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Co-ordinator’s comment
I am pleased to be writing today as the
new Co-ordinator for Cambridge Cycling
Campaign, following the Annual General
Meeting on 29 October.
First, I would like to thank those
committee members who did not restand at the AGM: Jim Chisholm, Shirley
Fieldhouse and Chris Howell. The
committee has lost a wealth of experience – Jim, Shirley and Chris, I hope you
will continue to engage with the
Campaign and contribute to debate.

If you like what you see in this newsletter, add your
voice to those of our 1,100 members by joining the
Campaign.
Membership costs are low:
£7.50 individual
£3.50 unwaged
£12 household
For this, you get six newsletters a year, discounts at a
large number of bike shops, and you will be supporting
our work.
Join now on-line at:
www.camcycle.org.uk/membership
Cambridge Cycling Campaign was set up in 1995 to
voice the concerns of cyclists. We are not a cycling club,
but a voluntary organisation promoting cycling for
public benefit and representing the concerns of cyclists
in and around Cambridge.

We welcome back Klaas Brümann, who
stepped down in September in order to
give all three candidates for the two
vacant committee positions a chance to
be involved. This means there are still
two vacancies on the committee for
those wishing to help the Campaign. In
particular, I would like to hear from
anyone interested in the under-25s
committee post (being under 25 not

required!), as I feel the campaign is not
currently engaging with and representing younger cyclists. However, interest in
any unfilled posts or general campaigning positions is also most welcome.
There are descriptions of the various
roles on the website at www.camcycle.
org.uk/about/charity/boardoftrustees/ .
For those of you who haven't met me or
heard from me before, please allow me
to introduce myself. I moved to Cambridge in 2001, but I didn't start cycling
until 2007. I've been a member of the
Campaign for several years, becoming
more actively involved earlier in 2013. I
joined the committee in September to
fill a vacant position. I live in East
Chesterton - I'm always happy to discuss
cycling over a pint at the local.
I look forward to watching cycling grow
in Cambridge over the next few years,
and to doing what I can to help.

Registered charity number 1138098
Our meetings, open to all, are on the first Tuesday of
each month, 7.30pm for 8.00pm until 10.00pm at the
Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane, Cambridge.

Elected Committee Members
and Trustees 2013-2014
Chair (and Charity Chair) – Martin Lucas-Smith
Co-ordinator (and Charity Secretary) – Hester Wells
Treasurer (and Charity Treasurer) – Chris Dorling
Membership Secretary – David Earl
Newsletter Editor – Monica Frisch
Planning Officer – Vacant
Events Officer – Simon Nuttall
Press Officer – Robin Heydon
Web Officer – Neil Spenley
Under 25’s Officer – Vacant
Campaigners – Peter Godber, John Hall, Al Storer, and
James Woodburn

Hester Wells, our new Co-ordinator, modelling what she describes as a classic cycling
look: high-vis one piece speed suit, at Reach Fair in May 2013.

Contacting the Campaign
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
Llandaff Chambers, 2 Regent Street
Cambridge CB2 1AX
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Radegund Road roundabout
Recently there has been a second round of consultations
regarding safety improvements to the roundabout at the
junction of Radegund Road, Perne Road and Birdwood Road.
Many members of the Campaign were disappointed that a
fully-fledged ‘Dutch’ roundabout with segregated cycle lanes
had not been proposed as it seemed there was sufficient
space. Even more were unhappy with the proposals for a new
shared off-road path for cyclists and pedestrians round the
roundabout. Nevertheless, the Campaign decided not to object
to the scheme but has written explaining that we will only be
able to support the proposals if our recommendations
regarding the details (see below) are implemented.
Here I explain why we reached this consensus and why we feel
the scheme is worth supporting.
A group of members met with Mike Davies from the Transport
Team at Cambridgeshire County Council and Alasdair Massie,
the engineer from Hannah Reed who designed the scheme.
Alasdair is also a member of the Campaign, cycles round the
roundabout daily on his way to and from work, and has
provided us with much expert advice on the Gonville Place
crossing, among other matters. That meeting clarified a
number of points and, in particular, assured us that the
proposals change the geometry of the roundabout to a design
that meets Dutch (CROW) standards. Dutch roundabouts have a
much better safety record than their British equivalents for all
road users. If the scheme goes ahead it will be an opportunity
to demonstrate that roundabouts built to Dutch geometry will
work in the UK, that the traffic will not grind to a halt, lorries
will not get wedged and they will perform safely and
efficiently. This will make it easier to get improvements at

