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Executive Summary

Between9 February and 9 April 2018e Greater Cambridge Partnership (GCP) held an
extensive consultation ostrategies to improve sustainable travel in the area to the south
east of Cambridge

The key findings dhis piece of work are:

1 Analysis of the geographical spread (see figure 1) and the breadth of responses for
different groups shows that the Greater Cambridge Partnership has delivered an
effective and robust consultation.

1 The 17 elementshat werecommon toeach of the proposedtrategies were more
supported than opposed. Most were supported by the majority of respondents with
the exception of: the signalisation and rigirn ban (except buses) from Linton
High Street, theneasures to ease bus mawents in Lintonthe westbound bus
lanes on approach to B105@ndclosing the central reserve on Dean Road
crossroads

i Strategy 1 was the most supported of the three strategied drategy 1 had the
highest percentage of respondents who felt it woeldcourage them to switch
transportmode away from a carHowevernearly as many felt that none of the
strategies would encourage modal shift.

1 A great number of detailed comments were received. From these it was clear that
travel safety in the area wassagnificant concern for the public, so improvements
were felt to be needed. There is debate over which strategy would solve congestion
issues quickly and hoW F dzprdefdiGey would be.

1 Responses weralsoreceived on behalf of a number of different gims or
organisations.All of the responses from these groups have been made available to
board members in full and will be published alongside the results of the public
consultation survey.

MethodologySummary

The consultation adopted a multhannelapproach to promote and seek feedback including
through traditional and online paitbr, owned and earned media, community engagement
events in key or high footfall locations along the route and through the \spmtead
distribution ofaround 22000consultation leaflets

Thirteendrop-in eventswere held across the area to enable people to have their say in
person and the opportunity to question transport officers and consultants.



Quantitative data was recorded through a formal consultation questioen@nline and
hard-copy) with 1,78omplete responsem total recorded. A significant amount of
gualitative feedback was gathered via the questionnaires\ants via email and social
mediaandat other meetings

This report summarises the corE785responsedo the consultation survey andhe 129
additional written responsesreceived

Key findings

Elements common to all strategies
Quantitative

1 Question 1 asked participants how far they supported each of the 17 proposed
elements that were common to all the strategies in the Cambriggeh East Sudy.
1727 respondents answered this question, however not every respondent left an
answer for each ement.

0 1664 respondents answered the question support forthe right-turn lane
2y DNJI Yy KI YQa. TheajBity 8fdegponddnss gupported this
element(69.4%). Few respondents opposed this element (3%).

0 1663 respondents answered the question apport for extra cycle storage
at Babraham Road Park & Rid€he majority of respondents supported this
element (67.8%). Few respondents opposed it (2.3%).

0 1640 respondents answered the question on supporttifigrLinton
Greenway The majority of respondsgs supported this element (74.4%). Few
respondents opposed the Linton Greenway (4.2%).

0 1681 respondents answered the question on support forkaerhill Road
and the Gog Farm Shop junction safety improvemeiihe majority of
respondents supported thislement (87.6%). Few respondents opposed it
(3%).

0 1677 respondents answered the question on support famati-user
underpass at WandleburyThe majority of respondents supported this
element (72.6%). Few respondents opposed it (8.1%).

0 1652 respondents awered the question on support forsignalised crossing
at the Babraham Research Campus roundaholihe majority of
respondents supported this element (55%). Under a fifth of respondents
opposed a signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campushouinda
(14.5%).

0 1643 respondents answered the question on support foeastbound bus
lane at the A11 The majority of respondents supported this element (51%).
Under a fifth of respondents opposed an eastbound bus lane at the A11
(13.6%).

0 1648 respondentanswered the question on support for tmeulti-user
crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and underpa3$ie majority of



respondents supported this element (69%). Few respondents opposed a
multi-user crossing of A1l via improved footbridge and underfa<$5o).

0 1649 respondents answered the question on supportsignalising
Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasus crossifite majority of
respondents supported this element (53%). Few respondents opposed
signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucag#3es crossing (9.6%).

0 1666 respondents answered the question on supportdeak-hour
eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction and
safety improvements at Dalehead Foods junctiohhe majority of
respondents were supportive of thelement (56.6%). Few respondents were
opposed to this (9%).

0 1668 respondents answered the question on supporttifi@r Linton Village
College junction signal upgrad&he majority of respondents supported this
element (63.5%). Few respondents opposedltireon Village College
junction signal upgrade (2.8%).

0 1664 respondents answered the question on support forgtymalisation
and rightturn ban (except buses) from Linton High Streétearly two fifths
of respondents supported this element (39.1%). Cwéifth opposed this
element (23%).

0 1658 respondents answered the question on supgortmeasures to ease
bus movements in LintonNearly half of respondents supported this element
(48.8%). Few respondents opposed this element (6.4%).

0 1613 respondents awered the question on support fevestbound bus
lanes on approach to B1052Xearly two fifths of respondents supported this
element (37.7%) and few respondents opposed it (11.1%).

0 1648 respondents answered the question on supportBartiow Road
roundabout and rural hub The majority of respondents supported this
element (52.6%). Few respondents opposed this element (7%).

0 1638 respondents answered the question on supgortclosing the central
reserve on Dean Road crossroaddearly half of respondensupported this
element (44.1%). Few respondents opposed this element (9.5%).

0 1655 respondents answered the question on supportsipeed reduction
measures from Horseheath to LintorThe majority of respondents
supported this element (58%). Few respondespposed this element
(12.2%).

1 Further analysis of the responses shows that:

0 Multi-user crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and underpass
wSalLR2yRSylta ¢6K2 AYRAOFIGSR GKS@& dzadz f¢€e
indicated their usual workplace destinajfo ¢ & WDNJ yal tFNJ Q 6
more supportiveof this than the overall response.

o Signalise Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasus crossing
wSalLRYyRSyla 6K2 gSNBUIU22DAYSRYBENBRBSNE. V3
supportive of this element than the overall response (64.6%).



o Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College
junction and safety improvements at Dale Head Foods junction
wSaALR2YyRSyla 6K2 gPlBYyQ20Vad®R: ¥SFEER ZHRER
G2 [AYya2yQ o6cndy:20 gSNBE Y2NB &dzlJL}2 NI A €
NBalLRyaSe wSalLRyRSyida sK2 AYyRAOIFIGOSR (K
26YSNKkSYLIE 28SND ¢gSNBE Y2NB 2LJI1RasSR G2 0
response (21.5%)Jtaough the majority of these respondents supported it
(50.6%).

o Linton Village Gollegejunction signal upgradeRespondents who were
f 20 SR WS90B%) PR TRV 2Y QI o(NLokvefe 12 [ AY
more supportive of the Linton Village Collegignal upgrade than the overall
response.

o Signalisation andight-turn ban (except buses) frontinton High Street
wSaLRYyRSylia ¢gK2 ¢gSNB f20FiSR WwWSILad 27
element than the overall response (65.6%). Respondents who weated
FNBY W. IONIKIY G2 [Ayl2yQ 6SNBE Y2NB 2L
they were supportive (34.5%).

0 Measures to ease bus movements LintchKS Yl 22NA {ié& 2F NBA&LI
2F [AYyU2yQ YR FTNRBY W. I 6N} KI Y68#% [)\yuz
2F NBalLRyRSy(ta WwSIad 2F [Aya2yQ yR 2¢
G2 [AYyl2yQ O6pcdy:>0 adzZLIR2NIAY3A YSI &adz2NB &

o0 Westbound bus lanesn approach to B1052The majority of respondents
FTNRY WS ald 2 #thifcleyhéndsp.620). él\/l@zlale!&xbhﬁe@ts from
W, FoNIKIY (2 [Ayl2yQ 2L132aSR (KAa StSy
however more of these respondents supported it (41R)re respondents
K2 AYRAOIFIGSR (GKS& 6SNB | Widahl f o dza Ay
element than the overall response (21.4%), however more of these
respondents supported it (30.4%).

o BartlowRoad roundabout and ruralhutw S & LI2 Y RSy Ga FTNRBY WS 2
(76.9%) YR TFTNRBY W. | 0(B34R)efe nibk supporivié f y Q
Bartlov Road roundabout and rural hub than the overall response.

o DeanRoad crossroads, close central reservelhe majority of respondents
FTNRY WS a4575)FY RAFNRY QW. | 6(B38B) ¥ G2 [ Ayl
supported this element. However more respondedt$S | 4G 2F [ Ay d 2y Q
this element than the overall response, over a quarter of these respondents
(27.5%).

0 Speed reductiormeasuresc Horseheath to Lintona 2 NS NBX A LI2 Yy RSyl a
2T [ 6D VWR FTNRBY W. | 0@EG4RBUpporiedthi A Yy G2y Q
ef SYSyld (KIy GKS 2¢@0SNIff NBaLRyasSo | 24

[AYyG2yQ 2LI13R2aSR (KAa StSySworeldKIy (GKS
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NBaLR2yRSyoaQl 38RRASR GKAa StSYSyld GKIy
(24%). However more of these respondentipgorted this element (40.7%).

a2NB NBaLRy RSWH.40) YRS R TPc g6y R0) 6 2 3SQ
supported this element than the overall response.
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Qualitative

Question 2 asked respondents if they had any comments on these elerddhts.
respondents answed this questionThe main themes were about: concerns about the
signalisation and righturn ban (excepbuses) from Linton High Streétprovements to
Bartlow Road roundabout andevelopment of therural huly the effect of these elements
on congestion the safety and usage @iean Road crossroad$ie need for peedreduction
measures betweellorseheath to Lintorthe safety of travelling in the area, improvements
to cycle paths and routethe need for safety improvements at tii¢averhill Road and the
Gog Farm Shop junctipthe potential issues with signalisifildersham crossrats witha
Toucan/Pegasus crossirige potential increase in congestion from adding astbound
bus lane athe A11, the potential issues arounldus lanesand about the need for the dl
carriageway to be extended.

The Strategies
Quantitative

1 Question 3 asked respondents how far they supported each of the three proposed
strategies. 1684 respondents answered this question. All three strategies were
supported by the majority of respondents who left an answer.

o Strategy 1 had the most support thfe three strategies with over three fifths
of respondents (64.1%) supporting it and nearly a quarter opposing it
(22.7%).

o Over half of respondents supported strategy 2 (53.8%) and over a quarter of
respondents opposed strategy 2 (25.4%).

o Over half of espondents supported Strategy 3 (51.5%), with 28.4% opposing
it.

1 Further analysis of the responses showed that:

o0 C2NJ AaGNJFGdS3& mY NBalLRyRSyi(ia t20FGSR W¥¢
to strategy 1 than the overall response, with 31.7% of these nedpnts
opposing it. Howevethe majority of these respondents supportéd
(62.4%)Respondents who indicated their usual workplace destinatioa wa
W/ ' YONARRIS . A2YSRAR WD NIBLEMEWEE FONIT @ p72 O
more supportive of strategy 1 than treverall response. Respondents who
AYRAOI SR (K-S aMeABND R in @a@p3% Rergomore
supportive of strategy 1 than the overall response.

o For drategy 2 Respondents who indicated their usual workplace destination
wasW/ I YONRA RIS . AQ6B8.3WIAYOR f WD NIBLAMIwete I NJ Q
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more supportive of strategy 2 than the overall response. Respondents who
AYRAOI (SR (i K6 a@Ens%Ndse mora Supportive qf stratgy 2
than the overall response.

o For drategy 3 Respondents who indicated their usual workplace destination
gl a WDNIydal tIFIN]Q ¢6SNBE tSaa 2LI1R2aSR O6H
strategy 3 than the overall response.

1 Questiond asked respondents, if they currently drove to and from Cambridgeshw
strategy would most encourage them to switch to an alternative mode of transport.
1785 respondents answered this question.
o Strategy 1 had the highest percentage of respondents who felt it would
encourage them to switch transport, with over a quarsedecting this
response (29.3%).
o Few respondents chose strategy 3 (10.4%) and strategy 2 (8.7%).
o h@SNJ I ljdzr NISNJ 2F NBalLRyRSydaa FStid GKI
encourage them to switch (26.1%).

Qualitative

1 Question 4 also asked respondents whimode/s of transport they would switch to.
This question was framed as a free text response, allowing respondents to write in
their choice.894 respondents left comments.

o For respondents who felt that strategy 1 would encourage them to switch to
an altenative mode of transport, 403 respondents left commeni4.6%felt
they would move to some form of mass rapid transit systd8ty%felt they
would move to a bicycle4%felt they would move to a bugd4.1%felt they
would move to Park & Ride, aifd4%indicated they would move to a ralil
service.

o For respondents who felt strategy 2 would encourage them to switch to an
alternative mode of transport, 114 respondents left commel3.5%felt
they would move to a bus servic29.8%felt they would move ¢ Park &
Ride,21.1%felt they would move to bicycl&.1%felt they would move to a
mass rapid transit system, adl%felt they would move to a rail service.

o For respondents who felt strategy 3 would encourage them to switch to an
alternative mode of transport, 127 respondents left commei®3%felt they
would move to a bus30.7%felt they would move to Park & Rid24.4%felt
they would move to a bicycl®&,.5%felt they would move to a mass rapid
transit system, an®.5%felt they would move to a rail service.

1 Question 5 asked respondents if they felt any of the proposals would either
positively or negatively affect or impact on any person/s or group/s aa/er the
Equality Act 2010. 720 respondents left comments. The main themes were about:
disability, consideration for the needs public transporand spaceequired on

12



multi-user paths as well as concerns about restricting access to personal vehicles for
GK2aS NBIdZANAY3I AdG G2 GNXr@SET F3ST GKFEG 2
in terms of price and locality of public transport and the space required for younger
residents on public transport and muliser paths.

Question 6 asked respondentor further comments or views on the project or
particular options. 991 respondents left comments. The main themes were about:
the cost, benefits and futureproofingf strategy 1 the short term benefits and
improved cost/benefit ratio of strategy 2; theeed for a rail link between Haverhill
and Cambridge; the other forms of mass rapid transit available besides buses; the
growth and traffic from Haverhill, the need for bus service improvements including
cost, pick up/dropoff locations, reliabilityandtimes of service; the cost of
developing the strategies; the need for public transport links to villages and
employment sites in the area; the strategies feeling to be sten solutions; the
limited benefit of strategy 3; the negative impact on the eéamiment, particularly

Gog Magog and Nine Wells; and about the need for a Park & Ride closer to Haverhill.

13



Background

Introduction

Between 9 February and 9 April 2018 the Greater Cambridge Partnership held an extensive
publicconsultation on:

1 New public transport links
1 New and improved walking and cycling routes
1 Road safety improvements along the A1307 between Haverhill and Cambridge.

The consultation adopted a multhannel approach to promote and seek feedback through
traditional and online, paidor, owned and earned media, community engagement events
in key or high footfall locations along the route and through the wsgdesad distribution of
more than 22,000 consultation leaflets.

Thirteen dropin events were held acroske area to enable people to have their say in
person and the opportunity to question transport officers and consultants.

Quantitative data was recorded through a formal consultation questionnaire (online and
hard-copy) with 1785 complete responses atdl recorded. A significant amount of
gualitative feedback was gathered via the questionnaire\ants via email and social
media and at other meetings.

A sixteen pageonsultation leaflet was the principle papbased mechanism for providing
information about the consultation to people across the area. The leaflet included a
guestionnaire to invite comments on the level of support for each strategy proposed, for
elements common to all strategies as well as other relevant information such as whether
respondents would consider switching their mode of transport. The questionnaire sought
profile information in order to facilitate further analysis. The leaflet was made available in
other formats on request.

In addition to the leaflet 24 pageconsultationbrochure, further background information

on the three strategies and the scheme as a whole was available at events and on request.
The documents were made available online with links to the project webpage sent
electronically at the commencement of thertgultation to over 4500 interested parties.

The availability of further online information and the online survey was referenced in the
leaflet.

Other means of publicity included events, earned media from news releases and
RAAUONAOGdzO A 2y €dwhed chénSelstbdthhoh ah& ofilin& elgL Isaflets at the

/| 2dzyieQa tIN] 3 wWARS aAdSa +tyR G4 20t fA0N
screens, advertising in local newspapers and on radio, and poster sites including city centre
boards. Onlie promotion included targeted Facebook advertising across the wider

14
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Consultation and Analysis Methodology

Background

The consultation strategy for this stage of the Cambridge South East Transport Study
proposals was designed by the Greater Cambridge Partnership communications team with

inPUFNRY GKS / 2dzyie [/ 2dzyOAf Qa wS&aSkNOK ¢Sl Yo
YFRS (2 GKS /2dzyie /2dzyOAf Qa [/ 2yadAZ GFiAaz2y Dd

following points

The onsultationistaking placeat a time wherproposalsare at aformative stage
(with a clear link between this consultation round ahe previous consultation);

- Qufficientinformation and reasoning is providéd permit an intelligent response
from the public to the proposals;

- Adequate timegiven forconsideraton and response given the significance of the
decisionbeing taken;

- Plans in place for a full analysis of the results and for these to be presented at a
senior level to enable the consultation to be conscientiously taken into account in
finalising any prposals.

