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Dear Councillors, 

Severn Place planning application1, 14/1905/FUL 

We urge you to maintain your refusal of this application. We write to provide clear evidence 
on the issue of ‘Eastern Gate SPD and connectivity’, despite the dismissive officer report 
which we feel fails to give any consideration of the connectivity issues relating to this 
development. You will recall that we spoke at the meeting, though the two minutes allocated 
is an unacceptably short period of time to be given to expound a clear argument. 

Summary 
1) The Local Plan (both the 2006 plan and the emerging plan) contains clear policies 

requiring safe and convenient access to developments for cycling. 

2) The City Council’s report on another development (Orchard Park) provides clear 
evidence that lack of connectivity to a development across a busy road leads to 
problems. 

3) The infrastructure of East Road is hostile to cycling (and indeed walking). 

4) The Eastern Gate SPD Project 3 provides evidence of this poor cycling environment 
on East Road (irrespective of whether the SPD is considered a priority for Section 
106 obligations). 

5) The developer claims that two pieces of cycle infrastructure are being created. These 
in our view are neither relevant to Section 106 funding, nor do they improve 
connectivity to the surrounding area. 

6) The Transport Assessment shows inconsistencies and lacks evidence to show that a 
30% cycling rate is achievable, a rate which is (inexcusably) lower than the 
surrounding area. 

7) The developer’s response to the Planning Committee’s decision does not actually 
address the issue. Indeed, the developer references the problem “around the 
site” whose mitigation will not be funded. 

                                                
1 http://democracy.cambridge.gov.uk/ieIssueDetails.aspx?IId=16275&PlanId=0&Opt=3#AI15689  

Planning Committee 
Cambridge City Council 
 
Cc: Mr Toby Williams 
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8) The County Council’s Transport Team’s lack of consideration of connectivity is a 
significant oversight and means that their opinion cannot be considered fully robust. 
Their view has not been subject to any public consultation, and it is for the Planning 
Committee to judge it in the context of a proposed development. 

On the above grounds, we feel that the Planning Committee’s ‘Minded to Refuse’ decision 
section on ‘Eastern Gate SPD and Connectivity’ is sound. 

We are copying in the Officer and ask that this letter be added to the planning file. 

Connectivity to the surrounding area is extremely poor 

The officer report fails to consider this matter and the paltry four paragraphs on the matter 
(0.53-0.56) provide no commentary or indeed evidence to justify that the level of connectivity 
to the development is acceptable; nor has the developer for that matter. It comments only on 
the Eastern Gate SPD, which is a separate (though related) issue. 

The issue of connectivity of the development to the surrounding area is a critical issue for us. 
People will not choose to cycle (over alternatives such as using cars) if they are unable to 
access and leave a development easily. 

It is fully relevant for consideration in its own right, irrespective of the presence of the 
Eastern Gate SPD, though that document provides additional evidence. 

Given all the above, we believe that, to make the development acceptable, the massive 
junction with St Matthew’s Street must be reworked to make it a proper cycle-friendly Dutch-
style junction. Only then would cycling be considered a safe alternative to driving that could 
be undertaken by people of any ability. 

Policy context 

The 2006 Local Plan contains the clear policy 8/4, stating (our emphasis): 

8/4 Walking and Cycling Accessibility 

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; 
c. be accessible to those with impaired mobility; and 
d. link with the surrounding walking and cycling network. 

Similarly, policy 8/5 makes clear that developments should be funding connectivity to their 
development (again, our emphasis): 

8/5 Pedestrian and Cycle Network 

New developments will safeguard land along identified routes for the expansion of 
the walking and cycling network. In addition, funding for high quality physical 
provision of these routes will be required, both within and adjacent to the proposed 
development site. Any existing routes should be retained and improved wherever 
possible. 

Explanatory notes 8.12 and 8.13 state (again, our emphasis): 

8.12 Increases in walking and cycling levels within Cambridge are strongly influenced 
by the expansion of a safe and convenient network of routes. Therefore, both existing 
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routes and those identified through guidance will be protected within development 
areas. 