Reproduced with permission from
www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/
transport/projects/cambridge/
perne-radegund-roundabout.htm

junctions like the Sainsbury’s roundabout where there is both
the space and the need to put in a segregated path around the
perimeter.
So we welcome the changes to Dutch geometry and believe
that the scheme will offer significant benefits to cyclists
coming from all directions, particularly by slowing down motor
traffic entering the roundabout.

Benefits of the scheme
If the details are got right, the benefits of the amended
scheme will be to:
●

slow down motor traffic, particularly on Perne Road;

●

minimise the length of the 'conflict zone' where motor
vehicles entering or exiting the roundabout may cross
paths with cyclists on the circulating carriageway;

●

extend cycle lanes on Radegund Road;

●

make crossing all four roads via the footway safer and
easier by providing traffic islands, in addition to the two
existing pedestrian crossings;

●

restrict car parking on the roundabout and at the
eastern end of Radegund Road;

●

provide more space off the road that children and less
confident cyclists can use;

●

demonstrate that ‘Dutch’ geometry will work at
roundabouts in the UK; and

●

set the scene for a comprehensive Dutch roundabout at
any appropriate location.
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Radegund Road roundabout (continued)
Concerns about shared use
We have considerable reservations about the off-road path, as
we do not favour unsegregated shared-use provision. We
believe that it is generally preferable to separate cyclists and
pedestrians to avoid conflict between them, and that
unsegregated shared-use paths create confusion regarding
footway cycling. But we recognise that even with the changes
to the roundabout some cyclists will find the road too
intimidating and will prefer to be off the road.
Alasdair explained that the original proposal had no explicit
off-road cycle provision, as there is no off-road infrastructure
to connect into. Isolated off-road provision is rarely popular
and can encourage belligerence towards cyclists using the
road. It was however recognised that many people do ride on
the footways here and so the proposals deliberately addressed
the difficulty of crossing the entry and exit arms by reducing
crossing distances and introducing wide islands.

This will be an opportunity to
demonstrate that roundabouts built to
Dutch geometry will work in the UK.
The original proposals aimed to ensure that people who do
cycle on the footway could do so safely and without
endangering other path users, but without encouraging or
drawing attention to it. Explicit shared-use came about as a
direct result of requests made during public consultation and
was not part of the original recommendations.
It was explained that segregated shared-use paths would be
more costly, as the Disability Discrimination Act requires
tactile paving wherever pedestrians and vehicles (including
bikes) meet, and that they might exacerbate the tendency for
some motorists to think that cyclists should not be on the
road. It is perfectly feasible, but to provide ‘the full Dutch’
would require more radical changes to the roundabout in order
to provide the necessary width and visibility for a peripheral
cycle track. This would have put the scheme well beyond the
available budget.

Perne Road roundabout looking towards Radegund Road.
●

the crossing islands must not be reduced in size but
need to be as designed: at least 3m at the narrow part of
the taper – ample for a bike + tag-along or a bakfiets;
and

●

any temptation to make the entry lanes less radial and
more tangential must be resisted as this would tend to
increase entry speeds, which is undesirable.

Looking further ahead
We hope that, were further funding to become available,
more improvements to cycling provision in the Radegund
Road/Birdwood Road/Perne Road area could be made.
Some of us see this scheme as a phase one, with the prospect
of a phase two which would improve it further, if the County
Council obtained greater DfT funding. We recognise the
difficulties that the County has in delivering schemes to get
more people cycling when DfT funding is, as at present,
inconsistent and insufficient.
We hope it will set the scene for bringing forward a scheme
that applies the comprehensive Dutch model at an appropriate
location as soon as circumstances permit.