Consultation Strategy

Identification of the Audience

The consultation was open for anyone to contribute to. The key target audience was
identified as being residents of South Cambridgesairé Cambridgeparticularly those

living within theA1307and A130Xransport corridos or those who regularly travel along
thoseroutes. Specific types of organisations were also identified such as parish councils and
residents groups. This understanding of the audience was then used as a basis upon which
to design the consultation materials, questions and communication strategy.

Design of Consultation Materials

It was identified that the audience for the consultation required a great deal of detailed
information upon which to base their responses. Sulst the key consultation questions
were relatively straight forward (people were asked to express a preference betivess
strategies for improving public transport options between Cambridge and the area to the
south east and to express how far theypported the 17 elements common to all three
strategies) asixteenpage inbrmation document was produced amsgipplemented with
additional informationavailable online and at key locatians

16



¢tKA&d R20dzySyid SELX I AYySR (KS gynmilthé Giddcales Yo NA R 3
to which it was working and discussed the reasons why significant changes to transport

routes betweenCambridge and the area to the south easdre being proposed. It also

provided detailed maps and information on each of the opsidm enable residents to

compare the pros and cons for eadhasegy.

Design of Consultation Questions

The consultation questions themselves were designed toéagral, clear to understand

and were structured to enable people to comment on all the key areas of decision making.

| St LAY LIS2LX S (2 dzyRSNRGIFIYR IyYyR O2YYSyild 2y
strategy and the local implications of this.

For the first half of the consultain survey there was a focus on questions relating to the
options for theCambridgeSouth East Transportstudy. Questionsthen moved on to capture
the detail of whyrespondentsvere choosing particular option3he second half of the
survey focused omultiple choice questions relating to respondefitsurneys and personal
details, allowing measurement of the impact of tBambridgeSouth East Transportstudy
on various groups.

The main tool for gathering commenigs anon-line surveyand also a papeaeturn survey
attached to the consultation document.Wwas recognised that online engagement, whilst in
theory available to all residents, could potentially exclude those without easy access to the
internet. Therefore thepaper copies of the questions wewidely distributed with road

shows held to collect responses face to fa®G¢her forms of response e.g. detailed written
submissions were also received and have been incorporated into the analysis of the
feedback.

The survey included the opportunityNld WFNBXS GSEGQ NBalLkRyasSa | yR
taken has enabled an understanding of sentiment as well as the detailed points expressed.

Diversity and Protected Characteristics

A complete set of questions designed to monitor equality status (germdenjcity,

sexuality) were not included within the direct questions on the survey. This was because

previous feedback from the public has suggested that these questions were overly intrusive

given the context of providing comments on the strategic aspettsnew transport route.

Previous consultation has highlighted the importance of taking into account accessibility at

the detailed scheme design stage.

It was decided therefore to only collect information on matters pertinent to travel, that is to

sayage, employment status and disability (although not the nature of disability). A free text
2LI0A2Y LINPQOARSR 2LIRNIdzyAde FT2N NBaLRYyRSydac
impact on protected groups

Analysis

The strategy for analysis of the colttation was as follows:
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An initial quality assurance review of the data was conducted and a review with the
engagement team carried out to identify any issues or changes that occurred during
the consultation process.

A set of frequencies were then praded and checks made against the total number

of respondents for each question and the consultation overall. A basic sense check of
the data was made at this point with issues such as checking for duplicate entries,
data entry errors and other quality agsunce activities taking place.

o Duplicate EntriesMeasures were in place to avoid analysing duplicated
entries. The odine survey software collects the timestamp / IP address of
entries so patterns of deliberate duplicate entriesn be spotted and
countered.

o Partial Entries.The system records all partial entries as well as those that
went through to completion (respondent hit submit). These are reviewed
separately and in a few cases, where a substantial response has been made
(as opposed to someone just clicking through) then these are add to the final
set for analysis.

o Within the analysis a search for any unusual patterns within the responses
gl & OFNNASR 2dziz &adzOK | & RdzLJX AOI GS 2NJ
on propacsals.

Closedquestions(tick box) are thermnalysed using quantitative methods whiafe
then presented in the final report through charts, tables and descriptions of key
numerical information.

Datawasalso crosgabulated where appropriate, for example, to explore how

respondents in particulaareasor with different statuses answered questions.

Characteristic data was then used to provide a general-@v&rS ¢ 2 F G KS WNBI
the consultation in termef input from people of different socieconomic status

and background.

Free text questionsvere analysed using qualitative methods, namely through
thematic analysiskey themesare identified using specialist software and then
responses tagged with thegshemes (multiple tags can be given to the same
response). At this stage totals of tagged themes are created and sample quotes
chosen for the final report that typify particular tagged themes.

The final report is then written to provide an objective viefsthe results of the
consultation.

18



Quality Assurance

Data Integrity

1 A visual check of the raw data show no unusual patterns. There were no large blocks
of identical answers submitted at a similar time.

1 [P address analysis showed no unusual pagerThere were some groups (less than
20 in each case) of responses from similar IP Addresses but these corresponded to
the largest Cambridge employers. The pattern of these being consistent with people
responding from their work accounts rather than airhe.

1 Date / time stamp of submissiosfiowedno unusual patterns.

1 Text analysis showed no submissions of duplicate text.
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SurveyFindings

Respondent Profile

In total, 1785residents responded to the consultaticurvey

Respondent location

Respondents were asked for their postcodes during the survey, but were not forced to enter

a responsel364respondents entered recognisable postcodesile nearly a quarter did

not (421 respondentsBased on the postcode data provided most respondents resided in
[AYyG2Y omMnodnm:>03 vdz$SSYy 9RAUOGKQaA 6pdcm>03X DNBI
These postcodes were also used to group respondents by parish (or ward in the case of
Cambridge) andthenigt 2y S 2F GKNBS OFGS3aI2NRASaT WwWolrad 2
NBaLR2YRSYGaoT W. I 6N KIY iheprdpdsetiiotgcOEringd 2 NJ NB & L
29.6%% of respondentsand West of Babrahan{covering31.54% of respondenfs

A full breakdown of rggondent locations can be found in Appendix 2.

The following map shows the rate of response by parish/ward:
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Figure 1: Map to show areas of response
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Respondents were asked a seriegjoéstions about their personal circumstances and the
results can be seen in the talsleelow. Please nat that respondents did not have to enter
information on these questions.

Respondeninterest in project

1730 respondents answered the question on theterest in the project. Respondents

could select multiple answers for this question. The majority of respondents indicated they

were a resident in South Cambridgeshird.(8%6) andegularly travel in the area (562%).

Nearly two fifths indicated they wked in the area (8.67%) and just over a fifth indicated

they were a resident in Cambridge3(21%). Fewer respondents indicated they were a

resident elsewherel(0%), occasionally travel in the aread®%), were a local business
owner/employer (555%)and study in the area (B8%). 393% of respondents indicated their
AYGiSNBadG Ay GKS LINR2SO0 Ia W2UKSNXID o6dzi FdzNI K

Resident in Cambridge 405 23.41%
Resident in South Cambridgeshire 1109 64.10%
Residentlsewhere 173 10.00%
Local business owner/employer 96 5.55%
Regularly travel in the area 964 55.72%
Occasionally travel in the area 111 6.42%
Work in the area 669 38.67%
Study in the area 45 2.60%
Other 68 3.93%

Total 1730

Respondent usual mode wévelin the area

1727 respondents answered the question on their usual mode of transport in the area being
consulted upon. Respondents could select multiple answers for this question. The majority

of respondents indicated they were a car drive4.®1%). Nearly two fifths of respondents

indicated they travelled by bicycle (38%) or were a bus user@®5%). Over a quarter of
respondents indicated they travelled on foot(88%) and over a fifth were car passengers
(22.42%).5.1% of respondentd Y RA O § SR G KSANJ dzadz £ Y2RS 2F
further information was not gathered on this response.

Car driver 1456 84.31%
Car passenger 384 22.24%
Van or lorry driver 37 2.14%
Bicycle 685 39.66%
Powered two wheeler 36 2.08%
Bus user 633 36.65%
On foot 516 29.88%
Other 88 5.10%
Not applicable 4 0.23%

Total 1727




Respondentisualworkplace if commuting in the area

971 respondents answered the question on where their usual workplace was located if they
commuted in the area being consulted dRespondents could select multiple answers for

this question Over a quarter of respondents indicated they usually work in Caigé city

centre (27.19%). Over a fifth (22.35%) indicated they usually work at the Cambridge
.A2YSRAOLFE /I YLza 0Ay Of dzR RybHespoRdRrisyndiddz® | SQa |
0§KSANI dzadzl £ ¢ 2)MJ0 IKESINDS NEB& LR Y BISEMRGUBE dZRSR OA f f
employment locations such as ARM in Fulbourn and the Science Park, aspastieas

outside of Cambridgeshire, such as Stevenage, Essex and London. It should be noted that

there were numerous responses indicating areas in central Cambiidd8% indicated

they usually worked at Granta Park.

Cambridge Biomedical Campus (including Addenbrooke's
Hospital) 217 22.35%
Granta Park 109 11.23%
Babraham Research Campus 65 6.69%
Cambridge city centre 264 27.19%
Haverhill 41 4.22%
Linton 39 4.02%
Other 332 34.19%
Total 971

Respondenage range

1710respondents answered the question on their age range. Average working ages, from
15-24 to 5564, were well represented.

Under 15 6 0.34%
1524 39 2.18%
2534 190 10.64%
3544 323 18.10%
4554 363 20.34%
55-64 299 16.75%
6574 304 17.03%
75 and above 156 8.74%
Prefer not to say 30 1.68%

Total 1710
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Respondenemployment status

1722 respondents answered the question about their employment status. Respondents
could select multiple answers for this question. The majority of respondedisated they
were employed (5:B4%). Over guarter of respondents indicated they were retired
(26.13%).10.3%% of respondents indicated they were sethployed.

In education 56 3.25%
Employed 996 57.84%
Selfemployed 178 10.34%
Unemployed 5 0.29%
A homebased worker 50 2.90%
A stay at home parent, carer or similar 40 2.32%
Retired 450 26.13%
Prefer not to say 21 1.22%
Other 21 1.22%

Total 1722

Respondent disability status

1686 respondents answered the question about whether they had a disability that
influences the way they travel. 6.%80f respondents indicated they had a disability that

influences the way they travel.

Yes 111 6.58%
No 1525 90%
Prefer not to say 50 3%

Total 1686
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Question 1How far do you support any of the elements common to all

strategies described in thisaflet?

1727 respondents answered the question about their support for the elements common to
all the strategies that are part of the consultation. Respondents were not required to leave
an answer for all elements. Overall figures for each element averlthan the overall
response as respondents chose to abstain answering some elements.

DN} yKI YQa w2idghtRurndade/ OG A 2 y

1664 respondents answered the question on this elem&he majority of respondents
supported the rightll dzNJ/ f | Yy S RoAd jubdiidny(6R.4%).F&w respondents

opposed this element 3. FSNJ | [jdzF NISNJ 2F NBaLRyYyRSyida KI |
(27.5%).
STRONGLY STRONGLY

SUPPORT | SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE | OPPOSE | Total
688 (41.3%) | 468 (28.1%) | 458 (27.5%) | 31 (1.9%) | 19 (1.1%)| 1664

Figuren Y { dzLJLJ2 NII ¥F 2 NihciobN} Y Kl YQa w2l R 2

Support for Granham's Road junction
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B STRONGLY SUPPORISUPPORT mNO OPINION = OPPOSE m STRONGLY OPPOSE
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element (4.3%) than other ¢ations, however the majority of these respondents supported

this element (81.4%)% KS Yl 22NAGeé 2F NBalLRyRSyida FTNRY WS
W, FONIKIY G2 [AYyl2YyQ 6THOM:0 adzLJL2NLISR (KA &

Location of STRONGLY STRONGL
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Eastof Linton | 69 (28.5%)| 62 (25.6%) | 107 (44.2%)| 3 (1.2%)| 1 (0.4%)| 242

Babraham to
Linton 193 (38.4%) | 169 (33.7%) | 132 (26.3%) 5 (1%) 3 (0.6%) | 502

West of
Babraham 290 (53.9%) | 148 (27.5%) | 77 (14.3%) | 14 (2.6%)| 9 (1.7%)| 538

CA3IdzNBE oY {dzLJL2 NI F2NJ DNY yKFYQ&a w2l R 2dzy

Support for Granham's Road junction by respondent
location

Overall response | S
West of Babraham | S
Babraham to Linton ||
East of Linton |1 —

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B STRONGLY SUPPQIRSUPPORT™ NO OPINION: OPPOSHE STRONGLY OPPOSE

Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Extra cycle storage at Babraham Roaidtk& Rde

1663 respondents answered the question on support for extra cycle storage at Babraham

Road Park & Ride. The majority of respondents supported this element (67.8%). Few

respondents opposed extra cyclestge at Babraham Road Park & Ride (2.3%). Over a

j dzF NI SNJ 2F NBaLRyRSyilia KIR Wy2 2LIAYA2YQ 2y

STRONGLY SUPPJ SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE| STRONGLY OPPJ Total
590 (35.5%) |537 (32.3%) 498 (29.9%)| 20 (1.2%) 18 (1.1%) | 1663

Figure 4: Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park & Ride

Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park &
Ride
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B STRONGLY SUPPQIRSUPPORT NO OPINION: OPPOSHE STRONGLY OPPOSE
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Park &Ridethan otherlocations (2.8%), however the majority of respondents from this
OCMOPHEIL O ¢KS

[AyG2yQ 6SNB Y2NB 2L A

0T Cc dcC

f20FGA2Y &adzZlIL2NISR GKAA StSYSyl

[AYi2YyQ O6cTom:20 FYR WgSaid 2F .l o0NFKFYQ
Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY|
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
East of

Linton 74 (30.2%) | 76 (31%) 88 (35.9%) | 3 (1.2%) 4 (1.6%) | 245
Babraham to

Linton 158 (31.7%) | 178 (35.7%) | 152 (30.5%) | 7 (1.4%) 3 (0.6%) | 498
West of

Babraham | 235 (44%) | 174 (32.6%) | 116 (21.7%) |4 (0.7%)| 5 (0.9%)| 534

Figure 5: Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park & Ride by respondent
location

Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park &
Ride by respondent location

Overall response [
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Park & Ride than the overall response (7.5%). However the majority were supportiie of
element (53.8%).

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGL
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE| Total

Local business
owner/employer | 21 (22.6%) | 29 (31.2%)| 36 (38.7%) | 3 (3.2%) | 4 (4.3%)| 93

Figure 6:Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park & Ride by interest in
project

Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park &
Ride by interest in project
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29

Q¢ T
¢ >

(0p))




Respondents who indicated they were setfhployed were more opposed to extra cycle
storage at Babraham Road Park & Ride than the overall response (6%). The majority of these
respondents were supportive of this element however (62.7%)

Employment STRONGLY STRONGL
status SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total

Seltemployed | 67 (39.6%) | 39 (23.1%)| 53 (31.4%)| 5 (3%) | 5 (3%) | 169

Figure 7:Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park & Ride by employment
status

Support for extra cycle storage at Babraham Road Park &
Ride by employment status
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B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION= OPPOSHI STRONGLY OPPOSE

Other responses broken down by the respondent peofiere similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Linton Greenway

1640 respondents answered the question on support for the Linton Greenway. The majority

of respondents supported this element (74.4%). Fespondents opposed the Linton

DNESygl & onodw:>0 YR 208SNJ I FAFIK KIR WYy2

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
716 (43.7%)| 504 (30.7%) | 351 (21.4%) 40 (2.4%) 29 (1.8%)| 1640

Figure 8: Support for the Linton Greenway

Support for the Linton Greenway
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Greenway than the overall response (8.4%). However the majority of these respondents
supported this element (70.3%).

Age STRONGLY STRONGL
range SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE| OPPOSE| Total
75 and
above 39 (29.8%) 53 (40.5%) | 28 (21.4%)| 8 (6.1%) | 3 (2.3%) 131

Figure 9: Support for the Linton Greenway by age range

Support for the Linton Greenway by age range
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B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION= OPPOSHE STRONGLY OPPOSE
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more opposed to the Linton Greenway than the overall response (11.9%). The majority of
these respondents supported this element however (62.4%).

Disability that STRONGLY STRONGL)
influences travel | SUPPORT | SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
decisions 35 (34.7%) | 28 (27.7%)| 26 (25.7%) |7 (6.9%) |5 (5%) 101

Figure 10: Support for the Linton Greenway by disability
Support for the Linton Greenway by disability

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION: OPPOSH STRONGLY OPPOSE

Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were sirtoléinat of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Haverhill Road and the Gog Farm Shop junction safety improvement

1681 respondents answered the question on support for the Haverhill Road and the Gog

Farm Shop junctioeafety improvement. The majority of respondents supported this

element (87.6%). Few respondents opposed Haverhill Road and the Gog Farm Shop junction

alF FSieé AYLNRBOGSYSyla 00200 ooz 2F NBaALRYRSyd

STRONGLY STRONGL
SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE | OPPOSE| Total

979(58.2%) | 495(29.4%)| 156(9.3%) | 36(2.1%) | 15(0.9%)| 1681

Figure 11: Support for Haverhill Road and Gog Farm Shop junction safety improvements

Support for Haverhill Road and Gog Farm Shop junction
safety improvements
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B STRONGLY SUPPQIRSUPPORT NO OPINION: OPPOSHE STRONGLY OPPOSE

Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to thtteobverall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Multi-user underpass at Wandlebury

1677 respondents answered the question on support for a rudér underpass at

Wandlebury. The majority of respondents supported this element (7R.6&w respondents

opposed amultdzd SNJ dzy RSN1J aa & 21 yRf SodzNE 6y dm:0 |
this element (19.3%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY|
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

664 (39.6%) | 553 (33%) | 324 (19.3%) | 80 (4.8%)| 56 (3.3%)| 1677

Figure 12: Support for a muHiiser underpass at Wandlebury

Support for a multuser underpass at Wandlebury
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Respondents who indicated they were a local business owner/employer were more
opposed to a multuser unetrpass at Wandleburthan the overall responsgl4.1%).
However the majority of these respondents supported this element (66.3%).

