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Dear Michael Ovenden, 

Planning Application ref 12/0890/REM 

Introduction 

This is our formal objection to the above planning application. It is submitted by the deadline 
agreed with you. 

Cambridge Cycling Campaign is one of Cambridge’s largest community charities. Our 
current paid-up membership is more than 1,100 people. We are not politically aligned and 
have active members in all the locally-represented major political parties and among people 
without any political affiliation. We work constructively with both the City and County 
Councils and with a wide range of other local and national organisations to promote more, 
better and safer cycling. 

Our focus in this objection is not on the whole range of merits and defects of the junction and 
access road that are the subject of this planning application. We focus specifically on certain 
matters that affect cyclists and potential cyclists including those who will be resident on the 
Bell School development, those visiting such residents, and those cycling through the 
junction to access other destinations. Our aim, as always, is to secure excellent facilities 
which will, because they are of the highest standard, encourage more people to cycle. They 
must be attractive and safe for all cyclists including children, the elderly and the less 
confident and not only for road-aware, confident cyclists in their early adult life. The facilities 
must also provide properly for pedestrians whose interests are so closely entwined with 
those who cycle. Pedestrians will include many who are very vulnerable - children, the 
elderly and those with various kinds of handicap including blindness. 

Central issues in our present objection 

1. The principle of having a junction and associated access road at this location has been 
approved by the local planning authorities provided that a satisfactory design for the junction 
and access road is produced. Over many years the Bell School, their associates, and their 
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consultants have produced many designs, but all those which have come before local 
planning committees have been rightly rejected as unsafe and otherwise unsatisfactory by a 
majority of local Councillors, including representatives of all major political parties. Our view 
is that now is the time when, at long last, it should be accepted that a safe and otherwise 
satisfactory design is not achievable at this location and we ask Councillors to maintain their 
objections and to reject the present application so that alternative access routes can be fully 
assessed. 

2. We recognise that details of possible alternative new accesses to this development 
cannot be considered in the planning process related to the present application. All we ask is 
that, when Councillors assess the current application, they bear in mind the general 
environmental context and background. Part of this context is the fact that far safer and – in 
every respect better – access routes are readily available, including a new one which has 
become available since the Planning Inspector gave his ruling when the Bell School’s 
representatives appealed against the JDCC’s rejection of the last attempt by the Bell School 
to secure approval for their junction/access-road designs. If Councillors decide again to 
reject the current application – we hope they do – they will certainly not be rejecting the 
entire 364-dwelling development. The development could go ahead if the Bell School were 
willing to develop and seek approval for alternative routes.  

The difficulty with these alternative new and much better routes is the appalling NIMBY 
attitude of the Bell School authorities who, instead of permitting a satisfactory access close 
to their own buildings, have preferred to try to inflict an unsatisfactory junction and access on 
the residents of Cambridge and other members of the public using Babraham Road. The 
change in the situation since the Planning Inspector’s report is, we understand, that the Bell 
School authorities are now taking possession of a property they own adjacent to their main 
buildings which, until recently, was leased by them to Wallace Cancer Care (No 7 Red Cross 
Lane).  Good access to the 364-dwelling development could be practicable alongside this 
building with the possible demolition of garages/outbuildings. 

3. The current Local Plan (2006) states very clearly and explicitly in paragraphs 8/4 and 8.11 
that priority should be given to pedestrians and cyclists:  

“To support walking and cycling, all development will be designed to (a) give priority 
for these modes over cars; (b) ensure maximum convenience for these modes; ……”   

It goes on to say: 

“Walking and cycling are of high priority being healthy, affordable and sustainable modes 
of travel. One of the best ways to encourage these modes is to fully include them at 
the planning stage. Priority and convenience for walking and cycling should be 
ensured through the design layout ……”  (my emphasis) 

The current planning application, like previous planning applications relating to this junction, 
fails to do this in a number of different respects. 

4. A striking case of such failure relates to the proposed access road. The access road has a 
pavement only along one side (the Northern – or city – side). A pavement along just one side 
is unacceptable for a new development.  

