
PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING –  27th June   2012 
 

Amendment/De-brief Sheet  
 

PLANNING APPLICATIONS  
 
 

CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF: 12/0489/FUL 
 
Location:   Former Cambridge College For Further Education, 23 Young 

Street 
 
Target Date:  17.07.2012 
 
To Note:  
 
-The Council’s Access Officer has provided further comments. The officer accepts 
that the applicants have now addressed most of the concerns. The only outstanding 
issue remains improved access to the raked seating in the auditorium, which the 
officer confirms is desirable rather than essential. This constitutes an internal access 
issue that is covered by Part M of the Building Regulations 
 
-The Council’s Cycling and Walking officer has raised no objection to the revised 
plans. The officer seeks for the ramped access to be designed for ease of use for 
cyclists. The detail of the access is covered by condition.  
 
Amendments To Text: None 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: None 
 
DECISION:  
 
  
 
CIRCULATION: First  
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF: 12/0321/FUL 
 
Location:   190 - 192 Histon Road 
 
Target Date:  08.06.2012 
 
To Note:  Nothing 
 
Amendments To Text: None 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: None 
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DECISION:  
 
  
 
CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF:  11/0338/FUL 
 
Location:   Intercell House, 1 Coldhams Lane 
 
Target Date:  28.07.2011 
 
To Note:  
 
1. Please note that the notes of the Transport Briefing on 13th June 2012 are 

attached to the amendment sheet. 
 
2. Please note that a letter in response to the Transport Briefing from Savills, on 

behalf of the applicants, has been received. This has been attached to the 
amendment sheet. 

 
3. Please note that an objection has been received from Councillor Johnson. 

This letter has been attached to the amendment sheet. 
 
4. Additional submission from RARA, BruNK and PACT attached. 
 
5.  Copy of WSP commentary for 27th June committee meeting attached. 
 
Amendments To Text: 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: 
 
It has been suggested that members of Committee may wish to review the principal 
materials proposed for the development. If this is the case, I recommend an 
additional resolution: 
 
‘ AUTHORITY to officers to discharge Condition 3 is limited in the following manner. 
Officers are required to notify all members of Committee when the sample panel is 
installed. Officers have AUTHORITY to discharge condition 3 only if no member 
requests, within 21 days of the date of notification of the sample panel, that the 
acceptability of the panel be brought to Committee for determination.’ 
 
DECISION:  
 
  
 
CIRCULATION: First 
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ITEM:    General   
 
Location:    9-15 Harvest Way 
 
To Note: 
 
Amendments To Text: 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: 
 
DECISION:  
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Member Briefing on Transport Issues in connection with 
planning application at Intercell House, Newmarket Road 
 
Wednesday 13th June 2012 
 
The notes below are summary notes only, indicating the main points 
raised. The notes need to be read in conjunction with the written version 
of the County Council presentation. 
 
Attendees: 
 
City/County Council Officer and advisors: 
James Lindsey – Atkins (JL) 
Rob Bailey – Atkins (RB) 
John Hicks – Independent Advisor to City Council (JH) 
Graham Hughes – Cambridgeshire County Council (GH) 
Patsy Dell – City Council (PD) 
Sarah Dyer – City Council (SD) 
Tony Collins – City Council (TC) 
 
Members: 
Councillor Hipkin 
Councillor Saunders 
Councillor Brown 
Councillor Johnson 
County Councillor Sedgwick-Jell 
County Councillor Harrison 
 
Representatives of Residents Associations including Lynette Gilbert, Roger 
Chatterton 
 
Presentation by City/County Officers and advisors 
 
GH gave a presentation on the County Council’s assessment of the transport 
impact of the development including the interrelationship with other 
developments.  The County Council’s view is that the proposal is acceptable 
and that the impact is small.  The Council could not justify a recommendation 
of refusal. 
 
PD advised that the City Council have retained an independent consultant to 
oversee the work carried out by the County Council.  She invited JH to 
comment on the advice that had been presented by the County. 
 
JH went through the key points that he would expect the County Council to 
have considered in their assessment.  His view was as follows: 
 
Existing Situation: 

• Were the correct period identified for assessment? YES weekday 
AM/PM peak and Saturday PM 



• Has the County observed the situation on the ground?  Not clear but 
officers would have a good feel for it. 

• Has the County required recent data to be used? YES 
• Has the County made sure that analysis reflects observed conditions? 

