
OP-INQ-93 - Gordon Crosby

I have today stumbled across some relevant information concerning the recommended minimum
width of pedestrian routes beside carriageways and the recommendation of the separation between
pedestrian routes and vehicle carrying carriageways.

This information is from the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB).

It is a matter of surprise to me that this information was not produced by Network Rail or Suffolk
County Council at any of the sessions of the public enquiry I have attended.

While I realise this is very late in the process, the information and recommendations appear to me to
be highly relevant to the diversion route proposed for crossing S08. I hope that these can be taken
in to account as the process proceeds.

I will hand a printed copy of this paper to the Inspector at the "on site" crossing later this week,
there being no earlier opportunity.

As the DMRB appears to be "the bible" I have not printed the 26 pages of this part and trust that the
extracts I have provided along with a copy of the front cover will be sufficient.

I trust that both SCC and Network Rail are content to receive this late submission by email.

Gordon Crosby
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During the session addressing crossing S08 there was discussion about the acceptable widths of 

footpaths beside carriageways, and the separation between pedestrians using such footpaths and 

traffic on the carriageway.  Network Rail was relying, it seems, on a document setting out the 

minimum width for a mobility impaired user and I pointed out that the document in question was 

measuring the width to a solid, unmoving object, not a fast moving vehicle. 

Just recently I have discovered some seemingly relevant requirements in the depths of the Design 

Manual for Roads and Bridges.  It has come as somewhat of a surprise that Network Rail had not 

drawn attention to this earlier. 

As far as I am able to tell, Volume 6, Section 3 Part 5, with the title “The geometric design of 

pedestrian, cycle and equestrian routes” dated 2005 is the current version and appears to be directly 

applicable to the S08 situation. 
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The document (see extract below) gives details of the routes intended for pedestrians in Section 7.4 

with the numerical data in Table 7.1.   
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Section 7.22 addresses separation between a route for pedestrians and a carriageway.  Note in 

particular the recommendation that the preferred width of 1.5 metres should be used when vehicle 

speeds are over 40mph.   
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The proposed diversion route for S08 is alongside the B1113 where the National Speed Limit applies; 

60mph for cars and 50 for lorries.  It follows that to meet the recommendations of the DMRB the 

width  of the footpath should be 2.0 metres and this should be separated from the carriageway by a 

further 1.5 metres.  In fact the route should be slightly wider as it is bounded on the East side by a 

bank.   

For a significant part of the diversion the route falls well short of these recommendations.   

 

The argument which can be crudely paraphrased as “this is an existing footway so it must be safe” 

which has been put forward does not take into account users that would not, but for the closure of 

S08, be forced to use this footway. 

 

This part of the DMRB would appear to be the most authoritative set of recommendations and 

appears to be directly applicable to the route where it is beside the B1113, unlike the standard that 

was being referred to by Network Rail, and for that matter the roadworks standard that I was using 

as  an example. 

 


	OP-INQ-93.pdf (p.1)
	Supplemental 14 May.pdf (p.2-7)

