel 

a single carriageway Local Access Road would be constructed between 

Ferensway and Market Place, and would link with the local roads which at 

present connect to the A63.  The Market Place Junction with the A63 

would be closed with the exceptions of the eastbound entry onto the A63 

and the westbound exit onto Queen Street. 

1.7.6. A pedestrian footbridge would be provided over the A63 at Porter Street. 

Direct access from the A63 to Spruce Road and Waverley Street would be 

closed.  Alternative means of access would be provided. 
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Overground Landbridge Equivalent 

 

1.7.7. In the same way as the preferred Overground Option this option would 

consist of raising the level of the existing A63 in the vicinity of Mytongate 

Junction to pass over Ferensway and Commercial Road.  East of 

Mytongate Junction the A63 would remain on flyover passing over a 25m 

wide pedestrian walkway in front of Princes Quay Shopping Centre. The 

walkway would be approximately 1.5m below adjacent ground level. 

1.7.8. Between Mytongate Junction and Market Place, the eastbound 

carriageway would be widened to three lanes with the nearside lane 

marked for local traffic only.  The westbound carriageway would have two 

lanes, as at present. 

1.7.9. Pedestrian footbridges over the A63 would replace the current signalised 

pedestrian crossing facilities at Porter Street and Market Place.  Direct 

access from the A63 to the Holiday Inn Hotel, Spruce Road and Waverley 

Street would be closed.  Alternative means of access would be provided. 
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Overground Extended Viaduct  

 

 

1.7.10. In the same way as the preferred Overground Option this option would 

consist of raising the level of the existing A63 in the vicinity of Mytongate 

Junction to pass over Ferensway and Commercial Road.  East of 

Mytongate Junction the A63 would continue on a viaduct, tying into 

existing levels just west of Myton Swing Bridge. 

1.7.11. On the viaduct A63 would remain as a dual carriageway.  Below the 

viaduct a single carriageway Local Access Road would be constructed 

between Ferensway and Market Place and would link with the local roads, 

which at present connect to the A63.  The Market Place Junction with the 

A63 would be closed with the exceptions of the eastbound entry onto the 

A63 and the westbound exit onto Queen Street.  

1.7.12. A pedestrian footbridge over the A63 would be provided at Porter Street. 

Direct access from the A63 to Spruce Road and Waverley Street would be 

closed. Alternative means of access would be provided. 
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2. PREPARATION 

2.1. Publicity 

2.1.1. Public Consultation leaflets, accompanied by a questionnaire, were 

produced describing the preferred options for the A63 Castle Street 

Improvement scheme and providing details of the forthcoming exhibitions.  

The questionnaire asked the respondents to indicate their preferred option 

and to grade how successful the two preferred options were at resolving 

Castle Street‟s key problems.  It also asked for respondent‟s opinions on 

the type of pedestrian crossing facilities that should be provided.  Space 

was provided on the questionnaire for respondents to provide their name 

and address and to make additional comments.  A copy of the leaflet and 

questionnaire is included in Appendix B. 

2.1.2. Letters, accompanied by the above leaflet and the executive summary of 

the TAR, were sent to organisations and key stakeholders informing them 

of the exhibitions and inviting them to attend and comment on the 

proposals.  The list of organisations and key stakeholders contacted is 

included in Appendix C and includes emergency services, local councils, 

government agencies, members of parliament, members of the European 

parliament and environmental groups. 

2.1.3. A notice giving details of the exhibitions was released to the press by the 

Central Office of Information (COI) on 9th March 2009.  A copy of the 

press notice is included in Appendix D.   

2.1.4. Approximately 132,000 consultation leaflets and questionnaires were 

distributed between 9th March 2009 and 1st April 2009 as follows: 

 84,500 hand delivered to households and local businesses. 

 36,800 delivered as an enclosure within the local free paper 

 200 directly mailed to transport / other businesses associated with 

the port 
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 2,500 deposited at pre-determined points such as libraries, 

community centres and council offices where they would be 

available to the general public throughout the consultation period 

 8,000 delivered to P&O and Associated British Ports (ABP) at the 

Port of Hull for distribution to HGV drivers in the weeks preceding 

the Public Exhibition 

2.1.5. The first three of the above items were delivered by Distribution Business 

Services Ltd.  A plan (Figure 5) showing the delivery areas is included in 

Appendix A and a copy of the delivery company‟s checking report is 

included in Appendix E. 

2.1.6. The list of deposit points and a location plan are included in Appendix E. 

2.1.7. A scheme page was set up within the Highways Agency‟s website.  

Details of the website were given on the Public Consultation leaflet and 

could be accessed at http://www.highways.gov.uk/A63castlestreet.  

2.1.8. Initially, details of the scheme, a copy of the Public Consultation leaflet 

and an on-line questionnaire, which could be completed and submitted 

electronically, were uploaded to the website.  The website was updated in 

April 2009 to announce details of the additional public exhibition day and 

again in May 2009 to include more detailed information on both the 

preferred and non-preferred options.  Printed copies of the relevant pages 

from the website are provided in Appendix F. 

2.1.9. Further publicity about the exhibition was provided with an advertisement 

in the Hull Daily Mail and the Yorkshire Post, which ran on Wednesday 

23rd March 2009.  The papers also included short articles about the 

scheme encouraging readers to attend.  The Yorkshire Post also 

interviewed the HA at the opening of the Public Exhibition. An article 

about the scheme was also included in the April edition of Hull City 

Council‟s free paper, „Hull in Print‟.  A copy of the newspaper advert is 

included in Appendix D.  Copies of the articles from the Hull Daily Mail 

and the Yorkshire Post websites and from Hull in Print are included in 

Appendix G. 

http://www.highways.gov.uk/A63castlestreet
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2.1.10. Radio adverts were broadcast on Viking FM & KCFM in the week running 

up to the exhibition. In addition a number of radio interviews were given. 

2.1.11. Two interviews were given on 9th March 2009 at the start of the 

consultation period.  The first was a live interview for Radio Humberside 

and the second was a pre-recorded interview for KCFM. Another 

pre-recorded interview was also given to KCFM on 2nd April 2009. 

2.2. Venue 

2.2.1. The Deep was chosen as the venue for the Public Exhibition.  The venue 

is located close to the scheme and it was available for all of the required 

dates.  The exhibition room was located on the ground level and facilities 

were available for the disabled and hard of hearing.  Parking was also 

available. 

2.2.2. The venue was assessed for its suitability by HA and PF staff on 20 

February 2009. 

2.2.3. An exhibition briefing pack was prepared in advance, which included 

details of the venue, a risk assessment and a list of potential questions 

and answers, and circulated to staff who would be manning the exhibition. 

2.3. Additional Publicity 

2.3.1. Following comments received during the April Public Exhibition and from 

comments in some of the returned questionnaires, it was decided that the 

exhibition would be run on an additional date to give the public a further 

opportunity to view all the proposals. 

2.3.2. In order to advertise the additional exhibition date a two page A5 flyer was 

printed and distributed to households, businesses and deposit points as 

outlined in 2.1.4.  Details were also placed on the HA‟s scheme website.  

A copy of the flyer is in Appendix D. 

2.3.3. In the week running up to the additional exhibition further publicity about 

the exhibition was provided with advertisements in the Hull Daily Mail and 

the Yorkshire Post.  A copy of the advertisement is included in 

Appendix D.   
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2.3.4. Radio adverts were also broadcast on Viking FM & KCFM in the week 

running up to the additional exhibition.  

2.4. Additional Venue 

2.4.1. In order to maximise accessibility to the public a venue within the city 

centre was chosen.  The Royal Hotel, Hull, was chosen as it was located 

near the scheme on Ferensway, immediately adjacent to both the railway 

station and the bus station. 

2.4.2. The venue was assessed for its suitability by PF staff on Friday 17th April 

2009.  
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3. EXHIBITIONS 

3.1. Venue Dates 

3.1.1. The Public Exhibitions were held as follows: 

 The Deep  Thursday 2nd April 2009 (2 pm – 8 pm) 

Friday 3rd April 2009 (10 am – 8 pm)  

Saturday 4th April 2009 (10 am – 4 pm) 

 The Royal Hotel Friday 8th May 2009 (10 am – 8 pm)  

3.1.2. A special exhibition preview event for invited stakeholders and local 

dignitaries was held at The Deep on the evening of Wednesday 1st April 

2009, prior to the first public attendance day.  Details of those invited and 

the attendees are given in Appendix H. 

