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Dear Councillors, 

Cambridge Traffic Management AJC meeting, Monday 26th January 2009 

We write to put forward our views on the agenda for this meeting1, which we hope will be of 
interest and use. Key points that we wish to highlight from our response below are: 

 We are pleased at the actions to further restrict on-street parking. We would like to 
see further extensions of such restrictions. They are a good, quick way of making 
cycling easier and safer. 

 We are concerned that we do not appear to have been consulted over several items 
on the agenda, especially item 5(c). 

 There are proposals for yet more pavement cycleways when the opportunity to 
improve on-road conditions instead has seemingly not even been considered (5c). 
This is against government guidance and we will be taking these concerns directly to 
Cycling England if the proposals go ahead. Councillors approving these schemes will 
be culpable in diluting messages about not cycling on pavements. We want to see 
outright rejection of two of the schemes. 

 The Luard Road traffic calming will need careful design. We would prefer police 
enforcement instead. 

 For the Gonville Crossing, we would like to see removal of the turning ban, addition 
of coloured surfacing on the crossing, and a way for cyclists to get onto the crossing 
from Gonville Place. 

 The Addenbrooke‟s Access Road should be 30mph; as a match-funded scheme 
against the Cycling Demonstration Town moneys, Cycling England may not be 
pleased to hear of a 40mph limit in a new area for cycling. 

 The Environmental Improvements Programme needs better consultation 
arrangements. 

                                                
1
 www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/ajc2009january 

Members of the AJC 

Cc: 
Officers of relevant reports 
Cycling Officers (City & County) 
 

http://www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/ajc2009january
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More detailed comments on individual agenda items: 

Agenda Item 3: Parking and Access-Sunday Operations 

We strongly welcome the proposal that existing Monday to Saturday parking restrictions are 
to be extended to include Sunday on certain city centre roads. 

Avoiding obstructive parking is one of the best ways to improve conditions for cycling, in 
particular for less confident cyclists such as children. We think such Sunday controls should 
be extended to roads other than bus routes where obstructive parking regularly occurs. 

Agenda Item 4: On-street controls, Blinco Grove Area 

We fully support these controls. Removal of on-street parking, especially on through routes 
used by cyclists, is an easy way of providing more roadspace and reducing conflict on the 
roads between all road users. The current parking greatly conflicts with oncoming vehicles, 
as well as the risk of 'dooring' crashes (when car doors are opened into the path of cyclists). 
Removal of roadside parking makes cycling is such areas a more pleasant and less stressful 
activity. 

Agenda Item 5(a): Luard Road-Sedley Road traffic calming measures 

Although these roads may be a 'rat-run' for motor vehicles, they are an excellent route for 
many cyclists, so we would welcome our being consulted in future. 

We believe that these roads should be the subject to a 20mph limit, and that the police 
should be requested to enforce it, as they are doing it in 20mph limits in Portsmouth. In 
addition the use of 'No Motor Vehicles' signs with 'Except for Access', with similar 
appropriate enforcement, should be explored. 

We are concerned that speed humps and 'priority obstructions' cause significant problems 
for cyclists and that the profile and exceptional camber on these roads may make life 
especially difficult for them. Installing even sinusoidal humps will produce unacceptable 
gradients in slippery conditions. Any cycle 'by-passes' will need to conform to 'Cycling 
Demonstration Town' standards, and the nature of the gutter in these roads will make this 
very difficult. 

Signposted regulations, with appropriate enforcement by the Police would be a better use of 
monies, than physical obstructions. The Police have responsibilities to deal with Anti-social 
behaviour by road users and an ACPO/Home Office/DfT circular2 makes this very clear. 

Agenda Item 5(b): Gonville Place/Gresham Road crossing Review 

Firstly, we would like to highlight that section 2.1 of the Officer report makes clear that, in the 
last five years, the three reported accidents that occurred all happened during the 6 months 
of the Toucan crossing that we campaigned against. We think this damning statistic amply 
vindicates the campaign that we ran. 

