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Glossary 
Terms 

• CPPF Alternative refers to the scheme, proposed by Cambridge Past Present and Future and Coton Parish 

Council, for an in-highway inbound bus lane along the A1303 between St Neots Road and the Madingley 

Park & Ride junction 

• Madingley Mulch roundabout refers to the junction between the A1303, A428 and St Neots Rd by 

Madingley Mulch, the garden building supplier. 

• Madingley Hill refers to the A1303 between Madingley Mulch roundabout and the M11 Junction 13. 

• Madingley Rd refers to the A1303 between the M11 Junction 13 and Queen’s Rd. 

• Making Connections refers to the GCP City Access scheme for reducing congestion in Cambridge, 

including demand management measures (such as a ‘smart’ congestion charge) and improvements to bus 

services to encourage modal shift from private cars for local trips. 

• Hurry call refers to a system for adapting traffic signal phasings in response to an approaching bus. 

Abbreviations 

• BCR: Benefit-Cost Ratio of cumulative social benefits to costs over the appraisal period (60 years) 

• CPCA: Combined Authority for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 

• CtoC and C2C: Cambourne to Cambridge 

• EC: Outline Business Case Economic Case [CD1.20.02] 

• ECA: Outline Business Case Economic Case Addendum [CD1-21.02] 

• EIA: Environmental Impact Assessment 

• EWR: East West Rail 

• GCP: Greater Cambridge Partnership 

• GDV: Gross Development Value 

• HQPT: High Quality Public Transport 

• LLF: Local Liaison Forum 

• LVU: Land Value Uplift 

• NPPF: National Planning Policy Framework 

• OBC: Outline Business Case 

• TA: Transport Assessment [CD1-25.01] 

• TAG: Department for Transport’s Transport Appraisal Guidance 

https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://eastwestrail.co.uk/
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/transport-analysis-guidance-tag
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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 I present this proof of evidence as a transport professional who has been engaged with this project 

since 2015. My professional qualifications, including in economic appraisal, and experience with this 

project are set out in section 2 of my proof. 

1.2 In section 3, I outline how I came to develop the CPPF Alternative, set out in Appendix A to this proof. 

The report dated April 2025 [CD23-18-2] was submitted to this inquiry with the CPPF/CPC Statement 

of Case [CD23-18-1] and was an update to a report first submitted to GCP in 2021. A further August 

2025 update to this report is attached as Appendix A which I refer to as “my report” in this proof.   

1.3 This is what Cambridge Past Present and Future and Coton Parish Council have put forward as a 

feasible scheme that meets the project objectives at lower cost and with lower ecological harm to 

the scheme proposed by the Applicant. The engineering feasibility is shown on the general 

arrangement drawings by Civilistix, commissioned by CPPF (Appendix F to Mr Johnstone’s proof). 

1.4 My proof complements that of Mr Johnstone and focuses on data analysis I have undertaken that 

demonstrates the validity of his assertions with respect to modelling and the cost–benefit analysis of 

the busway scheme proposed by the Applicant. 

1.5 In §4.1 I demonstrate that actual journey time data between Cambourne and Cambridge shows a 

marked reduction in delays from 2019 to 2024, with median delays on Madingley Hill reduced from 

14.8 minutes to 1.5 minutes. Extreme delays have also reduced from 32.1 minutes to 6.3 minutes. 

The Applicant cannot therefore plausibly claim that a model validated in 2019 is relevant in 2025. 

1.6 In §4.2 I demonstrate that there is no significant delay to buses travelling outbound, and that 

assuming increased congestion in future is contrary to national planning policy guidance and adopted 

local policies on traffic reduction. 

1.7 In §4.3 I explain how the Applicant’s claim that the CtoC scheme is necessary to “unlock” housing at 

Bourn Airfield rests on a planning condition that is susceptible to being varied. 

1.8 In §4.4 I identify a number of flaws in the Applicant’s business case: 

1.8.1 The Statement of Aims [CD1-04] does not restrict its scope to West Cambridge, and therefore 

the business case should consider journey times and routes to reach other key destinations in 

and around Cambridge, even where using the busway would not be the quickest. 
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1.8.2 The Applicant is unclear about what assumptions it has made in forecasting journey times on 

the busway. 

1.8.3 The Do Minimum comparator or Core Scenario used as a reference for appraising the CtoC 

busway is deficient in not considering what is possible with existing infrastructure, including the 

A428, bus lanes on Milton Road (built by the GCP), and other network improvements planned, 

in particular to traffic signals. 

1.8.4 Bus patronage is demonstrably lower in 2025 than pre-COVID, which calls into question how 

realistic the forecast future patronage is that underpins the business case and already poor BCR. 

1.8.5 The Land Value Uplift approach to calculating an alternative Benefit–Cost Ratio is severely 

flawed and does not provide the sought-after improvement in the scheme’s Value for Money 

category. 

1.9 In §4.5, I explain that, in accordance with TAG guidance, the Applicant should have assessed 

alternatives on the balance benefits of costs, not by simply comparing benefits. 

1.10 Finally, I set the context for the general arrangement drawings appended to Mr Johnstone’s proof 

(at Appendix F), which illustrate how, subject to more detailed design work, the CPPF Alternative 

scheme may be delivered within the public highway while minimising ecological harm. 

 

 



TWA/24/APP/03 Proof of Evidence by Edward Leigh 

Page 6 of 97 

2 Witness background and qualifications 

2.1 I am a Senior Transport Policy Officer at North Hertfordshire District Council, with responsibility for 

assessing and helping to shape planning applications for large developments, developing transport 

policies and strategies, and managing transport projects. 

2.2 I completed a Masters in Transport Economics at Leeds Institute for Transport Studies in 2018/19, 

which covered in depth the principles and application of economic appraisal. My dissertation was a 

detailed examination and reconstruction of the CSRM2 SATURN strategic model of the Greater 

Cambridge region. An objective was to test the feasibility of ideas developed by Smarter Cambridge 

Transport to prioritise buses and reduce congestion within the city, including re-routing buses around 

Cambridge city centre and holding back inbound traffic in the morning peak. 

2.3 In 2015/16 I co-founded a local voluntary organisation, Smarter Cambridge Transport, to advance 

sustainable, integrated and equitable transport for the Cambridge region. I led this multi-disciplinary 

team until the end of 2021, when the organisation retired (in part because I started full-time 

employment, having previously been self-employed). 

2.4 Smarter Cambridge Transport was represented on the CtoC Local Liaison Forum from 2016. 

2.5 I have engaged closely with this project for over ten years, meeting with GCP officers and consultants; 

MPs; county, district and parish councillors; and special interest and community groups. 

2.6 I have been a resident of Cambridge since 1989, except while I studied for my masters. 

2.7 I have no conflicts of interest to declare. My professional work has no direct or indirect connection 

to the CtoC project. I have no land or other business interests in the area affected by the CtoC 

scheme. Nor do I travel regularly along this transport corridor. 

2.8 The evidence I have prepared and provide in this proof of evidence for this public inquiry, into the 

Cambourne to Cambridge Transport and Works Act Order ref TWA/24/APP/03, is true and is given in 

accordance with the Transport Planning Society Code of Conduct.1 I confirm that the opinions 

expressed are my true and professional opinions. 

 
1 https://tps.org.uk/public/downloads/a_qyC/Code%20of%20Conduct%20June%202020.pdf 

https://tps.org.uk/public/downloads/a_qyC/Code%20of%20Conduct%20June%202020.pdf
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3 Background to CPPF Alternative 

3.1 Smarter Cambridge Transport first sought to build support to lobby the GCP (initially the City Deal) 

Board to work with Highways England (now National Highways) to add direct connections between 

the A428 and M11 at the Girton Interchange. This would take roughly 30% of the traffic off Madingley 

Road [CD13-13, Appendix A paragraph 2.16] – strategic through-traffic that competes for space with 

local traffic and bus services. 

3.2 The Board, on the advice of officers, rejected this suggestion on the grounds that the Local Highway 

Authority has no power to alter Strategic Roads (even though that justification was wrong in my 

view). Counterexamples may be found, including in Essex, where the County Council led the 

construction of Junction 7a of the M11 east of Harlow.2 

3.3 The Board also, on the advice of officers, rejected Smarter Cambridge Transport’s calls to pilot 

Inbound Flow Control on the A1303. Using a technique known as ‘metering’, which is used on some 

motorway on-ramps, traffic lights would hold traffic where there is space to build a bus lane. There 

are instances of this physical arrangement already in Cambridge, e.g. on Trumpington Road and 

Newmarket Road, where bus lanes end at traffic lights. However, Cambridgeshire County Council still 

does not use those traffic lights to regulate the flow of general traffic to reduce congestion on the 

road beyond, which would assist buses further. 

3.4 Over the many years that the GCP has been developing the CtoC scheme, there have been multiple 

calls, most notably from the Cambourne–Cambridge LLF, Smarter Cambridge Transport, and 

Cambridge Past Present and Future (CPPF), to consider an in-highway bus lane as a viable alternative. 

3.5 The Applicant’s analyses of in-highway options have set excessively demanding specifications and 

have not considered reasonable mitigations to overcome constraints. 

3.6 The A1303 Busway Feasibility study (2 Feb 2017) [CD13-15] assumed a cross-sectional width of 

21.8m, comprising 9.3m for the road (compared with up to 7.3m now), 8.5m for a two-lane busway, 

including separation strips and a verge, and 4m for a footway/cycleway. It did not consider any 

departures from this specification to overcome constraints. 

 
2 Source: https://www.essexhighways.org/highway-schemes-and-developments/completed-schemes/completed-
multi-district-schemes/m11-junction-7a 

https://www.essexhighways.org/highway-schemes-and-developments/completed-schemes/completed-multi-district-schemes/m11-junction-7a
https://www.essexhighways.org/highway-schemes-and-developments/completed-schemes/completed-multi-district-schemes/m11-junction-7a
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3.7 The Madingley Road ‘Quick Win’ Options Outline (14 May 2019) [CD13-07] considered an inbound 

bus lane only with a more reasonable cross-sectional width of 14.3m, comprising 7.3m for the road, 

4m for the bus lane and 3m for the cycle/footway. However, it too did not consider any departures 

from this specification to overcome constraints. 

3.8 The CPPF Alternative Scheme – Engineering Assessment (July 2025) [CD9-31] specifies a cross-

sectional width for a nearside bus lane of 23.3m, comprising 13.3m for the road and bus lane, 3m for 

the shared use path, and 7m for verges. Again, it does not consider any departures from this 

specification to overcome constraints. 

3.9 In short, the Applicant has never attempted to design a deliverable in-highway scheme in order to 

test the business case for it against its preferred option. This point is picked up by Mr Johnstone in 

his proof at §6.03 (i). 

3.10 The Independent Auditor’s Assessment [CD8-27, page 58], commissioned by the GCP in 2021 to test 

the business case for the preferred option, was more conciliatory (underlining added): 

It is worth noting that the quick win measures proposed are short-term solutions, 

acknowledged as such, until the CAM [Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro] 

network is completed. If CAM does not proceed, the efficacy of an on-road HQPT 

[high quality passenger transit] to serve the new developments at Cambourne and 

Bourn Airfield would not be aligned with the assumptions and constraints, at least 

not in the longer term. Even so, the range of measures that would improve 

conditions along Madingley Road for bus users as well as general traffic are worth 

re-considering given the recent changes in the government’s transport strategy and 

policy towards buses accompanied with additional funding. It is possible that the 

GCP [Greater Cambridge Partnership] shied away from considering any substantial 

improvements along the A1303 because of the cost implications and fearing that it 

would divert resources away from the preferred option. The two options are not 

mutually exclusive and could be considered compatible.  

Audit Comment: A18 

The in-highway proposal for a HQPT along the A1303 are short-term measures that 

are consistent with the C2C scheme objectives. 

3.11 Despite this positive assessment by the auditor, the GCP did not revisit any ideas for providing bus 

priority along Madingley Road. 
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3.12 Three points should be noted in relation to the auditor’s comments above: 

3.12.1 Firstly, the caveats the auditor noted about CAM3 are now irrelevant. Although the CAM project 

has been abandoned, East West Rail continues to receive Government backing and funding. That 

potentially offers a more attractive competitor to any bus-based scheme between Cambourne 

and Cambridge. Mr Johnstone addresses this in his proof (section 3). 

3.12.2 Secondly, the concern about the alternative measures being “short-term” is also less relevant 

now. The scheme that CPPF presented to the auditor included a range of options and 

recommended disconnected lengths of bus lane and traffic signals to regulate the flow of traffic 

between the end of one bus lane and the start of the next. It was acknowledged that this would 

not provide the same journey time reliability as the CtoC busway. However, the proposal did 

cover the option to create a continuous bus lane from St Neots Road to the Madingley Park & 

Ride. In my professional opinion, this would provide similar benefits to the CtoC busway. My 

report, Appendix A to this proof, sets out this option more clearly, and the drawings at 

Appendix F of Mr Johnstone’s proof illustrate a feasible way, subject to more detailed design 

work, such a scheme could be delivered within the public highway and minimising ecological 

harm. 

3.12.3 Thirdly, as Mr Johnstone and I demonstrate through our evidence (my report at Appendix A 

§4.1.2 and §4.2.5, and Mr Johnstone’s proof section 2), traffic patterns and congestion are very 

different now than pre-COVID or early 2021, when the Independent Audit was conducted. 

Assessing the long-term trends in traffic volumes and patterns requires a properly calibrated 

and validated strategic model (i.e. that dynamically allocates trips to modes and routes). As Mr 

Johnstone has argued in his proof (section 2), the model used by the Applicant to construct its 

business case is simply not fit for this purpose. 

3.13 Between 2016 and 2021, I authored, with assistance from the Smarter Cambridge Transport team, 

responses to GCP consultations on Cambourne‒Cambridge transport options; posed questions to the 

GCP Joint Assembly and Executive Board; and wrote letters to officers and newspaper commentary 

pieces about the Cambourne–Cambridge transport project. We called for interventions that would 

be cost-effective and relatively quick to deliver with the aim of helping make bus services between 

Cambourne and Cambridge faster, more reliable and more attractive to use. 

 
3 CAM (Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro) was a scheme promoted by the then mayor of Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough, that sought to create segregated transport corridors served by autonomous public transport vehicles 
[CD9-37]. 
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3.14 In 2021, CPPF commissioned me to author a report setting out a conceptual design for an inbound 

in-highway bus lane from the Madingley Mulch roundabout to the Madingley Park & Ride junction. 

This was sent in 2021 to the GCP and the Independent Auditor of the CtoC scheme for consideration 

[CD8-27]. 

3.15 Since then, I have worked for CPPF on a voluntary basis to update my 2021 report in 2023, 2024 and 

2025, making extensive updates to the analysis of the bus tracking data, elements of the design of 

the proposed CPPF Alternative, and the policy context for the scheme, including the after-effects of 

COVID on travel patterns and the government’s plans for East West Rail. 

3.16 As explained in my summary, the report dated April 2025 [CD23-18-2] was submitted to this inquiry 

with the CPPF/CPC Statement of Case [CD23-18-1]. 

3.17 A further updated version of this report is attached at Appendix A. 

3.18 A set of general arrangement drawings illustrating an environmental-led implementation of the CPPF 

Alternative scheme was commissioned by CPPF from Civilistix (a highway engineering consultancy 

(“the Civilistix drawings”). These are appended to Mr Johnstone’s Proof of Evidence (at Appendix F). 

As Mr Johnstone’s evidence explains, the Civilistix drawings demonstrate the feasibility, subject to 

more detailed design work, of building a continuous in-highway bus lane from St Neots Road to the 

Madingley Park & Ride junction within the public highway, and therefore without requiring 

compulsory purchase of land, and minimising ecological harm. 
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4 Key matters of difference 

4.1 Deficient modelling 

4.1.1 Mr Johnstone, in his proof of evidence (section 2), sets out a compelling argument that the GCP 

should have updated its strategic model and re-tested its proposed scheme using that updated 

model. He draws upon multiple traffic surveys that show significant falls in peak-time traffic and 

public transport patronage. 

4.1.2 In section 4 of my report (Appendix A), I set out evidence, based on data that the GCP collects 

from live-tracking buses, that traffic patterns on Madingley Road have indeed altered markedly. 

The median delay in the morning peak between Madingley Mulch roundabout and the M11 exit 

junction fell from 14.8 minutes in 2019 to 1.5 minutes in 2024. The 95th percentile journey time 

(equivalent to one day per working month) fell from 32.1 minutes in 2019 to 6.3 minutes in 

2024. 

4.1.3 In my professional judgement, these differences are both highly significant and irrefutable, and 

therefore unquestionably warrant an update to the baseline for modelling the CtoC scheme 

proposed by GCP, and an update to the journey time saving benefits quantified in the business 

case. 

4.1.4 The GCP was sent the first version of my report in April 2021 as part of the Independent Audit 

[CD8-27]; an updated version in July 2022 in response to the EIA consultation; and then in 

September 2024 an extract that included the journey time analysis. In its Statement of Case, the 

Applicant does not challenge the data or conclusions, I can only presume because it accepts the 

veracity of the data and the conclusions I have drawn from it. 

4.2 The need for an outbound bus lane 

4.2.1 In their Statement of Case [CD23-01] at §7.3.70, the Applicant wrote that the CPPF Alternative 

“failed to provide the segregation needed to ensure reliability or to provide outbound 

improvements which are likely to be needed in the future as congestion grows.” 

4.2.2 In his proof, Mr Johnstone has stated at paragraph 6.03(ii) that the Applicant has provided no 

evidence to support the need for outbound segregation, now or in the future. Mr Johnstone 

states, “Even if (and contrary to my view) it is “likely” that growth in congestion will give rise to 
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justify an outbound bus lane at some undetermined point in the future, such likelihood cannot in 

my view justify the use of compulsory purchase powers now.” 

4.2.3  I shall demonstrate that there is in fact strong evidence that segregation is not needed now, 

and that assuming that outbound traffic levels will grow significantly is contrary to national 

planning policy guidance and local policies, as well as technical constraints on outbound traffic 

levels. 

4.2.4 In section 4 of my report (Appendix A) I analyse outbound delays in the evening peak as well as 

inbound in the morning peak. 

4.2.5 Between the M11 exit junction and Madingley Mulch roundabout, the median delay was 1.2 

minutes in 2019 and 0.8 minutes in 2024. The 95th percentile delay (equivalent to one day per 

working month) was 2.6 minutes in 2019 and 2.0 minutes in 2024. 

4.2.6 I contend that delays are within the normal variation of a bus service, where the dwell time at a 

single bus stop can vary by this much. 

4.2.7 From the Eddington junction to the M11 exit junction, the median delay in 2019 was 3.0 minutes 

and in 2024, 1.0 minutes. The 95th percentile delay was 10.1 minutes in 2019 and 2.1 minutes in 

2024. 

4.2.8 It is likely that the delay in 2024 could be reduced by optimising signal timings and making them 

respond to ‘hurry calls’ from approaching buses. The longer delays in 2019 may have been 

caused by poor optimisation of relatively new traffic signals at the Eddington Avenue junction 

or temporary impacts of construction traffic at the Eddington development site. 

