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January 15, 2007 
 
Our ref: C 07 016 
Your ref:  
 
Traffic Management AJC Councillors 

  
 

Cambridge Cycling Campaign 
P.O. Box 204, Cambridge CB4 3FN 

01223 690718 (phone & fax)  
contact@camcycle.org.uk 

www.camcycle.org.uk 

Dear Councillors, 

January 2007 AJC meeting 

We write to put forward our views on this meeting, which we hope will be of interest and use. 

1. Minutes - 16 October 2006

Paragraph 91 under 'St. Andrew's Street' is incorrect, in that officers were asked by the 
Committee to come forward with actual proposals for this location. 

4a. Petitions 

We will present our own petition of 277 signatures on the one-way streets issue. (See below.) 

Petition on the Lime Kiln Road: we support Cllr Dryden's request for a speed restriction. 

5a. Off-Street Car Parking and 5c. Parking Policy Review

We note that a stated aim of current policy is that 

“The current proposals aim … to contribute to the medium term objective of reducing 
Cambridge’s carbon footprint.” 

We feel that this stated policy is not always applied in practice. When we requested replacement 
of a mere two/three car parking spaces with cycle parking outside the gym on Gresham Road, in 
order to increase cycle security and to clear the pavement, we were told this would not be done 
on the grounds that removal of a few car parking spaces would decrease revenue from on-street 
parking. We feel that this is a totally unacceptable response, especially given that 6 cycles can be 
parked in the space of a single car. 

We note in report 5b, point 2.4 that “all the costs associated with the maintenance of Park & Ride 
sites and the operation of rising bollards is now met fully from the on-street account”. This is a 
worryingly contradictory arrangement. The Park & Ride system, which is intended to reduce car 
parking in the city, has been made dependent on the continuation of present unacceptably high 
levels of on-street car parking. 

In 5b, point 3.5, we regard as unacceptable the fact that the Trumpington Road car parking 
outside the Botanic Garden, which causes huge problems for cyclists, is allowed for 8 hours when 
many of the vehicles which park there should be using Park & Ride. 

   

http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/e0c624b01b2e9ade80256b14004eb73b/f2bf1dde88291aea802571ff00335561/$FILE/caj0610.doc
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/98e2f3dd6e8e0b7b80257261003f1346?OpenDocument
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/b47efa62d839a38680257261003f8ce6?OpenDocument
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We are very pleased, after years of lobbying, at the statement that: 

“current policy does not address the issue of cycle parking. Any policy requirements for cycle 
parking will need to ensure that a balance of off-street and on-street parking is achieved in 
busy urban areas, particularly by taking opportunities from new development. There is also a 
need to provide more on street cycle parking in residential areas where there is not the 
opportunity for offstreet provision.” 

This is important in a city where a staggering 10% of reported crime is cycle theft.  

   
Bateman Street and Norwich Street, where literally hundreds of bikes are left insecurely against walls 
because not a single cycle parking space is provided, in contrast to space for car parking. 

5d. Car Clubs

We strongly welcome this proposal, particularly the ability to replace 6 spaces with a single 
space, which could really help free up space in areas like Romsey. 

We strongly request that the introduction of car clubs, and the associated TRO, should include 
on-street cycle parking. This is an ideal opportunity to apply a 'package' approach to sustainable 
measures and would be in line with Council policy on reducing CO2 emissions. We ask 
Councillors specifically to request that cycle parking be included. 

The photos above demonstrate why levels of cycle theft are so high. The car clubs proposal is an 
ideal opportunity to address this through new cycle parking. 

6a. Historic Centre Pedestrian Zone Cycling Restriction Experimental Revocation

We welcome this report, which we feel is measured. We particularly welcome the clear statement 
in the proposed recommendations to Cabinet that the experimental lifting of the cycle ban be 
made permanent. 

We outlined our views on the city centre in our earlier letter1, including the point made in national 
guidance that “on the basis of research, there are no real factors to justify excluding cyclists from 
pedestrianised areas”. 

The key statistics in the report are: 
 58.7% of people interviewed and 64.5% of stakeholders were in favour of continuing to 

allow cycling, i.e. lifting the ban. 

 A massive majority of 93.5% of pedestrians felt safe around cyclists. 

                                                 
1 http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/C07014CityCentreCyclingBanSuspensionAJC.pdf

http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/a3d6b321651097fe80257261004b6297?OpenDocument
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/d1fa9785460d046b80257261004bec4b?OpenDocument
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/C07014CityCentreCyclingBanSuspensionAJC.pdf
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 83.1% of pedestrians felt cyclists were travelling at reasonable speeds. 

 There is no evidence of any increase in accidents as a result of the experiment. 

 The proportion of stakeholders that are in favour of allowing all-day cycling in the city 
centre has increased over the period of the experiment. 

As always, we strongly favour legal and responsible cycling, continued promotion/education about 
the rules, and increased enforcement. We have written to Officers about improving the wording of 
the main signs, which we feel should give greater stress to pedestrian priority. 

