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Madingley Parish Council’s Supplementary Responses to the ‘Have Your Say’ Questionnaire in the 

“Cambourne to Cambridge Better Bus Journeys: Phase One” Consultation, November 2017 to 

January 2018 

Additional information relating to Questions 4 (‘Park & ride’), 6 (‘Route’) and 11 (‘Your thoughts’). 

In response to the above Consultation, Madingley Parish Council (MPC): 

• Strongly opposes the locating of a new Park and Ride (P&R) site at the Waterworks site; 

• Favours an on-road route (Route A or Route B) and is strongly opposed to the off-road route 

(Route C) as currently presented; 

• Suggests that this Consultation is of limited value because it considers only one phase of one 

scheme in isolation.  It is impossible to comment meaningfully on the benefits (or otherwise) 

of the proposed measures until they have been placed in the context of an overall, strategic 

traffic solution.   

The reasons for this response are set out below. 

The Greater Cambridge Partnership (GCP) has publicly committed to openly considering and 

publishing all responses.  MPC encourages the GCP to prominently publish its feedback contained 

herein. 

 

1. Park and Ride 

MPC strongly opposes the locating of a P&R at the Waterworks site for the following reasons. 

Accessibility 

 

1.1. A primary objective of the Cambourne to Cambridge Busway is to reduce traffic volumes on 

the A1303 Madingley Rise / Madingley Road.  Traffic in the peak-time morning rush routinely 

backs up the A1303 as far as the Madingley Mulch roundabout and beyond.  “Rat running” 

through Madingley village – in excess of 300 cars per hour in Church Lane – helps to relieve 

this congestion.  Without this, congestion on the roundabout would be significantly worse.   

1.2. The projected increase in traffic volumes from new developments to the West of Cambridge 

(at Cambourne, Bourn Airfield and St Neots) and the dualing of the A428 between Caxton 
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Gibbet and the Black Cat roundabout on the A1 will further increase congestion on the 

roundabout.   

1.3. Highways England has modelled a significant increase in traffic volumes through Madingley 

village when the new A14 Local Access Road opens.  Should a P&R be located at the 

Waterworks site, this new route has the potential to further increase congestion on the 

roundabout from traffic attracted to the site by the convenience of the Local Access Road. 

1.4. Given that a primary objective of the scheme is to reduce congestion, it is illogical to locate 

a P&R site at the point where congestion already exists.  To do so necessitates P&R traffic 

contending with through traffic in order to access the P&R site.  It also increases the volume of 

traffic brought to the locality rather than reduces it.  The GCP’s own Consultation document 

[Ref 2] acknowledges that “there is significant congestion at the Madingley Mulch 

roundabout”. 

1.5. It has been suggested that measures such as traffic light signalisation can be introduced to 

give priority to P&R users.  However, by definition, such measures necessarily disadvantage 

non-P&R traffic, thereby increasing congestion further for these users. 

1.6. MPC cannot see how effective access to a P&R at the Waterworks site can be implemented 

without a major re-engineering of the Madingley Mulch roundabout and the connecting road 

layout, at considerable cost (see points 1.11 to 1.13 below). 

1.7. For these specific reasons, ahead of the original 2015 public consultation exercise, the GCP’s 

own consultants had explicitly rejected a P&R site to the South West of the Madingley Mulch 

roundabout as being not practical: 

Locating the Park and Ride to the south west of the Madingley Mulch Roundabout has not been 

considered, as access arrangements for this location have the potential to be severely affected by 

congestion at the roundabout. Vehicles wishing to access the Park and Ride would exit the A428, and 

U-turn using the roundabout to come back towards the old A428 road, where entrance to the Park 

and Ride would have to be situated. This access arrangement also creates potential for vehicles to use 

the old A428 as a “rat run” to avoid this manoeuvre. In addition to private vehicles, buses would also 

need to use the roundabout to perform a right turn (for all options except 1C) on exiting the Park and 

Ride, and would also be affected by this congestion. 

Source: A428 Western Corridor Study Park and Ride Locations, Atkins, Version 1.0, Paragraph 2.8, 28 

September 2015 [5134058] 

 

MPC would like to understand what has changed since 2015 that means access to the 

Waterworks location is now considered practical. 