4.2.9 Given that the proposed solution to avoid delays here is to build a new bridge over the M11 and 

a new road through Coton Orchard, the GCP needs to be clear about how much delay warrants 

an intervention on this scale, and to provide evidence of when delays regularly exceeding that 

threshold can reasonably be expected. 

4.2.10 That means going beyond merely asserting that outbound segregation is “likely to be needed in 

the future as congestion grows” [CD23-01 §7.3.70]. 

4.2.11 In the first place, this assumption is not compliant with national or local planning policies around 

traffic growth and forecasting, which I set out below at §4.2.13. 
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4.2.12 Secondly, outbound traffic is constrained by technical factors, explained below at §4.2.14, so 

the Applicant must demonstrate that, within those technical constraints, traffic congestion is 

able to grow to a level that requires outbound segregation across and west of the M11. 

4.2.13 Planning policy guidance and local policies on future traffic levels 

4.2.13.1 In section 3.4 of my report (Appendix A), I cover key policies that counter the traditional 

transport planning assumption that historic traffic patterns and growth trends will continue 

into the future and therefore provide a realistic future baseline. My evidence should be 

read alongside the proof of evidence of James Littlewood, CEO of CPPF, which covers local 

plan policies related to housing and infrastructure delivery.  

4.2.13.2 The December 2024 update to the NPPF marked a radical change in transport planning: 

“109. Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan-

making and development proposals, using a vision-led approach to identify 

transport solutions that deliver well-designed, sustainable and popular places. 

…  

“Vision-led approach: an approach to transport planning based on setting 

outcomes for a development based on achieving well-designed, sustainable and 

popular places, and providing the transport solutions to deliver those outcomes 

as opposed to predicting future demand to provide capacity (often referred to as 

‘predict and provide’).” [CD8-01]  

4.2.13.3 In other words, the Applicant must work towards a policy-compliant outcome (including 

with respect to sustainability and decarbonisation) and not assume business-as-usual traffic 

growth. Although the Applicant will argue that it is proposing a transport scheme designed 

to promote sustainable transport, it cannot escape the general planning requirement to 

deliver, so far as is reasonable, a scheme that complies with policy. 

4.2.13.4 Relevant local policies include the GCP’s own commitment to reducing peak-hour vehicular 

traffic in Cambridge by 10–15% on 2011 levels by 2030 [CD1-20.05 §9.2], which necessarily 

requires a reduction in traffic entering the city; and the Local Transport Plan’s objective to 

reduce car mileage in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough by 15% by 2030 [CD6-09 page 18]. 

4.2.13.5 Therefore, the Applicant should provide evidence that outbound congestion will grow 

unavoidably to a point where segregation for buses will make a significant difference to 

journey times and variability; to demonstrate that the assumptions it has used to arrive at 
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that conclusion are reasonable; and to estimate when in the future an intervention is likely 

to be justifiable. 

4.2.14 Technical constraints on outbound traffic flow 

4.2.14.1 Outbound traffic flows from Cambridge are constrained by two main factors: 

a) The capacity of the roads and junctions feeding traffic into Madingley Road from the 

city and off the M11. This contrasts with inbound traffic flows, where multiple lanes of 

traffic are funnelled into a single lane. The M11 already operates at close to capacity 

at peak times, so the only way for it to push more trips onto Madingley Road is if the 

balance of trips shifted from other (northerly) destinations. There is no evidence to 

suggest that this is likely to happen. 

b) The number of trips that can originate from within the city, which is ultimately 

determined by the number of parking spaces available (public, private and informal). 

This cannot increase inexorably, nor will existing planning policies allow it. An example 

of a containment policy in use is the “trip budget” applied in Policy 22 of the North 

East Cambridge Area Action Plan [CD11-06], which requires planning applications to 

demonstrate compliance with a cap on the total number of vehicular trips on Milton 

Road that will be generated within the geographical scope of the Area Action Plan. 

4.2.14.2 The constraint on outbound traffic is fundamentally different to that for inbound traffic, 

where multiple traffic lanes funnel down to a single lane as each radial road enters 

Cambridge. In the case of Madingley Road, inbound traffic arrives from the M11, A428, St 

Neots Road (from Hardwick and beyond), Church Lane (from Madingley and beyond) and 

Cambridge Road (from Coton and beyond). 

4.2.14.3 The onus is therefore on the Applicant to demonstrate through modelling why significantly 

increased outbound congestion on Madingley Road is both physically possible and likely 

even if all relevant planning and transport policies and reasonable mitigations (e.g. 

optimising traffic signal timings) are implemented. This modelling should use a strategic 

model (i.e. that dynamically allocates trips to modes and routes) with a validated recent 

base year that captures current traffic conditions. 

4.3 Bourn Airfield development 

4.3.1 The Bourn Airfield site was granted outline planning permission in July 2024. Condition 13 of the 

Decision Notice [CD4-06] states: 
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Transport - 500 dwellings limit 

a. No more than 500 dwellings shall be occupied until such time as the Cambourne to 

Cambridge busway is operational between the new settlement hereby permitted and 

Cambridge. This means the Cambourne to Cambridge (C2C) Better Public Transport 

Project (being one of four corridor schemes that form part of the Greater Cambridge 

Partnership's sustainable transport programme) which is made up of: 

• A public transport route between Cambourne and Cambridge, 

• A new travel hub site off the A428/A1303, and 

• New cycling and walking facilities, 

Or an equivalent scheduled rapid mass transit passenger carrier service as is notified 

in writing to the Owner, or successors in title, and District Council by the County 

Council. 

 b. The first reserved matters application of each subsequent phase of housing or 

commercial development shall be accompanied by a Transport Assessment, to the 

satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority, in consultation with the Local Highway 

Authority. The commencement of construction of the subsequently approved 

buildings shall be subject to any reasonable measures first being implemented that 

may be required by the Local Planning Authority, in consultation with the Local 

Highway Authority, in the interests of the monitoring and management of transport 

in the vicinity of the site. The phases of development are those identified in the 

Phasing Plan to be submitted and approved under Condition 11 of this decision notice. 

4.3.2 The first point to note is that both the planning condition and Section 106 Agreement [CD4-09] 

allow for “an equivalent scheduled rapid mass transit passenger carrier service”, which would 

cover either an enhanced (Bus Rapid Transit-style) bus service or a new rail service. 

4.3.3 The second point to note is that planning conditions and obligations must pass a test of necessity 

(“necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms”), set out in paragraph 

100ZA (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and paragraph 122(2) the Community 

Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (also reproduced in paragraph 58 of the NPPF [CD8-01]). 

This means that if a future Transport Assessment produced by the Applicant and accepted by 

the Highway Authority demonstrated that building more than 500 dwellings would not have a 

severe cumulative impact on the road network (paragraph 116 of the NPPF), the Applicant could 

apply to vary the condition, and the Planning Authority would need to reassess whether the 
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threshold set in condition 13 continued to pass the regulatory test. Factors that will affect this 

assessment will include the completion of the A428 upgrade between Cambourne and the A1, 

due in 2027, and the timescale for the delivery of East West Rail. 

4.3.4 The third point to note is that the schedule for the construction of the CtoC busway is likely to 

delay occupation of dwellings on Bourn Airfield beyond the 500th, especially taking into account 

the recommendations in the Environmental Statement Addendum [CD1-10.06 §2.3.10] for “an 

optimum lead time of up to three years (or at least two dormant seasons) for root pruning prior 

to transplanting” the veteran trees in the Coton Orchard. If slow or late delivery of the CtoC 

busway binds upon planning condition 13, the developer will then have a strong incentive to 

apply to vary the condition in order to continue selling homes. 

4.3.5 Building the CPPF Alternative, and thereby satisfying planning condition 13, would remove any 

uncertainty or delay in continuing to build out Bourn Airfield beyond 500 dwellings. 

4.4 Construction of the CtoC business case 

4.4.1 The submitted OBC Economic Case [CD1-20.02], Economic Case Addendum [CD1-21.02] and 

Transport Assessment [CD1-25.01] are deficient in multiple ways: 

a) They do not break down travel demand from west of Cambridge by destination: 

• West and North-West Cambridge (University of Cambridge campus) 

• Central Cambridge, including CB1 

• South Cambridge (Biomedical Campus) 

• North Cambridge (Science Park, St Johns Innovation Park, Cambridge Business Park, 

Cambridge Regional College, and future commercial and mixed-use development) 

• East Cambridge (Cambridge Retail Park, Marshalls, Peterhouse Technology Park) 

b) They consider a do-nothing comparator rather than a reasonable Do Minimum scenario. 

c) They do not test a future scenario in which East West Rail is delivered with a station at 

Cambourne with direct services to the Cambridge South station, due to open in early 2026,4 

which will provide direct access to the Cambridge Biomedical Campus. 

d) They do not test future scenarios in which major employment centres grow to the north 

and east of the city – most notably the Cambridge Airport site in east Cambridge and 

 
4 Source: https://www.networkrail.co.uk/running-the-railway/our-routes/anglia/improving-the-railway-in-
anglia/cambridge-south-station/ 

https://www.networkrail.co.uk/running-the-railway/our-routes/anglia/improving-the-railway-in-anglia/cambridge-south-station/
https://www.networkrail.co.uk/running-the-railway/our-routes/anglia/improving-the-railway-in-anglia/cambridge-south-station/
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Hartree in north-east Cambridge, which form major parts of the emerging Local Plan for 

Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire [CD6-04 Figure 4]. 

4.4.2 For all these reasons, expanded upon below, the business case lacks transparency and integrity, 

undermining the already weak BCR and Strategic Case. 

4.4.3 Destinations 

4.4.3.1 The first and second of the three aims set out in the Statement of Aims [CD1-04] are: 

4.1.1 achieve improved accessibility to support the economic growth of the 

Greater Cambridge region;  

4.1.2 deliver a sustainable transport network/system that connects areas 

between Cambourne and Cambridge along the A428/A1303 transport 

corridor 

4.4.3.2 Cambridge has multiple employment, retail and leisure destinations in Cambridge, most of 

which can be reached by bus from Cambourne more quickly and reliably by existing routes 

other than the route proposed by the CtoC busway into the West Cambridge site: 

• Central Cambridge can be reached more quickly via the A428, A14 and either Histon 

Road or Milton Road (see §4.4.6.5 below). 

• The Cambridge Biomedical Campus is reached more quickly via the M11 than via the 

city centre. 

• North and East Cambridge can be reached more quickly via the A428 and A14. 

4.4.3.3 The proposed CtoC scheme meets those two aims only for the West and North-West 

Cambridge employment sites. Therefore, the business case should make clear the 

proportion of trips from Cambourne assigned to destinations other than West and North-

West Cambridge that it has assigned to the CtoC busway. 

4.4.3.4 If a significant number of trips to other destination has been assigned to the CtoC busway, 

that is likely to overstate its patronage and inflate the scheme benefits. But without that 

transparency, it is impossible to tell. 

4.4.4 Bus patronage 

4.4.4.1 The forecast daily (12-hour) patronage of 10,300 given in the Economic Case Addendum 

(ECA) §4.3.3 [CD1-21.02] works out at an average of 858 trips per hour. 
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“The daily forecast passenger demand for bus services using the CtoC busway 

is 10,300 bus trips over a 12-hour period. Of this total, 8,800 trips are new bus 

trips.” 

4.4.4.2 The hourly patronage east of the Scotland Farm P&R forecast for 2036, as set out in §4.3.2 

Tables 8–10 of the Outline Business Economic Case [CD1-20.02], is 881 in the morning peak 

hour, 320/hour in the inter-peak and 320 in the evening peak hour. Therefore, for most of 

the day, the hourly patronage is well below the asserted 12-hour average of 858 trips/hour. 

4.4.4.3 Therefore, the 10,300 daily figure in the ECA must be mistaken. 

4.4.4.4 The Citi 4 bus service, which is currently the main service between Cambourne and 

Cambridge has, since 2022, been contracted by the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 

Combined Authority. The July 2025 CPCA report [CD25-12] on contracted services reveals 

that the service received a public subsidy of £287,003.04 for a total of 83,201 passenger-

journeys in 2024–25. 

4.4.4.5 At the time of writing, I have been unable to confirm what proportion of the total patronage 

this figure represents. However, it strongly suggests that the forecast daily patronage of 

10,300, or almost 3.8 million passenger-journeys per year is unrealistically high. 

4.4.4.6 Any over-estimate of future patronage has implications for the scheme BCR: fewer 

passengers means: 

• fewer people benefitting directly from the scheme; 

• more people continuing to drive, reducing the indirect benefit from reduced 

congestion and faster journey times for other motor vehicles; 

• and lower fare revenue receipts to cover operating costs. 

4.4.5 Bus journey times 

4.4.5.1 There is a general lack of clarity in the Applicant’s documentation about how bus journey 

times have been calculated for services using the CtoC busway. 

4.4.5.2 The Transport Assessment (TA) [CD1-25.01] claims at §8.4.2 that bus journey times 

reported are taken from the Outline Business Economic Case (EC) [CD1-20.02]. However, 

EC Table 2 provides forecast journey times in 2036, and the TA reports journey times in 

2041 in Tables 8.7 and 8.8. 
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4.4.5.3 EC provides “inbound journey times from Cambourne to the city centre” [CD1-20.02 §4.3.1], 

whereas the Economic Case Addendum (ECA) [CD1-21.02 §4.3.2] provides “average 

journey times by bus from Cambourne to Grange Road (the Cambridge City Centre end of 

the new busway)”, which are likely to be the same as those quoted in the TA: “public 

transport journey times from Cambourne to the eastern end of the Busway” [CD1-25.01 

§8.4.3]. 

4.4.5.4 Neither EC nor ECA provides outbound journey times, but the TA claims in Tables 8.8 and 

8.10 a 20 minute 15 second time saving outbound in the PM peak without Making 

Connections, and a 12 minute 14 second time saving with Making Connections. It is implied 

that the time is from “the eastern end of the busway”, i.e. Grange Road. However, as 

explained at §4.2 above, these figures seem implausible because there is very little 

congestion outbound now, and there are policy and physical constraints on outbound 

congestion increasing to such a large extent.  

4.4.5.5 Projected bus journey times are unlikely to be faster than is actually being achieved on the 

northern section of the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway, where the timetabled journey 

between St Ives Park & Ride and Longstanton Park & Ride, with two intermediate stops and 

automatic priority at both road junctions, is 12 minutes (see Table 1). This distance is exactly 

9km, which means the average speed is 45km/hour. 

Table 1: Extract from Cambridgeshire Busway B timetable5 

 

4.4.5.6 For reference, buses are permitted to travel at 96km/hour on the A428 and A14, and 

80km/hour on St Neots Road and Madingley Road as far as the 40mph zone, which starts 

just west of the Cambridge Road junction. 

4.4.5.7 None of the GCP reports specify the start/end point in Cambourne, but the distance from 

central Cambourne to Grange Road is 12.5km. The best journey time forecast in the TA is 

16:35 minutes, including a detour to the park and ride (approximately 1km round-trip) and 

a 2-minute dwell time there. So, that gives a total distance of 13.5km in 14 minutes 35 

seconds at an average speed of 56km/hour. 

 
5 Source: https://bustimes.org/services/a-trumpington-the-busway-trumpington-park-and-ri-2?date=2025-08-
17&service=8092%3AA&service=8093%3AB 

https://bustimes.org/services/a-trumpington-the-busway-trumpington-park-and-ri-2?date=2025-08-17&service=8092%3AA&service=8093%3AB
https://bustimes.org/services/a-trumpington-the-busway-trumpington-park-and-ri-2?date=2025-08-17&service=8092%3AA&service=8093%3AB
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4.4.5.8 This exceeds by 24% the real-world speed of 45km/hour achieved on a fully segregated 

busway, as calculated at §4.4.5.5 above. In my view, there is no justification for assuming a 

faster average speed than is achieved on the existing guided busway. Therefore, journey 

time savings for the CtoC busway are likely to have been exaggerated.   

4.4.5.9 Any over-estimate of journey time savings has implications for the scheme BCR as journey 

time savings account for approximately two thirds of the total scheme benefits, reported 

in ECA [CD1-21.02] Tables 4-5 and 4-10 (£45.59m of £67.67m). 

4.4.6 Do Minimum comparator 

4.4.6.1 It is a requirement of TAG-compliant business cases that a scheme is assessed against a Do 

Minimum, which TAG refers to as the Core Scenario. 

4.4.6.2 Section 3 of the Transport Appraisal Guidance Unit M4 Forecasting and Uncertainty [CD8-

21] sets out how to construct a Core Scenario: 

3.1.1 The core scenario will form the basis for the analysis reported in the 

Appraisal Summary Table (AST) and is a consistent, common comparator 

scenario for decision-making, to assess all projects and options against. It is 

intended to be:  

• based on published plans (not including speculative proposals);  

• reflect ‘firm and funded’ government policy commitments (meaning all 

policies to which the government is already committed and which have 

funding (where funding is needed)); 

• reflecting central projections of key exogenous demand drivers such as GDP, 

population and fuel prices (based on official sources such as the Office for 

Budget Responsibility and other government departments);  

• unbiased (reflecting a central view of future exogenous demand drivers, 

given existing plans, ‘firm and funded’ policy commitments, and other 

evidence);  

• coherent and self-consistent (if X is unlikely to go ahead unless Y also goes 

ahead, then X should only be included if Y is also included); and  

• realistic and plausible. 
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4.4.6.3 This would need to include, for instance, plans that are part of the GCP Smart Programme 

and general highways infrastructure upgrade and renewal plans. This may include, for 

instance: 

a) Re-tune traffic signals. 

b) Integrate signals into a centralised traffic management system, perhaps as part of a 

scheduled renewal programme. 

c) Implement bus priority measures at signals (such as responding to a ‘hurry call’ from 

an approaching bus) where this feature is already available or will be available in a 

planned future upgrade to the traffic management system. 

d) Assist bus operators to run new services on existing infrastructure. 

4.4.6.4 Some of these are covered in the February 2025 report about the Smart Programme to the 

GCP Board [CD10-17]: 

3.20 Using road-space efficiently and in ways that encourage the use of 

sustainable transport is vital to GCP’s aims. Smart is working closely with 

Cambridgeshire County Council to ensure the systems and operational aspects 

of highways management make appropriate use of technology to meet the 

needs of local transport partners as these develop. In addition, Smart has 

undertaken projects to advance this work.   

3.21 Smart Signals Pilot - Hills Road/Brooklands Ave/Cherry Hinton Road and at 

the edge of the city at the junction of Cherry Hinton/Queen Edith’s Way. The trial 

assessed various detection and optimisation technologies with the goal of 

improving journey times and prioritising different road users at specific times of 

the day.  

3.22 The technologies compared included induction loops and VivaCity sensors 

for detection, and VA (Vehicle Actuation), MOVA (Microprocessor Optimised 

Vehicle Actuation), SCOOT (Split Cycle Offset Optimisation Technique) and 

VivaCity’s ‘Smart Junction’ Optimiser for optimisation. The focus of the trial was 

a direct comparison with VivaCity’s optimiser against MOVA at the Robin Hood 

junction in Cambridge. 

