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Glossary 

Term Acronym Definition (if applicable) 

Active Travel - Modes of travel that do not involve any motor vehicle, such as 
walking, cycling, equestrian users, scooter users. 

Cambridgeshire County Council CCC N/A 

Capacity - If a transport system is at capacity it means that it is operating at 
the limit of its capabilities. If something is over-capacity, it may 
experience congestion or over-crowding.  

Community Infrastructure Levy CIL The Community Infrastructure Levy is a charge which can be 
levied by local authorities on new development in their area 
which can be obtained through the Section 106 act.  

Cambridge and Peterborough 
Combined Local Authority 

CPCA N/A 

Godmanchester Town Council GMCTC N/A 

Department for Transport DfT N/A 

Electric Vehicle EV N/A 

Huntingdonshire District Council  HDC N/A 

Local Highway Initiative LHI A funding streaming available to governing bodies for minor 
improvements to the highway network, such as provision of 
traffic calming measures. 

Mobile Vehicle Activated Signs MVAS The signs that flash when drivers exceed the speed limit. 

National Planning and Policy 
Framework 

NPPF The government document that sets out the basic principles for 
all types of planning including residential developments and 
transport options. 

Privately Funding Highway 
Improvements 

PFHI If a highway improvement is not in CCC’s Highway Capital 
Maintenance Programme or was not successful in securing LHI 
funding, a community can take action to fund the improvement 
independently through PHFI. 

Public Right of Way PRoW A public right of way is a right by which the public can pass along 
linear routes over land at all times. 

Transport Network - The transport system when considered as a whole, including 
footways, cycleways, highways and railways. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
Atkins has been commissioned by Godmanchester Town Council (GMCTC) to produce a Transport Plan to 
address issues and identify opportunities to improve road safety, pollution and general transport conditions in 
Godmanchester. This Transport Plan has adopted a ‘bottom up’ approach, as it has been led by stakeholder 
and public opinion, which is supported by empirical data. 

The Transport Plan should be used as a guide to possible solutions to transport issues in and around 
Godmanchester. This Transport Plan considers all modes (highway, public transport and active travel) in 
addition to policy to achieve the Vision and Objectives. The overall Vision of this Transport Plan is: 

“To improve the quality of life for residents of Godmanchester by improving the pedestrian and cycle 
environment, reducing traffic and making people feel safer as they move around the historic town” 

 

The Transport Plan should provide GMCTC with key options that can be presented to Cambridgeshire County 
Council (CCC) for discussion about implementation and funding from potential sources such as Local Highway 
Initiative (LHI) / Privately Funding Highway Improvements (PFHI) funding and/or use of Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL). The Transport Plan is not a statutory policy document as it will not be taken through a 
consultation or inquiry process. However, it can inform other local government Transport Strategies.  

Optioneering Process 
The optioneering process categorises transport issues by mode: highway, public transport and active travel and 
is largely informed by the outcomes of the public engagement piece undertaken at the start of this study (see 
Appendix A for more details on the methodology and outcomes). An initial sift of options considered the 
feasibility, acceptability and affordability of suggested options and were rated accordingly.  

All options taken forward to the optioneering stage were then scored in terms of feasibility, acceptability, impact 
on the environment, congestion and active travel safety. The resulting ranking tables prioritise a series of 
interventions which aim at making Godmanchester transport conditions safer and more sustainable to local 
residents. The results are shown in Appendix B and the conclusions are: 

• The highest ranked highway options (that should therefore be prioritised) mostly consist of traffic calming 
and improvement measures targeting problems related to road safety, informal parking and traffic 
congestion across town.  

• The highest ranked public transport options (that should therefore be prioritised) concern the upgrade and 
improvement of the existing bus stops and routes servicing the town. These could increase patronage 
levels by making them a more attractive and efficient mode of travel.   

• The highest ranked options for active travel (that should therefore be prioritised) refer to the upgrade and 
enhancement of the existing active travel paths/routes within Godmanchester (Post Street, London Road, 
Cambridge Road, A1198) as well as links to key destinations (Huntingdon Railway Station, Hinchingbrooke 
Hospital and School), in order to achieve a safer environment for pedestrians and cyclists. Most of the 
options feature high scores as they each increase the possibility for a change in residents’ travel behaviour, 
requiring limited interventions and costs. 

A draft delivery programme and associated indicative costs are presented to help determine what options are 
considered to be viable by GMCTC and what funding is required. Forward planning is an important aspect in 
option progression to make the funding process efficient and to maximise the effectiveness of the options, 
especially if implemented as a package of measures.  

Appendix C presents a draft delivery programme which outlines the costs and timescales for each option.  

Recommendations 
GMCTC should closely consider the options presented in this report according to their ranking, prioritising 
critical options which could achieve this Transport Plan’s Vision. The options that scored higher than nine in the 
rankings should be prioritised which mostly include active travel and public transport options. More generally, 
GMCTC should always seek to improve the connectivity of and safety for pedestrians and cyclists by reducing 
traffic (including through traffic and HGV traffic) in the town. However, recognising that this is not always 
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possible, the council should seek to regulate the flow of traffic and to consolidate parking to improve on current 
behaviours.  

GMCTC should also try to implement measures that are not on the priority list but seek to enhance and expand 
the local active travel network, introducing residents to a safer and more sustainable travel behaviour on 
shorter trips.  

Recognising that highway measures could reduce traffic flow thereby improving safety, congestion and air 
quality, GMCTC should seek to provide traffic calming and improvement measures across the Town Bridge and 
the introduction of a comprehensive parking strategy across town to ease key routes (London Road, 
Cambridge Street, Post Street/ Causeway) from congestion and frequent informal parking.  

For successful implementation of this Transport Plan cooperation between GMCTC and partner local 
authorities (including Huntingdonshire District Council (HDC), Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined 
Authority (CPCA) and CCC) is essential in order for a joint approach to the transport issues identified and to 
secure any necessary funding opportunities available. 

Next steps for Godmanchester Town Council 
The recommended next steps for GMCTC are to: 

• Finalise a prioritisation list based on the recommendations from this Transport Plan and consider 
funding and programming implications;  

• Build on the draft delivery programme provided in Appendix C so it is applicable to the council’s current 
situation regarding funds and resources; 

• Liaise with CCC who are currently producing a Transport Strategy for Huntingdonshire, which will form 
the main route to funding and also formalises the findings from this report in a statutory document;  

• Consider further assessment work on bigger impact options, such as the closure of Town Bridge, to 
determine the scale of impact of the option in more detail. This will support the council’s funding 
applications as governing bodies like CCC will have evidence to prove that these options offer benefit; 
and  

• Consider commissioning a town-wide Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) survey to fully 
understand how users access the town and how the local highway network is used. Similar to the point 
above, this will benefit the council’s funding applications as it provides evidence of issues and support 
opportunities to ultimately achieve this Transport Plan’s Vision.  
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1. Introduction 
Atkins has been commissioned by Godmanchester Town Council (GMCTC) to produce a Transport Plan to 
address issues and identify opportunities to improve road safety, pollution and general transport conditions in 
Godmanchester. This Transport Plan has adopted a ‘bottom up’ approach, as it has been led by stakeholder 
and public opinion, which is supported by empirical data. 

This Transport Plan should be used as a guide to possible solutions to transport issues in and around 
Godmanchester. This Transport Plan has been informed by free and open source data which supports public 
opinion obtained through a public engagement exercise. As such, this is not a statutory policy document as it 
will not be taken through a consultation or inquiry process however, it can inform other local government 
Transport Strategies. 

1.1. What is a Transport Plan? 
A Transport Plan is a document that analyses the existing transport performance of an area, identifying 
opportunities and challenges of local transport networks and how these should be addressed. Once the study 
area is clearly defined (see Figure 1-1), a quantitative and qualitative data gathering and analysis to study how 
efficiently people move in, out and within the targeted area is undertaken. 

A Transport Plan ought to tackle transport challenges identified across the study area; this document aims to 
identify the most sustainable options likely to solve key transport issues, including congestion, safety and 
pollution. 

Ultimately, a Transport Plan is expected to set out mitigation options and strategies to resolve each of the 
transport issues identified, providing guidance to supporting policy documents. 

1.2. Why does Godmanchester need a Transport Plan? 
GMCTC does not currently have a document that identifies key transport opportunities that could benefit 
residents in Godmanchester. Referring to its description and the scope provided by GMCTC, a Transport Plan 
for Godmanchester is necessary to provide the council with guidance for improving safety, pollution levels and 
the quality of life in the town by: 

• Monitoring traffic conditions; 

• Reviewing how people move through the town i.e. connectivity within the town and beyond; 

• Reviewing how well public transport is used and how extensive the coverage of services is; 

• Reviewing existing pedestrian and cycle infrastructure; and  

• Improving the transport performance of the area. 

Since the A14 Improvement Scheme opened in May 2020 (with the Pathfinder Link Road opening in November 
2020) and the Covid-19 pandemic in March 2020, traffic behaviours in Godmanchester have changed. This 
Transport Plan considers current traffic behaviours in the town and seeks to identify the impacts of the A14 
scheme and Covid-19 on the local transport network. 

Despite being a relatively small town, GMCTC state that Godmanchester’s old town centre suffers from 
congestion and parking problems at multiple locations, including the town’s centre and historic Town Bridge 
(which is the main link to neighbouring Huntingdon). Considering the large amounts of committed growth in the 
town (notably Romans Edge (formerly Bearscroft Farm) and Dexters Farm), Godmanchester needs a targeted 
and comprehensive transport strategy providing the appropriate mitigation to these challenges. 

1.2.1. Study Area 
The Transport Plan’s study area, shown in Figure 1-1, spans for approximately seven square miles and is 
centred around Godmanchester. The study area includes the whole of Godmanchester to just north of the 
Town Bridge and Pathfinder Link Road in Huntingdon; eastwards to Rideaway (A1307 Junction 25) and 
southwards to include the new A14 Junction 23 at Ermine Street (A1198).  
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Figure 1-1 - Godmanchester Transport Plan Study Area 

 

1.3. Godmanchester Transport Plan Structure 
The remainder of this Transport Plan is set out as follows: 

• Chapter 2 provides some local context to Godmanchester’s policy framework and transport network 
conditions, including a policy review; 

• Chapter 3 describes the engagement process carried out as part of the document preparation and 
provides a high-level summary of the findings; 

• Chapter 4 outlines the Transport Plan Strategy for Godmanchester and presents the options identified 
that could support the aims and objectives of this plan; 

• Chapter 5 sets out forward planning and identifies a draft programme and indicative costings; and 

• Chapter 6 concludes this Transport Plan and advises on next steps. 
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2. Local Context 
This Chapter presents an overview of the local context of Godmanchester, reviewing local transport policy 
documents and analysing the performance of local transport modes and networks. The Chapter also assesses 
the potential impact of planned developments on the existing transport network. 

2.1. Policy Review 
The following policy review considers a range of policy documents related to the town of Godmanchester, 
progressively broadening the focus on the study area gradually from a local, regional and national perspective. 
The policy documents reviewed include:  

• Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan (2017 - 2036); 

• Godmanchester Transport Vision (2014); 

• Huntingdon and Godmanchester Market Town Transport Strategy (2014 - 2026); 

• Huntingdonshire Local Plan (2019 – 2036); 

• Cambridgeshire Local Transport Plan (2011 - 2031); 

• The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Local Transport Plan (2020); and 

• National Planning and Policy Framework (NPPF) (2021). 

The local authorities involved in the policy strategies listed include GMCTC, Huntingdonshire District Council 
(HDC), Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) and Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority 
(CPCA). 

Table 2-1 assesses each policy strategy by outlining the details of the policy including the key developments 
and transport options that could impact Godmanchester; considers how each policy is relevant to the 
Godmanchester Transport Plan and how it may impact this document.  
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Table 2-1 - Local, Regional and National Policy Review 

Level Policy Author Vision for / Relevance to 
Godmanchester Transport Plan 

Key Developments/Schemes Impacts on Godmanchester Transport 
Plan 

Local Godmanchester 
Neighbourhood 
Plan (2017 - 2036) 

GMCTC • To minimise congestion 
levels and risks within the 
town centre at peak times 

• Romans Edge Site Housing 
Development and related 
recreational/play areas 

• Improve physical access for 
pedestrians and cyclists, making 
Public Right of Ways clearly 
marked and safe 

• Explore proposals to improve and 
integrate public transport links and 
related infrastructure 

• Develop a consistent parking 
strategy to improve circulation and 
flow within the historic town centre 

Local Godmanchester 
Transport Vision 
(2014)1 

 

GMCTC • To make transport in 
Godmanchester safer, more 
inclusive, sustainable and 
environmentally friendly 

• 20mph speed limit on busier 
roads (“20 is plenty where 
people live” p.5)  

• Electronic Matrix signs along 
A1198 and near the Allotments  

• Discussions with CCC to carry 
out an audit of street signage 

• Implement a road by-pass 
around the Romans Edge 
development as well as 
frequent public transport links 
for local residents 

• Alter the traffic flow on the ring 
road pinch points (removing 
lights in the nearside lane) to 
provide safe pedestrian/cycle 
routes out-with the Romans 
Edge development 

• Identify new parking sites and 
spaces across the town to limit on-
street parking 

• Review parking issues along the 
Causeway and Post Street 

• Explore additional coach parking 
in The Bridge Car Park 

• To improve and upgrade road 
signage within the town’s centre 

• Explore the possibility of the Town 
Bridge’s closure once the A14 is 
completed 

• Work with service providers to 
encourage better link- up with bus 
services and railway connections - 
both in terms of frequency, routes 
and inclusivity for families, 
disabled and elderly residents 

 

1 Note: this document was not published but has been included to identify historic thinking. 
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Level Policy Author Vision for / Relevance to 
Godmanchester Transport Plan 

Key Developments/Schemes Impacts on Godmanchester Transport 
Plan 

• A regular service to/from 
Brampton, via the railway station 
and Godmanchester, linking with 
the Busway to/from St Ives, via 
Hemingford - especially during 
peak times - to be investigated 

Local Huntingdon and 
Godmanchester 
Market Town 
Transport Strategy  

(2014-2026) 

GMCTC • Ensure that the local 
transport network acts as a 
catalyst for sustainable 
economic growth 

• To maximise the value of 
existing capacity, provide 
additional capacity, and 
promote sustainable modes 
of travel in order to improve 
accessibility withing and out 
with Huntingdonshire 

• Pedestrian and cyclist links for 
Romans Edge development, 
including a safe passage 
across the A1198 

• Traffic calming measures for 
Post Street and Causeway 

• Promotion of an alternate route 
to cycling along the High Street 

• Consideration of improving the 
shared footway from Town 
Bridge to Mill Common via the 
ring road 

• Work closely with local bus 
operators to explore the 
potential for a Brampton- 
Hinchingbrooke-Huntingdon 
Railway Station-
Godmanchester-Cambridge 
service, which utilises either the 
guided busway or the improved 
A14 (medium term) 

• Work with HDC in the 
development of a new parking 
strategy in conjunction with 
Civil Parking Enforcement 

 

 

• Integrate Romans Edge 
Residential Development to 
Godmanchester and Huntingdon 
transport networks through 1) 
higher frequency bus services 2) 
local traffic management 
measures along Post Street 
corridor 

• Explore possibilities for a cycle 
path between the Wood Green 
animal shelter and the Romans 
Edge development with local 
stakeholders 

• Investigate feasibility for 1) public 
realm improvements to encourage 
additional usage of Post Street by 
pedestrians and cyclists’ (short-
term) 2) closure of 
Godmanchester Town Bridge after 
due consultation with affected 
residents (long-term) 

• Opportunities to create new off-
street parking should be explored 
where possible 

• Investigate options for a more 
reliable and frequent public 
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Level Policy Author Vision for / Relevance to 
Godmanchester Transport Plan 

Key Developments/Schemes Impacts on Godmanchester Transport 
Plan 

transport service between 
Godmanchester and Huntingdon 

• Investigate feasibility for one-way 
systems on certain streets (such 
as Great Northern Street) to 
reduce rat running 

Local Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan (2019 – 
2036) 

HDC • To provide for adequate 
infrastructure to meet the 
needs of new growth and 
facilitate active, cohesive 
communities and 
sustainable lifestyles 

 

• RGE Engineering - HU14 (3ha 
allocated for approximately 90 
homes and re-provision of part 
of the site as public car park) 

• Wigmore Farm Buildings – 
HU15 (0.7ha allocated for 
approximately 13 homes) 

• Romans Edge – HU15 (45.5 ha 
mixed use development: 750 
homes, employment and retail 
uses, primary school and 
associated greenspace) 

• To investigate the opportunity for 
a cycle/foot bridge across Cook's 
Stream to the dismantled railway 
line to link in with the network of 
cycle and footpaths across the 
Ouse meadows 

• Provision of a single access route 
in the northern corner to Silver 
Street; upgrade Silver Street 
between the site and Duck End in 
partnership with CCC 

• A sustainable transport network to 
serve Romans Edge development, 
including mitigation of any impact 
on the A14 traffic in accordance 
with the Highways Agency's 
requirements  

Local  Cambridgeshire 
Local Transport 
Plan (2011-2031) 

CCC • Develop district-based 
transport strategies for East 
Cambridgeshire, Fenland 
and Huntingdonshire 

• Transport links to cater for the 
new A14 Cambridge to 
Huntingdon improvement  

• Smarter Choices: Door-to-door 
personalised travel planning to 
be rolled out in Ely, 
Huntingdon, Godmanchester 
and St Ives 

• To comply with major 
infrastructure requirements 
needed to address existing 
problems and capacity constraints 
on Cambridgeshire’s transport 
network.  
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Level Policy Author Vision for / Relevance to 
Godmanchester Transport Plan 

Key Developments/Schemes Impacts on Godmanchester Transport 
Plan 

Regional The Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough 
Combined Authority 
Local Transport 
Plan (2020) 

CPCA • Local Strategy: 
Huntingdonshire. Prioritise 
improving access to new 
development sites, together 
with improving strategic 
connectivity to Greater 
Cambridge and the rest of 
the Country 

• There are no key developments 
or options that are likely to 
impact the study area  

• To increase capacity along ‘core’ 
inter-urban and local routes, 
linking larger market towns and 
some smaller villages, including 
Godmanchester 

• To involve local stakeholders in a 
more integrated bus and rail 
network, providing dedicated 
interchanges and a joint, unified 
ticketing system 

National National Planning 
and Policy 
Framework (2021) 

Ministry of 
Housing 
Communities 
and Local 
Government 

• Paragraph 104: ‘Transport 
issues should be 
considered from the earliest 
stages of plan-making and 
development proposals’ 

• The NPPF is a national 
document and therefore does 
not consider specific 
developments or options 

• Regional and Local policy 
influenced by NPPF 
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The Transport Plan will comply with each of the visions outlined by the policy documents reviewed in Table 2-1, 
considering multiple transport options strategies targeting Godmanchester whilst assessing their potential 
impact on local transport conditions. The review shows the wider policy context shaping the future of 
Godmanchester transport network, providing this document with a comprehensive set of aims and objectives to 
which the option development and optioneering of this Transport Plan should adhere to. This transport plan will 
also seek to prioritise active travel over vehicles to achieve local, regional and national climate change targets, 
such as carbon emissions, which are directly affected by traffic volumes.  