8.13 Developers will be required to fund high-quality paths, both along the identified 
routes, and any others that may be suitable for accessing the particular development. 
The City Council will seek a provision that is proportionate to the scale of 
development being undertaken. 

Turning to the emerging Local Plan, not yet approved, the key policy on transport, policy 80, 
states: 

Policy 80: Supporting sustainable access to development 

Development will be supported where it demonstrates that prioritisation of access is 
by walking, cycling and public transport, and is accessible for all. This will be 
achieved by: 

… 

b. supporting public transport, walking and cycling to, from and within a development 
by: 

1. giving priority to these modes where there is conflict with cars; 

2. conveniently linking the development with the surrounding walking, cycling and 
public transport networks; 

3. prioritising networks of public transport, pedestrian and cycle movement so these 
are the best and safest means of moving around Cambridge. Areas where public 
transport, pedestrian and cycle movement is difficult or dangerous will be improved 
and, where possible, have further capacity for these sustainable modes provided; 

4. ensuring accessibility for those with impaired mobility; and 

5. safeguarding existing and proposed routes for walking, cycling, and public 
transport, including the Chisholm Trail, from development that would prejudice their 
continued use and/or development. In addition, funding for high quality physical 
provision of these routes will be required, both within and adjacent to the proposed 
developments. 
The proposed routes are identified in Cambridgeshire County Council’s Transport 
Strategy for Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire and on Figure 9.1 of this plan. 

c. ensuring that any development requiring a new road or road access accords with 
the following: 

6. it is designed to give high priority to the needs of pedestrians and cyclists, 
including their safety; 

7. it restricts through access for general motor traffic where appropriate; 

8. it discourages speeding; 

9. it discourages inappropriate car-based links within the network, but encourages 
non-car based links; 

10. it minimises additional car traffic in the surrounding area; and 
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11. there is safe and appropriate access to the adjoining road, pedestrian and cycle 
networks. 

Again, this policy makes clear that developments are only acceptable if there is safe and 
convenient access to it for cycling. 

Precedent: Orchard Park 

The proposed Severn Place development has extremely poor cycle connectivity from the 
South. It is effectively a repeat of Orchard Park, which is cut off from Arbury by King’s 
Hedges Road. 

Compare the barrier of King’s Hedges Road with East Road – roads very similar in character 
and purpose: 
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The City Council’s own report2 about what went wrong with the delivery of Orchard Park 
describes that development as being “a stand alone community” because of “the site being 
surrounded on all sides by large roads, which are barriers to movement”. 

This was reported on3 by the Cambridge Evening News, which summarises the problems of 
that development well: 

‘Residents […] are cut off by busy roads that act as "barriers", according to a council 
report.’ 

‘The report said the A14 and King's Hedges Road, with multi-lane junctions created 
during the development on the latter, are "barriers" where no help is offered to 
cyclists and pedestrians.’ 

‘Cllr Sian Reid, executive councillor for climate change and growth, said: "It is wrong 
to force people to live on the edge of huge dual carriageway, because physical and 
mental well-being suffer from noise and poor air quality.’ 

The above could easily have been written about East Road, as exactly the same issues 
apply here. 

East Road 

What linkages exist (other than the north access) are all inconvenient and dangerous, 
namely: 

a) Crossing a multi-lane highway (difficult and completely unsuitable in particular for 
those with children or less confidence), involving a right turn. Right turns with multiple 
lanes are a classic source of collisions and strongly deter cycling. 

b) Use of multi-stage crossings (which require dismounting, are slow, inconvenient and 
involve waiting in a polluted area) with no cycleable crossings. Pedestrian crossings 
are not a form of cycle provision. 

c) Cycle lanes adjacent to fast-moving traffic that are little more than white paint and 
which are narrower than national standards. This form of cycle provision is highly 
discredited. 

d) Use of an underpass whose access is indirect, and whose route involves 90% blind 
bends which eliminate momentum and which present a personal safety risk, followed 
by steep ramps that are physically challenging and usually require dismounting. This 
kind of underpass is highly discredited on both transport and personal safety 
grounds. 

e) If avoiding the underpass, use of a three-lane roundabout with fast-moving traffic. 
Only the most confident of cyclists would consider this, and the applicant’s own 
application makes reference to the dangers involved. 