4.4.6.5 One scenario that should have been tested for inclusion in the Core Scenario is the option 

to route at least some buses into Cambridge via the A428: 
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4.4.6.5.1 In late 2020, Stagecoach started to run the 905 Bedford–Cambridge service via the 

A428 and Milton Road. This service was timetabled to take 25 minutes inbound from 

Cambourne in the morning peak [CD25-16]. 

4.4.6.5.2 By comparison, the CtoC scheme forecasts a journey time from Cambourne to 

Grange Road of approximately 17 minutes. The current timetabled journey time for 

the Citi 4 service from Storey’s Way (just west of Grange Road) to the city centre is 

10 minutes. There is no conceivable route that CtoC busway services could take from 

Grange Road to the city centre that would take less time. So, according to GCP’s 

forecast, the Cambourne to Cambridge journey time along the CtoC busway will be 

at least 27 minutes. 

4.4.6.5.3 The GCP has invested £32 million in Milton Road, largely to give buses greater priority 

over general traffic. Services running via Milton Road between Cambourne and 

Cambridge would benefit from this investment. 

4.4.6.5.4 Therefore, the service via the A428 is potentially faster to Cambridge city centre than 

via the proposed busway. Moreover, the former route has the very significant 

additional benefits of linking Cambourne directly to key destinations in the north of 

the city, including the Cambridge Regional College, Cambridge Science Park, the St 

John’s Innovation Park and Cambridge Business Park. 

4.4.6.5.5 Although Stagecoach restored the 905 service to its original route via Madingley Hill 

in 2022,6 in that same year Stagecoach announced that it intended to re-route the 

Citi 4 service via Cambridge Science Park, and no longer serve Caldecote, Hardwick 

or Madingley Road. 7 This was most likely because Stagecoach believed that routing 

services via the A428 and A14 would be more commercially viable. 

4.4.6.5.6 In the event, the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority agreed to 

provide an annual public subsidy so that the Citi 4 could continue on its existing route 

and timetable. This cost taxpayers £287,000 in 2024–25 [CD25-12]. 

 
6 It should be noted that works on GCP’s scheme for Histon Road began in February 2020 and concluded in December 
2021, and works on its Milton Road scheme began in June 2022 and were mostly concluded in September 2024. 
During this time (over four years), there was significant disruption to traffic flows and journey times on both roads. 
7 Source: https://web.archive.org/web/20220923002134/https://www.stagecoachbus.com/promos-and-
offers/east/east-bus-network 

https://web.archive.org/web/20220923002134/https:/www.stagecoachbus.com/promos-and-offers/east/east-bus-network
https://web.archive.org/web/20220923002134/https:/www.stagecoachbus.com/promos-and-offers/east/east-bus-network
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4.4.6.5.7 Therefore, I contend that a service via the A428 should have been considered as part 

of the Do Minimum comparator for the proposed CtoC scheme. 

4.4.7 Reduced demand for Cambourne bus service 

4.4.7.1 As mentioned in §4.4.6.5.6, the Citi 4 service has required an annual public subsidy since 

2022. Prior to the COVID pandemic, this was a commercially viable (i.e. profitable) service, 

operating at a 20-minute frequency [CD25-14]. To maintain a similar level of service in 

2024/25 [CD25-15] required a public subsidy of £287,000 [CD25-12]. This indicates that the 

service has seen a marked reduction in patronage, which supports the case made by Mr 

Johnstone in his proof (section 2), that the “new normal” for public transport is significantly 

different post-COVID, necessitating a revision to the assumptions and inputs to the business 

case around the operating costs, revenues and consumer benefits of the CtoC scheme. 

4.4.8 Land Value Uplift 

4.4.8.1 The OBC Economic Case Addendum (ECA) provides a standard TAG-based BCR of 0.5 [CD1-

21.02 Tables 4-10 and 4-12]. As Mr Johnstone has argued in his proof (section 4), no 

publicly funded scheme with such a low BCR should proceed. 

4.4.8.2 The ECA also presents a Land Value Uplift approach [CD1-21.02 from §4.4.19].  The Scheme 

Value for Money Technical Note [CD9-32] then converts the benefits reports in ECA Table 

4-17 into an “Indicative BCR” of 1.8 [CD9-32 Table 4]. 

4.4.8.3 This approach is valid only for “dependent developments – new residential or non residential 

developments which require a complementary transport investment to receive planning 

approval” (TAG Unit A2.2 §2.4.2) [CD9-50]. I will argue that Cambourne West does not meet 

this test, as permission was granted without any condition connected to delivery of the 

CtoC scheme. Also, as explained in §4.3.3 above, the condition attached to the Bourn 

Airfield development may in future be shown not to be compliant with relevant legislation. 

4.4.8.4 Even if this approach is valid, I will show that the inputs used to calculate the indicative BCR 

are likely to be incorrect and, when corrected, yield a much lower, and possibly negative 

BCR, which would represent “very poor” value for money in the DfT Value for Money 

Framework [CD8-20]. 
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4.4.8.5 Incorrect additionality 

4.4.8.5.1 The Economic Case Addendum (ECA) [CD1-21.02] states at §4.4.22: “In the CtoC 

scheme corridor, a total of 2,000 homes (Cambourne West 1,500 and Bourn Airfield 

500) can be delivered without the scheme.” It is unclear from where the 1,500 figure 

for Cambourne West is derived. The Cambourne West site was granted outline 

planning permission in December 2017 for 2,350 dwellings. There is no condition in 

the outline planning consent [CD4-01] to this effect. There appears to be no reason 

preventing the entire 2,350 dwellings to be built on the Cambourne West site, and 

the deadweight housing quantum is therefore 2,850 dwellings. 

4.4.8.5.2 Therefore, the additionality used in the GDV calculation should be based on 3,000 

dwellings at Bourn Airfield (notwithstanding the point made in §4.3.3 above), not 

3,850 across both sites. 

4.4.8.5.3 In ECA [CD1-21.02] §4.4.29, the additionality is mis-stated as 3,850 dwellings. This is 

the figure after only the deadweight (non-dependent) dwellings are excluded, and 

not after displacement is factored in. Applying the formula at row k of Table 4-14, 

the correct figure would be 3,073 homes (69% of 3,500 and 28% of 2,350). 

4.4.8.5.4 The actual additionality, excluding Cambourne West, would be 69% of 3,500 homes, 

which is 2,415. 

4.4.8.5.5 Assuming that the incorrect additionality figure was used in the calculating GDV (see 

below), applying both of these corrections would reduce the GDV by 37% from 

£672.07m to £421.57m. 

4.4.8.5.6 Subtracting the costs, summarised in ECA Table 4-17 [CD1-21.02] would yield a 

negative Total Benefits figure of £-66.32m, which would equate to a negative 

Indicative BCR, not the 1.8:1 claimed in Table 4 of the Scheme Value for Money 

technical note [CD9-32]. 

4.4.8.6 Incorrect base line house price 

4.4.8.6.1 The average house price in Cambourne West and Bourn Airfield asserted ECA §4.4.31 

is £506,051 (2024 prices), based on an estimated land value of £4,761 per m2. The 

report did not attempt to validate this by reference to actual house sales. On 27 July 

2025, Rightmove reported, “House prices in Cambourne have an overall average of 
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£409,135 over the last year”8 and “House prices in Highfields Caldecote have an 

overall average of £432,700 over the last year.”9 These two locations are either side 

of Bourn Airfield, and are therefore reasonable proxies for estimating the notional 

average house price at this development. Averaging these two figures yields a house 

price of £421,000, or 83% of the value used in the LVU analysis. This is, as expected, 

close to the average house price in South Cambridgeshire in May 2025 of £432,540, 

as reported by the Land Registry.10 

4.4.8.6.2 If this correction were applied to the GDV given in ECA §4.4.32, it would reduce from 

£672.07m to £559m. 

4.4.8.6.3 Subtracting the costs, summarised in ECA Table 4-17, would yield a Total Benefits 

figure of £69.93m, which would equate to an Indicative BCR of 0.5, not the 1.8:1 

claimed in Table 4 of the Scheme Value for Money technical note [CD9-32]. 

4.4.8.7 Incorrect house price growth projection 

4.4.8.7.1 At ECA [CD1-21.02] §4.4.31, it is stated, “The Land Registry dataset shows a house 

price increase in the district, with house prices rising on average by 2.2% in real terms 

over the last 10 years.” 

4.4.8.7.2 The nominal average house price in South Cambridgeshire in June 2015 was 

£311,841.11 In real terms (i.e. at the value of money in May 2025, adjusted using the 

CPIH index), that was £429,900. Comparing this with the May 2025 average house 

price given in §4.4.8.6.1, the real price of houses in South Cambridgeshire has 

increased only 0.6% over the decade to May 2025, which equates to an annualised 

increase of 0.06%, not 2.2% as claimed in the ECA. 

4.4.8.7.3 This is not an artefact of using CPIH (which includes costs associated with owning and 

maintaining a house, including Council Tax12) rather than CPI. When the June 2015 

 
8 Source: https://www.rightmove.co.uk/house-prices/cambourne.html [last accessed 27 July 2025] 
9 Source: https://www.rightmove.co.uk/house-prices/highfields-caldecote.html [last accessed 27 July 2025] 
10 Source: https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-
01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-
01&lang=en 
11 Source: https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-
01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-
01&lang=en 
12 Source: https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices/articles/cpihcompendium/2016-10-13 

https://www.rightmove.co.uk/house-prices/cambourne.html
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/house-prices/highfields-caldecote.html
https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-01&lang=en
https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-01&lang=en
https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-01&lang=en
https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-01&lang=en
https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-01&lang=en
https://landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/ukhpi/browse?from=1988-01-01&location=http%3A%2F%2Flandregistry.data.gov.uk%2Fid%2Fregion%2Fsouth-cambridgeshire&to=2025-06-01&lang=en
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices/articles/cpihcompendium/2016-10-13
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nominal price is adjusted using CPI, it is £430,726, which equates to a 0.4% increase 

over the decade, or an annualised increase of 0.04%. 

4.4.8.7.4 As may be seen in Figure 1, real (as opposed to nominal) house prices in South 

Cambridgeshire peaked at the start of 2018, since when they have fallen by 15.6%. 

4.4.8.7.5 This drop in real-term house price values is explained by the generally low rate of 

growth in house prices since 2017 and the high level of inflation since 2021, reducing 

the pound’s purchasing power. 

4.4.8.7.6 There is therefore no basis for assuming that house prices will rise by 2.2% per annum 

in real terms in the future. 

 

Figure 1: House prices in England, South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge (Sources: Land Registry and Office for National Statistics) 

4.4.8.8 As the ECA doesn’t show all the working, I have checked the methodology using the figures 

provided as follows: 

• Additionality: 3,850 dwellings 

• Average house price 2024: £506,051 

• Average house price in 2049 at 2024 prices, after applying 2.2% per annum real-term 

increase: £871,900 
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• Average house price in 2049 at 2010 prices, applying CPIH index change from 133 in 

June 2024 to 90.2 in June 2010:12 £591,319 

• Gross Development Value (GDV) in 2010 prices, based on 3,850 additional dwellings: 

£2.28 billion 

• GDV for appraisal purposes, after applying the standard appraisal discount rate of 3.5% 

per annum from 2049 (build-out completion year) to 2010 (the appraisal year): £595 

million. 

4.4.8.9 The final GDV figure of £595m differs from the £672.07m given in ECA [CD1-21.02] §4.4.32, 

but this may be because the consultants applied a different index to deflate prices to 2010. 

The figures are close enough to confirm the methodology. 

4.4.8.10 If, for example, we use £421,000 as the 2024 average house price and assume no growth in 

real (inflation-adjusted) terms to 2049 (on the basis that there does not appear to be on an 

upward trend), the final GDV figure would be approximately: 

£672.07m × 421,000
871,900

= £324.5m. 

4.4.8.11 This is less than the £487.98m total economic costs, reported in ECA Table 4-17, which 

would result in a negative value for Total Benefits, and a negative BCR for the CtoC scheme.  

4.4.8.12 To be clear, although I am claiming that the inputs used in the LVU analysis in the ECA are 

very likely to be incorrect, I am not claiming that the inputs stated in §4.4.8.10 are definitely 

correct. Instead, my assertion is that the “Indicative BCR” is highly sensitive to the inputs, 

which are based on challengeable assumptions, especially with respect to future growth in 

house prices. 

4.4.8.13 Factors that have likely inflated the final GDV are summarised here: 

a) Dwellings at Cambourne West assumed to be dependent without justification 

b) Incorrect number of additional dwellings counted (3,850 rather than 3,070 if 

Cambourne West is included or 2,415 if only Bourn Airfield is included) 

c) Exaggerated future real-term growth in house prices assumed, based on a 

miscalculation of historic change 

d) Possibly incorrect factor used to deflate from 2024 to 2010 prices 
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e) Failure to consider other factors contributing to LVU, including the upgrade of the 

A428 to a dual carriageway between Cambourne and the A1 (due to open in 2027)13. 

4.4.8.14 The Sensitivity Analysis set out in the Scheme Value for Money technical note [CD9-32] does 

not alter these conclusions. Not only is there no basis for claiming (at §26) that an additional 

1,950 homes in the North Cambourne area, included in the Local Plan First Proposals are 

dependent on the CtoC busway scheme (and not, for example, on the A428 upgrade or East 

West Rail), the analysis rests upon the same flawed foundations of the ECA. 

4.4.8.15 Even if the Land Value Uplift approach is deemed appropriate for calculating an alternative 

BCR, it does not support the business case for the proposed scheme. In fact, it most likely 

yields a worse BCR than the conventional TAG-based appraisal, and probably in the “Very 

Poor” category in the DfT Value for Money Framework [CB8-20 Table 5.1]. 

4.5 Standards of Comparison 

4.5.1 A key argument the Applicant has made to justify rejecting in-highway solutions is that the 

benefits of its preferred scheme are greater. 

4.5.2 TAG, for instance as set out in Unit E1 Evaluation [CD9-51] at §4.1.1, is clear that both costs and 

benefits of alternatives must be assessed in order to compare with the preferred option: 

• Value-for-money evaluation: Was this a good use of resources?  

− How cost-effective was the intervention (compared to alternatives and 

compared to doing nothing)?   

− What was the value-for-money of the intervention?   

− How does the ratio of costs to benefits compare to that of alternative 

interventions?   

− How economic, efficient, effective and equitable was the intervention?   

4.5.3 A scheme that offers slightly lower benefits at significantly lower cost or harm is, by definition, 

better value for money and therefore should be considered seriously. 

4.5.4 In assessing the difference in journey time savings between the CtoC busway and the CPPF 

Alternative, the only relevant metric is the time to destinations (a point picked up at §4.4.5 

above), not to the end of the busway. As Table 1 of my report (Appendix A) shows, the greatest 

 
13 Source: https://nationalhighways.co.uk/our-roads/a428-black-cat-to-caxton-gibbet/ 

https://nationalhighways.co.uk/our-roads/a428-black-cat-to-caxton-gibbet/
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delays in 2024 were experienced in Cambridge and Cambourne. Any relative savings in journey 

times on Madingley Hill between the two schemes are a small fraction of the end-to-end journey 

times, and therefore do not represent significant differences in scheme benefits. 

4.5.5 The Applicant does not attempt to argue that the CPPF Alternative is not better value for money; 

instead, it argues that it is undeliverable. Mr Johnstone, in his proof (section 7 and Appendix H), 

refutes this. 
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5 Illustration of CPPF Alternative  

5.1 As explained above at §3.18, CPPF and Coton Parish Council commissioned Civilistix (to produce a set 

of general arrangement plans that illustrate how an inbound bus lane may be built in accordance 

with my report (Appendix A) within the public highway whilst minimising ecological harms, in 

particular to the vegetation that buffers Madingley Wood. These are appended to Mr Johnstone’s 

Proof of Evidence (at Appendix F). 

5.2 Design decisions and departures from highways and active travel design standards have been agreed 

between Civilistix, Mr Johnstone, Mr Woodfield and myself where it was believed it was appropriate 

to reduce ecological harm. These included: 

a) Moving the active travel path from the south to the north side of Madingley Road 

b) Removing protected right-turn filter lanes at Crome Lea Business Park and at Madingley Rise 

c) Narrowing the active travel path from 3m to 2m in places 

d) Removing the verge separation between the active travel path and the carriageway in places. 

5.3 Mitigations were agreed, including: 

a) Reducing the speed limit from 50mph to 40mph from just west of the Crome Lea Business Park 

junction. This would add, at most, 15 seconds to the inbound journey time. 

b) Narrowing carriageway lanes from 3.5m to 3.25m 

c) Adding a pedestrian crossing with refuge opposite the American Cemetery 

d) Relocating the westbound bus stop at the American Cemetery to be close to the new crossing. 

5.4 Professional judgements on departures from standards and ecological harm will naturally vary and 

are based on the available information. However, the Civilistix drawings clearly show that there is 

latitude within the public highway to vary the alignment and cross-sectional arrangements at all 

points of the route. 

5.5 Our professional conclusion from this work is that a continuous bus lane could be built from St Neots 

Road to the Madingley P&R junction without using third party land and minimising harm to 

Madingley Wood and the setting of the American Cemetery. 
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5.6 It is not our contention that the scheme should be built in the way illustrated. Alternative design 

options and variations would be considered through the normal design process, which may include: 

a) A different alignment of the carriageway 

b) A different cross-section of lane widths with or without hard strips/shoulders 

c) Different active travel path widths and buffers 

d) Acceptance of loss of certain trees or vegetation that we have sought to preserve 

e) Routing the active travel path to the south of Madingley Road through land owned by third 

parties. This cannot be ruled out as two objectors to the proposed CtoC scheme (OBJ-52 and 

OBJ-102) with significant adjacent landholdings have indicated in a letter to the inspectors dated 

9 July 2025 (Appendix B and Mr Sadler’s Proof of Evidence paragraphs 5 and 102) a willingness 

to negotiate use of their land for an in-highway solution.  
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1 Executive Summary 
This report sets out a more cost-effective and less environmentally damaging alternative to part of the 
Cambourne–Cambridge (CtoC) scheme proposed by the Greater Cambridge Partnership (GCP). Instead of 
building a new bus-only road between St Neots Road and West Cambridge, we propose building an 
inbound bus lane down Madingley Hill. This would achieve almost identical benefits as the equivalent 
section of the CtoC scheme in terms of journey time savings for buses. In addition, the bus lane would 
provide journey time savings to all bus, coach and emergency services using Madingley Road to enter 
Cambridge or join the M11, whereas GCP’s busway would provide journey time savings only to vehicles 
permitted to use the busway, fitted with the appropriate guidance technology and driven by a driver 
trained in its use. 

Our scheme would be entirely consistent with the Local Plan requirement for “Provision of high quality bus 
priority measures or busway on or parallel to the A1303 between its junction with the A428 and Queens 
Road, Cambridge.” 

Our scheme more cost-efficiently meets the CtoC scheme objectives by solving the actual problems 
encountered by buses. The lack of congestion outbound beyond the M11 junction obviates the need to 
build segregated infrastructure for buses travelling out of Cambridge. The only scenario in which the 
busway would provide time savings over an inbound bus lane is if inbound traffic were queued all the way 
back to Madingley Mulch roundabout. As this would have safety implications for the A428, National 
Highways would be seeking mitigatory measures to reduce queuing at the A428 exit. 