2.2. Local Transport Conditions 
The following sections aim at defining a comprehensive picture of the current transport conditions in 
Godmanchester. These include public transport, active travel infrastructure, highway data and traffic flows. 
Each of the sections analyses the current performance of different transport modes and networks in 
Godmanchester. The detailed study of local transport conditions is supported by graphics and quantitative data 
(summarised in this document), allowing the plan to identify any weaknesses and gaps in the functioning of the 
existing transport infrastructure. 

2.2.1. Public Transport Conditions 
Figure 2-1 shows the bus stops in the study area and Huntingdon Railway Station, which is the closest station 
to Godmanchester. 

Figure 2-1 – Public Transport Stops  

 

Figure 2-1 shows that there are 36 bus stops in and around Godmanchester, most of which are located within 
the town along main residential roads including London Road, Cambridge Road and Tudor Road. There are 
also five stops within the Romans Edge development. Overall, bus stop coverage is considered to be 
comprehensive with residents having to travel no further than around 600m to 700m to the closest stop.  

Huntingdon Railway Station is located around 2.5km from a central point in Godmanchester (Earning Street / 
London Road junction). Huntingdon Railway Station is located on the East Coast Mainline with direct services 
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to Peterborough, London and beyond. It has 370 cycle storage spaces and 799 car parking spaces meaning 
that it is accessible by all modes of transport. Services run on average every 30 minutes in both directions with 
the first train leaving for London as early as 03:38 and the last train arriving around 01:00 (leaving London St 
Pancras at 23:46)2.  

Figure 2-2 shows that public transport services within the study area. There are four bus services that travel 
through the area, services No. 478 and No.9 which are local services and the X2 and X3 Express services 
which are regional services.  

Figure 2-2 – Public Transport Service Routes within the Study Area 

 

Figure 2-2 shows that all four bus services travel through the town both via London Road and round Cambridge 
Road to the A1307 or A1198 meaning that users can travel to Huntingdon, St Ives and beyond without having 
to walk long distances. Having plotted the routes against the bus stops, it shows that there are a number of 
unused bus stops in the town, especially to the east of Tudor Road which could cause confusion and promote 
anti-social behaviour.  

Figure 2-3 shows the full service routes for all four bus services presented in Figure 2-2. 

 

 

2 National Rail Enquiries (2022) Huntingdon (HUN) https://www.nationalrail.co.uk/stations/HUN/details.html  

https://www.nationalrail.co.uk/stations/HUN/details.html
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Figure 2-3 - Bus Service Routes within the Study Area 

 

Figure 2-3 shows that alongside the two local services to Huntingdon and St Ives, residents can travel to 
Cambridge City (both the City Centre, Cambridge Railway Station and Addenbrookes Hospital) via Cambourne 
and Papworth, Corby, Kettering and Thrapston. This shows that Godmanchester is well served by bus and rail 
services. 
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2.2.2. Active Travel  
Figure 2-4 shows the local public right of way (PRoW) routes in and around Godmanchester.  

Figure 2-4 - Active Travel Links within the Study Area 

 

Figure 2-4 shows that there is an extensive PRoW network, particularly to the north through Portholme 
Common and Westside Common. Whilst the majority of these routes are not paved they offer additional 
connections between Godmanchester, Huntingdon and Wyton/Houghton villages. 

2.2.3. Highway Conditions 
The following sections consider the local highway network in three aspects:  

• Traffic: The volume of traffic typically experienced in Godmanchester on a given day;  

• Speed: The average speed of traffic through the town; and 

• Safety: How many collisions have occurred over the most recent 60-month period.  

Traffic 

The traffic data reported in this section has been collected from a range of publicly available resources 
including Department for Transport (DfT) Transport Statistics, CCC Traffic Census, as well as transport 
assessments from major developments in the area. Each figure has been adjusted to the latest forecast year 
available (2020) with the help of TEMPro software scaling factors.  

Overall, the quality of the highway data gathered is adequate for this level of work. It is important to note that all 
the traffic data used in this study has been collected pre-pandemic and before the completion of the A14 
enhancements, and therefore it is not expected to be completely representative of the most recent traffic 
trends.   

Figure 2-5 shows the whole fleet (all types of vehicles) annual average daily traffic along key routes in 
Godmanchester post A14 upgrades. Where data is available, these have been shown as a yellow dot. Where 
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data is not available, this has been shown as a red dot. The colours of the highway are not significant and only 
used to distinguish between local and main roads.  

Table 2-2 then summarises the data to show how many vehicles are coming into and leaving the town on a 
typical weekday.  

Figure 2-5 – Volume of Traffic along Key Godmanchester Routes 
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Table 2-2 - Approximate Total of Daily Vehicles Accessing / Exiting Godmanchester 

Access/Exit Point Town Bridge – The Avenue A1307 A1198 

Accessing the town Over 9,000 Over 8,000 Approximately 5,500 

Exiting the town Over 9,000 Over 7,000 Under 5,500 

 

Inbound vehicular traffic to Godmanchester is heavily biased to the north access (The Avenue/Town Bridge and 
A1307) whist outbound traffic flows predominantly head towards Huntingdon. Town Bridge is the most 
trafficked access point to/from town (over 9,000 vehicle trips a day each-way), being the most direct link 
between Godmanchester and Huntingdon. There are public and stakeholder concerns about the high volumes 
of traffic affecting the crossing and its safety, adding pressure on the old and limited road infrastructure of the 
bridge. The Town Bridge has been identified as a collision hotspot which is shown later on in this section.  

The A1307 is not as well used as other access roads such as The Avenue. One possible explanation for this is  
that residents are avoiding travelling south to access the A1307 to then travel north, when it is possible to travel 
directly north.  

Traffic data shows a growth (+1,500) from 2012 to 2020 in daily vehicle trips each-direction on the A1198, as a 
direct result of the A14 enhancement. Lower volumes of vehicles use London Road (approximately 2,000 
vehicle trips in either direction), although London Road is not classified as a major road, these are high 
volumes for a local road. 

Speeds 

Speed data has been collected at four different locations across Godmanchester which provides key trends in 
vehicle speeds along most of the town arterial roads. These roads include London Road, The Avenue, Post 
Street and the B1043. Data sources include Automatic Traffic Counters, previous traffic flows studies and 
Mobile Vehicle Activated Signs (MVAS) files which are considered to be appropriate for a study of this size, 
scale and stage. Table 2-3 shows average vehicles speeds for these four roads. 

Table 2-3 - Average Vehicle Traffic Speeds in Godmanchester 

 London Road The Avenue Post Street B1043  

(Offord Cluny) 

Speed Limit 30 mph  

*(20mph at school 
times) 

30 mph 30 mph 

*(20mph at 
school times) 

30 mph 

Average Speed 23.82mph 24.7mph 23.0mph 29.3mph 

% Over Speed Limit 81% (20mph) 9% 5% 0% 

% >45 MPH 0.05% 0.06% 0.05% 0% 

Note: all speeds in mph 

Overall the speed data shows that speed limits are widely adhered to, with very low percentages of vehicles 
recorded speeding (<10%) and even lower numbers of drivers seriously breaking them (< 1%). These data 
suggest Godmanchester to be a safe environment for drivers, pedestrians and other road users. 

It should be noted that London Road and Post Street has two speed limits given that St Anne’s Primary School 
and Godmanchester Community Primary School on Park Lane is situated along these routes respectively. The 
road speed limit is 30mph, dropping at 20mph during school times to allow safer conditions for pick up and drop 
off of children at the facility.  
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Safety 

Overall Safety 

Collision data has been obtained from the STATS19 Database which is a reliable tool based on official 
collisions reports; it is generally defined as industry standard. The quality of the data is the best available for 
this study and has been mapped to show where and when each collision occurred and by severity. This is 
shown in Figure 2-6 which shows collision data related to the most recent 60-month period (approximately five 
years between January 2016 and December 2020).  

A total of 105 casualties were reported within this timeframe. This figure can be split by severity: 1 Fatal, 22 
Severe and 82 Slight. 

As expected, most of the collision clusters (red circles in Figure 2-6) have been identified at the busiest 
junctions and crossings including:  

• The Avenue/Town Bridge; 

• West Street / Causeway junction; 

• Cambridge Street junctions; 

• A1198, by the animal shelter; and 

• A1307 On/Off slip roads. 

Figure 2-6 - Collisions in Godmanchester Classified by Severity 

 

 

Collision Rates after 2020 

Figure 2-7 shows the total collisions per quarter for the data which is available. It shows that following the start 
of the Covid-19 pandemic and the opening of the A14 Improvement Scheme (completed May 2020), there is a 
reduction in collisions in the study area. The first vertical blue dotted line represents the start of the Covid-19 
pandemic and the second represents the opening of the A14.  
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Figure 2-7 – Total Quarterly Collisions in Godmanchester  

 

Figure 2-7 shows that a total of seven collisions have happened since March 2020 (the start of the lockdown 
period in the UK) of which three occurred following the completion of the A14 Improvement Scheme. Although 
a much lower occurrence of collisions can be observed after both events, it should not be assumed that they 
directly led to the sudden decrease in collisions reported within the study area.  

Further monitoring of collision data as trip making activity recovers from the pandemic is required to fully 
understand the impact of the A14 scheme upgrade, however it is expected that the lower traffic volumes 
through the town as a result of the upgrade will have a positive impact on safety in and around Godmanchester. 

2.3. Growth and Development  
There are a two new developments, located in the south-eastern area of the town, that are currently under 
development. These include Romans Edge and the Dexters Farm development. 

Whilst growth is inevitable, the Local Plan dictates where the development should go. New developments have 
an impact on the local transport network. Therefore it is relevant for the Transport Plan to consider the spatial 
extent of these developments to assess their impact on the local transport network. 

The extents of the Romans Edge and Dexters Farm developments with further detail being provided below: 

• 12/00685/OUT Romans Edge Development:  

o Residential (22 hectares): up to 753 dwellings; 

o Retail and Employment Land (5 hectares); convenience store, community facilities, industrial 
and commercial units; 

o Primary School (1.5 hectares); educational facilities, outdoor learning and play space, playing 
fields, parking and servicing; 

o Amenity Open Space and Children’s Play Area (3.4 hectares); pocket parks, swales, children’s 
play space and linear corridors of open space; and 

o Formal outdoor sports provision (2.7 hectares); three full sized football pitches, changing 
facilities and car parking. 

• 18/01850/OUT Dexters Farm Development: 

o Residential (2.2 hectares): up to 49 dwellings; 

o Proposed Public Open Space – 0.4 hectares; and 

o Proposed Attenuation – 0.1 hectares. 
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These major developments are both located in the south-eastern area of the town, suggesting that an increase 
in trip generation will add pressure on the surrounding transport network. Specifically, the road links which 
could likely see a growth in vehicular traffic are the A1198 and London Road. Based on the highway data, 
traffic flows along the A1198 are already expected to increase as a direct result of the A14 enhancement. The 
A1198 will become a primary transport link serving as an accessing point for the town and for the newly built 
residential areas. In particular, the northern section of the road will serve as a major link for Romans Edge 
development, stretching between allocated housing land in the east and employment/industrial buildings in the 
west. The town Transport Plan should target traffic issues as well as road layouts in equal measure, in order to 
make the A1198 a safe and functional transport link serving the town and local residents. The significant 
addition of houses to the south of the town would need to be supported by an adequate active travel network to 
minimise the increase of short-distance car trips. 

The enhancement of transport infrastructure at Godmanchester would enable further sustainable development 
in the future. The new A14 enhancement and the consequent decongestion of the A1307 improved travel times 
from different parts of the settlement, potentially attracting trips to farther employment areas across the 
district/region. In order to allocate new land for development, there is scope to identify which areas of the town 
are now best served by the current transport infrastructure and which could be possibly made better accessible 
by public transport and active travel links. 

2.4. Summary of Local Context 
This Chapter has provided an overview of the local transport context of Godmanchester, assessing the 
performance of different transport modes and networks across the town. The analysis of the local policy 
context, along with the impact of new developments on Godmanchester traffic, helped to identify any gaps in 
the current transport performance. 

The policy review presented a selection of policy documents addressing future development in the town of 
Godmanchester, considering the Plan’s study area gradually from a local, regional and national perspective. 

The policy context plays a key role in shaping Godmanchester’s transport network, outlining a series of aims 
and objectives to which the option development and optioneering of this Transport Plan should adhere to. 

The Chapter has considered the local transport conditions and performance of Godmanchester. These include 
public transport, active travel infrastructure, highway data and vehicular traffic flows.  

Each of the sections analyses the performance of different transport modes and networks in Godmanchester, 
allowing the plan to identify any weaknesses and gaps in the existing transport infrastructure. 

The highway data show how access to/from Godmanchester is heavily biased to the north, uncovering the 
Town Bridge as the busiest point and one of the town’s collision clusters. Parking levels, as well as A14 
enhancement are likely to alter the town’s traffic flow, justifying additional measures to be implemented in the 
town centre, mostly on Post Street and London Road. Godmanchester’s traffic safety levels are good overall, 
as well as adherence to local speed limits. 

This Chapter has considered the potential impact of planned developments on the existing transport network. 
Two key development sites are identified to affect the south eastern end of the settlement: Romans Edge 
Development and Dexters Farm Development. These new residential areas are likely to add pressure on key 
access routes to/from town, like the A1198. 

  



 

 

 

GMC TP | 3.0 | 05 April 2022 
Atkins | Godmanchester Transport Plan 3.0.docx Page 24 of 99 
 

3. Public and Stakeholder Engagement 

3.1. Introduction  
This Transport Plan has been led by a comprehensive public and stakeholder engagement process, whose 
details and steps are presented in the Public Engagement Report, which is provided in Appendix A. The 
purpose of engaging with Godmanchester stakeholders and local residents was to identify the most relevant 
issues affecting local transport performance on a daily basis in addition to identifying opportunities. The views 
and comments of the public are a key part of this Transport Plan as the optioneering was based on opinion, 
providing that there was data to support claims.  

3.2. Stakeholder Engagement 

3.2.1. Engagement Process 
The engagement exercise has been undertaken throughout the project to support the option identification 
process, and to regularly inform and coordinate with key stakeholders. This happened through regular online 
meetings attended by Atkins and stakeholders from local authorities. 

Key stakeholders were engaged throughout the project to understand what existing data was available and to 
discuss any relevant findings. Stakeholders included representatives from Cambridgeshire County Council 
(CCC), Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority (CPCA), Huntingdonshire District Council 
(HDC) and GMCTC.  

Table 3-1 shows the chronology of meetings held to keep stakeholders updated and involved as the transport 
study progressed. 

Table 3-1 - Stakeholder Engagement Process 

Meeting Agenda 

Client Inception 
Meeting – 1st Dec 
2021 

• Overview of Project Methodology 

• Atkins methodology on data collection; identify what data could be 
provided by GTC 

• Discussion on public engagement methodology  

• Discussion on the format of deliverables 

Stakeholder 
Inception Meeting – 
8th Dec 2021 

• Project Methodology  

• Project Plan 

• Stakeholder engagement strategy 

• Data  

• Atkins data research methodology 
• What data can stakeholders provide? 

• Knowledge Update 

• Transport schemes 

• Proposed development 

• Involve other known stakeholders 

Baseline 
Conditions Meeting 
- 12th Jan 2022 

• Presentation of Engagement Outcomes, Local Transport/Safety 
Conditions, and Issues to Consider) 

• Discussion and approval of findings, data quality, missing data 

• Update on Optioneering and Next Steps 

Optioneering 
Workshop - 15th 
Feb 2022 

• Presentation of Identified Highway, Public Transport and Active Travel 
Options  

• Overview of Optioneering Methodology  

• Interactive Optioneering Workshop  
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3.2.2. Summary of Engagement Outcomes 
The client inception meeting, held with the client project team, was used to confirm the objectives of this plan 
and to confirm that the proposed arrangements and initial assumptions were acceptable. 

The stakeholder inception meeting helped the project team to refine the project plan as well as providing data 
which was used in the baseline conditions assessments. The meeting outcome was complimentary to the 
policy review, updating Atkins on local transport schemes and local developments to be considered in the 
Transport Plan.  

Following the baseline conditions meeting, feedback from the local transport conditions presentation was useful 
to identify new transport issues and possible opportunities. Atkins was made aware of the variable speed limits 
on London Road, the presence of unused bus stops and any previous references to the Town Bridge closure 
proposals. 

The optioneering workshop was used to present the generated options to GMCTC who confirmed that 
outcomes were acceptable. For more information on the options see Section 4.4. 

3.3. Public Engagement 
The Public Engagement Report, which can be found in Appendix A, contains in detail the key information about 
the public engagement tasks for the Godmanchester Transport Plan study. The public engagement piece 
consisted of travel surveys aimed at understanding existing travel behaviours, highlighting issues on the local 
transport performance and to gather possible solutions from the public. 

3.3.1. Engagement Process 
The public engagement process was agreed between Atkins and key stakeholders from GTC, in order to 
support the option identification process with relevant inputs from Godmanchester’s residents. 

Figure 3-1 shows an overview of the stages of engagement carried over the course of the transport study. 

Figure 3-1 - Stages of Engagement Process 

 

3.3.2. Summary of Engagement Outcomes 
The public engagement ran from 3rd December 2021 to 2nd January 2022 (four and a half weeks) where travel 
surveys (available in both paper and online versions) were distributed to residents of the town. In total, 338 
responses were received for the survey including: 

Stakeholder 
Meeting

8th December 2021

Discussion on existing 
issues and context to 

project

Discussion on what 
data is available to 
support the study

Public Survey

3rd December 2021 -
2nd January 2022

Online questionnaire 
distributed through 

social media and the 
GMCTC website

Paper questionnaire 
distributed throughout 

town and a sign on 
the vicarage wall
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• 215 online responses; 

• 46 paper responses; 

• 73 comments via social media; and 

• 4 other forms of responses. 

The survey sample rate was around 5% of the local population, representing a good turnout given that no face-
to-face engagement took place and the engagement period happened over December and the Festive period. 

3.4. Key Findings 
As a result of the engagement, several key points require further consideration at the optioneering stage. The 
key findings from public engagement are presented below: 

• Town Bridge is the main access point to/from town is a cause of debate. There appears to be a split 
in opinion between closing the bridge and leaving it open to traffic. 

• Post Street / The Avenue is a busy road link connecting the town centre to the Town Bridge. The 
perceived lack of off-street parking reportedly results in increased congestion and concerns over 
safety conditions for cyclists/pedestrians.  

• Cambridge Road / Cambridge Road is the highway running east west between Post Street and the 
A1307. Cambridge Road is currently a very wide road and can encourage speeding behaviours, which 
can be dangerous for pedestrians. No data is available to substantiate this view.  

• London Road is the main residential route connecting the north with the south of Godmanchester. 
The road is straight which can promote speeding, although there are two speeding tables to calm 
traffic and the majority of traffic adheres to the speed limit (see Table 2-3).  

• Ermine Street (A1198) is the highway connecting Godmanchester to Papworth Everard. There is a 
perception that speeding along this route represents an issue to the public. Moreover, a lack of active 
travel infrastructure along this route has previously been raised in this engagement piece. 

