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Dear Sir or Madam 

Bell School development site, Babraham Road, Cambridge 
(ref AA/Q0505/A/12/2185632/NWF) 

Planning Application ref 12/0890/REM (access details submitted in pursuance of condition 
no.3 attached to planning permission ref 06/0795/OUT dated 14th December 2010) 

The present letter is designed to bring our formal objection of 17th August 2012 (submitted to 
Michael Ovenden, Senior Planning Officer at Cambridge City Council) up to date in the light 
of recent changes. The present letter should be read in combination with what we stated in 
the letter of 17th August 2012. 

We object to the proposed access route to this development. The space available is far too 
narrow for an adequate access route. Our objection is focused on the proposed worse-than-
substandard shared-use pavement alongside the proposed access road into this 
development. 

We maintain that this highly unsatisfactory shared-use pavement in combination with a 
number of the factors raised by other objectors should lead to the final rejection of this 
access route so that much better access routes (which the Bell School have so far failed to 
put forward because they would be close to their own buildings) can at last be assessed. 

Recent changes: 

1) LTN 1/12 Shared Use Routes for Pedestrians and Cyclists (dated September 2012) 

(a) Width 

This Department for Transport document1 supersedes LTN 2/08 which we cited in our letter 
of 17th August 2012. The new guidance that it provides clarifies width issues for pavements 
which are shared by pedestrians and cyclists. 

                                                

1
 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/shared-use 

The Planning Inspectorate 

teamp1@pins.gsi.gov.uk 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/shared-use
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We contend that every Cambridge development of the size of the development in question 
should have good quality, direct, fully-segregated off-road pedestrian and cycle routes in and 
out of the development. Because of the width constraints of the location, this is clearly 
impossible at the proposed access route. 

Instead of putting forward an adequately wide alternative access route, the developers 
propose a highly unsatisfactory unsegregated shared-use pavement alongside the access 
road in this over-narrow location. They propose that this would be used in both directions by 
cyclists and pedestrians. 

LTN 1/12 provides government guidance that any such shared-use pavement should be a 
minimum of 3.7 metres wide (3 metres with 0.7 metres added for proximity on one side to a 
kerb and on the other to a fence). The developers propose a width far below that indicated 
by this government guidance and seek to justify their view. 

(b) Usage 

LTN 1/12 helpfully clarifies the importance of the scale and type of usage by pedestrians and 
cyclists when width of shared-use pavements is under consideration. Where pedestrians and 
cyclists are likely to encounter each other, and especially when aged or disabled people are 
among the users, width considerations are to be treated as especially important. 

Two more factors need to be stressed here. 

Firstly the shared-use pavement in question runs along the northern side of the proposed 
access. There would be no pavement on the southern side because of insufficient space. 

Secondly the carriageway would be very narrow (only 5.5 metres wide as recommended by 
the Planning Inspector in May 2012). For on-carriageway cyclists this would have the 
advantage that it would reduce traffic speed. However it would also have the formidable 
disadvantage is that it would increase the danger to on-road cyclists of being crushed by left-
turning heavy vehicles entering or leaving the access road. 

Such vehicles carrying building materials would be numerous during the building phase of 
the development. Judging by other Cambridge developments, in the current financial 
situation the building phase is likely to be spread over more than ten years. Even after the 
end of the building phase, heavy vehicles including refuse vehicles will of course continue to 
need access. A safe access route is essential for them. 

Two cyclists have been killed in Cambridge by left-turning heavy vehicles in recent years. At 
least one of these left-turning vehicles was travelling very slowly in a narrow location when 
the collision occurred. 

2) Layout of the development 

Another recent change emerged during the exhibition by the developers in September 2012 
of their plans for the proposed development. 

The developers sought to clarify the proposed layout of the buildings to be constructed under 
approved outline planning permission ref 06/0795/OUT. It is now even clearer that for a very 
high percentage of the residents the proposed access route’s shared-use pavement would 
be their most direct and convenient walking and cycling route to neighbouring schools, to 
shops and leisure facilities, and, indeed, to Cambridge city centre. Such users would include 
many frail elderly pedestrians and wheelchair users who, we are told, are to be housed close 
to where the unsatisfactory proposed access road enters the development itself. 
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For many cyclists and pedestrians this unsatisfactory access would be their obvious desire 
line and they would certainly choose to use it rather than the alternatives specified in the 
outline planning permission. These alternatives would be longer and would involve more 
junctions within the development where cyclists would have to stop or slow down and where 
pedestrians, including children and the elderly, would have more roads to cross. 

Paragraph 6.15 of LTN 1/12 indicates that one key aim in designing cycling provision should 
be to design out “the need for cyclists to slow down or stop.” 

3) Red Cross Lane 

The third and final recent change to which we wish to draw attention is the Local Authority’s 
laudable intention to reduce car parking provision along Red Cross Lane. 

We support this reduction but understand that it will not apply to any part of the main 
diversion route down Red Cross Lane to Hills Road. Red Cross Lane remains highly 
unsatisfactory for vulnerable pedestrians and vulnerable child cyclists. The narrow 
pavements and surface damage caused by tree roots mean that wheelchair users and baby 
buggy pushers commonly use the congested roadway rather than the pavements. Only 
unacceptable tree felling could remedy this situation. 

Red Cross Lane is not, and cannot be, a good route for wheelchair users, vulnerable 
pedestrians and child cyclists. It is not acceptable to argue, as the developers do, that Red 
Cross Lane is a satisfactory alternative route for almost all pedestrians and cyclists. A new 
well-located access route with fully segregated provision for pedestrians (including 
wheelchair users) and cyclists is essential. 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion we would stress that Cambridge requires good developments with outstanding 
provision for pedestrians and cyclists. The number of cyclists in Cambridge is very much 
higher than anywhere else in the UK. More than 25% of people in Cambridge cycle to work 
and a far higher percentage cycle to school, to shops and to leisure facilities. Levels of 
walking in Cambridge are also exceptionally high. 

New developments in Cambridge should provide facilities which will encourage new 
residents to walk and to cycle even more than current residents and thus to improve their 
own health and well-being and to reduce Cambridge’s car congestion. 

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
on behalf of Cambridge Cycling Campaign, 
 
 
 

James Woodburn 