Our scheme fits better with changed circumstances since 2014: GCP’s budgetary constraints, owing in part 
to high inflation of construction costs; the likelihood of East West Rail being built, which would provide 
faster transport connections between Cambourne and Cambridge, including the Biomedical Campus and 
CB1 (which together draw a quarter of all commuters from Cambourne – see Figure 37 on p58); and 
significantly altered travel patterns post-COVID. 

Our scheme also fits better with the local authorities’ and national strategic objectives on decarbonisation 
of transport, traffic reduction and modal shift, including a target central to the City Deal of reducing peak-
time traffic in Cambridge by 10–15% on 2011 levels; whereas the GCP’s proposal makes sense only if traffic 
levels follow a business-as-usual growth trajectory over the long term. 

Our scheme provides very much better value for public money. There would be large savings on land 
acquisition and construction costs, including not having to build a new bridge over the M11. 

In short, our scheme would deliver similar social benefits at lower cost and significantly lower 
environmental harm than the scheme proposed by the GCP. The bus and active travel infrastructure in our 
scheme could be designed optimally and delivered in stages using Highways Act powers. 
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2 Glossary 
• Madingley Mulch roundabout refers to the junction between the A1303, A428 and St Neots Rd by 

Madingley Mulch, the garden building supplier. 
• Madingley Hill refers to the A1303 between Madingley Mulch roundabout and the M11 Junction 13. 
• Madingley Rd refers to the A1303 between the M11 Junction 13 and Queen’s Rd. 
• Hurry call refers to a system for adapting traffic signal phasings in response to an approaching bus. 

The following reports are referenced: 

• CPIER: Cambridge & Peterborough Independent Economic Review, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Independent Economic Commission, September 2018 [CD7-05] 

• EC: Outline Business Case: Economic Case, Mott MacDonald, 17 January 2020 [CD1-20.02] 
• IA: Independent Audit of Key Assumptions and Constraints, 25 May 2021 [CD8-27] 
• LTCP: Local Transport and Connectivity Plan, Nov 2023 [CD6-09] 
• LTN1/20: Local Transport Note 1/20: Cycle Infrastructure Design, July 2020 [CD8-23] 
• NPPF: National Planning Policy Framework [CD8-01] 
• NR: C2C Technical Note: Northern Route, Mott MacDonald, 22 May 2019 [CD] 
• NTSR: Cambourne to Cambridge Better Public Transport Project Non-technical Summary of Outline 

Business Case, Mott MacDonald, December 2019 [CD1-20.06] 
• OAR: Outline Business Case Appendix B: Options Appraisal Report Part 2 [CD1-20.08] & Options 

Assessment Report Part 3 [CD1-20.09], Mott MacDonald, December 2018 
• OBC: Outline Business Case, Mott MacDonald, 17 January 2020 [CD1-20.xx] 
• OBCA: Outline Business Case Addendum (TWAO doc ref CtoC-21-00 rev 00) [CD1-21.xx] 
• QW: C2C Technical Note: Madingley Road ‘Quick-Win’ Options Outline, 

Mott MacDonald, 14 May 2019 [CD13-07] 
• RFB: A428 Cambourne to Cambridge Option Study: Rectory Farm Bridge Options Report, 

Atkins, 10 June 2016 [CD] 
• SEN: Outline Business Case Appendix J: Strategic Economic Narrative & Economic Impacts Report, Mott 

MacDonald, 17 January 2020 [CD1-20.16] 
• SoA: TWAO Statement of Aims (TWAO doc ref CtoC-4-00 rev 00) [CD1-04] 
• SOBC: Strategic Outline Business Case, Atkins, 23 September 2016 [CD8-18] 
• TA: Transport Assessment (TWAO doc ref CtoC-25-00) [CD1-25.01] 
• TSCSC: Transport Strategy and High Level Programme of the Transport Strategy for Cambridge and 

South Cambridgeshire, Cambridgeshire County Council, April 2014 [CD7-07] 
• TSM: C2C Topographical Survey Maps, Cambridgeshire County Council, 24 November 2016 [CD] 

Other abbreviations used: 

• BCR: Benefit-Cost Ratio of cumulative social benefits to costs over the appraisal period (60 years) 
• CtoC and C2C: Cambourne to Cambridge 
• EWR: East West Rail 
• GCP: Greater Cambridge Partnership 
• HGV: Heavy Goods Vehicle (legally, any goods vehicle over 3.5 tonnes when fully laden)  
• HQPT: High Quality Public Transport 
• NPPF: National Planning Policy Framework 
• RIS2: Department for Transport Road Investment Strategy 2 
• TWA: Transport and Works Act (1992, as amended) and associated statutory instruments 
• TWAOA: Cambourne to Cambridge: Transport & Works Act Order application (March 2023) 
• TWAO: Transport and Works Act Order for Cambourne to Cambridge scheme 

https://www.cpier.org.uk/final-report/
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-OBC-Jan-2021/C2C-Jan-2020-App-1-Economic-Case.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/Independent-Audit/C2C-Independent-Audit-Final.pdf
https://cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/CPCA-LTCP-Strategic-Document.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-120
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-LLF/C2C-LLF-Technical-Note-Northern-Route-22-05-2019.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-OBC-Jan-2021/C2C-Jan-2020-App-2-Non-technical-summary-report.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-OBC-Jan-2021/C2C-OBC-2020-Options-Appraisal-Report-Part-2-Appendix-B.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-OBC-Jan-2021/C2C-OBC-2020-Options-Assessment-Report-Part-3-Appendix-C.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-OBC-Jan-2021/C2C-OBC-2020-Options-Assessment-Report-Part-3-Appendix-C.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-LLF/C2C-LLF-Technical-Note-Madingley-Road-Quick-Wins-14-05-2019.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-Rectory-Farm-Bridge-Options-Report-10.06.2016.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-OBC-Jan-2021/C2C-OBC-2020-Strategic-Economic-Narrative-Economic-Impacts-Report-Appendix-J.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-Strategic-Business-Case-23.09.2016.pdf
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/asset-library/imported-assets/Transport-strategy-and-high-level-programme-for-Cambridge-and-South-Cambridgeshire-March-2014.pdf
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/transport-plans-and-policies/cambridge-city-and-south-cambs-transport-strategy
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/transport-plans-and-policies/cambridge-city-and-south-cambs-transport-strategy
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-Topographical-Survey-Maps-24.11.2016.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
https://eastwestrail.co.uk/
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/guide-to-lorry-types-and-weights
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/road-investment-strategy-2-ris2-2020-to-2025
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/public-transport-schemes/cambourne-to-cambridge/cambourne-to-cambridge-background
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3 Overview 

3.1 Scheme Aims 
In developing an alternative scheme, we have been mindful of the Scheme Aims set out by GCP in the 
Statement of Aims (CtoC-4-00-00) and are confident that our alternative will be similarly effective in 
achieving them: 

1. To relieve congestion on the current road network, in particular on the A1303/Madingley Road 
2. To support economic growth, by facilitating travel between new and existing homes in Cambourne and 

Bourn Airfield and employment site in and around Cambridge 
3. To delivery a sustainable transport system 
4.  To enhance quality of life 

3.2 Planning justification 
The South Cambridgeshire Local Plan policy SS/7 sets out a requirement for: 

8 (a) Significant Improvements in Public Transport, including: 

i. Provision of a segregated bus link from Cambourne to Bourn Airfield new village across 
the Broadway, and on through the development to the junction of the St Neots Road with 
Highfields Road;  

ii. Any measures necessary to ensure that a bus journey between Caldecote / Highfields and 
the junction of the A428 and the A1303 is direct and unaffected by any congestion 
suffered by general traffic;  

iii. Provision of high quality bus priority measures or busway on or parallel to the A1303 
between its junction with the A428 and Queens Road, Cambridge; 

This policy links with Policy 21 in the TSCSC, which describes the underlying strategy for the St Neots and 
Cambourne to Cambridge corridor as follows: 

In the short to medium term, the focus will be on providing bus priority in locations where 
buses currently get caught up in congestion, in particular between the A1303 and A428 and 
also around the A428 / A1198 Caxton Gibbet roundabout.  Interchange points will be 
provided at strategic points along the corridor to enable trips that begin in some of the 
villages off the route to be able to access high quality passenger transport services.    

A cycling and walking network will be provided which links into the interchanges along the 
corridor, but that also connects the outlying villages to employment sites, such as at 
Cambourne and also to secondary schools in Comberton, Cambourne and further afield in 
Gamlingay.  

In the longer term, a busway or HQPT bus infrastructure will be introduced along the A1303 
section of the corridor to completely segregate buses from other traffic.  It will service a 
second Park & Ride site between Cambourne and the A1303, which will intercept traffic 
further out from Cambridge and free up more capacity at the existing Madingley Road site 
which would then be used principally for traffic coming off the M11. 

The circumstances that justified the policy were described in the TSCSC as follows: 

With no railway line along this corridor, the focus for a HQPT corridor between Cambridge 
and St Neots will be on bus.  The basis of such a corridor is already in place, with the 
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Madingley Road P&R site at the Cambridge end.  However, there are a number of pinch 
points along the route that cause congestion, especially at the A428 / A1198 Caxton Gibbet 
roundabout and on the A1303 between the A428 and the M11.  This affects buses travelling 
along the route as they get snarled up in the traffic.  A number of villages that are within 
cycling distance of Cambridge lie just off the A428 / A1303 corridor; however the main route 
is not conducive to cycling.  There is also the potential for more traffic to be intercepted 
further out from Cambridge if a transport interchange was provided, such as a Park & Ride. 

3.3 Changed circumstances 
Much has changed since the TSCSC was adopted in 2014, most notably: 

• The A14 has been upgraded to provide three lanes between the M11 and Milton interchanges, with 
two-lane eastbound exit ramps at the Histon and Milton interchanges. This has reduced the time and 
variability of journeys via the A428 and A14 to north Cambridge, including Cambridge Regional College, 
Cambridge Science Park, and the various other business parks. This also offers an alternative route for 
buses between Cambourne and Cambridge, as demonstrated by the 905 service that ran this way before 
GCP roadworks on Histon then Milton Road made this route less attractive. Now that those works are 
complete, buses could again use this route as an alternative to Madingley Road. 

• The opening of Cambridge North station gives Cambourne and future Bourn Airfield residents faster and 
more convenient access to rail services than travelling to Cambridge station. 

• From 2027, the A428 will be dualled all the way to the A1, creating a fast route from Cambourne and 
Bourn Airfield to employment sites in St Neots, Bedford and beyond. 

• Travel patterns have changed post-COVID, leading to much reduced congestion on Madingley Hill. 
• The government reconfirmed in the autumn 2024 budget its support for East West Rail to run to 

Cambridge. The last-published preferred alignment between Bedford and Cambridge included a station 
at Cambourne, which will link the expanding settlement directly to major employment sites at the 
Biomedical Campus (Cambridge South station, due to open in 2025), CB1 (Cambridge station), Bedford 
and Bletchley (for Milton Keynes). 

The alternative scheme proposed here takes account of those changed circumstances: 

East West Rail: In 2014, when the TSCSC was adopted, there was no plan to build a railway from 
Cambourne to Cambridge. The government confirmed in the autumn 2024 Budget that it continues to 
support building a new railway line between Oxford and Cambridge. The last-published preferred route 
alignment between Bedford and Cambridge included a station at Cambourne. A third non-statutory 
consultation starts in November 2024 in advance of a statutory consultation, which will form part of an 
application for a Development Consent Order. Once built, this new rail link will provide significantly faster 
and more reliable journey times between Cambourne and both the Biomedical Campus and CB1 business 
district than buses will ever be able to provide. If trips currently assigned in the GCP’s transport modelling 
to the CtoC busway are instead assigned to East West Rail, the business case for the CtoC busway will be 
severely weakened. 

Post-COVID travel patterns: In 2019, traffic conditions on Madingley Road between the Madingley Mulch 
roundabout and the M11 junction were very severely congested in the AM peak, with a 15-minute median 
delay on weekdays, exceeding 30 minutes about once a month (see Table 1 on p10). The situation now is 
very different: the median delay is less than two minutes, exceeding seven minutes less than once a month. 

City access plans: All of the GCP’s busway schemes depend critically on reducing congestion in Cambridge 
city centre, where buses experience most delays (see Figure 5 on p36). Because political support has been 
withdrawn from two congestion reduction plans – peak-time control points and ‘smart’ congestion 
charging – there is still no plan for reducing congestion in the city centre, and therefore bus services will 
continue to experience long delays and unreliability, negating the benefits of the proposed busway. 

https://nationalhighways.co.uk/our-roads/a428-black-cat-to-caxton-gibbet/
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The IA conclusion included the following observation: 

“There have, however, been some significant changes in the wider context, including the 
impact of Covid-19, the increasing importance of climate change, the government’s new bus 
policy, East-West Rail and the CAM scheme. These factors will have to be taken into account 
in the next stages of developing the C2C scheme.” 

3.4 Assumptions 
While the alternative proposed here would deliver mostly the same benefits as the CtoC scheme, it is 
important to note that: 

Outbound traffic: there has never been a significant problem with congestion on Madingley Road 
westbound (see Figure 5 on p36 to Figure 8 on p37), so there is no meaningful benefit conferred by the 
outbound half of the proposed busway. 

M11 bridge: there is minimal congestion on the M11 overbridge, so the justification for building a new 
bridge – the most expensive and disruptive component of the entire scheme – is lacking. GCP’s own study 
(RFB) indicates that an additional lane could be accommodated on the existing bridge, which would be a 
more cost-effective way to provide bus priority without reducing road capacity. 

Traffic projections: GCP’s argument against building an inbound bus lane rather than a busway is that 
traffic levels will continue to grow, exacerbating existing congestion and creating congestion where it is not 
currently experienced (and was not in 2019). This is at odds with: 

1. GCP’s own objective to reduce peak-hour vehicular traffic in Cambridge by 10–15% on 2011 levels by 
2031, which necessarily requires a reduction in traffic entering the city. 

2. The LTCP’s objective to reduce car mileage in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough by 15% by 2030. 
3. NPPF guidance that advocates a “vision-led approach” to sustainable transport planning, rather than 

predict-and-provide: 

Vision-led approach: an approach to transport planning based on setting outcomes for a 
development based on achieving well-designed, sustainable and popular places, and 
providing the transport solutions to deliver those outcomes as opposed to predicting future 
demand to provide capacity (often referred to as ‘predict and provide’).1 

4. The potential closure of the Madingley Park & Ride when its lease from the University of Cambridge 
expires in 2035, which would remove up to 930 peak-time vehicle movements from Madingley Road 
each day. 

3.5 Alternative proposed 
Instead of a busway between St Neots Road and Grange Road, we propose a continuous bus lane along 
Madingley Hill from St Neots Road to the Madingley Park & Ride junction. Other elements of our proposal 
may be considered as complements or alternatives to the rest of the CtoC scheme. The interventions we 
propose are entirely consistent with the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan policy SS/7 (8)(a) to enable and 
support development of Cambourne West and Bourn Airfield (“Provision of high quality bus priority 
measures or busway on or parallel to the A1303 between its junction with the A428 and Queens Road, 
Cambridge.”) 

There are two sections of Madingley Hill that have particular ecological and heritage sensitivities, so we 
propose building the bus lane in phases, initially avoiding these sections and using traffic signals to regulate 

 
1 NPPF (December 2024) Annex 2: Glossary 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf#Annex%202
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(‘gate’) traffic flows to minimise congestion on the sections without bus lanes. The complete bus lane 
would only need to be built if traffic growth is not contained. 

A bus lane will provide almost identical benefits to the GCP Busway between St Neots Road and West 
Cambridge. It will provide faster journey times for buses heading directly to the Biomedical Campus via the 
M11 than GCP’s busway, which requires buses to loop back onto Madingley Road via Rose Street and two 
sets of traffic lights, adding minutes to the journey time. And the bus lane would provide journey time 
savings to all bus, coach and emergency services using Madingley Road to enter Cambridge or join the M11 
(e.g. to reach the Biomedical Campus via Hauxton Road), whereas GCP’s busway would provide journey 
time savings only to vehicles permitted to use the busway, fitted with the appropriate guidance technology 
and driven by a driver trained in its use. 

The only scenario in which the busway would provide time savings over an inbound bus lane is if inbound 
traffic were queued all the way back to Madingley Mulch roundabout (a 3km queue of up to around 450 
vehicles). As this would have safety implications for the A428, the national and local highway authorities 
would have to implement mitigatory measures, which could include building new connections at the Girton 
Interchange. Any measures that reduce queuing at the A428 exit would benefit buses using either the A428 
or St Neots Road.  

Bus services to destinations in north Cambridge, such as the Regional College, Science Park and Cambridge 
North station, can use the A428/A14, which will be significantly faster than either the CtoC busway or any 
route via Madingley Road. 

Elsewhere on the route between Cambourne and Northampton Street, we propose upgrading all traffic 
signals to respond ‘intelligently’ to approaching buses, and adding bus priority at the Highfield Road and 
Scotland Road roundabouts. 

We have not proposed interventions to address delays that GCP’s CtoC scheme will not reduce, including in 
Cambridge city centre, where the largest delays are currently experienced (see Figure 5 on p36), and in 
Cambourne. Both GCP’s scheme and ours will benefit from significant end-to-end journey time savings once 
the bus-only link between Upper Cambourne and Broadway has been delivered as part of the Cambourne 
West development. 

Our proposal is a variation of the ‘Low Cost option b’ in the OAR, which included a Park & Ride at Scotland 
Farm. The estimated cost of that option was £37.7m (in 2018 prices). Applying a 25% contingency, as 
applied in the OBC Financial Case to GCP’s preferred option, and inflation since 2018, the cost in 2024 
prices would be £62.5m. This compares with the £192.2m cost of GCP’s preferred option, as stated in the 
Estimate of Costs (TWAO doc ref CtoC-8-00 rev 00). The actual cost of our scheme would depend on which 
elements of our proposal and of GCP’s scheme are implemented. 

Benefits from journey time savings with both schemes would be similar: any reduction in benefits in our 
scheme from not having a fully segregated route from St Neots Road is likely to be more than offset by the 
benefits of shorter journey times for: 

• buses joining the M11 (by not having to loop back through the West Cambridge site) 
• buses and coaches calling at the American Cemetery (including the City Tour service) 
• unguided buses and coaches (which will not be permitted to use the guided busway), including long-

distance and chartered services 
The social and environmental impacts of GCP’s scheme on Coton, the Coton Orchard and woodland west 
and east of the M11 are significantly more negative than those of building a bus lane along Madingley 
Road. If Inbound Flow Control is used (see page 29), then the impacts of the bus lane can be further 
reduced. 

Taking all this into account, the benefit-to-cost ratio (BCR) is likely to be at least three times higher than for 
the GCP scheme.  
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3.6 Relative benefits of our alternative proposal 
3.6.1 Faster delivery 
Our scheme may be delivered using the normal powers invested in the Highway and Planning Authorities, 
without the need for a TWAO or public inquiry. It could therefore be delivered within two years of sign-off, 
with some interventions being deliverable within six months. 