YES 
 
 
Baseline: 

• Has the County included permitted uses? YES. 
• Has required permitted development been taken into account regarding 

Cromwell Road and the CRC Brunswick site? YES 
• Growth. This could be a red herring. His view is that as long as 

comparable scenarios have been compared, that is all is required.  In 
his view, it is unlikely that large amounts of background growth will 
occur on Newmarket Road as the road is already congested.. 

 
Development: 

• Has the County checked the figures provided for traffic generation? 
YES Bespoke surveys were carried out in Bath and Brighton 

 
Modelling: 

• Has the County used modelling to determine advice? YES initially 
dependent on modelling but the most recent comments take a common 
sense approach.  Earlier advice about cumulative development was not 
credible. 

 
Recommendation: 

• Has the County considered the implications of objecting? YES It is 
agreed that an objection could not be substantiated at appeal.  

• Has a sensible conclusion been reached by the County? YES.  
 
Cllr Hipkin: 
There is already congestion. Your input says this is acceptable but what 
would you say is unacceptable? 
GH: It is not possible to identify an absolute limit.  This would depend on a 
number of circumstances.  There used to be a DfT guidance figure of a 5% 
increase being material but the current council assessment has not used this 
as a benchmark.. 
 
JH: Agreed that the previous DfT guidance was 5% but this is no longer used, 
Cannot give absolute answers.  Sites like this need to be determined on a 
case by case basis.  
 
Cllr Brown: 1 -  the original presentation to Committee was adjourned – 
what prompted change in advice based on modelling. 2 - The County 
Council’s remit is to provide advice but what about impacts on 
customers of hotel.  
GH: Agreed that presentation was adjourned.  However, to clarify, the County 
Council hasn’t changed its position.  The original advice was that there was 



insufficient extra traffic to justify detailed modelling and that is effectively the 
conclusion being presented here.   
GH noted that the primary function of the County is to consider the impact of 
traffic generation on the network.  In terms of the customers to the hotel, the 
councils remit would be limited to their access to the site, its impact and 
available transport choices for them.  In reality, it is likely that staff will not 
bring cars to the site. 
JH: Agreed staff are unlikely to bring cars. 
 
Cllr Sedgwick-Jell: 1. Danger of a case by case approach. 2. Questions 
whether we should always assume growth is a good idea. The 
cumulative effect of development, Cromwell Road should be taken into 
consideration, changes to Beehive site, Business Park Newmarket Road. 
Put these together and the impact is massive. 
 
GH: The County rely on DFT guidance which suggests that they must take a 
reasonable view. The accepted methodology is to look at individual 
developments as they come forward, even though there may be a cumulative 
impact from other developments that emerge at a later date.  Committed 
development, i.e. that with a planning permission, is included in our 
assessments.   There has been a lot of growth in Cambridge but overall not a 
huge impact on traffic because growth has been in use of cycles and bus 
more than in the car.  It could be said that congestion is a good source of 
traffic management.  The County Council is acting as Highway Authority and 
the advice given here is within its remit as such. Broader issues of growth are 
for the City Council. 
 
JH: Understands point about cumulative effect but the Council has to 
determine applications as they come in.   They take into account what has 
been committed and traffic counts reflect new development.  
 
Cllr Harrison: The County Council has a central role to play in decisions 
on growth. Sites do have to be redeveloped. Officers are avoiding issues 
of policy and relying on defunct DfT policy. The City Council’s Local 
Plan Policy 8/2 requires zero increase in car traffic.  The County 
Council’s 2002 statement requires zero impact on Coldham’s Lane/ 
Newmarket Road junction. The public should be concerned  - no 
confidence in policies. The Local Authority does not have policies to 
protect the public.  
 
GH: I disagree with Cllr Harrison. The County have undertaken a professional 
assessment and has not thrown the policy aside. We’re not working to the 5% 
- that was only mentioned as background information. 
Based on the fact that the proposed use of Intercell House will generate just 
16 new trips on Saturday pm, an objection could not be substantiated. 
The Local Plan policy referred to would need to be addressed by the City 
Planning officer in undertaking the overall assessment of the proposal for the 
planning report.  
 
Cllr Harrison: What about Policy 8/2 and previous policy statements? 



GH: At 16 trips the impact is not significant - it would not be reasonable to 
argue zero impact as any development will have some impact.  The Council 
has not disregarded policy but is taking a reasonable approach. 
 
PD: The allocation within the Local Plan is for mixed use redevelopment.  
Cllr Harrison: The expectation from public is that there will be zero impact. 
One of the most congested parts of the City. 
 