All the potential access routes to the development are problematic. These are: 

1. Via St Matthew’s Street using the road (problems a, c) 

2. Between Petersfield and the development by dismounting from St Matthew’s Street 
(or vice versa) (problem b) 

                                                
2 http://democracy.cambridge.gov.uk/CeListDocuments.aspx?CommitteeId=177&MeetingId=1700&DF=23%2f06%2f2009&Ver=2, no. 5 
3 http://www.cambridge-news.co.uk/Orchard-Parknot-coherent-design/story-22480577-detail/story.html 
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3. Via Occupation Road using the road (problems a, c, e) 

4. From Norfolk Street (problems a, c) 

5. From the east of the city from the other side of the roundabout, accessing either the 
south or north of the development, using the roundabout, (problems a, c, e) 

6. From the east of the city from the other side of the roundabout, accessing either the 
south or north of the development, using either underpass route, (problems a, c, d) 

The only acceptable route to the development, that is accessible to a wide range of people 
cycling, is access to the north from the west or from the river direction. Even this, however, 
requires significant care due to fast traffic emerging from the Newmarket Road roundabout 
when crossing of the town side of Newmarket Road. 

These issues are not just our own views; they are also that of the City Council. The very 
existence of Eastern Gate project no. 3 provides evidence of the above. It can be seen at 
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/easterngate3. 

The following diagram from the same document demonstrates the awkwardness of reaching 
the development, which is located at the top of the diagram: 

 

Irrespective of whether the City or County Councils require funding of that project, the 
problems documented in it remain. If the view were taken that the Eastern Gate project 3 
was not a priority for Section 106, the Eastern Gate document provides the evidence for lack 
of connectivity, and the Local Plan policies independently require connectivity for the 
development. 

We planned the route on arguably the two leading online cycle journey planning facilities, 
CycleStreets and Google Maps. Both give the same result, showing it takes 2-3 minutes just 
to get from one side of the development to the other, a distance of 0.1 miles: 
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The CycleStreets example shows that a section of route would have to be dismounted. 
CycleStreets gives three route options normally; in this case, all three options are the same, 
showing the inadequacy of any other option. 

The Google example shows the two choices of 3 minutes for 0.1 miles (shown in blue), or 2 
minutes but taking the dangerous and highly indirect route via the Newmarket Road 
roundabout underpass (shown in in gray). In our view, 2 minutes is actually unrealistically 
quick given the number of 90 degree turns and the steep paths. 

Moving to the developer’s own Transport Assessment, this too evidences that the area is a 
collision blackspot, at both the St Matthew’s Street crossing and the roundabout: 

 

On-site visit showing the problems 

To provide further evidence, an officer of our organisation visited the area concerned to 
provide photographs of the lack of cycle access from the development to St Matthew’s 
Street. This took place at 2.30pm on 16th January 2016. 
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These images have been published at: 
http://www.cyclestreets.net/galleries/268/ 
where full-resolution images with original metadata can be downloaded. 

1. This photo from the gallery shows that there is no cycle (or indeed driving) connectivity 
from the development to St Matthew’s Street. 

http://www.cyclestreets.net/location/74019/cyclestreets74019.jpg 
This was taken using an iPhone panorama mode 

Emerging from the development, a cyclist has to go left and then around the dangerous 
Newmarket Road roundabout (which is a highly indirect route), or dismount and use the 
crossings. 

During the approximately 10 minutes on-site, there was clear evidence of existing lack of 
cycle connectivity in the area. 