3.1.3. The local press was invited to attend the opening of the exhibition at The 

Deep on the afternoon of 2nd April 2009.  This was attended by reporters 

from the Hull Daily Mail and the Yorkshire Post who interviewed the 

Highways Agency‟s Project Manager and a number of members of the 

public.  Both papers published articles the following day which were also 

displayed on their respective websites.  Copies of the articles from the 

websites are includes in Appendix G. 

3.2. Exhibition Details  

3.2.1. The exhibition comprised display stands featuring nineteen large posters 

that: 

 Explained the purpose of the exhibition 

 Described the background to the scheme 

 Showed 3D drawings and text describing the preferred options 

 Outlined the main economic, safety and traffic aspects of the two 

preferred options 

 Explained the environmental impact of the two preferred options 
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 Compared the key engineering features for the two preferred 

options 

 Described the four non-preferred options with a summary table of 

the scheme economics, the key impacts and highlighting the 

reasons for non-preference  

 Outlined what happens next 

 Invited comments from the public 

3.2.2. Photographs showing the exhibition layout at The Deep are included 

below. 
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3.2.3. A 3D visualisation was also shown for the two preferred options; this 

consisted of a virtual reality fly through of the preferred option proposals.  

At The Deep the 3D visualisations were displayed on two large screens 

located at each end of the exhibition, and ran on a continuous loop.  At 

the Royal Hotel, Hull, the 3D visualisations were displayed on a single 

plasma screen.  A CD containing a copy of the 3D visualisation is included 

in Appendix J.  

3.2.4. In addition, a CD of 3D visualisation of the non-preferred options was 

available for viewing on request.  
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3.2.5. In addition, a copy of the Project Control Framework (PCF) lifecycle 

annotated with indicative project dates was displayed on a plasma screen 

at The Deep.  This was useful in explaining to visitors the various stages 

in development of the scheme before construction.  An extra board with 

this information was created for the exhibition at the Royal Hotel.  A copy 

of the scheme specific PCF lifecycle is shown overleaf below. 

 

 

3.2.6. Suitably qualified and experienced personnel from the HA and PF 

attended the exhibitions, explained the proposals to the public and 
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answered questions.  Where questions could not be immediately 

answered, details of the query were noted and a written response 

forwarded by the HA after the exhibitions. 

3.2.7. Additional background information was also made available to the public 

for viewing at the exhibitions.  This information included the Executive 

Summary of the TAR, the Appraisal Summary Tables (AST) and 

associated WebTAG worksheets, the Construction Feasibility Report, 

engineering drawings of the preferred and non-preferred options and the 

consultation leaflet from the 1992 Public Consultation. 

3.2.8. Other information available to the public included HA information leaflets 

(see list below) and DfT booklets on compulsory purchase and land 

compensation.  

 A Guide to What We Do,  

 Building Better Roads 

 Customers First 

 Ramp Metering 

 Surviving the hard shoulder 

 Traffic Officers 

 Fit to Tow 

 National Road Works 

 Road Safety 1 & 2 

 Arrive Alive 

3.2.9. Additional copies of the consultation leaflet were available during the 

exhibitions, as well as comment and feedback forms.  A ballot box was 

provided for completed questionnaires, feedback and comment sheets. 
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3.2.10. A copy of the material displayed at the Public Exhibition was uploaded 

onto the website in a downloadable format.  A copy is included in 

Appendix K. 

3.3. Attendance at Exhibitions 

3.3.1. Attendances at the exhibitions were as follows 

Exhibition Preview for Hull City Councillors: 

The Deep, Wednesday 1st April       7 

 

Public Exhibitions:  

The Deep - Thursday 2nd April 2009   102 

The Deep - Friday 3rd April 2009    166 

The Deep - Saturday 4th April 2009   168 

The Royal Hotel – Friday 8th May 2009   108 

 

Total (excluding preview)     544 

 

3.3.2. The exhibition opening times were tailored to enable viewing by the public 

during and outside normal working hours.  Attendances at the exhibitions 

were at their highest at The Deep between 11am and 12 noon on the 

Saturday when 36 people arrived and at The Royal Hotel between 10am 

and 11am when 28 people arrived. 

3.4. Effectiveness of the Consultation 

3.4.1. Approximately 132,000 consultation leaflets were distributed during the 

consultation period and 544 members of the public attended the 

exhibition, representing around 0.5% of the target audience.  The level of 

attendance at the exhibitions was generally in line with expectations. 

3.4.2. No specific circumstances have been identified that may have significantly 

affected the attendance at the exhibitions.  The Deep venue was located 

at the edge of the city centre, approximately 1km from the main shopping 

area and 1.5km from the train and bus stations.  The Royal Hotel was 
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located within the city centre immediately adjacent to the train and bus 

stations. 

3.4.3. The weather was not significantly detrimental to the attendance figures.  It 

was overcast on the first day (2nd April 2009) and in the mornings of the 

second and third days (3rd and 4th April 2009).  It was sunny for most of 

the day on the 8th May 2009 turning dull in the early evening with rain by 

7pm. 

3.4.4. During the exhibitions both HA and staff gave help to members of the 

public when required, taking notes of comments where appropriate. 

3.4.5. Feedback forms, comments sheets and a ballot box were provided for any 

visitor requesting further information or to provide comments on the 

scheme.  A total of 144 feedback forms were received.  In addition, 30 

comment sheets were mailed to requesting further information and 

providing comments on the scheme.  Overall, 26% of the exhibition 

visitors gave feedback on the exhibition and 13% of the visitors made 

comments on the scheme or requested further information. 

3.4.6. By the end of the consultation period a total of 1503 questionnaires were 

returned, with 1469 completed by hand and 34 submitted on-line via the 

HA‟s website.  The total number of questionnaires returned (1503) 

represents 1.1% of the leaflets distributed.  In addition, 786 respondents 

(52%) provided additional comments on the scheme.  The total number of 

comments received in proportion to the total number of questionnaires 

returned is considered to represent a good response for a consultation of 

this type. 

3.4.7. Fifteen members of the public also submitted their views by letter or 

e-mail.   

3.4.8. There were approximately 1490 „hits‟ on the A63 Castle Street website 

during the consultation period (between the press release date of 9th 

March 2009 and the formal end of the consultation period on 5th June 

2009).  It is not known how many of these „hits‟ were repeat visits.  The 

website provided a convenient alternative source of information to people 

who were unable to attend the exhibitions.  
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3.4.9. The number of questionnaires returned, attendance at the exhibition and 

extent of comments received from individuals, either in writing or by 

electronic means, confirms that the Public Consultation was successful at 

engaging the public. 
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4. COMMENTS 

4.1. The Questionnaire 

4.1.1. The following questions were included on the questionnaire (included in 

Appendix B ): 

 Q2: “Please indicate your preferred option”.  Four check boxes 

were provided for the following answers: Underground; 

Overground; No Preference; Neither. 

 Q3:“How successful do you think the two options are in addressing 

Castle Street‟s particular problems?”  A check box matrix for the 

two preferred options was provided, this included three opinions 

(Good, Satisfactory and Poor) across five criteria (Accessibility to 

Docks, Traffic Congestion, Safety, Severance and Environment).  

 Q4: “Do you use the existing pedestrian crossings?” A check box 

matrix with “yes” or “no” answers was provided for the existing 

crossings at Porter Street, Princes Quay and Market Place. 

 Q5: “Which type of crossing facility would you prefer to see?” – for 

this question respondents were invited to choose one of three 

options (footbridge, signalised pedestrian crossing and no 

preference) for each of the crossing points identified in Q4. 

 Q6: “Do you travel along Castle Street by:” – for this question 

respondents were encourages to tick all that applied to them from a 

list of nine options (car, motorbike, commercial vehicle, public 

transport, pedestrian, equestrian, cyclist, other, I do not use Castle 

Street).  