• West Street is the main route between Godmanchester and St Neots and can be subject to speeding. 
There were seven specific comments around West Street, including suggestions around the need for a 
signalised crossing. Given that there is currently a lack of formal crossing facilities along this route 
(there are dropped kerbs with tactile paving present), an option to provide a formal crossing (signalised 
or zebra) should be explored further.  

Huntingdon, Cambridge and London are considered to be the main destinations outside of Godmanchester, 
therefore further consideration has been given to these below: 

• Huntingdon: It is clear that the main destination for residents of Godmanchester is Huntingdon for 
employment (particularly Hinchingbrooke Hospital) and non-commuting purposes (supermarkets).  

• Cambridge is a key destination accessible via the A1307 / A14. It is understood that there is a 
propensity to use public transport, however infrequent and unreliable bus services make this difficult to 
do at times; and 

• London is a key destination which is accessed by train via Huntingdon Railway Station. A number of 
users will be travelling between Godmanchester and the station meaning that interventions to support 
this corridor are considered. 

All the options identified and raised by the public have been closely considered by the project team, who have 
then assessed them through a comprehensive set of criteria, presented in the optioneering methodology.  
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4. Transport Plan Strategy 
This Chapter sets out the Transport Plan Strategy for Godmanchester and has been informed by the baseline 
conditions review (presented in Chapter 2). The optioneering process has been led by public opinion, that can 
be supported by data meaning that this strategy adopts a ‘bottom up’ approach. 

4.1. Overall Vision 
The overall vision of this Transport Plan is: 

“To improve the quality of life for residents of Godmanchester by improving the pedestrian and cycle 
environment, reducing traffic and making people feel safer as they move around the historic town” 

4.2. Strategy Objectives 
The following Transport Plan objectives provide a minimum standard for assessing the current transport 
performance in the town of Godmanchester, analysing key transport issues and suggesting the most 
appropriate mitigation measures to meet each objective: 

• To Improve safety, pollution and general living conditions in Godmanchester by managing traffic and 
transport to reduce congestion and speeding in the town;  

• Develop a qualitative evidence base to demonstrate the traffic and transport situation in 
Godmanchester, following completion of the A14 enhancement; 

• Identify the key transport issues and opportunities that directly and indirectly affect residents in 
Godmanchester; and 

• Produce a list of options that have the potential to address transport issues within the town or enhance 
the local walking and cycling environment for residents. 

This Transport Plan should provide GMCTC with key options that they can present to CCC for discussion about 
implementation and funding from potential sources such as Local Highway Initiative (LHI) / Privately Funding 
Highway Improvements (PFHI) funding and/or use of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). The following 
sections of this Transport Plan Strategy outline the option development.  

4.3. Strategy Development (Methodology) 
As part of this Transport Strategy, the key output is to provide a list of options for GMCTC to consider. The 
development of these options and how they have been formed are described below. Most of the options 
identified progressed through the optioneering stage resulted from public engagement comments, selected by 
Atkins through a comprehensive optioneering methodology based on DfT standards. Figure 4-1 outlines the 
selection phases through which each comment has been progressed from engagement to optioneering stage.  
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Figure 4-1 - Optioneering Methodology 

 

Some 50 options were progressed to the optioneering stage including highway, parking, public transport and 
active travel options.  

To assess each option, a score was assigned to each of the following criteria: 

• Feasibility Score: (-3/+3) 

o Planning constraints, funding constraints, environmental constrains affecting the delivery of the 
option. 

• Acceptability Score: (-3/+3) 

o How much public and stakeholders support is needed to deliver the option. 

• Impact on the Environment Score: (-3/+3) 

o To what extent the option has a positive impact or negative impact on the environment. 

• Impact on Congestion Score: (-3/+3) 

o The effect of the option on congestion. 

• Active Travel Safety and Accessibility: (-3/+3) 

o The empirical impact on accidents and perception of safety. 

Timescales and costs were not scored as options that take longer to implement and cost more are not 
necessarily poorer performing. With this in mind, economic modelling, which will take place during later 
assessment stages, will determine value for money. Programming and option funding is assessed in Chapter 5. 
Both criteria have been considered in the following ways: 

• Timescale Score: (Short/Medium/Long Term) 

o Short Term: less than a year needed to implement the measure; 

o Medium Term: between 1/3 years needed to implement the measure 

Public comments 
grouped in 

themes

• Highway options: including traffic issues, parking constraints, safety and congestion problems 

• Public transport options: related to bus and rail infrastructure and services 

• Active travel options: any issues with walking, cycling paths and safety

Comments 
progresses to 

optioneering IF

• Feasible:The option can be built or implemented without significant changes to the natural or built environment.

• Deliverable: The option can be delivered through statutory processes i.e. it is possible to obtain planning permission 
and can be delivered by standard design and build practices; and 

• Affordable: The option is likely to have a positive benefit-cost ratio (a Department for Transport standard for 
assessing the Value for Money of a scheme).

RAG rating 

• Green, the project team do not consider there to be any major constraints;

• Amber, the project team considers that there are some notable possible constraints, although these should be 
possible to overcome; and

• Red, the project team consider that there are unresolvable issues and therefore are not taken forward.

Option 
Progression

• If an option scores a Green or Amber, then it is progressed to the assessment stage.
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o Long Term: more than 3 years needed to implement the measure 

• Cost: 

o How much could the option cost (in £) 

Table 4-1 shows the meaning of each assigned score value for feasibility, acceptability, impact on the 
environment, congestion and safety of active travel users of every option. 

Table 4-1 - Optioneering Scoring Criteria 

Score Feasibility Acceptability Impact on the 
environment 

Impact on 
congestion  

Active Travel 
Safety and 
Accessibility 

-3 Significant 
constraints 
associated with this 
option. 

Major 
Objections 
from 
stakeholders 

Significant increase 
to carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

Significant 
increase in 
congestion likely 
(increased 
journey time) 

Significant 
increase in 
collisions and 
severe safety 
concerns 

-2 Substantial 
constraints 
associated with this 
option. 

Some 
objections 
from 
stakeholders 

Substantial increase 
to carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

Substantial 
increase in 
congestion likely 
(increased 
journey time) 

Substantial 
increase in 
collisions and 
large safety 
concerns 

-1 Some constraints 
associated with this 
option. 

Small number 
of objections 

Some increase to 
carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

Slight increase 
in congestion 
likely (increased 
journey time) 

Some increase 
in collisions and 
minor safety 
concerns 

+/-0 The option can be 
delivered but 
requires significant 
compromise on key 
aspects 

Indifferent 
Support 

Neutral impact to 
carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

No impact on 
congestion 

No benefits to 
safety 

+1 The option can be 
delivered but 
requires substantial 
compromise on key 
aspects. 

Slight Support Some decrease to 
carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

Slight decrease 
in congestion 
likely (increased 
journey time) 

Some decrease 
in collisions and 
minor safety 
benefits 

+2 The option can be 
delivered but 
requires minor 
compromise on key 
aspects. 

Some Support Substantial decrease 
to carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

Substantial 
decrease in 
congestion likely 
(increased 
journey time) 

Substantial 
decrease in 
collisions and 
large safety 
benefits 

+3 The option can be 
delivered and 
requires no 
compromise on key 
aspects. 

Significant 
Support 

Significant decrease 
to carbon emission 
levels, air quality 
conditions and/or 
greenhouse gas 
levels 

Significant 
decrease in 
congestion likely 
(increased 
journey time) 

Significant 
decrease in 
collisions and 
large safety 
benefits 
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4.4. Options Identified 
This section presents a list of all the options identified through the optioneering methodology, categorised into 
three categories: highway, public transport and active travel. Some of the options relate to a specific location 
within the study area, whilst others refer to the entire study area.  

Identification numbers were assigned to options as they were generated, they were then categorised into the 
tables below and therefore the identification numbers are not necessarily in order.  

Highway Options 

Highway options include any issues relating with congestion, parking and the safety conditions of vehicular 
traffic flows across Godmanchester roads. A list of the highway options applying to the entire study area is 
provided in Table 4-2 and locationally specific options are shown in Table 4-3 and Figure 4-2. 

Public Transport Options 

A list of the public transport options applying to the entire study area is provided in Table 4-4 and Figure 4-3. 

Active Travel Options 

Active Travel Options relate to pedestrian and cycle connectivity within the study area, mostly resulting from 
gaps in the safety conditions identified by Godmanchester’s residents.  A list of the highway options applying to 
the entire study area is provided in Table 4-5 and locationally specific options are shown in Table 4-6 and 
Figure 4-4. 
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Table 4-2 - Highway Options – Study Area Wide 

ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

5 Implement a 20mph speed 
limit throughout the town. 

Drivers exceeding speed 
limits along key roads. 
Presence of multiple collision 
clusters at busier junctions. 

Higher risk of collision 
between vehicles and 
serious collisions across 
Godmanchester roads. 

Implement a 20mph speed 
limit across the whole town. 

Safer travel conditions for 
drivers and other road users. 
Could result in poorer air 
quality due to slower moving 
traffic and could increase 
congestion. 

7 Time-limits and restrictions 
for deliveries and 
loading/unloading of goods. 

 

Delivery drivers parking on 
footways, loading and 
unloading goods at peak 
times along busy roads. 

Parked vans/HGVs can be 
an obstacle to vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, worsening 
congestion levels. 

Enforce off-peak time 
restrictions for deliveries 
within the town centre.  

Reduced HGV congestion 
levels along busier streets. 

15 Increased on-street parking 
provision across town. 

Lack of car parking capacity 
across Godmanchester. 

Drivers parking on-street, 
which makes parking areas 
busier. 

Create new parking spaces 
along roads and new parking 
areas. 

Accommodate an increasing 
demand of drivers willing to 
park in Godmanchester 
although it could reduce 
space for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

16 Parking restrictions or 
consolidation across town. 

Frequent occurrences of 
informal parking affecting key 
road links. 

Increased congestion, unsafe 
walking/cycling conditions. 

Restrict parking in town and 
consolidate existing parking 
areas. 

Induce a more active travel 
behaviour, reduce car trips 
and improve traffic 
circulation.  

17 Increased disabled parking 
provision. 

A reported lack of disabled 
parking spaces. 

Limited access to the town 
services for disabled 
residents/visitors access. 

Add extra dedicated parking 
spaces for disabled users. 

Improve Godmanchester 
accessibility for disabled 
residents/visitors. 

18 Add charging stations for 
Electric Vehicles (EVs). 

Lack of charging stations for 
electric vehicles 

Local residents/visitors to 
enter and drive through town 
with electric vehicles. 

Install and signpost new EV 
charging stations across 
Godmanchester. 

Incentivise local 
residents/visitors to more 
sustainable travel choices. 

19 Increase parking provision 
across town. 

Lack of car parking capacity 
in Godmanchester. 

Frequent occurrences of on-
street informal parking, 
increased congestion, drivers 
avoiding the town. 

To increase the provision for 
new car parking areas across 
town. 

Accommodate drivers 
demand for car parking, 
encouraging people to a car-
led travel behaviour. 
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ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

20 Convert grass land into car 
parking areas. 

 

Lack of car parking capacity 
in Godmanchester town 
centre. 

Drivers avoiding the town, 
frequent episodes of informal 
parking, increased 
congestion. 

Convert grass land in 
proximity of the town into 
new car parking areas. 

Encouraging a car-led travel 
behaviour, worsening the soil 
permeability and loss of 
greenspace/biodiversity. 

43 Signage Review. Unclear/outdated signage  Drivers following least 
convenient routes, increasing 
congestion and longer travel 
times. 

Install up to date, clear 
horizontal and vertical 
signage. 

Smoother circulation of 
vehicular traffic across town. 

44 Remove all advisable road 
markings such as white lines 
in the middle of the highway.  

Speeding can be an issue in 
the town and having 
advisable marking increases 
width perceptions, 
encouraging higher vehicle 
speeds. 

Quicker driving conditions on 
busy roads, where lanes are 
defined by painted lines 
increasing safety concerns. 

Removal of advisable road 
marking along main roads. 

Encouraging drivers to 
slower speeds, safer travel 
conditions. 

45 Controlled Parking Zones. 

 

High frequency in informal 
parking episodes occurring in 
town. 

Unsafe conditions for 
pedestrian and cyclists. 
Increased congestion where 
vehicles manoeuvre around 
parked cars. 

A Controlled Parking Zone 
(CPZ) only allows parking in 
certain areas by permit 
holders or at certain times 
throughout the day. CPZs 
can be an effective tool to 
regulate parking in a certain 
area. 

Enforces better parking 
habits although can 
reallocate parking issues to 
elsewhere in the town. 

47 Define loading/unloading 
zones throughout town 
(including along the 
Causeway). 

 

Delivery vehicles often 
stopping on footways and 
active travel paths. 

Increased congestion and 
unsafe travel conditions for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

Define out-of-town 
loading/unloading areas to 
accommodate delivery 
vehicles. 

Better vehicular circulation, 
safer travel conditions for 
active travellers.  

49 Converting grass verges 
alongside roads into car 
parking areas. 

Lack of car parking capacity 
in Godmanchester, unused 
road verges. 

Occurrences of informal 
parking along wider roads, 
turning grass verges into 
muddy trails. 

Converting grass verges 
alongside wider roads into 
formalised parking spaces. 

Adding car parking capacity 
to Godmanchester although 
encourages car-led travel 
behaviour. 
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Figure 4-2 – Location of Highway Options 
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Table 4-3 - Highway Options - Location Based 

ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

1 The Avenue: Closing 
the Town Bridge to 
vehicular traffic. 

High traffic volumes through 
Godmanchester travelling via 
the Town Bridge. 

Traffic congestion, safety 
concerns and lower air quality.  

 

Closing the Town Bridge to 
general vehicular traffic 
although exceptions could 
include ambulances, buses 
and taxis. 

 

It is likely that traffic levels 
could be lowered in the 
northern part of the town as 
vehicles, including HGVs will 
need to re-route via the A14 
or the A1307. 

2 The Avenue: 
Implementing a tidal 
flow/one way system on 
the Town Bridge. 

High traffic volumes through 
Godmanchester travelling via 
the Town Bridge at peak 
hours. 

Congestion, safety concerns 
and longer travel times. 

Allowing only northbound 
traffic in the AM peak period 
(e.g. 07:00-09:00) and only 
southbound traffic in the PM 
peak period (e.g. 16:00-19:00). 
The traffic could be controlled 
by rising bollards and traffic 
lights.  

An alternative solution could 
include providing traffic lights 
to allow for two-way flow 
throughout the day. 

Ease in congestion in the 
northern part of the town, 
better traffic flows 
entering/exiting the town.  

3 The Avenue: Ban HGV 
to cross the Town 
Bridge. 

Slowed down traffic resulting 
from HGV circulation within the 
town.  

Congestion and longer travel 
times for residents. 

To increase signage which  
prohibits HGVs crossing the 
bridge. There is already a 
weight limit. 

Reduce HGV congestion 
through the town centre. 

4 Post Street/Cambridge 
Street/Causeway: 
Implement a 20-mph 
speed limit. 

Speeding vehicles moving 
across town which increases 
safety concerns which causes 
collisions clusters. 

Poor safety conditions for 
pedestrian and cyclists. 

Implementing a 20-mph speed 
limit for vehicles driving along 
Post Street/ Cambridge Street/ 
Causeway. 

Safer road conditions for 
drivers and other street 
users. 

6 A1307 West-Bound Slip 
Lane: Impose an 18-
tonnes weight limit to 
HGVs entering into the 
town. 

Slow down traffic resulting 
from HGV circulation within the 
town. 

Congestion and longer travel 
times for residents. 

Imposing a weight limit for 
HGVs entering 
Godmanchester. 

Limiting the dimensions of 
HGVs entering to town. 
Reducing congestion. 
Moreover, there is a route 
through Godmanchester to 
The Offords villages for 
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ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

HGVs to access the 
distribution unit, which could 
limit the feasibility of this 
option as vehicles may have 
to divert large distances. 

8 Town Centre: 
Implement a one-way 
road system. 

High traffic volumes within the 
town centre residential areas. 

Poorer safety conditions, 
increased pollution and longer 
travel times for residents. 

To implement a one-way road 
system, enhancing local roads 
capacity. Route to be decided 
but would likely involve 
Causeway and Cambridge 
Street.  

More efficient highway 
system within the town 
centre and could reduce 
congestion levels and 
increase safety conditions. 

9 East Chadley Lane/ 
Cambridge Road: 
Proposals for traffic 
calming and 
improvement measures. 

 

Inconsistent junction layout 
causing dangerous turning 
manoeuvres. 

Poorer safety conditions for 
drivers/pedestrians; 

Poor performing traffic 
circulation. 

To align East Chadley lane 
junction along Cambridge 
Street, installing traffic calming 
and improvement measures. 
Access onto Cambridge Road 
could be consolidated 
(decreasing size) to slow 
turning vehicles. 

Smoother circulation, safer 
traffic conditions and 
improved public realm.  

10 London Road: Add 
pedestrian/cycles 
crossings on London 
Road. 

Discontinuous cycle 
infrastructure on London Road. 

Dangerous conditions for 
cyclists crossing at junctions. 

To complete existing cycle 
paths with cycle crossings at 
junctions. 

Safer travel conditions for 
cyclists. 

Potential incentive to change 
travel behaviour. 

11 London Road: 
Enhancing existing 
traffic calming 
measures. 

Current traffic calming 
measures are inadequate 
resulting in speeding and high 
traffic volumes on London 
Road. 

Poorer safety conditions for 
drivers and pedestrians 
(including school children). 

Enhance existing traffic 
calming measures such as 
increasing size of existing 
chicanes and providing speed 
bumps. 

Improved safety conditions 
on London Road caused by 
lower vehicle speeds. 

12 Post Street: Formalising 
the existing parking 
provision. 

Recurrent episodes of informal 
parking on the side of Post 
Street. 

Vehicles stationing on 
footways, limiting pedestrian 
circulation and worsening 
traffic conditions 

Formalise parking provision 
(i.e. road markings, provision 
of parking areas) along Post 
Street. 

More efficient and safer use 
of road space, improved 
traffic and safety conditions. 
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ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

13 A1198: Install speed 
cameras to increase 
safety conditions. 

Report of speeding vehicles 
along A1198. 

Poorer safety conditions, 
increased risk of serious/fatal 
collisions. 

Install speed cameras at 
strategic locations. 

Safer road conditions, lower 
risk of serious/ fatal 
collisions. 

14 Post Street: Traffic 
Calming Measures (e.g. 
Chicanes and speed 
bumps). 

High traffic volumes along Post 
Street. 

Increased congestion levels 
and longer travel times.  

Implementing a system of 
traffic calming measures along 
Post Street. 

Smoother circulation on the 
northern part of the town. 

48 Cambridge Road: 
Proposals for 
formalising off-street 
parking. 

Unused space on both sides of 
Cambridge Road. 

Informal street parking 
episodes along Cambridge 
Road. Poorer road conditions 
for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Convert Cambridge Road 
verges into parking spaces. 

Increase parking provision 
across town, upgrade the 
local urban realm for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

  



 

 

 

GMC TP | 3.0 | 05 April 2022 
Atkins | Godmanchester Transport Plan 3.0.docx Page 37 of 99 
 

Table 4-4 - Public Transport Options - Study Area Wide 

ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

21 Enhance existing bus routes. Infrequent and limited bus 
links to/from Godmanchester. 

Limited patronage levels on 
key bus services. 