2. This photo shows a parent with child cycling on the pavement: 
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http://www.cyclestreets.net/location/74021/cyclestreets74021.jpg 

3. This photo shows three cyclists illegally on the crossing point on their bikes (not 
dismounted, an example of how inconvenient it is to dismount). They then illegally cycled 
over the pedestrian crossing (again, rather than dismounting): 

http://www.cyclestreets.net/location/74023/cyclestreets74023.jpg 
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4. This photo shows that East Road is a busy through route, highly unattractive to cycling, 
and in general creating a hostile barrier to egress to/from St Matthew’s Piece: 

http://www.cyclestreets.net/location/74025/cyclestreets74025.jpg 

 

Given all the above, we believe that, to make the development acceptable, the massive 
junction with St Matthew’s Street must be reworked to make it a proper cycle-friendly Dutch-
style junction. Only then would cycling be considered a safe alternative to driving that could 
be undertaken by people of any ability. 

Infrastructure proposed by the developer by way of mitigation 

The developer has proposed that the development includes two pieces of cycle 
infrastructure. However, neither of these in any way improve access to the development 
from the surrounding area, as they do not address the problems documented above. Neither 
of them should be used as a mitigating Section 106 public benefit. 

These two pieces of infrastructure are: 

1) A new access street through the development which is not accessible to through traffic. 

This new street should not be considered as endowing a Section 106 public benefit. 

County Highways believe (and as usual not subject to any public consultation) that the new 
access street will act as a cycleway, so the development can avoid S106 transport funds. 
But this street it would be needed anyway, to avoid light overshadowing. 

Firstly, such a street would be unquestionably be required even if there was a zero level of 
walking and cycling in Cambridge. The development will require servicing by delivery and 
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similar vehicles, and so any kind of narrower street would not be possible. Similarly, a 
narrower street would mean that the development would become overshadowed by 
buildings to the west, with such proximity being obviously unreasonable. 

Secondly, if the proposed restriction to prevent through traffic were not present, it would ruin 
the amenity of the residents and massively undermine the attractiveness of the 
development. The developer’s computer-generated diagrams show a street without through 
traffic or rat-running. It shows people sitting, walking or playing. None of these would be 
possible if traffic were possible. It seems extremely likely that a development facilitating a 
new rat-run of this kind would not be permitted by planners. 

Thirdly, demand for cycling through Severn Place as part of a through route is highly limited 
by the poor connectivity to St Matthew’s Street. 

2) A cycle lane around the development on the East Road side. 

There is already such a pavement-based cycle lane nearby, and it provides few benefits 
because there is no accessible cycle infrastructure linking to it, as discussed above. 

What is proposed is well below the standard of infrastructure that is being built elsewhere in 
the city, e.g. Huntingdon Road and Hills Road, and is even further below the best practice 
being built by Transport for London for the cycle superhighways (whose usage rates will be 
below the c. 30% level of cycling proposed for the Severn Place development). 

Moreover, it is not part of a through-route and so cannot provide a benefit to anyone other 
than people accessing to the development, which even then is marginal. 

Accordingly, we see no real benefit in this cycle provision, which is not a significant 
improvement on what is already present nearby. 

Inconsistencies in the Transport Assessment 

The lack of connectivity is significant because without it, the developer’s figures for levels of 
cycling outlined in the Transport Assessment4 are questionable. 

The Transport Assessment is in any case, full of inconsistencies and problems. 

It states (s. 7.1.7) 

“ample cycle parking … would allow 30% of residents to cycle”. 

However, earlier in the report (s. 2.3.8), the report states that 

“the existing cycle mode share for residents travelling to work within the Market 
census ward in which the site is located is 32%. Therefore the assumed provision 
should enable additional mode shift towards cycling”. 

So the developer is admitting that the development will provide lower level of cycling than is 
standard for the area. It is hard to see how this would “enable additional mode shift towards 
cycling”. 