4.1.2. There was a further question (Q1) asking respondents to include their 

name and address, or alternatively, just their postcode to enable the 

location of the response in relation to the scheme to be determined. 

4.1.3. In addition, a section was provided to allow respondents to provide 

„Additional Comments‟.  
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4.1.4. Of the 1503 respondents to the questionnaire, all had answered at least 

one of the questions asked.  In addition, 786 respondents provided 

additional comments on the scheme.   

4.1.5. The questionnaire did not appear to have provided any significant 

difficulties for the public to understand.  Due to the low number of 

comments asking for clarification of the scheme, it was considered that 

most respondents appeared to understand the proposals described in the 

leaflet. 

4.1.6. A number of the questionnaires and letters received also contained 

requests for information, clarification of the proposals or proposed 

alternatives to the scheme.  All comments received on the questionnaire 

were logged and those which were considered to require a response were 

entered into a database.  All queries in the database were then dealt with 

in consecutive order with written responses issued by the HA.  Where the 

comments included alternatives to the scheme and further assessment 

work was necessary an interim acknowledgement was issued to the writer 

with a more detailed response forwarded once the assessment work had 

been completed.  

4.2. Analysis of the Questionnaire 

Question 1 

4.2.1. Question 1 asked respondents to include their name and address, or 

alternatively, just their postcode to enable the location of the response in 

relation to the scheme to be determined. 

4.2.2. There was no requirement for respondents to complete this question. 

Question 2 

4.2.3. Question 2 asked “Please indicate your Preferred Option.” (see the 

Questionnaire in Appendix B). 

4.2.4. For the purposes of this consultation „Local‟ has been defined as an area 

within 500m of the boundary of the A63 Castle Street Improvement 

Scheme. This area covers as far as the Humber Estuary to the south of 
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the A63, as far as Daltry Street Flyover to the west, the railway station, 

including the city centre, to the north and just west of Garrison Road 

Roundabout to the east of the scheme.   

4.2.5. This area was chosen using professional experience, as the area which 

would be directly impacted by the proposed improvement scheme, in 

particular for visual intrusion, as well as severance and as users of the 

road, and which would be more sensitive to any alterations to the existing 

road.  

4.2.6. For the purposes of this consultation „Non-Local‟ has been defined as all 

respondents other than „Local‟.  These respondents would not be directly 

impacted by the proposed improvements works except as potential road 

users. Respondents who did not provide an address or postcode have 

been included within this category.  

4.2.7. A total of 1474 respondents provided an answer for this question i.e. 98% 

of the questionnaires received were filled in.  Of the 1474 who answered 

this question 79 were classed as local and 1398 as non-local. 

4.2.8. A total of 41 (54%) of local respondents, expressed a preference for the 

„Underground Option‟ while only 26 (34%) preferred the „Overground 

Option‟.  In addition, 4 (5%) had no preference and 5 (7%) wanted neither 

option.  

4.2.9. Of the 1398 non-local respondents, 457 (33%) expressed a preference for 

the „Underground Option‟ box, 789 (56%) for the „Overground Option‟ box, 

108 (8%) had no preference and 44 (3%) wanted neither option.  

 

4.2.10. A breakdown of the general response to Question 2 by preference is 

shown on the chart overleaf. 
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Analysis of Question 2 

4.2.11. There is a clear difference in views between the local and non-local 

respondents. 

4.2.12. The local respondents are more sensitive to changes to the existing road 

corridor and would be directly impacted by the proposed improvement 

scheme, as the visual impact of the scheme would be more significant to 

these respondents.  

4.2.13. A summary of the responses is given in the table below.   

  
  

 Preference 

Local (i.e. properties 
less than 500m of the 
scheme boundaries) 

Local % 
 

Non Local (i.e. properties 
more than 500m from the 

scheme boundaries) 
 

Local and Non 
Local Combined 

No % No. % No. % 

Underground  41 53.9 456 32.6 497 33.1 

Overground 26 34.2 790 56.5 816 54.2 

No preference 4 5.3 108 7.7 112 7.5 

Neither 5 6.6 44 3.1 49 3.3 

 

4.2.14. Overall, approximately 54% of local respondents favoured the 

Underground Option compared to only 33% of non-locals, whereas 34% 

of local respondents favoured the Overground Option compared with 57% 

of non-locals. 
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Preferred Options and Alternatives 

4.2.15. Of the 497 respondents who indicated a preference for the Underground 

Option, 25 respondents qualified their response by also stating a 

preference for one of the non-preferred options or an alternative solution. 

4.2.16. Of the 25 respondents who qualified their responses, twelve indicated a 

preference for the cut and cover tunnel as they felt that this was the option 

which would have helped unite Hull city centre and the waterfront, two 

indicated a preference for the extended viaduct solution, of which one 

suggested that the Castle Street scheme should be an extension to the 

Daltry Street Flyover which is located to the west of the proposed scheme. 

In addition, four respondents expressed disappointment that the 

landbridge (underground) option was not a preferred option, two indicated 

that a bypass should be reconsidered, two indicated that an offline 

solution, i.e. moving some of the A63 traffic onto the local network, would 

be more appropriate and three suggested some form of variation to a 

preferred option, namely: widening this section of the A63 to three lanes in 

each direction, rather than just the eastbound carriageway; provision of a 

high level roundabout at Mytongate junction, and increased clearance at 

the Mytongate Junction to allow for high loads. 

4.2.17. Of the 816 respondents who indicated a preference for the Overground 

Option, 44 qualified their response by also stating a preference for one of 

the non-preferred options or an alternative solution. 

4.2.18. Of the 44 respondents who qualified their responses, two indicated a 

preference for the cut and cover tunnel, 32 for the extended viaduct, six 

indicated that an offline solution, i.e. moving some of the A63 traffic onto 

the local network, would be more appropriate, one indicated that a bypass 

would be preferable and three recommended variations to the preferred 

options, namely: widening this section of the A63 to three lanes in each 

direction rather than just the eastbound carriageway, a roundabout at 

Mytongate Junction and priority lanes. 

4.2.19. Of the 112 respondents who indicated that they had no preference 

between the two preferred options, four qualified their response by also 

expressing a preference for one of the non-preferred options. 
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4.2.20. Of the four respondents who qualified their responses two indicated that 

the viaduct option was better, with both wanting it extended to Daltry 

Street Flyover (west of the scheme limits), one respondent suggested that 

access from Ferensway to the A63 should be stopped and one 

respondent requested that the layout of Mytongate Junction, with the 

preferred option, be reassessed as a roundabout as it would allow a 

greater flow of traffic. 

Flooding 

4.2.21. Of the 497 respondents who chose the Underground Option as their 

preferred option, 12 respondents (2.4%) expressed concerns regarding 

the high water table and the potential flooding risk with this option. 

4.2.22. Of the 816 respondents who chose the Overground Option as their 

preferred option, 170 (21%) expressed concerns regarding the high water 

table and the potential flooding risk with this option.  Concerning this issue 

47 respondents cited previous schemes, e.g. the Yorkshire Water deep 

tunnel and Ennerdale Bridge schemes, as local examples of why an 

underground solution would not work.  

Question 3 

4.2.23. Question 3 asked “How successful do you think the two options are in 

addressing Castle Street‟s particular problems?”  A check box matrix for 

the two preferred options was provided (see the Questionnaire in 

Appendix B). 

4.2.24. A summary of the number of respondents who answered all or part of this 

question for the Underground Option is given in the table below. 

   

Underground 

Accessibility 
Traffic 

congestion 
Safety Severance Environment 

G S P G S P G S P G S P G S P 

Total Answered 
657 331 107 590 363 141 547 350 178 379 452 172 420 425 231 

1095 1094 1075 1003 1076 

Note: G = Good, S = Satisfactory, P = Poor 
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4.2.25. From the above data it can be seen that for the Underground Option the 

majority of respondents considered this option to be Good at improving 

accessibility (657 of 1095 respondents, i.e. 60%), Good at reducing traffic 

congestion (590 of 1094 respondents, i.e. 54%) and Good at improving 

safety (547 of 1075 respondents, i.e. 51%).   