Enhance existing bus routes 
by adding more frequent/ 
accessible services. 

Incentivising more residents 
to move to/from 
Godmanchester by public 
transport. 

22 Upgrade existing bus 
stops/shelters. 

Most of the bus stops in 
Godmanchester lack of 
shelters, seats and Real 
Time Passenger Information 
(RTPI) (arrival boards) . 

Residents may be less 
incentivised to pay and use 
public transport. 

Provide all bus stops with 
shelters, RTPI and seats for 
users. 

Public transport users in 
Godmanchester take 
advantage of improved 
services. 

23 Remove unused bus stops. Bus routes that change and 
no notice to passengers. 

Inactive bus stops left 
unused on footways. 

Removal of unused bus 
stops. 

Upgrading public realm and 
removal of misleading 
signage. 

24 Integrate existing bus stops 
with pedestrian crossings. 

Bus stops located away from 
pedestrian crossings. 

Bus passengers expected to 
cross roads in poor safety 
conditions (in front of buses). 

Integrate pedestrian 
crossings in the closest 
proximity of bus stops. 

Increase safety conditions of 
bus passengers. 

25 Extend guided busway from 
St Ives to Godmanchester. 

Lack of a guided busway 
connection to 
Godmanchester. 

Fewer public transport 
options, offering longer travel 
times. 

Build an extension of the 
guided busway to reach 
Godmanchester. 

Additional public transport 
capacity to 
Cambridge/Huntingdon, 
shorter travel times. 

46 Godmanchester-Huntingdon 
Shuttle Bus. 

Lack of regular public 
transport services linking 
Huntingdon to 
Godmanchester. 

Residents to adopt a car-
driven behaviour for shorter 
trips to Huntingdon, 
unnecessarily leading to 
congestion and parking 
issues. 

Liaise with public transport 
operators to provide a 
Godmanchester-Huntingdon 
shuttle bus. 

Limiting congestion to 
Huntingdon by reducing 
shorter trips along the 
busiest access point to/from 
Godmanchester. 



 

 

 

GMC TP | 3.0 | 05 April 2022 
Atkins | Godmanchester Transport Plan 3.0.docx Page 38 of 99 
 

Figure 4-3 - Location of Public Transport Options 
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Table 4-5 - Active Travel Options - Study Area Wide 

ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

35 Maintenance of 
damaged/unsafe pedestrian 
routes. 

Damaged pedestrian paths 
(i.e, potholes, displaced tiles, 
overgrown vegetation). 

Poor safety conditions 
affecting pedestrians. 

Increase maintenance of 
pedestrian paths and 
crossings making them even 
and wide enough for users to 
pass by one another.  

Safer walking conditions for 
pedestrians. 

37 Upgrade wheelchair kerbs 
where needed. 

Damaged, or lack of 
wheelchair kerbs across 
Godmanchester. 

Limited/poor accessibility for 
wheelchair users. 

Improve conditions of 
wheelchair kerbs and related 
signage. 

Safer conditions and 
improved accessibility to 
Godmanchester for 
wheelchair users. 

38 Improve public realm and 
walkable road space along 
major roads. 

Current conditions of the 
urban realm along 
Godmanchester’s main roads 
prioritise road users rather 
than walkers or cyclists. 

Active travel journeys are 
less attractive resulting in 
additional car use.   

Enhance public realm by 
landscaping areas, upgrade 
pedestrian paths and green 
verges along main roads with 
street furniture and new 
green areas. 

Encouraging local residents 
to actively travel within 
Godmanchester. 

39 Formalise parking to avoid 
with Active Travel routes. 

Informal parking along 
Godmanchester’s roads and 
footways. 

Parked vehicles interferring 
with pedestrians and cyclists’ 
paths, leading to unsafe 
travel conditions. 

Create and define parking 
areas not to allow drivers to 
park along active travel 
routes. 

Safer travel conditions for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  

40 Invest in active travel route 
maintenance. 

Damaged highways (pot 
holes) and footways serving 
as active travel paths. 

Unsafe travel conditions for 
walkers and cyclists, 
invading the road to avoid 
damaged sections. 

Increase the frequency of 
maintenance interventions. 

Safer environment for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

41 Regulate E-Scooters use. Informal use and parking of 
E-Scooters across 
Godmanchester. 

Unsafe driving conditions 
and hazard for pedestrians 
and cyclists. 

Establish an E-Scooter trail 
zone within the town to 
encourage active travel and 
to formalise use. 

Improve roads circulation 
and urban realm; safer 
conditions for active 
travellers. 
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Figure 4-4 - Location of Active Travel Options 
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Table 4-6 – Active Travel Options – Location Based 

ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

26 A1307 Bridge: Provide 
crossing on Cambridge Road 
on the west of A1307 
underpass. 

Unpaved sidewalk surfaces 
along the A1307 underpass. 

Footways turning into muddy 
trails, inaccessible to 
pedestrians. 

Provide a footway along the 
A1307 underpass 
carriageways for access to 
Cow Lane. 

Providing an additional 
pedestrian link to Cow Lane, 
could increase safety and 
encourage walking and 
cycling. 

27 London Road/Tudor 
Road/Post Street: Ensure 
existing cycle path is 
continuous along routes. 

Isolated cycle paths sections, 
no cycle crossing at 
junctions. 

Cyclists either use footway 
causing safety issues or 
need to dismount which 
makes the journey 
unattractive.  

Integrate existing sections of 
cycle paths in a continuous 
and safe route. 

Safer travel conditions for 
cyclists and vehicles; 
incentive for residents to 
cycle in town. 

28 West Street: Add new 
pedestrian crossing points. 

Lack of pedestrian crossings 
on West Street. 

Unsafe conditions for 
pedestrians using West 
Street. 

Provide new pedestrian 
crossings on West Street. 

Safer walking conditions for 
pedestrians and vehicles. 

29 Silver Street/Old Court Hall 
Junction: Provide new 
pedestrian crossing points. 

Lack of pedestrian crossing 
at Silver Street/Old Court 
Hall Junction. 

Unsafe conditions for 
pedestrians using Silver 
Street/Old Court Hall 
Junction. 

Provide new pedestrian 
crossings on Silver 
Street/Old Court Hall 
Junction.. 

Safer walking conditions for 
pedestrians and vehicles. 

30 A1198: A pedestrian/cycle 
pathway to Papworth. 

Lack of a direct active travel 
link to Papworth. 

Unsafe conditions for walkers 
and cyclists; residents and 
visitors to use car to access 
Papworth. 

Build a continuous active 
travel path connecting 
Godmanchester to Papworth. 

Residents and visitors to 
cycle and walk between the 
two towns, reducing car 
traffic along the route. 

31 Huntingdon Railway Station: 
A safe pedestrian link to the 
railway station. 

Lack of a direct pedestrian 
path connecting 
Godmanchester to 
Huntingdon Railway Station. 

Unsafe walking conditions, 
poor signage, longer 
distances affecting 
pedestrians and commuters 
regularly using the station. 

Integrate existing pedestrian 
links in a continuous and 
clearly marked trail linking 
the station to 
Godmanchester. 

Safer walking conditions for 
rail users, visitors and 
commuters. 

32 Hinchingbrooke Hospital and 
School: A safe pedestrian 
link to the hospital campus. 

Lack of a direct pedestrian 
path connecting 
Godmanchester to 
Hinchingbrooke Hospital and 
School. 

Unsafe walking conditions, 
poor signage, longer 
distances affecting 
pedestrians and commuters 

Create a continuous and 
clearly marked 
pedestrian/cycle link between 
Godmanchester and 

Safer walking conditions for 
workers; reduction in car trips 
to the Hospital area. 
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ID Option Cause Cause Effect Solution Solution Effect 

regularly using the hospital 
and Hinchingbrooke School 

Hinchingbrooke Hospital and 
Hinchingbrooke School.  

33 A1198: Extend the 
footpath/cycleway across 
Bearscroft Lane. 

No existing cycleway link 
between A1198 road and 
Bearscroft Lane. 

Unsafe crossing conditions 
junction for cyclists and 
vehicles. 

Extend the existing cycleway 
across Bearscroft Lane. 

Safer travel conditions for 
cyclists and vehicles. 

34 A1307: Cycleway to 
Huntingdon. 

No existing cycleway links 
between Godmanchester 
and Huntingdon. 

Unsafe travel conditions for 
cyclists; residents induced to 
a car-led travel behaviour  

Implement a network of 
cycleways linking 
Godmanchester to 
Huntingdon. 

Expand the active travel 
network between the two 
towns; likely reduction in car 
trips and traffic. 

36 Park Lane / East Chadley 
Lane: Quiet-way allocation 

Lack of space along Post 
Street / The Avenue to 
provide segregated 
cycleway.  

Cyclists need to use busy 
highway which is subject to 
high traffic volumes.  

Re-assigning cycle route 
between Park Lane and East 
Chadley Lane as a quiet-way 
which could include better 
surfacing, lighting and 
signage. 

More cyclists use safer 
segregated routes through 
Godmanchester.  

42 Old Court Hall / West Street 
Junction: Realignment of 
West Street Junction, 
creation of new parking 
spots. 

Wide junction layout between 
West Street and Old Court 
Hall and unused road space 
which encourages speeding 
through junction and informal 
parking.  

Potential safety risk 
(identified collision cluster) 
and informal parking.  

Align West Street to be 
perpendicular to Old Court 
Hall; convert unused road 
space into new car -parking 
areas. 

Safer road conditions and 
increased on-street car 
parking capacity available. to 
local residents  

50 The Avenue: Widen 
footbridge adjacent to Town 
Bridge to accommodate 
cyclists. 

No presence of dedicated 
cycle lane along both 
crossings meaning cyclists 
need to cycle on highway 
which can be perceived as 
dangerous.  

Unsafe road conditions for 
cyclists, pedestrians and 
vehicles users along both 
bridges. 

Widen the footbridge to 
accommodate a cycle lane, 
deterring cyclists to use the 
historic bridge. 

Safer conditions for all road 
users; smoother traffic flows 
along the Town Bridge. 
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4.5. Strategy Outcomes (Scoring) 

4.5.1. Overall Scores 
All options were scored as per the categories set out in Table 4-1. The full set of results from the scoring is 
provided in Appendix B. Once the scores were generated, options were ranked by total score according to their 
respective category (highway/public transport/active travel) which is shown in Table 4-7, Table 4-8 and Table 4-
9. 

The rank of each option is used to highlight what options should be prioritised in terms of how well they 
perform, in terms of feasibility, acceptability, impact on the environment, congestion and active travel safety. 
Costs or timescales are not scored and are considered in Chapter 5. 

It should be noted options have been considered in isolation when scored for fairness. The effectiveness of this 
Transport Plan Strategy is associated with a coordinated implementation of these measures, which should be 
grouped and delivered in ‘packages’ (i.e. several options that are linked so to achieve an aim, such as reducing 
traffic speeds or reducing HGV traffic). 

Table 4-7 shows the ranking of the highway options presented in Section 4.4. 

Table 4-7 – Highway / Parking Options Overall Ranking 

No. Title Score Rank 

10 London Road: Add pedestrian/cycles crossings on London Road. 10 1 

18 Add charging stations for Electric Vehicles. 9 2 

7 Time-limits and restrictions for deliveries and loading/unloading of goods. 8 3 

9 
East Chadley Lane/ Cambridge Road: Proposals for traffic calming and 
improvement measures. 

8 3 

17 Increased disabled parking provision. 8 3 

47 Define loading/unloading zones throughout town (including along the Causeway). 7 6 

13 Install speed cameras to calm traffic 7 6 

45 Controlled Parking Zones. 7 6 

8 Town Centre: Implement a one-way road system. 7 6 

6 
A1307 West-Bound Slip Lane: Impose an 18-tonnes weight limit to HGVs entering 
the town. 

6 10 

1 The Avenue: Closing the town bridge to vehicular traffic. 6 10 

12 Post Street: Formalising the existing parking provision. 6 10 

16 Parking restrictions or consolidation across town. 6 10 

19 Increase parking provision across town. 6 10 

11 London Road: Enhancing existing traffic calming measures. 6 10 

14 Post Street: Traffic Calming Measures (e.g. Chicanes). 6 10 

2 The Avenue: Implementing a tidal flow/one way system on the Town Bridge. 5 17 

3 The Avenue: Ban HGV to cross the Town Bridge. 5 17 

4 Post Street/Cambridge Street/Causeway: Implement a 20-mph speed limit. 5 17 

5 Implement a 20mph speed limit throughout the town. 5 17 

43 Signage Review. 5 17 

48 Cambridge Road: Proposals for formalising off-street parking. 4 22 

15 Increased on-street parking provision across town. 4 22 
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No. Title Score Rank 

49 Converting grass verges alongside roads into car parking areas. 3 24 

44 
Remove all advisable road markings such as white lines in the middle of the 
highway.  

3 24 

20 Convert grass land into car parking areas. -1 26 

 

The best performing option consisted of proposals for crossings on London Road (Option 10); the installation of 
EV charging stations (Option 18); giving time limits for deliveries and loading/unloading of goods (Option 9); 
traffic calming measures along Cambridge road and increased disabled parking provision. The scoring shows 
how the highest ranked options mostly suggest traffic calming and improvement measures targeting problems 
related to road safety and congestion across town. The lowest ranked options are the ones assuming an 
increase in parking provision, likely to induce a car-led travel behaviour to the detriment of local traffic 
conditions and greenspace. 

Table 4-8 reports the score and ranks each of the public transport options presented in Section 4.4. 

Table 4-8 - Public Transport Options Ranking  

No. Title Score Rank 

22 Upgrade existing bus stops/shelters. 10 1 

24 Integrate existing bus stops with pedestrian crossings. 9 2 

21 Enhance existing bus routes 8 3 

46 Godmanchester-Huntingdon Shuttle Bus. 6 4 

23 Remove unused bus stops 5 5 

25 Extend guided busway from St Ives to Godmanchester. 4 6 

 

The highest ranked options are associated with the upgrade and improvement of the existing bus infrastructure, 
aiming at making public transport safer and more efficient to local users. These include liaising with bus 
operators to upgrade existing bus stops and routes (Option 22) into shelters offering RTPI, seats and waiting 
areas. The lowest ranking options include the addition of expensive public transport services, like a busway 
extension to Godmanchester (Option 25) and removing unused bus stops (Option 23). The low ratings are 
mostly associated with the feasibility and likely cost implications. 

Table 4-9 shows the score and ranks each active travel option as shown in Section 4.4. 

Table 4-9 - Active Travel Options Ranking 

No. Title Score Rank 

31 Huntingdon Railway Station: A safe pedestrian link to the train station. 11 1 

32 Hinchingbrooke Hospital: A safe pedestrian link to the hospital campus. 11 1 

33 A1198: Extend the footpath/cycleway across Bearscroft Lane. 11 1 

27 
London Road/Tudor Road/Post Street: Ensure existing cycle path is continuous along 
routes. 

10 4 

39 Formalise parking to avoid with Active Travel routes. 9 5 

35 Maintenance of damaged/unsafe pedestrian routes. 9 5 

50 Widen footbridge adjacent to Town Bridge to accommodate cyclists.  8 7 

40 Invest in active travel route maintenance. 8 7 

38 Cambridge Road: Improve public realm and walkable road space along major roads 8 7 

38 Causeway: Improve public realm and walkable road space along major roads 8 7 
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No. Title Score Rank 

28 Silver Street/Old Court Hall Junction: Provide new pedestrian crossing points. 8 7 

29 West Street: Add new pedestrian crossing points. 8 7 

37 Upgrade wheelchair kerbs where needed. 7 13 

42 
Old Court Hall / West Street Junction: Realignment of West Street Junction, creation of 
new parking spots. 

7 13 

36 Park Lane / East Chadley Lane: Quiet-way allocation. 6 15 

41 Regulate E-Scooters use. 6 15 

26 A1307 Bridge: Provide crossing on Cambridge Road on the west of A1307 underpass. 6 15 

34 A1307: Cycleway to Huntingdon. 3 18 

30 A1198: A pedestrian/cycle pathway to Papworth. 0 19 

The highest ranked options refer to the upgrade of the existing active travel paths/routes in Godmanchester, 
pointing out new key links identified by public comments. These include safe pedestrian links to Huntingdon 
Railway Station (Option 31) and Hinchingbrooke Hospital and Hinchingbrooke School (Option 32), representing 
a high demand for work-induced trips by residents willing to change their travel behaviour. Most options 
concern the enhancement of existing pedestrian/cycle routes along the busiest roads in Godmanchester (Post 
Street, London Road, Cambridge Road, A1198), in order to achieve a safer environment for pedestrians and 
cyclists. Overall, most active travel options score highly as they each increase the safety in the town and 
encourage a change in residents’ travel behaviour to active travel which requires limited interventions and 
costs. Options relating to the dangers of informal parking (Option 39) and to circulation across the Town Bridge 
(Option 50) are closely related to highway options mentioned in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3. 

The lowest ranking options refer to active travel paths identified by single individuals’ needs for discretionary 
trips to specific locations (Option 30 – Pathway to Papworth; Option 26 – A1307 underpass pavement) where 
current infrastructure meets capacity. 

4.6. Strategy Summary 
This Chapter outlines the methodology and results of the optioneering process which adopted a ‘bottom up’ 
approach meaning that options were predominantly based on public opinion, which was then backed up by the 
initial data collection process. Each of the options presented provides a potential solution to the most common 
transport issues in Godmanchester. Starting from a comprehensive engagement process, the Chapter aligns 
public comments with the Transport Plans aims and objectives, developing a methodology to progress public 
views to optioneering.  

The optioneering process categorises transport issues by mode: highway, public transport and active travel. 
The options are progressed to the optioneering stage depending on their feasibility, acceptability and 
affordability to Godmanchester’s transport network, and rated accordingly. The optioneering methodology 
consists of multiple scoring factors ranking each option depending on their timescales, feasibility, acceptability, 
impact on the environment, congestion and safety of active travel users. The resulting ranking tables prioritise a 
series of interventions which aim at making Godmanchester transport conditions safer and more sustainable to 
local residents. 

The highest ranked highway options (that should therefore be prioritised) mostly consist of traffic calming and 
improvement measures targeting problems related to road safety, informal parking and traffic congestion 
across town.  

The highest ranked public transport options (that should therefore be prioritised) concern the upgrade and 
improvement of the existing bus stops and routes servicing the town. These could increase patronage levels by 
making them a more attractive and efficient mode of travel.   

The highest ranked options for active travel (that should therefore be prioritised) refer to the upgrade and 
enhancement of the existing active travel paths/routes within Godmanchester (Post Street, London Road, 
Cambridge Road, A1198) as well as links to key destinations (Huntingdon Railway Station, Hinchingbrooke 
Hospital and School), in order to achieve a safer environment for pedestrians and cyclists. Most of the options 
feature high scores as they each increase the possibility for a change in residents’ travel behaviour, requiring 
limited interventions and costs.  
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5. Forward Planning 
This Chapter provides guidance on how GMCTC could secure funding and possible programming of options 
outlined in Chapter 4. This Chapter also outlines how important it is to have forward planning in place which 
ensures that options are successfully delivered. Forward planning is also important in this context to maximise 
the effectiveness of any outcomes as a number of options would need to be implemented simultaneously 
therefore a plan must be made.  