There is evidence in the report that many cyclists are not aware of the one-way system. In order 
to improve awareness, we therefore suggest that sensitively-constructed block paving, using 
blocks of a slightly different colour, be used to mark out a directional arrow at each of the three 
main corner points. This should help to improve compliance. 

6b. Parking and Access in King’s Parade

We welcome the planned introduction of on-street cycle parking on King's Parade. We feel that 
there is plenty of space available for more on-street cycle parking further along, which would 
avoid cycles being parked against lampposts in the way of pedestrians. 

7a. Bus Priority Programme 2007/08

In general, we welcome provision for buses as a way to reduce traffic. Bus lanes, if correctly 
designed, can offer real benefits for bus users and indeed cyclists. But we will vigorously oppose 
bus lanes which narrow the traffic lanes on the other side of the road in a way which ultimately 
forces cyclists onto the pavement, as happens along Milton Road. 

For this reason, we remain extremely concerned by the proposals for Hills Road north of Long 
Road, which would have exactly this effect. We note that the Hills Road data show only very 
minor delays to bus users which don’t justify forcing cyclists onto inadequate pavement provision. 
We note further that, several years on, there is still no progress on on-street ticketing, which 
would have far greater benefits in time savings for bus users without making conditions worse for 
cyclists. 

Almost as many people come into the city centre by bicycle as come by bus. Cyclists have a 
lower carbon footprint and cause less congestion than buses. Convenience for bus passengers 
cannot be justified if it actively harms cyclists by forcing them onto pavements. 

7b. Newmarket Road Traffic Management

We first remind the Committee that the situation on Newmarket Road has come about because of 
the way that developers are able to make changes to the public highway without any real 
democratic input, for instance by the AJC. (This has also clearly happened more recently along 
King’s Hedges Road and elsewhere around Arbury Park.) The Section 106 process, which in 
general we support as a way to obtain developer contributions towards infrastructure, needs 
reform to ensure that democratic scrutiny is introduced. 

Increasing levels of cycling in this area offers a real opportunity to reduce traffic congestion, so 
we ask that improvements to cycle provision be considered as part of the study. 

There are places along Newmarket Road where cycle provision could be improved. A key area is 
the end of the route from Riverside which joins Newmarket Road at the city centre end of the 
Tesco site, a route which will become more important when the new Riverside Bridge is built. An 
effective crossing point needs to be introduced there. 

http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/481050b0d5cd949a80257261004c1300?OpenDocument
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/519ffd8ccd8a29f680257261004c44f5?OpenDocument
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/7905a6f4755f439080257261004c9a3c?OpenDocument
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The report mentions the possible introduction of right-turn bans, the implications of which would 
be serious for cyclists. Exemptions for cyclists would be necessary to avoid long diversions in an 
area of high levels of difficult traffic. 

7c. Proposed Bus Stop Bays and Journey Time Improvements, Station Road

We are very strongly opposed to the proposal to site two bus stops on the south side of Station 
Road outside Murdoch House. This proposal is in total conflict with the aims and aspirations 
expressed in the City Council’s much valued “Station Area Development Framework” (adopted 
April 2004). Even as a temporary measure this is unacceptable. Locating bus stops here would 
add to the hazardous chaos in front of the station. Cyclists leaving the station would be 
dangerously sandwiched between buses at these two stops (projecting well out into the 
carriageway because of the pavement widening to accommodate the bus shelters) and the 
constant fast-moving taxis and other vehicles entering and leaving the station. The bottleneck so 
created might well rank as the most intimidating for cyclists of any in Cambridge. We find it 
difficult to imagine how this proposal can be seriously entertained. 

The number of cyclists travelling along Station Road is comparable to the number of bus 
passengers. Their needs must rank as equally important. Improvements for bus passengers must 
not be made by worsening conditions for cyclists. “The Development Framework” refers to 
‘creating a high standard on-road cycle route along Station Road with improved safety and 
convenience for cyclists.’ (paragraph 3.13).The present proposal runs directly counter to this aim. 

We should also mention that the proposal would be damaging for pedestrians, particularly the 
disabled. Pedestrian access along Station Road pavements is already difficult. To put bus stops 
in this location would make it much worse. 

We support the proposal to remove on-road car parking all along the south side of Station Road. 
This would certainly improve conditions for cyclists and buses. 

A short length (11 metres) of the car parking to be removed is residents’ parking. The proposal is 
to move this to the north side of the road in place of some of the existing pay-and-display parking 
there. We believe that the south-side residents’ parking should simply be removed and not 
replaced elsewhere. Every residence on Station Road has abundant off-road car parking and this 
length of residents’ car parking is often not occupied by any legitimate users. 

8a. Bi-directional Cycling in One-Way Streets

We support the introduction of two-way cycling in these streets. We sent a copy to Councillors of 
our letter2 which puts forward the points in detail. 

Subsequent to this, and within a period of only 24 hours, we collected some 277 signatures in 
favour of these proposals, and we will present this petition to the Committee. These were 
collected from a leaflet drop, people signing when we waited on-site, and via e-mail. The exercise 
has demonstrated that there is certainly support from very many Petersfield people as well as 
from people from the rest of Cambridge who use these streets. 