If any new homes in Bourn Airfield are indeed dependent on the CtoC scheme, its later completion date is 
likely to hold up delivery of those homes. This would materially alter the local planning authority’s 
calculation of its five-year land supply. If that resulted in planning applications having to be considered in 
accordance with NPPF paragraph 11(d) (the so-called ‘tilted balance’), there could be considerable urgency 
to implement ‘quick fix’ mitigations to ‘unlock’ more housing on Bourn Airfield. 

Delivery of even part of our scheme before the first 500 homes are built on Bourn Airfield would mitigate 
the principal area of congestion caused by additional traffic from the Cambourne sites. 

3.6.2 Faster journey times between West Cambridge and the city centre 
The OBC is not explicit about what route buses will take between Grange Rd and the city centre, though it 
indicates in the NTSR (p58) that buses to the Biomedical Campus would run via Silver St and Pembroke St. 

The slowest timetabled journey time for the U service from West Cambridge to Queens’ College on Silver 
Street is 23 minutes at 08:27. From there to the Drummer St bus station takes several more minutes, 
especially when cars are queuing on Downing/Pembroke St to enter or leave the Grand Arcade car park. 

By comparison, the Citi 4 is timetabled to take 13 minutes to reach Drummer St at the same time of day. 
The time saving is in the region of fifteen minutes. 

Our alternative scheme assumes that bus operators will continue to want to run buses via Northampton 
Street, Chesterton Road and Victoria Avenue (see Figure 11 on p39). The journey time savings between 
Grange Road and the city centre for our scheme will more than offset journey time savings that the busway 
will provide between St Neots Road and Grange Road. 

Outbound at peak times, journey times to the start of the CtoC busway are likely to be even slower. 
Because Downing/Pembroke St is one-way eastbound, buses would most likely return via Lensfield Rd, then 
either Trumpington St and Silver St (the route taken by the U service) or the Fen Causeway. Both these 
routes are typically congested at peak times. 

In theory, buses using the CtoC busway could travel 840m up Grange Road to join Madingley Road and 
follow the Citi 4 route into the city centre (see Figure 16 on p44). However, it may not be physically possible 
for buses to turn left into Grange Road because of the geometry of the proposed junction at the end of the 
busway. In which case, buses will be forced to take a slower route into the city centre. 

3.6.3 Faster journey time to the M11 
Since the Biomedical Campus is already the single biggest commuter destination for people living in 
Cambourne (see Figure 37 on p58), providing fast and reliable bus services is a priority. Our proposal 
facilitates this, with all operators being free to choose to run buses via the A428 or St Neots Road to the 
Madingley Mulch roundabout, and then to use the bus lane to reach the M11 on-ramp. 

GCP’s busway will cross the M11 in line with Charles Babbage Road in West Cambridge. Buses running 
directly to the Cambridge Biomedical Campus via the M11 will need to either loop back through the West 
Cambridge site via Rose Street, or join Madingley Road north of Coton (see Figure 15 on p43). Both options 
will be slower than the alternative we propose. 

The detour to reach the M11 via the West Cambridges site adds approximately 1.1km or more than 2 
minutes to the journey time. It also passes through two sets of traffic signals, at the Eddington Avenue 
crossroads and at the Park & Ride access, which will add further delay. 
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With GCP not proposing any interventions on Madingley Road, if buses were to leave the busway at Coton 
to join Madingley Road, they would encounter a delay turning out of Cambridge Road and peak-time delays 
along Madingley Road leading into and beyond the existing bus lane. 

3.6.4 A bus lane can provide a wider range of public benefit 
Because the GCP is applying to build the busway under the Transport and Works Act, it must use guidance 
technology, whether or not it provides a significant benefit. A considerable disbenefit is that buses and 
coaches will not be permitted to use the busway if the operator is not party to an access agreement, the 
bus is not fitted with the required guidance technology, or is not driven by someone trained in its use. This 
will include long-distance and charted services, all of which could use a busway or an in-highway bus lane 
built using the powers of the Highways Act 1980 (provided that the associated Traffic Regulation Order 
permits it). 

3.6.5 Lower maintenance costs 
The CtoC busway creates a significantly larger quantity of new roadway and bridges to maintain than the 
bus lane we propose. Furthermore, it is unclear whether the road construction method proposed for the 
CtoC busway is suited to carrying guided vehicles, which are likely to cause rutting in a deformable surface 
material such as asphalt, requiring more frequent maintenance or remedial works. It is notable that the 
CSET2 application has opted for a continuously reinforced concrete base with an asphalt top layer. 
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4 Baseline 
5. We have analysed weekday bus journey times along Madingley Hill and Madingley Rd during 2019 and 

2024, as made available via the Smart Cambridge data API. A small proportion of data points were 
omitted as unreliable or exceptional, as explained in the section below on Data analysis (p33). 

Data is not recorded for bus arrival times in Cambridge or in Cambourne, so it is only possible to show 
journey times inbound to Grange Road and outbound to Madingley Mulch roundabout. The analysis is in 
four percentiles which translate approximately to: 

• 5th percentile: once a month the journey time is quicker than this 
• 50th percentile: half of all journeys are faster than this, and half are slower 
• 80th percentile: once a week the journey time is slower than this 
• 95th percentile: once a month the journey time is slower than this 

Table 1: Measured delays on bus journeys via Madingley Road 

 

4.1.1 Inbound journey times 
Figure 1 shows that journey times from Cambourne to Madingley Mulch roundabout vary greatly at all 
times of day, and most significantly in the evening peak (the 2019 data shows significant anomalies in the 
evening peak, which may be due to temporary factors, such as the A14 upgrade). Delays on this leg are 
most likely due to dwell times to pick up and set down passengers, and congestion within Cambourne. 
Google Traffic shows some congestion around the Highfields Road roundabout, which may justify an 
intervention to prioritise buses here, such as signalisation and a short bus lane. 

Figure 2 shows that there were severe delays inbound in 2019 owing to congestion on Madingley Hill. 
These have reduced sharply post-COVID, with the median delay halving from 15 minutes in 2019, and 
exceeding 7 minutes once a month in 2024 rather than 32 minutes in 2019. 

Figure 3 shows that there is a small but consistent delay between the M11 exit junction and the east side of 
the Eddington Avenue junction, which is largely explained by the three sets of traffic signals on this stretch. 
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Figure 4 shows that from the Eddington Avenue junction to the Grange Road junction, delays exceed 3 
minutes once a week and 8 minutes once a month. This is likely to be largely owing to the six sets of traffic 
signals on this stretch. Delays have worsened slightly since 2019. Google Traffic indicates congestion builds 
in the morning around the Grange Road junction. Optimisation of traffic signals may reduce this delay. 

As the bus operators are likely to prefer entering Cambridge city centre from the north (see Faster journey 
times between West Cambridge and the city centre above), any time saving achieved by running through 
the West Cambridge site to Grange Road is likely to be negated by the time it takes to travel the 850m 
between the busway access and Madingley Road (1.5 minutes @20mph plus any delays at the Adams Road 
and Madingley Road junctions, the pedestrian crossing at Clarkson Road and waiting for oncoming traffic at 
multiple build-outs along Grange Road). 

4.1.2 Outbound journey times 
Figure 5 shows wide variability in journey times at all times of day to Grange Road. Since the GCP scheme 
proposes no interventions east of Grange Road as part of the CtoC busway scheme, these delays apply 
equally to both the proposed busway and our scheme. 

Figure 6 shows a small delay of 3 minutes once a week and 6 minutes once a month between Grange Road 
and Eddington Avenue. This is largely explained by the six sets of traffic signals on this stretch. Optimisation 
of the signals may reduce this delay. 

Figure 7 shows that there is negligible delay past the Park & Ride and over the M11. The delay could 
probably be eliminated by optimising the three sets of traffic signals on this stretch. 

Figure 8 on p37 shows that there is negligible delay on Madingley Hill. 

4.1.3 Initial conclusions 
The delays seen on Madingley Hill during the AM peak in 2019 were so severe that a major intervention 
was needed to enable buses to run faster and more reliably into Cambridge. In 2024, the delays on 
Madingley Hill are more modest, especially in comparison with the large variability in journey times within 
Cambridge and Cambourne. 

This argues strongly for targeted interventions along the whole route. Our proposal focuses on an 
infrastructure intervention on Madingley Hill because that is the weakest link in the route for buses 
accessing West Cambridge and the M11, as evidenced by the congestion seen there in 2019. A bus lane 
could be built out in phases to provide benefit rapidly and proportionately to the need. On Madingley Road 
east of the park & ride, optimisation of signals to respond to approaching buses would reduce delays for 
buses. 
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5 Objectives 
The first three of the CtoC scheme aims are essentially about mode-shifting trips from solo-occupancy cars 
to buses and cycling. By using road space more efficiently, capacity increases, in terms of people moved per 
hour, and congestion reduces. One bus carrying 60 passengers (a nearly full double-decker) is equivalent to 
50 cars (at an average peak-time occupancy rate of 1.2 people per car). Travelling at 50mph, those cars 
occupy more than 2km of carriageway, or about the distance from Madingley Mulch roundabout to the 
Cambridge Rd junction. 

The challenge is, and always has been, how to kick-start a virtuous cycle of mode-shifting car journeys to 
more space-efficient alternatives, which frees up road capacity and reduces congestion. 

The objectives of the study that resulted in the proposed alternative scheme presented here have been to: 

1. Determine the fastest, most reliable routes for buses from west of Cambridge to the main destinations 
in Cambridge (see Figure 11 on p39): 

• North (Science Park, Cambridge North station): via A428, A14 Histon Interchange and Orchard Park 
busway, or A14 Milton Interchange. 

• West (University of Cambridge sites): via Madingley Rd. 
• Central (retail, cultural and social centre): via Madingley Rd (or via the A428, A14 Histon Interchange 

and Histon Rd?) 
• South (Biomedical Campus): via Madingley Rd, M11, Hauxton Rd and Addenbrooke’s Rd. 
• East (Marshall businesses and retail sites): via A428, A14 Junction 34, Horningsea Rd. 

2. Reduce bus journey times and delays on those routes: 

• West, Central: Eliminate delays to buses on Madingley Hill and reduce them elsewhere. 
• North, East: Optimise route for buses to north Cambridge via the A428. 
• South: Reduce delays to buses on Madingley Hill, Hauxton Rd and Addenbrooke’s Rd. 

3. Be able to achieve these reductions within 6–24 months of sign-off. 
4. Select bus priority schemes with positive net benefits over a reduced time frame of ten years (compared 

with sixty years for most infrastructure schemes, including the CtoC busway). 
5. Improve the safety and convenience of cycle routes from Cambourne into west Cambridge. 
6. Increase public transport capacity, speed and reliability to accommodate future growth in population 

and economic activity in the Cambourne–Cambridge corridor. 

Pursuing this more tactical agenda will create breathing space to develop and deliver longer-term transport 
schemes in a coherent and cost-efficient way: 

• East West Rail: the preferred location of Cambourne station and the alignment of the railway line were 
consulted on in  in November 2024 to January 2025 (see Figure 11 on p39). This will potentially provide 
a quarter-hourly, high-capacity service to Cambridge South station, serving the Biomedical Campus; 
Cambridge station, serving the CB1 business district and city centre; and, potentially, a Cambridge East 
station, serving a new business, residential and leisure/cultural hub on the site of Cambridge airport. 

• A428 dualling to the A1: Funded as part of the current Road Investment Strategy (RIS2), the scheme to 
dual the A428 between the Black Cat Roundabout and Caxton Gibbet is now under construction and 
expected to open in 2027. 

• Rural cycle network: The Comberton Greenway should be extended west from Hardwick to Highfields 
Caldecote (see Figure 27 on p51), Bourn Airfield and Cambourne. The Greenway between Hardwick and 
west Cambridge follows the shallow valley between Madingley Hill and Red Meadow hills (see Figure 28 
on p51), making it a more attractive alternative to the current and proposed route alongside Madingley 
Road. It avoids people having to cycle up a steep hill and being exposed to the air pollution and 
discomfort (especially after dark) of cycling alongside a busy road, frequented by HGVs. 

https://eastwestrail.co.uk/
https://eastwestrail.co.uk/consultation2024
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/our-work/a428-black-cat-to-caxton-gibbet/
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/transport/transport-projects/greenways
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/sustainable-transport-programme/active-travel-projects/greater-cambridge-greenways/comberton-greenway
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• Girton Interchange: How and when connections between the A428, M11 and A1307 will be provided 
has yet to be determined. There is a clearly identified need for these connections for strategic (through) 
traffic, not travelling to/from Cambridge. There is also an exceptional opportunity to build a coach 
station and visitor transfer hub at the Girton interchange to serve tourists and other visitors to 
Cambridge. 

• Bus station and interchange: It is generally recognised that the current bus stop provision in Cambridge 
city centre has severely limited capacity to accommodate more routes and higher frequency services. 
Provision for coaches, both scheduled and chartered (for tourists, schools and other groups), is wholly 
inadequate. Any solution is likely to require a radical reorganisation of bus routes and stops in the city 
centre, which will impact all services. 

• Demand management: What type or combination of demand management measures may be 
implemented in Cambridge is still being debated. Even if a congestion charge is off the table, there are 
other options to reduce traffic and congestion in the city, including a Workplace Parking Levy, expansion 
of residents’ parking zones across the city, and reducing parking availability in the city through planning 
policies. 
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6 Outline of interventions considered 
Interventions considered include: 

• Realignment of lanes within the existing carriageway 
• Widening of the road, mostly within the existing highway boundary 
• Installation of new traffic lights 
• Implementation of smart traffic management (flow control and bus ‘hurry calls’) 
• Improvements for cycling and walking 
• Other complementary measures 
The following package of interventions is a subset of OAR options ‘Low Cost a/b’ with some additions. The 
estimated construction cost was £37 million in 2018 prices. It included a Park & Ride, traffic signals at the 
Madingley Mulch roundabout, and an eastbound bus lane from there to the Eddington Avenue junction 
except over the M11, where a westbound bus lane is included instead. The package proposed here involves 
the construction of up to 3,157m of bus lane. These works alone are expected to cost under £10 million in 
2024 prices. 

In reviewing our proposal, the IA recommended (Comment A18): “The in-highway proposal for a HQPT 
along the A1301 are short-term measures that are consistent with the C2C scheme objectives.” More 
detailed commentary was provided at §6.3: 

“… the range of measures that would improve conditions along Madingley Road for bus users 
as well as general traffic are worth re- considering given the recent changes in the 
government’s transport strategy and policy towards buses accompanied with additional 
funding. It is possible that the GCP shied away from considering any substantial 
improvements along the A1303 because of the cost implications and fearing that it would 
divert resources away from the preferred option. The two options are not mutually exclusive 
and could be considered compatible.” 

6.1 Route breakdown 
The route is examined inbound from St Neots Road at the Madingley Mulch roundabout to the 
Northampton St–Queen’s Rd roundabout in sections (see Table 2 and Figure 12). 

Table 2: Breakdown of inbound bus route where the main interventions are proposed 

Section Distance now Bus lane 
 From end of St Neots Road   
A To start of Madingley Road 190m 107m 
B To Crome Lea Business Park /south-west corner of Madingley Wood 553m 553m 
C To layby east of Madingley Windmill 931m *931m 
D To Cambridge Rd junction (from Madingley and Coton) 439m 439m 
E To start of existing bus lane 390m *390m 
F To end of existing bus lane 352m 352m 
G To east side of M11 entry junction 178m *178m 
H To west side of Madingley Park & Ride junction 207m *207m 
J To Northampton Street–Queens Road roundabout 2,050m 0m 
 Total: 5,290m 3,157m 

 *These sections may not be needed if Inbound Flow Control and other interventions provide sufficient bus 
priority, so the ultimate length of bus lane may be between 1,451m and 3,157m. 
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6.2 ‘Quick win’ interventions 
The measures included here involve minimal construction work, beyond installing loop detectors or 
cameras, and which therefore could be deliverable within six months of sign-off. 

In combination, these have significant potential to increase bus speeds from the end of the existing bus 
lane that ends at the M11, with an expected time saving of 2.6 minutes at the slowest 95th percentile. A 
benefit of G2 would be to increase the flow rate of traffic not joining the M11, which would increase the 
speed of all traffic on Madingley Hill. 

Reference Intervention Section 
G2 Make traffic signals on Madingley Road at the M11 exit junction responsive to 

congestion on the road ahead. 
G 

G3 Lengthen the right-turn M11 filter lane back to the traffic island (~84m). G 
H2 Configure traffic signals at P&R entrance to prioritise buses. H 
J1 Optimise traffic signals along the rest of Madingley Rd and upgrade where 

necessary to be responsive to bus ‘hurry calls’. 
J 

6.3 In-highway inbound bus lane 
The measures included here involve construction work or detailed agreement that could take up to two 
years from sign-off, though some elements could be delivered within a year or eighteen months. 

The starting point for providing maximum priority for buses is to build a continuous bus lane from 
Madingley Mulch roundabout to the Madingley Park and Ride entrance. This could be built entirely within 
the boundaries of the public highway (see Figure 19 on p47), and thus without significant legal complexity. 

Conventionally, bus lanes are provided nearside, and our proposal will assume this for the purposes of 
demonstrating deliverability. However, there may be merit in setting the bus lane in the middle of the road 
between Madingley Mulch roundabout and the Cambridge Road junction. This arrangement puts the faster 
vehicle (a bus travelling at the speed limit, experiencing no congestion) to the right of slower vehicles 
(doing up to the speed limit, depending on traffic conditions), avoiding risks of undertaking. In particular, 
there would be no risk of a collision between a vehicle turning left, e.g. into the American Cemetery, and a 
bus travelling straight ahead.2 If filter pockets are required or desired, it may be possible to incorporate 
these into the bus lane rather than widen the road further. 

The difference in traffic speeds and delays between the two options is likely to be marginal. With a nearside 
bus lane, the absence or inclusion of filter pockets would make no difference to bus journey times. Traffic 
in the morning peak is predominantly inbound (see Figure 9) so eastbound traffic turning right will rarely 
hold up traffic for more than a few seconds while waiting for a gap in the westbound traffic. If there is a 
safety concern about stationary vehicles being hit from behind, then a filter pocket may need to be 
accommodated. However, it should be noted that a filter pocket is not currently provided for the right turns 
into most of the properties along Madingley Road, including Coton Court and Blue Gates, opposite the 
American Cemetery; Woodfield House, opposite Madingley Wood; Madingley Mulch and the group of 
houses to its east. The sole exception is Crome Lea Business Park. 

Further detailed design work, including Road Safety Assessments, could examine the pros and cons of the 
bus lane placement and whether phased delivery and Inbound Flow Control are a more suitable approach 

 
2  Buses calling at the American Cemetery would need to make this manoeuvre, but there is not expected to be a high 
demand to travel to the cemetery from west of Cambridge in the morning peak. The Cambridge Tour service probably 
carries the most trips to/from the American Cemetery. It turns around at the main entrance and would benefit from 
the bus lane on its return leg, as would chartered coach services. Any buses that used GCP’s proposed busway would 
not have an option to stop at the Cemetery. 
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than building a bus lane at locations where widening the road will cause greatest ecological and heritage 
harm. 

