


Response to request to provide comments on Cambridge South East Transport Scheme, 
Transport and Works Act Order – draft order documents 1.1 18 Nov 2024, by Cambridge 
Ramblers. 6 Dec 2024.

Making it quicker and easier to get to where you need to be.

1.1 As far as walkers and users of Nine Wells are concerned, we are disappointed to have to say 
that the above claim for the current proposals is less than adequate. We have willingly participated 
in the Consultations in 2019 and 2020 (which were organised by Mott McDonald) so we are 
disappointed to see that our comments and suggestions have not been taken into account.

1.2 In particular, from looking at the Rights of Way plans in the draft TWAO (in particular CSET-11-
DO4-00_Rights of Way & Traffic Regulation Plans) it appears that the proposal is to prevent 
walking between the Nine Wells Local Nature Reserve and both the Bio-Medical Campus and 
Shelford. Currently these connections are provided by the DNA cycletrack, but they do not appear 
to be reflected in the busway plans in the draft TWAO. We trust that this is not a deliberate policy 
but merely results from the lack of impact assessment of the needs of walkers. 

1.3 If left to stand as proposed, it would mean that Bio-Medical Campus users would be denied 
access to the Local Nature Reserve. It would also mean that leisure and active travellers between 
Shelford and Cambridge would be forced to give up the rural Nine Wells route and solely walk on 
roads and tarmac. In addition there would be no access to Nine Wells from Hobson's Park or the 
Clay Farm housing estate.

1.4 We note that your report CSET-10-02-00 ES Volume 2 Main Report says “Nine Wells LNR is 
currently accessed by the public from NCN 11 (DNA Path). The path will be diverted during 
construction to maintain access, but the diversion will include site crossings which may add some 
very minor delay to journeys to the Nine Wells LNR. “ Our concern is that there must be 
continuing access after construction is complete. 

1.5 The following map (based on OpenStreet Map) shows the footpaths and tracks currently used 
and which would become unavailable if the proposals were put into practice.
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1.7 This matter must be rectified. We make two suggestions in our comments on the following map

Figure 2

2.1 CSET-10-02-00 ES Volume 2 Main Report.11.5.1 “The DNA Cycle Path will remain open 
during the majority of the construction period, but a temporary diversion may be needed during 
specific operations. There will be close views of construction Compound 7 nearby and of the 
construction of the Hobson’s Conduit crossing and route. The works will form the dominant 
feature of the view. With the ability to divert the cycle path and maintenance of access, the high 
sensitivity of the receptor, combined with the major magnitude of change, will result in large 
adverse effects which are significant. Night time effects have not been considered. “

2.2 The DNA Cycle Path is well used at night, particularly by hospital and other workers. Any 
diversion must be well lit and signed.

3.1 Travel Hub. At the new A11 Travel Hub, the existing PROW FP 12/3 (the path from 
Babraham to cross the A11) will need to cross the car park. When we were first consulted by the 
CSET team, we were told that the footpath would only need to cross two roads, We suggested 
extending the A11 bridge to encompass the crossing of these two roads. See minutes of 
meeting, on 27 November 2020, below.



Figure 3

3.2 However, in the proposed design, it appears that the footpath (FP 12/3) now needs to cross 3
or 4 roads. This appears to be both unsafe and inconvenient for both footpath users and vehicle 
drivers. We suggest that the design should revert to a much narrower crossing, two roads only, 
which would reduce the length of any extension to the bridge (if implemented) or width of 
pedestrian crossing. See comments on below map.



Figure 4

4.1 Diversion or closure of footpaths. We note that the proposal is to temporarily close the 
following public rights of way:
 - Bridleway 212/2 between Stapleford and Babraham 

 - Restricted Byway 12/10 between Sawston and Bridleway 212/2 

 - Footpath 12/9 between Sawston and Babraham 

 - Footpath 12/4 between Babraham and the Abingdons 
The report says “There are no suitable diversions available (see Chapter 14) other than the 
public highways.”

4.2 The report proposes to implement a temporary diversion of the DNA cycle path “Owing to the
importance of the NCN 11 (DNA Path) as a commuting route”.

4.3 Unfortunately it is not uncommon for site developments to treat public rights of way as 
significantly less important than roads. Public rights of way are public highways and there is a 
statutory obligation to keep them open. All the above are commuting routes, not just the DNA 
cycle path.

4.4 Just because the contractor may find it easier to close a footpath, does not mean that it 
should be allowed. It is usually possible to implement a diversion around the area of work. It may
take the contractor more time to think this through, but it is all too easy for a contractor to 
demand a footpath closure for the full duration without it being questioned. If questioned, the 
stock answer is “for safety”. I have seen a number of examples where a footpath is closed, but 
with no activity being undertaken on it for months on end. This is both infuriating and arguably 
illegal. If this was a road it would not be tolerated. The inconvenience of the closure of public 
rights of way will be significant. 



4.5 Notification of any closure or diversion must be publicly available. It is not sufficient to just 
notify “the locals” - travellers from a further distance need to know, preferably online, particularly 
if it would involve a long diversion which might take a walker several hours to undertake.

5.1 Additional footpath. In the 2020 consultation we were asked for any suggestion on footpath
improvements. We made the following suggestion for a link path between Babraham bridleway 
12 and Gog Magog.
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