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1.0 5m Safeguarded Land / General Footway / Cycleway Requirements  
 
The submitted document has stipulated that a 5m zone is being safeguarded for future 
Highway improvements, these improvements being the widening of the existing footway 
/cycleway so that it complies with the latest design standards. 
 
It is acknowledged that Figure 1 illustrates the set back of the buildings varying from 5m to 
7.5m but the land shown in orange is not being offered within the extent of the safeguarded 
land and therefore the appellant is proposing that the footway / cycleway and trees are 
provided within the safeguarded land only.   
 
The Highway Authority have an in principle objection to this shared use of the 5m 
safeguarded land as this will not be sufficient to facilitate the provision of a compliant 
footway / cycleway, it has therefore always been the Highway Authorities view that this 
safeguarded land would be predominantly for Highway infrastructure.  The Figures 
contained within ID33 Additional Material Vastern Road Sections received 6th May 2022 does 
not illustrate any cycle facilitate that would comply with the National Standards for a cycle 
lane that are specified within Local Transport Note 1/20. 
 
I firstly refer to Table 5-2 of Local Transport Note 1/20 below, that identifies that the 
desirable width for a two-way cycle lane would be 3m to accommodate up to 300 cycle 
movements and also those that accommodate between 300 and 1000 cycle movements in 
the Peak hour. 
 

 

It should also stipulated at Paragraph 5.5.4 of Local Transport Note 1/20 that the document 
states: 
 



‘Where a cycle track is bounded by a vertical feature, people will not be able to use the 
entire width as they will naturally be wary of riding immediately next to walls and kerbs.  
Designers should provide additional width as shown in Table 5-3.’   
 
This Table can be found below.  
 

 

 

 

Given that the footway / cycleway would be bounded in places by either the proposed 
building(s) or the carriageway an additional width of between 200mm and 500mm would 
need to be applied to the 3m width specified above.  The cycle lane alone would therefore 
need to be a minimum of 3.2m to comply with the current National Standards contained 
within Local Transport Note 1/20. 
 
Figures 6 to 9 of ID33 identifies trees to be located within the extent of the footway / 
cycleway land along the Vastern Road frontage and as such this will also necessitate a 
500mm additional width.  Although this would only be for the extents surrounding the trees 
this would create a cascading cycle lane width along this route which could not be accepted.   
 
The provision of trees and / or landscaping would therefore need to be provided outside of 
the 5m safeguarded land to ensure that a compliant footway/cycleway is provided. 
 
The extent of the existing Public Highway surrounding the application site does fluctuate in 
width and this can be seen as Appendix 1 of this document which provides a copy of the 
Highway register and measurements of the Highway extent at specific locations.  This 
identifies that in places the Highway between the kerb edge and the application site 
currently exceeds the 5m width currently proposed by the proposed safeguarding of land.  
The 5m would therefore create a reduction in the land available to the Highway Authority 
but as stated above a footway / cycleway scheme could be developed in this area but this 
would not retain any land to provide for landscaping and / or trees, a further set back would 
therefore be required to accommodate this. 
 
2.0 TPO 9 
 
Figure 3 of ID33 illustrates a footway that is required to travel around the back of the tree 
with the cycleway extended along the Vastern Road frontage.  This indicative layout creates 
several areas of concern for the Highway Authority and these are as follows: 
 

1. The cycleway is provided at a width of 2m which would not comply with Local 
Transport Note 1/20 which stipulates a desirable width of 3m.  This would be in 



conflict with Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework and 
Policy TR3 of the Local Plan. 

2. The footway is diverted to behind the retained tree which would provide an 
increased length of the pedestrian route providing them with a disadvantage as this 
would not provide a direct and convenient route.  This will result in pedestrians 
taking the quickest route which would entail walking within the cycle lane creating 
a conflict between pedestrians and cyclists. This would be in conflict with Paragraphs 
111 and 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy TR3 of the Local 
Plan. 

3. The diverted path also has not identified the gradient of the proposed footway that 
travels around the retained tree, given that the submitted document is to reference 
the levels surrounding the tree this should be identified.  To ensure that a suitable 
footway is provided for all the gradient should not exceed 1:20.  

4. Figure 3 of ID33 also does not illustrate the existing signalised crossing point on 
Vastern Road, which is illustrated by the dashed red line within the diagram below.  
The appellant has not identified whether there is a significant space in the vicinity 
of the signalised crossing to accommodate a footway/cycleway and the proposed 
landscape to avoid conflict between users.   

 
 

 

 

3.0 S106 
 
The provision of a footway extending into the site as a result of the diversion around the 
TPO tree will also conflict with the proposed safeguarded land, which has been proposed 
for future footway / cycleway works.  The extent of the safeguarded land can be seen at 
Figure 1 of ID33 and the extent of the footway illustrated at Figure 3. 
 
The footway would not only extend south into the site beyond the extent of the safeguarded 
land but also create conflict with the proposed building parameter for Block A, which is 
identified by the dashed red line, this is illustrated in the image above.  The Highway 
Authority are therefore concerned that the proposed safeguarded land is not sufficient to 
accommodate a compliant footway / cycleway between Blocks A and B. 



 

 