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGL
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total

Local business
owner/employer 34 (37%) 27 (29.3%) | 18 (19.6%) | 8 (8.7%)| 5 (5.4%)| 92

Figure 13: Support for a mutuser underpass at Wandlebury by interest in project

Support for a multuser underpass at Wandlebury by
interest in project
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more opposed to a muHiiser underpass at Wandlebury than the overall response (12.2%).
The majority of these respondents supported this element however (66%).

Disability that STRONGLY STRONGL
influences SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE| Total

travel decisions| 39 (36.8%) | 31 (29.2%)| 23 (21.7%)| 8 (7.5%)| 5 (4.7%)| 106

Figure 14: Support for a muHiser underpass at Wandlebury by disability

Support for a multuser underpass at Wandlebury by
disability
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B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION: OPPOSH STRONGLY OPPOSE

Other responses broken down by the respondent peofvere similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus roundabout

1652 respondents answered the question on support for a signalised crossing at the
BabrahamResearch Campus roundabout. The majority of respondents supported this
element (55%). Under a fifth of respondents opposed a signalised crossing at the Babraham

wSaSFkNOK /FYLJdza NRdzyRI62dzi 6mnop20 YR 2@0SN
STROBLY SUPPOF SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE | STRONGLY OPPQ Total
393 (23.8%) 516 (31.2%) 504 (30.5%)| 157 (9.5%) 82 (5%) 1652

Figure 15: Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus roundabout
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St aS6KSNBQ ¢ S Nfasignslisedl créssinglatizhélBahrahsm Research Campus
roundabout than the overall response. Over two fifths of respondents who indicated they
GSNBE || WwWi20lft o0dzaAySaa 26ySNkSYLX 2& SND

dzLJLJ2

a
respondents who indidaS R (1 KS& @gSNB || WNBAARSYd St aSgKSN

of these respondents supported than opposed a signalised crossing at the Babraham
Research Campus roundabottowever more of these respondents opposed this element
than the overallresponge dzy RSNJ I FAFTOIK 2F NBalLRyRSyda

odzaAySadaa 26ySNkSYLX 28SND omyep20 FyR 2@0SNI |

I WNBAaARSY(l SftaSsKSNBQ OHHOPE:O D

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Local business
owner/employer | 20 (21.7%) | 22 (23.9%) | 33 (35.9%) 7 (7.6%) 10 (10.9%) | 92

Resident
elsewhere 27 (16.4%) | 53 (32.1%) | 48 (29.1%) | 26 (15.8%) | 11 (6.7%) 165

Figure 16: Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus roundabout
by interest in project

Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham
Research Campus roundabout by interest in project
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the Babraham Research Campus roundabout than the overall response (21%). Hihveever

majority of these respondents supported this element (50.7%).

Usual

workplace STRONGLY STRONGLY
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Cambridge

Biomedical 46 (22.4%)| 58 (28.3%)| 58 (28.3%)| 28 (13.7%)| 15 (7.3%)| 205
Campus

Figure 17: Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus roundabout
by workplace destination

Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham
Research Campus roundabout by workplace destination
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element (52.4%).
Disability that STRONGLY STRONGL
influences SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
travel
decisions 26 (25.2%) | 28 (27.2%) | 26 (25.2%) | 15 (14.6%)| 8 (7.8%)| 103

Figure 18: Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus roundabout
by disability

Support for a signalised crossing at the Babraham

Research Campus roundabout by disability

0%

20%

40% 60%

80%

100%

B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION= OPPOSHI STRONGLY OPPOSE

Other responses brokesiown by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall

response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Eastbound bus lane at A11

1643 respondents answered the question on support for an eastbound bus ldine AtL1.

The majority ofespondents supported this element (51%). Few respondents opposed an
Sradoz2dzyR o6dza f+FyS d GKS ' Mmm omMo®dc:z0 | YR dzy
element (35.4%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
358 (21.8%) 480 (29.2%) 582 (35.4%) 126 (7.7%) 97 (5.9%) 1643

Figure 19: Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A1l

Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A11
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an eastbound bus lane at the A11 than the overall response (48 A8a)ith the overall
response, more of these respondents support this element (41.2%) than oppd4€d4ito).
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Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge| 68 (18.1%) | 87 (23.1%) | 182 (48.4%) | 22 (5.9%)| 17 (4.5%)| 376

Figure 20: Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A1l by interest in project

Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A11 by interest

in project
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Respondents who indicated their usual workplace destinatibnav W2 § KSNID ¢ SNB
supportive of an eastbound bus lane at the A1l than the overall response (43.3%). However
less than a fifth were opposed to this element (17.8%).

Usual
workplace STRONGLY STRONGLY
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Other 55 (17.4%) | 82 (25.9%) | 123 (38.9%)| 34 (10.8%) | 22 (7%) | 316

Figure 21: Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A11 by workplace destination

Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A11 by
workplace destination
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of an eastbound bus lane at the A11 than the overall response. Over two fifths of those aged
Whopn Q 6 n npbvE OEN YOPHP A ® 0 Yi R O o & dzLIMigeNafitiese G KA & ¢
respondents supported an eastbound bus lanéhat A11 than opposed this element, with

McodT: 2F (-KARS MEASE:Qapn d K2HE mMASR2cPK2aS |
opposing it.
STRONGL STRONGL
Age range| SUPPORT| SUPPORT|NO OPINIOl OPPOSE| OPPOSE| Total
2534 | 36(19.4%)| 46(24.7%)| 73(39.2%)| 11(5.9%)| 20(10.8%)| 186
4554 | 90(25.9%)| 78(22.5%)|125(36%) | 29(8.4%)| 25(7.2%) | 347
5564 | 44(16%) | 89(32.4%)| 98(35.6%)| 25(9.1%)| 19(6.9%) | 275

Figure 22: Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A11 by age
Support for an eastbound bus lane at the A11 by age
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Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appzritd
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Multi-user crossing of A1l via improved footbridge & underpass

1648 respondents answered the question on support for the rudér crossing of A11 via
improved footbridge and underpass. The majority of respondents supported this element
(69%) Few respondents opposed a muliser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and

dzy RSN1J 84 o6o0®m>0 YR 2@SNIJ I lidzZh NISNI 2F NBaA&LR
(27.6%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY

SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total

581 (35.3%) 556 (33.7%) 455 (27.6%) 27 (1.6%) 29 (1.8%) 1648

Figure 23: Support for a muHiiser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and underpass

Support for a multuser crossing of A11 via improved
footbridge and underpass
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user crossing oA11 via improved footbridge and underpdbkan the overall response
(75.7%).

Usual mode STRONGLY STRONGL
of travel SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
Bicycle 305 (46.9%) | 187 (28.8%) | 151 (23.2%) | 2 (0.3%) | 5 (0.8%) 650

Figure 24: Support for a muHiiser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and underpass
by mode of travel

Support for a multuser crossing of A11 via improved
footbridge and underpass by mode of transport
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Respondents who indicated theizd dzl £ @2 NJ LJX I OS RSAGAYIGA2Y &1
supportive ofa multruser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and undergizess the
2PSNIff NBaALRyaS o6yt1op:0® CSeSNI 2F (GKSasS NBa
the overall respons (8.7%).

Usual workplace| STRONGLY NO STRONGL
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | OPINION | OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total

GrantaPark | 54 (51.9%)| 37 (35.6%)| 9 (8.7%)| 2 (1.9%)| 2 (1.9%)| 104

Figure 25: Support for a muHiiser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and underpass
by workplace destination

Support for a multuser crossing of A11 via improved
footbridge and underpass by workplace destination

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION= OPPOSHI STRONGLY OPPOSE

48



Respondents who indicatddl K S& KIFR F WRAaloAfAdGe OGKFG AyTFi .
supportive ofa multruser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and undergizess the

overall response, although the majority were supportive of this element (56.9%). However
moreof K S&S NBALRYRSyiGa faz2z KFEIR Wy2 2LIAYA2YQ 2
(36.3%).

Disability that | STRONGLY STRONGL)
influences SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE | OPPOSE | Total

travel
decisions 28 (27.5%) | 30 (29.4%)| 37 (36.3%)| 3 (2.9%)| 4 (3.9%)| 102

Figure 26: Support for a muHiiser crossing of A11 via improved footbridge and underpass
by disability

Support for a multuser crossing of A11 via improved
footbridge and underpass by disability
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Other responses bken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Signalise Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasus crossing

1649 respondents answered the question on support for signalising Hildersham crossroads

with Toucan/Pegasus crossing. The majority of respondents supported this element (53%).

Few respondents opposed signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasigycr
OpdPcs20 YR dzyRSNJ G162 FAFIKA KIFIR Wy2 2LIAYAZ2YC

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
397 (24.1%) | 477 (28.9%) 616 (37.4%) 93 (5.6%) 66 (4%) 1649

Figure 27: Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pelican crossing

Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with
Toucan/Pegasus crossing
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signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pelican crodi#fo), nearly a fifth of
people from this group afespondents opposed this element (18%), more thdren
compared to alfesponse® wS & LI YRSyl a
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more supportive of this element than the overall response (64.6%). More respondents who
FoNF KFYQ AYRAOFGSR

(51.1%), resulting in less being supportive (45.@4)is elementcompared to theoverall

response.

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY|
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
East of

Linton 67 (26.9%) | 82 (32.9%)| 55 (22.1%)| 28 (11.2%) | 17 (6.8%)| 249
Babraham to

Linton 153 (30.6%) | 170 (34%) 121 (24.2%) | 32 (6.4%) 24 (4.8%) | 500
West of

Babraham | 103 (19.8%) | 136 (26.1%) | 266 (51.1%) | 12 (2.3%) 4 (0.8%)| 521

Figure 28: Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pelican crossing by
location

Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with

Toucan/Pegasus crossing by location
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Respondents who indicated they werdbatNB a8 A RSy & Ay [/ F YONRRISQ 2 NJ
were less supportive than the overall response, over two fifths of those who indicated they
GSNBE | WNBaARSyd Ay [ FYONARRISQ 6nmdoe>0 FyYyR |
of these respondents suppied this element. Over a fifth (21.6%) of those who indicated

GKSe 6SNB WNBaARSylta StaSoKSNBQ gSNBE 2LJJ2 &SR
responseCS e SNJ NBalLR2yRSyia sK2 AYyRAOIFIGSR GKS& SN
opposed to this elementthy (1 KS 2@SNI ff NBalLlRyaS owodg>0 od
(55.8%).
Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY

project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge 59 (15.8%) | 95 (25.5%)| 208 (55.8%)| 8 (2.1%)| 3 (0.8%)| 373

Resident
elsewhere 36 (21.7%) | 40 (24.1%)| 54 (32.5%) | 20 (12%) 16 (9.6%) | 166

Figure 29 Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pelican crossing by
interest in project

Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with
Toucan/Pegasus crossing by interest in project

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B STRONGLY SUPPQIRSUPPORT NO OPINIONs OPPOSHE STRONGLY OPPOSE

52



wSalLR2yRSyida ¢K2 Ay RAOFQQ SRS NIEK SteS 363S NaSdzUILI2ZSNRG A3 D
Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasus crossing than the overall response (41.8%).
However few of these respondents opposed this element (13.9%).

Age | STRONGLY STRONGLY
range| SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

2534 | 39 (20.9%)] 39 (20.9%) | 83 (44.4%)| 17 (9.1%)| 9 (4.8%)| 187

Figure 30 Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pelican crossing by
age

Support for signalising Hildersham crossroads
with Toucan/Pegasus crossing by age
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Other responses broken down by the respondprifile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction and safety
improvements at Dalehead Foods junction

1666 respondents answedethe question on support forgakhour eastbound bus lanes on

approach to Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at Dalehead Foods

junction. The majority of respondents were supportive of this element (56.6%). Few
respondents were opposeill 2 G KA & O0di20 YR dzy RSNJ 62 FTATFIK:
element (34.4%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
487 (29.2%) | 456 (27.4%) 573 (34.4%) 82 (4.9%) 68 (4.1%) 1666

Figure 31: Peakour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction
and safety improvements at Dalehead Foods junction

Support forPeakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to
Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at
Dalehead Foods junction
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element (53.9%) than the overall response, resulting in lower support and opposition to it.

However more of this respondents supported this element (41.4%) than opposed it (4.7%).

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

East of
Linton 128 (51.6%) | 80 (32.3%) | 17 (6.9%) 10 (4%) 13 (5.2%) | 248

Babraham to
Linton 176 (34.9%) | 151 (29.9%) | 120 (23.8%) | 35 (6.9%)| 23 (4.6%) | 505

West of
Babraham 90 (17.1%) | 128 (24.3%) | 284 (53.9%) | 16 (3%) 9 (1.7%) | 527

Figure 32Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction
and safety improvements at Dalehead Foods junctiboy location

Support for Peakour eastbound bus lanes on approach to
Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at
Dalehead Foods junction by location
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opposed to this element than the overall response (21.5%). However the majority of these
respondents supported this (50.6%).

Interest in STRONGLY NO STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | OPINION | OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Local business
owner/employer | 26 (28%) 21 (22.6%) | 26 (28%)| 8 (8.6%)| 12 (12.9%) | 93

Figure33: Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction
and safety improvements at Dalehead Foods junctiby interest in project

Support for Peakour eastbound bus lanes on approach to
Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at
Dalehead Foods junction by interest in project
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element.

Age STRONGLY STRONGL
range SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE | OPPOSE | Total

6574 | 96 (33.4%)| 97 (33.8%)| 82 (28.6%)| 6 (2.1%)| 6 (2.1%)| 287

Figure34: Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction
and safety improvements at Dalehead Foods junctioy age

Support for Peakour eastbound bus lanes on approach to
Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at
Dalehead Foods junction by age
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the overall response (65.5%).
Employment| STRONGLY STRONGL
status SUPPORT | SUPPORT| NO OPINION OPPOSE, OPPOSE| Total
Retired 123(29.3%) | 152(36.2%)| 125(29.8%)| 12(2.9%)| 8(1.9%) | 420

Figure35: Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction
and safety improvementst Dalehead Foods junctiony employment

Support for Peakour eastbound bus lanes on approach to
Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at
Dalehead Foods junction by employment
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response.
Disability that| STRONGL) STRONGL
influences | SUPPORT| SUPPORT|NO OPINIOI OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
travel
decisions | 35(32.7%)| 35(32.7%)| 28(26.2%)| 4(3.7%)| 5(4.7%) | 107

Figure36: Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction
and safety improvements aDalehead Foods junctiohy disability

Support for Peakour eastbound bus lanes on approach to
Linton Village College junction and safety improvements at
Dalehead Foods junction by disability
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Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Linton Village College junction signal upgrade

1668 respondentanswered the question on support for the Linton Village College junction

signal upgrade. The majority of respondents supported this element (63.5%). Few

respondents opposed the Linton Village College junction signal upgrade (2.8%) and over a
quarterofres )2 Yy RSy ia KIFIR Wy2 2LIAYA2YQ 2y GKA&a StSY

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
566 (33.9%) | 493 (29.6%) 563 (33.8%) 30 (1.8%) 16 (1%) 1668

Figure 37: Support for Linton Village College junction signal upgrade

Support for Linton Village College signal upgrade

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION= OPPOSHI STRONGLY OPPOSE

60



wSalLR2yRSyita K2 gSNB t20F0SR WSIad 2F [AylGzy
supportive of the Linton Village College signal upgrade than the overall response. 90.3% of
NBaLR2yRSyGa FTNRY WSIad 2F [Ayil2yQ YR ySI NIeé

G2 [AYydi2yQ O0THOHE:0 adzZlILR2NISR GKAAa StSYSyido
Location of STRONGLY STRONGL
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

East of

Linton 152 (61%) 73 (29.3%) | 17 (6.8%) 5 (2%) 2 (0.8%)| 249
Babraham to

Linton 201 (39.6%) | 169 (33.3%) | 118 (23.3%) | 13 (2.6%)| 6 (1.2%)| 507

West of

Babraham | 94 (17.9%) | 135 (25.7%) | 286 (54.5%) 7 (1.3%)| 3 (0.6%)| 525

Figure 38: Support for Linton Village College junction signal upgrade by location

Support for Linton Village College signal upgrade by
location
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and over three quarters of respondentswho iddi 1 SR G KS& gSNB | WNBa
Oy mM:>0 &dzLILI2NISR (GKA&a StSYSyidio az2NB NBaLRyRS
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less supportive (41.3%) and less oppo&k8%). Respondents who indicated they were a

Wi 201 f o0dzAAYSaa 26ySNKkSYLIX 28SND 6SNBE Y2NB 2L
response (8.6%), however the majority of these respondents were supportive (57%).