If a continuous bus lane were built from St Neots Road at the Madingley Mulch roundabout through to the 
Madingley P&R junction, the journey time along that section would be 2.7 minutes. The 95th percentile 
journey times (the slowest 5%, or one day per month) would be 8 minutes faster than in 2024, and 38.5 
minutes faster than in 2019 (see Table 3 on p35). 

Reference Intervention Section 
A1 Add smart traffic signals at Madingley Mulch roundabout that respond to 

approaching buses and traffic conditions. 
A 

A2 Add a bus lane through the centre of Madingley Mulch roundabout A 
B1 Add an eastbound bus lane between Madingley Mulch roundabout and Crome 

Lea Business Park junction. 
B 

C1 Continue the eastbound bus lane between Crome Lea Business Park junction 
and the layby east of Mill Farm. 

C 

D1 Continue the eastbound bus lane from the layby east of Mill Farm to 
Cambridge Rd junction. 

D 

D2 Add traffic signals to the Cambridge Rd junction that respond to approaching 
buses and traffic conditions. 

D 

E1 Add an eastbound bus lane between Cambridge Rd junction and the start of 
the existing bus lane. 

E 

F1 Reinstate bus lane segregation past M11 exit junction F 
G1 Reconfigure road space on Rectory Farm M11 overbridge to continue the bus 

lane over the bridge 
G 

G4 Reinstate segregation of the bus lane through the M11 exit junction G 
G5 Add smart traffic signals at the M11 entry junction to ensure that any queue in 

the filter lane does not block back when a bus is approaching. 
G 

H1 Reconfigure road space east of the M11 overbridge to Madingley P&R junction 
to continue the bus lane east 

H 

H2 Upgrade the Madingley P&R traffic signals to respond to approaching buses 
and traffic conditions. 

H 

J1 Upgrade traffic signals from Eddington Ave east to respond to approaching 
buses and traffic conditions. 

J 

6.4 Supplementary and alternative interventions 
We have identified the following interventions to complement the interventions above, or which can serve 
as interim or alternatives measures as part of a phased implementation. 

Reference Intervention Section 
A3 Add a short nearside westbound bus lane on the south side of Madingley Mulch 

roundabout to take buses directly from Madingley Road to St Neots Road 
A 

A4 Add a bus lane to the A428 exit ramp A 
B2 Add a bus gate before the western edge of Madingley Wood, and merge the bus 

lane into the general traffic lane through section B. This is an alternative to C1. 
B 

B3 Build a second eastbound general traffic lane between Madingley Mulch 
roundabout and Crome Lea Business Park junction to double the queuing 
capacity. This is a supplement to B2. 

B 

E2 Create a layby at Cambridge Rd junction (to replace the one lost in D1). E 
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Z1 Extend Comberton Greenway west from Hardwick to Highfields Caldecote and 
through the Bourn Airfield site to Cambourne. 

 

Z2 Reassign the hatched road space on the A428 through the Girton Interchange to 
create an eastbound bus lane. 

 

Z3 Build a bus station at Cambourne with appropriate facilities.  
Z4 Build a bus-only link between Sterling Way, Upper Cambourne, and Broadway.  
Z5 Run buses through the middle of the Bourn Airfield development rather than 

around the northern edge. 
 

Z6 Integrate bus priority measures at Highfields Rd and Scotland Rd roundabouts.  

6.5 Park & Ride 
We have assumed that GCP will deliver a Park & Ride being off Scotland Road. Buses serving it could travel 
via St Neots Rd or the A428 to the Madingley Mulch roundabout and then take advantage of the bus 
priority measures we propose on Madingley Hill and Madingley Rd. 
However, we do not support having a Park & Ride at Scotland Road as those who have access to a car will 
have a strong incentive to drive to the Park & Ride to pick up a cheaper and more frequent bus service into 
the city than they could catch closer to home. Services from Cambourne will therefore not see a significant 
increase in frequency, which is a key measure of service quality. Worse, if Cambourne buses are diverted to 
the Park & Ride, that will significantly increase journey times, further reducing the incentive to catch the 
bus from west of the Park & Ride. The priority should be to provide a bus station in Cambourne (Z3) to 
provide interchanging opportunities and an express stop for longer distance services. Bourn Airfield too 
should have high quality waiting facilities, including secure cycle parking. 

East West Rail, if built to Cambridge, will abstract a significant proportion of travellers to Cambridge from 
Cambourne, Bourn Airfield, St Neots, Bedford and other places, as the journey time by train will be much 
shorter and more reliable than by bus. This further undermines the business case for having a large car park 
between Cambourne and Cambridge. 
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7 Phased delivery 
One of the key advantages of building an in-highway bus lane rather than an off-line busway is that it can 
be built in stages, providing benefit quickly with no more infrastructure than is required at that time. 

To that end, we propose the first phase should be a bus lane between Mill Farm layby and Cambridge Rd 
junction (D1), terminating at smart traffic signals (D2) that can regulate traffic flow to minimise congestion 
further east (this is explained below under Inbound Flow Control). Complementing these would be 
reinstating the bus lane segregation through the M11 exit junction, and smart traffic signals at: 

• Madingley Mulch roundabout (A1) 
• M11 exit junction (G2) 
• M11 entry junction (G4) 
• P&R junction (H2) 
• Other signals on Madingley Road from Eddington Avenue east (J1) 
The second phase would be to build a bus lane between Madingley Mulch roundabout and Crome Lea 
Business Park (B1), also terminating at smart traffic signals (B2) that regulate the flow of traffic past the 
American Cemetery, so that buses can reach the next section of bus lane with minimal delay. 

It may be that this provides sufficient benefit that it is not necessary to build bus lanes on the more 
environmentally sensitive sections of Madingley Road, past Madingley Wood, the American Cemetery and 
Moor Barns Farm, or where works would be more disruptive, on and east of the M11 overbridge. 

7.1 Phase 1 package 
• Lengthen the right-turn M11 filter lane by 84m. 
• Optimise traffic lights from the M11 exit junction to the Lady Margaret Road junction (seven in total) to 

be responsive to bus ‘hurry calls’. 

7.2 Phase 2 package 
• Reinstate segregation of the existing eastbound bus lane through the M11 exit junction. 
• Build an eastbound bus lane from the layby east of Mill Farm to Cambridge Rd junction, terminating at 

responsive traffic signals. 
• Install responsive traffic signals at the M11 entry junction. 
• Install signals and bus priority measures at Highfields Rd and Scotland Rd roundabouts. 

7.2.1 Complementary measures 
• Build a bus station with appropriate facilities and install bus shelters with cycle parking at all main bus 

stops in Cambourne. 
• Extend Comberton Greenway west from Hardwick to Highfields Caldecote, Bourn Airfield and 

Cambourne. 
• Reassign hatched lane on A428 eastbound at Girton Interchange to create a 640m bus lane. 
• Create a replacement layby at Cambridge Rd junction. 

7.3 Phase 3 package 
• Add traffic signals and insert an inbound bus lane through Madingley Mulch roundabout. 
• Insert an eastbound bus lane between Madingley Mulch roundabout and Crome Lea Business Park 

junction, terminating at responsive traffic signals. 
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7.4 Phase 4 package 
• Extend the existing bus lane over the M11 bridge by reallocating as carriageway the southern walkway 

(which is inaccessible to pedestrians). 
• Continue the bus lane on to the P&R junction by reallocating lanes within the existing carriageway, 

halving the length of the existing filter lanes for general traffic. 

7.5 Phase 5 package 
• Build a second eastbound general traffic lane between Madingley Mulch roundabout and Crome Lea 

Business Park junction to add queuing capacity Inbound Flow Control. 
or 
• Continue the eastbound bus lane from Crome Lea Business Park junction to the start of the bus lane 

built in Phase 2. 

7.6 Phase 6 package 
• Extend existing bus lane backwards to start at the Cambridge Rd junction. 
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8 Detail of interventions proposed 

8.1 Section A: Madingley Mulch roundabout 
Distance 107m (190m now) 

Speed limit 60mph 

Illustration Figure 12 on p40 

8.1.1 Inbound bus lane 
A1. Smart signal controls: Signals that response to an approaching bus ‘hurry call’ would minimise delay 
through the roundabout. They could also reduce incidences of blocking back by regulating inflows to match 
outflows. (Reviewed in QW3.1.) 

A2. Bus bypass through roundabout: An inbound bus lane from St Neots Rd through the middle of the 
roundabout to connect with the bus lane on Madingley Road would ensure buses avoid any congestion on 
the roundabout, and reduce by 80 metres the distance travelled at slow speed around the roundabout. 

8.1.2 Optional additions 
A3. A428 exit ramp bus lane: Adding a bus lane for buses and coaches using the A428 from Cambourne, St 
Neots or from a Park & Ride at Scotland Rd could reduce journey times and variability. An extra lane on the 
off-ramp was included in GCP’s designs for a Park & Ride at the Waterworks site (see Figure 33 on p54). 

At peak times, this would allow some services to fill up in Cambourne or Bourn Airfield and run non-stop to 
Cambridge along the A428 and Madingley Hill. Other services, running along St Neots Road, would then be 
more likely to have space for passengers boarding at Highfields Caldecote, Hardwick and Coton. 

8.2 Section B: Madingley Mulch Roundabout to Crome Lea 
Business Park junction 

Distance 553m 

Speed limit 50mph 

Filter lanes/pockets Right turn into Crome Lea Business park 

Other right turns Madingley Mulch and houses to its east 

Illustration Figure 12 on p40 

8.2.1 Inbound bus lane 
B1. Bus lane: This section can easily accommodate an inbound bus lane within the public highway, which is 
over 20m wide (see Figure 19 on p47). The minimum recommended width for two road lanes, a bus lane 
and an active travel path is 14.25m5 (see Figure 24 on p50). Retaining the filter pocket would increase the 
width required to no more than 17.25m, but it is questionable whether a filter pocket is required at all (see 
section 6.3 on p15). 

Widening the road southwards and relocating the active travel path to the north of the road may reduce 
the loss of hedgerow and trees, but it would be desirable to retain a footway on at least some of the south 
side to connect the dwellings to a crossing point, increasing the total width required to 16.25m. Narrower 
provision for the cycle/footway and buffer might be agreed with the Highway Authority as a departure 
from LTN1/20 standards, taking into account safety, the current provision and ecological impacts. 
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8.2.2 Inbound Flow Control 
If the next section (past Madingley Wood and the American Cemetery) were not to include a bus lane, the 
following interventions could be deployed instead. 

B2. Signal controls: Traffic signals level with the end of the bus lane would respond to bus ‘hurry calls’. The 
Detector loops in the general traffic lane would monitor the length of the queue leading up to the signals 
and the speed of traffic beyond, enabling signal timings to be tuned to optimise the flow rate in the next 
section (see Inbound Flow Control below). 

At any time that the queue backs up to within 50m or so of the Madingley Mulch roundabout, the traffic 
management system would increase the rate at which general traffic is released into the next section until 
the queue stops growing. In the worst case, the signals would only hold traffic to allow a bus to join the 
general traffic lane. This ‘safety valve’ mode of operation would ensure there is no increased risk of queues 
impacting traffic exiting the A428. 

B3. Additional queuing lane: A third inbound lane may be added to give general traffic two lanes, doubling 
the queuing space from around 88 vehicles to around 176. This would provide similar benefit to building 
the Section C bus lane (C1). 

Though there is space within the existing highway boundary to widen the road to the south and north (see 
Figure 19 on p47), it is likely to be preferable to acquire some of the farmland to the north in order to 
widen the road only on the north side, thereby limiting the loss of hedgerow and trees and the impact on 
people’s homes. 

8.2.3 Optional additions 
B4. Outbound bus lane: A westbound nearside bus lane could be accommodated within highway land to 
the south of Madingley Mulch roundabout (see Figure 21 on p49). This would provide buses with a 
congestion-free route if and when a queue builds on the approach to the roundabout (see Figure 32 on 
p53). (Reviewed in QW3.1.) 

8.3 Section C: Madingley Wood, American Cemetery and Mill 
Farm 

Distance 931m 

Speed limit 50mph 

Filter lanes/pockets none 

Other right turns Coton Court, The Lodge, Blue Gates 

Illustration Figure 12 on p41 

8.3.1 Inbound bus lane 
C1. Bus lane: This section can easily accommodate an inbound bus lane within the public highway, which is 
at least 19m wide (see Figure 19 on p47). The minimum recommended width for two road lanes, a bus lane 
and an active travel path is 14.25m5 (see Figure 24 on p50). There would be no encroachment into the 
Madingley Wood SSSI, nor any need to remove the hedgerow in front of the American Cemetery. 

Widening the road southwards and relocating the active travel path to the north of the road would 
minimise indirect impacts on the Madingley Wood SSSI as there would be more flexibility in the horizontal 
and vertical alignment of the active travel path than for an additional road lane. It would similarly reduce 
the impact on the setting of the American Cemetery and Mill Farm. It would still be desirable to retain a 
footway on at least some of the south side to connect the dwellings opposite the American Cemetery and 
the public footpath to a crossing point and a westbound bus stop, increasing the width required to 16.25m. 
Narrower provision for the cycle/footway and buffer might be agreed with the Highway Authority as a 
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departure from LTN1/20 standards, taking into account safety, the current provision as well as ecological 
and heritage impacts. 

The existing bus layby is relatively little used. It would be better located closer to the American Cemetery 
and could be re-provided as a bus cage in the carriageway. 

8.3.2 Inbound Flow Control 
As this section is the most sensitive in terms of heritage, ecology and residential property, we believe it 
would be sensible to consider first whether Inbound Flow Control (B2 and, optionally, B3 above) would be a 
more acceptable intervention than building a bus lane along this section. 

8.4 Section D: Mill Farm layby to Cambridge Rd junction 
Distance 439m 

Speed limit 50/40mph 

Filter lanes/pockets Right turn onto Cambridge Rd (to Coton) 

Other right turns Madingley Rise 

Illustration Figure 13 on p41 

8.4.1 Inbound bus lane 
D1. Bus lane: This section can easily accommodate an inbound bus lane within the public highway, which is 
at least 19m wide (see Figure 20 on p48). The minimum recommended width for two road lanes, a bus lane 
and an active travel path is 14.25m5 (see Figure 24 on p50), reducing to 13.25m in the 40mph zone (see 
Figure 25 on p50). The filter lane increases the width requirement to no more than 17.25m. The layby just 
east of Mill Farm could be re-provided at the Cambridge Road junction (E2) to reduce the widening 
required.  

If west of here the active travel path is relocated to the north, it would be logical to continue it on the north 
side. 

D2. Signal controls at Cambridge Road: Traffic signals at the Cambridge Rd junction would limit the rate at 
which vehicles can leave Cambridge Rd from Madingley and Coton at peak times, reducing delays to traffic 
on Madingley Hill. The signals would also respond to bus ‘hurry calls’, prioritising inbound buses in the 
morning peak and outbound in the evening. The signals could operate part-time if they provide insufficient 
safety benefit for people walking or cycling through this junction outside of peak hours. 

8.5 Section E: Cambridge Rd junction to existing bus lane 
Distance 390m 

Speed limit 40mph 

Filter lanes/pockets none 

Other right turns Meadow View 

Illustration Figure 13 on p41 

8.5.1 Inbound bus lane 
E1. Bus lane: A nearside bus lane could be accommodated within the public highway, which is 
approximately 16m wide at its narrowest point (see Figure 20 on p48). The minimum recommended width 
for two road lanes in a 40mph zone is 13.25m (see Figure 25 on p50). The new bus lane would connect with 
the existing bus lane. 
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If west of here the active travel path is relocated to the north, it would be logical to continue it on the north 
side to link into the existing shared-use path that starts approximately 50 metres east of the Cambridge 
Road junction. The existing crossing from the Coton side of the road may be retained, increasing the total 
width required to 15.25m, or instead integrated into the proposed signalisation of the Cambridge Road 
junction (D2). 

8.5.2 Inbound Flow Control 
To avoid any negative impact on Moor Barn Farm Cottages and trees in this section, we believe it would be 
sensible to test Inbound Flow Control for this section, using the proposed signals at the Cambridge Road 
junction (D2) to regulate the flow of traffic towards Cambridge. 

8.5.3 Complementary measures 
E2. Layby: To replace the layby lost in Section D, a new layby can be created in the redundant part of the 
north side of the Cambridge Rd junction. The inter-green phases of the traffic lights would give vehicles a 
safe window in which to leave the layby. It would therefore be safer than the existing layby, which is in a 
50mph zone. 

8.6 Section F: Existing bus lane to M11 
Distance 352m 

Speed limit 40mph 

Filter lanes/pockets none 

Other right turns Rectory Farm 

Illustration Figure 14 on p42 

8.6.1 Inbound bus lane 
F1. Reconfigure junction: Reinstate the pre-2015 arrangement where the bus lane continued past the 
junction with the M11 off-ramp, giving buses an uninterrupted run (see Figure 30 on p52). 

Currently, a bus waiting in the bus lane is released at the same time as general traffic (see Figure 31 on 
p5352). Most vehicles can accelerate faster than a bus, so several vehicles can pull ahead of the bus before 
it reaches the merge point 85m ahead. Allowing buses to run ahead of stopped traffic allows them to take 
advantage of inter-green gaps in the traffic flow as the signals cycle between Madingley Rd and the M11 
exit, reducing delays. 

8.7 Section G: M11 (Rectory Farm) Bridge 
Distance 178m 

Speed limit 40mph 

Filter lanes/pockets Right turn onto M11 southbound slip 

Other right turns none 

Illustration Figure 14 on p42 

8.7.1 Inbound bus lane 
G1. Bus lane: The RFB details in Option 2 (see Figure 22 on p49) how the bridge can accommodate four 3m-
wide traffic lanes in addition to the existing active travel path. 

If the carriageway were widened, the estimated cost in 2016 prices was £632,000 (RFB Appendix E p5), 
mostly to relocate below-surface services on the south side of the bridge. The lane allocation, north to 
south would be (see Figure 26 on p51): 
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• Bi-directional active travel lane (unchanged) 
• Eastbound bus lane 
• Eastbound general traffic lane 
• Eastbound M11 entry filter lane 
• Westbound general traffic lane 
Because the gain is relatively small once the filter lane is extended beyond the end of the existing bus lane 
(G3), we do not recommend prioritising this intervention. 

8.7.2 Complementary measures 
G2. Traffic signals at M11 exit: Optimise the signals to regulate the flow of traffic onto the M11 bridge to 
avoid blocking back from the right-turn filter lane when an eastbound bus is approaching, and to minimise 
delay to westbound buses. 

G3. M11 exit filter lane: Extend the right-turn filter lane back to the traffic lights at the M11 exit junction. 
This will add 84m to the existing 66m filter lane, creating queuing space for approximately thirteen more 
vehicles. By overlapping the bus lane and filter lane, buses will no longer be blocked by vehicles waiting to 
enter the filter lane. This can be achieved quickly with paint and minimal engineering. If necessary, the end 
of the bus lane can be pulled back a few metres to ensure traffic can merge safely before reaching the 
bridge. 

Note that the planning application for Bourn Airfield (S/3440/18/OL) includes a similar proposal to 
segregate M11-bound traffic from city-bound traffic (see Figure 34 on p55). Both options should be 
modelled with accurate peak-time traffic volumes to determine which benefits buses more. 