GH: The County Council have never said it would not object if 5% or less and 
are not relying on the 5% assessment. There needs to be an assessment in 
the round of Local Plan policies.  
 
Cllr Johnson: Local Plan Policy 8/2 needs the confidence of the public. 
The Eastern Gate SPD (EGSPD) has been adopted – why are 
commitments not included in Assessment. 
Lynette Gilbert: Commitments in the EGSPD include changes to the 
junction to improve highway safety. 
 
GH: The County has used committed development approved under the 
planning system.  Whatever happens to the junction, the number of 
movements associated with Intercell House (16) is too small a number to 
make significant difference.  
The EGSPD does contain additional proposals such as the pedestrian 
crossing.  This could be implemented with or without Intercell House and 
therefore needs to be seen separately from this assessment.  In reality, any 
such highway proposals will have to be assessed in the normal way but are 
not part of this application. Schemes such as the proposed pedestrian 
crossing would be introduced for a number of reasons, most probably safety.  
As such, whilst it may improve safety, it may also have a detrimental impact 
on traffic flow/congestion but may still be justified. Generally, the hierarchy of 
users, as shown in the Local Transport Plan, would be used to assess if the 
need for safety schemes such as this.  GH reiterrated that this is not an issue 
that has affected the county council's assessment..  
 
Cllr Saunders: What mitigation measures will there be. Implications of 
consented use.  Please confirm the percentage associated with group 
compared with local development.  
 
GH: Saturday PM is the worst case scenario. The consented use would 
generate more traffic than the hotel if occupied during the week. Have added 
14% growth between 2011 and 2018 in line with national database. That level 
of growth is highly unlikely because 14% more traffic cannot be 
accommodated on the roads.  What is important though in the assessment is 
the actual increase in traffic and this is so small as to be insignificant.  GH 
agreed with JH view that growth is a red herring. 
JH – Growth is massively bigger than development impact and is not helpful. 
PD: Policies need to be matched against eachother.  
 
Roger Chatterton: 16 does not equate to zero. Each site is considered in 
isolation which is not justifiable in the real world. Either have zero or 



have not. Actually have 56 (16+9+31) – very large accumulative input. 
Growth could cause gridlock, might sort itself out but could be 
detrimental to Cambridge. Growth cannot be ignored.  
 
Lynette Gilbert: Common sense not modelling. 340 hotel rooms on most 
congested junction.  There is no scope to increase traffic flow on 
Coldham’s Lane – superficially very small – impact on already 
gridlocked system. System already at its limits on Sunday am and pm 
also.  Impact is to treble journey time on Newmarket Road. Need to look 
at impact not numbers. 
1. Does County Council Highways have a strategy or policy to deal with 

Newmarket Road/Coldhams Lane. 
2. Does County Council Highways ever test or audit previous 

decisions? 
 
GH: Hotels have low traffic generation – other uses would have higher traffic 
generation e.g. residential.  Hotels produce little movement in urban areas.  
Gridlock - this is a particular term and in GH view, Coldhams Lane is rarely  
gridlocked.  There is often a moving queue though, not gridlock.  
Transport Strategy for South Cambs and the City is at consultation stage.  
Barnwell Road changes - could look to fast track changes using developer 
contributions.  
Annual surveys – lots of data about how road network operates.  Over the 
years, the level of traffic generation has changed little.  Core traffic zone has 
reduced central area traffic and journey times are stable. Impossible to look at 
individual development impacts after the event as there are so many other 
external impacts – given changes to existing network, change of use etc. The 
network is at equilibrium at present because it is congested. 
 
JH: No formal definition of gridlock – cannot add to GH response. Cambridge 
not unusual in the way they approach strategy. Assessment not different – 
rely on DFT guidelines not policy.  
 
Member of residents’ association: Councillors represent people– will the 
comments be taken seriously? 
 
PD: Lack of confidence in the  earlier advice given by the County Council 
resulted in appointment of independent consultant  - to try to understand 
issues and concern. Best advice available.  
 
2nd member of resident’s association: GH should be ashamed. Junction 
– pedestrians – no crossing – not safe – more traffic – junction needs 
sorting out first.  
 
GH: Difficult junction  Whilst there is congestion in the area, the council's remit 
is to look at the impact of this development and that is acceptable given the 
small amount of traffic. 
 
Cllr Brown: Elected to represent local people – look at advice from the 
Planning officers – address planning policies. Not a ‘fait accompli’. 