Even 30% is not likely given the poor connectivity, and the developer has provided no 
evidence that people would be so motivated. 

                                                
4 https://idox.cambridge.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NFRGTZDXJ7M00  
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Market Ward is an area characterised by high levels of student cycling and by large numbers 
of terraced streets without through traffic. There is no evidence given for why a development 
that is adjacent to a major highway with poor connectivity should be able to reach the same 
level of cycling as far more accessible streets with little traffic. 

Our general view is that we believe that a 30% level of cycling is far too low for a new 
development in a location that could be made accessible. This is a city centre area, with 
considerable local shopping and facilities nearby. 30% is far too low for a city where there is 
significant congestion. On this basis alone, the development should be considered 
unacceptable in our view. However, even if our view is not accepted, the lack of evidence of 
achievability remains problematic. 

Then there is a further key inconsistency in the Transport Assessment. 

It states (s. 4.4.3) that 

“The development has good connections to the established local cycle routes  
close to the site.”. 

(This is clearly incorrect given the evidence we have presented above; no reasonable 
person would agree with that statement.) 

But a page later (s. 4.11.7) this statement is contradicted: 

“Given the volume of traffic using Elizabeth Way roundabout, the number of 
accidents is considered typical of a large signalised roundabout junction.” 

The developer cannot have it both ways - either the network is good, or it is not. In truth, it is 
terrible, hence why the agreed Eastern Gate SPD outlines clear problems for which funding 
is needed. 

Perhaps the developer regards the “local cycle routes” as meaning cycle-specific 
infrastructure rather than the general road environment. However, anyone who cycles in 
Cambridge knows that cycling routes only occasionally involve cycle-specific infrastructure; 
the street network forms the bulk of most routes undertaken by cycling. (We think it is likely 
that the developer has never actually looked on-street at the surrounding cycle 
infrastructure, but instead merely looked at lines on a map.) 

Accordingly, we think that the developer’s figures for modal share are highly questionable 
and cannot provide provide a robust basis for transport impact. 

Developer’s response to the ‘Minded to refuse’ decision 

The developer’s response5 is highly inadequate. 

Existing Connectivity 

The pedestrian network surrounding the site is of a good quality and well maintained 
footpaths and street lighting on both sides of Newmarket Road. 

The pedestrian environment in the area is extremely poor, being polluted, with several desire 
lines not catered for. To suggest therefore that the ‘pedestrian network’ is good is incorrect. 

                                                
5 http://democracy.cambridge.gov.uk/documents/s32635/141905FUL%20-%20Appendix%202.pdf  
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Located immediately to the east of the site is a signalised roundabout; pedestrian 
subway access is provided to all arms of the roundabout. The subway appears to be 
clean, lit and well maintained. 

Claims were made in the Planning Committee meeting that children would be able to play in 
St Matthew’s Piece, which involves using the underpass. We think it is unlikely that a parent 
would allow an unaccompanied child to make such a journey on their own, given the traffic 
nearby and especially given the blind 90 degree bends on the route which give rise to 
personal safety issues. 

Approximately 70m to the north west of the site a zebra crossing is located; this can 
be used to access Midsummer Common on the north side of Newmarket Road and 
eastbound bus stops. The zebra crossing incorporates a central refuge with guard 
railing. To the east of the junction with Auckland Road on Newmarket Road, a 
Toucan crossing is located approximately 200m east of the development site. 
Located to the north-east of the site is Walnut Tree Avenue; the latter provides a 
pedestrian route underneath Elizabeth Way, following the southern bank of the River 
Cam. 

Zebra crossings and toucan crossings may not legally be used by cyclists without 
dismounting. 

A dismount section of an overall cycle route is a clear indication of lack of good connectivity. 

Pedestrian guard railings are a 1970’s-style technique which are widely regarded as 
indicating a poor pedestrian environment. Transport for London has a specific programme 
for their removal, and been removing these at a very fast rate throughout London. They do 
not feature in new schemes in London. Cambridgeshire County Council has also avoided 
their use in schemes locally also. 