1.8. For the record, the GCP’s consultants and/or the GCP Executive Board have in various reports 

and decisions since 2015 now rejected potential P&R locations in all four quadrants 

surrounding Madingley Mulch roundabout.  This means that by the GCP’s own analysis there 

is no suitable P&R location at Madingley. 

1.9. The original 2015 “Cambourne To Cambridge Better Bus Journeys” consultation leaflet [Ref 1] 

clearly stated that there was no intention to close the existing P&R site on Madingley Road 

before the expiry of its current lease in 20 (now 18) years’ time.  However, in verbal responses 

to explicit questioning within GCP-sponsored workshops and other forums (such as LLF 

meetings), the GCP has been deliberately ambiguous regarding its intentions over the existing 
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site.  Any such intentions are of material significance to the decision about a new P&R 

location.  MPC considers that GCP may have a preference for the Waterworks site on the basis 

it could allow closure of existing site significantly before the expiry of its current lease.  If this 

is the case then GCP should publicly state this as an objective. 

Environmental 

 

1.10. MPC believes that most of the concerns over unacceptable environmental factors that have 

previously led to Crome Lea being rejected as a potential P&R location apply equally to the 

Waterworks site, given that the latter is immediately adjacent to the former.  These concerns 

have previously been widely communicated in the context of Crome Lea and include:   

• prominently located on high ground on the side of a hill with an extreme detrimental 

visual impact on an historical landscape;  

• impact of light pollution on the ancient Madingley Wood Site of Special Scientific 

Interest (SSSI);  

• located in the heart of the green belt;  

• noise and light pollution impacting Madingley and Coton villages.   

Cost 

 

1.11. MPC believes that to make a P&R at the Waterworks site accessible to users without further 

increasing congestion for through traffic would require a potentially multi-million pound re-

engineering of the Madingley Mulch roundabout and adjacent road system.     

1.12. These costs have not been included or estimated in this Consultation.  At one of the 

consultation roadshows one of the GCP’s consultants suggested that these access costs were 

‘a detail’.  MPC contends this is not the case.  Without knowing the total costs of 

implementing a P&R at each location it is impossible to conduct a true value for money 

analysis and comparison. 

1.13. For the reasons outlined above, MPC suggests that that the cost of implementing access into a 

Waterworks P&R would be significantly higher than implementing access into a Scotland Farm 

P&R (where there would be no contention with through traffic).  On this basis a Waterworks 

site would represent poorer value for money.   

P&R Site Selection Process 

 

1.14. MPC continues to have concerns over the objectivity of the selection process that resulted in 

the shortlisting of the two currently proposed P&R locations.   

 

2. Route 

 

MPC favours an on-road route (Route A or Route B) for the following reasons. 

 

2.1. MPC believes that at this stage the GCP hasn’t provided a compelling justification for the 

significantly higher costs required to implement an off-road solution (Route C) versus the 
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benefits claimed.  There’s an implication that because it’s off-road it’s intrinsically “better”.  

However, the off-road section as currently proposed represents only one section of the longer 

end-to-end route between Cambourne (or beyond) and Cambridge. There is no clarity as to 

what happens at either end of this route, particularly beyond Grange Road.  MPC contends 

that an off-road section would have minimal impact on real journey times.   The Consultation 

does not set out the gains that might be realised for such real journeys – e.g. for a commuter 

travelling between Cambourne and the Cambridge Biomedical Campus at Addenbrooke’s – 

and it’s therefore difficult or impossible to accurately assess the scheme’s claimed benefits. 

2.2. Development of the Western Orbital scheme is now on hold pending Highways England’s 

decision on its Road Investment Strategy.  The Highways England Smart Motorways study is 

not due to be published until 2019 and there will be no Western Orbital study or decision until 

at least this date.  This means that in the current proposals there is no means of connecting 

the off-road route with an efficient north-south route (e.g. to Addenbrooke’s); connectivity 

would require doubling-back to the M11. 

2.3. MPC believes that an on-road solution would address most, if not all, of the GCP’s objectives 

at a much lower cost and would therefore represent significantly better value for money.   