We wrote to Officers during their preparation of this report3. Some of the points have been 
accepted. However, four issues have not been addressed satisfactorily: 

                                                
2
 http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roadsafety/drs/roadpolicingcommitment.pdf 

3
 http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2009/C09007GonvilleCrossingReview.pdf 

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roadsafety/drs/roadpolicingcommitment.pdf
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2009/C09007GonvilleCrossingReview.pdf
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1) The issue of turning onto the road: 

There is currently a turning ban which prevents people cycling from the crossing onto the 
road. This is clearly an absurd restriction. The alternative is that, coming from the Parker‟s 
Piece side, cyclists should join Gonville Place at the toilets and cycle on this congested and 
dangerous stretch of road. That is not just “inconvenient” as section 2.2 puts it. 

Yet, the section 2.1 of the Officer report makes clear that there were no reported accidents 
despite clear (illegal) ignorance of the turning ban by cyclists. The Officer report itself 
therefore provides real evidence of the absence of danger that removal of the turning ban 
would have, and so is an unjustified and arbitrary restriction. 

We urge Councillors to instruct officers to remove the turning ban. (There is no need for the 
merely theoretical split signals approach that we put forward, as mentioned in section 2.3.) 

2) We are against the indicative idea in section 2.4 of changing the pavement to shared use. 
This will dilute messages about illegal pavement cycling, which is already a problem in the 
area. The correct solution is reallocation of carriageway space and potentially a small 
amount of pavement narrowing to create a cycle lane on the road for bypassing queuing. 

3) The crossing needs coloured surfacing across it. We cannot see why section 2.5 is talking 
about yellow boxes instead. A red surfacing is entirely justified given that the crossing must 
be amongst the most heavily used pedestrian/cycle crossings in the county. It is about time 
that walkers in particular were given more attention at crossings, and surfaced crossing 
would be a simple way to avoid vehicles blocking it. 

4) The report fails to deal with the problem we and Councillor Rosenstiel have long argued, 
that there is no way for cyclists to leave Gonville Place to get onto the crossing. Slight 
modification of the paving would at last facilitate this safety requirement. 

Agenda Item 5(c): Northern Area Corridor Plan- Pedestrian and Cycle Improvement 
Schemes 

We think that two of the three cycling schemes (nos. 1 and 3) here should simply be rejected 
point-blank by Councillors, or go to proper consultation. They all propose increases in 
pavement cycling and no adequate consultation has taken place. If stakeholders were 
consulted, we were not amongst them, as we would have expected given our well-known 
campaigns in this area. Both are in areas where there is space to make on-road cycling safe 
and convenient instead. 

We have not, as far as we are aware, been included in any stakeholder consultation. We 
have only in the last few days received plans of the finalised proposals. We gather certain 
Councillors are also concerned that they received little time for consultation. 

Campaign members have strong concerns that although 'footway' cycling is to be improved 
in the King's Hedges Road area, little work is being done to make the road conditions less 
hostile for cycling. 

Councillors, and Officers should not need reminding that as a Cycling Development Town 
they are required to obey the 'Hierarchy of Provisions' as set out in LTN 2/08 "Cycle 
Infrastructure Design" (Table 1.2). Considered first should be to reduce traffic volumes, 
followed by speed reduction, with conversion of footways to shared use only considered as a 
last resort. We see no evidence that this procedure has been followed. We ask that these 
schemes be deferred to allow proper consultation with interested parties. 
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If there were pressure from residents to segregate pedestrians and cyclists, the widths 
proposed would then fail Cycling England Standards. 

We gather these schemes will use Housing Growth Fund money which if not spent by April 
will be lost.  We think it would be better to lose this money if all it will do is make conditions 
worse for on-road cycling and further the notion that cyclists should be on the pavement in 
the two schemes we note. 

If Section 106 money is available here, it should be used to correct the incredibly hostile 
conditions for cycling and walking on King‟s Hedges Road created by the Arbury Park 
developers. Expenditure could more usefully be directed to: 

1) Creating 2-3m wide „hybrid cycle lanes‟ on each side of King‟s Hedges Road. 

2) Converting the pedestrian crossings to single-stage crossings without guard-railing. 

3) Installing a footway on the north side of the road at least past Arbury/Orchard Park 
and as far as the bus stop, to remove the necessity for pedestrians to walk in the 
cycle lane, thereby requiring cyclists to pull out into the main flow. 