(0p)) b’)
™ s

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGL
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge 60 (16%) | 95 (25.3%)| 216 (57.4%)| 2 (0.5%)| 3 (0.8%)| 376

Resident in South
Cambridgeshire | 375 (35.2%) | 338 (31.7%) | 326 (30.6%) | 18 (1.7%)| 9 (0.8%) | 1066

Resident
elsewhere 93 (55.4%) | 43 (25.6%)| 25 (14.9%) 6 (3.6%)| 1 (0.6%)| 168

Local business
owner/employer | 30 (32.3%) | 23 (24.7%)| 32 (34.4%) 4 (4.3%)| 4 (4.3%)| 93

Figure 39: Support for Linton Village College junction signal upgrade by interest in project

Support for Linton Village College signal upgrade by
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2 LJA ¥ A 2 yeemehtfharitiie/oerall response. However the majority of these
respondents supported this element (51.3%).

Usual mode STRONGLY STRONGLY
of travel SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total

Bicycle | 172 (26.5%) | 161 (24.8%) | 302 (46.5%) | 9 (1.4%)| 6 (0.9%)| 650

Figure 40: Support for Linton Village College junction signal upgrade by mode of travel

Support for Linton Village College signal upgrade by mode
of travel
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Respondents who indicated their usu@®wWJ LJX | OS RSadGAYylFGA2Y g1 & (K
.A2YSRAOFE /I YLza 6AyOfdzZRAY3I ! RRSyYyoNR21SQa |
supportive of this element than the overall response. However the majority of these

respondents were supportive of it, with over haffrespondents who indicated their usual

g2NJ LI I OS RSAGAYIFGAZ2Y ¢l a4 GKS W/ I YONARRIS . A2
(58.7%) supporting this element.

Biomedical Campu; 71 (33.8%) | 49 (23.3%)| 82 (39%) 5 (24%)| 3 (1.4%)| 210

Usual workplace STRONGLY STRONGL
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
Cambridge

Granta Park 34 (32.7%) | 27 (26%) | 42 (404%)| 0 (0%) | 1 (1%) | 104

Figure 41: Support for Linton Village College junction signal upgrade by workplace
destination

Support for Linton Village College signal upgrade by
workplace destination
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than the overall response (42.6%) and so were less supportive (56.4%) and less opposed
(0.9%).

Age STRONGLY STRONGL
range SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total

3544 | 104 (33.3%)| 72 (23.1%) | 133 (42.6%) | 2 (0.6%)| 1 (0.3%)| 312

Figure 42: Support for Linton Village College junction signal upgrade by age
Support for Linton Village College signal upgrade by age
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Signalisation and righitirn ban (except buses) from Lintbiigh Street

1664 respondents answered the question on support for the signalisation andtuighban

(except buses) from Linton High Street. Nearly two fifths of respondents supported this

St SYSyl oodpom:0 odzi ySI NI & dfifth ogposgd®thisk | R Wy 2 2
element (23%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
327 (19.7%) | 323 (19.4%) 632 (38%) 148 (8.9%) 234 (14.1%)| 1664

Figure 43: Support for signalisation and righirn ban from Linton High Street

Support for signalisation and righirn ban from Linton
High Steet
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were more opposed to this element (42.1%) than they were supportive (34.5%). More
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than the overall response, so were also less supportive (32.4%) and less opposed (5.9%)
however there was a larger difference than the overall response.

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
East of
Linton 97 (38.8%) | 67 (26.8%)| 25 (10%) 38 (15.2%) | 23 (9.2%) | 250
Babraham to
Linton 96 (19%) 78 (15.5%) | 118 (23.4%) | 65 (12.9%) | 147 (29.2%) | 504
West of
Babraham 63 (12%) 107 (20.4%) | 324 (61.7%) 20 (3.8%) 11 (2.1%) 525
Figure 44: Support for signalisation and righirn ban from Linton High Street by location
Support for signalisation and righirn ban from Linton
High Steet by location
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More respondents who indicated they wered@sidentin/ YO NA RISQ KIFIR Wy2 2
the signalisation and rigkturn ban (except buses) from Linton High Street than the overall
response (65.9%). This resulted in less support (28%) and opposition (6.2%) to this element.

Respondents who indicate&tS& ¢SNB | WNBaAaARSyd Ay {2dziK /|
0dzaAySada 20ySNkSYLI 28SNDR gSNBE Y2NB 2112 asSR i
h@SNJ I ljdzk NISNJ 2F GK2aS 6K2 AYRAOFGSR (KSe& ¢

(28.7%) opposed this elemehowever nearly two fifths supported it (37.8%). Over a

j dzZ NIISNJ 2F NBalLRyRSyGta K2 AYRAOFIGSR GKS& 4SS
opposed this element (37.8%) and less of these respondents supported it (30.2%).

Respondents who indicatetiey werek  WNB &A RSy (i Sf aS6KSNBEQ &6SNB
element than the overall response (61.5%).

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge 44 (11.7%) | 61 (16.3%) | 247 (65.9%) | 13 (3.5%) | 10 (2.7%) | 375

Resident in South
Cambridgeshire | 198 (18.6%) | 204 (19.2%) | 356 (33.5%) | 108 (10.2%) | 197 (18.5%) | 1063

Resident
elsewhere 59 (34.9%) | 45 (26.6%) | 32 (18.9%) | 18 (10.7%) | 15 (8.9%) 169

Local business
owner/employer | 14 (15.1%) | 14 (15.1%)| 36 (38.7%)| 10 (10.8%) | 19 (20.4%) | 93

Figure 45: Support for signalisation and righirn ban from Linton High Street by interest
in project
Support for signalisation and righirn ban from Linton
High Steet by interest in project
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Other responses broken down by the resglent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Measures to ease bus movements in Linton

1658 respondents answered the question on support for measures to ease bus movements
in Linton. Nearly H&of respondents supported this element (48.8%) however nearly as
YFye NBaLRYRSyGa KIR Wy2 2LAYAZ2YQ onnddz0d C

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
373 (225%) | 436 (26.3%) 744 (44.9%) 59 (3.6%) 46 (2.8%) 1658

Figure 46: Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton

Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton
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however more of these respondents supported this element (35.1%) than opposed it (2.3%).

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY|
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
East of
Linton 90 (36%) 81l (32.4%) | 68 (27.2%) 6 (2.4%) 5 (2%) 250
Babraham to
Linton 136 (27.2%) | 148 (29.6%) | 169 (33.8%) | 28 (5.6%) | 19 (3.8%)| 500
West of
Babraham | 72 (13.7%) | 112 (21.4%) | 328 (62.6%) 8 (1.5%) 4 (0.8%)| 524

Figure 47: Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton by location

Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton
by location

Overall response |
West of Babraham [ —
Babraham to Linton |

East of Linton | —

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B STRONGLY SUPPGRIUPPORT NO OPINION= OPPOSH STRONGLY OPPOSE

70



a2NB5 NBalLRyRSyla sK2 AYRAOI SR R KUSR2 @RI MDY A2 YU
this element (64.7%), so were also less supportive (31.8%) and less opposed (3.5%). The
YI22NARGe 2F NBalLRyRSyidta ¢6K2 AYRAOFGSR GKS& ¢
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Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY

project SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge | 51 (13.5%)| 69 (18.3%)| 244 (64.7%)| 7 (1.9%)| 6 (1.6%)| 377

Resident in South
Cambridgeshire | 249 (23.6%) | 295 (27.9%) | 434 (41.1%) | 43 (4.1%)| 36 (3.4%)| 1057

Resident
elsewhere 49 (29.2%) | 49 (29.2%)| 61 (36.3%) 6 (3.6%) 3 (1.8%)| 168

Figure 8: Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linbyninterest in project

Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton
by interest in project
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The majority of respondents who indicated theyha? R A a F 0 Af AGe& GKIFG Ay Tt
RSOAAA2YAEAQ adzLIL2 NI SR YSIFadzaNBa G2 SIFAaS o6dza Y2
Disability that STRONGLY STRONGL
influences SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
travel
decisions | 24 (22.4%)| 37 (34.6%)| 38 (35.5%)| 2 (L.9%)| 6 (5.6%)| 107

Figure 49: Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton by disability

Support for measures to ease bus movements in Linton
by disability
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Other responses brokesiown by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052

1613 respondents answered the question on support for westbound bus lanes on approach

G2 . mMmnpH® ¢KS Yl 22NRGe&
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(51.2%). More respondents supported westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052 than

opposed, with nearly two fifths supporting this element (37.7%) and few respondents
opposing it (11.1%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
272 (16.9%) 336 (20.8%) 826 (51.2%) 102 (6.3%) 77 (4.8%) 1613

Figure 50: Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052

Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052
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approach tathe B1052 (55.6%). More responde@sN2 Y W. | 6 NI K'Y (2 [Ay (2
element than the overall response (17%), however more of these respondents supported it
(41%)a 2 NB NBAaLRyRSyda FTNRY WwWgSal 27 I 0N KI'YQ
the overall response (64.7%), so fewerloése respondents supported (30.4%) and

opposed it (4.8%).

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
East of
Linton 76 (32.5%) | 54 (23.1%)| 76 (325%)| 18 (7.7%)| 10 (4.3%)| 234
Babraham to
Linton 81 (16.6%) | 119 (24.4%) | 205 (42%) 45 (9.2%)| 38 (7.8%)| 488
West of
Babraham | 68 (13.1%) | 90 (17.3%) | 336 (64.7%) | 18 (3.5%) 7 (1.3%)| 519

Figure 51: Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052 by location

Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052
by location
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this element than the overall response (66.8%), so fewer of these respondents supported
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these respondents supported it (30.4%).

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGL
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge 44 (11.9%) | 56 (15.1%) | 247 (66.8%) | 14 (3.8%) | 9 (2.4%)| 370

Local business
owner/employer | 16 (18%) 11 (12.4%) | 43 (48.3%) | 11 (12.4%)| 8 (9%) 89

Figure 52: Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052 by interest in project

Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052
by interest in project
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More respondents who indicated they usually travel¥p A O& Of SQ KI R Wy 2
element (59.8%) than the overall response, so fewer respondents supported (32.4%) and

opposed it (7.8%).

Usual mode| STRONGLY STRONGLY

of travel SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Bicycle 97 (15.2%) | 110 (17.2%) | 383 (59.8%) | 34 (5.3%)| 16 (2.5%)| 640

Figure 53: Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052 by mode of travel

Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052
by mode of travel
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More respondents who indicated their usual workpl®®&S & G Ay I GA2Y &l & WDNI Yy
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supported (27%) and opposed it (10%).

Usual workplace| STRONGLY| NO STRONGLY
destination SUPPORT| SUPPORT| OPINION | OPPOSH OPPOSE | Total

Granta Park | 11 (11%) | 16 (16%) | 63 (63%)| 4 (4%)| 6 (6%) | 100

Figure 54: Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052 by workplace
destination

Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052
by workplace destination
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than the overall response (16.8%), however more of these respondents supported
westbound bus lanes aile approach tathe B1052 (30.4%).

Age STRONGLY STRONGLY
range SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

5564 | 31 (11.4%)| 52 (19%) | 144 (52.7%) | 23 (8.4%)| 23 (8.4%)| 273

Figure 55: Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052 by age

Support for westbound bus lanes on approach to B1052
by age
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Other responses lmken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub

1648 respondents answered the question on support for BarifRmad roundabout and

rural hub. The majority of respondents supported this element (52.6%). Two fifths of
NBalLR2yRSyila KIR Wy2 2LIAYA2YQ 2y . I NIf2¢ w2l R
respondents opposed this element (7%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NOOPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
479 (29.1%) | 388 (23.5%) 666 (40.4%) 61 (3.7%) 54 (3.3%) 1648

Figure 56: Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub

Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub
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opposed it (2.5%).
Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY|
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
East of
Linton 127 (51.4%) | 63 (25.5%) | 34 (13.8%) | 12 (4.9%)| 11 (4.5%)| 247
Babraham to
Linton 175 (34.9%) | 138 (27.5%) | 138 (27.5%) | 30 (6%) 21 (4.2%) | 502
West of
Babraham | 83 (15.9%) | 109 (20.9%) | 316 (60.7%) 9 (1.7%) 4 (0.8%) | 521

Figure 57: Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by location

Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by

location
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this element (65.3%), so fewer respondents supported (32.2%) and opposed (2.4%) it.

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGL)
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge| 54 (14.5%) | 66 (17.7%) | 243 (65.3%) | 6 (1.6%)| 3 (0.8%)| 372

Figure B: Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by interest in project

Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by
interest in project
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More respondents who indicated they usualiyN>: @St o0& WoAOeO0f SQ KIFIR W
element than the overall response (53.6%), so fewer of these respondents supported
(41.8%) and opposed it (4.7%).

Usual mode STRONGLY STRONGLY|
of travel SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Bicycle | 139 (21.6%) | 130 (20.2%) | 345 (53.6%) | 19 (3%) | 11 (1.7%)| 644

Figure 59: Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by mode of travel

Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by
mode of travel
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element than the overall response. Nearly half of respondents who indicated their usual
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opposed this element than the overall response. Nearly half of respondents who iedlicat
GKSANI dzadzl £ 62NJ] LX F OS RSAGAYLIGA2Y 6l a W/ I YON
element (44.7%) and few of these respondents opposed it (7.2%). Nearly two fifths of
NEBaLRYyRSyita oK2 AYRAOIFIGSR GKSANJI dzadzZldd 2 NJ LI
this element (39.8%) and few of these respondents opposed it (6.8%).

Usual workplace STRONGLY STRONGL
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
Cambridge

Biomedical Campu| 55 (26.4%) | 38 (18.3%) | 100 (48.1%) |8 (3.8%) | 7 (3.4%)| 208

Granta Park 24 (23.3%) | 17 (165%) | 55 (53.4%) |2 (1.9%) | 5 (4.9%)| 103

Figure 60: Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by workplace destination

Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by
workplace destination
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element than the overall response. Nearly three fifths of respondents who indicated they
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Employment| STRONGLY STRONGLY|
status SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Self

employed | 50 (29.9%) | 47 (28.1%)| 53 (31.7%)| 6 (3.6%)| 11 (6.6%)| 167

Retired | 128 (30.8%) | 123 (29.6%) | 143 (34.4%) | 12 (2.9%)| 10 (2.4%)| 416

Figure 61: Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by employment status

Support for Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hub by
employment status
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Other responses broken down by the respondent profile waneilar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Dean Road crossroasdslose central reserve

1638 respondents answered the question on support for closing the central reserve on Dean
Road crossroads. Nearly halfrepondents supported this element (44.1%), however more
NBEaLR2YyRSyGa AYRAOFGSR (KS& KIR Wy2 2LAYAZ2YQ
element (9.5%).

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
412 (25.2%) | 309 (18.9%) 760 (46.4%) 76 (4.6%) 81 (4.9%) 1638

Figure 62: Support for Dean Road crossrogddose central reserve

Support for Dean Road crossroaddose central reserve
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fewer respondents supported (31.9%) and oppos€@.it%).
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Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
East of
Linton 104 (42.1%) | 38 (15.4%) | 37 (15%) 24 (9.7%) | 44 (17.8%) | 247
Babraham to
Linton 152 (30.7%) | 113 (22.8%) | 182 (36.8%) | 29 (5.9%) | 19 (3.8%) 495
West of
Babraham | 76 (14.6%) | 90 (17.3%) | 343 (66%) 8 (1.5%) 3 (0.6%) 520

(@]

Figure 63: Support for Dean Road crossrogddose central reserve by location

Support for Dean Road crossroaddose central reserve
by location
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this element than the overall response (67.7%), so fewer of these respondents supported
(29.9%) and opposed (2.4%) it. The majority of respondents who indicated they were a
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Interest in STRONGLY STRONGL
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge| 55 (14.8%)| 56 (15.1%) | 251 (67.7%)| 6 (1.6%)| 3 (0.8%)| 371

Resident
elsewhere | 69 (42.1%) | 26 (15.9%) | 51 (31.1%)| 11 (6.7%)| 7 (4.3%)| 164

Figure 64 Support for Dean Road crossroagglose central reserve by interest in project

Support for Dean Road crossroaddose central reserve
by interest in project
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respondents supported (35.6%) and opposed this element (8%) than the overall response.

Usual workplace| STRONGLY STRONGL
destination SUPPAT SUPPORT| NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Granta Park 28 (27.7%) | 8 (7.9%)| 57 (56.4%)| 3 (3%)| 5 (5%) 101

Figure 65: Support for Dean Road crossrogddose central reserve by workplace
destination

Support for Dean Road crossroaddose central reserve
by workplace destination
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opinion on this element, so fewer of these respondents supported and opposed this

element (52.1%), more than the overall response.

