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Document No:  OBJ/15.2b 
Date:  July 2018 

Author:  Mohammad Yasin MP 
 

 
Re: Bromham Road Bedford Railway Bridge Rebuild (Case Ref: MY3628) 

 

Email dated 19/07/18 from Mohammad Yasin MP 

 

Dear Peter Blakeman 

 

Thank you for contacting this office to share your views and concerns regarding the proposals 

to demolish and rebuild Bromham Road Bridge. 

  

Network Rail has published a report summarising the responses to the consultation and 

Network Rail’s response to the feedback. You can read the report here: 

https://cdn.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/nr05-report-summarising-

consultations-undertaken-22062018.pdf 

  

Whilst I am pleased to note that concerns regarding car parking spaces have been 

acknowledged and the number of car parking spaces that will be taken out of use during the 

works has been decreased, the use of a crane will still affect some car parking spaces, the 

number of which won’t become apparent until work has commenced. 

  

I appreciate that the reconstruction of this bridge was seen by many constituents and local 

cycling organisations to represent an opportunity to improve the cycling and pedestrian route 

along this stretch of Bromham Road, which currently presents a significant gap in the cycle 

network. To this end, amended bridge designs will widen the existing structure by 6cm, 

which I appreciate is a disappointing outcome. 

  

The report presents reasons why Network Rail are committed to providing a like-for-like 

replacement bridge, notably the explanation that the existing brick piers and foundations will 

be retained and reused, and that Network Rail do not own the structure. There is also a 

significant impact that would result from the total reconstruction of the bridge, namely 

compulsory purchases of residential property close to the bridge. 

  

These are obstacles standing in the way of the desire that the reconstructed bridge include 

better provision for cyclists and pedestrians, although I await the feasibility study and 

Network Rail’s commitment to exploring the possibility of ‘passive provision for a cycle and 

or/footway in to the bridge design’ with interest. 

  

Thank you for contacting me to share your concerns on this important issue. 

  

Mohammad Yasin MP 
Member of Parliament for Bedford and Kempston 

Email: office@mohammadyasin.org | Tel: 01234 346525 

 

 

 

https://cdn.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/nr05-report-summarising-consultations-undertaken-22062018.pdf
https://cdn.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/nr05-report-summarising-consultations-undertaken-22062018.pdf
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Document No:  OBJ/15.2e 
Date:  September 2012 

Author:  DfT 
 

Extract (pages 40-43) from DfT Local Transport Note 
(LTN) 1/12 Shared Use routes for Pedestrians & Cyclists 
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Document No:  OBJ/15.2d 
Date:  October 2008 

Author:  DfT 
 

Extract (page 44) from  

DfT Local Transport Note (LTN)  2/08  Cycle Infrastructure Design  

 
 
 

8.7 Gradients  

8.7.1 Cyclists often go out of their way to avoid climbing a hill, especially where the gradient 

is steep. The may also try to avoid losing height once it has been gained. For new routes in a 

hilly area, therefore, an indirect alignment may be preferable to one involving steep gradients. 

Where space permits, steep gradients can be mitigated by providing ramps in a zigzag 

arrangement up the hill. Where this approach is adopted, it is essential that the turning points 

are kept as level as possible using the minimum crossfall necessary to shed water. It is 

especially important to avoid adverse camber at these locations.  

8.7.2 In general, a maximum gradient of 3 per cent is recommended, but this can rise to 5 

per cent over a distance of up to 100 metres. Where steeper slopes are unavoidable, the 

limiting gradient is 7 per cent over a distance of up to 30 metres. Steeper gradients are not 

recommended, except over short distances. On the approach to priority junctions, the 

gradient would ideally not exceed 3 per cent. Where cyclists have to stop, such as at 

junctions, a short locally levelled section will be of benefit.  

 

8.7.3 It is worth bearing in mind that recommendations on cycle route gradients relate to 

comfort not safety. While it is always preferable to minimise gradients to reduce the effort 

required, designers should not adhere too rigidly to the recommended maxima if doing so 

rules out the option of providing the cycle route in the first place. A very steep route may be 

better than none at all. In some hilly areas, it is not uncommon to find cycle routes on roads 

with gradients of between 10% and 15%.  

8.7.4 The above advice on gradients relates to cycle routes in general. For ramps to subways 

or foot/cycle bridges, the gradient should normally be at 5% (see paragraph 10.8.1). Any less 

increases walking/cycling distances, while steeper gradients may cause difficulties for some 

users.  
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Document No:  OBJ/15.2e 
Date:  January 2018 

Author:  CIHT 
 

Extract (pages 25 & 26) from CIHT Buses in Urban Developments  
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