 
Lynette Gilbert: Mixed use redevelopment – existing designation 
changed to allow hotels.  
PD: Policy promotes active redevelopment. The intention is for this item to go 
to June Committee. Report on the Harvest Way application with most recent 
advice. Representations can be made in advance of the Committee Meeting. 
 













Councillor Richard Johnson 
688 Newmarket Road 

Cambridge 
CB5 8RS 

 

Members of Planning Committee 
Cambridge City Council 
The Guildhall 
Cambridge 
 

25th June 2012 

 

Dear Planning Committee Member, 

Re: Planning Application 11/0338/FUL 

I am writing to request that this planning application is rejected, contrary to the 
Advice of the Planning Officer, on the grounds that it contravenes Local Plan 
Policies: 

• 8/2 (transport impact) and 3/7 (b) (creating successful places which 
should ‘respond to their levels of use while not allowing vehicular traffic 
to dominate’) 

• 8/1 (spatial location of development) 

• 6/3 (tourist accommodation) 

I also draw attention that, in my view, this planning application runs contrary to 
the proposals outlined in Eastern Gate Supplementary Planning Document 
section 3, sub-section 2.4 (remodelling hostile junctions).  

The Eastern Gate SPD is now a relevant and material consideration in 
planning policy, hence my inclusion in this Letter of Objection. 

 

A) Local Plan policies 8/2 and 3/7 (b) 

 

1. Impact on congestion 

This objection through Local Plan policies 8/2 and 3/7(b) is based on the view 
that County Council Highway Engineers, in their assessment as included in 
the report to committee, continue to be evasive in respect of their 
responsibilities of acknowledging the issue of traffic congestion in this area of 
Abbey Ward. 



I appeal to Members of the Committee to take a more balanced view, and 
take into account their responsibility to protect Coldham’s Lane and 
surrounding streets from even greater levels of gridlock than exist currently.  

I would remind Committee Members that there is precedent for in fact taking 
congestion on Newmarket Road and around this site into account for 
recommendations. Planning Committee, and East Area committee have, in 
the past, rejected McDdonald’s application for a site immediately adjacent to 
this site and the West’s garage expansion plans, and on both occasions the 
inspector upheld the decision.    
  
The County Council’s own forecast states that the number of trips on the 
surrounding road network will increase from the 2011 total of 7337 during 
Saturday ‘peak time’ of 1500-1600 to 7739 (excluding the impact of the three 
proposed or planned developments in the vicinity) at the same peak time by 
2018. This represents a percentage increase of nearly 5.5%.  

In my view this application should be seen in the context of projected 
additional traffic on the surrounding road network, which is already congested. 

Therefore, the projected additional increase of 0.72% suggested from the 
three developments in the area (the Premier Inn, Travelodge and Harvest 
Way) - 56 extra cars/hour during ‘peak time’ – should not be seen as 
“negligible” in its impact. 

If the view were taken that every new, additional, development is “negligible”, 
yet creates an incremental increase on the volume of traffic, then the impact 
would, eventually, be significant enough to not be negligible but great. This is 
why we already have severe congestion on Newmarket Rd and around this 
site.  
 
I believe this underpins the assertion through Local Plan policy 8/2 that in 
areas of high congestion “zero increase or reduction in car traffic generation” 
should be upheld when considering applications for new development. 
 

I would also like to remind Members that County Council Highways’ policy in 
2003 was to ensure new development had a zero traffic impact at this site, 
because of the severe congestion on the local road network. The Highways 
Officer at the time explicitly stated that their objective was to avoid setting a 
precedent for cumulative “small incremental increases of traffic” in this 
location.  

Nearly a decade on, the County Council have now taken the view that since 
the area has through it 7337 vehicles per hour on ‘peak times’ during 
Saturday afternoons, cumulative small incremental increases of traffic will 
make “negligible” or “very limited” impact to the functioning of the junction. I 
ask that Committee Members note the a view taken nearly ten years ago 
should be considered as even more relevant now when traffic levels within the 
area have increased since 2003. 



I strongly urge Committee Members to also consider that, as “a worse case”, 
this development could contribute to an increase of an extra 4% of generated 
traffic through Coldham’s Lane. As alluded to, for a junction that is already 
extremely congested12, and described by the Travelodge's own traffic 
consultant as 'already at or nearing its design capacity' (see para 5.5.7, TA for 
09/0297/FUL), and by County Council Highways itself as "at the limits of 
acceptability" in 2003, this is deeply concerning.  
 