G4. Reinstate segregation of bus lane through M11 exit junction: Before 2015, the bus lane was 
segregated from the carriageway by a raised kerb through the junction, enabling buses to proceed when 
other traffic was held at a red signal (see Figure 30 on p52). Despite the obvious benefit this provided 
buses, in 2015 the kerb was removed and the stop line extended across the bus lane (see Figure 31 on p53). 
The STATS19 collision data does not reveal a significant risk at this junction: the two collisions recorded in 
the last ten years near this junction both occurred after 2015. It is therefore unclear why this change was 
made. 

G5. Traffic signals at M11 entry: Signals could help accelerate the flow eastbound when there are 
insufficient gaps in outbound traffic to prevent blocking back at the entrance to the right-turn filter lane. 
Signals could also respond to a ‘hurry call’ from buses that route via the M11 (e.g. to reach the Biomedical 
Campus), clearing the filter lane as a bus enters it. This is one of a set of interventions at this location that 
QW 3.4.2 assessed that could “potentially provide significant benefits to general traffic, as well as public 
transport vehicles.” 

8.8 Section H: M11 bridge to P&R entrance 
Distance 207m 

Speed limit 40mph 

Filter lanes/pockets Left turn into Loverose Way and Madingley Park & Ride 

Illustration Figure 14 on p42 

H1. Bus lane: East of the bridge, the road is four lanes (approximately 14m) wide. Although the time gain to 
buses is likely to be small, it would be possible to reallocate the space to include a nearside inbound bus 
lane up to the entrance to Madingley Park & Ride. The middle of the three remaining lanes could be split 
into an eastbound filter lane for the park & ride and a westbound filter lane for the M11. The optimal 
lengths of each filter lane may be determined by modelling. 
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H2. Responsive traffic signals: The signals at the P&R entrance could respond to a ‘hurry call’ from buses 
entering, leaving or passing the P&R, minimising delays. This would, for instance, clear the filter lane into 
the P&R when a bus is about to enter it. 

[To avoid typographical ambiguity, there is no Section I.] 

8.9 Section J: P&R entrance to Northampton St roundabout 
Distance 2,050m 

Speed limit 40/30mph 

Illustration Figure 14 on p42 

8.9.1 Complementary measures 
J1. Responsive traffic signals: All signals should be configured to respond to ‘hurry calls’ from approaching 
buses, and timings should be optimised to promote free flow along Madingley Rd inbound in the AM peak 
and outbound in the PM peak. 

There is a critical requirement is for easy interchanging between east–west and north–south services at or 
close to Madingley Park & Ride in a way that is efficient for bus operators. 

We note that the University of Cambridge consulted in 2020 on running a new service between Eddington 
and Milton Park & Ride via the Darwin Green Development. If Smarter Cambridge Transport’s 
recommendation were followed, and this new service instead ran to  Cambridge North station, it could 
provide connections between Cambourne–Cambridge services and Cambridge North railway station, 
Cambridge Science Park, Cambridge Regional College, Girton College, Eddington, West Cambridge, the 
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge Station and the Biomedical Campus.  

8.10 Cycle routes 
Z1. Comberton Greenway extension: The most attractive route for active travel is through the villages to 
the south of the A428, not along St Neots Rd and Madingley Rd. For most people it is the more direct route; 
it avoids the long and relatively steep incline of Madingley Hill travelling west (see Figure 28 on p51); it does 
not expose users to traffic noise, vehicle pollution and headlight glare; and it passes through attractive 
countryside. 

With the Comberton Greenway now going ahead, the next step should be to design a continuation of that 
west from Hardwick to Highfields Caldecote, with the installation of an appropriate all-weather surface 
along the route of the Harcamlow Way bridleway (see Figure 27 on p51). An early agreement should be 
struck with the developer of Bourn Airfield to create an active travel path through the site, linking 
Highfields Caldecote with Cambourne (see Figure 29 on p52). 

Retention of existing active travel path: The existing shared-use cycle/footway alongside Madingley Road 
is approximately two metres wide for most of its length, reducing at pinch points. It runs along the south 
side of the road from St Neots Road to approximately 50 metres east of the Cambridge Road junction, 
where there is an informal crossing. East from here, the path continues on the north side of Madingley 
Road as far as 80 metres west of the junction with Lady Margaret Road. 

GCP is not proposing to widen or otherwise upgrade the active travel path west of the Eddington Avenue 
junction3, so the existing path would remain non-compliant with LTN1/20 design standards.  

 
3 GCP consultation document on Madingley Road walking and cycling project 2–30 September 2024: 
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Active-Travel-Projects/Madingley-
Road/Madingley-Road-2024-engagement-brochure.pdf 

https://www.smartertransport.uk/consultation-about-the-universal-bus-service/
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Active-Travel-Projects/Madingley-Road/Madingley-Road-2024-engagement-brochure.pdf
https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Active-Travel-Projects/Madingley-Road/Madingley-Road-2024-engagement-brochure.pdf
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The alternative scheme proposed here would provide an opportunity to improve the provision along at 
least some of the route, in particular to increase the separation of the active travel path from the road. 
Indeed, it may be argued that the Highway Authority would have a duty to do so. However, any design 
would need to balance transport objectives against entailed ecological and heritage harms. 

Because the Comberton Greenway will provide a more attractive route to Hardwick and potentially beyond 
(Z1), it is not expected that the capacity of the active travel route will need expanding. It will continue to 
provide a route to Cambridge Road (which runs to Madingley village via the back of the American 
Cemetery), the front of the American Cemetery, Madingley Mulch, Crome Lea Business Park, the small 
number of residences along the road, and public footpaths 55/2 and 154/4. 

Although LTN1/20 recommends full segregation of active travel paths, it acknowledges that, “alongside 
busy interurban roads with few pedestrians or building frontages, shared use might be adequate.”4  

In a 50mph zone, Active Travel England’s “Absolute Minimum Cross-Section” for two road lanes, a bus lane 
and an active travel path is 14.25m5 (see Figure 24 on p50). In a 40mph zone, this reduces to 13.25m (see 
Figure 25 on p50). Constructing to these widths would likely carry significant ecological and heritage harms, 
in particular where the road passes Madingley Wood, the American Cemetery and Moor Barns Farm 
Houses. Therefore, departures from standards would need to be considered – in particular, the width and 
separation of the active travel path, taking into account the current provision and the very low peak flows 
of people walking and cycling along it. 

It is likely that the optimal design for the widened road will generally entail extending it southwards, in 
which case the entire active travel path would be relocated to the north side of the road, with a footway 
retained along some sections of the south side of the road. This configuration would reduce ecological 
harms because the active travel route is much less constrained than an extra road lane in terms of its 
horizontal and vertical alignment and vertical clearance. 

8.11 Girton Interchange 
Z2. Reassign hatched carriageway on A428: Moving the general traffic lane into the offside hatched area 
would free up the inside lane to be used by buses and coaches (and emergency vehicles). If the lanes merge 
before the M11 overbridge, this would provide a 640m bus lane to bypass congestion (see Figure 40 on 
p60). Although congestion is not currently experienced on this part of the A428, as it was pre-COVID, this 
option can be held in reserve. 

When it ran, the 905 bus service from Cambourne (Morrisons) to Cambridge (Drummer St) via the A428 
and Kings Hedges took 25 minutes, compared with 36 minutes now for the Citi 4 service. 

Were it not for the disruption to traffic caused by the GCP roadworks on Histon Rd then Milton Rd, this 
route would still offer a faster route into Cambridge (and, significantly, to key destinations, such as the 
Regional College and Science Park) than the Citi 4. Now those roadworks are completed, a bus operator is 
likely to see an opportunity to reinstate this, or a similar, service using the A428. 

8.12 Cambourne 
Z3. Bus station: Cambourne provides a poor experience for bus users: there is no bus station and few bus 
shelters. We recommend that consultation should start urgently to identify the best location for a bus 
station to serve express services to Cambridge and St Neots, and interconnecting local and demand-
responsive services from Papworth, Elsworth, Caxton, Bourn and other villages. Facilities could include 

 
4 Local Transport Note 1/20 §5.5.3 
5 Active Travel England Route Cross-Section Tool: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/active-travel-
england-design-assistance-tools 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/active-travel-england-design-assistance-tools
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/active-travel-england-design-assistance-tools
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shelters, cycle parking, a waiting room, toilets, refreshment kiosk, collection lockers, CCTV monitoring, 
helpdesk intercom, and WiFi. 

Z4. Bus link between Sterling Way and Broadway: The bus link between Sterling Way in Great Cambourne 
and Broadway has been granted planning consent (S/4594/18/RM), and is due to be delivered as part of 
the Cambourne West development. This will in future connect with the busway through the Bourn Airfield 
development (see Figure 38 on p59 & Figure 39 on p59). 

In the meantime, this link will reduce the travel time and mileage buses take to cover Lower, Great and 
Upper Cambourne (see Figure 41 on p60, which illustrates how convoluted the Citi 4 bus route is). It should 
therefore be delivered as quickly as possible. 

The Interim Transport Measures Strategy submitted as part of the planning application for Bourn Airfield 
(S/3440/18/OL) states that this intervention alone will reduce journey times by 10 minutes. This will help 
enable an increase in the service frequency (from three to four per hour), potentially increasing bus 
patronage by 16%: 

 

8.13 Bourn Airfield 
Z5. Primary bus route through the centre of the Bourn Airfield development site: The Local Plan 
requirement in Policy SS/7: New Village at Bourn Airfield is for (emphasis added): 

Provision of a segregated bus link from Cambourne to Bourn Airfield new village across the 
Broadway, and on through the development to the junction of the St Neots Road with 
Highfields Road. 

Yet GCP’s proposed route is around the northern edge of the development site (see Figure 10 on p38). The 
two stops at the north-west and north-east corners are up to 1.2km from homes to be built at the south of 
the site, far more than the recommended 400m in transport planning guidance and in the South 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan for Darwin Green (emphasis added): 

3.20 A fundamental requirement for this site [Land between Huntingdon Road and Histon 
Road] is that it will be highly accessible and permeable to all its residents on foot, by cycle 
and High Quality Public Transport (HQPT), to support sustainable transport, recreation and 
health. Therefore all development will be within 400m easy walking distance of a HQPT bus 
stop via direct, safe and convenient routes. The route must be fully and effectively integrated 
with the route through the adjoining City development. 

The SPD for Bourn Airfield is slightly weaker, but nonetheless makes clear that 400m is a threshold for 
accessibility of bus stops: 

Typical walking distances of 400m (5 mins) and 800m (10 mins) should be used to help assess 
whether facilities and public transport stops are within easy walking distance. 

https://applications.greatercambridgeplanning.org/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=ZZZY1IOITV448
https://applications.greatercambridgeplanning.org/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=ZZZY1JOITV550
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Because many homes will be far beyond 400m of the bus ‘halts’, additional bus services will need to run 
through the development site, either connecting with or competing with busway services, and potentially 
requiring long-term subsidy. This is covered in the Transport Assessment (December 2019, p102): 

Additional bus service for the south of the development 

10.4 To encourage people to use public transport over the private car, and in accordance with 
SCDC Design Guide SPD, the development is being designed to ensure that all residential 
properties are within 400m of a bus stop.  

10.5 Details of the additional services, together with bus stop locations and bus frequency will 
be provided within the Travel Packs for the development. 

Running all buses through the centre of the site, with appropriate infrastructure, would give all residents 
access to the full range of bus services without the need to run additional, potentially subsidised, services 
(other than perhaps a demand-responsive service for those with impaired mobility). 

8.14 Highfields Caldecote and Hardwick 
Z6. Bus priority at Highfields Rd and Scotland Rd roundabouts: In advance of development of Bourn 
Airfield, measures should be put in place to minimise delays to buses at the roundabouts with Highfields Rd 
and Scotland Rd. The optimal configuration should be determined by modelling various combinations of 
signalisation, lead-in bus lanes and central or peripheral bus bypass lanes. 
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9 Inbound Flow Control 
The concept of Inbound Flow Control (or traffic ‘gating’ or ‘queue relocation’) works as follows: 

1. Add a bus lane and, optionally, one or more general-traffic lanes to a main road into a town or city. 
2. Choose the location where the equivalised cost is lowest (financial costs plus net monetary equivalents 

of social and environmental impacts), which will typically be outside the built-up area. 
3. Use traffic signals at the end of the bus lane to enable buses to insert themselves into general traffic 

without delay. 
4. Also use those traffic signals to hold back general traffic to maintain free flow beyond the lights. This will 

typically entail releasing (‘metering’) traffic at the rate it is dispersing further down the road (in this 
case, at the M11 junction). 

5. The queue will grow while the rate of arrivals at the back exceeds the rate at which traffic can disperse 
ahead. 

6. If and when the queue extends to near the start of the bus lane, traffic is released from the front more 
quickly, which may lead to queuing further down the road. But if there is an Inbound Flow Control bus 
lane there too, buses will not be delayed. 

7. Only if and when all of the Inbound Flow Control lanes are filled will buses experience delays on the 
sections without bus lanes. If this were to become a frequent occurrence, it would provide justification 
for extending or connecting the bus lanes, or adding an additional queuing lane. 

With Inbound Flow Control operating at the end of the bus lanes in sections B, D and F (see Figure 12a,b,c 
on p40) there would be 1,344 metres in which to queue approximately 200 vehicles before there would be 
any impact on buses. In other words, buses would be able to overtake up to 200 vehicles. Adding a second 
general traffic lane before Madingley Wood (B3) would add up to another 550m queueing space for 
approximately another 80 vehicles. 

There is no significant delay to buses after around 10:30am (see Figure 2 on p34). From the DfT manual 
traffic counts on Madingley Hill (see Figure 9 on p37), we can infer that the likely free flow rate is around 
650 vehicles/hour. With queueing capacity for 280 vehicles, Inbound Flow Control would enable an 
increased inflow rate of 790 vehicles/hour – a 20% increase – over approximately two hours with no delay 
to buses. 

Appraisal of Inbound Flow Control can and should be made more rigorous using microsimulation modelling 
based on accurate traffic counts at peak times. Automated counters at the following locations would 
provide a full picture of traffic movements: 

• Just east of the Madingley Mulch junction 
• Between the Cambridge Rd junction and the M11 exit junction 
• On the M11 bridge 
• Between the M11 entry junction and the Park & Ride junction 
• Between the Park & Ride junction and the Eddington Ave junction 
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10 Comparison with GCP’s preferred option 
Focusing on the intervention proposed between St Neots Road and West Cambridge, the most significant 
differences are set out here: 

Feature GCP busway CPPF alternative 
Journey time from St Neots 
Rd to West Cambridge for 
guided buses 

Approx. 3 minutes (5 minutes faster 
than current timetable) 

Approx. 3 minutes (5 minutes 
faster than current timetable) 

Journey time for unguided 
buses, coaches and 
emergency service vehicles 

Delayed by at least 5.5 minutes once a 
week and at least 8.9 minutes once per 
month, based on 2024 traffic levels 

No delay 

Journey time to M11 Additional 2–4 minutes for buses to 
loop back through West Cambridge site 

No additional time 

Journey time to central 
Cambridge 

Likely to be slower than now (whether 
via Silver Street/Fen Causeway or via 
Northampton Street) 

As now 

Journey time to north 
Cambridge (Science Park, 
Regional College, etc) 

No advantage provided Faster via A428 using proposed 
bus lane at the Girton 
Interchange (intervention Z2) 

Calling at American 
Cemetery 

No Optional 

Ecological harm Significant loss of trees in Coton 
Orchard and tree belts either side of 
M11 

Limited loss of hedgerow and, 
potentially, a few trees. No harm 
to Madingley Wood. 

Landscape harm Intrusion into south side of Madingley 
Hill 

Potential harm to the setting of 
the American Cemetery 

Cost (2024 prices) £192.2m (November 2024 estimate) Substantially less. Actual cost 
depends on what elements are 
implemented 

BCR 0.5 (based on journey time savings 
compared with pre-COVID travel 
patterns, and without accounting for 
trip abstraction to EWR) 

Higher with similar benefits and 
lower cost 

Speed of delivery No benefits derived until completion in 
2028 (on current programme)  

In phases, with benefits 
increasing over 6–24 months 

Support new housing Later delivery means fewer residents 
will benefit from faster bus journeys 
from move-in 

Faster delivery means more new 
residents will benefit from faster 
bus journey times from move-in 

Support for businesses Access to more potential employees 
expanded only when busway is open 

Access to wider labour pool 
grows over 6–24 months 

Relationship with East 
West Rail 

Complements EWR for trips to West 
Cambridge. Competes on trips to CB1 
and Biomedical Campus. 

Complements EWR by providing 
fast access to West Cambridge 
and, via A428/A14, north 
Cambridge sites 
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11 Previous objections to an in-highway bus lane 

11.1 Skanska study 
In 2016, the GCP commissioned Skanska to produce a study to determine if it is feasible “to provide a two 
way busway, a cycleway and a road within the existing highway boundary.”6 The most compact design 
assessed was 21.8m wide, comprising a 4m foot/cycleway, an 8.3m carriageway, a 1m separation strip, a 
6m wide kerb-guided busway, and a 1.5m verge. The study concluded that this could not be accommodated 
within the boundary of the public highway, and that it would be marginally more expensive than the 
proposed busway (“Route 3a”). 

The study was flawed on several grounds: 

1. The brief assumed that buses required segregation in both directions for the entire length of Madingley 
Hill, even though the evidence provides no basis for requiring segregation outbound, except in the 
lead-in to the Madingley Mulch roundabout. 

2. The design is based on DMRB for a trunk road, including 1m hard strips on the inside of each lane. 
These do not exist now, and there is no justification for adding them. It would also be entirely 
inconsistent with the road’s speed designations of 50mph and 40mph. 

3. The 4m foot/cycleway is double the width of the existing path. The Comberton Greenway will provide a 
more attractive alternative route to Hardwick, and potentially to Highfields Caldecote, Bourn Airfield 
and Cambourne; the American Cemetery can be accessed from now traffic-calmed Cambridge Road, 
avoiding some of the hill. Therefore, the justification for widening the path alongside Madingley Road 
west of the Cambridge Road junction is unlikely to outweigh the ecological harms entailed. 

11.2 Strategic Outline Business Case 
Addressing the points made in SOBC page 79: 

1. The lowest cost option (Option 1) is unlikely to offer a step change in capacity, connectivity and journey 
efficiency (i.e. combination of speed and reliability) in order to deliver a HQPT service on the corridor. 

This assertion is both untrue and lacking evidence. As we have shown, the package of interventions we 
recommend will reduce delays to buses on the worst days by more than 30 minutes compared with 2019 
journey times and just under 7 minutes on 2024 journey times. That gives buses a significant advantage 
over the private car. The advantage will also be highly visible to people driving along Madingley Hill, which 
is not the case with a busway over the horizon. 

2. The existing Park & Ride at Madingley Road allows traffic to be intercepted from both the A1303 / 
Madingley Road and from the M11. 

This is true, but not relevant. The proposed Park & Ride off Scotland Rd can be served by buses using either 
the A428 or St Neots Rd. Buses to west and south Cambridge can use the bus priority measures proposed 
here for Madingley Rd; buses to north Cambridge can use the bus priority measure proposed here for the 
A428. 