The sole pavement is shared-use for cyclists and pedestrians but its width fails to conform to 
government guidance (Local Transport Note 2/08, October 2008 –Cycle Infrastructure 
Design, paragraph 8.5). The Inspector rightly states (Appeal Decision, paragraph 17) that 
the width falls short of the minimum standard. We stress that this failure to conform to 
government guidance should be treated as even worse than sub-standard because of the 
important emphasis in the Local Plan on high priority and convenience for cyclists and 
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pedestrians in the design of new developments. Moreover the width shortfall is large: in a 
new development the width should not be 2 metres but a minimum of 3.75 metres (3 metres 
with 0.75 metres added for proximity on one side to a kerb and on the other to a fence). 
Narrow shared-use paths, with pedestrians and cyclists not segregated from each other, are 
anyway a very low-ranking option on a pavement next to a road in this city with such 
exceptionally high numbers of cyclists and unacceptable in the design of new developments.   

The Inspector draws attention to the guidance point (on the width of shared-use paths) that 
“whilst this standard is generally regarded as a minimum, in areas with few cyclists or 
pedestrians a narrower route may suffice.” He goes on to say that “the Council has indicated 
that there would be a number of alternative pedestrian/cycle links across the site which are 
likely to be of greater importance for pedestrian cycle connectivity.” 

We say that these other pedestrian/cycle link routes are valuable for many potential users. 
But we must stress that for many people living elsewhere on the new estate they would 
require awkward, inconvenient and unsafe diversions from their natural direct ‘desire line’ 
which would be along the proposed worse-than-substandard shared-use pavement 
alongside the access road that is the subject of the present application. It would be 
unreasonable to expect cyclists to use an awkward diverted route. When the shared-use 
pavement is their direct route, many cyclists would use it. 

Which are the awkward diversions and who are the cyclists and pedestrians who would be 
affected? For those wishing to walk or cycle into the city or towards the city the diversions would 
take most of them along a long section of Red Cross Lane which has much criss-crossing and 
reversing traffic in peak hours or past Addenbrooke’s Hospital and through the dangerous 
roundabout in front where a doctor cycling to work in the hospital was killed by a lorry not long 
ago. Parts of Red Cross Lane also have very rough, narrow pavements much damaged by tree 
roots which make them practically unusable for those with wheelchairs, pushchairs or children’s 
bicycles. 

Those particularly affected by the diversions would be children and young people 
living in much of the new estate and walking or cycling to primary or secondary schools in 
the Queen Edith’s Way or Wulfstan Way areas using the direct route via Nightingale Avenue. 
Those attending the schools along Hills Road such as the Sixth Form College or the Perse 
would also be affected. More generally, all those living in much of the new estate who would 
like to walk or cycle into or towards the city or along Nightingale Avenue would be affected. 

So we believe that the City Council planners and the Inspector may not have fully 
appreciated the situation. If this unsatisfactory junction and access route were to be 
approved by Councillors, many cyclists and pedestrians would use the worse-than-
unsatisfactory pavement along the access road rather than the diversions. Other potential 
cyclists and pedestrians would be put off and go instead by car. 

Conclusion 

To keep this objection manageable and not too long we have decided not to list out all the 
manifold defects of the proposed design for the junction and access road from the point of 
view of cyclists and pedestrians but instead to concentrate on the serious ramifications of 
one element which illustrates a key issue. 

Cambridge has far more cyclists than anywhere else in the UK and plenty of potential for 
improving this number if provision is sufficiently attractive to encourage children, the elderly 
and the whole range of newly-arrived residents to use their bicycles rather than their cars for 
local journeys. As cycle campaigns and some Local Authorities all around the country are 
increasingly recognising, the answer is to ‘Go Dutch’.  
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In the Netherlands, North Germany and Denmark, it has been shown time and time again that 
provision of attractive, safe routes greatly increases the number of people who cycle. New 
developments like the Bell School development provide by far the best opportunity to achieve 
Dutch standards in Cambridge. We must not settle for worse-than-substandard provision 
which does not even meet the requirements of existing UK government guidance or the 
Cambridge Local Plan and is well below the Dutch standards which we believe could be 
achieved by a pedestrian, cycle and motor vehicle access route close to the Bell School 
buildings. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
on behalf of Cambridge Cycling Campaign, 

James Woodburn 