2. Impact on on-street car parking 

I refer to the comments made by Mr Collins in his report on paragraph 8.59:  

“Local residents, the Planning Policy Manager, and the highway authority are 
all concern that although the level of [car parking] provision is in accordance 
with policy, and the proposed hotel is close to the city centre and served by 
bus routes, there is a risk that visitors using private cars will increase pressure 
on on-street car parking in neighbouring residential streets. I recognise that 
this is a genuine risk.” (My italics) 

Close to the proposed development are situated a number of streets, such as 
Silverwood Close, that suffer from a lack of space for residents to park their 
own cars. A proposed Verge Parking Prohibition scheme, coupled with the 
new development already granted planning permission, and this application, 
would create even greater limitations for residents to find appropriate on-
street car parking. 

As a result this development does not respond well to levels of the existing 
use of surrounding streets due to the issues described above. 

I do, however, agree with the recommendation by Mr Collins that if this 
application is accepted, the S106 agreement must make available a 
contribution to cover surveys and aid potential residents’ parking schemes for 

ilverwood Close. affected streets, including S
                                                         

1 I draw attention to this table, which was Travelodge applicant’s traffic survey dated 23 
October 2010 for application 10/0851/FUL, key comparisons shown. Coldham’s Lane is a 
single lane road, compared to the dual carriageway of Newmarket Rd. 

 WEEKDAYS SATURDAYS 
Time AM peak PM peak 11am-12 12-1pm 
NEWMARKET 
ROAD traffic 
volumes 

 

1649 

 

1703 

 

1656 

 

1564 
COLDHAM’S 
LANE traffic 
volumes 

 

1668 

 

1828 

 

1855 

 

1836 
 

2 Current average vehicle speed on Saturday afternoon is 14.12 km/h, compared to 28-29 
km/h during weekday peak hours. 



 

 

B) Local Plan policy 8/1 

I refer to paragraph 8.6 in this policy in the Local Plan that states: “Out-of-
centre non-residential development will only be acceptable where it can be 
clearly demonstrated that the location is suitable, and will not encourage 
additional car use compared with a more central location.” 

The addition of a 121-bed Premier Inn will put a total of 340 new bedrooms on 
this busy junction. In terms of the definition of ‘out-of-centre’ development, I 
would add that the site is 2 km from the railway station, and it is a fair 
suggestion (and common sense) to state that the majority of guest will arrive 
and leave by car or taxi rather than walk. As a result this will put additional 
stress on the existing road network (see my earlier points on Local Plan policy 
8/2). 
 

C) Local Plan policy 6/3  

Whilst I note that Local Plan Proposal Site 7.03 allocates the site for potential 
hotel use, I should remind Members of the Committee that there is now extant 
planning consent for the construction of a 219-bed Travelodge adjacent the 
Intercell House site.  

Both the consented and proposed hotels are ‘budget’ hotels and, therefore, I 
am unconvinced that this proposed development “maintains, strengthens and 
diversifies the range of short-stay accommodation” in this area of the city, as 
outlined in Local Plan policy 6/3.  

I also draw attention to Mr Collins’ comments regarding the Cambridge Future 
Hotels report (paragraph 8.4): 

“The report predicts that the two budget hotels proposed on Newmarket Road 
(Travelodge and the current application) may open well ahead of market 
growth, increasing the existing downward pressure on lower-grade hotels and 
guest houses. The report suggests that better-located and better quality small 
hotels and guest houses, and those with a loyal customer base may be less 
affected, but poorer-quality, less well-run and less well located establishments 
may exit the market.” 

This, in my view contravenes Local Plan policy 6/3 which states “development 
will not be permitted which would result in the loss of existing short-stay tourist 
accommodation”. 

 
D) Eastern Gate Supplementary Planning Document 

Additionally, this planning application contravenes Eastern Gate 
Supplementary Planning Document section 3, sub-section 2.4 (remodelling 
hostile junctions).  



It appears that the County Council took no consideration of the Eastern Gate 
SPD in its modelling, based on the recommendations in the report. The 
County Council assumes road layouts will remain as they are until 2018. But 
the SPD recommends a pedestrian crossing on the Coldham’s Lane junction. 
This would mean the junction would see a restriction of left turns. 

The report does not make any reference to the interests of residents as 
walkers and cyclists, and no suggestion that this proposal will make a 
contribution to make this junction safer for them. 