In our leaflet to residents3, we noted that: 
 The area needs cycling solutions to ease the parking shortage and reduce traffic 

 Government guidance favours two-way cycling in one-way streets 

 The evidence demonstrates lack of danger 

                                                 
2 http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/P07003TwoWayCyclingProposalsTRO.pdf
3 http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/C07015TwoWayCyclingProposalsPetition.pdf

http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/1dce71c3ffe0cdd380257261004cd6fc?OpenDocument
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/9f900340a169f46780257261004d0662?OpenDocument
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/P07003TwoWayCyclingProposalsTRO.pdf
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/C07015TwoWayCyclingProposalsPetition.pdf
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 Current arrangements simply have the effect of criminalising many local cyclists 

 The Kingston Street route forms part of a key route for cyclists across Cambridge 

 Pedestrians are not harmed by cycling in two directions 

The concerns of residents are understandable, but the evidence is strongly that cycling is safe 
and reasonable in streets of this type. There are many streets along Mill Road which allow two-
way cycling, e.g. Hope Street, Stockwell Street, St Phillips Road, St Barnabas Road. (There are 
no bans on turning right into these streets.) Furthermore, round the corner from Kingston Street is 
Ainsworth Street, where full two-way traffic is permitted for all users, yet the available space is 
narrower than Kingston Street. 

We feel that Officers should be attempting to facilitate two-way cycling in these streets and finding 
solutions to the relatively minor problems which they believe exist. We fail to understand why the 
officer report has now come down against the proposals, when the Safety Audit4 does not 
indicate the kind of serious safety problems that would be needed to overrule government 
guidance. Point 4.1 for instance, is accompanied by no justification. 

  
It is far more sensible to allow cyclists to cross over directly into Kingston Street, than to force them onto 
this dangerous and difficult stretch of Mill Road and the hazardous junction with Gwydir Street. 

We are very pleased to see that, for Mackenzie Road, the red cycle lane adjacent to cars has 
been removed. Point 2.4 of the officer report erroneously suggests that we supported such 
provision. We remain resolutely opposed to any proposals which guide cyclists into space into 
which car doors are opened. Also, the entry point widths should be 1.5m as in national guidance. 

We note that the report provides no basis for suggesting that cycling on Kingston Street itself is 
unsafe, which is the concern of Cllr Bradnack (point 2.2). 

Ainsworth Street. Despite being very narrow due to parked cars, 
two-way traffic is permitted and creates little difficulty for cyclists. 
The streets in the consultation are wider yet two-way cycling is 
not permitted. 

 

 

8b. Gonville Place-Gresham Road Toucan Crossing

We are hugely disappointed by this report, which we feel is entirely unacceptable and fails to 
address the problems highlighted vigorously by Councillors at the on-site meeting, ourselves, and 
the 500+ people who signed our petition. 

                                                 
4 http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/issues/onewaystreets/safetyaudit.pdf

http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/32e5f2d49bc9088f80257261004da1c0?OpenDocument
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/issues/onewaystreets/safetyaudit.pdf
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The mess at Gonville Place (left) should be replaced with a crossing based on the Queen’s Road crossing 
(right), or entirely restored to how it was before. Look how much more ordered the latter is. 

We are separately circulating a more detailed letter from our Crossings Subgroup, who have been 
working on this issue, and which provides a deconstruction of the points in the officer report. 
Virtually all of the points made in the officer report provide an insufficient response to the very real 
issues that have arisen, which need to be addressed urgently and not deferred. 

In that letter a proposed solution is set out, namely our view that Councillors should amend the 
officer recommendation to directly ask the Signals Team to (i) work up a costed design based on 
the Queen’s Road crossing (i.e. a wide crossing with segregated approaches), and/or (ii) produce 
a costed restoration of the original layout, which has proven to be safe and which is essentially 
consistent with current government guidance. Such a course of action is entirely within the remit 
of the Committee, whose Terms of Reference include “determining the detailed designs for 
crossing facilities”. 

The removal of the mast (mentioned in the current report) is unnecessary, a view shared by the 
representatives from the Department for Transport and Cycling England during an on-site visit 
(following the workshop on toucan crossings). 

We feel that fixing the problems should be mainly funded from the Signals Team budget. 

Councillors should remind themselves of the scale of public disquiet, and that public confidence 
can be restored only by restoring the crossing to the same standard or better than previously. 

9. Environmental Improvement Programme

These schemes offer an ideal opportunity to introduce much-needed cycle parking, in a city 
where 10% of reported crime is cycle theft. We ask that this be considered when the detailed 
designs are being finalised. 

10. Windsor Road Environmental Traffic Calming

We repeat our point that simply moving the planter in by 1.5m and adding an advisory cycle lane 
centrally around the planter would solve the problem here, and would retain the apparent 
narrowing of the road. 
 

Yours sincerely, 
on behalf of Cambridge Cycling Campaign, 

 
Martin Lucas-Smith 
Co-ordinator 

http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/3a5419242768392f80257261004dcdd0?OpenDocument
http://www2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/c3cf865e3cc1131380256a6b0037e439/6933e2f13fb8365080257261004df76b?OpenDocument
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