Age | STRONGLY STRONGLY
range | SUPPORT | SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total
2534 | 42 (22.7%) | 25 (13.5%) | 104 (56.2%)| 8 (4.3%)| 6 (3.2%) 185
3544 | 73 (23.9%)| 46 (15%) | 174 (56.9%)| 5 (1.6%)| 8 (2.6%) 306
6574 | 79 (27.8%)| 69 (24.3%) | 112 (39.4%)| 12 (4.2%) | 12 (4.2%) 284

Figure 66: Support for Dean Road crossrogadose central reserve by age

Support for Dean Road crossroaddose central reserve

by age
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Disability that | STRONGLY STRONGLY
influences SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE| OPPOSE | Total

travel
decisions 30 (29.1%) | 22 (21.4%) | 43 (41.7%)| 3 (2.9%) | 5 (4.9%)| 103

Figure 67: Support for Dean Road crossrogddose central reserve by disability

Support for Dean Road crossroaddose central reserve
by disability
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Other responses broken down liye respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Speed reduction measuresiorseheath to Linton

1655 respondents answered the question on support for speed reduction measures from
Horseheath to Linton. The majority of respondents supported this element (58%). Few
NBalLR2yRSyGa 2LJ112aSR GKAA StSYSYyld OMHOH:O | YR
2ZLIAYAZ2YQ OHDORE: O D

STRONGLY STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE Total
539 (32.6%) | 420 (25.4%) 495 (29.9%) 119 (7.2%) 82 (5%) 1655

Figure 68: Support for speed reduction measukgblorseheath to Linton

Support for speed reduction measuredorseheath to
Linton
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than the overall responseélhis element was supported 168.9% of respondent¥ S 3G 2 ¥
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response (44.4%), so fewer respondents supported (49.8%) and opposed it (5.7%).

2 LJIA

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Eastof
Linton 116 (47%) 54 (21.9%) | 19 (7.7%) 29 (11.7%) | 29 (11.7%) | 247
Babraham to
Linton 206 (40.7%) | 135 (26.7%) | 112 (22.1%) | 33 (6.5%) 20 (4%) 506
West of
Babraham | 113 (21.6%) | 147 (28.2%) | 232 (44.4%) | 21 (4%) 9 (1.7%) 522

Figure 69: Support for speed reduction measurgblorseheath to Linton by location

Support for speed reduction measuredorseheath to

Linton by location
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this element than the overall response (47.3%), so fewer supported (46.3%) and opposed it
cdpr0d a2NBE NBaLRYyRSyda sK2 AYRAOFGSR (KSe@
element than the overall response (33.1%), howeher majority of these respondents

supported it (50.9%).

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge| 75 (20.2%) | 97 (26.1%) | 176 (47.3%) | 14 (3.8%) | 10 (2.7%) | 372

Resident
elsewhere | 49 (29%) 37 (21.9%) | 27 (16%) 32 (18.9%) | 24 (14.2%) | 169

Figure70: Support for speed reduction measuresHorseheath to Linton by interest in
project

Support for speed reduction measuredorseheath to
Linton by interest in project
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respondents supported (37.8%) it. More respondents who indicated their usual workplace
RSaUAYIFIGA2Y | a W2 thé& RoverdllidgpanSeR18%)KHoweved theS Y S y (i
majority of these respondents supported this element (52.6%).

Usual workplace STRONGLY STRONGLY|
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Granta Park 23 (22.3%) | 16 (15.5%) | 51 (49.5%) 9 (8.7%) 4 (3.9%)| 103

Other 108 (34.2%) | 58 (18.4%) | 93 (29.4%) | 33 (10.4%) | 24 (7.6%)| 316

Figure 71: Support for speed reduction measurgblorseheath to Linton by workplace
destination

Support for speed reduction measuredorseheath to
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STRONGLY STRONGLY
Age range SUPPORT | SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
25-34 45 (24.1%) | 31 (16.6%) | 66 (35.3%) |27 (14.4%)| 18 (9.6%) | 187
35-44 89 (28.6%) | 66 (21.2%) | 117 (37.6%) |23 (7.4%) | 16 (5.1%) | 311
65-74 110 (38.3%) | 92 (32.1%) | 69 (24%) |14 (4.9%) 2 (0.7%) | 287
75 and above| 43 (32.1%) | 48 (35.8%)| 35 (26.1%)| 6 (4.5%) 2 (1.5%) | 134

Figure 72: Support for speed reduction measureklorseheath to Linton by age
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the overall response, with 71% supporting it. Fewkthese respondents were opposed to
this element than the overall response (5.3%).

Employment| STRONGLY STRONGLY
status SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

Retired | 147 (35.6%) | 146 (35.4%) | 98 (23.7%)| 15 (3.6%)| 7 (1.7%)]| 413

Figure 73: Support for speed reduction measurgblorseheath to Linton by employment
status
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Other responses broken down by the respondent peofvere similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Question 2Do you have any comments on any of these elements?

845 respondents left comments about the elements asked in question 1.

Major themes

Signalisation and righturn ban (except buses) from Linton High Stredtanyrespondents
discussed this theme. Most of these respondents were conceabedt this element,
particularly the righiturn ban. These respondents felt that stopping vehicles from turning
right will force drivers to take alternative routes, none of which were felt to be suitable.
There were concerns drivers woliltsteaduse BaclRoad or Bartlow Road, roads felt to be
unsuitable for high volumes of traffic and currently in poor condition, to access the junction
at Abington thatwas also felt to be unsuitable for an increase in trafRespondents also

felt that it would increase @ngestion for Linton residents and make accessing Cambridge
difficult for the village. A few respondents discussedittea of making Linton High Street
one way alongside this element, to deter drivers from rat running through Linton from the
A1307.A fewrespondents discussed their support for this element and the need to reduce
accidents here.

Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hutMany respondents discussed this theme. Some
respondents were supportive of this element, feeling the roundabout would irser¢lae

safety of this area of the A1307 and assist drivers needing to get from Lon@artlow. The
rural hub was felt to be a positive move to improve modal shift to bus use, cycle use or
encourage car sharing. It was also felt to ease parking issudgbrStreet, as some drivers
use it for Park & Ride currently. A few of these respondents were concerned that drivers
from Bartlow might struggle to get out onto the A1307 however, as roundabout precedence
would go to drivers coming from Haverhill. Sorespondents were opposed to this

element. These respondents felt thidte hill would limit visibility of traffic at the

roundabout and that drivers may not slow down appropriately. Some of these respondents
were concerned the amount of parking at the ruhalb was too limited and would become
inadequate for use quickl few respondents supported the roundabout but opposed the
rural hub.

Congestion Many respondents discussed this theri@ese respondents felt that some of
these improvements would increasongestion or not be enough in the long tewith

current development plans, particularly for new homes in Haverhilese respondents felt
that bus lanes would force other traffic into less space and increase congestion.
Respondents who indicated theyere from villages along the route particularly felt this and
other improvements aimed at buses would penalise them as current bus services were not
felt to be adequate in the villages along the route. It was felt that the safety measures
would slow traffc flow which would encourage drivers to take alternative routes around the
A1307, including the villages along the routevas also felt that anything that slowed the
flow of traffic would increase frustration in impatient drivers, who would take masiesti

Dean Road crossroadsclose central reserveMany respondents discussed this theme.
Most of these respondents felt that this element was a high priority, as they considered it to
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be a high accident area. Some respondents felt that considerationetedbe taken for
non-motorised traffic who needed to cross this area, suggesting a footbridge or underpass.
A few respondents discussed theallgarriageway and felt this should be reduced back to a
single lane, as the limited distance it covers encoasadyivers to pull in at the last moment.

A few respondents discussed their opposition to this element. These respondents felt that it
would encourage rat running on minor roads as they would not be able to get into Balsham.
Some of these respondents higifited the area is used by heavy goods vehicles who need
to access either side of the road and felt this needed to be taken into consideration.

Speedreduction measures; Horseheath to LintonMany respondents discussed this

theme. These respondents fehis would be a positive move towards reducing both

accidents and the severity of accidents in the area. Some of these respondents felt that this
speed reduction should cover the entire road, as the changes in speeds along the route was
felt to add to saféy problems. Some of these respondents felt that alongside the speed
reduction more enforcement was needed, either through cameras or police presence, as
many drivers were felt to ignore the current limis.few respondents felt that reducing the
speed inthe area would not be of benefit, that enforcement was the only beneficial way to
improve safety.

Travel safetyMany respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that the
A1307 and connected villages are dangerous routes. Junctions, areidagd or business
access were all discussed in relation to this theme. Some of these respondents felt that
driver error and impatience were the key factors in accidents in these areas and that
mechanical measures would not be effective enough at redpattidents, that this road
needed more safety enforcement. Respondents who indicated they travelled on foot, by
bicycle or by horse, felt that where affad routes joined or crossed on road were often
very dangerous with little in plade protect them.

Cycle pathsMany respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that the
improvements to cycle routes were positive. Some of these respondents felt that the
Greenway should carry on towards Haverailtl some felt there should be a cycle path t
Granta ParkSome of these respondents discussed the poor maintenance of existing paths
and the limited space available on current shared use pathways.

Haverhill Road and the Gog Farm Shop junction safety improvem8&aime respondents
discussed this the. These respondents felt that these improvements were a positive
move to making this area safe for all road users. Some of these respondents felt that they
potentially needed to be taken further, through speed reductions, a traffic light system or a
roundabout. Some felt that more cost effective measures could be used, such as improving
visibility by trimming hedges regularly or a rightn restrictions on those coming from
Haverhill Road and the Gog Farm Shop. A few respondents were concerned abogedama
to wildlife from roadworks in the area.

Signalise Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasus crosSioige respondents
discussed this themd&.hese respondents felt that there were some potential issues with
this element. It was felt that this coulddrease congestion along this route as it would
affect traffic flow and that the dal carriageway leading up to this crossing would require
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reducing toonelane to avoid drivers approaching it at high speeds. Some respondents felt
these issues were acceptable for the benefit of amatorised traffic being able to safely
cross the road and allowing buses and other traffic from Abington to exit on to the Ai307
a timely manner. Some respondents felt that the increase in congestion caused by this
element was unacceptable and that the amount of people needing to cross that road was
low. A few of these respondents felt that a footbridge or underpass would kettarb
improvement.

Eastbound bus lane at A1Bome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt
that a bus lane would add to an already congested rauté that buses did not travel down

this route often enough to make this investment of behebome of these respondents felt
that improvements to the roundabout by making the left lane for left hand turns only and
improving the signage to encourage users to make use of both lanes to go straight over
would be effective for all traffic. A few npendents felt there needed to be improved safety
measures for crossing the A1307 to and from Babraham village, as workers at Babraham
Research Campus had difficulty crossing this road when using public transport.

Bus lanesSome respondents discussed ttheme. Many of these respondents felt that the
bus lanes proposed would only add to congestion along these routes, without having a
significant benefit on bus journey times. Some of these respondents felt that a bus lane
would need to extend to the wholeute to be worthwhile. Some of these respondents felt
that the bus lanes would have a negative effect on the villages along the route who are not
served by current bus servicaad some felt there would be a negative impact on the
environment from their @velopment Some respondents felt that bus lanes were a positive
improvement to public transport. A few of these respondents had concerns about the
environmental impact of expanding these lanes. A few respondents felt that the guided bus
route needed to beextended further, with particular mention of Granta Park.

Dual carriageway Some respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents felt
that the duwal carriageway needed to be extended, as it was too short in some areas and
increased the riskfaaccidents. These respondents felt it was needed to allow faster moving
traffic to bypass the increase in heavy goods vehicles in the area. Some of these
respondents felt that drivers should be encouraged to queue in both lanes when congestion
builds up.Some of these respondents felt that theaarriageways should be removed
completely and a flat speed limit introduced along the whole route, which should then be
policed. These respondents felt that this would reduce accidents and their severity.
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Minor themes

Traffic lights Somerespondents discussed this themEhese respondents felt that traffic

lights risked effecting traffic flow in the areas they would be installed. They felt that, even if
slowly, traffic should be kept moving where possible to reduce car emissions and driver
impatience. These respondentstféhat existing traffic lights along the route were not
responsive to traffic levels, changing at unnecessary times and increasing congestion.

Measures to ease bus movements in Lintddome respondents discussed this theme.

These respondents felt that msures to ease bus movements in Linton would risk adversely
affecting local residents and businesses. Some of these respondents felt that parking on the
High Street was the main issue for all traffic, including those parking illegally and that
parking restictions needed enforcing. Some of the respondents felt that putting further
restrictions on parking on High Street would have an adverse effect on those who needed to
use it, such as older residents and those with disabilities. A few respondents fethéhat
introduction of a one way system, that buses could be exempt from, would solve issues in
this area.

Westbound bus lanes on approach to B10%bme respondents discussed this theme.
Some of these respondents felt that a bus lane here would do litienprove bus times

but would increase congestion for other road users. These respondents also felt that too
few buses travelled along this route to justify a bus land that other measures from this
scheme would improve traffic flow enough to make a lare unnecessansome

respondents felt that improving bus journey times with a bus lane was positive but felt that
the lane should extend further to be fully effective.

Linton GreenwaySome respondents discussed this theme. Most of these responddnts fe
this would be a positive improvement that would encourage some drivers to switch to non
motorised methods along the route. These respondents felt that it was currently dangerous
to cycle along this route. Some of these respondents felt that the Greeshayld extend

to Haverhill. Some of these respondents felt that it would be important for the Greenway to
be segregated for cyclists and pedestrians. A few respondents felt that the Greenway would
be underused and funding should be spent elsewhere. Aréspondents felt that the

routes did not need widening taccommodate the Greenway #sere was enough existing
space and it would adversely affect the environment along the route.

Cost Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that the cost of
developing these elements was too high for the benefit of too few. Some of these
respondents felt that the money should be invested in something longer term with potential
benefit to a larger proportion of the population, such as a rail link from Haverhill to
Cambridge. Some of these respondents felt that some of the elements should be trialled,
such as the righturn bans, before investing in road development to ensure theyewe
effective. Some respondents felt that funding should be sought from developers in the area,
Suffolk and Essex Councédad businesses that would be benefitting from these
developments.
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Signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus roundaBoue respondents
discussed this theme. Most of these respondents felt that, although something was needed
to help pedestrians attempting to cross the road, a signalised crossing would increase
congestion on the road and due to the poor visibility on the apgh to the roundabout

would be unsafe. A few of these respondents felt that an underpass would be of more
benefit. A few respondents supported this element, highlighting the difficulty for
pedestrians and cyclists attempting to cross this road. A fewedd respondents felt that

the crossing should have sensors to minimise the disruption to road traffic.

Bus service improvementsSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt
that the improvements to the bus service from this scheme wauily be of benefit if the

bus service itself was improved. These respondents felt that the bus routes did not service
businesses or villages sufficiently, that the tinbeses ran needed to be expanded and run

at times people needed them, and that theketing cost needed to be reduced in order to
encourage people to use them. Some of these respondents felt that improvements were
needed in central Cambridge for bus routes, as this was where they felt the services become
inefficient. A few respondents digssed the Bus Services Act 2017 and the possibility of
developing a public transport system similar to London.

Alternative modes of public transportSome respondents discussed this theme. These
respondents felt that alternative public transport neededde developed and funded to
effectively encourage modal shift away from personal vehicle use. These respondents felt
that some form of rail, dedicated bus route or tram link should be created from Haverhill to
Cambridge. Some of these respondents discussepening the rail link from Haverhill to
Cambridge.

Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Linton Village College junction and safety
improvements at Dalehead Foods junctioBome respondents discussed this theme. Some

of these respondents felt B element should have been split into tw®ome respondents

felt that a bus lane here would do little to improve bus times but would increase congestion
for other road users. These respondents also felt that too few buses travelled along this
route to jugify a bus lane. Some respondents felt that improving bus journey times with a
bus lane was positive. Some respondents felt that safety improvements at Daleheads Foods
was needed.

Multi-user underpass at Wandleburysome respondents discussed this thei®eme
respondents felt this was a positive development to allow-nootorised traffic to get

across this road. Some respondents felt that too few people would use this underpass to
justify the cost. A few respondents were concerned about the safety of yradses in
general, feeling they were crime hotspots.

Linton Village College junction signal upgrad®ome respondents discussed this theme.
Some respondents felt that the signals at Linton Village College were responsible for some
of the congestion in tharea, as they changed when no one needed to come out. A few of
these respondents felt that there should be another way out of the College to avoid this.
Some respondents felt that these lights should only be in use during College opening times.
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A few respndents felt that a roundabout would be more effective and limit the effect on
traffic flow.

Equestrian provisionSome respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents
welcomed the inclusion of equestrian provision, as they currently haviewltif accessing
existing bridleways. A few respondents questioned this provision anthiglscheme

should be aimed at transport methods used for commuting. A few of these respondents had
concerns about the provision around Babraham foot bridge/undesesthe route travels
through a busy farm. This was felt to be inappropriate and unsafe for horse riders.

Multi-user crossing of A11 via improved footbridge & underpaSsme respondents
discussed this theme. Most of these respondents supported this emenfieeling it would
be beneficial to normotorised traffic needing to cross here and would help motorised
traffic on the road by keeping nemotorised traffic off the road. A few of these
respondents felt that consideration needed to be made to thosegisargo bikes, bike
trailers, horses and those with limited mobility. A few respondents felt that alternative
routes should be considered, such as the old rail line.

New Park & RideSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that a
Pak & Ride site should be located closer to Haverhill in order to remove some of the traffic
travelling through Horseheath and Linton. Some of these respondents highlighted the
proposed housing development at Haverhill as one of the reasons they felt dlisl Wwe a

good idea.

The environmentSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents were
concerned about the environmental impact of some of the elements of this scheme. Some
of these respondents highlighted that Nine Wells ameas neaWandlebury are

considered sites of outstanding natural beaatyd should be avoided. Some of these
respondents discussed concern over the loss of hedges and trees to widen roads for bus
lanes, feeling these were environmentally important and needed toestrmise and

pollution from the road. Some respondents were concerned that some of the elements
could slow traffic so much that they would produce more pollution and felt flowing traffic
was important to avoid this. A few respondents indicated that theppsed site for the

rural hub was located on a flood plain.

Car as necessit\A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents indicated that
car use was necessary for some people, including workers and those with mobility issues.
These respondestfelt it was important that they were not penalised for using personal
vehicles.

Consultation material A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents
AYRAOI 0SR GKI G #&®giniokdn Boyh@af the ddzinents asiidayl faltEey
were lacking information on how they would be implemented and what they would achieve.

Accessibility A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents discussed some

of the accessibility issues they felt some elements had. This included: ttg eaf
underpasses, particularly for women; potential loss of parking on High Street in Linton,
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which was felt to be needed for those with mobility issues; and the access to the rural hub
for pedestrians, cyclists and those with mobility issfresn Bartlow, as the road is narrow
and steep

DN} YKI YQ& werighRtur@ldeg.d few rRgpondents discussed this theme. Some

of these respondents felt this was not needed because traffic turning right was felt to just

be rat runners avoiding trafficand @ dza S G KSNB A& y2 0GNIFFAO Aaf
Road/Babraham junction. Some respondents felt that further improvements were needed in
NBaLISOG G2 dArAaroAfAde F2N) GKz2asS (dzaNyAy3a (261

School traffic A few respondets discussed this theme. These respondents felt that school
traffic was the cause of some of the current congestion problems and that restrictions
should be placedn personal vehicle school transport or a school bus service should be put
in place.

Shortterm. A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that these
elementswere allshori SNl a2t dziAz2ya GKIFIG ¢g2elzh Ry Qi 6S S¥
current planned developments.

BypassA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that a new bypass
should be put in place around Linton.
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Question3: Howfar do you support each of the three strategies presented i

this leaflet?

1684 respondents answered the question on how far they supported each of the three
proposed strategies. Not all respondents put answers for all strategies so totals for each
strategy are also presented for comparison. All three strategies were supportig: by
majority of respondents who left an answer. Strategy 1 had the most support of the three
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strategy 2 (53.8%) and strategy 3 (51.5%), with strategy 2 having slightly more support than
strategy 3.Strategy 3 had the most opposition, with 28.4% opposing it. Over a quarter of

respondents opposed strategy 2 (25.4%). Over a fifth of2efgR Sy (i &

strategy 2 (20.9%) and strategy 3 (20.1%).
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Strategy 1

710 (42.8%)

354 (21.3%)

218 (13.1%)

140 (8.4%)

237 (14.3%)

1659

Strategy 2

208 (18.5%)

570 (35.3%)

337 (20.9%)

236 (14.6%)

174 (10.8%)

1615

Strategy 3

321 (19.8%)

513 (31.7%)

326 (20.1%)

254 (15.7%)

205 (12.7%)

1619
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Figure 74: Support for proposed strategies
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Strategy 1

wSalLR2yRSyiGda t20FGSR wgSad 2F . I 6Nl Kdveral KIF R Y
response, with 31.7% of these respondents opposing it. However the majority of these
respondents supported strategy 1 (62.4%).

Location of STRONGLY STRONGLY|
respondents SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

West of
Babraham | 247 (45.7%) | 90 (16.7%) | 32 (5.9%)| 47 (8.7%) | 124 (23%) | 540

Figure 75: Support for strategy 1 by location
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strategy 1 than the overall response, however the majority supported it (54.5%).

Interest in STRONGLY STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION| OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Occasionally
travel in the area| 33 (32.7%) | 22 (21.8%)| 20 (19.8%)| 10 (9.9%)| 16 (15.8%) | 101

Figure 76: Support for strategy 1 by interest in project
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strategy 1 than the overall response. Over three quarters of respondents who indicated
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Usual workplace STRONGLY STRONGLY
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Cambridge

Biomedical Campu| 122 (57.3%) | 43 (20.2%) | 15 (7%) 10 (4.7%)| 23 (10.8%) | 213
Granta Park 67 (63.2%) | 18 (17%) 8 (7.5%) 4 (3.8%) 9 (8.5%) 106

Figure 77: Support for strategy 1 by destination
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strategy 1 than the overall response. Nearly three quarters of responde@sS Ro Q@ p
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Age | STRONGLY STRONGLY

range | SUPPORT | SUPPA&T | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
2534 | 98 (52.4%) | 42 (22.5%) | 26 (13.9%) 12 (6.4%)| 9 (4.8%) 187
3544 | 165 (51.6%) | 63 (19.7%) | 28 (8.8%) | 22 (6.9%)| 42 (13.1%) | 320

Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall

0%

Figure 78: Support for strategy 1 by age
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response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Strategy 2
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strategy 2 than the overall response. Over three fifths of respondents who inditaéad
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supported strategy 2.

Usual workplace STRONGLY STRONGLY
destination SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Cambridge

Biomedical Campu| 55 (26.1%) | 78 (37%) 27 (12.8%) | 27 (12.8%) | 24 (11.4%) | 211

Granta Park 23 (22.1%) | 40 (385%)| 24 (23.1%)| 5 (4.8%) | 12 (11.5%)| 104

Figure 79: Support for strategy 2 by workplace destination
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(60.5%).

Age | STRONGLY STRONGLY]

range SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total

2534 | 36 (19.3%) | 77 (41.2%)| 37 (19.8%) | 27 (14.4%)| 10 (5.3%)| 187

Figure 80: Support for strategy 2 by age
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Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. Aull breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Strategy 3
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(36.3%) than the overall response. However two fifths of these respondents supported
strategy 3 (43.9%).

Interestin STRONGLY STRONGLY
project SUPPORT SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Resident in

Cambridge | 65 (17.2%) | 101 (26.7%) | 76 (20.1%)| 63 (16.7%) | 73 (19.3%) | 378

Figure 81: Support for strategy 3 by interest in project
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Usual workplace| STRONGLY| STRONGL)Y
destination SUPPORT | SUPPORT | NO OPINION OPPOSE OPPOSE | Total
Granta Park 21 (20%) | 38 (36.2%)| 24 (22.9%) | 15 (14.3%) | 7 (6.7%)| 105

Figure 82: Support for strategy 3 by workplace destination
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Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that abvieeall

response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.
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Question 4If you currently drive to and from Cambridge, which one of the

three strategies would most encourage you to switch to an alternative moc
transport?

1785 respondents answered the question on which of the three strategies would most
encouragehemto switch to an alternative mode of transport, if they drove. Respondents

could chose multiple answers on this question. Strategy 1 had the highest percaftage
respondents who felt it would encourage them to switch transport, with over a quarter

selecting this response (29.3%). Few respondents chose strategy 3 (10.4%) and strategy 2
(8.7%)h GSNJ I ljdzZt NISNJ 2F NBaLRyRSY (diencbusalgel ( KI G Y
them to switch (26.1%).

Yes No Total

Strategy 1 | 523 (29.3%) 1262 (70.7%) 1785
Strategy 2 | 156 (8.7%) 1629 (91.3%) 1785
Strategy 3| 185 (10.4%) 1600 (89.6%) 1785
None 465 (26.1%) 1320 (73.9%) 1785

Figure 83: Strategy that would mogincourage respondents to switch to alternative mode
of transport

Strategy that would most encourage respondents to
switch to alternative mode of transport
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Strategy 1

a2NB NBalLRyRSyla GKIYy (KS 20SNIffiRBRARFVEAEDS
felt that strategy 1 would encourage them to switch to alternative transport, with over two
fifths indicating this (40.2%).

Location of respondents Yes No Total
Babraham to Linton | 213 (40.2%)| 317 (59.8%)| 530

Figure 84: Strategy ¢ encourage switch to alternative transport by location

Strategy 1 encourage switch to alternative transport by
location
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under a fifth indicating this (18.9%).

Interest in project Yes No Total

Occasionally travel in the arg 21 (18.9%) 90 (81.1%)| 111

Figure85: Strategy 1¢ encourage switch to alternative transport by interest in project

Strategy 1 encourage switch to alternative transport by
interest in project
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More respondents than the overall response, who indicated their usual workplace
RSaUAYIFIGA2Y g1 & W IFYONARIS . A2YSRAOFE [ I YLz
WDNI yil tIFN] QX FSt4 GKFEG adNraGS3e wm ¢2dz R Sy
with under half of respondents who indicated their usual workplace destination was

W/ FYONARIS . A2YSRAOIT [/ FYLWzAQ onpdw>0 YR WL

Usual workplace destination Yes No Total
Cambridge Biomedical Camp| 98 (45.2%)| 119 (54.8%) 217
Granta Park 52 (47.7%) 57 (52.3%)| 109

Figure &: Strategy 1¢ encourage switch to alternative transport by workplace destination

Strategy 1 encourage switch to alternative transport by
workplace destination
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nnQI Fifatedy 1 Wwdkltl €ncourage them to switch to alternative transport, with under

G2 FTAFTOIKA 20 QI K20 @E DS R yRIp2 OSNoa @2 0Fh DK &
indicating this. Fewer respondents than the overall response, who indicated theyagete

Qempn Q YR Qtp FYR F020SQ>x FStd GKFG adNrasS3ae
alternative transporE. g A 1 K 2 @S NJ | FrAnFQ KO H2HTD nifK02 &Sy R I SRA aQ
GK2aS F3aSR QT1p YR 1020SQ omc:0 AYRAOFGAY3 0

Age range Yes No Total

2534 72 (37.9%)| 118 (62.1%) 190

3544 | 143 (44.3%) 180 (55.7%) 323

6574 68 (22.4%)| 236 (77.6%) 304

75 and abovg 25 (16%) | 131 (84%) | 156

Figure §: Strategy 1¢ encourage switch to alternative transport by age

Strategy 1 encourage switch to alternative transport by
age
Strategy 1 | IEEEE——
75 and above | ——
65-74 [
35-44 T
25-34 .
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Fewer respondents thantheoverdllS 4 L2 Yy 4S3X 6K2 AYRAOI 0SR
strategy 1 would encourage them to switch to alternative transport, with under a quarter
(21.6%) indicating this.

Employment status Yes No Total
Retired 97 (21.6%)| 353 (78.4%)| 450

Figure &: Strategy 1¢ encourage switch to alternative transport by employment

Strategy 1 encourage switch to alternative transport by
employment

Strategy 1

Retired
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CS6SNI NBaLRYyRSYI y
AyTtdzSyO0Sa (N RSOAaA2yaqQs FStd GKIG
alternativetransport, with under a quarter (21.6%) indicating this.

Yes No Total
24 (21.6%)| 87 (78.4%) 111

Disability that influences travel decision

Figure &: Strategy 1¢ encourage switch to alternative transport by disability

Strategy 1 encourage switch to alternative transport by
disability
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Other responses broken doway the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be found in Appendix 2.

Strategy 2

Responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown can be founddppendix 2.

Strategy 3

a2NB NBalLRyRSyla GKIYy (KS 202N {[{A yNRYIOZY FSF |
strategy 3would encourage them to switch to alternative transport, with under a fifth
(19.5%) indicating this.

Location of respondents Yes No Total
East of Linton 52 (19.5%)| 214 (80.5%)| 266

Figure 90: Strategy & encourage switch to alternative transport by location

Strategy 3 encourage switch to alternative transport by
location

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Other responses broken down by the respondent profile were similar to that of the overall
response. A full breakdown cée found in Appendix 2.
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None

a2NB NBalLRyRSyilia (KIy
Yy2ySQ 2F GKS aid GdS3

NI G S

a quarter (33.1%) indicating this.

Location of respondents Yes No Total
East of Linton 88 (33.1%)| 178 (66.9%) 266

Figure 91: None encourage switch to alternative transport by location

None- encourage switch to alternative transport by
location
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j dzZ NIISNJ 2F NBalLRyRSyda AYyRAOFGAY3I (KS& 4 SNEB

Y209HdX2 GNI 9St Ay GKS FINBIQ O6opdm:0 YR 2@¢

GKS® 6SNB | Wft20Ff odzaAySaa 2gySNkSYLI 2&SND
Interest in project Yes No Total

Resident elsewhere 60 (34.7%)| 113 (65.3%)| 173
Local businesswner/employer| 39 (40.6%) 57 (59.4%) 96
Occasionally travel in the are{ 39 (35.1%)| 72 (64.9%) 111

Figure 92: Nong encourage switch to alternative transport by interest in project

None- encourage switch to alternative transport by
interest in project

None
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Fewer respondents than the overall response, who indicated their usual workplace
.A2YSRAOKE /I YLIza

RSAGAYIFGAZ2Y 61 & W I YONARIS

WDNI yilF tFEN] QX FStd GKIG wy2ySQ 27
alternative transport, with under a fifth of respondents indicating their usual workplace
.A2YSRAOKTE /I YLIza
this. More respondents than the overall response, who indicated their usual waskpla
RSaUAYlIOA2Yy g1 & W2GKSNRQs FStaG GKI G
to alternative transport, with over a quarter (35.5%) indicating this.

RSAGAYIFGAZ2Y 61 & W I YONARIS

Usual workplace destination Yes No Total
CambridgeBiomedical Campu| 39 (18%) | 178 (82%) | 217
Granta Park 18 (16.5%) 91 (83.5%)| 109

Other 118 (35.5%)| 214 (64.5%)| 332

GKS adNX

Yy2ySQ 2

Figure 93: None& encourage switch to alternative transport by workplace destination
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a2NB8 NBalLRyRSyla GKIy (KS 20SNIff NBalLRyaS:s

AYyFEdzSyO0Sa GNI @St RSOAaA2yaQs FSti
switch to alternative transport, with over a quarter (36%) indicating this.

Yes No Total
40 (36%)| 71 (64%)| 111

Disability that influences travel decision

Figure94: Noneg encourage switch to alternative transport by disability

None- encourage switch to alternative transport by
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Which mode/s of transport would you switch to?

Respondents were also given a free text area to answer which type of transport they would
switch to. Some respondents commented mwiltiple modes of transport. 894 respondents
left comments.

For respondents who felt that strategy 1 would encourage them to switch to an alternative
mode of transport403 respondents left comment54.6%felt they would move to some

form of mass rapidransit system39.7%felt they would move to a bicycl@4%felt they

would move to a busl4.1%felt they would move to Park & Ride, aidi%indicated they
would move to a rail service.

For respondents who felt strategy 2 would encourage them to $wibcan alternative
mode of transport114 respondents left comment53.5%felt they would move to a bus
service29.8%felt they would move to Park & Rid21.1%felt they would move to bicycle,
6.1%felt they would move to a mass rapid transit systemd &.1%felt they would move to
a rail service.

For respondents who felt strategy 3 would encourage them to switch to an alternative
mode of transport,127 respondents left comment&3%felt they would move to a bus,
30.7%felt they would mwe to Park &Ride,24.4%felt they would move to a bicycl®,5%
felt they would move to a mass rapid transit system, arisofelt they would move to a rail
service.

Mass Rapid
Transit Bicycle Bus Park & Ride Rail Total

Strategy 1 | 220 (54.6%) 160 (39.7%)| 137 (34%) |57 (14.1%)|30 (7.4%)| 403

Strategy2 | 7 (6.1%) | 24 (21.1%) 61 (53.5%)|34 (29.8%)| 7 (6.1%)| 114

Strategy 3| 7 (5.5%) | 31 (24.4%) 80 (63%) |39 (30.7%)| 7 (5.5%)| 127

Figure 95: Which mode of transport would you switch to?

Which mode of transport would you switch to?

Strategy 3 . .
Strategy 2 . .

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Question 5We have a duty to ensure that our work promotes equality and
does notdiscriminate or disproportionately affect or impact people or grouf

with protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010. Please comme
you feel any of the proposals would either positively or negatively affect or
Impact on any such person/s group/s

720 respondents left comments to the question about whether any of the proposals would
discriminate or disproportionately affect or impact people or groups with protected
characteristics under the Equality Act 2010.

Main themes

Disability. Many respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents felt that
consideration needed to be made about those using mobility aids on cycle/foot paths and
ensuring there was enough space for them and other path users. Respondents indicated
that some need to use a personal vehicle due to mobility issues and that, although the
proposals should relieve congestion and so benefit them, there were concerns that
restrictions on personal vehicles and parking could negatively impact them. Some
respondentdelt that bus services and other potential public transport services needed to
consider those with mobility issues, ensuring that floor levels were easily accessible. Some
of these respondents felt that the cost tife bus service needed to be reduced tlagse

with mobility issues may also be financially poorer and costs felt excessive. These
NBalLRyRSyida Ffaz2 FSt4 GKS o0dza aSNBAOSaA R2y Qi
reasonably accessible to those with mobility issues. A few respondenthdekhared

cycle/foot path use would negatively affect those with visual impairments.

Age Many respondents discussed this theme. Respondents felt that the proposals needed
to consider older residents, who may not be able to cycle and need veryreaagnably

priced transport links, and younger residents, who may need enough space for buggies on
cycle/foot paths and on transport services.

