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25th January, 2017

Dear City Deal Assembly,

We are significantly concerned that the Greater Cambridge City Deal Urban Design

Guidance for Transport Infrastructure Projects has set such low requirements for

infrastructure. We consider that such poor requirements will result in increased traffic

conges on, and a worse urban environment than could have been achieved by some

use of the features given below.

We recognise that any design guide can only be a guide, and that actual proposals must

be the result of a team approach including cycling experts, architects/urban designers,

heritage experts, local residents, and disabled groups. Only a holis c approach will give

this city the infrastructure it deserves and that will get public support. We are asking

for the aspira ons of this design guide to at least meet the standards of proven

high-quality cycle schemes within this city, with the aspira on to meet the design

standards used by other places that have higher levels of cycling.

In detail, unidirec onal cycleways should be 2.5m wide, the minimum width for new

cycleways in both Denmark and the Netherlands. Obviously, where there is limited

space this can be compromised slightly, but a minimum of 1.2m is an insult. We would

ques on if this would be a viola on of the Disability Discrimina on Act and the

Equality Act by restric ng the ability for people with disabili es to use these

cycleways. Bi-direc onal cycleways should be 4.0m wide, again the minimum width

for cycleways in Denmark and the Netherlands.

We absolutely reject the idea that two-way cycleways can be placed immediately

adjacent to the carriageway due to the danger caused by turning traffic not expec ng

vehicles to arrive at the junc on from the ‘wrong’ direc on.

It is suggested that a median can be used, but it does not state that such a median

should not be used where there is an adjacent cycleway as this may cause signficant

risks of drivers overtaking people on cycles where there is insufficient space. Such a

mistake was expensively corrected on Kings Hedges Road in Cambridge.
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The cross sec ons for a 20m right of way could only be described as disturbing.

• The first shows a narrow cycle lane immediately adjacent to a bus lane and a

general traffic lane. We cannot imagine any parents wan ng a child of any age to

cycle along such a road.

• The second down narrows the cycle lanes even more, making them even less

a rac ve.

• The third places the trees to the outside of the cycle lanes even though every

country with higher cycling levels places the cycleways between the footways

and the trees, protec ng people cycling from carelessly and dangerously driven

motor vehicles.

We strongly request that this document is consulted upon, and that people who know

about how to provide safe space for people cycling and walking are involved in this

consulta on exercise.

If this is not possible, then we request the following changes to the document:

1. Table in sec on 3.1 — at the moment this table has two widths indicated, a

desirable width and a minimum width. We request that this table is changed

define three widths: ideal, typical and minimum over short distances. ‘Ideal’

would define the width without any space constraints. ‘Typical’ would define the

width that provides the most benefits for the most people. ‘Minimum’ would

define the width that must be provided for the space to be useful.

2. Pedestrian footway — the ideal width of the pedestrian footway must be wider

than 2.0m if pedestrian footways are to carry an increasing number of people.

We therefore suggest an ideal width of 3.0m for a pedestrian footway.

3. Tree plan ng — the ideal width for tree plan ng should also be 2.5m as wider

plan ngs areas would reduce the social oversight of the people walking and

cycling on the far side of the trees. It would also allow this space to be

interspersed with loading zones, bus stops, and similar features of a main road.

The minumum width can also be less if bushes or hedge plan ng is used. We

therefore suggest a minimum width of 0.5m.

4. Combined footway with trees — we would suggest that the placement of

cycleways on the outside of trees is safer than placing a cycle lane within the

carriageway and therefore would request that this item is completely removed.

5. Cycle lane (one-way) — we reject the no on that there is only one desirable

width for cycle lanes regardless of whether it is on carriageway or

segregated/stepped. The widths required depend on the expected volume of

people cycling, the kerbs used, the adjacent uses of road space and considering

the visual impact and context of the area. We therefore request that this is split

into three different items: On-carriageway cycle lane, stepped (hybrid) cycle lane,

and segregated cycleway (one-way).
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6. On-carriageway cycle lane — this would include advisory and mandatory cycle

lanes and the new item should have an ideal width of 2.5m, a typical width of
2.1m and a minimum width of 1.8m. Due to their safety problems we would like
such cycle lanes to only be used on roads with a 20mph speed limit with li le

traffic. There should also be a requirement to prevent parking and loading in such

lanes. Care should be taken to ensure that the minimum passing distances (LTN

2/08 Table 2.2) can be provided by any design.