Getting the details right
However, as with most schemes, it is vital to get the details
right. In particular,
●

on-road cycle lanes must not deflect cyclists off the
road, as cyclists have the right to remain on the road;

●

the existing cycle lane markings should continue
beyond the start of the off-road provision towards the
roundabout;

●

there need to be good lengths of flush kerbs so that
cyclists do not have to turn sharply to get on and off the
off-road paths;

●

flush kerbs must be properly flush;

●

the points where off-road paths rejoin the carriageway
must be carefully chosen to minimise risks from vehicles
leaving the roundabout;

Monica Frisch
The Campaign's full response is on our website.
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Community Infrastructure Levy
We're going to hear more about a new
acronym, CIL, over the coming years.
Cambridge City Council is currently
consulting about a new levy on
development called the Community
Infrastructure Levy, or CIL for short.¹
This allows for a one-off tax on new
building (over 100 square metres) at a
published rate. Their draft proposes
£12,500 for a modestly sized new house,
for example. This is of interest to us
because one of the key uses is for
transport projects (as well as schools,
health care and community premises
and green space). The current
consultation ends on 9 December and is
about the level of the charges, not the
principle, which has already been
decided.

CIL additional to Section 106
The CIL tax is in addition to Section 106
agreements. This long-standing part of
the planning process covers mitigation
for problems caused by the new
development, and this too can include
transport. Because it is about the effect
of the new development, except for
exceptionally large ones, the money
usually has to be spent very locally. A
typical example is to provide access
roads and improved junctions, or a
cycleway through a development. CIL, on
the other hand, can be spent over a wide
area, so the larger effects of having a
city with more people or more shops can
be financed. So, for example, a new
development on the edge of the city

along Fulbourn Road could help pay for
a station on the Newmarket line, or an
extension to the Guided Bus. Or, of
course, a new cycleway into the city.
One of the problems with Section 106
agreements in the past has been lack of
accountability. While council-generated
schemes might be consulted on in
minute detail, we have in the past found
new junctions and roads popping up
with no consultation at all, simply
because they were paid for out of
Section 106 money. As Section 106
agreements are still likely to happen,
this problem may well continue.
However, because it looks as though this
new tax will go into a central pot used
to fund generally relevant schemes, we
would hope these would go through
normal consultative processes.
One particular area which has some very
positive ready-made proposals that
would benefit from CIL funding is
around and to the east of Elizabeth Way
roundabout (the so called Eastern Gate
Development Framework², see
Newsletter 97).
The rates proposed by the City Council
are £125 per square metre of new
residential space including student
accommodation, but not social housing,
(which they estimate might yield around
£1.3m a year) and £75 per square metre
for retail (but nothing for any other
development, so a football ground
would be exempt, for example).

References
¹ www.cambridge.gov.uk/sites/www.cam
bridge.gov.uk/files/documents/Draft%20
Charging%20Schedule%2015102013.pdf
² www.cambridge.gov.uk/eastern-gatespd

#CamRideHome
Inspired by a desire to celebrate cycling
as a fun and safe activity, Rob Turner of
Ben Hayward Cycles has started a series
of delightfully short and sociable monthly rides. Aimed at accompanying riders
part of their way home from the city,
these rides bring together people who
want to share an enthusiasm for cycling.
They take place on the last Friday of the
month at 6pm from outside the Mill pub
on Mill Lane, CB1 1RX and they are
known by theTwitter hashtag #CamRide
Home. The rides last for about an hour
and in that time easily cover five miles
in the city. Most people leave part way
through and continue home, a few make
it back to the pub for a drink.
The first two rides in September and
October were a great success with
approximately 40 riders on each. Rob
has chosen the same ride calendar as
Critical Mass rides, but these rides are
quite a different thing. The best way to
find out what they're like is to try them!
Simon Nuttall

