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CAMBRIDGE LOCAL PLAN
REDEPOSIT DRAFT

& ™~ OCTOBER 2004
L

AMBRIDG! Response Form for Supporting or Objecting to the Plan
T COLMCHL.

Please use this form to set out your support or objection to any part of the Redeposit Draft Local Plan.
Please read the Guidance Note first. Please complete a separate form for each objection or supporting
representation you wish to make.

All responses must be received by 5.00pm on Monday 6 th December 2004. The City Council may not
accept your representation if it is received later than this.

For further information or help with completing the form please contact Sara Cass in the Planning
Policy team on - Telephone: 01223 457186, Fax: 01223 457109 or Email: policysurveys@cambridge.gov.
uk

1. Your Details 2. Agent's Details (if applicable)

Name Agents Name

|Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator | | |
Organisation (if any) Company

|Cambridge Cycling Campaign | | |

Address Address
PO Box 204
Cambridge
PostCode PostCode
CB4 3FN
DayTime Telephone Number DayTime Telephone Number
122 07 —
Email Address Email Address

| contact@camcycle.org.uk | |

3. Which policy or proposal are you commenting on? (only one per submission please)

|Po|icy number

| Paragraph number

|

I

| | Site proposal

| | Proposals map
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| |Omission of policy

|Appendix D - Cycle Parking Standards | Other

4. Are you objecting or supporting?

O Support
® Object

5. If you are making an objection, would you prefer to give evidence in writing or to attend the Public
Local Inquiry and give evidence verbally?

O written representation
® Appear at inquiry

Note: Written and verbal representations carry equal weight. Only objectors have the right to appear at
the Inquiry. Representatives or Agents may attend the Inquiry and present your case on your behalf.

6. If others have objected to the same policy or proposal would you be willing to present a joint case
with them at the Inquiry?

O Yes
® No

7. Please state fully and clearly the reasons you are objecting or supporting this part of the plan.

We feel the proposed standards have been revised downwards too much,
despite the urgent need for cycle parking across the city, for which there
remains a desperate shortage.

The previous standards were often not fully enforced especially in the

case of major developments such as the Grand Arcade, Bradwell's Court and
the Cambridge Leisure Park. New standards, whatever they are, must be both
enforceable and enforced. We are willing reluctantly to accept some

reduction in standards if this means that the new standards will be fully

8. If objecting to a policy or proposal, please indicate what change you are seeking to the plan which
could resolve your objection.
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a. Make clear the standards are "mandatory” and cannot be varied.
Replace all instances of the word "should" should with "must".

b. Split out the two separate issues in the paragraph which starts "Some
flexibility" as described above.

¢. Include the principle:

9. Please provide a summary of your representation (sections 7 & 8 above) in less than 100 words.

We feel the proposed standards have been revised downwards too much,
despite the urgent need for cycle parking across the city, for which there
remains a desperate shortage.

Although we would prefer a set of standards which requires a realistic
level of provision so that - unlike the previous standards - they will be
enforced, we feel that revision has gone too far in some areas as detailed
above. Wording is too loose in several areas.

Monitoring Information

It would help us if you could complete this section on monitoring and return it with your objections or
representations of support. You only need to fill this form in once if you are sending back multiple

copies of the Response Form. The following information is needed to help ensure that we are reaching

a cross section of the local community.

Age

O under 18 O 18-24 O 24-44 O 45-60 O 60+
Sex

O Male O Female

Ethnicity
To which of these groups do you consider that you belong?

A White British
Irish

Any Other White Background
B Mixed White and Black Caribbean
White and Black African

White and Asian

Any Other Mixed Background

C Asian or Asian British Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
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Any Other Asian background O
D Black or Black British Caribbean O
African @)
Any other Black background O
E Chinese or Other Ethnic Background Chinese O
Other O
Status
Employed O Self-employed O Unemployed O Student O
Retired O Physical disability O Other disability O

If you would like to be informed of any other consultation carried out by the City Council on related
matters please tick here. [

Please note that all forms are available for public inspection and your details will be kept on a database.

| Submit Form |
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	f22: We feel the proposed standards have been revised downwards too much,
despite the urgent need for cycle parking across the city, for which there
remains a desperate shortage.

The previous standards were often not fully enforced especially in the
case of major developments such as the Grand Arcade, Bradwell's Court and
the Cambridge Leisure Park. New standards, whatever they are, must be both
enforceable and enforced. We are willing reluctantly to accept some
reduction in standards if this means that the new standards will be fully
enforced. However the proposed reduction in standards have loosened
several areas too much.

