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Notes: 
 
This submission has been reported to the Planning Committee for determination 
following deferral at 5th December 2007 meeting. 
 

Background 
 
1. At the meeting on 5th December 2007, Committee deferred consideration of the 

proposal at Park Lane, Histon, to discharge condition 3 (a)(iii) of the Planning 
Permission for the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway. 

 
2. It was deferred “pending the receipt of assurances about provision of a controlled 

crossing for the crossing of the Guideway by the footway/cycleway.” 
 
3. Members should refer to the report (item 11) of the 5th December 2007 agenda for 

details of the condition, scheme, representations and issues. 
 

Additional Consultations 
 
4. Apart from those of Histon Parish Council and the Local Highways Authority, I 

reported at the December meeting the following comments of the Chairman of Girton 
Parish Council: 

 
5 “In response to the objections of the Parish Council the Local Highways Authority 

states: “I wish to confirm that the County Council will not accept street lighting that 
does not meet county standards, at a junction where there are to be vulnerable road 
users crossing a busy village road and the guided busway whilst under signal control.  
… The County Council would not accept the scheme being implemented without 
adequate advance signing”.  This admirable concern for safety (though perhaps 
tempered by its concern for mere delay and vehicle damage) fits ill with the cavalier 
disregard of the safety of vulnerable schoolchildren on cycles, whose safety is put in 
jeopardy because “there is insufficient land within the limits of the scheme to provide 
the infrastructure necessary for a controlled crossing”.  It should also be noted that 
the path referred to in the documentation as a “maintenance track/cycleway” is in fact 
to be designated as a bridleway, and there are a number of young riders who also 
use Gatehouse Road. 

 



6 To offer as an adequate alternative “the appropriate visibility in each direction in 
relation to the approach speed of vehicles” appears to attribute to 11 year-old cyclists 
and young riders a far greater degree of mature judgement than officers attribute to 
motorists in need of such excessive signage and lighting; and will be seen as a 
studied insult.  Many of the children using this crossing will come from my Parish and 
deserve higher standards of safety.  It is also a matter of some concern that my 
Parish was not on the list of consultees for this application considering its impact 
upon us. 

 
7 I do hope you will instruct the officers and developers that they must find the 

necessary extra land needed (if necessary by means such as narrowing the roadway 
to provide the extra space), or develop a truly safe alternative, and refuse to 
discharge the conditions until they do.” 

 
Representation from Guided Bus Team (GBT) 

 
8. Further to the decision of Committee on 5th December 2007, the GBT has responded.

Its reasons for not proposing a signal controlled crossing are attached as appendix 1 
and comments upon lighting incorporated as appendix 2 on the lighting contours plan. 

   

 
Planning Comments 

 
 As an alternative to a signal controlled facility for pedestrians/cyclists crossing the 

t: 

ach 

 
0 The GBT has responded by removing the bus turning movement on the NW corner of 

1. The lighting contour plan justifies the amount and height of columns in order to 

 
Recommendation 

 
2 In view of the fact that the amended plan addresses the alternative recommendation 

 

Background Papers: the following background papers were used in the preparation of this 

Planning File Ref: C/6/9/1A 
 report including appendices on the website only 

  

ontact Officer:  David Rush – Development Control Manager 

9
northern arm of the Girton junction, the Road Safety Audit (RSA) Stage 2 stated tha
“the design team must ensure that a pedestrian or cyclist waiting to cross the 
guideway has the appropriate visibility in each direction in relation to the appro
speed of vehicles. 

1
the junction to improve sight line visibility for the crossing.  This enables cyclists and 
pedestrians to have an unrestricted view north eastwards of oncoming buses before 
crossing in a south westerly direction.  This has also reduced the crossing distance 
from 16 metres to 13 metres. 

 
1

provide a safe junction, whilst at the same time minimising light pollution. 

1
of the RSA Stage 2, it is recommended that condition 3(a)(iii) be discharged in regard
to the amended design (drawing no. (GB-HJY-JNGIR-D-I-001F) of the Park Lane, 
Histon junction subject to agreement of the detailed signals design by the County 
Council’s Signals Team. 
 
 

report:  
• 

• Documents referred to in the
and reports to previous meetings. 
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