4.2.26. There were mixed views regarding the Underground Option‟s ability to 

address severance.  379 of 1003 respondents (38%) graded this option as 

Good and 452 respondents (45%) graded this option as Satisfactory.  

Overall, 83% of respondents graded the Underground Option as either 

Good or Satisfactory.  Only 172 respondents (17%) graded the 

Underground Option as poor in addressing severance.   

4.2.27. With regard to Environment 39% of respondents rated the Underground 

Option as Good and 40% graded this option as Satisfactory.  Overall, 79% 

of respondents graded this option as either Good or Satisfactory.  231 of 

the 1076 respondents (21%) graded the Underground Option as poor with 

respect to environment. 
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4.2.28. A summary of the number of respondents who answered all or part of this 

question for the Overground Option is given in the table below. 

 

Overground 

Accessibility 
Traffic 

congestion 
Safety Severance Environment 

G S P G S P G S P G S P G S P 

Total Answered 
845 319 59 775 350 93 719 394 90 473 493 139 480 475 227 

1223 1218 1203 1105 1182 

 

 

 

4.2.29. From the above data it can be seen that for the Overground Option the 

majority of respondents considered this option to be Good at improving 

accessibility (845 of 1223 respondents, i.e. 69%), Good at reducing traffic 

congestion (775 of 1218 respondents, i.e. 64%) and Good at improving 

safety (719 of 1203 respondents, i.e. 60%).   

4.2.30. There were mixed views regarding the Overground Option‟s ability to 

address severance.  473 of 1105 respondents (43%) graded this option as 

Good, 493 respondents (45%) graded this option as Satisfactory.  Overall, 

87% of respondents graded the Overground Option as either Good or 
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Satisfactory.  Only 139 respondents (12%) graded the Overground Option 

as poor in addressing severance.   

4.2.31. With regard to Environment 41% graded the Overground Option as Good 

and 40% graded this option as Satisfactory. Overall, 81% respondents 

(81%) rated this option as either Good or Satisfactory. 227 of the 1182 

respondents (19%) graded the Overground Option as poor with respect to 

environment. 

4.2.32. Overall for both preferred options, over 78% of respondents who 

answered this question graded both the Overground and Underground 

Options as either Good or Satisfactory in addressing Castle Street‟s 

particular problems of Accessibility to the Docks, Traffic Congestion, 

Safety, Severance and the Environment. 

Question 4 

4.2.33. Question 4 asked “Do you use the existing pedestrian crossings?”  (see 

the Questionnaire in Appendix B). The question was also subdivided for 

each of the three signalised crossing points at Porter Street, Princes Quay 

and Market Place.  

4.2.34. Of the 1503 questionnaires received, 1295 respondents (86%) 

commented on the Porter Street crossing, with 208 (14%) declining to 

answer, 1429 (95%) commented on the Princes Quay crossing, with 74 

(5%) declining to answer, and 1370 (91%) commented on the Market 

Place crossing ,with 132 (9%) declining to answer. 

4.2.35. A breakdown of the general response to Question 4 is shown on the chart 

below. 
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4.2.36. Of the 1295 respondents who commented on the Porter Street crossing, 

409 (32%) indicated that they used the crossing and 886 (68%) indicated 

that they did not use the crossing. 

4.2.37. Of the 1429 respondents who commented on the Princes Quay crossing, 

928 (65%) indicated that they used the crossing and 501 (35%) indicated 

that they did not use the crossing. 

4.2.38. Of the 1370 respondents who commented on the Market Place crossing, 

753 (55%) indicated that they used the crossing and 618 (45%) indicated 

that they did not use the crossing. 

Question 5 

4.2.39. Question 5 asked “Which type of crossing facility would you prefer to 

see?” see the Questionnaire in Appendix B).  This question was 

subdivided by crossing location, i.e. Porter Street, Princes Quay and 

Market Place. 

4.2.40. Of the 1503 questionnaires received, 1406 (94%) commented on the 

Porter Street crossing, 1441 (96%) commented on the Princes Quay 

crossing and 1426 (95%) commented on the Market Place crossing. 

4.2.41. A breakdown of the general response to Question 5 is shown on the chart 

overleaf. 
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4.2.42. At Porter Street 971 (65%) respondents preferred a footbridge, 192 (13%) 

preferred a signalised crossing, 243 (16%) had no preference and 97 

(6%) declined to answer. 

4.2.43. At Princes Quay 1078 (72%) respondents preferred a footbridge, 214 

(14%) preferred a signalised crossing, 149 (10%) had no preference and 

62 (4%) declined to answer. 

4.2.44. At Market Place 1024 (68%) respondents preferred a footbridge, 224 

(15%) preferred a signalised crossing, 178 (12%) had no preference and 

77 (5%) declined to answer. 

4.2.45. Overall, at all three crossing locations the majority of respondents more 

than 65% of respondents indicated that they would prefer a footbridge 

type of crossing. 

Analysis of Question 4 and Question 5 

4.2.46. The responses to Question 5 were analysed in conjunction with the 

answers to Question 4 to determine respondents‟ crossing type 

preferences relative to crossing usage. 

4.2.47. A breakdown of the general response to Question 5 relative to Question 4, 

i.e. whether respondents used the crossing is shown on the chart 

overleaf. 
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Porter Street Crossing 

4.2.48. Of the 971 respondents who indicated that they would prefer a footbridge 

at Porter Street, 291 (30%) had indicated that they used the existing 

crossing, 593 (61%) had indicated that they did not use the existing 

crossing and 87 (9%) had declined to answer whether they used the 

existing crossing or not. 

4.2.49. Of the 192 respondents who indicated that they would prefer a signalised 

crossing at Porter Street, 78 (41%) had indicated that they used the 

existing crossing, 89 (46%) had indicated that they did not use the existing 

crossing and 25 (13%) had declined to answer whether they used the 

existing crossing or not. 

4.2.50. Of the 243 respondents who indicated that they had no preference 

regarding crossing type at Porter Street, 35 (14%) had indicated that they 

used the existing crossing, 184 (76%) had indicated that they did not use 

the existing crossing and 24 (10%) had declined to answer whether they 

used the existing crossing or not. 

Princes Quay Crossings 

4.2.51. Of the 1078 respondents who indicated that they would prefer a footbridge 

at Princes Quay, 681 (63%) had indicated that they used the existing 
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crossing, 367 (34%) had indicated that they did not use the existing 

crossing and 30 (3%) had declined to answer whether they used the 

existing crossing or not. 

4.2.52. Of the 214 respondents who indicated that they would prefer a signalised 

crossing at Princes Quay, 164 (77%) had indicated that they used the 

existing crossing, 43 (20%) had indicated that they did not use the existing 

crossing and 7 (3%) had declined to answer whether they used the 

existing crossing or not. 

4.2.53. Of the 149 respondents who indicated that they had no preference 

regarding crossing type at Princes Quay, 57 (38%) had indicated that they 

used the existing crossing, 85 (57%) had indicated that they did not use 

the existing crossing and 7 (5%) had declined to answer whether they 

used the existing crossing or not. 

Market Place Crossing 

4.2.54. Of the 1024 respondents who indicated that they would prefer a footbridge 

at Market Place, 522 (51%) had indicated that they used the existing 

crossing, 449 (44%) had indicated that they did not use the existing 

crossing and 53 (5%) had declined to answer whether they used the 

existing crossing or not. 

4.2.55. Of the 224 respondents who indicated that they would prefer a signalised 

crossing at Market Place, 149 (67%) had indicated that they used the 

existing crossing, 59 (26%) had indicated that they did not use the existing 

crossing and 16 (7%) had declined to answer whether they used the 

existing crossing or not. 

4.2.56. Of the 178 respondents who indicated that they had no preference 

regarding crossing type at Market Place, 65 (36%) had indicated that they 

used the existing crossing, 101 (57%) had indicated that they did not use 

the existing crossing and 12 (7%) had declined to answer whether they 

used the existing crossing or not. 
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Footbridges 

4.2.57. In total, 111 respondents included a comment on the proposal to replace 

the existing signalised crossings with footbridges.   