David Earl

Outside the Mill Pub for the start of
#CamRideHome as started by
@BenHaywardCycle.
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Cycle campaigning in Cambridge
Martin Lucas-Smith presents his personal view on how
campaigning should develop.
In a discussion on Cyclescape on the theme of ‘Ask for more,
get more in the longer term?’, one member wrote, ‘Where we
have managed to get good infrastructure is where we have not
had to even ask the question about roadspace allocation
because it's a new thing entirely’. I made exactly this point to
one of the Cycling Officers at a workshop at Cambridge County
Council that I attended recently.
The county council has done excellent work over the last 15
years on developing the secondary network – new bridges,
adding contraflows, improving signage, adding missing links,
etc. But these are relatively easy: they don’t require roadspace
reallocation, just money and a little bit of political will – and
of course a lot of work from our very dedicated Cycling
Officers in both councils. These schemes though don't
fundamentally affect driving conditions, so there is no obvious
downside, as long as government and developer money flows.

widest on-road lanes in the county (if not the UK?), was
compromised because of county politicians’ insistence on not
reducing motor traffic capacity, even though there is much
evidence that, even in the medium term, people adjust their
journeys, i.e. people can change.
Where removal of a whole lane of traffic is needed but would
cause more problematic delays, there is not yet the sense of a
trajectory to achieving this or recognition of the eventual
benefits. For instance, at the Catholic Church junction we
proposed that the Department for Transport funding should
include a study on addressing the ring road for cycling. This
proposal was not taken up, despite it being obvious that an
overall ring-road strategy is needed here.
With the growth in housing in Greater Cambridge, the need to
improve these heavily used roads is going to get more and
more urgent. I believe that proactively reallocating roadspace
from motor vehicles is the only way that the carrying capacity
(defined in terms of number of people) will be increased. I

Fully-segregated cycle route on Groningerstraat in Assen, the Netherlands.
However, what has not been addressed properly is the primary
network – the inner ring road (East Road, Queen’s Road,
Lensfield Road, Elizabeth Way, etc. and all the absolutely
horrible collision-heavy junctions along this route) and the
radial roads (such as Milton Road, Mill Road, Huntingdon Road,
Newmarket Road).
These are relatively wide but nonetheless have difficult
challenges: much greater cost, constant side roads needing
priority, and most importantly roadspace reallocation from
queuing cars. The fact is that these are cycled on, even where
there is (an inevitably less convenient and less obvious)
secondary network alternative.
Where attempts have been made to improve them (e.g. Milton
Road) these compromises have been problematic. Although in
general a positive scheme, even Hills Road Bridge, with the

don't believe that we can wait for some magic solution that
will see masses of car parking removed, because even
removing a single parking space seems to be incredibly
difficult politically (as the article on Thoday Street shows).
So I think the increasing angst that is now becoming apparent
is because the city now needs to move on to the difficult
stretches of road. The secondary network benefits will not in
my view go much further, given 20,000 or so new households.
I believe the way forward is that, as soon as we get ONE really
good, uncompromised scheme, created to Dutch standards,
then making the case for improving the many other remaining
roads will become much easier. By ‘Dutch’, I mean proper
width, with priority for cyclists at side roads, and a strong
sense of protected space (‘segregation’ – let’s try to get away
from that word).
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High-quality engineering can follow later with money – it’s
the political principle of reallocation of space and the strong
concept of an unimpeded journey that is at the core. The ‘New
Camden Model’ of a cheap and quickly implementable scheme
using things like Armadillos to establish the principle of
protected space, to be replaced later with ‘heavy engineering’,
is a good one in my view.

It is clear that this would not have happened had LCC not
started taking this clear and less compromising stance. I think
it would be wrong to call this an ‘aggressive stance’: they have
articulated a positive and clear agenda of aiming for the best.
That sad fact there have been deaths in London, which
thankfully we have not faced in Cambridge, has created added
impetus.

Without wishing to divert the debate into whether roadspace
reallocation means Dutch or Danish or something else, here is
an example of what we should be aiming for: dedicated cycle
space, not shared with pedestrians, and which even retains the
capacity for a bit of parking in the few cases on these main
roads where that is essential.