2.4. MPC encourages the GCP to engage positively with the Cambourne to Cambridge Local Liaison 

Forum (LLF) and others to develop seriously a practical on-road solution. 

2.5. MPC believes that the tidal flow elements of Route B could offer some benefits, but if it is 

genuinely technically not possible to realise these then this should not be used a reason to 

completely dismiss an on-road solution. 

2.6. For these reasons, MPC favours Route A, Route B or a hybrid of the two. 

 

3. The Need for a Strategic Solution 

 

3.1. MPC believes that buses (and, by association, the proposed busways) are not a sustainable, 

long-term solution to the Cambridge region’s traffic issues and that a true mass transit system 

will be required leading up to and beyond 2031. 

3.2. Buses do not represent a compelling vision for a modern, efficient, effective mass transit 

scheme.  Because of this, it is unlikely that any system based on buses will ever offer the 

efficiency or capacity required to generate the modal shift required – in short, people will 

continue to use their cars because this will remain the most effective way of getting to their 

destinations. 

3.3. There have been many developments and initiatives since the GCP (then City Deal) began 

consulting on the busway scheme in 2015.  These include:  an announcement relating the 

dualing of the A428 to Caxton Gibbet; the potential for a Cambridge to Oxford road 

Expressway; the proposals for re-opening the East-West rail link between Cambridge and 

Oxford; the proposal for a Cambridge South railway station; and the GCP Executive Board’s 

acknowledgement of the need to improve the connectivity of the Girton Interchange.  There 

have also been new potential sources of funding and collaborative working, not least with the 

launch of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority and the new Mayor 

taking office.    



Madingley Parish Council 
 

3.4. MPC welcomes the GCP’s recent moves to investigate more strategic solutions, and in 

particular initiatives such as a Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro (CAM) with associated 

tunnelling of key routes under the City centre. 

3.5. Given the above, MPC believes that the GCP should re-focus its efforts on defining the 

strategic goal.  That is, what does a transport system that will still be fit for purpose in 2031 

and beyond look like? 

3.6. A Metro system – one, for example, with automated driverless vehicles capable of running 

frequent services for extended periods of the day, with tunnels that provide a real solution to 

city centre congestion, and which genuinely interconnects all key destinations – is a 

compelling vision.  It is possible to envisage how this would generate the require modal shift, 

because people would choose to leave their cars. 

3.7. Interim measures, such as busways and P&R sites, may be required until such a vision can be 

fully realised.   

3.8. Crucially, however, the GCP should be able to define exactly how any measures 

implemented now relate to the strategic solution.  That is, which measures are temporary 

and will be replaced, and which will form a component of the strategic solution, and if so 

how?  Phrases in the Consultation document [Ref 2] such as “A segregated off-road route 

could be utilised for innovative or new forms of transport in future” are simply too imprecise. 

3.9. Until the GCP is in a position to clearly articulate a realistic strategic vision there is a risk that 

the currently proposed P&R locations and any off-road busway end up being incompatible 

with the strategic solution; without being able to spell out what the ultimate solution looks 

like, there’s a risk of wasting large sums of money on inappropriate facilities. 

3.10. For example, if the P&R site is ultimately to serve a true mass transit system that runs the 

whole length of the Cambridge to Cambourne corridor, then this site can be located anywhere 

along this corridor (location is not restricted by bus operator running costs).  Common sense 

would dictate that the P&R is sited as far West as possible to capture traffic as early as 

possible.  Were this not the case then it would force traffic to travel alongside the mass transit 

system (increasing congestion on the A428) in order to join the system somewhere along its 

length.  This is simply illogical. 

3.11. MPC shares the view promoted by Smarter Cambridge Transport and others that, ahead of a 

strategic solution, large benefits can be achieved by relatively simple and low-cost measures, 

such as intelligent co-ordination of traffic signals.  Implementing an ‘all-ways’ junction at the 

Girton Interchange would also remove significant volumes of traffic (20%+) from the A1303 – 

a benefit that arguably matches any gains to be made by implementing a busway and P&R 

scheme.   
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