4.2.58. Of the 1503 respondents to the questionnaire 3075 respondents (72%) 

were in favour of footbridges as replacements to the existing signalised 

crossing.  Of the 111 respondents who added a comment 76 (68%) 

acknowledged that the existing signalised crossings caused traffic 

congestion and that they needed to be replaced if any improvement in 

congestion was to be achieved and 26 respondents indicated that they felt 

the signalised crossings were unsafe.  However, 52 respondents also 

expressed concern that footbridges could disadvantage disabled, infirm, 

and mothers with pushchairs and/or young children. 

4.2.59. Of the 497 respondents who chose the Underground Option as their 

preferred option, 45 commented on the proposed footbridges.  Of these 

45 respondents, 10 indicated that they used the crossing at Porter Street, 

29 indicated that they used the crossing at Princes Quay and 20 indicated 

that they used the crossing at Market Place.  It was noted that some 

respondents used more than one crossing. 

4.2.60. All of the respondents who commented on the footbridges indicated that 

they were Motorised Users of Castle Street, e.g. car, motorcycle, 

commercial vehicle or public transport.  However, only 32 of these 

respondents indicated that they also used Castle Street as a non-

motorised user, e.g. pedestrian, cyclist, etc. 

4.2.61. Of the 816 respondents who chose the Overground Option as their 

preferred option, 50 commented on the proposed footbridges.  Of these 

50 respondents 12 indicated that they used the crossing at Porter Street, 

24 indicated that they used the crossing at Princes Quay and 20 indicated 

that they used the crossing at Market Place.  It was noted that some 

respondents used more than one crossing. 

4.2.62. Forty seven of the 50 respondents who commented on the footbridges 

indicated that they were Motorised Users of Castle Street, e.g. car, 

motorcycle, commercial vehicle or public transport.  However, only 30 of 
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these 50 respondents indicated that they also used Castle Street as a 

non-motorised user, e.g. pedestrian, cyclist etc. 

4.2.63. Of the 112 respondents who indicated that they had no preference 

between the two preferred options, 9 made additional comments. 

4.2.64. Of the 49 respondents who indicated that neither of the preferred options 

were their favoured option, 5 made additional comments.  The majority of 

these respondents were in favour of replacing the signalised crossings 

with footbridges. 

Question 6 

4.2.65. Question 6 asked “Do you travel along Castle Street by:” (see the 

Questionnaire in Appendix B). The respondents were given a list of nine 

options: car; motorcycle; commercial vehicle; public transport; pedestrian; 

equestrian; cyclist; other;, and „I do not use Castle Street‟, and 

encouraged to tick all relevant options. 

4.2.66. A number of respondents indicated that they used the existing signalised 

crossings but had not indicated themselves as being either a pedestrian 

or cyclist on Castle Street.  In this case, for analysis purposes, it was 

assumed that the respondent was a pedestrian user of Castle Street.  

4.2.67. Of the 1503 respondents, 1332 indicated that they used their car along 

Castle Street, 89 were motorbike users, 219 were commercial vehicle 

users, 137 used public transport, 1009 were pedestrians, 7 were 

equestrians and 172 were cyclists.  In addition, 17 respondents ticked the 

“other” usage check box but did not provide any additional comments on 

their “other” mode of transport and 35 respondents indicated that they did 

not use Castle Street.  

4.2.68. It is noted that the total replies is greater than the 1503 respondents as 

some of the respondent used more than one method to travel along 

and/or cross the A63.  For example, some motorist were drivers of both 

cars and commercial vehicles, some respondents both used cars and 

were pedestrians.  
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4.2.69. An analysis of the mode of transport used by respondents in conjunction 

with their preferred crossing type was undertaken to identify any 

significant relationship.  The results of this analysis are shown graphically 

on the chart overleaf.   

 

Note:  MU = Motorised User i.e. car, motorbike, commercial vehicle, public transport  
 NMU = Non-motorised User i.e. pedestrian, equestrian, cyclist, other 

 

4.2.70. From the above graph it can be seen that for both motorised and 

non-motorised users the preferred crossing type is a footbridge. 

Additional Comments 

4.2.71. A section was included on the questionnaire to allow respondents to 

provide additional comments.  Where these comments were related 

specifically to questions set in the questionnaire they have been 

considered and discussed in the above assessment.  A review of the 

remaining, more general comments is summarised below. 

Issue  No. of 

Comments 

Flooding / High water Table 195 

Replacement of signalised crossing with footbridges 111 

Change In View / Amenity 78 

Scheme Overdue / Get on with It 69 
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Issue  No. of 

Comments 

Disability, etc access to footbridges 52 

Severance  47 

Extended Viaduct 41 

Pollution / Noise 25 

Cut and Cover Tunnel 24 

Disruption due to construction 19 

Vandalism / anti-social behaviour 15 

Offline solution 7 

Landbridge 4 

Bypass 3 

Roundabout at Mytongate Junction 1 

 

Programme 

4.2.72. 68 respondents commented on the time it was taking to get the scheme to 

construction and wanted it to be built “sooner rather than later”.  Of these 

68 respondents, 23 were in favour of the underground option, 37 in favour 

of the overground option and 8 had no preference.  

View / Amenity 

4.2.73. 75 respondents commented on the visual and amenity impact of the 

proposed scheme options. 

4.2.74. Of the 497 respondents who chose the Underground Option as their 

preferred option, 61 made further comments on visual impact / amenity of 

the options.  These respondents indicated that an Underground Option 

would be less visually intrusive, help improve the appearance of the area 

and ensure that the view to the marina was not interrupted.   

4.2.75. Only one of the respondents who chose the Underground Option as their 

preferred option stated that the Overground Option would be more 

structurally pleasing to look at, while 12 respondents indicated that the 

Overground Option would be visually intrusive, and would create a barrier 

between the city centre and the waterfront. 
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4.2.76. Of the 816 respondents who chose the Overground Option as their 

preferred option, 10 made further comments on visual impact / amenity of 

the options.  Five of these respondents thought that the Overground 

Option would provide a better view of the city to people driving into the 

town.  One respondent thought the Overground Option would be more 

aesthetically pleasing, whilst three believed the Underground Option 

would be more aesthetically pleasing.  One respondent thought the 

Underground Option would create an “unsightly gash” in the area. 

4.2.77. Of the 112 respondents who indicated that they had no preference 

between the two preferred options, 3 made further comments on visual 

impact / amenity of the options.  Two of these respondents thought that 

the Underground Option would be more aesthetically pleasing and less of 

a visual barrier between the city and the waterfront. 

Air Pollution and Noise 

4.2.78. 11 respondents commented on air pollution and 16 commented on noise 

pollution with respect to the proposed scheme options. 

4.2.79. Of the 497 respondents who chose the Underground Option as their 

preferred option, 15 commented on noise and 9 on air quality. 

4.2.80. 9 respondents commented that the Underground Option would result in a 

reduction of noise at ground level, whilst 3 believed that the Overground 

Option would increase the level of noise.  3 respondents felt that lowering 

the road into cutting would improve the air quality and two indicated that 

an overground option would result in increased pollution from the flyover. 

4.2.81. Of the 816 respondents who chose the Overground Option as their 

preferred option, 4 commented on air quality, none commented on noise.  

All four of these respondents expressed concerns about the accumulation 

of fumes in the cutting if the underground option was implemented. 

Vandalism and Anti-Social Behaviour 

4.2.82. 15 respondents commented on the potential for the scheme proposals to 

encourage vandalism or antisocial behaviour. 
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4.2.83. Of the 497 respondents who chose the Underground Option as their 

preferred option, 7 commented on vandalism/antisocial behaviour.  In 

general, these respondents indicated that they preferred the Underground 

to the Overground Option as they felt that the Overground Option would 

create „dead‟ areas under the flyover which would become litter traps, or 

areas where youths or drug users would congregate.  One respondent 

was also concerned that the footbridges would encourage people to drop 

items onto the carriageway below. 

4.2.84. Of the 816 respondents who chose the Overground Option as their 

preferred option, 8 commented on vandalism/antisocial behaviour.  These 

respondents expressed concerns about graffiti on the cutting walls and 

people dropping items onto the vehicles in the cutting.  Also, two 

respondents expressed concern that the Underground Option would make 

people were more vulnerable to personal attack. 