The new Cycle Superhighway (CS2) extension from Bow to
Stratford in London is definitely not perfect – but as the first
scheme to come out of two years of ‘retooling’ in terms of
engineering knowledge, it is promising. The Mayor’s vision,
which we featured in Newsletter 107, is also significant in that
it acknowledges the need for proper roadspace reallocation
and proposes a serious budget for it. Again, it’s not perfect,
and Rome wasn’t built in a day – schemes on the ground
probably have an 18-month lead in time – but there are clear
signs that things are changing there.

Making the case for other streets will become easier because a
really high-quality scheme will (a) get new people cycling, (b)
remove conflicts with pedestrians and (c) provide a visible
subjectively safe place that will tempt people out of their cars.
The result is that people elsewhere will say ‘I want that here
too’ – i.e. create a demand. (Compromise schemes don’t create
that demand.) Then it won’t just be us asking for it, it will be
pedestrians, the disabled, ‘ordinary’ cyclists, even drivers, even
rural councillors maybe.
This is why I am so insistent, speaking as the Campaign’s
‘figurehead’ as it were, that we must make a very strong effort
to push for non-compromised schemes. This means short-term
pain and sadly might mean a temporarily more strained
relationship with council officers, but I think it has to happen.
There will, I think, still be cases where a stepwise approach
can be useful (Gilbert Road, where the political situation was
so extreme; and Perne Road, which I see as Phase One of a
two-part scheme, where the DfT currently has not provided
funds or the legal environment to complete the job,
something that may well change). But these must be the
exception, and we must clearly articulate reasons why they
should be exceptions.
Eighteen years of accepting that for main roads an inch
forward is better than nothing has mainly failed. But we have
to find a way to do this in a way which makes an
unambiguously positive and unified case, so that officers
remain strongly motivated to push through this phase.

Learning from London
I think this is what has happened in London (which has the
same political colour as the County Council). London Cycling
Campaign (LCC) recognised exactly this need for tackling the
main roads.
LCC created two clear, unifying themes: (1) Space for Cycling,
meaning that whatever design of road you end up with,
nothing will improve for cycling unless there is actually
sufficient space to do this – requiring roadspace reallocation;
and (2) Go Dutch, meaning: design to Dutch standards, learn
from the best elsewhere rather than try to reinvent the wheel
when the Dutch have already spent 40 years evolving designs.
Those two themes have been clear and unambiguous. They
have pushed strongly for this over two years, unifying all their
campaigning under these banners, and the result is that
Transport for London (an organisation with many different
teams and engrained cultures, exactly the same as any county
council) is now starting to produce schemes with genuine
roadspace reallocation.

So, similarly in Cambridge, the Campaign should articulate a
clear vision for Space for Cycling, and bring every member on
board with this. Robin Heydon and I have been thinking about
a successor document to Cycling 2020 and Vision 2016,
probably called something along the lines of ‘Curing
Cambridge’s congestion’, possibly not even mentioning the
word cycling on the front page, but giving a clear manifesto
for reallocation of roadspace as a way to cater for a quicklygrowing city, getting more people cycling, and getting rid of
many of the pedestrian versus cycles versus car conflicts that
generate so much aggro. We need a document and campaign
that the public can get behind, which creates excellent cycle
infrastructure almost as a by-product.
Martin Lucas-Smith
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Trumpington Road: changes ahead
An initial stakeholder meeting has been held to consider
proposals to make changes on part of Trumpington Road. This
proposed scheme is the one of those partially funded by the
City Cycle Ambition Fund. Note the tight time scales. See:
www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/109/article3.html
Unfortunately even the tight timescale for submission has
caused problems, as the initial diagrams for this scheme
submitted to DfT were less than clear.
This whole-day workshop started with an on-site meeting at
8.15am outside the Botanic Gardens, where the early risers
saw the traffic conditions at the time that school drop-offs,
those with cycles on the Brooklands Ave to Newnham corridor,
and car and cycle commuters on Trumpington Road all
conflict.
This day was helped by two expert outside facilitators, who
have made studies of cycling in twelve cities worldwide (what
a wonderful job!), as well as a good meeting room and good
food at the adjacent Cambridge University Botanic Gardens.
Those attending included representatives of local schools and
residents associations, travel plan organisers from local
businesses and the County Council, as well as several active
members from Cambridge Cycling Campaign.
The Campaign strongly opposed the changes made here in
2002 that created cycle lanes in the ‘dooring’ zone.
See: www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/39/article17.html