5.1. The Importance of Forward Planning 
This Transport Plan has identified options which could improve transport in and around Godmanchester and 
has provided an indication on what should be prioritised. The most important next step is to understand the 
programming implications and funding requirements for the options as a package (i.e. when considered as a 
group of measures) which requires coordination within GMCTC, CCC, HDC and other governing bodies. It is 
important because coordination could maximise the effectiveness of any outcomes from this Transport Plan 
especially, as number of options would need to be implemented at once.  

Forward planning requires an understanding of the likely timescales until implementation and ways in which 
funding can be obtained. Given that GMCTC has a limited annual budget, it will require funding support from 
local governing bodies, such as CCC and HDC and third parties including from developers obtained via Section 
106 funds. 

There are multiple considerations for obtaining funding and programme which is summarised in Figure 5-1. 

Figure 5-1 - Key Considerations for Option Implementation 

 

Funding 
Identification

• Is it likely that the scheme can obtain funding?

• Identification of funding streams and plan for application process

• When would funding streams become available?

Draft 
Programming

• When will funding become available? 

• Are there options that need to be implemented at similar times? 

• Consideration for resourcing 

Funding 
application 

• Application to be tailored to the funding

• Ensure funding has appropriate timescales

• Ensure funding application can be successful?

Final 
Programming

• Once funding confirmed, review programme and alter as appropriate

• Allow for additional assessment time

• Consider consenting processes (e.g. Planning applications)
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5.2. Delivery Programme and Funding 
This section sets out a draft works programme which can be used as a starting reference point and also 
considers possible funding streams. At this stage in the study it is not possible to confirm potential funding 
streams and is therefore dependent on GMCTC’s current financial position and resources. The following 
sections have been set out by timescale recognising that there are some interventions that could have an 
impact within the next year.   

Appendix C sets out a draft delivery plan including likely timescales and costs for the identified options. The 
scores from Section 4.5 are also presented to highlight that performance is not linked to timescales or costs.  

5.2.1. Timescales 
The timescale of implementation for each of the options varies according to the nature of the intervention. The 
times for completion of the options vary between being less than a year (Short-Term) to more than 3 years 
(Long-Term). The timeline associated with the option is indicative, as this depends on the cost, planning and 
the engagement of stakeholders involved with each intervention. The timeframes estimate the time of 
construction of the option itself, and does not consider time constraints associated with the decision-making 
process (planning permission). Suggested timescales also are dependent on the assumption that the 
necessary funding is secured promptly. Long term options are likely to have higher costs and planning 
procedures, however, could be valuable in solving more strategic issues in the study area.  

5.2.2. Costing 
The cost of each option varies according to the nature of the intervention. The costs for the options mentioned 
in this Transport Plan range from a minimum of £1,500 to a maximum of £5,000,000. The costs presented in 
this plan are indicative, as it depends on multiple factors (such as materials, cost of labour, equipment and 
consultancy fees) which would need to be agreed with engineering professionals, contractors and suppliers by 
the council. Costs referring to major transport options or traffic interventions are expressed as a lump sum for 
the whole item, whilst the costs for targeted interventions (e.g., speed cameras, EV charging points, chicanes 
and speed bumps) are expressed either per unit or by distance (e.g., cycle lanes, pedestrian paths).  

Smaller costs tend to be associated with short-term, targeted maintenance or upgrade interventions to road 
signage and parking layouts, requiring less materials and lower labour costs. Major costs are associated with 
medium/long term options affecting Godmanchester traffic conditions. These require longer timelines to carry 
out further engagement, monitoring and appraisal before and during their implementation. Options with higher 
costs should not be interpreted as a constraint but as investment opportunities in more sustainable and efficient 
traffic conditions for Godmanchester’s future development. 

5.3. Option Prioritisation 
The Transport Plan Strategy scored all options and the scores set out in Section 4.5 shows that some options 
are likely to perform better than others. It is recommended that GMCTC prioritise a number of options based on 
these initial scores as they are considered to be the most beneficial to achieve the Transport Plan Vision and 
Objectives set out in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. Given that there are five categories (feasibility, acceptability, impact 
on the environment, impact on congestion and impact on active travel safety and accessibility) with a possible 
maximum score of 15, all options scoring nine or more (the majority scoring at least two) should be prioritised 
over the other schemes. These are set out below: 

• Highway: Additional crossing points on London Road; 

• Highway: Add charging stations for Electric Vehicles; 

• Public Transport: Upgrade existing bus stops/shelters; 

• Public Transport: Integrate existing bus stops with pedestrian crossings; 

• Active Travel: A safe pedestrian link to Huntingdon Railway Station; 

• Active Travel: A safe pedestrian link to Hinchingbrooke Hospital and School; 

• Active Travel: Extend the footpath/cycleway across Bearscroft Lane; 

• Active Travel: A continuous cycle pathway along London Road; 

• Active Travel: Formalise parking to not interfere with Active Travel routes; and 

• Active Travel: Maintenance of damaged/unsafe pedestrian routes. 



 

 

 

GMC TP | 3.0 | 05 April 2022 
Atkins | Godmanchester Transport Plan 3.0.docx Page 48 of 99 
 

It is important to note that the options that should be prioritised are likely to be options that are most achievable 
in terms of the criteria, although this does not necessarily mean that they will have the biggest impact. GMCTC 
should however ensure that these options are included in any future strategies and are considered for funding 
in the first instance, as these are more likely to be implemented successfully than other options. Moreover, 
localised options, such as additional pedestrian crossing provision, should be prioritised where possible as 
although this type of infrastructure has a smaller impact on the wider population, it can dramatically increase 
the safety and accessibility for individuals residing in that particular area.  

Other options should be explored further, especially schemes that are likely to have a large impact on traffic 
flow, such as closing the Town Bridge in some form, extending the busway from St Ives and parking 
enforcement through Controlled Parking Zones and formalising parking and implementing a 20mph speed limit 
through Godmanchester. These options can have some constraints, such as physical space for the 
infrastructure or political opposition so therefore may take longer to implement. 

Finally, a number of options, when paired together, will perform better where implemented alone. Due to the 
amount of options generated, there are a number of permutations that an option package could take, however 
as a guide the following principles apply:  

• All options should be grouped with active travel measures that decrease car use; 

• Traffic calming measures should be grouped to targeted areas but could result in more traffic due to 
slower speeds; 

• Options that cause highway diversions, such as the closure of the Town Bridge will have knock-on 
effects, such as congestion on new link roads; 

• Highway measures should be mitigated by supporting environmental measures (not assessed in this 
Transport Plan); 

• Public transport options should be paired with options that allow users to walk or cycle to the public 
transport station or stop.  

The list of options that should be prioritised show that active travel and public transport options are key to 
achieving this Transport Plan’s Vision and Objectives (Sections 4.1 and 4.2). Over half of the 10 options that 
scored over nine points were active travel related, whilst two public transport options are also included in the 
prioritisation list. It is therefore most important to consider the prioritisation of pedestrians, cyclists and 
equestrian users over car users when implementing these options which can be done through complementary 
measures such as providing safe crossing facilities, wide footways and cycleways and designing the street 
space to slow vehicle speeds and deter informal parking.   

5.4. Strategy Summary 
This Chapter presents a draft delivery programme and associated costs to help determine what options are 
considered to be viable by GMCTC and what funding is required. Forward planning is an important aspect in 
option progression to make the funding process efficient and to maximise the effectiveness of the options, 
especially if implemented as a package of measures. 

Appendix C presents a draft delivery programme which outlines the costs and timescales for each option. 
Whilst not considered in packages, it does show that GMCTC will require funding from third parties and should 
attempt to prioritise options as per the outcomes of this Transport Plan.  
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6. Summary and Next Steps 

6.1. Summary of Transport Plan 
This Transport Plan provides a comprehensive overview of Godmanchester’s current transport performance, 
addressing existing issues affecting the town’s transport network. The document considers a strategy to 
improve the safety levels and environmental impacts of Godmanchester transport conditions, putting forward a 
list of strategic interventions to be implemented locally or on a town-wide scale. 

6.1.1. Local Transport Issues and Opportunities 
Vehicular access to/from Godmanchester is heavily biased to the northern access points, and identifies the 
Town Bridge as the busiest road link and one of the town’s collisions clusters. The rising demand for parking 
spaces, as well as the recent A14 enhancement are expected to alter Godmanchester’s traffic flow, justifying 
additional measures to be implemented across the town centre’s busiest roads. Highway data have shown 
these to be Post Street, Causeway, Cambridge Street and London Road. Overall, road safety in 
Godmanchester can be considered as good as there are a ‘normal’ amount of collisions over the past 60-month 
period. Moreover, there appears to be a broad adherence to the speed limits where data was available.  

The public transport links linking Godmanchester to Huntingdon, Cambridge and surrounding towns consist of 
bus routes only, whose capacity and frequency can be scarce at times. The nearest railway station is 
Huntingdon, where hourly services link the town and the region with London.  

Existing active travel infrastructure in Godmanchester is limited, consisting of isolated sections of cycle paths 
crossing through the town, frequently interrupting at junctions. 

Godmanchester’s future development will see new residential areas to be built on the south-east part of the 
town; these are likely to add pressure on parking capacity as well as key access routes to/from town, like the 
A1198. 

6.1.2. What Options are being Considered? (Transport Plan Strategy) 
This Transport Plan follows a ‘bottom up’ approach, meaning that each of the options presented represents a 
solution to transport issues identified directly by Godmanchester residents. The options appraisal is the result of 
a comprehensive public engagement process, whose sample rate consists of around 5% of the local 
population.  

The optioneering process categorises transport issues by mode: highway, public transport and active travel. 
The options are progressed to the optioneering stage depending on their feasibility, acceptability and 
affordability to Godmanchester’s transport framework, and rated accordingly. The optioneering methodology 
consists of multiple scoring factors ranking each option depending on their timescales, feasibility, acceptability, 
impact on the environment, on congestion and on active travel safety. The final appraisal of options prioritise 
interventions and measures which aim at making Godmanchester transport conditions safer and more 
sustainable to local residents. 

The highest ranked highway options (that should therefore be prioritised) mostly consist of traffic calming and 
improvement measures targeting problems related to road safety, informal parking and traffic congestion 
across town.  

The highest ranked public transport options (that should therefore be prioritised) concern the upgrade and 
improvement of the existing bus stops and routes servicing the town. These could increase patronage levels by 
making them a more attractive and efficient mode of travel.   

The highest ranked options for active travel (that should therefore be prioritised) refer to the upgrade and 
enhancement of the existing active travel paths/routes within Godmanchester (Post Street, London Road, 
Cambridge Road, A1198) as well as links to key destinations (Huntingdon Railway Station, Hinchingbrooke 
Hospital and School), in order to achieve a safer environment for pedestrians and cyclists. Most of the options 
feature high scores as they each increase the possibility for a change in residents’ travel behaviour, requiring 
limited interventions and costs. 

6.2. What are the recommendations from this Plan? 
GMCTC should closely consider the options presented in this report according to their ranking, prioritising 
critical options which could achieve this Plan’s Vision of “improving the quality of life for residents of 
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Godmanchester by improving the pedestrian and cycle environment, reducing traffic and making people feel 
safer as they move around the historic town.” It is recommended that pedestrians, cyclists and equestrian users 
are prioritised over car users when implementing. 

It is recommended that options that scored higher than nine in the rankings (see Section 5.3) should be 
prioritised which mostly include active travel and public transport options. More generally, GMCTC should 
always seek to improve the connectivity of and safety for pedestrians and cyclists by reducing traffic (including 
through traffic and HGV traffic) in the town. However, recognising that this is not always possible, the council 
should seek to regulate the flow of traffic and to consolidate parking to improve on current behaviours. 

GMCTC should also try to implement measures that are not on the priority list but seek to enhance and expand 
the local active travel network, introducing residents to a safer and more sustainable travel behaviour on 
shorter trips. 

Recognising that highway measures could reduce traffic flow thereby improving safety, congestion and air 
quality, GMCTC should seek to provide traffic calming and improvement measures across the Town Bridge and 
the introduction of a comprehensive parking strategy across town to ease key routes (London Road, 
Cambridge Street, Post Street/ Causeway) from congestion and frequent informal parking.  

For successful implementation of this Transport Plan cooperation between GMCTC and partner local 
authorities (HDC, CCC and CPCA) is essential in order for a joint approach to the transport issues identified 
and to secure any necessary funding opportunities available. 

6.3. What are the next steps for Godmanchester Town Council? 
The recommended next steps for GMCTC are to: 

• Finalise a prioritisation list based on the recommendations from this Transport Plan and consider 
funding and programming implications;  

• Build on the draft delivery programme provided in Appendix C so it is applicable to the council’s current 
situation regarding funds and resources; 

• Liaise with CCC who are currently producing a Transport Strategy for Huntingdonshire, which will form 
the main route to funding and also formalises the findings from this report in a statutory document;  

• Consider further assessment work on bigger impact options, such as the closure of Town Bridge, to 
determine the scale of impact of the option in more detail. This will support the council’s funding 
applications as governing bodies like CCC will have evidence to prove that these options offer benefit; 
and  

• Consider commissioning a town-wide Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) survey to fully 
understand how users access the town and how the local highway network is used. Similar to the point 
above, this will benefit the councils funding applications as it provides evidence of issues and support 
opportunities to ultimately achieve this Plan’s Vision.  
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Appendix A. Public Engagement Report 
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Notice 

This document and its contents have been prepared and are intended solely as information for Godmanchester 
Town Council and use in relation to the public engagement summary report 

Atkins Limited assumes no responsibility to any other party in respect of or arising out of or in connection with 
this document and/or its contents. 

This document has 44 pages including the cover. 
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1. Introduction 
Atkins has been commissioned by Godmanchester Town Council (GMCTCT to produce a town Transport Plan 
to identify the current known transport issues and constraints experienced by local residents and provide a 
range of potential solutions to these issues. This work has been informed by public opinion and includes a 
comprehensive public engagement piece to collate and interpret views of the local residents who experience 
the issues on a daily basis.  

1.1. Engagement Programme 
A programme of engagement has been undertaken since the start of the project to support the option 
identification process, and to inform and coordinate with key stakeholders.  

Figure 1-1 shows the completed stages of engagement during the course of the study. 

Figure 1-1 - Engagement Stages 

 

Although not a focus of this engagement piece, key stakeholders were engaged with at the start of the project 
to understand what existing data was available. Stakeholders included representatives from Cambridgeshire 
County Council (CCC), Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority (CPCA), Huntingdonshire 
District Council (HDC) and GMCTC. These stakeholders will be kept updated as the project progresses. The 
findings from the stakeholder engagement are provided in the main report.  

The remainder of this report focuses on the public engagement element, which comprised primarily of a survey 
of Godmanchester’s residents.  

The public engagement ran from 3rd December 2021 to 2nd January 2022 (four and a half weeks) where a 
survey (available in both paper and online versions) were distributed to residents of the town. The survey was 
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3rd December 2021 -
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advertised on the Vicarage Wall and GMCTC posted on Godmanchester Living Facebook page to raise 
awareness of the survey (see Section 2.2 for more information). The survey is provided in Appendix A. 

1.2. Engagement Strategy 
This Section sets out the strategy for the engagement. 

Target Audience 

The engagement was open for anyone to contribute to and therefore is considered to be an untargeted survey 
i.e. the audience was not pre-selected and respondents do not require a pre-requisite to complete the survey.  

Question Design 

The engagement survey questions were designed to be neutral, clear to understand, and were structured to 
allow people to comment on all aspects of transport in Godmanchester.  

The first two questions were open-ended which aimed at gaining opinion on the existing issues and 
opportunities to travel in the study area. The following questions asked respondents for information about their 
household, their commute and school-run routes as well as other purposes such as leisure trips. The final set of 
questions asked about sustainable travel and what would encourage increased use of public transport, walk or 
cycle, and make use of existing car share schemes. Respondents also had the opportunity to provide any 
additional comments at the end of the survey. 

The survey is provided in Appendix A. 

Analysis  

The strategy for the analysis of engagement responses was as follows:  

• Analysing each survey form:  

- Tick box questions were analysed using quantitative methods which are then presented in this report 
as charts and descriptions of headline numerical information; and 

- Open questions were analysed using qualitative methods, namely through thematic analysis.  

• Social media posts were analysed on a response by response basis. 

This report was written to summarise the results and not to analyse every response.  

Quality Assurance 

To ensure data integrity was maintained, the following checks were performed on the data:  

• A visual check of the raw data to check for unusual patterns – checks to ensure that responses appear 
genuine, i.e. information is useful for the project / there are no direct repetition in answers (bulk responses) 
/ responses do not include information that is not yet in the public domain; and 

• Time stamp checks to check for unusual patterns – checks undertaken to ensure no bulk entry of 
responses by an automated process, thus mis-representing public opinion.  

Data Protection Requirements 

Data protection measures were stringently applied throughout the Public Engagement process. All data used 
by Atkins and GMCTC was provided at the respondents choice, and at no point was personal information 
required to complete the survey. This premise was made clear at the start of the personal detail questions with 
the following text:  

“None of the following questions are mandatory. By providing an answer, you consent to the GDPR 
regulations outlined below. 

Data Protection 

Godmanchester Town Council and Atkins hold all personal data in accordance with the General Data 
Protection Regulation (GDPR) (EU) 2016/679 and your personal data will not be transferred outside of 
the European Economic Area. Please contact us if you wish to see our Privacy Statement, Data 
Protection Policy, Data Retention Policy” 

With the above in mind, no personal data is presented in this report, and all data containing personal 
information will be deleted (or shredded) at the end of this project.  
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1.3. Structure of Report 
The remainder of this report is structure as follows: 

• Chapter 2 sets out the findings of the public engagement completed to date; 

• Chapter 3 sets out suggested improvements and determines whether these proposals will be taken 
forward; and 

• Chapter 4 summarises the engagement piece and key findings and sets out how the data presented in 
this report will be used in the wider project. 
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2. Engagement  Findings 
This Chapter sets out the findings from the survey responses and social media comments. Key trends from the 
engagement process are documented here, rather than an analysis of every comment with the key findings 
being provided in Section 4.2 

2.1. Survey Responses 
In total, 338 responses were received for the survey including: 

• 215 online responses; 

• 46 paper responses; 

• 73 comments via social media; and 

• 4 other forms of responses. 

The survey contains responses from a small sample (5%) of the local population (around 6,7111) within the 
study area and was self-selecting. It should therefore be considered that the responses within this report may 
not be statistically significant but are representative of the views of those who were aware of and chose to 
respond to the engagement exercise.  

The following sections summarise responses on a question-by-question basis. The raw outputs from the survey 
can be found in Appendix B. 

Every response has been categorised by Atkins according to whether it was a substantive answer or not. Some 
respondents did not provide applicable answers, for example, ‘Not sure’ or ‘I cannot think of anything’. These 
answers have been omitted from the analysis. 

For the purposes of this report, all the substantive answers are grouped into key themes that are based on the 
responses given to each question.  

In addition, the frequency of comments may sum to more than the total respondents, as some responses cover 
multiple themes.  

2.1.1. General Opinion 

What are the main transport and travel issues that affect you? 