Disruption due to Construction 

4.2.85. 19 respondents commented on disruption during construction of the 

proposed scheme.  Five of these respondents preferred the Underground 

Option, nine the Overground Option, four had no preference and one liked 

neither of the preferred option. 

4.2.86. The comments received generally expressed concerns about the impact 

of the construction works on traffic, where the traffic would go when the 

work commenced, i.e. would diversions be required, how long the works 

would take, what knock-on effects the construction works would have on 

the city centre and whether the A63 would be closed at any point in time 

during construction. 

4.2.87. A number of respondents indicated that they hoped that disruption would 

be kept to a minimum throughout the works. 

4.3. Correspondence from Individuals 

4.3.1. As well as the comments received on the questionnaire and on the 

comment forms during the Public Exhibition, comments on the scheme 
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were also provided separately by a number of individuals.  These 

comments were sent in either by post or via the scheme‟s e-mail inbox. 

4.3.2. A summary of these comments is tabulated below. 

Comment No of Comments 

Alternative 3 

Request to reassess non-preferred options  2 

Request for Information (scheme drawings) 2 

Query relating to Trinity Burial Ground (graves) 2 

Query regarding leaflet distribution 1 

Use of Green Wave 1 

Closure of Waverley Street 1 

 

4.4. Public Consultation 

Feedback Forms and Comments Sheets 

4.4.1. Feedback forms, comments sheets and a ballot box were provided at the 

exhibitions for attendees to submit comments or requests for further 

information. 

4.4.2. 544 people attended the public consultation, 144 of these people 

completed a feedback form and 30 people completed the comments 

sheets. In total, 40 people provided comments on the quality of the 

exhibition, 19 people asked for further information and 53 people provided 

comments on the proposed scheme. 

4.4.3. A summary of the comments submitted on the feedback forms is shown in 

the table below. 

Issue  No of 

Comments 

Provision for pedestrian accessibility 11 

Support for Overground Option 10 

Support for Underground Option  6 

Flooding 5 

Support for extended viaduct (non-preferred option) 5 

Alternative options 5 

Needed urgently 4 

Provision for cyclists 4 
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Issue  No of 

Comments 

Severance of the waterfront from the city centre 3 

Excavation in poor ground conditions and high water table 3 

Impact on Trinity Burial Ground 3 

Land take 3 

Garrison Road Roundabout 3 

Demolition of Grade II listed buildings 2 

Traffic signals at Market Place 2 

Understanding of Non-preferred Options  2 

Inclusion of Myton Swing Bridge in scheme 2 

Direct Access to Princes Quay from the marina area 1 

Number of westbound traffic lanes 1 

Traffic constraints with scheme 1 

Environmental impact 1 

Programme duration 1 

 

Verbal Comments 

4.4.4. During the four days of the exhibition, HA and PF staff spoke with many 

visitors, taking brief notes of any comment, concerns or observations 

received. 

4.4.5. A significant number of visitors expressed the view that the works needed 

to be undertaken as soon as possible as the current situation was poor.  

However, some visitors were concerned that the Preferred Options being 

put forward did not address the issue of the severance caused by the A63 

between the waterfront area and the city centre. 

4.4.6. One major concern for a number of the local residents was the potential 

for problems during construction if the Underground Option was taken 

forward.  Two recent cases in the Hull area were cited where problems 

had occurred during underground works.  The first was a Yorkshire Water 

scheme (Humbercare Sewerage Tunnel) in the late 1990‟s which involved 

the construction of an 8.7km long, deep 2m diameter wastewater sewer 

using tunnelling techniques.  Problems during construction resulted in the 

collapse of a 100m section of the tunnel in the vicinity of Castle Street.  
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This resulted in delays and additional costs to the project.  The second 

involved the construction of a cut and cover tunnel under the River Hull, 

near the Kingswood area of Hull, as part of the Ennerdale Link Road.  

This scheme was constructed in the early to mid 1990‟s and construction 

problems lead to flooding of the excavation.  The problems resulted in the 

cut and cover tunnel being abandoned and a bridge being constructed 

instead. 

4.4.7. In addition, following the serious floods in the Hull area in 2007, a number 

of the public were concerned that the Underground Option would flood.  

4.4.8. A number of keen cyclists expressed disappointment that no 

enhancement of the existing facilities was outlined in the proposals and 

that the current signalised pedestrian crossings were to be replaced by 

footbridges.  In response, it was explained that the scheme was still at the 

early conceptual stage and preliminary design had not yet commenced. 

4.4.9. Representatives from a number of haulage firms queried the headroom 

available beneath the new bridge if the Underground Option was 

constructed, as they often have to move abnormally high loads to and 

from the docks to the east of the city.  In response it was explained that if 

movement of high loads was required but could not be accommodated by 

the headroom then the vehicles could use the new slip roads instead to 

avoid the need to pass under the new bridge. 

4.4.10. A number of people felt the visual impact of the Overground Option would 

adversely affect the historic core of Hull and the conservation area.  

Several people believed that the presence of a flyover would increase the 

severance of the waterfront from the city centre. 

4.4.11. However, a number of attendees expressed the opposing view that the 

Overground Option would be more architecturally pleasing than a “gaping 

hole” in the ground. 

4.4.12. A further concern  was the potential for disruption and further congestion 

during the construction of any of the scheme options.   
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4.4.13. A variety of comments were received relating to the proposed demolition 

of the Grade II listed buildings.  Some were in favour of these buildings 

being demolished, as in their current state they were considered to be an 

eyesore and nothing was being done to renovate the buildings or bring 

them back in to use.  Conversely, some felt strongly that the buildings 

should be retained as they provided a strong link to the historic past. 

4.4.14. In addition to comments received on the scheme a number of comments 

were received regarding operational problems at Garrison Road 

Roundabout which lies to the east of the scheme.  When such queries 

were raised the visitors were asked to submit their comments or questions 

formally on a comments sheet, so that they could then be passed to the 

HA‟s Route Manager for the A63. 

4.5. Summary of Key Stakeholders’ Responses 

Environment Agency 

4.5.1. The Environment Agency indicated that they would object to the 

Underground Option on the grounds that it would increase the flood risk 

for the site. 

4.5.2. They also indicated that if the Overground Option was taken forward, it 

would require a full Flood Risk Assessment to demonstrate that the flood 

risk would not be increased as a result of the proposal, in particular, that 

there would be no impact on flood flow routes through the site. 

4.5.3. In addition, they indicated that the Environmental Statement should take 

into account the effects of the proposed scheme on controlled waters, 

assess the likelihood of encountering contaminated land and provide a 

detailed drainage assessment. 

4.5.4. Following receipt of their written response a meeting was arranged 

between the HA and the Development and Flood Protection team within 

the EA to discuss their concerns.  A summary of the discussion is given 

below. 

4.5.5. A discussion of the stage of the project was undertaken. The EA indicated 

that the flood risk assessment (FRA) previously undertaken in 2007 was 
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out of date and needed to be updated.  It was confirmed that the FRA was 

being updated in conjunction with the current environmental assessment. 

A revised FRA was submitted in October 2009. 

4.5.6. A discussion over the discharge methods was undertaken.  PF confirmed 

that discharge to a Yorkshire Water sewer is very unlikely to be 

acceptable, as the current system is near its design capacity, therefore 

this method of discharge will no longer be considered as an option. The 

scheme cost has been estimated assuming discharge direct to the 

Humber Estuary; however there may be the potential to discharge into 

Railway Dock.  This would be addressed in more detail at preliminary 

design stage. 

4.5.7. EA confirmed that the risk of failure of the tidal barrage on the River Hull 

was low but the consequences if it did fail were high. The consequences 

would be amplified with the underground option. They indicated that HA 

would need to have a proactive emergency plan in place for the scheme, 

to ensure the safety of road users. 

4.5.8. It was confirmed by the HA Senior Project Manager following discussions 

with his Network Operations colleagues on 2nd December 2009 that the 

HA are content to develop an emergency procedure appropriate to the 

chosen route option following preferred route announcement. It was also 

confirmed that Hull‟s Strategic FRA was reviewed and its 

recommendations have been taken into consideration in the updated 

scheme FRA. It was confirmed that the HA would work together with the 

EA following PRA to finalise the scope of the FRA for the preferred route. 