‘Those of you unfortunate enough to have been using
Trumpington Road for the last five months will know that
cyclists appear to belong to an underclass. The requirements
for safety, comfort and convenience for them lie well below
those for motorists, Park and Ride passengers, and pedestrians’
and see: www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/74/article5.html
‘Blatant disregard for standards in Trumpington Road
continues’.
Fortunately we do seem to be making progress, and despite
the ways in which reductions in car parking or space for
dropping off affect both the Botanic Gardens and local schools,
there was understanding from them of the need to remove car
parking, at least from one side of this busy road.

So what can those on cycles expect to
gain?
Unfortunately there is, at the time of writing, some confusion
over the exact road width, with measurements from Google
Earth suggesting 12.5m and some of the tabled documents
suggesting a couple of metres more. Some approximate
measurements suggest car parking at 2m, cycle lanes at 1.1m
and motor traffic lanes at a little over 3m, so Google may be
right. The shared use path is about 2.7m.
Currently, with the car parking next to the steep bank, drivers
and passengers all exit into the ‘dooring zone’, so that is the
prime candidate for removal. Of course the junctions at either
end also give problems, and the existing light-controlled
pedestrian crossing is not on the desire line. I heard someone
say that moving the crossing might cost £100k. We could then
have a toucan crossing [A] on the direct line from Sheep’s
Green Bridge to Bateman St, giving an alternative route to
going along Brooklands Avenue, as well as a better location
for those going to the Botanic Gardens or Bateman Street.
On the road we’ve the obvious and simple solution of a far
wider outbound cycle lane and a ‘buffer’ zone outside parking
retained on the opposite side.
That also permits the retention of the coach pick-up and dropoff area (15 min limit). Those bays are much used both for
educational visits to the Botanic Gardens and by the several
independent schools in the areas, none of whom have
alternative locations. No one would want such coaches to
enter Newtown.

D

More radically, one of the requests by many, including some in
the Campaign, is for the conversion to ‘unsegregated dual use’
of the existing footway adjacent to the Botanic Gardens [B].
This would cater for the significant demand for a route from
Brooklands Avenue to the Newtown area and beyond, either
to the schools or to avoid the Fen Causeway double mini, with
its high crash rate for cycles.

A
B

E

Map base copyright (c)
OpenStreetMap contributors,
licensed ODbL1.0.

C

We’ve opposed such proposals in the past and would today,
but without improving conditions which involve crossing and
re-crossing Trumpington Road at unsatisfactory locations,
many would continue to cycle illegally on the east-side
footway.
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Of course there is an even more radical solution to achieve
that desired route. If we left the west-side relatively
untouched for the moment, there would be space for a ‘twoway’ cycle route on the Botanic Gardens side! In the longer
term, moving the footway onto the common land would
enable a northbound cycle route on the inside of the car
parking, but the legal complexities mean that could not be
created in the time frame available for this first stage.