There were 331 substantive comments around transport. Thematic analysis was used to understand the key 
issues. Up to three themes were identified for each comment which were then grouped and analysed. There 
were some 270 comments that referred to the general condition of transport in Godmanchester with the 
remaining 61 comments mentioning specific issues. General themes are summarised in Table 2-1 and 
locationally specific issues are shown in Table 2-2. For brevity, themes with less than five comments have not 
been considered in this report. 

  

 

1 Office for National Statistics – 2011 Census 
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Table 2-1 - General Issues Identified (not locationally specific) 

Theme Frequency of Comment 

Informal / Illegal Parking Issues 62 

General Levels of Traffic 38 

Cycling Issues 37 

Bus Routes and Service Issues 30 

General Speeding Issues 26 

Cyclists / Scooters Using Footway 17 

HGV Levels of Traffic and Speed 10 

Lack of Parking Availability 9 

Road Conditions (Pot holes etc) 9 

Rat Running 8 

Noise Impact 5 

Walking Improvements 5 

 

Table 2-1 shows that there are key themes that need to be addressed as part of this study, most notably the 
issues around informal and/or illegal parking within Godmanchester. This theme covers the issue of on-road 
parking, causing the flow of vehicles to slow down (39 comments – the most referred to issue); parking on the 
footway, meaning pedestrians are unable to get past causing safety issues (17 comments) and parking on 
double yellow lines (six comments).  

There were 38 comments on the general traffic levels in the town. Whilst most responses did not provide any 
further detail, some respondents provided more detail and stated that congestion is caused by several factors 
such as high Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) levels, slow moving traffic and parked cars. This theme is linked to 
other themes including ‘rat-running’- which refers to vehicles using local routes to bypass congestion 
elsewhere, such as the A14.  

Despite most respondents usually driving (see Question 6 in Section 2.1.3), the third largest theme was around 
cycling issues, with 21 comments referring to the unsafe cycle conditions and lack of cycle lanes throughout the 
town (14 comments). A number of comments highlight how these issues may deter residents  from cycling to 
key destinations such as the railway station and Hinchingbrooke Hospital in Huntingdon.  

The lack of bus routes to St Ives and Cambridge (eight comments), bus service reliability issues (seven 
comments) and frequency issues (eight comments) were all mentioned and themed under ‘Bus Routes and 
Services’. There appears to be a propensity to use public transport given the number of comments addressing 
frequency/reliability issues.  

General speeding issues were mentioned 26 times making it the fourth largest theme, however the majority of 
responses that mentioned a specific road mentioned speeding and therefore is not included in this figure. 

There were 61 locationally specific comments which are set out in Table 2-2. Further analysis is provided after 
the summary table. Themes with less than five comments have not been considered in this report. 
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Table 2-2 - Locationally Specific Issues 

Location Comments 

Post Street 19 

London Road 13 

A1198 Improvements 8 

West Street 7 

Town Bridge 6 

 

Table 2-2 shows that Post Street and London Road were commented on the most, with the A1198, West Street 
and the Town Bridge also being commented on more than five times each. 

A review into the Post Street comments show that of the 19 comments, the levels of traffic (eight comments), 
vehicle speeds (five comments) and informal and illegal parking (five comments) are they key issues that need 
to be addressed. A number of comments allude to the width of Post Street and the age of the town itself, noting 
that roads are narrow and houses do not have off-street parking which contributes to the issue. 

There were 13 comments on London Road, of which 10 of these were related to speeding, with comments 
pointing out that the road is straight which encourages speeding. One commented on the rate of on-road 
parking during pick-up and drop-off times at St Anne’s School and another commented on the levels of traffic 
during these times too.  

There were also three comments relating to Causeway and Cambridge Road each, citing general traffic levels 
and speeds being issues. 

What possible solutions would you like the Town Council to consider? 

There were 230 substantive responses and most respondents provided multiple solutions for the transport in 
and around Godmanchester. As these solutions are being considered in the optioneering stage, a preliminary 
sifting exercise was undertaken which can be found in Table 3-1.   

2.1.2. Your Household 

Including yourself, how many adults (18 and over) live in your household? 

Figure 2-1 shows the responses to Question 3 which asked how many adults were living in the household. 
Figure 2-1 shows that the most popular answer was two adults, followed by one. Of the 34 respondents who 
answered three or more, this was typically due to having an older child still living with them. 

256 people responded to this question. 

Figure 2-1 - Responses to Question 3 
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How many children (under 18 years) live in your household? 

Figure 2-2 shows that the majority of respondents do not live with children. Having reviewed the ages of 
respondents (see Figure 2-14), this is likely due to respondents children having already moved out. 257 people 
responded to this question. 

Figure 2-2 - Responses to Question 4 

 

How many cars do you have in your household? 

Figure 2-3 shows that around 90% of respondents own either one or two cars, with 128 respondents owning 
two cars. When considered alongside Question 3, this implies that a number of households have one car per 
person. The surveys show how only 11 respondents do not own a car. On account of the lack of public 
transport services available and considering how Godmanchester is not a major employment centre, it is 
considered that respondents feel they need a car as a main mode of travel.  

258 people responded to this question. 

Figure 2-3 - Responses to Question 5 

 

How long have you lived in your current address? 

Figure 2-4 shows that the vast majority of respondents have lived in Godmanchester for more than three years. 
Therefore they have experienced the town both pre and post A14 improvements and Covid-19.  

258 people responded to this question. 
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Figure 2-4 - Responses to Question 6 

 

2.1.3. Travel to Work 

If you are in employment, what is your usual main mode of travel to/from work? 

Figure 2-5 shows that the most popular mode of travel to work is to travel by private car alone, which 
represents 58% of respondents. Working from home, using the train and walking are the following most popular 
answers. Working from home has gained popularity since the Covid-19 lockdowns due to the money saving 
and convenience of the new routine, which is likely to be why this is the second most popular answer. All users 
who commute by rail use Huntingdon railway station due the proximity with Godmanchester and links to, 
Peterborough, London and Cambridge (via Peterborough). The data shows that there is a propensity to car 
share, although the mode share based on responses is low (around 6%). 

Figure 2-5 - Responses to Question 7 
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How far do you usually travel to work? 

Figure 2-6 shows the distance respondents usually travel to get ot work. The results are varied, however 
around 43% of respondents work within five miles of Godmanchester, with 12% working between six to ten 
miles of Godmanchester. 

When considering Figure 2-5 and Figure 2-6 together, it is clear that a number of respondents commute short 
distances by private car. There a number of reasons why this may be the case, for example having to drop-off / 
pick-up children at School or working unsocial hours. This data shows that there is scope to consider measures 
which seek to encourage sustainable travel.    

Figure 2-6 - Responses to Question 8 

 

Please state the location/ area where you work? 

Figure 2-7 shows where respondents to are travelling for work (note that multiple answers could be chosen). 
Where a location was mentioned less than five times, these were grouped into areas by either district if in 
Cambridgeshire or by county. 

It is clear that the most popular answers are Huntingdon and Cambridge, being the two of the closest 
employment centres and Godmanchester. There were a number of responses that specifically mentioned 
Hinchingbrooke Hospital which were included in the Huntingdon answer. There were 23 respondents who 
mentioned London in the answer. It is considered that the main mode to London would be the train via 
Huntingdon Railway Station.  
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Figure 2-7 - Responses to Question 92 

 

*Huntingdonshire excludes Huntingdon, Godmanchester, St Ives and St Neots, to avoid double counting. 

2.1.4. Travel for Non-Commuting Purposes 

What is your usual main mode of travel for non-commuting purposes?  

Figure 2-8 shows that the vast majority of non-commuting travel is undertaken by car, which is likely attributed 
to Godmanchester’s lack of High Street (where most shops are spread throughout the town) and lack of 
supermarket meaning residents will drive to either St Ives or Huntingdon. A large number (49) of respondents 
noted that they walk for non-commuting purposes, which is likely for access to local amenities and for leisure.  

 

2 Note percentages are not provided as a number of destinations are not included in this figure for brevity. 
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Figure 2-8 - Responses to Question 10 

 

2.1.5. Travel to School 

If you have children in your household, how does your child(ren) travel to school?  

Figure 2-9 shows that there is broadly a three-way split between being driven by car (29 responses), cycling 
(27 responses) and walking (31 responses) which is expected given that the Godmanchester has a number of 
Primary Schools but no Secondary School (the closest being in Huntingdon). 

Figure 2-9 - Responses to Question 11 
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What is the name of the school(s) your child/children attend(s)? 

Where answered, the majority of respondents children go to either Hinchingbrooke Secondary or 
Godmanchester Community Academy. It is likely those going to Hinchingbrooke are being dropped off or 
cycling given the distance from Godmanchester.  

2.1.6. Changing your future travel arrangements 

What would encourage you to travel more by public transport?  

Figure 2-10 amalgamates all of the responses that would encourage respondents to use public transport more. 
The most popular answer was around the frequency and reliability of buses (132 answers – 31%) which was 
followed by a more comprehensive bus network (71 answers – 17%). Around 11% of responses stated that 
nothing would encourage them to use public transport which was due to proximity to bus stops, working 
patterns and childcare.  

Figure 2-10 - Responses to Question 12 

 

What would encourage you to travel more by walking or cycling?  

Figure 2-11 shows the responses to Question 13. The vast majority of respondents said that safer walking and 
cycling routes would encourage them to walk or cycle more. This broadly aligns to the open text questions and 
social media comments as well. There were 42 respondents who stated that ‘nothing’ would encourage them to 
walk or cycling and these reasons were down to disability, age, having small children and/or not liking it. 

Figure 2-11 - Responses to Question 13 

 

What would encourage you to travel more by car sharing?  

Figure 2-12 shows that car sharing is not applicable for most respondents, given the dependency on other 
people, having to drive with possible strangers and lack of mobility in case of emergencies. The most popular 
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answers that would encourage people to car share are incentives, such as priority parking in public car parks 
and workplaces, and help in finding a partner. These are considered to be quick-wins and can be implemented 
by GMCTC for a relatively low cost.  

Figure 2-12 - Responses to Question 14 

 

2.1.7. Personal Details 
Given the GDPR restrictions around personal details, all responses regarding names/businesses have been 
omitted. However, as the data has been anonymised the following data can be provided.  

Post Code 

Figure 2-13 shows the respondents home postcode. As expected, the vast majority of the 209 respondents are 
situated within Godmanchester, with 18 living in surrounding towns and villages.  

Figure 2-13 - Postcode Data of Respondents 

 



 
 

 

 

PES | 1.0 | 04 March 2022 
Atkins | Godmanchester Transport Plan Public Engagement Note 2.0.docx Page 18 of 44 
 

Age Range 

Figure 2-14 shows the age of respondents. There is a bias towards the older generation, but this is expected in 
an untargeted survey.  

Figure 2-14 - Age of Respondents 

 

Gender 

Figure 2-15 shows the gender of respondents. The results show that there is a fairly even split between 
genders, with slightly more females responding than males. 

Figure 2-15 - Gender of Respondents 

 

2.2. Social Media 
As part of the engagement piece, the GMCTC social media team posted on local Facebook groups, such as 
Godmanchester Living, to encourage users to take part in the survey. The media team published a series of 
announcements on the groups to target different issues. The posts and responses are summarised below. The 
comments are provided in Appendix C in full and have been paraphrased below for brevity. It should be noted 
that the following comments have been made by the public and may not necessarily be based on empirical 
evidence, but experience and perception. 

• Tuesday 7th December 2021 – General post: Have your say 

o No comments. 

• Friday 10th December 2021 – General post: Have your say 

o Speeding on Ermine Street (A1198); 

o Parking on main roads should be stopped;  

o Issues around cyclists on the footway; and 

o According to a Bus App (not stated) there should be another stop opposite the existing 
Sweetings Road stop, however bus drivers do not stop stating that it does not exist. 
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• Monday 13th December 2021 – Cycling focused post: How can we make cycling safer in our 
town? 

o Comments around the lack of cycle lanes and unsafe cycling conditions on the highway 
meaning this causes conflict with pedestrians where cyclists use the footway instead; 

o Several comments around cars parking on the pavement or on double yellow lines; 

o Traffic is being causes by the rat running to Huntingdon; and 

o Town Bridge is a pinch point as crossing this in general traffic is not considered safe, which 
causes conflict with pedestrians. 

• Thursday 16th December 2021 – Motorist focused post: What issues do you encounter around 
Godmanchester? 

o Several comments around the lack of parking enforcement;  

o Comments on motorists parking informally (such as on street on the main roads) or illegally 
(such as on double yellow lines); 

o Lack of EV charging points; 

o Suggestion that a blanket 20mph speed limit should be imposed.  

• Monday 20th December 2021 – A Greener Godmanchester: How can we reduce traffic in 
Godmanchester; What would encourage you to walk, cycle or use public transport more? 

o Suggestion to remove signs for Godmanchester from the A1198 / London Road / Gumcester 
Way roundabout to direct all traffic via the A1307;  

o 20mph speed limit near all schools; 

o Bus timetables are very confusing which deters use; 

o Shut the Town Bridge to prioritise pedestrians. Other comments suggest making local routes a 
no through route; 

o Active travel route along the A1198 may reduce some traffic; 

o Speed cameras on A1198 / A1307 to enforce speed limits; 

o A more reliable and frequent bus service to employment centres such as Cambridge and St 
Ives. 

• Thursday 23rd December 2021 – A Safer Godmanchester: Are there roads difficult to cross 
safely in Godmanchester? 

o West Street at the junction with the Causeway is a concern; 

o The corner just past the butchers London Road is a safety concern, especially when HGVs are 
driving past; 

o The Town Bridge needs closing or have traffic lights; 

o Sweetings Way/ Crowhill required traffic calming. Speed chicanes have been suggested; 

o Tudor Road near the Co-op is a safety concern; 

o Comments around the conditions of the footways; 

o The crossing from Post Street, Cambridge Street have been noted as safety concerns; and 

o Hunts Shopmobility have made a comment: 

▪ “Can I make a comment on behalf of people who use mobility scooters (having recently 
having [sic] had to use one myself). There are some pavements where there are no 
dropped kerbs. Also in Post Street (I think) people park their cars on the pavement 
making it very narrow in some places.” 

• Monday 27th December 2021 – General post: Get your thoughts heard 

o No comments. 

• Wednesday 29th December 2021 – General post: Have your say 

o No comments. 

• Friday 31st December 2021 – General post: Last chance 

o No comments. 
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The social media comments summary shows that there the same issues being raised on Facebook have been 

raised in the survey (by the public) and with key stakeholders (CCC, CPCA, HDC and GMCTC). It should also 

be noted that on and around these dates, there was an influx in respondents which suggests that the social 

media post had a positive impact on advertising this study.   



 
 

 

 

PES | 1.0 | 04 March 2022 
Atkins | Godmanchester Transport Plan Public Engagement Note 2.0.docx Page 21 of 44 
 

3. Publicly Identified Improvements 
This Chapter sets out the proposed options and improvements identified by the public and how these can be 
used within the Transport Plan objectives and strategy. All options provided in the feedback have been taken 
into account in the optioneering process; however for brevity, options have been grouped if they follow a similar 
theme and some options have been discarded if not considered sensible.  

It should be noted that although all options have been considered, only those that are considered to be 
feasible, deliverable and affordable and have been taken forward to the optioneering stage. The definition for 
these parameters is set out below: 

• Feasible: It is possible to build or implement this measure without significant changes to the natural or 
built environment. It is recognised that larger schemes will require land-take, but this refers to whether 
there is a case for the option; 

• Deliverable: The option can be delivered through statutory processes i.e. it is possible to obtain 
planning permission and can be delivered by standard design and build practices; and  

• Affordable: The option is likely to have a positive benefit-cost ratio (a Department for Transport 
standard for assessing the Value for Money of a scheme). 

It should be noted that at this stage, the project team are determining these outcomes based on previous 
project experience and technical expertise, however no assessment has been undertaken to inform these 
outcomes.   

A RAG rating (Red, Amber, Green) system has been used for this preliminary assessment. The RAG rating is 
used as follows:  

• Where an option scores green, the project team do not consider there to be any major constraints; 

• Where an option scores amber, the project team considers that there are some notable possible 
constraints, although these should be possible to overcome; and 

• Where an option scores red, the project team consider that there are unresolvable issues and therefore 
are not taken forward. 

The final column in table states whether an option has been progressed. Where an option is being progressed, 
it is shown in green, where an option is being progressed, but in a different form, this is shown in amber. 
Where an option is not being progressed, a reason is given in red. It should be noted that an option may be 
progressed even when an amber rating is given. Where a red rating is given, an option is not progressed.  

The options identified in the survey responses are set out in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 - Public Option Evaluation 

Option Feasible?  Deliverable? Affordable? Progress to Optioneering? 

Highways 

Close the Town Bridge    Yes 

One-Way system on Town Bridge    Yes 

Deter HGV going over Town Bridge    Yes 

20 mph speed limits throughout Godmanchester    Yes; Specific points are also being considered at the next 
stage 

HGV restriction enforcement    Yes 

One-way systems    Yes 

Speed enforcement (speed cameras) in town centre    Yes 

Speed enforcement (speed cameras) on A1198    Yes 

Traffic calming measures on Post Street    Yes 

Traffic calming measures on London Road    Yes 

Reduce the width of Post Street to one lane in places    Yes 

Make routes into Godmanchester access only (no 
through route) 

   Option progressed: Servicing vehicles only between certain 
times 

Parking  

Permit holder only parking outside properties    Yes 

Removal of street parking where possible to allow 
more space between cyclists and motorised vehicles 

   Reason: Too many properties without off-street parking. 
Existing parking issues in formal car parks 

Parking restrictions on The Causeway/The Avenue.    Yes 

Additional disabled bays in car parks throughout town    Yes 

More car parks throughout the town    Yes 
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Option Feasible?  Deliverable? Affordable? Progress to Optioneering? 

Conversion of grassed areas into parking areas, 
including the grass area opposite St Annes school, 
and the cricket ground 

   Reason: Utilising recreation areas is not deliverable and 
would have significant push back from statutory 
consultees – based on previous project example 

Alternative option progressed: Formalise grass verges that 
are already parked on. 

Removal of pavement parking      Yes 

Provide more Electric Vehicle charging points    Yes 

Public Transport 

Better bus links directly to Cambridge and St Ives    Option progressed although this is a decision for the Bus 
Operating Companies 

Guided bus route direct to Cambridge    Yes 

Active Travel 

Provision of a footway from Cambridge Road under 
the A1307 bridge onto Cow Lane 

   Option Progressed: Connections between A1198 and 
Cambridge Road but not to the north of the A1307 given the 
lack of amenities, employment or residential land uses 
presently there 

Amend uneven footways    Yes 

A continuous, dedicated (i.e. not shared with 
pedestrians) cycle path from the junction of A1198 
and London Road to the Old Bridge plus the whole of 
Tudor Road 

   Yes 

A designated cycle lane along the causeway and post 
street 

   Yes 

Pedestrian crossings across West Street and possible 
at Silver Street and Old Court Hall Junction 

   Yes 

A footway between Godmanchester and Papworth 
along the A1198 

   Yes 

A safe and well-lit walking route direct from 
Huntingdon railway station to Godmanchester 

   Yes 
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Option Feasible?  Deliverable? Affordable? Progress to Optioneering? 