- The text needs to mention the term "mandatory" more often, as that is
what the standards are and must be. Furthermore, all instances of the word
"should" must be replaced with "must". Whilst we appreciate that Policy
8/6 Cycle Parking requires that "Planning applications must include full
details of the proposed cycle parking", we feel this is worth restating
within the standards themselves.

- Enforcement needs to be made easier. We suggest that developers should
have to complete a pro-forma, basically a version of the charts in the
standards with a space next to each in which the developer should write in
the number of spaces. At the end there would then be a 'total' box.

Such a system should help to avoid situations in which there is
uncertainty or ambiguity about the number of spaces to be provided. There
must be a clear-cut statement in every planning application when it comes
before the Planning Committee about the number of cycle parking spaces
required by the standards and how these are to be provided.

- Concerning the issue of flexibility in application of the cycle parking
standards, in the bullet point:

"Some flexibility will be applied to applications where it can be
demonstrated that strict adherence to the standards, e.g. for a
multi-purpose site, is likely to result in a duplication of
provision and for the Historic Core Area of the City where land
constraints may make application of the standards difficult for
change of use or refurbishment."

We feel this is badly phrased and far too vague and uncertain to permit
proper application and enforcement of the standards. This paragraph
concerns two separate issues, which should be split out in the text. There
must be no flexibility at all except in relation to these two specific
issues.

1. Flexibility for a multi-purpose site. We accept that for
multi-purpose sites, some flexibility might be a appropriate. However
explaining this type of provision as an 'e.g.' point is wholly
inappropriate in the wording here.

2. Change of use and refurbishment in the Historic Core Area of the City.
If there are land constraints here, a system of commuted payments could be
(re-)introduced, so that developers are not 'let off', with such payments
required to be at the full freehold land value of the area that would
otherwise have to be used for cycle parking.

- The phrase 'wherever practical' in the bullet point:

"Cycle parking for employees should be, wherever practical,
covered and in a convenient, secure location."

is a let-out. There is little point in providing cycle parking which is
not in a convenient secure location. If the subclause "wherever practical"
is intended to refer only to the question of whether it is covered, then
the sentence should be rewritten to make this clear.

- We feel that there should be a general principle added, worded like
the following:

"Where car parking is provided, cycle parking should be closer than all
car parking except for disabled parking."

- The student standards have been revised downwards too much. More than
50% of students are likely to own a bicycle, and the current lack of
provision is amply demonstrated outside many Colleges of the University of
Cambridge where cycles litter the pavement.

- We have concerns about the inclusion of the high-capacity stands. We
feel there are only very limited cases where these should be used (e.g. a
larger dedicated cycle park, which should have a variety of types of
provision, with high capacity provision never exceeding 25% of the total),
and to put these in a document which all developers may see is
inappropriate. We have suggested wording below.

	f23: a. Make clear the standards are "mandatory" and cannot be varied.
Replace all instances of the word "should" should with "must".


b. Split out the two separate issues in the paragraph which starts "Some
flexibility" as described above.


c. Include the principle:

"Where car parking is provided, cycle parking should be closer than all
car parking except for disabled/family parking."


d. Include text such as:

All proposals shall include a completed Cycle Parking pro-forma, copies of
which are available from the City Council. The main part of the form is a
version of the above charts in the standards with a space next to each in
which the developer must write in the number of spaces for each Type Of
Development area and sum these to create the total at the end.


e. Replace the final section on High Capacity stands with wording like:

"Other designs of cycle parking will be considered on their merits. Cycle
parking which does not allow the frame to be locked to an immovable object
will not be accepted."


f. We feel very strongly that the diagram of the high capacity rack must
be removed in addition to changing the text.


g. For the student standards, replace:

- 1 space per 2 bedspaces within Historic Core Area
- 2 spaces per 3 bedspaces for the rest of the City.

with:

- 2 spaces per 3 bedspaces

	f24: We feel the proposed standards have been revised downwards too much,
despite the urgent need for cycle parking across the city, for which there
remains a desperate shortage.

Although we would prefer a set of standards which requires a realistic
level of provision so that - unlike the previous standards - they will be
enforced, we feel that revision has gone too far in some areas as detailed
above. Wording is too loose in several areas.

We also feel measures are desperately need to improve enforcement of the
standards, such as a pro-forma mentioned above.
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