4.5.9. The EA confirmed that they accepted the HA‟s comments in relation to 

emergency procedures and potential failure of the Hull Barrier. 

4.5.10. Close consultation between the HA and the EA will continue throughout 

the scheme development as the scheme moves towards a preferred route 

announcement.  
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Hull City Council 

4.5.11. The response from Hull City Council (HCC) indicated that their reply had 

been generated through consultation with HCC‟s Scrutiny Commission, 

Planning Policy Committee, River Area Committee and with their 

regeneration partner, Hull Forward. 

4.5.12. The Council indicated that their preference was for the Underground 

Option.  In support of this preference they stated, “we feel that the 

physical and visual intrusion caused by any elevated option in what is, a 

conservation area, would be totally unacceptable and contrary to the 

Government‟s own guidelines and best practice”.  They also considered 

that any elevated road would add to the perceived and real physical 

severance effect of the road and would work against their strong 

ambitions and plans to regenerate the waterfront areas. 

4.5.13. HCC also requested that more careful consideration of pedestrian and 

cyclist desire lines be undertaken.  They suggested that at a later stage 

„design competitions‟ could be undertaken to produce imaginative and 

iconic structures.  They indicated that they felt it vital that any footbridges 

provided were at least as convenient to use as the existing crossings and 

preferably more so.  They also suggested the potential incorporation of 

lifts and viewing areas.   

4.5.14. HCC expressed concern regarding the effect of the scheme on vehicle 

access to the trunk road from local roads.  They requested that any 

removal of the signals at the Market Place/Queen Street junction be 

carefully considered.  In particular, they were concerned that access to 

Castle Street would be difficult from Market Place and Queen Street if the 

signal control was removed at this junction. 

4.5.15. However, while HCC stated their preference for the Underground Option 

over the Overground Option, they also indicated that they were not totally 

convinced that a „landbridge‟ option was completely unattainable, and 

they requested that the HA examine the possibility of being able to deliver 

an enhanced Underground Scheme, which would be more in keeping with 

the Council‟s desire for a landbridge scheme. 
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Hull and Humber Chamber of Commerce 

4.5.16. The Chamber of Commerce expressed disappointment that the city‟s 

preferred option (underground landbridge) was not one of the preferred 

options put forward during Public Consultation.  They indicated that they 

felt that the underground landbridge option would deliver more benefits to 

Hull than the HA‟s preferred options.   

4.5.17. They stated that “we would like to see the Highways Agency do more to 

bring the costs of this option (underground landbridge) down in order to 

take it back within the budget”. 

4.5.18. They concluded that if the city could not have the landbridge option, then 

the underground option would be preferable, as this would be less visually 

intrusive and could help reduce severance.   

4.5.19. They emphasised that their first priority was to see work on Castle Street 

move ahead quickly. 

Associated British Ports (ABP) 

4.5.20. ABP indicated that their preference was for the Underground Option. 

4.5.21. ABP expressed their concern about the potential congestion which could 

occur during the construction of the scheme and stressed the importance 

of maintaining two lanes of traffic on Castle Street throughout the whole 

construction period. 

4.5.22. They confirmed that they were happy with the removal of the traffic lights 

and the replacement of the signalised pedestrian crossings with 

footbridges.  They also confirmed that they would prefer the removal of 

the existing signals at the Market Place Junction. 

4.5.23. They also expressed concern that Garrison Road/Plimsoll Way 

Roundabout was not within the remit of the proposed scheme for Castle 

Street. 
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P&O Ferries 

4.5.24. P&O indicated that they have no preference for either the Underground or 

Overground Option.  However, they suggested that, given Hull‟s recent 

flooding problems and Castle Street‟s proximity to the Rivers Hull and 

Humber, the Overground Option might be a better solution as it would 

remove the possible risk of flooding. 

Visit Hull & East Yorkshire (VHEY) 

4.5.25. VHEY indicated that they supported the city‟s favoured option of an 

underground landbridge and that they felt this option should be more 

thoroughly investigated. 

4.5.26. They believed that the final solution for Castle Street needed to provide 

improved connectivity between the city centre and the marina, as they 

considered Castle Street to be a significant barrier that divided these two 

areas. 

Natural England 

4.5.27. Natural England indicated that they have a neutral opinion of the scheme 

proposals at this time. 

English Heritage 

4.5.28. English Heritage (EH) reiterated that their views previously given in a 

letter to Pell Frischmann dated 28 October 2008 were still valid. They 

confirmed in an e mail to the HA on 16 September 2009 that they consider 

the four Non-Preferred Options would be the most damaging, to the 

heritage of central Hull, of the six options considered at Options 

Identification Stage and that they support the selection of the two 

Preferred Options. 

4.5.29. They state that while they still have concerns over the damage which the 

two preferred options would cause to the historic core, they wish to 

continue to engage with the Agency to try to mitigate the damage and 

offer a number of comments specific to each of the Preferred Options. 
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4.5.30. For the Overground Option they have queried whether the Grade II listed 

Buildings (Earl de Grey and Castel Buildings) need to be demolished or 

whether it would be possible to amend the slip road design in order to 

allow the buildings to be retained as this would help the historic 

environment in this area.   

4.5.31. Similarly they have questioned whether amendments to the proposed 

highway alignment could reduce/mitigate the impacts on Trinity Burial 

Ground and the Humber Dock wall. 

4.5.32. Finally they would like to ensure that the visual intrusion of signage, 

barriers and other highway paraphernalia is minimised and to explore how 

the footbridges could be designed innovatively so that the structures are 

sensitive to the areas heritage. 

4.5.33. For the Underground Option they confirm that the issues addressed for 

the Overground Option are also valid for this option. Although as there are 

no raised carriageways or parapet this option is likely to be less complex. 

4.5.34. In conclusion, EH confirmed that they welcome continuing dialogue so as 

to investigate all options for making either scheme less damaging and 

visually intrusive. 
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5. ALTERNATIVES PROPOSED 

5.1. Introduction 

5.1.1. A number of respondents suggested that the A63 Castle Street scheme 

could be improved through alternative means.  The suggested alternatives 

involve both on and off-line solutions.  The alternatives are summarised in 

the table below. 

Suggested Alternative 
No. of 

Comments 

On-Line Alternatives  

Incorporate a roundabout into the Proposed Mytongate Junction 2 

High level road from Daltry Street Flyover to Myton Swing Bridge 2 

Bridge between Ferensway and Commercial Road with dumbbell 
roundabouts 

1 

Leave access to Waverley Street open 1 

High level roundabout at Mytongate 1 

Slip roads westbound onto Castle Street and eastbound onto 
Myton Bridge 

1 

Close access to Waterhouse Lane from A63, make Ferensway 3 
lanes northbound 

1 

Off-Line Alternatives  

Alteration of access to A63 from local roads / diversion of some 
through traffic 

4 

Northern ring road 3 

New route along the river edge 1 

High level road along the Humber Estuary 1 

 

5.1.2. All of the suggested alternatives were considered and a response to each 

was issued to the proposer by the HA. 

5.2. On-Line Alternatives 

Incorporate a roundabout into the Proposed Mytongate Junction 

5.2.1. Drawings were produced to enable a preliminary assessment of a split 

level roundabout junction.   

5.2.2. This design would result in a net increase in land required at Trinity Burial 

Ground compared to the preferred options which would increase 

ecological and cultural heritage impacts. 
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5.2.3. In the HA‟s response to the proposer, it was advised that this alternative 

would increase the cost of the scheme and, as a result, would reduce the 

Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR), possibly to below 2.0, which is the threshold 

above which a scheme is considered to represent high value for money.  

If the BCR dropped below 2.0 the scheme would offer only medium value 

for money which could prejudice and the funding allocated to the scheme 

would become more vulnerable. 

High Level Road from Daltry Street Flyover to Myton Swing Bridge 

5.2.4. This proposal would be effectively an extension of one of the options 

already considered, i.e. the non-preferred Overground Extended Viaduct 

option.   