A safe cycle path the whole way to Hinchingbrooke or 
a school bus made available to residents   

   Yes 

Extension of the A1198 cycleway to the football club    Yes 

Provision of cycle route on A1307 from junction with 
A1198 to/from Huntingdon 

   Yes 

Resurface damaged footways     Yes 

Make dropped kerbs disabled wheelchair friendly, 
make Tudor road 20mph as motorists use it as a rat 
run 

   Yes 

Other Interventions 

More patrols by Community Police Officers    Reason: Not transport related although fed back to GMCTC 

Clear up bird droppings on paths and pavements    Reason: Not transport related although fed back to GMCTC 

Public realm improvements    Yes 

Not allowing planning permission if this means 
houses lose off road parking 

   Reason: Measures in place already to control rate of growth 
and parking management 

Speed limits for e-scooters    Speed limits already in place for e-scooters. Limiters 
installed in pool e-scooters. E-scooters also not legal in 
Godmanchester as it is not a trial area. 

Improve conditions on highway, namely fixing pot 
holes 

   Yes 
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4. Summary and Next Steps 
This report summarises the public engagement tasks for the Godmanchester Transport Plan study. The 
engagement ran from 3rd December 2021 to 2nd January 2022. The engagement included a travel survey to 
capture existing travel behaviours, understand issues on the transport network and to obtain possible solutions 
from the public. This note summarises the feedback from the public engagement piece.  

4.1. Summary 
In total, 338 responses were received for the survey including: 

• 215 online responses; 

• 46 paper responses; 

• 73 comments via social media; and 

• 4 other forms of responses. 

The survey sample rate was 5% of the local population, which is considered a good turnout given that no face-
to-face engagement took place and the engagement period was over December. 

Some limitations apply to the methodology of  this survey, one of which is its self-selection of respondents; 
however given the scale and stage of this project, all responses provided are considered as useful to the study.  

4.2. Key Findings 
Following engagement with GMCTC, key stakeholders (including HDC, CCC and CPCA) and the public, there 
are several key points that require further consideration as the project progresses to the optioneering stage. 
The key findings have been ordered by location below: 

• Town Bridge is the main issue in the town that is a cause of debate. There appears to be a split in 
opinion between closing the bridge and leaving it open to traffic. Atkins will provide a number of 
solutions around the Town Bridge which covers both options in terms of leaving it open or closing it to 
vehicular circulation; 

• Post Street / The Avenue This is the main route to Town Bridge in the north via Post Street and The 
Avenue, which is subject to narrow street and lack of off-street parking. This results in a number of 
operational issues given the volume of traffic using this route. The lack of off-street parking for 
residents, alongside the normal operations of commercial properties often encourage parking on-road, 
mostly in informal places. This results in slower traffic flows and increasing congestion. Furthermore, 
incorrect motorist behaviours often lead to car parking on footways and a lack of highway space, 
pushing cyclists onto the footway. These both are big safety concerns for pedestrians. Post Street 
requires intervention that seeks to re-allocate accessible road space, which is currently difficult to do, 
therefore alternative routes for users such as walkers and cyclists need to be considered at the 
optioneering stage;  

• Cambridge Road is the highway running east west between Post Street and the A1307. Cambridge 
Road is currently a very wide road encouraging speeding behaviours, which can be dangerous for 
pedestrians. Although safety analysis shows that collision levels are not beyond expected, the 
optioneering stage will suggest some improvements to consolidate road space and maximise active 
travel infrastructure; 

• London Road is the main residential route connecting the north with the south of Godmanchester. 
London Road is a fairly straight road, which is subject to 30mph speed limits outside of school times 
and 20mph at the start and end of the school day. The geometry of the road and lack of large traffic 
calming measures promotes speeding along the road. Interventions can include natural traffic calming 
measures, such as an increase in pedestrian crossings or speed reduction infrastructure like speed 
tables and chicanes; 

• Ermine Street (A1198) is highway connecting Godmanchester to Papworth Everard. The A1198 is a 
relatively straight road with wide carriageways and is subject to national speed limit (60mph). There is 
a perception that speeding along this route represents an issue to the public, hence a number of 
comments requesting traffic enforcement measures such as speed cameras. Moreover, a lack of 
active travel infrastructure along this route has previously been raised in this engagement piece. 
Further analysis is required to determine how many users are likely to make use of this infrastructure 
once it would be provided; 
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• West Street is the main route between Godmanchester and St Neots and can be subject to speeding. 
There were seven specific comments around West Street, including suggestions around the need for a 
signalised crossing. Given that there is currently a lack of formal crossing facilities along this route 
(there are dropped kerbs with tactile paving present), an option to provide a formal crossing (signalised 
or zebra) should be explored further.  

Huntingdon, Cambridge and London are considered to be the main destinations outside of Godmanchester, 
therefore further consideration has been given to these below: 

• Huntingdon: It is clear that the main destination for residents of Godmanchester is Huntingdon for 
employment (particularly Hinchingbrooke Hospital) and non-commuting purposes (supermarkets). 
Residents can walk, cycle, use public transport or drive to Huntingdon, however the volume of people 
doing this may be the cause of the traffic issues, such as congestion within the town itself. 
Interventions could offer alternative ways for Godmanchester residents to access to the town.  

• Cambridge is a key destination accessible via the A1307 / A14. It is understood that there is a 
propensity to use public transport, however infrequent and unreliable bus services make this difficult to 
do at times; and 

• London is a key destination which accessed by train via Huntingdon Railway Station. A number of 
users will be travelling between Godmanchester and the station meaning that interventions to support 
this corridor are considered. 

Overall, there are clear themes coming out of this engagement piece which have been mentioned above, which 
have been raised by both the public and key stakeholders, including GMCTC which means that there is a clear 
case for intervention within Godmanchester town.  

4.3. Next Steps 
All the options identified and raised by the public have been closely considered by the project team, who have 
assessed their feasibility, deliverability and affordability. If these satisfy all three criteria highlighted, these will 
be progressed to the optioneering stage to then be assessed alongside further options identified by Atkins. 
These findings can be found in the main report.  
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Appendix A. Survey 

  



General Opinion

1.

2.

Your Household

3.

Tick all that apply.

One adult

Two adults

Three adults

Four adults

Five or more adults

4.

Tick all that apply.

No children

One child

Two children

Three children

Four children

Five or more children

Godmanchester Town Council - Transpo� and Travel Questionnaire
We are drafting a Transport Plan to improve safety, pollution and general living conditions in Godmanchester.

Due to Covid-19, traffic flows, use of buses and general movement has changed over the past 18-months. However, as most of the A1307 is 
complete, schools are open and people are returning to workplaces, now is a good time to undertake a study to identify issues and opportunities for 
improvements. 
  
Our Transport Plan will sit alongside our Neighbourhood Plan, the District Council’s Local Plan to 2036 and the new Local Transport and 
Connectivity Plan being developed by the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority. 

We are keen to receive your views on the Transport Issues and Options for Improvements. 

We will use the ideas suggested to develop a list of potential schemes which we can use to seek funding from our own sources or from the District 
and County Councils. 

After this initial engagement we will present possible solutions to the problems people identify with outline information such as on cost, feasibility, 
acceptability, impact on congestion and timescales. 

Note: Please answer these questions from a 'typical' or 'pre-Covid' perspective. 

What are the main transport and travel issues that affect you?

What possible solutions would you like the Town Council to consider?

Including yourself, how many adults (18 and over) live in your household?

How many children (under 18 years) live in your household?



5.

Tick all that apply.

No cars

One car

Two cars

Three cars

Four cars

More than five cars

6.

Tick all that apply.

Up to six months

Six months to one year

One year to two years

Two years to three years

More than three years

Travel to Work

7.

Mark only one oval per row.

8.

Mark only one oval per row.

9.

Travel for Non-Commuting Purposes

How many cars do you have in your household?

How long have you lived in your current address?

If you are in employment, what is your usual main mode of travel to/from work? Main mode means the mode which you travel the

furthest distance during your journey.

Drive a car
alone

Car share as a
driver

Car share as a
passenger

Walk Cycle Train Bus Taxi
Scooter /

Motorcycle

Work
from

Home

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

How far do you usually travel to work?

Less than one mile 2 - 3 miles 4 - 5 miles 6 - 10 miles 11 - 20 miles 21 - 30 miles More than 30 miles

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Please state the location/ area where you work E.g. Godmanchester/Huntingdon/Cambridge



10.

Mark only one oval per row.

11.

Mark only one oval per row.

Travel to School

12.

Mark only one oval per row.

13.

14.

Changing your future travel arrangements

What is your usual main mode of travel for non-commuting purposes? e.g. leisure, shopping, visiting friends and relatives. Main

mode means the mode which you travel the furthest distance during your journey.

Drive a car
alone

Car share as a
driver

Car share as a
passenger

Walk Cycle Train Bus Taxi
Scooter /

Motorcycle

Work
from

Home

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

What is your usual main mode of travel for non-commuting purposes? e.g. leisure, shopping, visiting friends and relatives. Main

mode means the mode which you travel the furthest distance during your journey.

Drive a car
alone

Car share as a
driver

Car share as a
passenger

Walk Cycle Train Bus Taxi
Scooter /

Motorcycle

Work
from

Home

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

If you have children in your household, how does your child(ren) travel to school? If you do not have children please leave blank.

Car Car Share Walk Cycle Scooter / Motorbike Train Bus Taxi Other

Child 1

Child 2

Child 3

Child 1

Child 2

Child 3

If you answered other, by what mode do you usually travel?

What is the name of the school(s) your child/children attend(s)?



15.

Mark only one oval per row.

16.

17.

Mark only one oval per row.

18.

19.

Mark only one oval per row.

What would encourage you to travel more by public transport? Tick all that apply.(If none of the options would encourage you to

change your habits, please specify your reasons)

More
frequent/reliable

services

Cheaper
fares

and/or
ticket
offers

Better
quality
waiting

facilities

More
comprehensive
network of bus

services

More route
and

timetable
information

Improved
comfort

and safety
whilst

travelling

Improved walking/
cycling routes to your

nearest public
transport

stop/station

All
apply

Nothing
would
would

encourage
me to use

public
transport

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

If answered 'Nothing would encourage me to use public transport' to the above question, please specify why.

What would encourage you to travel more by walking or cycling? Tick all that apply. (If none of the options would encourage you to

change your habits, please specify your reasons)

Improved or
safer routes

Improved signage
and/ or lighting

Cycle
training

Information on
local routes

Cycle parking
on site

All
apply

Nothing would would encourage
me to walk or cycle

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

If answered 'Nothing would encourage me to walk or cycle' to the above question, please specify why.

What would encourage you to travel more by car sharing? Tick all that apply. (If none of the options would encourage you to

change your habits, please specify your reasons)

Incentives such as priority
parking in the workplace

Information on Cambridgeshire County
Council’s car sharing scheme

Help in finding a
car-share partner

All
apply

Nothing would would
encourage me to car

share

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3

Adult 1

Adult 2

Adult 3



20.

Any other comments?

21.

Personal

Details

We are requesting you provide your personal details so we understand the trends in answers and to focus future engagement.  
None of the following questions are mandatory. By providing an answer, you consent to the GDPR regulations outlined below. 
 
 
Data Protection 
Godmanchester Town Council and Atkins hold all personal data in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (EU) 2016/679 and 
your personal data will not be transferred outside of the European Economic Area. Please contact us if you wish to see our Privacy Statement, Data 
Protection Policy, Data Retention Policy 

22.

23.

24.

Tick all that apply.

Under 18

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75-84

85+

25.

Tick all that apply.

Man

Female

Non-binary

Prefer not to say

If answered 'Nothing would encourage me to car share' to the above question, please specify why.

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. If you have any comments to make relating to travel in your local

area, please provide them below.

Name / Business

Post Code

Age Range

Gender



26.

Other:

Tick all that apply.

Yes

No

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Do you or those who live with you have additional needs which influence your choice of travel and how might we consider those

needs in developing our transport strategy?

 Forms

https://www.google.com/forms/about/?utm_source=product&utm_medium=forms_logo&utm_campaign=forms
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Appendix B. Survey Outputs 

Provided in a separate Excel document.  
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Appendix C. Social Media Responses 

The following comments have been made by members of the Godmanchester Living Facebook Page. Other 
than formatting the comments into a bullet point list, no amendments have been made, although personal 
details have been omitted in line with GDPR regulations.  

From Facebook Post: 31st Dec – Last Chance 

• No comments 

From Facebook Post: 29th Dec – Have your Say 

• No Comments 

From Facebook Post 27th Dec – Get your thoughts heard! 

• No comments 

From Facebook Post: 23rd Dec - A Safer Godmanchester: Are there roads difficult to cross safely in 
Godmanchester? 

• West Street at the junction with the Causeway isn’t nice. You need to be watching in at least three 
directions at once. 

• The corner just past the butchers London rd is not a nice place to meet a large lorry when it’s coming 
from old court hall way 

• A van was parked on London Street earlier this week which caused a tailback of a few cars. Surprising 
how many cars from London Street direction realised they couldn’t cut the corner like they usually do 
when cars were sitting there. 

• I filled in the survey but hard to include all aspects and comments in my responses. I see that the 
“resurfacing” outside the Cambridge Road CoOp is of such poor quality it only serves to fill the drains 
with tarmac and I nearly stumbled on the uneven pavement there today. How do we monitor the quality 
of “maintenance” when the contractors do a hurried job then tick the box that says “sorted”… 

• The old bridge needs traffic lights 

• The Town Bridge needs closing. 

• Speed chicanes etc for Sweetings Way/ Crowhill needed or something similar to Tudor Road. 

• Tudor road old co-op end. 

• Pavements in general every where . 

• Lighting when coming home late.     

• i don't like crossing on that junction either .By the time you've looked at both Cambridge Street ways 
then check Tudor Road ,someone is now coming fast down Cambridge Street into Tudor 
Road.Perhaps it's just the older i get.   

• Hunt's Shopmobility: Can I make a comment on behalf of people who use mobility scooters (having 
recently having had to use one myself). There are some pavements where there are no dropped kerbs. 
Also in Post Street (I think) people park their cars on the pavement making it very narrow in some 
places. 

• also near The Black Bull, you have to go on the road, because sod inconsiderate car parking 

• The black bull is so dangerous in a wheelchair because where the cars Park it means you have to go 
out into the main road. There are many roads where people park over pavements and dropped curbs 
making it impossible to get round in a wheelchair 

• Black Bull Godmanchester dangerous for everyone, many a time I've had to walk out in the road with 
the dogs , also park lane with the school ,cars parked everywhere both sides of the road the grass 
verges (Grass has been ruined) I can't see to cross the road let alone the kids they can't see cars going 
either way. Dropped kerbs are also parked on making it impossible for wheelchair users. 

• Anywhere in the town where people park on junction corners and opposite junctions. Generally any 
places where I thought "Leaving your car close to a junction makes it difficult and dangerous for 
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unsighted drivers to pull out from or turn into the side road. ... Rule 243 of the Highway Code states you 
must not park opposite or within 10 metres (32 feet) of a junction, except in an authorised parking 
space" 

• The crossing from post street, Cambridge street going to Queen Elizabeth car park and back 

• The roads are not difficult to cross, providing the usual precautions are taken 

From Facebook Post: 20th Dec - A Greener Godmanchester: How can we reduce traffic in Godmanchester? 
What would encourage you to walk, cycle or use public transport more? 

• First thing is to remove the sign that directs traffic for “Godmanchester” from the A1198 /London 
Road/Gumcester Way roundabout. That will direct all traffic to the A1307 roundabout, so it goes into 
Godmanchester via Cambridge Road. Huntingdon traffic will then be much more likely to take the 
A1307, from that round about. Change All other signs to send traffic to the A1307. 

• Then put 20mph speed limits by all the schools; that will make the satnavs re-route people onto the 
A1307, as they prioritise faster roads. Make the junction onto the Old Bridge look very minor, eg narrow 
the slip road with bushes in planters or something. 

• I hate the idea of closing the Bridge, It would effectively move Godmanchester and my house 1.5-
2miles away from the benefits of Huntingdon, which is just an unnecessary waste of time and fuel. It 
also leaves no resilience to the road network. 

• It might just be me not knowing how to read bus timetables (and I’m also struggling to find an accurate 
timetable) but I find it very confusing to know when and where the buses go in Godmanchester? I have 
no problem figuring the buses out in Huntingdon, but I have absolutely no idea where it drops/picks up 
in Godmanchester, or what times. Thank you   

• bustimes.org is a life saver - if you click through, there's a route map and it shows you where the buses 
are on the route https://bustimes.org/localities/godmanchester 

• Post Street could be a delightful street and something for Godmanchester to be proud of. Either shut 
the bridge completely or put in real traffic calming: wide pavements and bike lanes, reduce the highway 
to single lane with passing spaces, put in trees, planters and benches. It could be great. Let's aim high, 
get cars to use the A1307, reduce pollution and make a better environment for all of us, young and old. 
Please fill in the questionnaire even if it doesn't allow you to "tick all that apply" 

• Personally, I like to see the town work with the district try to get Cambs to put a Bike path up the a1198 
from Papworth up to goddy. 

• Also I'd like speed camera on the a1198 on the a1307 to the boundary. So many don't go at 40 mph 

• Love it (not) that for most of the way round Godmanchester the bus matrix displays are only present in 
one of the two directions, and even then only for one bus company's buses... crazy... 

• No through traffic would sort it, whilst allowing Huntingdon residents to easily visit Godmanchester and 
visa versa. 

• What would be needed is a bypass and another bridge over the river. There's far to much traffic to just 
shut the bridge now as everyone knows 

• A more reliable bus service 

• Close the old bridge to motor traffic. 

• Not necessarily. If the traffic flowed better around the ring road because it wasn't having to stop at the 
lights at the north end of the bridge. It might also encourage people to walk and cycle over to the Black 
Bull, particularly if paired with improvements to cycling infrastructure on both sides of the river. I 
suppose the ideal might be to drop the A1307 down to ground level between the Ouse and Cook's 
Backwater, but I doubt that'll happen! 

• Already planning to do that when they open up the Edison bell bit of the a1307 (or that was the plan 
pre-pandemic ) So you either come in on the path finders or by pass the ring round completely. 

• but you don’t create more pollution because this will encourage people to cycle / walk / get a bus! 

• Fact is, the vast majority of people will never walk or cycle to Huntingdon, either because they are not 
able, elderly, have small children and not the time, or time is money for them. Not to mention the safety 
aspects of walking/cycling alone in the dark. Removing the through traffic and speed reducing 
measures could make it far better than a few years ago. 
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• I do not think this is correct. I think we would need a lot of work, but the experiences of the Netherlands 
and, closer to home, Cambridge show that people will cycle when it's a viable option. 

• I agree the council should prioritise the National Cycle Network Route 51 to safely link over a bridge to 
Huntingdon Castle Park. But not by closing the road. 

• More reliable bus service 

• Better cycle route to station would help. 

• More dedicated bike lanes! 

• Make better roads   

• Shut the bridge at Huntingdon 

• More bus’s to Cambridge 

• stop building new houses 

• School buses would be great     

• Regular reliable bus service. 

• My little girl drew the big poster outside the school . 

• Every morning cars are parked next to it   

• My little girl drew the big poster outside the school . 

• Every morning cars are parked next to it   - So true. Rubbish company. 