7. Stepped cycle lane — this new item should have an ideal width of 2.5m, a typical
width of 2.3m and a minimum width of 2.1m. Such lanes should only be used on
roads with a 20mph or 30mph speed limit and then only where either the

volume of traffic is low, there is insufficient space to provide fully segregated

cycleways, or where there is a significant need for emergency vehicle access past

congested traffic.

8. Segregated cycle lane (one-way) — this new item should have an ideal width of

3.0m, a typical width of 2.5m and a minimum width of 2.1m.

9. Cycle lane (two-way) — two-way cycle traffic should not be placed immediately

adjacent to motor traffic. This is a bad design that we consider highly dangerous.

We support two-way segregated cycleways which are separated from the main

carriageway by a minimum of 2.0m. The ideal width of a two-way segregated
cycleway should be 5.0m, a typical width of 4.0m and a minimum width of 3.0m.

10. Running lane for traffic (one direc on) — the ideal and safest width of running

lanes according to the scien fic research is 3.2m. We would also suggest that

the minimum width of a running lane can be reduced to 2.5m as is being

suggested for many of the City Deal schemes on lightly trafficked roads near

Cambridge North sta on. We also note that the removal of the centre line should

be the default design, both to reduce the ‘engineered’ feel of the road as well as

reduce the speed of motor vehicles on the road.

We therefore suggest that the table is adjusted to match the following:

Street Sec on Ideal Typical Minimum

Element (metres) (metres) (metres)

Pedestrian footway 3.0 2.0 1.5

Tree plan ng 2.5 2.0 0.5

Cycle lane (on carriageway) 2.5 2.1 1.8

Stepped cycle lane 2.5 2.3 2.1

Segregated cycleway (one-way) 3.0 2.5 2.1

Segregated cycleway (two-way) 5.0 4.0 3.0

Running traffic (one direc on) 3.2 3.0 2.5
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We urge that the Guidance be modified to include the points we make in this

submission.

We have included a number of street cross-sec ons below that illustrate how these

changes would have an impact.

We also regret that there is no discussion within this document about how to make

traffic junc ons safer for vulnerable road users. We consider this a major omission as

the majority of collisions between motor vehicles and vulnerable road users occur at

traffic junc ons and we consider the poor design of such junc ons is a major

contribu ng factor. We therefore request that the design guide includes discussions of

designing safer traffic junc ons.

Your sincerely,

On behalf of Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Robin Heydon

Trustee

References

Greater Cambridge City Deal Urban Design Guidance for Transport Infrastructure
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20.0m-wide roadway with

two ‘typical’ uni-direc onal

cycleways.

20.0m-wide roadway with

one ‘typical’ uni-direc onal

cycleway and one ‘typical’

bi-direc onal cycleway.

20.0m-wide roadway with

two ‘typical’ uni-direc onal

cycleway and one bus lane

to be used on the approach

to a junc on.

20.0m-wide roadway with

an ‘ideal’ bi-direc onal

cycleway for the highest

cycle traffic loca ons.

20.0m-wide roadway with

an ‘minimum’

uni-direc onal cycleways

with a turning lane for cars

in the middle in high traffic

loca ons.
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A very narrow 11.6m
roadway with ‘minimum’

width traffic, footway and

on-carriageway cycle lanes.

A narrow 14.2m roadway

with ‘typical’ width traffic,

footway and

on-carriageway cycle lanes.

A narrow 14.6m roadway

with ‘ideal’ width traffic,

footway and stepped cycle

lanes.

A narrow 16.0m wide

roadway with ‘typical’

width traffic, footway and

‘minimum’ segregated

bi-direc onal cycleway and

trees.

A typical 18.0m wide

roadway with ‘typical’

width traffic, footway and

segregated cycleways and

trees.
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