That said, we do not support Park & Ride as a sustainable, long-term transport solution. It makes highly 
inefficient use of land to benefit only people who have access to a car. Creating the conditions for a high-
frequency, reliable bus service from Cambourne, Bourn Airfield and St Neots will benefit many more 
people, including proportionately more young, elderly and disabled people; reduce carbon emissions 
substantially; and reduce congestion on the wider road network, not just in Cambridge. 

 
6 A1303 Busway Feasibility Study (Skanska, February 2017) 

https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/asset-library/Sustainable-Transport/Public-Transport/Cambourne-to-Cambridge/C2C-LLF/C2C-LLF-A1303-Busway-Feasibility-Presentation-02.02.2017.pdf
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3. In increasing bus usage this option meets some, but not all, of the strategic criteria. Critically, the TSCSC 
aspires to deliver a HQPT service along the corridor, with increasing levels of segregation. As a fully online 
option with bus priority measures on the existing highway, has a limited ability to achieve this key strategic 
objective. 

This is incorrect. The bus lane will enable high quality transport provision to West Cambridge. Buses from 
Cambourne to the Science Park would use the A428 for the fastest journey times. East West Rail will serve 
Cambourne to the Biomedical Campus directly. Until that is open, the proposed bus lane will provide a fast 
and reliable journey time to M11 junction 13, from where buses can travel along the M11 to junction 11, 
then reach the Biomedical Campus via Hauxton Road and Addenbrooke’s Road (as the X2 service does 
currently). 

4. The restrictions of the online alignment on the A1303 also mean that bus priority provision can only be 
accommodated in an inbound (eastbound) direction, meaning that there is no priority for services travelling 
away from Cambridge. 

Bus tracking data proves that there is negligible congestion outbound west of Grange Road (see Figure 6 on 
p36 to Figure 8 on p37), and therefore no need for bus priority, currently or in the foreseeable future. Once 
the Comberton–Hardwick greenway has been built, some car trips will switch to cycling, reducing inbound 
congestion. Once operational, EWR will attract a significant number of car trips off Madingley Road, as 
people switch to the train to travel to the Biomedical Campus, CB1 and other destinations.  If a demand 
management scheme is introduced to meet the targets set by GCP and CPCA (see pError! Bookmark not 
defined.), that will further reduce traffic on Madingley Road. 

5. This option does not provide improvements west of Madingley Mulch as there is little congestion 
expected there up to 2031 based on the modelling undertaken. This means that this option is not likely to 
fully achieve the aspirations (set out in the TSCSC) for providing ‘busway / HQPT infrastructure’ that 
connects Cambourne West and Bourn Airfield. 

This comparison is out of date. The GCP CtoC plans now propose that buses join St Neots Road through 
Hardwick, between west of the Scotland Road roundabout and west of Long Road. Improvements for active 
travel proposed for St Neots Road could also be included in our proposal. 

Furthermore, the government’s commitment to East West Rail with a station at Cambourne, provides the 
required “HQPT infrastructure”. 

6. This option does not extend or interfere with cycling or pedestrian provision. In not doing so it does not 
support the aspirations of the TSCSC, which aims to provide more direct cycling and walking routes. 

Madingley Rd is not on the most direct or flattest route for cycling from Cambourne, Bourn Airfield, 
Highfields Caldecote or Hardwick to west Cambridge (see Figure 28 on p51). The GCP are to build a 
greenway route between Coton and Hardwick (item Z1), which will provide a much more convenient and 
attractive route than Madingley Road. All that is now needed is a plan to build a link between Hardwick and 
Highfields Caldecote, and for the developer of Bourn Airfield to build the active travel route(s) that will 
connect Highfields Caldecote to Cambourne. 



CPPF alternative in-highway proposal for high quality Cambourne–Cambridge public transport scheme 

Page 33 of 61 

12 Data analysis 
Travel time data has been collected by in the Smart Cambridge data hub, set up by the GCP. Buses fitted 
with GPS trackers report their position periodically. The time when a bus enters or leaves a defined zone is 
logged in the data hub. Two zones on Madingley Road have been used to gather data since before 2019 
(see Figure 42 on p60 and Figure 43 on p61). It is the data associated with those zones which we have 
analysed to determine the travel time and variability of buses routed via Madingley Road. 

Data was analysed across two twelve-month date ranges: January to December 2019, and January to 
December 2024. 

A significant proportion of the data is irrelevant or obviously inaccurate, so various rules were applied to 
filter the data, with the following records omitted: 

1. Weekends and bank holidays (weekend travel patterns are very different to weekdays) 
2. Services other than the Citi 4, X5, 905, X3 and Madingley P&R services (other services are infrequent, 

such as the X2, or follow a different route, such as the open-top Tour service) 
3. Journeys logged before 6am or after 9:30pm (services are sparse and congestion is rare outside these 

times) 
4. The departure time at the start of the route is missing or later than the logged time at the start or end 

of the zone (indicating a data error) 
5. The bus identifier and departure time is a duplicate of a previous record on the same day (indicating a 

data error) 
6. The recorded time at exit from the zone is logged more than 85 seconds later when, typically, the delay 

is 40 seconds (indicating a possible data error) 
7. Logged distance through the zone is more than 20% above or below the actual distance (indicating a 

data error) 
8. Travel direction is reversed, e.g. the Citi 4 is recorded as “outbound” when travelling into the city 

(indicating a data error) 
9. Travel time to a zone is impossibly quick, viz less than 20 minutes for services originating in Cambourne 

or beyond, or less than 5 minutes for services originating in Cambridge (indicating a data error) 
10. Travel time outbound to either zone is more than 120 minutes or, in the case of the Madingley P&R 

service, more than 30 minutes from leaving the P&R (indicating either a data error, a bus breakdown or 
a major road incident) 

11. Average speed through zone is greater than the speed limit on that section (indicating a data error) 

The number of records that remained to be analysed are: 

 2019 2024 

 Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 

Madingley Hill 16,188 15,528 13,795 14,043 

Madingley Road 30,979 27,412 30,674 29,828 

https://www.smartcambridge.org/traffic/
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13 Figures 
13.1.1 Inbound journey times 
2019 2024 

   
Figure 1: Citi 4 journey times from service departure point in Cambourne to east of Madingley Mulch roundabout 

   
Figure 2: Journey times of Citi 4, X5/905 and X3 services from Madingley Mulch roundabout to the M11 exit junction 

   
Figure 3: Journey times of Citi 4 and X5/905 services from M11 exit junction to Eddington Ave junction 
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2019 2024 

   
Figure 4: Journey times of Citi 4, X5/905 and P&R services from Eddington Ave junction to Grange Road junction 

Table 3: Measured and best possible journey times and bus speeds inbound along Madingley Road 
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13.1.2 Outbound journey times 
2019 2024 

   
Figure 5: Journey times of Citi 4, X5/905 and P&R services from departure point in Cambridge to Grange Road junction 

2019 2024 

   
Figure 6: Journey times of Citi 4, X5/905 and P&R services from Grange Rd junction to Eddington Ave junction 

2019 2024 

   
Figure 7: Journey times of Citi 4 and X5/905 from Eddington Ave junction to M11 exit junction 
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2019 2024 

   
Figure 8: Journey times of Citi 4, X5/905 and X3 services from M11 exit junction to Madingley Mulch roundabout 

13.1.3 Traffic volumes 

 
Figure 9: Department for Transport manual traffic counts on Madingley Hill in 2018 and 2022 
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13.1.4 Route alignments 

 
Figure 10: GCP proposed alignment for the CtoC busway (from Proposed Site Sections), Cambridge PPF proposed alternative, and proposed alignment for EWR 
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Figure 11: Map of key destinations and potential routes by bus and rail to reach them from Cambourne 
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13.1.5 Alternative scheme annotated plans 

 
Figure 12: Annotated map of proposed interventions on Madingley Rd (continued east on next pages). Satellite image ©2024 Airbus, Maxar Technologies; map data ©2024 Google. 



CPPF alternative in-highway proposal for high quality Cambourne–Cambridge public transport scheme 

Page 41 of 61 

 
Figure 13: Annotated map of proposed interventions on Madingley Rd (continued east on next page and west on previous page). Satellite image ©2024 Airbus, Maxar Technologies; map data ©2024 
Google. 
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Figure 14: Annotated map of proposed interventions on Madingley Rd (continued west on previous pages). Satellite image ©2024 Airbus, Maxar Technologies; map data ©2024 Google. 



CPPF alternative in-highway proposal for high quality Cambourne–Cambridge public transport scheme 

Page 43 of 61 

 
Figure 15: Available routes to the M11 from Madingley Road and from GCP’s proposed busway (e.g. for direct bus services to the Biomedical Campus). Satellite image ©2024 Airbus, Maxar 
Technologies; map data ©2024 Google. 
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Figure 16: Current and potential bus routes to/from the city centre. Satellite image ©2024 Airbus, Maxar Technologies; map data ©2024 Google. 
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13.1.6 Traffic data 

 
Figure 17: Whole-day (14 June 2017) traffic flow inbound on Madingley Rd and joining the M11 at Junction 13 (from NR page 21). 
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Figure 18: Traffic congestion at 8:05am on a typical Thursday (©2024 Google, Airbus, Maxar Technologies) 
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13.1.7 Highway boundaries 

 

 

 
Figure 19: Highway boundary from Madingley Mulch roundabout to Cambridge Rd junction – Sections B-D (from TSM © Crown) 
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Figure 20: Highway boundary between Mill Farm and Madingley Rd Park & Ride – Sections D–H (from TSM © Crown) 
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Figure 21: Highway boundary south of Madingley Mulch roundabout – Section A (from TSM © Crown) 

 
Figure 22: Four-lane configuration of M11 “Rectory Farm” bridge (from RFB page 33 © 2016 Atkins Ltd) 
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13.1.8 Scheme cross-sections 

 
Figure 23: Cross-section of busway through Coton Orchard. Source Proposed Site Sections (CtoC-16-DP5) 

 
Figure 24: Active Travel England’s recommended “absolute minimum” cross-section for 50mph road speed (total width 14.25m). 
View is looking east along Madingley Hill with a nearside bus lane. 

 
Figure 25: Active Travel England’s recommended “absolute minimum” cross-section for 40mph road speed (total width 13.25m). 
View is looking east along Madingley Hill with a nearside bus lane. 
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Figure 26: Potential cross-section looking east of Rectory Farm bridge with additional eastbound bus lane (total width: 16.5m – see 
Figure 22) 

13.1.9 Active travel 

 
Figure 27: The Comberton Greenway (green) could be extended (blue) via the Harcamlow Way bridleway to Highfields Caldecote 
(shown here on the Ordnance Survey map) 

 
Figure 28: Topographical view of Cambourne to Cambridge showing elevation in colours, Comberton Greenway route (solid green), 
potential extensions of Greenway (dashed green), GCP bus route with adjacent active travel path (cyan) 
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Figure 29: Indicative connection points for an active travel route through the Bourn Airfield development, connecting Cambourne to 
Highfields Caldecote and a westward extension of the Comberton Greenway, as shown in Figure 27 (Ordnance Survey imagery) 

13.1.10 Madingley Road 

 
Figure 30: M11 exit junction with Madingley Rd in 2014 (© 2014 Google) 
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Figure 31: Current M11 exit junction with Madingley Rd (© 2020 Edward Leigh) 

 
Figure 32: Westbound bus lane into Madingley Mulch roundabout (from QW 3.1/Mott MacDonald) 
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Figure 33: Bus lane added to A428 eastbound exit ramp and bus lanes added to western end of Madingley Road, as illustrated for GCP option "Low Cost A + Waterworks" in Options Appraisal Report 
Part 2 (2018) 
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Figure 34: Changes proposed to A1303 at M11 junction as part of Bourn Airfield planning application (S/3440/18/OL) 
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13.1.11 Cambourne and Bourn Airfield 

 
Figure 35: Proposed active travel routes through the Bourn Airfield site proposed in the outline planning application (S/3440/18/OL) 
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Figure 36: Illustrative masterplan from outline application for Bourn Airfield (S/3440/18/OL) showing how much of the development is within 400m (as the crow flows) of the two 'halts' on the busway 
as proposed by GCP. 400m is the recommended maximum walking distance to a bus stop. Some homes will be at least 1.2km walking distance from their nearest busway ‘halt’. 
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Figure 37: 2021 Census data on travel to work from Cambourne: of the 2,339 people who commuted out of Cambourne, the largest flow was 372 people (16%) to 
the Biomedical Campus area; the second largest flow was 210 (9%) to west and central Cambridge.
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Figure 38: Indicative bus route as part of CtoC Busway (from NTS page 38) 

 
Figure 39: Technical drawing showing junction on Broadway with Bourn Airfield western access point (from OAR Part 3, page 70) 
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13.1.12 A428 

 
Figure 40: Reassignment of hatched outside lane on A428 at the Girton Interchange to create a 640m long bus and coach lane 

13.1.13 Bus route and tracking zones 

 
Figure 41: Citi 4 bus route from Cambourne to Cambridge 

 
Figure 42: Madingley Road Outer zone used to monitor bus travel times on Madingley Road west of the M11 (Madingley Hill) 
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Figure 43: Madingley Road zone used to monitor bus travel times on Madingley Road east of the M11 
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Appendix B 

Joint Position Statement to the Planning Inspectors – 

Cambourne to Cambridge TWAO Inquiry 

R. Sadler [OBJ-102] and A. Gazeley [OBJ-52] on 9 July 2025 

 

 



Mr Richard Clegg and Mr Geoff Underwood  

C/O Joanna Vincent 

Gateley Plc 

111 Edmund Street  

Birmingham  

West Midlands  

B3 2HJ  

 

By email only 

Email: Joanna.Vincent@gateleyhamer.com  

9th July 2025  

 

Dear Sirs,        

The Cambourne to Cambridge Order (REF DPI/E0535/25/1) 

Joint Position Statement to the Planning Inspectors – Cambourne to Cambridge TWAO 

Inquiry 

 

We write jointly following the Preliminary Meeting on 24 June 2025, in response to the 

Inspectors’ request that objectors coordinate to avoid duplication and help the inquiry run 

smoothly, including with the planning of site visits. 

At that meeting, the Applicant’s Counsel suggested that most of the 300+ formal objections 

and nearly 24,000 petitioners raised only general or scheme-wide concerns. That statement 

is misleading. In reality, the vast majority relate to the destruction of Coton Orchard and its 

irreplaceable veteran trees and wildlife habitat, and to the severing of prime agricultural land 

across Madingley Hill, land that would be removed from food production permanently. If a 

sensible on road solution were pursued between Comberton Long Road (Madingley Mulch) 

and the M11, the overwhelming bulk of the objections and indeed the petition would fall away.  

Please see the plans attached.   

Our own objections also focus on the off-road section between Comberton Long Road 

(Madingley Mulch roundabout) and the verge of the M11. Given the short timeframe to 

respond and the limited opportunity to coordinate through formal channels, we are 

corresponding directly with the Inspectors. 

We have consistently demonstrated our willingness to engage in good faith.  On 2nd July 2025, 

Richard Adams of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP contacted both of us, on behalf of 

Cambridgeshire County Council (the Applicant), asking whether we were willing to enter into 

a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). We replied the same day, accepting this approach 

mailto:Joanna.Vincent@gateleyhamer.com


and specifically agreeing to meet face to face with a senior representative directly employed 

by the County Council (the Applicant).   

This was a clear and reasonable request, given Mr Richards had stated that he and his firm act 

for Cambridgeshire County Council (the Applicant) and it is difficult to see why we would meet 

with anyone else.   

However, on 7 July, Ms Emma Welch replied on behalf of Mr Richards, stating that they “did 

not consider it necessary to meet”, though they were nonetheless willing if it would assist.  

She went on to propose that the meeting be held instead with Jo Baker (of the Greater 

Cambridge Partnership) and a consultant from WSP.  As neither are employees of 

Cambridgeshire County Council (the Applicant), this raises two serious concerns:   

First, it disregards our agreement to meet with the Applicant and second, it appears to confirm 

that no one directly employed by Cambridgeshire County Council (the Applicant) has sufficient 

knowledge of the scheme. If that is the case, it raises legitimate questions about project 

oversight, accountability and how a draft SoCG could be meaningfully prepared before 

understanding the principal concerns and objections.      

Given the deadline for submitting a SoCG is today, and no suitable meeting has taken place, 

we are instead submitting this Joint Position Statement.  We remain entirely willing to engage 

constructively with the Applicant to progress matters. 

We also note, in this context, that Paul Bristow, Mayor of the Cambridgeshire & Peterborough 

Combined Authority, has confirmed through his adviser that he intends to speak at the inquiry 

against the Busway. As the statutory body responsible for delivering bus services, the 

Combined Authority’s stance is fundamental. Without its agreement to operate or support 

services, the busway cannot fulfil its stated purpose. 

We also recognise the ambition to grow Cambridge as a global hub for science and innovation. 

We share that vision but believe it demands infrastructure that is genuinely integrated, 

financially sound, and environmentally responsible. 

The section in question spans just 2,928 meters yet would cut through Green Belt countryside 

and land under National Trust covenant, cresting Madingley Hill (the highest point West of 

Cambridge), destroying veteran trees in Coton Orchard, and bisecting productive farmland. All 

this, to bypass the existing road network with a longer, costlier off-road alternative.  

We are not engineers, but it is self-evident that a viable on-road option exists. Between us, 

we own or manage approximately 1630 meters – over 55% of land alongside Madingley Road 

and have consistently offered to engage – including offering land to facilitate an on-road 

solution. Yet at no point over the past decade has the Applicant or its consultants ever 

approached us to explore how such an alternative on road solution to this particular section 

might be delivered.  This is despite the fact that an on-road section between Madingley Mulch 

and the M11 would substantially mitigate environmental harm, cost considerably less and 



remove the principal grounds of objections for thousands. By way of illustration, the on-road 

alternative would create savings in the region of £100 million and go a long way towards 

improving the scheme’s Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) of just 0.43, which is categorised as "poor" 

by the Department for Transport. Given the extremely tight fiscal circumstances the UK 

currently faces, we believe that a modification of the scheme that provides savings of this 

nature should be considered seriously. 

In line with the Inspectors’ guidance at the Preliminary Meeting, we confirm: 

• We are working together to clarify shared concerns and avoid duplication; 

• We will defer to the most appropriate party to lead on individual topics; 

• We will keep our oral submissions focused and concise, while reserving the right to 

submit full written evidence. 

We hope this joint approach is helpful. We fully support improved public transport but oppose 

this section of the scheme as better and more cost-effective alternatives have not been 

properly explored. 

We would be happy to provide further clarification if needed. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

R. Sadler BSC MRICS 

  

on behalf of J & W R Sadler 

 

A. Gazeley 

on behalf of Coton Orchard 

 

CC 

Mayor Paul Bristow – Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 

Peter Freeman – Cambridge Growth Company 

Stephen Kelly  - Joint Director of Planning 

Michael Hudson CCC – finance director 

Adrian Pascu-Tulbure -FTI consulting 

CPPF 

Coton Bus Action Group 

Coton Parish Council 

Womble Bond Dickinson 
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