I would remind Members of the Committee that the City Council is committed 
to implementing the SPD’s agenda and is now a material consideration in 
planning policy in the ‘Eastern Gate’ area.  

 

I hope you will be able to use all these comments as the basis of a vote to 
reject the application. 

Yours sincerely, 

Richard Johnson 
Labour Councillor for Abbey Ward 
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Cambridge City Council 
Eastern Gate sites on Newmarket Road 
WSP commentary for 27 June 2012 committee meeting 
 

Our comments below relate to the information sent through and reflect what the City could have 
reasonably expected the County to do before providing their advice on the application(s). 

 

Existing conditions   
 

1. Identified key assessment periods? – yes these are the weekday AM and PM peak hours where traffic 
generation from the permitted uses (see below) would exceed flows from the proposed uses and 
Saturday afternoon because of the significant retail uses in the area – it is not significant that the 
busiest hour starts at 1430 rather than 1500 on Saturday. 

 

2. Observed traffic conditions on Saturday afternoon? – WSP have no evidence  that County Council 
visited the site on a recent Saturday, but it is reasonable to assume that they, as local highway 
authority, are familiar with local traffic conditions.  In any event, WSP visited site on 19 May to observe 
conditions. 

 

3. Required recent traffic data in TA? – yes weekday surveys were done in November 2010 and 
Saturday base flows form part of the County Council’s existing Paramics model. 

 

4. Made sure analysis reflects observed conditions? – there is only limited information about validation of 
the model but County have not relied on the model (see below).  WSP have reviewed current year 
model runs against their site visit on 19 May and the two appear broadly compatible. 

 

Baseline 

 

3. Allowed permitted uses to be included? – yes the existing uses of the Intercell House and other sites 
have been included in the Transport Assessments – this is standard practice as set out in DfT’s  
Transport Assessment Guidelines. 

 

4. Required committed developments (Berkeley scheme and Cromwell Rd) to be included? – yes both of 
these schemes have permission but only the Berkeley site is under construction and both have 
correctly been included in addition to the Harvest Way and Travelodge schemes, so the cumulative 
impacts have been addressed. 

 

5. Future traffic growth? – yes this has been included in the 2018 modelling work, but WSP think this 
unhelpful as it masks impacts of schemes and is unrealistic as WSP don’t believe the predicted level 
of growth will happen on a congested network.  In any event, growth is not relevant anyway since the 
County Council must consider the impact of the development only when advising on this planning 
application.  Impact is assessed by comparing baseline versus a with development scenario – both 
should either include or exclude growth. 

 

6. Should the SPD pedestrian crossing be included? – no, it should not be included since it is not yet a 
committed (programmed and funded) transport improvement. 
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With development and impacts 
 

7. Checked applicant’s traffic generation? – there is no evidence that this has been checked but it is the 
same information that was used for the Travelodge application and those rates were agreed with the 
County Council – we understand that these were based on bespoke Travelodge surveys at Bath and 
Brighton which had similar locations and parking provisions. 

 

8. Used model as a tool not as sole determinant of advice? – yes the most recent County Council advice 
makes only brief reference to the modelling work and does not rely on the outputs but see below. 

 

9. Applied common sense to model results? – yes in the most recent note County have but did not do so 
initially when suggesting that a very small volume of extra right turning traffic from Coldhams Lane to 
Newmarket Road could generate significantly lower travel times and less congestion across this part 
of the highway network.  This resulted from an unusual form of analysis which, when revisited, 
identified no major changes in performance of the network. 

 

10. Considered non-car accessibility? – there is no evidence of doing so in the County advice, though we 
note that there have been references in the submitted documents to improving pedestrian facilities in 
the area.  It should be possible for some of the ECATP contribution to be used to investigate the 
feasibility and traffic impact of providing pedestrian facilities across Coldhams Lane and then providing 
pedestrian facilities if they prove not to have a significant detrimental impact on traffic conditions in the 
area. 

 

Recommendations 
 

11. Thought about ability to sustain any objection at appeal and avoid award of costs against authority? – 
yes the County have considered their position and concluded that an objection on highway grounds 
would not be sustainable at appeal, so risking an award of costs against the authorities if the appeal 
were successful.  WSP agree that given the expected change in traffic flows as a result of the 
scheme, there is no robust transport objection. 

 

12. Reached a reasonable conclusion? – yes despite concerns about some aspects of the County work, 
WSP don't think these issues would have affected the overall advice given to the City Council.  In the 
context of Local Plan policy 8/2, County have judged impacts to be acceptable. 
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