There is currently no through-access from East Road in the south to Newmarket 
Road in the north. It is therefore considered that the current arrangement stifles 
permeability in this locality. 

As established earlier, this supposed connectivity, which is merely a by-product of a street 
needed for deliveries and to avoid overshadowing, is irrelevant when the development has 
poor connectivity, admitted by the developer in the next sentence: 

Consequently, the Eastern Gate Development Framework has identified that 
opportunities exist in and around the site to create new links between communities. 

This is a critical section. The developer here has now admitted the existence of the problem 
“around the site” for the first time, following the Planning Committee’s ‘Minded to refuse’ 
decision. 

The Eastern Gate SPD project 3 clearly deals with connectivity to Petersfield by creating 
“new links between communities”, i.e. connectivity not currently present. However, the 
developer is not proposing to fund it. Accordingly, the development would go ahead with the 
acknowledged problem remaining in place. 

Proposals 

The proposed development enables Severn Place to act as a pedestrian and cyclist 
through route between East Road and Newmarket Road creating a comfortable and 
simplified pedestrian and cyclist environment. Accordingly, the development is 
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considered in line with CLP 2014 Policy 22 through the provision of improved 
connectivity, and the re-establishment of historic routes. 

Ditto (see above, “As established earlier…”). 

The development will facilitate access to the cycle path to the south of the site on 
East Road, and enhance the character of the area promoting walking and cycling 
accessibility in line with CLP 2006 Policy 8/4 and CLP 2014 Policy 80. This is shown 
on the below drawing which illustrates the proposed increased permeability and 
urban connections: 

We have demonstrated above that Policies 8/4 and 80 are expressly not being adhered to. 

It is considered that the proposed pedestrian / cyclist friendly link increases 
connectivity, and provides a more convenient and safer arrangement when 
compared with the existing prevailing conditions. 

Given the lack of connectivity to the south, which the developer now admits will persist, the 
only change is to provide a shortcut between the two ends of Severn Place which is not a 
current desire line. Few cyclists are observed cycling from the south location to the north 
opposite the former Bird In Hand public house. In any case, there is already a similar link 
existing, which again sees little cycle traffic. 

We believe the developer’s response has therefore not addressed the connectivity issue 
identified by the Planning Committee. 

Officer report 

Turning to the Officer report, this does not adequately address any of the issues relating to 
connectivity. Commenting on each section in turn: 

0.53 One member of Committee raised an issue that the proposed development was 
contrary to the Eastern Gate SPD on the basis that it did not provide ‘connectivity’ 
with the surrounding parts to the SPD area. 

The issue of connectivity is outlined in both the Local Plan as well as the Eastern Gate SPD 
which provides a further evidence basis. We have discussed both of these above. Even if 
the SPD was not present, the issue of connectivity approved as a reason for refusal would 
remain. 

0.54 Severn Place does not currently provide a direct through-route to Newmarket 
Road. The proposal makes this connection and facilitates pedestrian and cycle 
access via an enhanced public realm. This accords with the general principles of re-
connecting streets and the movement and circulation strategy set out in section 3.2 
of the SPD and also adopted policies 3/7 and 8/4. 

As discussed above, this connectivity only becomes relevant if the surrounding network is 
connected to. 

0.55 I recognise also that the SPD identifies 5 projects, including the remodelling of 
the Elizabeth Way roundabout (project 1) and a remodelling of the St Matthew’s 
Street junction (project 3) to improve pedestrian and cycle movement/safety within 
the Eastern Gate Area. However, none of the projects have been identified within the 
current tranche of City Deal projects. 
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The fact that the Eastern Gate is not within the current City Deal projects is irrelevant. All 
sorts of transport works associated with new developments (e.g. Huntingdon Road access 
for the University site) go ahead without reference to the City Deal. The City Deal also did 
not exist at the time of the SPD. 