5.2.5. The cost of the Overground Extended Viaduct option, including lands cost, 

is such that it does not represent value for money.  The environmental 

impacts of this option were also the highest of the six options considered 

at Options Identification Stage.   

Bridge between Ferensway and Commercial Road with dumbbell 

roundabouts 

5.2.6. Drawings have been produced to enable a preliminary assessment of an 

overbridge between Ferensway and Commercial Road. 

5.2.7. Any structure built over the A63 would need to be approximately 7.0 

metres above the existing Castle Street level to create the required 

headroom for A63 traffic below.   

5.2.8. As a result, of the vertical realignment of Ferensway and Commercial 

Road, all of the connecting side roads, and the new slip roads from the 

A63, between these two locations would also need to be realigned 

vertically to tie into the new road levels.  The result would be a major 

structure between the two roundabouts together with a number of 

elevated junctions which would cause significant buildability problems 

within such a constrained site which would inevitably increase the scheme 

cost and reduce the schemes value for money. 
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Leave access to Waverley Street open 

5.2.9. This alternative request was submitted by one of the businesses which 

uses this junction for access.   

5.2.10. With the current proposals for both of the preferred options this access 

would be closed for safety reasons due to its position adjacent to the new 

westbound merge slip road.  However, the need to close this road and the 

nature of any alternative access will be re-examined at preliminary design 

stage following the PRA. 

High Level Roundabout at Mytongate Junction 

5.2.11. Drawings have been produced to enable a preliminary assessment of a 

high level roundabout at Mytongate Junction. 

5.2.12. The proposed roundabout would need to be approximately 7.0 metres 

above the existing Castle Street level to create the required headroom 

under the new structures for the A63 traffic below.  . 

5.2.13. This would require major earthworks or new structures to support the four 

slip roads, Ferensway and Commercial Road.  All of the access and local 

roads between Osborne Road and Kingston Street would also need to be 

lifted to tie into the realigned Ferensway and Commercial Road which 

would inevitably increase the scheme cost and reduce the schemes value 

for money. 

Slip roads westbound onto Castle Street and eastbound onto Myton 

Bridge  

5.2.14. The proposal is for new (parallel) slip road merges to be provided at 

Market Place.  The slip roads would comprise an eastbound slip road from 

Market Place and a westbound slip road from Queen Street, to replace 

the existing left turns.  The presence of slip roads would provide easier 

access from the junction onto the A63 following removal of the signals at 

the junction. 

5.2.15. This is a preliminary design issue which will be assessed in detail at the 

preliminary design stage.  
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5.3. Off-Line Alternatives 

Alteration of Access to A63 from Local Roads / Diversion of Some 

Through Traffic 

5.3.1. A number of proposals would require significant alterations to the local 

road network adjacent to the A63, which are operated by Hull City Council 

and not the HA.   

5.3.2. The proposal to remove the westbound exit and entry slip roads as 

proposed and replace with a new slip road to the west of the 

structure/cutting, i.e. in the vicinity of Waverley Street, has been 

assessed.   

5.3.3. Any attempt to create a slip road at this alternative location  would require 

further land take and would most likely result in the demolition of 

properties between Waverley Street and Lister Street, thereby significantly 

increasing the scheme cost and reducing the schemes value for money.      

Northern Ring Road 

5.3.4. A northern ring road consisting of a new road around the northern side of 

the city running between the Humber Bridge and Salt End to the north of 

the urban area and comprising a combination of new and existing road 

which would connect with principal route into the city was considered 

previously by the Hull East-West Corridor Multi Modal Study (HUMMS) 

study which was published in 2002.  This report concluded “…by virtue of 

its length, over twice as far end-to-end as the A63 direct route, the ring 

road would only attract relatively local traffic.  As a result it would have no 

significant impact on reducing traffic flow, congestion or delay on Castle 

Street and would therefore fail in the first objective of the study.  In 

addition adverse environmental impact would be felt in those rural areas 

where the new road is constructed.” 

5.3.5. For the above reasons the HUMMS study recommended an on line 

solution to the problems associated with Castle Street and as such, a 

Northern Ring Road is outside the current scheme brief. 
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New Route Along the River Edge 

5.3.6. Following a review it has been decided that this proposal will not be taken 

forward as it falls outside of the scheme brief that was set by the 

Department for Transport for this project following the HUMMS study 

undertaken in 2002, which is to provide an on-line solution to the 

problems associated with Castle Street. 

5.3.7. It is also noted that this alternative scheme would cost significantly more 

than the current scheme budget of £189m and is, therefore, unaffordable. 

High Level Road along the Humber Estuary 

5.3.8. Following a review it has been decided that this proposal will not be taken 

forward as it falls outside of the scheme brief that was set by the 

Department for Transport for this project following HUMMS study 

undertaken in 2002, which is to provide an on-line solution to the 

problems associated with Castle Street. 

5.3.9. It is also noted that this alternative scheme would cost significantly more 

than the current scheme budget of £189m and is, therefore, unaffordable. 

5.3.10. In addition, as the Humber Estuary is a Natura 2000 site, a RAMSAR site 

and a Site of Special Scientific Interest; the environmental impact of any 

new road constructed within it would be significant and prohibitive. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS  

6.1. Review of Consultation   

6.1.1. The consultation exercise gave statutory consultees, key stakeholders 

and the general public the opportunity to gain information about the 

scheme and to comment on the proposals.  The attendance at the 

exhibitions and the number of questionnaires, comment sheets and other 

correspondence returned confirms that the consultation has been a 

success. 

6.1.2. The Public Consultation put forward two Preferred Options together with 

details of the four non-preferred options that were considered during the 

Options Identification Stage. 

6.1.3. The overall response to the proposals for improving Castle Street was 

very good, with many respondents stressing that something needed to be 

done immediately.  The majority of the public accepted the reasons why 

only two options were being put forward as preferred options; however, a 

number did indicate that they felt some of the non-preferred options would 

help with the redevelopment of Hull and provide greater connectivity 

between the city and the waterfront. 

6.1.4. Two main issues dominated the response from the public – the severance 

of the city centre from the waterfront and the risk of flooding (both during 

and after construction) as a result of the possible lowering of the A63. 

6.1.5. A significant number of respondents expressed concern that an 

Underground Option was being considered despite the location of the 

scheme close to both the Humber Estuary and the River Hull.  A number 

of flooding and construction problems which had occurred previously 

within the Hull area were quoted as examples of the high risk associated 

with any construction involving deep excavation. 

6.1.6. There was also general concern over the adequacy of provisions for 

pedestrians and cyclists with the scheme. 
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6.2. Summary of Respondents’ views 

6.2.1. Two contrasting preferences were obtained from the general public.  

Overall, the majority of the respondents to the consultation indicated a 

preference for the Overground Option.  However, an analysis of the views 

of respondents living within 500m of the proposed scheme clearly 

revealed that the local residents preferred the Underground Option. 

6.2.2. Analysis of the comments also indicates that the public‟s views are 

strongly influenced by concerns about flooding, particularly following the 

serious flood event that affected in Hull in 2007 and by problems that have 

been encountered during previous deep excavation and tunnelling works 

in the Hull area, e.g. Yorkshire Water‟s Deep Sewer and Ennerdale 

Bridge. 

6.2.3. Mixed opinions were received from the key stakeholders, two of which, 

Visit Hull and East Yorkshire and Hull and Humber Chamber of 

Commerce, indicated that they felt the non-preferred Underground 

Landbridge scheme would benefit the city of Hull the most.  However, Hull 

and Humber Chamber of Commerce indicated that if the Landbridge 

scheme was not viable, then, of the two preferred options, they would 

support the Underground Option. 

6.2.4. A general summary of views is tabulated below: 

Respondent Preferred Option 

Local Public Underground 

Local Authority (Hull City Council) Underground 

Associated British Ports Underground 

Hull and Humber Chamber of Commerce Underground 

Non-Local Public Overground 

Environment Agency Overground 

English Heritage No preference 

P&O No preference  

Natural England No preference 

Visit Hull & East Yorkshire (VHEY) 
Neither of the Preferred 
Options 
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