4) Extending the cycle lane which currently runs past Arbury Park on the north side of 
King‟s Hedges Road but stops at Graham Road all the way to Kings Hedges Drive 
and joining it to the short length of mandatory cycle lane that guides cyclists onto the 
shared use. 

5) Reducing the difficulties faced by westbound cyclists on King‟s Hedges Road at the 
junction with Arbury Road: off-road cyclists are diverted down Arbury Road, whilst 
on-road have to cross a left filter lane if going straight on. There is no on-road cycle 
lane to help in this manoeuvre, and cyclists are then forced into the middle of the 
near-side traffic lane to get round the traffic island at the top of Arbury Road. These 
objections were brought up two years ago, but seemed to have been ignored now 
that there is a new tranche of money. 

Agenda Item 5(d): Addenbrooke's Access Road -Speed Limits 

We cannot see why a new road like this is being designed to allow speeds of 40mph, which 
creates much more danger than 30mph. It is also clear from the report that there is local 
consensus in favour of 30mph and that the existing 30mph limit nearby is being adhered to. 
A 40mph limit seems clearly at odds with the relevant guidance (the Manual For Streets). 

We believe that ALL roads within the City should be subject to a maximum speed limit of 
30mph, and that this short stretch should be no exception. 

Given the presence of cycle provision along this road, we will draw any decision to go with 
40mph to the attention of Cycling England, who we suspect will not find this to be in line with 
the Cycling Demonstration Town status. The Addenbrooke‟s Access Road is counted as a 
match-funded scheme under the grant, and conditions of the £3.6m grant require adherence 
to the cycling-friendly policies they set out. 

Should Councillors not accept this, we ask that a commitment be taken to review this limit 
once any development adjacent to this road takes place, though we feel it is far more 
sensible to get this right in the first place and not encourage unsuitable speeds. 
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Agenda Item 6: City Council Environmental Improvements Programme 

We have general concerns about the bureaucratic and officer time –intensive way in which 
the Environmental Improvements programme is conceived. At the most recent East Area 
Committee, for instance, Councillors spent half an hour discussing whether that Committee 
should use £60,000 of its allocation to funding initial work on the Riverside improvements, or 
whether it should allocate £20,000 and require the other Area Committees to cover the rest. 

In our view, the whole programme should be dealt with centrally as a standard City Council 
matter, with the Area Committee structure used to forward ideas from the area. This will 
make progression of the various schemes take place more quickly, and enable better city-
wide prioritisation. 

Also, larger items, e.g. Riverside, should instead come under the remit of the AJC which is a 
more sensible body to deal with larger schemes as they are part of strategic routes rather 
than merely local „environmental improvements‟. 

We are also concerned that the Campaign does not get informed of items on the City 
Council Environmental Improvement Programme, partly because of this structure. We have 
heard of some items via members, but, for example we would strongly object to any physical 
traffic calming, without first using 20mph limits, or access restrictions to reduce traffic 
volumes and speeds. 

We would expect the Campaign, and relevant Cycling Officers, should have, at the least 
sight of any plans that affect conditions for cycling. Apart from 'Hanging Baskets' all the other 
items (15) are likely to have relevance for cycling. 

Agenda Item 7: Programme Delivery Monitoring and Issues Update 

We are disappointed that the work on the 'New Bit' has become delayed because of the 
need to seek formal (but we believe routine) approval under the Commons Act 2006, and 
would wish to offer the Councils our full support in efforts to resolve the issue. 

We are very concerned over 'Traffic Management' issues during construction works at Hills 
Road bridge, but are very pleased to see that investigations are taking place into 
'Improvements' at this location, hopefully to follow on from the other works. 

We repeat that we consider that the Campaign should be included in the 'Stakeholders' for 
all works on this list. The Gonville Crossing case shows how doing so would have avoided a 
lot of unnecessary expense. 

 

We hope that the above comments are of use to Councillors in their deliberations. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
on behalf of Cambridge Cycling Campaign, 
 
 
 

Jim Chisholm 
Liaison Officer 