There is therefore no certainty that the projects will be delivered and no evidence that 
a contribution is necessary to grant permission. None of the projects are costed, so 
they could not be apportioned to different funding streams or the application 
proposal. The SPD identifies a broader stream of funding for delivery than just S106 
contributions. 

Wests Garage proposes £120k. Why is this development not doing the same? Is it 
appropriate for the Planning Committee to set a precedent where a Local Plan SPD can be 
ignored? 

Even so, the SPD clearly does indicate that Section 106 contributions are part of the mix. 

Notwithstanding viability issues, given the scale of the projects, the developer could 
not fund a whole project and it would not be reasonable to ask for this. 

The developer has not provided any reasonable means of connectivity to their development. 
The onus is on them to do so. Even if the developer considered it an unreasonable cost, 
again they have failed to present any evidence of that. 

The County Council Transport Team has not requested any funding for any of the 
SPD projects arising from this development. 

The County’s view has not been subject to any public consultation. It is for the Planning 
Committee to judge whether the County’s Transport Team’s opinion is acceptable in the 
context of a development. 

We think the fact that the County’s Transport Team has provided no view on the connectivity 
issues that we evidence above is a significant oversight, and makes it lacking in robustness 
and soundness. 

0.56 I do not consider there are any grounds to pursue a reason for refusal regarding 
conflict with the Eastern Gate SPD or adopted policy regarding connectivity. 

None of the paragraphs above from the officer report have actually discussed the 
connectivity issue, instead only arguing that the SPD should not be funded, which is a 
separate issue (on which we happen to disagree). They have not addressed the point that 
the core Local Plan policy requires connectivity, Even if the SPD had not proposed a specific 
project (project 3) the problem would still remain. 

Summary 

The above has provided a clear evidence basis that: 

1) The Local Plan (both the 2006 plan and the emerging plan) contains clear policies 
requiring safe and convenient access to developments for cycling. 

2) The City Council’s report on another development (Orchard Park) provides clear 
evidence that lack of connectivity to a development across a busy road leads to 
problems. 

3) The infrastructure of East Road is hostile to cycling (and indeed walking). 
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4) The Eastern Gate SPD Project 3 provides evidence of this poor cycling environment 
on East Road (irrespective of whether the SPD is considered a priority for Section 
106 obligations). 

5) The developer claims that two pieces of cycle infrastructure are being created. These 
in our view are neither relevant to Section 106 funding, nor do they improve 
connectivity to the surrounding area. 

6) The Transport Assessment shows inconsistencies and lacks evidence to show that a 
30% cycling rate is achievable, a rate which is (inexcusably) lower than the 
surrounding area. 

7) The developer’s response to the Planning Committee’s decision does not actually 
address the issue. Indeed, it admits there is a problem whose mitigation will not be 
funded. 

8) The County Council’s Transport Team’s lack of consideration of connectivity is a 
significant oversight and means that their opinion cannot be considered fully robust. 
Their view has not been subject to any public consultation, and it is for the Planning 
Committee to judge it in the context of a proposed development. 

On the above grounds, we feel that the Planning Committee’s ‘Minded to Refuse’ decision 
section on ‘Eastern Gate SPD and Connectivity’ is sound. 

Lack of contribution to the Eastern Gate SPD 

We append our thoughts on this. 

We believe it is unacceptable that no contribution is being proposed. This is at odds with 
other developments such as West’s Garage. 

The SPD’s mention of Section 106 is a clear indication that the assumption was that the 
large number of developments in the area would collectively fund changes so that they 
collectively would make those developments amenable to future developments. We can see 
no evidence provided by the developer or officers to the contrary. 

The developer interestingly makes reference in several places to the Eastern Gate SPD. 
Given that its primary purposes are presumably to establish the changes needed in the area 
and that funding should be collected to implement these. It is odd then that the developer is 
not providing such funding. 

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
on behalf of Cambridge Cycling Campaign, 
 
 
 

Martin Lucas-Smith 
Liaison Officer 