Minor themes

Sex gender, ethnicity, LGBTA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents
discussd each of these protected characteristics in relation to the safety of certain
elements of the proposals. These respondents felt that the underpasses were areas of high
risk and that a footbridge would be safer for these groups and others. These respendent
also indicated that the safety of Park & Ride sites such as Babrigbadshould be

considered, particularly at night.

A few respondents discussed other issues unrelated to the Equality Act 2010. These
respondents felt that:

125



Healthneeded to be consided. A few respondents discussed this theme, who were
concerned that the proposals in villages may have an adverse effect on congestion levels, as
drivers seek to circumvent traffic lights and safety measures, increasing air pollution in the
villages.

Those withlow incomewere being negatively affected. A few respondents discussed this
theme. These respondents felt that the cost of public transport, particularly bus fare, was
excessive for those on low incomdsfew of thesaespondents indicated theysed

personal vehicles to commute due to the distance and because it was financially more viable
than paying bus fare.

There were those whaeed personal vehicles for worlkA few respondents discussed this
theme. These respondents felt that they neededitheshicles to transport goods and tools
to work and that these proposaigould negatively affect them.

Thathorse ridersshould be considered in the proposals. A few respondents discussed this
theme, who felt that equestrians needed to be taken into adegation.
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Question 6 We welcome your views, if you have any further comments on

project or particular options, please add these in the space available belov

991 respondents left comment:n the question asking whether respondents had any
further comments.

Main themes

Strategy 1 Many respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents felt that
strategy 1 was the most thought out of the three strategies and had the best chédnce o
creating modal shift away from personal vehicles. These respondents also felt that this
strategy would be the best suited for integration into future transport links, including those
to Haverhill. Some of these respondents indicated that they felt tre¢ cbdevelopment

was high but was worth the cost. A few of these respondents felt that strategies 2 and 3
would only benefit those travelling into Cambridge and would not benefit those commuting
back home or to employment sites outside Cambridge. A fetlvexe respondents felt that

a cycle route should be included along the route and access should be available to.villages
Some respondents were concerned about strategy 1, feeling that the increased cost of
development was not worth the small increasenmprovements. Some of these

respondents were also concerned about the environmental impact this route would have on
villages and Green Belt land in the area.

Strategy 2 Many respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents felt that
strategy 2would bring the best cost to benefit ratio and would bring benefits in a shorter
space of time. Some respondents felt that the projected passenger traffic was too small to
justify the expansion into the Green Belt. Some of these respondents felt thaegyrat

would cause increaskcongestion on Babraham Road, an area of current high levels of
congestion, as drivers would be encouraged to use the Park & Ride site. A few of these
respondents felt that strategy 2 would be too shéerm andnot result in lovering

congestion enough for the increased development in the area.

Railway links from HaverhillMany respondents discussed this theme. These respondents

felt that having a rail link from Haverhill to Cambridge would reduce much of the motorised

traffic currently using the A1307. These respondents felt the railway should link villages

Ff2y3 GKS NRdziS FyR  FS¢ NBalLRyRSyda FStda
Hospital.

Mass rapid transit Many respondents discussed this theme. These respotsdelt that the
mass rapid transport system should take the form of something other than a bus. For some
this was a train link while others felt it should be a tram or underground route. As with the
respondents who discussed the railway links, manyesé respondents felt that the route
should go from Haverhill to Cambridge, for some using the old railway link. A few
respondents were concerned about the environmental and financial impact of developing a
mass rapid transit route.
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Haverhill Many respodents discussed this theme. These respondents highlighted the
planned growth in Haverhill and felt that any route developmsimbuld include Haverhill.
Respondents who indicated they lived in the area felt that public transport underserved the
area and neded improving to discourage personal vehicle use. Some of these respondents
felt that a cycle path would also encourage modal shift away from personal vehicles.

Bus service improvementdMany respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt
that current bus services did not run at times or locations that were convenient for
passengers, that they did not run often or early/late enough, that it was unreliable, and that
the cost of bus fares was prohibitiv&hese respondents felt that the bus see/iteeded
subsidising to attract passengers, with a few respondents discussing the Bus Services Act
2017 and the possibility of developing a public transport system similar to London. Many of
these respondents felt that the proposals would fail without iloying bus services or

offering a cheap and reliable alternativA few respondents felt that the cost of Park & Ride
services should be reduced as well.

Cost of developmentSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents
highlighted concerns &y had with the cost of development for each of the strategies.

Some respondents felt thahe cost was too high for something they felt would only be a
solution in the short term. Some respondents felt that the cost for strategy 1 was acceptable
for the benefits it could bring. Some respondents did not feel the cost for strategy 1 was
worth the benefits.

Public transport links Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that
public transport links needed to be available to all areas@lihe route, including villages

and areas of employment such as Granta Park. Some of these respondents felt there should
be direct services to Cambridge to ensure fast, reliable journey times.

Shortterm. Some respondents discussed this theme. Theseoretgnts felt thatthese
strategies would only be shetérm solutions. These respondents discussed planned
developments in areas around the route, particularly in areas outside Cambridgaeskiia
LI | OS&a adzOK | a | Riv&liofidretreSdov@lopments hakded t6 >
consider these. Some of these respondents felt that strategy 1 had potential to be future
proofed.

Strategy 3 Some respondents discussed this theme. Some respondents felt that strategy 3

held little benefit, as these respondts felt that bus lanes did not improveyrney times

enough as there werstill interactions with other road users. Some of these respondents

were concerned that there was not enough space for the lanes in the proposals without
compromising one afhe lanes or negatively affecting the environme#tfew respondents

felt that strategy 3 would add to congestion, particularly around Babraham Road and

| RRSYoNR21SQa | 2aLlAidlts 0SOlFdzaS 2F GKS | @I Af
this strategy would b of most benefit as it could be implemented quickly and dismantled

easily if future developments superseded it, such as autonomous vehicles.
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Environment Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents were concerned
with the environmentaimpact these developments could have on the surroundings. Gog
Magog and Nine Wells were areas of particular concern for some participants, who felt the
routes came to close to these areas and felt they should be avoided. Strategy 3 had the
fewest respondats concerned with environmental impact, while strategies 1 and 2 had
similar levels of concern. Some respondents were concerned about the impact these
strategies would have on villages along the route, particularly during construction.

Park & Riddocation. Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that
a Park & Ride site needed to be included closer to Haverhill, as significant traffic came from
this location and needed to be encouraged out of personal vehicles earlier. Some
respondents felt that a Park & Ride site should be located at the A11 junction for similar
reasons.

Minor themes

Cycle pathsSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that provision
of off-road cycle routes was of high importance to theThese respondents felt the routes
needed to be segregated to ensure cyclists and pedestrians can travel safely along them and
wide enough to allow for cargo bikes, mobility aids and other larger forms of active travel.
These respondents felt that routeeded to join up to villages and places of work. Some of
these respondents felt that routes needed to extend to Haverhill. Some of these

respondents felt that the A1307 was unsafe to cycle on.

Modal shift. Some respondents discussed this theme. Thespamrdents felt that modal

shift away from personal vehicles was important. These respondents felt that for public
transport to be attractive it needed to be perceptively cheaper amate reliable.Some
respondents felt that dedicated cycle routes would eaage more people to cycle.

Strategy 1 was discussed by some respondents, who felt this would be most effective at
achieving modal shift. However some respondents questioned the figures quoted in the
documentation, feeling this was overly ambitious. Saespondents felt that any the

strategies would achieve modal shift and a few respondents felt that these schemes did not
go far enough.

Increased congestionSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt the
proposals would negatively impaon congestion, particularly during construction. Some
respondents felt that traffic lights and bus lanes would add to congestion. Some of these
respondents felt that traffic coming from Haverhill needed to be addressed, through
solutions such as a clasBark & Ride and public transport access. Some of these
respondents felt that congestion was caused by tailbacks from traffic within Cambridge and
that this needed addressing.

Safety Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt thaunesao
improve safety were of high importance. These respondents felt that there were a number
of visibilityissues along the routandthat speeds were not policed resulting in many drivers
flaunting road laws.
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Positive changeSome respondents disaed this theme. These respondents felt that the
proposals were a positive step to improving congestion, safety and accessibility along the
route.

Road speedsSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that road
speeds needed to be agtly policed in some way, as they felt many drivers ignored speed
limits. Some of these respondents felt that queues at traffic lights and junctions was causing
some drivers to become impatient and take unnecessary risks.

Consultation material A few respndents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that
consultation materials were lacking in detail. Some respondentstifigit they needed a
breakdown of the costs of proposalwore detail of how figures were decided upon, that

the impact of areas utside Cambridgeshire had not been considered, and that it lacked
environmental impact assessments. A few respondents felt that the leaflet was difficult to
read due to the size of the print and colour scheme.

Impact on Linton A few respondents discuss#ds theme. These respondents felt the
proposals would have a negative impact on Linton and would not solve congestion problems
in the village.

Road maintenanceA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that
some of the safety is®$ along the route are due to poor maintenance. These respondents
felt that potholes needed to be filled quicker, that more signage needed placing at junctions
and areas of speed change, and that lighting and signs needed maintaining.

School traffic.A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that traffic
was worse during school terms. These respondents felt that parents should be banned from
taking their children to school by personal vehicle or that a school bus system should be
introduced.

Equestrians A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that horse
riders should be given the same consideration as pedestrians and cyclists when designing
routes. Some respondents had concerns about having shared use behwesss, cyclists

and pedestrians. These respondents felt that this could be dangebmtis to cyclists and
equestrians.

Personal vehicle restrictionsA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents
felt that restrictions should be placed onnsenal vehicles, such as congestion charging or
banning of vehicles at pedkmes.

Traffic lights A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that traffic
lights would add to congestion issues. Some of these respondents felt thatabaots

would be a better substitute as they felt they would ensure better traffic flow. Some of
these respondents felt that traffic lights should engage with smart technology to ensure
they change at appropriate times.
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Usage of public transport and cycfeths. A few respondents discussed this theme. These
respondents felt that usage of both public transport and cycle paths waowad justify
the expenditure oimproving them.

Concerns about housing developmenta few respondents discussed this therii@ese
respondents felt that development of a mass rapid transit system would encourage housing
developments to in fill between Cambridge and the villages along the route. These
respondents were concerned about this and felt this should be avoided.

Linton Village College junctionA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents
felt that a roundabout would better suit this junction than traffic lights, as they felt these
would add to congestion.

Linton bypassA few respondents discussed thietme. These respondents felt that a
bypass should be built around Linton, as this was the location of much of the congestion and
accidents.

Four Went WaysA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt the

crossingat Haverhill and the AA07 was a higlcasualty route and needed addressing in the
proposals.
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Question 7Pleasdndicateyour interest in this project

1730 respondents answered the question on their interest in the project. Respondents

could select multiple answers ftiiis question. The majority of respondents indicated they

were a resident in South Cambridgeshire (64.1%) and regularly travel in the area (55.72%).
Nearly two fifths indicated they worked in the area (38.67%) and just over a fifth indicated

they were a reident in Cambridge (23.41%). Fewer respondents indicated they were a

resident elsewhere (10%), occasionally travel in the area (6.42%), were a local business
owner/employer (5.55%) and study in the area (2.6%). 3.93% of respondents indicated their
interesi Ay (GKS LINRP2SO0 |a W2O0KSNXIR o0dzi FdzNIKSNI A

Resident in Cambridge 405 23.41%
Resident in South Cambridgeshire 1109 64.10%
Resident elsewhere 173 10.00%
Local business owner/employer 96 5.55%
Regularly traveh the area 964 55.72%
Occasionally travel in the area 111 6.42%
Work in the area 669 38.67%
Study in the area 45 2.60%
Other 68 3.93%

Total 1730

Figure96: Interest in project

Interest in project
3.93%
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5.55%10.00/0

= Resident in Cambridge = Resident in South Cambridgesh=dResident elsewhere
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= Work in the area = Study in the area = Other
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Question 81f you do, how do you usually travel in the area?

1727respondents answered the question on their usual mode of transport in the area being
consulted upon. Respondents could select multiple answers for this question. The majority

of respondents indicated they were a car driver (84.31%). Nearly two fifthspbnelents

indicated they travelled by bicycle (39.66%) or were a bus user (36.65%). Over a quarter of
respondents indicated they travelled on foot (29.88%) and over a fifth were car passengers
(22.42%). 5.1% of respondents indicated their usual mode gf&d.J2 NI 61 & W2 i KSNX
further information was not gathered on this response.

Car driver 1456 84.31%
Car passenger 384 22.24%
Van or lorry driver 37 2.14%
Bicycle 685 39.66%
Powered two wheeler 36 2.08%
Bus user 633 36.65%
On foot 516 29.88%
Other 88 5.10%
Not applicable 4 0.23%

Total 1727

Figure97: Usual mode of transport

Usual mode of transport
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Question 91f you commute in the area, please indicate your usual workpla

971 respondents answered the question on where their usual workplace was located if they
commuted in the area being consulted on. Respondents could select multiple answers for

this question. Over a quarter of respondents indicated they usually work in @igelcity

centre (27.19%). Over a fifth (22.35%) indicated they usually work at the Cambridge

. A2YSRAOIE /I YLMza 6AyOftdzZRAYy3a ! RRSYoNR2]1SQa |
GKSANI dzadzl £ 62NJ] LX F OS Fa WwW2iKSMRoueWYh(iKSND NB
employment locations such as ARM in Fulbourn and the Science Park, as well as places

outside of Cambridgeshire, such as Stevenage, Essex and London. It should be noted that

there were numerous responses indicating areas in central Cambridg8%Ilindicated

they usually worked at Granta Park.

Cambridge Biomedical Campus (including Addenbrooke's
Hospital) 217 22.35%
Granta Park 109 11.23%
Babraham Research Campus 65 6.69%
Cambridge city centre 264 27.19%
Haverhill 41 4.22%
Linton 39 4.02%
Other 332 34.19%
Total 971

Figure98: Usual workplace
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Question 10Pleaseandicateyour age range.

1710 respondents answered the question on their age range. Average working ages, from
15-24 to 5564, were well represented.

Under 15 6 0.34%
1524 39 2.18%
2534 190 10.64%
3544 323 18.10%
4554 363 20.34%
5564 299 16.75%
6574 304 17.03%
75 and above 156 8.74%
Prefer not to say 30 1.68%

Total 1710

Figure99: Age range

Age range
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Question 11Are you (employment status)

1722 respondentanswered the question about their employment status. Respondents
could select multiple answers for this question. The majority of respondents indicated they
were employed (57.84%). Over a quarter of respondents indicated they were retired
(26.13%). 10.34%f respondents indicated they were se&mployed.

In education 56 3.25%
Employed 996 57.84%
Selfemployed 178 10.34%
Unemployed 5 0.29%
A homebased worker 50 2.90%
A stay at home parent, carer or similar 40 2.32%
Retired 450 26.13%
Prefer not tosay 21 1.22%
Other 21 1.22%

Total 1722

Figure100. Employment status

Employment status
3.25%

1.22%\1. 22%

\

2.32%_,f

2.90%
0.29%_/
10.34%_/

= In education = Employed
= Self-employed Unemployed
= A home-based worker = A stay at home parent, carer or similar
= Retired = Prefer not to say
= Other
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Question 12Do you have a disability which influences the way you travel?

1686 respondents answered the question about whether they had a disability that
influences the way they travel. 6.58% of respondents indicated they had a disability that
influences the way they travel.

Yes 111 6.58%
No 1525 90%
Prefer not to say 50 3%

Total 1686

Figurel101: Disability
Disability

3%6.58%

= Yes = No = Prefer not to say
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Stakeholders responses

Background

38responses were received on behalf of a number ded#nt groups or organisations.

A1307 Parishes Forum

Axis Land Partnerships

Babraham Research Campus

Bartlow Parish Meeting

BioMed Realty

Cambridge Biomedical Campus Travel,
Transport & Sustainability Group
(CBCTTSG)

Cambridge Past, Present & Future (CPPF)
Camcycle

CEG

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK
(CPTUK)

Coppice Avenue Residents' Association
(CARA)

Councillor Tony Orgee

CPRE Cambridgeshire & Peterborough
CTC Cambridge

Granta Park, Biomed Realty and The
Welding Institute (GPBRWI)

Great Abington Parish Council

Great Shelford Parish Council

Grosvenor

Hinxton Parish Council

Historic England

Hobsons Conduit Trust

Horseheath Parish Council

Linton Parish Council

Little Abington Parish Council
Medimmune

Natural England

Railfuture East Anglia

Sawston Parish Council

Smarter Cambridge Transport

{G wW2KyQa /2tfS3S
The Bursar's Environment and Planning
SubCommittee (BEPS)

The Magog Trust

The Rt Hon Matt Hancock MP
Trumpington Residents' Association
University of Cambridge

Wellcome Genome Campus

West Wickham Parish Council
Wildlife Trust

All of the responses from these groups have been made available to board members in full
and will be published alongside the results of the public consultation survey. The following
isa brief summary of the common themesxpressed through this correspoeuce; it should

be noted that stakeholder responses ceontradict each othefi K S NB T 2 NB

6S5SQ0S

reference to the relative merit or otherwise of the information received.