Facebook Post – 16th December: Motorist What issues do you encounter around Godmanchester? 

• Too many cars parked in the spaces in front of Pinnies & Clarence House nursery all day ! It’s a 30 min 
max parking so you can park for one stop etc to pop in 

• Never mind the motorists, spare a thought for pedestrians who take their lives in their hands trying to 
cross roads. I think the motorist motto is “ blow you Jack, I’m alright” 

• 20mph speed limit on all estates ( why not all Godmanchester ) - make local building companies 
provide parking for their employees and contractors - impossible to park in new Co op car park due to 
white vans parking there for the day . Not sure where it could be but the centre is crying out for more 
parking . EV charging points . 

• People parked on double yellows. It happens all the time   plus the numbers for residents parking on 
Betts Close need to be resprayed, as they are barely visible and other road users park on them. 

• Hello could we have a couple of disabled parking bays along the causeway as many of disabled cannot 
walk very far and it causes a great problem to visit our wonderful Town due to not been able to park 
unless you park up London road some where then all we can see is the grave stones. Its so hard if you 
cannot walk but use a scooter. Some disabled people can walk well, but some can only walk for 
between 7- 15 min but have to keep stopping because of pain . That is why in this day and age 
disabled people should have an equal choice of just sitting looking over the causeway or go shopping 
even go and stand on the famous bridge .Thank you Mr Wilson. 

• The builders should be made to clean the roads and entrances to their two sites as they trundle mud 
between them. 

• Lancaster Way and Fox Grove have been getting worse and worse for years because of the amount of 
bad parking. It's especially bad on the junction of the 2 roads as people park on the path on the corner 
blocking the view. 

• its especially bad on a Sunday when the white Hart is full as everyone parks there to use pub. 

• illegal parking on footpaths is a major problem throughout the town. Bad for pedestrians, pushchairs 
and the disabled. Hopefully the district council will eventually take on the task of reinforcement and 
replace the police 

• Why is there ‘still’ a 2.2 mile long 40mph speed reduction heading to the Pathfinder link from the east 
on the old A14!? 

• I agree, regularly have to travel back from Cambridge from work. It takes you down to 50 mph then 40. 
Why? It's actually dangerous as some drivers obey the signs and others are going 70+. 
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• Definitely needs reviewing. 

• the signs say ‘for safety reasons’…….what safety reasons exactly!? 

• When in my car....I used to have troubles with all the parked cars from GMC bridge to Cambridge 
Villas, I now use the link rd...much quicker... Agree too for 20 mph as Post St and Cambridge Rd have 
lots of speeding...come out with me on a bike.....I'm sure much of this stuff will ease when the new 
Highway Code comes in in 2022.... It makes motorised vehicles and their drivers more responsible for 
their actions... 

• Already fill out but love more cyclist paths to take them off the road. Plus more cameras to tackle the 
speeders on the a1198 

• West Street is a race track for some reason. 

• No EV charging 

• Too many people parked on the main roads. Bad for everybody. Old Court Hall, London Street, London 
Road and Tudor Road are especially bad and made worse by the fact that they are all on the bus route. 

From Facebook Post: 13th December: Cyclists: How can we make cycling safer in our town? 

• Roads are for all means of transport and cyclist are entitled to use them. Cycle lanes are few and far 
between in Godmanchester and are usually not clearly separated from pedestrians causing conflict 
with pedestrians. Wouldn't it be nice if there was mutual respect for all road users? British roads are so 
overcrowded it needs everyone to act with consideration for others. We can dream! 

• What cycle lanes? As far as I am aware, there aren't any in Godmanchester. There are shared use 
paths which can be used by pedestrians and cyclists, although Government guidance is that these 
shouldn't be used by quicker cyclists. If I am riding at 20mph, surely it isn't safe to share these with 
pedestrians, many of whom are not really paying much attention? Badly thought out and implemented 
infrastructure is not a solution. 

• Most of both sides of London Road are marked as shared cycle/pedestrian paths. 

• Exactly, these aren't cycle lanes. They are shared cycle/pedestrian lanes. Government guidance is that 
cyclists shouldn't use these above 18 mph, and many cyclists travel faster than that. In addition, a good 
proportion of pedestrians are either wearing earphones or looking at their phones, so don't realise 
cyclists are there. If you ring a bell to let them know you are there, you often get abused and sworn at. 

• My wife was nearly a statistic this morning, driving over the bridge a cyclist coming from Huntingdon 
and a car overtook the cyclist and almost smashed into my wife's car. So to make it safer for cyclists 
car drivers should be patient with a cyclist over a bridge 

• Maybe cyclist should avoid crossing such narrow bridge? Dismount and cross the bridge via footpath 
bridge. Safest way for everyone. For cars and cyclists as well  

• Maybe car drivers should avoid crossing such narrow bridge? Use the old A14. Safest way for 
everyone. For cars and cyclists as well. 

• Why can't bikes just use the other bridge !!! Suggesting every car use the A14 is ridiculous especially if 
you life huntingdon side of Godmanchester. Cyclists should have to pass a test, be insured and regs 
should be inforced. 

• Most seem to think they can ride through red lights, through non Cyclist areas, scratch your car as they 
squeeze pass when traffic has stopped, literally run you over as you walk through town. There should 
be consequences for Cyclists just like there is if your driving a car. 

• what annoys me most are cars parked on the pavement (across double yellow lines often) and cars 
passing closer to cyclists than the 1.5metres recommended in the Highway Code 

• Personally, now we have the A1307 open, NO motorist from Godmanchester ought to be using the 
town bridge unless they are starting from the Huntingdon side of the Black Bull. 

• The A1307 is quick and will help save our historic bridge for future generations 

• sadly Post St is a rat run and has an awful amount of traffic / pollution / speeding   I live on Post St and 
it’s ridiculous…so much so that I’m moving. I can’t stand it anymore. 

• Cycle paths from the bridge to Old Bridge / the secondary school would be a good start. Cyclists use 
the pavements due to the inadequate road provision and pedestrians walk on the pavements at their 
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risk. Always have to check as I leave the house as I’ve often been ridden into by a bike. Coming from 
Cambridge, there’s so much to be learnt from the suburbs / villages near the city. 

• Unless more motorists are encouraged to use the A1307 instead of Post Street the only answer will be 
to close the town bridge to all private cars. 

• sadly the only way is to close the bridge as it’s like a very busy city road 24/7 and people would rather 
use it as a short cut / rat run despite A1307 - it needs to be managed and restricted more effectively. It 
spoils for me what is otherwise a beautiful town  

From Facebook post dated: Friday 10th Dec: Have your say! 

• Speeding down Ermine street is an issue. Especially lorries late at night. We feel the house shake 
when they go past and hit a pothole. 

• No practical way of implementing it but I wish there was a way of stopping people from parking on the 
main roads.  No point having the bus stop at the Exhibition if the bus has to stop in the middle of the 
road because it can’t get to it.  Makes cycling an uncomfortable experience too as you have to spend 
far too much time in the middle of the road and I’ve never liked cycling on footpaths.  I was always 
taught that footpaths are for pedestrians. 

• According to Bus App there should be another stop opposite the Sweetings Road one.  But I have to 
sweet talk the driver to stop there as they all say it doesn’t exist.  It is a much safer place to alight too. 

From Facebook Post : 7th December: Have your say! 

• No Comments 
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Appendix B. Option Scoring 

  



Mode / Type Description of Intervention Timescale for Implementation Feasibility Acceptability Environment Impact Impact on Congestion Safety and Accessibility Overall Score

1 Highway The Avenue: Closing the town bridge to vehicular traffic. Medium Term -1 2 1 3 1 6

2 Highway The Avenue: Implementing a tidal flow/one way system on the Town Bridge. Medium Term -1 2 1 2 1 5

3 Highway The Avenue: Ban HGV to cross the Town Bridge. Short Term -1 2 1 2 1 5

4 Speed Limits Post Street/Cambridge Street/Causeway: Implement a 20-mph speed limit. Short Term 2 1 1 0 1 5

5 Speed Limits Implement a 20mph speed limit throughout the town. Short Term 2 1 1 0 1 5

6 HGVs Restrictions A1307 West-Bound Slip Lane: Impose an 18-tonnes weight limit to HGVs entering the town. Short Term 2 2 1 1 0 6

7 HGVs Restrictions Time-limits and restrictions for deliveries and loading/unloading of goods. Short Term 2 2 0 2 2 8

8 One-way Routes Town Centre: Implement a one-way road system. Medium Term 1 1 1 2 2 7

9 Speed Enforcement East Chadley Lane/ Cambridge Road: Proposals for traffic calming and improvement measures. Medium Term 2 2 1 1 2 8

10 Traffic Calming London Road: Add pedestrian/cycles crossings on London Road. Short Term 3 2 1 1 3 10

11 Traffic Calming London Road: Enhancing existing traffic calming measures. Short Term 2 1 0 1 2 6

12 Parking Consolidation Post Street: Formalising the existing parking provision. Medium Term 2 2 0 1 1 6

13 Speed Enforcements A1198: Install speed cameras to increase safety conditions. Short Term 2 2 1 1 1 7

14 Traffic Calming Post Street: Traffic Calming Measures (e.g. Chicanes). Short Term 2 1 0 1 2 6

15 Parking Increased on-street parking provision across town. Long Term 1 3 -2 1 1 4

16 Parking Parking restrictions or consolidation across town. Short Term 2 1 1 1 1 6

17 Parking Increased disabled parking provision. Short Term 3 3 0 0 2 8

18 Parking Add charging stations for Electric Vehicles. Medium Term 3 2 2 0 2 9

19 Parking Increase parking provision across town. Long Term 2 3 -2 2 1 6

20 Parking Convert grass land into car parking areas. Long Term 1 -2 -3 2 1 -1

21 Public Transport Enhance existing bus routes. Medium Term -1 3 2 3 1 8

22 Public Transport Upgrade existing bus stops/shelters. Medium Term 3 3 2 1 1 10

23 Public Transport Remove unused bus stops. Short Term 3 0 1 0 1 5

24 Public Transport Integrate existing bus stops with pedestrian crossings. Short Term 3 2 1 1 2 9

25 Public Transport Extend guided busway from St Ives to Godmanchester. Long Term -3 2 2 3 0 4

26 Active Travel A1307 Bridge: Provide crossing on Cambridge Road on the west of A1307 underpass. Short Term 2 1 0 0 3 6

27 Active Travel London Road/Tudor Road/Post Street: Ensure existing cycle path is continuous along routes. Medium Term 2 2 2 1 3 10

28 Active Travel West Street: Add new pedestrian crossing points. Short Term 3 2 0 0 3 8

29 Active Travel Silver Street/Old Court Hall Junction: Provide new pedestrian crossing points. Short Term 3 2 0 0 3 8

30 Active Travel A1198: A pedestrian/cycle pathway to Papworth. Long Term -3 0 0 0 3 0

31 Active Travel Huntingdon Railway Station: A safe pedestrian link to the train station. Medium Term 2 3 2 1 3 11

32 Active Travel Hinchingbrooke Hospital: A safe pedestrian link to the hospital campus. Medium Term 2 3 2 1 3 11

33 Active Travel A1198: Extend the footpath/cycleway across Bearscroft Lane. Short Term 3 2 2 1 3 11

34 Active Travel A1307: Cycleway to Huntingdon. Long Term -3 0 2 1 3 3

35 Active Travel Maintenance of damaged/unsafe pedestrian routes. Medium Term 2 3 1 1 2 9

36 Active Travel Park Lane / East Chadley Lane: Quiet-way allocation. Short Term 3 0 1 1 1 6

37 Active Travel Upgrade wheelchair kerbs where needed. Short Term 3 2 0 0 2 7

38 Active Travel Improve public realm and walkable road space along major roads. Medium Term 2 2 1 1 2 8

39 Active Travel Formalise parking to avoid with Active Travel routes. Medium Term 3 2 2 1 1 9

40 Active Travel Invest in active travel route maintenance. Short Term 3 3 1 0 1 8

41 Active Travel Regulate E-Scooters use. Short Term 3 0 1 1 1 6

42 Active Travel Old Court Hall / West Street Junction: Realignment of West Street Junction, creation of new parking spots. Medium Term 2 1 0 1 3 7

43 Highway Signage Review. Medium Term 2 1 0 1 1 5

44 Highway Remove all advisable road markings such as white lines in the middle of the highway. Medium Term 2 0 0 0 1 3

45 Parking Controlled Parking Zones. Short Term 2 1 2 1 1 7

46 Public Transport Godmanchester-Huntingdon Shuttle Bus. Medium Term -1 2 2 2 1 6

47 Highway Define loading/unloading zones throughout town (including along the Causeway). Medium Term 2 2 1 2 2 9

48 Highway Cambridge Road: Proposals for formalising off-street parking. Medium Term 2 2 -1 1 1 5

49 Highway Converting grass verges alongside roads into car parking areas. Medium Term 2 2 -3 2 1 4

50 Active Travel The Avenue: Widen footbridge adjacent to Town Bridge to accommodate cyclists. Long Term 1 3 2 2 2 10

Sifting CriteriaIdentified Option Details
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Appendix C. Draft Delivery Programme 

  



Q2 H2 H1 H2 H1 H2 H1 H2 H1 H2

10 London Road: Add pedestrian/cycles crossings on London Road. 10 £50,000 Cost per signalised crossing 2

11 London Road: Enhancing existing traffic calming measures. 6 £30,000 Cost per chicane 2

13 A1198: Install speed cameras to increase safety conditions. 7 £20,000 Cost per speed camera 2

14 Post Street: Traffic Calming Measures (e.g. Chicanes). 6 £30,000 Cost per chicane 2

16 Parking restrictions or consolidation across town. 6 £1,500 Painting and signage only per space 2

17 Increased disabled parking provision. 8 £1,500 Painting and signage only per space 2

23 Remove unused bus stops 5 £5,000 Allowance for construction time. 2

24 Integrate existing bus stops with pedestrian crossings.
9 £50,000

Average cost per bus stop include shelter, RTPI board, 

bench and pole 2

26

A1307 Bridge: Provide crossing on Cambridge Road on the west of A1307 

underpass.
6 £50,000

Cost per signalised crossing 2

28 West Street: Add new pedestrian crossing points. 8 £50,000 Cost per signalised crossing 2

29

Silver Street/Old Court Hall Junction: Provide new pedestrian crossing 

points.
8 £50,000

Cost per signalised crossing 2

33 A1198: Extend the footpath/cycleway across Bearscroft Lane. 11 £300,000 Cost per metre for a 3m cycle path (120m) 2

36 Park Lane / East Chadley Lane: Quiet-way allocation 6 £2,500 Cost for quiet-way signage 2

37 Upgrade wheelchair kerbs where needed. 7 £4,000 £200 per dropped kerb. Assuming around 20 kerbs 2

12 Post Street: Formalising the existing parking provision. 6 £1,500 Painting and signage only per space 3

3 The Avenue: Ban HGV to cross the Town Bridge. 5 £20,000 Additional signage 3

4 Post Street/Cambridge Street/Causeway: Implement a 20-mph speed limit.
5 £23,000

As per LHI submission 3

5 Implement a 20mph speed limit throughout the town. 5 £23,000 As per LHI submission 3

6

A1307 West-Bound Slip Lane: Impose an 18-tonnes weight limit to HGVs 

entering the town.
6 £20,000

Additional signage 3

7 Time-limits and restrictions for deliveries and loading/unloading of goods.
8 £1,500

Painting and signage only per space 3

21 Enhance existing bus routes
8 £50,000

Average cost per bus stop include shelter, RTPI board, 

bench and pole 3

22 Upgrade existing bus stops/shelters.
10 £50,000

Average cost per bus stop include shelter, RTPI board, 

bench and pole 3

27

London Road/Tudor Road/Post Street: Ensure existing cycle path is 

continuous along routes.
10 £2,500

Cost per metre for a 3m cycle path 3

31 Huntingdon Railway Station: A safe pedestrian link to the train station. 11 £425,000 Cost per metre for a 3m cycle path (170m) 3

32 Hinchingbrooke Hospital: A safe pedestrian link to the hospital campus. 11 £425,000 Cost per metre for a 3m cycle path (170m) 3

35 Maintenance of damaged/unsafe pedestrian routes. 9 £200,000 Allowance Onky 3

40 Invest in active travel route maintenance. 8 £200,000 Allowance per annum 3

41 Regulate E-Scooters use. 6 £1,500 Painting and signage only per space 3

43 Signage Review 5 £1,500 Painting and signage only per space 3

44

Remove all advisable road markings such as white lines in the middle of the 

highway. 
3 £100,000

Allowance only 3

45 Controlled Parking Zones. 7 £100,000 Allowance only 3

46 Godmanchester-Huntingdon Shuttle Bus.
6 £127,000

For two contra-flow services based on previous project 

experience 3

47

Define loading/unloading zones throughout town (including along the 

Causeway).
9 £1,500

Painting and signage per space 3

1 The Avenue: Closing the town bridge to vehicular traffic. 6 £100,000
No remodelling of bridge, inclusion of advisory lines, 

signs and bollards 4
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2

The Avenue: Implementing a tidal flow/one way system on the Town 

Bridge.
5 £250,000

No remodelling of bridge, inclusion of advisory lines, 

signs and bollards 4

8 Town Centre: Implement a one-way road system. 7 £200,000 Cost for new pavement, white lines and signs 4

9

East Chadley Lane/ Cambridge Road: Proposals for traffic calming and 

improvement measures.
8 £100,000

Modifications to junction including consolidation of 

East Chadley Lane, tabletop and zebra crossing 4

18 Add charging stations for Electric Vehicles. 9 £7,000 Cost per unit 4

38a Improve public realm and walkable road space along major roads.
8 £94,500

Widening footpaths 0.5m (@£150) either side for 

315m 4

38b Improve public realm and walkable road space along major roads.
9 £27,000

Widening footpaths 0.5m (@£150)either side for 90m 4

42

Old Court Hall / West Street Junction: Realignment of West Street Junction, 

creation of new parking spots.
7 £50,000

Construction costs for road realignment and additional 

parking spaces 4

48 Cambridge Road: Proposals for formalising off-street parking. 5 £6,500 Surface parking excludes maintenance 4

49 Converting grass verges alongside roads into car parking areas. 4 £6,500 Surface parking excludes maintenance 4

39 Formalise parking to avoid with Active Travel routes. 9 £5,000 Painting and signage only per space 4

15 Increased on-street parking provision across town. 4 £1,500 Painting and signage only per space 7

19 Increase parking provision across town. 6 £6,500 Surface parking excludes maintenance 7

20 Convert grass land into car parking areas. -1 £6,500 Surface parking excludes maintenance 7

30 A1198: A pedestrian/cycle pathway to Papworth. 0 £2,500 Cost per metre for a 3m cycle path 8

34 A1307: Cycleway to Huntingdon. 3 £5,500,000 Cost per metre for a 3m cycle path (2200m) 9

50

The Avenue: Widen footbridge adjacent to Town Bridge to accommodate 

cyclists.
10 £420,000

Removal of the existing deck, strengthenng of 

supporting columns and install a new, wider deck. 9

25 Extend guided busway from St Ives to Godmanchester. 4 £5,000,000
Average cost of £5,000/m (Cambridgeshire Guided 

Bus) 10
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