Main themes

Strategy 1 Many stakeholders discussed this therS®me stakeholers £lt that adaptions
were needed toimprovethe route and that theseadaptions and the final route plashould
be considered in context of other routes and developments in the area.

Some stakeholders indicated their support for strategy 1, feelingithabuld bring the
most improvement to public transport services, would attract more modal shift to both
public transport and cyclinggnd was the most future proofed.

Some stakeholders indicated they were opposed to strategy 1, as they were concerned
about the negative effect on the environment andlages on the routeaboutwhat form of
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transport would use the routeandthe smaller cost/benefit in comparison to the other
strategies.

Environment Many stakeholders discussed this theme. Some stakeh®ldere concerned
about the negative impact the strategi@s N.XBodidih&ve on the countryside and ecology
along the route

Some stakeholders felt that strategyc@uldhave a negative impact on Nine Wells Nature
Reserve and the County Wildlife Site

Same stakeholders felt that strategy@uldhave a negative visual impact on the area and
riskdamaging the local environment due to its proximity to Wandlebury Country Park as
well aspossiblyencouraging infill

Some stakeholders felt that strategy 3 wdukquire road widening and this would damage
existing biodiversity

Bus service improvementdviany stakeholders discussed this theme. Stakeholders felt that
any improvements to bus service reliability, frequency, @wst journey times would
increase modashift towards public transport.

Some stakeholders felt that bus routes needed to link up to key areas of employment, such
as Granta Park, and to all villages along the rastevell as with other schemes

Strategy 3 Many stakeholders discussed this therAgewstakeholders supported this
strategy, feeling it had a positive cost/benefit ratio.

Some stakeholders indicated they were opposed to this strategy, feeling it would have a
negative impact on environmerind bcal residentslue to road widening and would not be
effective at improvingpublic transportourney times

Strategy 2 Many stakeholders discussed this theme. Some of these stakeholders indicated
they were opposed to strategy 2, who felt that this strggewould result in undesired land
development and have a negative impact on the environmastwell as lacking in future
proofing

Some stakeholders indicated their suppant &trategy 2, who felt that there was a positive
cost/benefit ratio and that itvould improve public transport reliability and journeynies.

Safety Many stakeholders discussed this theme. Stakeholders were concerned about the
safety of the area, particularly across the A1307. These stakeholders felt that the proposals
were a positve move to solving this issue.

Gonsultation. Some stakeholders discussed this theifigese stakeholders felt the
documentation was lacking information on things like, details of improvements on cycle
routes, details on the exact route of each strategy,aidston how the proposals could affect
each other and how they work with other schemes in the area, locations of key
environmental sitesand details of cost assessments and funding
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Linton Greenway Some stakeholders discussed this theme. These stakeisolbze
generally positive about the Linton Greenway, but some indicated they felt some aspects
needed to baeconsideredThese included: avoiding Gog Magog Hill, the bridge over the
All to be wide enough fdwo cargo bikes to pass each other, ensuring Greenway is
away from the A1307, exploring the route between Stapleford and Sawatata thorough
environmental assessment.

Park & Ride Some stakeholders discussed this themdéewstakeholders felt that more
information was needed on the location of the Park & Ride

Some stakeholders felt that a Park & Ride should be located closer to Haveill, as
significant portion of commumg traffic came from Haverhill.

Haverhill Some regondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that the route
proposals should extend to Haverhill, due to planned expansions in the area and the
significant portion of commuting traffic travelling towards Cambridge from Haverhill

Minor themes

Multi-user underpass at Wandleburysome stakeholders discussed this the®eme
stakeholders indicated they opposed this element, feeling that the cost was too high for
predicted usage, that it required redesigning, and felt that a crossing located ttoser
Babraham Researcbampus would be more beneficial.

Some stakeholders supported this element, who felt that it could improvesafed
benefit local wildlife Some of these stakeholders felt that the underpass design should
F @2 AR Woft A ysauldpraveinSaktior dquestriadhd cyclists.

Signalisation and righturn ban at Linton High StreetSome stakeholders discussed this
theme. Some stakeholders indicated their support for this element

Some stakeholders opposed part of this elemavtip felt that the rightturn ban would
encourage drivers to take other unsuitable routes and cause congestion issues for residents
of Linton

Dean Road crossroadSome stakeholders discussed this theme. A few stakeholders
indicated they support this etaeent.

A few stakeholders felt that it was important a safe space was kept for cyclista@ing to
cross this road

Some stakeholders opposed this element, who felt that it would cause issues for heavy
goods vehicles accessing work sites neavltly the diversions. These stakeholders felt

other measures could be used instead, such as reducing lanes and widening the refuge for
crossing traffic.

140



Rail links Some stakeholders discussed this theme. These stakeholders felt that rail link
between Haverhiland Cambridge should be reopened and made accessible to villages and
work sites along the route. This was felt to be a more environmentally friendly and future
proof than the proposed strategies

M11 improvements Some stakeholders discussed this theffigese stakeholders felt that
improvements needed to be made to the M11 to ease congestion in the area, such as
improving access at Junction 9 and improving access to the M11 from Haverhill.

Bartlow Road roundabout and rural hulsome stakeholders discussed this theme. Some
stakeholders indicated their support for this element, as it would improve safety in the area.
However some felt that theapacity of the site was not futuggroofed and some felt that

traffic lights may be dar than a roundabout

Multi-user crossing of A1l via improved footbridge and underpaSsme stakeholders
discussed this theme. Some stakeholders indic#ibed support for this element.

A fewstakeholders had concerns over the size of this bridge ahd should be wide
enough to manage two wide bikes, suchcasgo bikes, passing each other.

Impact on villagesSome stakeholders discussed this theme. These stakeholders were
concerned about the potential negative impact the proposals would havh®nillages
along the route and fie these needed to be mitigated.

DN} YKI YQ& w2 feR staRalmyflderd diseugsed this theme. Somesttaklers
supported this element.

A few stakeholders felt that further improvements needed to be made to cyeltes at the
junction and rightturns were still supported.

Haverhill Road and the Gog Farm Shop junction safety improveménew stakeholders
discussed this theme. Some stakeholders indicated they supported this element.

A few stakeholders indicated ¢ly did not support this element, as they felt that
AYLINRGSYSyida oSNBYyQlu Sy2dzakK F2N OeOf Aada

Speed reduction measuresHorseheath to Linton A few stakeholders discussed this
theme. A few stakeholders indicated they supported this elemArfew stakehalers felt

there should be fewer changes to speed limits, that they should ideally be kept to 50 mph
and reduced at key safety areas.

Extra cycle storage at Babraham Park & Riéefew stakeholders discussed this theme. A
few stakeholders indicated they gported this element.

Linton Village College junction signal upgrade few stakeholders discussed this theme. A

few stakeholders indicated they supported this element. A few stakeholders felt the lights
should link with others in the area to ensure tiafflow.

141



Signalised crossing at the Babraham Research Campus Roundabdeiv stakeholders
discussed this theme who indicated their support for this element

Signalise Hildersham crossroads with Toucan/Pegasus crosAifgw stakeholders
discussed thitheme who indicatedheir support for this element. few stakeholders felt
that a bridge would also be a suitable solution for makiHildersham crossroads safer

Concerns about housing developmen few stakeholders discussed this theme, who were
concerned the route developments, particularly strategies 1 and 2, would encourage
housing developments in areas designated as Green Belt.

Eastbound bus lane at A1A few stakeholders discussed this theme who indicated their
support for this element

Costof development A few stakeholders discussed this theme, who indicated that they felt
the cost of developing the strategies was too high and money could be better spent on
other improvements.

Parking restrictionsA few stakeholders discussed this themno felt that introducing

LI NJ Ay3 NBAGNROGAZ2Y A Ay aiGaNBSia I NRdzyR | NBI a

should dissuade commuters from parking on the street instead of using alternatives.

Peakhour eastbound bus lanes on approach to Lintoill&e College junction and safety
improvements at Dalehead Foods junctioA few stakeholders discussed this theme who
indicated their support for this element

Westbound bus lanes on approach to B10%2few stakeholders discussed this theme who
indicated their support for this element.
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Email,social mediaand consultation eventesponses

129responses were received regarding the consultation through esasial media
platforms, such as Facebook and Twittand at consultation event$-ollowing @hematic
analysis of these responses the following themes have been noted.

Main themes

Strategy 1 Many respondents discussed this theme. Many of these respondents indicated

their support for strategy 1 and felt it would be the best long term solutiomtweasing

congestion problems in the area. A few of these respondents felt that a short term solution

gla YySSRSR RdzZNAYy3a adNIdS3e mQa RS@St2LISyido
opposed to strategy 1 as they felt it would negatively impact on tree@belt and villages

along the route.

Safety Some respondents discussed this theme. Many of these respondents felt that the
proposals were a positive step to improve the safety of the route. A few respondents felt
that potholes and other road maintenaaceeded to be better kept up as these
contributed to problems in the area.

Rightturn ban at Linton High StreetSome respondents discussed this theme. These
respondents felt that a righturn ban would negatively impact residents of Linton, as it
would result in drivers using alternative routes unsuited to high volumes of traffic. A few
respondents felt that a traffic light system for all vehicles would be a better solution and a
few respondents felt that a roundabout would be a better solution.

Cycle outes. Some respondents discussed this theme. Many of these respondents felt that
the Greenway was a positive improvement. Some of these respondents felt that the
Greenway needed extending to Haverhill. Some respondents felt that the old railway line
and Pman Roadhould beused instead.

Bus service improvementsSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt

that currently the villages along the A1307 were underserved by public transport. This,

alongside the cost of bus tickets and the ¢itaken to get to destinations, was felt to be the

reason many people used personal vehicles to commute. Without improvements in all these
FNBFas 0KS&aS NBalLRyRSyida FStd GKIFIG LIS2LXS g2
using public transport.

Increased congestionSome respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that
some of the proposals would reduce the flow of traffic and increase congestion in some
areas. Some of these respondents felt that bus lanes would cause difficultipermnal

vehicles due to the reduced lanes. A few of these respondents were concerned about
increased traffic, particularly heavy goods vehicles, travelling through Horseheath due to the
closure of the Deans Road crossroads. A few respondents were oedcabout the

disruption caused from building these improvements.
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Minor themes

Rail links.Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felaihfbks
would be a greater and more future proofed than the current proposals. Many of these
respondents highlighted the old rail link to Haverhill and felt this should be reopened.

Consultation Some respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents felt that
they needed more information on the proposals. Some of the respondents at the
consultation events felt they had been handled well and were given good explanations.

Environment Some respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents were
concerned the increase in congestion caused by some of the proposals would indrease a
pollution. A few respondents were concerned about the impact on the Green Belt from
strategy 1. A few respondents were concerned about the impact on Nine Wells Nature
Reserve from strategy 2.

Strategy 2 Some respondents discussed this theme. Sombexd respondents were

opposed to strategy 2, a few of these respondents because of the impact on Nine Wells
Nature Reserve, a few of these respondents because they felt it would have little impact on
problems in the area. A few of these respondents indidaheir support for strategy 2.

Haverhill traffic. Some respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that many
of the congestion problemsn the A1307 wer¢he result of commuters from Haverhill and

felt it would get worse with the planned delopments there. These respondents felt that

the proposals needed to extend out to Haverhilbe effective.

Park & Ride locationA few respondents discussed this theme. Some of these respondents
felt that a Park & Ride needed to be located closer avdthill. A few of these respondents
felt that the proposed Park & Ride at Four Went Ways needed to be located in a different
place to avoid queues on the Al1l.

Vehicle restrictions in Cambridgé\ few respondents discussed this theme. These
respondents fé that parking needed to be limited in Cambridge and other restrictions
placed on vehicles in the city.

Impact on villagesA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents felt that
more consideration needed to be made to the impact these peat®would have on

villages along the route. Some of these respondents were concerned about the impact from
strategy 1.

Haverhill Road and Gog Farm shop junction safety improvemeAi$ew respondents
discussed this theme. These respondents felt thataltfh improvements needed to be
made, the design needed rethinking.

Concerns about housing developmenA few respondents discussed this theme. These

respondents were concerned that strategy 1, 2 and a mass rapid transit system would
encourage housing dei@ment in the area and wished to avoid this.
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Strategy 3. A few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents indicated they were
opposed to strategy 3.

Cost of developmentA few respondents discussed this theme. These respondents were
concerned hat funding would be available for the full development of strategy 1.

145



Appendices

Appendix 1: Full Survey

Figure| % of total respondenty ~ Coded 'Response
Total respondents 1785 100%| Grouping"whilst the
bulk of responses came
from within the core study
area low numbers of
responses came from
further afield, for
completeness these
responses are included in
the four groupings.
Parish Ashdon 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Babraham 15 0.84%| Babraham to Linton
Balsham 46 2.58%| East ofLinton
Barnardiston 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Bartlow 8 0.45%| East of Linton
Biggleswade 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Bishop's Stortford 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Bluntisham 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Bottisham 1 0.06%| West ofBabraham
Buntingford 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Burwell 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Carlton 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Castle Camps 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Cheveley 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Dullingham 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Duxford 8 0.45%| Babraham to Linton
Fowlmere 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Foxton 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Fulbourn 5 0.28%| West of Babraham
Godmanchester 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Great Abington 37 2.07%| Babraham to Linton
Great Bradley 3 0.17%| East of Linton
Great Chesterford 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Great Shelford 141 7.90%| West of Babraham
Great Thurlow 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Hadstock 10 0.56%| Babraham to Linton
Hardwick 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Harlton 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Hauxton 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Haverhill 94 5.27%| East of Linton
Helions Bumpstead 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Hempstead 1 0.06%| East of Linton
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Hildersham 12 0.67%| Babraham to Linton
Hinxton 2 0.11%| Babraham to Linton
Horningsea 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Horseheath 17 0.95%| East of Linton
Hundon 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Ickleton 3 0.17%| Babraham to Linton
Ixworth 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Kedington 9 0.50%| East of Linton
Linton 250 14.01%| Babraham to Linton
Litlington 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Little Abington 34 1.90%| Babraham to Linton
Little Baddow 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Little Shelford 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Little Wilbraham 1 0.06%| West ofBabraham
Little Wratting 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Melbourn 2 0.11%| West of Babraham
Moulton 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Newmarket 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Offley 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Orchard Park 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Pampisford 6 0.34%| Babraham to Linton
Papworth Everard 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Red Lodge 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Royston 2 0.11%| West of Babraham
Saffron Walden 5 0.28%| Babraham to Linton
Sawston 136 7.62%| Babraham to Linton
Shudy Camps 13 0.73%| East of Linton
Smallburgh 4 0.22%| East of Linton
Soham 2 0.11%| East of Linton
St. Neots 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Stapleford 95 5.32%| West of Babraham
Steeple Bumpstead 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Thaxted 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Thriplow 3 0.17%| Babraham to Linton
Waterbeach 2 0.11%| West of Babraham
West Wickham 33 1.85%| East of Linton
West Wratting 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Weston Colville 4 0.22%| East of Linton
Whittlesford 5 0.28%| Babraham to Linton
Willingham 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Withersfield 8 0.45%| East of Linton
Ward Abbey 3 0.17%| West of Babraham
Arbury 5 0.28%| West of Babraham
Castle 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Cherry Hinton 12 0.67%| West ofBabraham
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Coleridge 17 0.95%| West of Babraham
East Chesterton 2 0.11%| West of Babraham
King's Hedges 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Market 3 0.17%| West of Babraham
Newnham 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Petersfield 9 0.50%| West of Babraham
QueenEdith's 172 9.64%| West of Babraham
Romsey 8 0.45%| West of Babraham
Trumpington 66 3.70%| West of Babraham
West Chesterton 4 0.22%| West of Babraham
Respondents with no parish/ward da{ 421 \ 23.59%
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Appendix 2: Respondeptofile breakdown for quantitative questions

Figure| % of total respondenty ~ Coded 'Response
Total respondents 1785 100%| Grouping"whilst the
bulk of responses came
from within the core study
area low numbers of
responses came from
further afield, for
completeness these
responsesre included in
the four groupings.
Parish Ashdon 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Babraham 15 0.84%| Babraham to Linton
Balsham 46 2.58%| East of Linton
Barnardiston 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Bartlow 8 0.45%| East of Linton
Biggleswade 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Bishop's Stortford 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Bluntisham 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Bottisham 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Buntingford 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Burwell 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Carlton 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Castle Camps 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Cheveley 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Dullingham 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Duxford 8 0.45%| Babraham to Linton
Fowlmere 1 0.06%| Babraham to Linton
Foxton 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Fulbourn 5 0.28%| West of Babraham
Godmanchester 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Great Abington 37 2.07%)| Babraham to Linton
Great Bradley 3 0.17%| East of Linton
Great Chesterford 1 0.06%| Babrahanto Linton
Great Shelford 141 7.90%| West of Babraham
Great Thurlow 2 0.11%| East of Linton
Hadstock 10 0.56%| Babraham to Linton
Hardwick 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Harlton 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Hauxton 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Haverhill 94 5.27%| East of Linton
Helions Bumpstead 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Hempstead 1 0.06%| East of Linton
Hildersham 12 0.67%| Babraham to Linton
Hinxton 2 0.11%| Babraham to Linton
Horningsea 1 0.06%| West of Babraham
Horseheath 17 0.95%| East of Linton
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