So how could such a ‘port to port’ (keep
right) scheme between Brooklands Avenue
and Bateman Street work?
There is space to the rear of grass and flowers at the corner of
Brooklands Avenue [C] to create a ‘cut-off’ cycle path, thus also
avoiding the congestion at the Trumpington Road crossing.
This would lead in to the existing (removed) car parking and
run adjacent to a widened outbound cycle lane.
With such a route there would be little excuse for even
children on bikes to use the footway, hence reclaiming it for
rightful users, and it would also give a ‘safer route’ for the less
confident to and from the new housing off Brooklands Avenue.
For this to be effective changes would also be needed at the
Bateman Street junction [D], and further restrictions on the
rat-run much used by taxis from the station would be
welcomed by all. Closing the junction to motor traffic might be
difficult but would give easy access for cycles to Brookside and
greatly improve permeability for those on foot or bike.
Some have suggested that we need a ‘hard division’ (say a
double kerb) between new cycle routes and existing motor
traffic to prevent the incursion of such traffic. I do not favour
such a system unless there is lots of space, and where in
Cambridge is that true? Any hard margin reduces the actual
and effective width for those on cycles. Less obviously, a softer
margin gives flexibility, for snow, leaf and general street
clearance, and also permits the passage of emergency vehicles
under very congested conditions. I’ve seen this on Hills Road
bridge, where an ambulance previously would have taken an
excessive time to fight its way through congestion, now
progresses swiftly, as either motor vehicles can decant into the
wide cycle lane or the emergency service vehicle can use the
lane. This can be seen on Klaas Brümann’s excellent ‘Youtube’
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XTO49pufD8k, 1 min in). A
white line alone may not be an adequate deterrent to illegal
use, but the large plastic blisters (Armadillos) in use in
Camden seem more effective without preventing any essential
use.
Another issue here is the parking of large
vehicles in narrow bays. Whatever happens,
restriction on such vehicles stopping there
must be imposed (see photo).
The two external facilitators also suggested
that the Brooklands Avenue lights [E] might
be a good trial site for a ‘pedestrian/cycle
mingle’ where one phase of the lights is for
cycles and pedestrians in ALL directions.

Car parking and narrow lanes put cyclists at risk.
The Campaign has previously suggested Silver Street/ Queen’s
Road for such an experiment, but it would require a DfTagreed trial or legislative changes. Would this accord with our
‘segregation’ policies? Such arrangements seem to work well
in other European countries.
An added complexity here is that no work can start until after
the ‘Tour de France’ in July 2014 but funds need to be spent
before May 2015.
So overall this is an excellent location to demonstrate the
point that removing car parking is an easy and effective way of
improving conditions for all those on cycles. It could also be a
good opportunity to improve one, the other, or both routes
from Hills Road to Newnham via Sheep’s Green. It may not be
possible to do all the work either with the funds available, or
in the restricted timescale, but we can work towards other
improvements as legislation permits, or legal obstacles are
removed.
Jim Chisholm
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What's improved this year?
At the AGM, I gave my usual Chair's summary of the year. It’s been a busy year for the Campaign, with new schemes appearing
on the ground, large numbers of campaigning issues, the beginnings of a fairly intense debate about Dutch-quality provision,
debate about the operations of the press, particularly locally, and much more.
There have been quite a few positive steps on things we've been campaigning on for many years, which we thought would be
useful to summarise here.

Station cycle park
After a campaign lasting over 15 years, a
proper cycle park at the station is about
to be built: 3,000 spaces, spread over 3
floors, using a Dutch-influenced design
(see Newsletter 106). It’s not 100%
perfect, but it will surely be a massive,
massive improvement on the current
situation. We met five times with the
developers to set out our aspirations
prior to the unveiling of the design.
There is a video on our website dated
from 1997 where we interviewed
commuters at the station about their
frustrations trying to find a space. It
could have been filmed yesterday.

Advanced green
lights at the Catholic
Church junction
The county council has managed to get
Department for Transport (DfT)
agreement for these lights which, from
the beginning, have worked well. The
cycle lane heading into town is also a
significant benefit here on what is the
major flow of cyclists entering the
junction. Although we have many
concerns with the rest of the junction,
these lights are a clear improvement,
and something we've long argued for. It
looks strongly as if the DfT will soon
allow lower-height cycle-only mini
lights which will improve things further.
Hopefully, these lights will become
standard at other junctions in
Cambridge.

Cambridge Science
Park station
A new station is to be built, with 1,000
cycle parking spaces. The new station
will increase access to the railway for
people in northern Cambridge, and
reduce pressure on the central station.
We are still pressing for improvements
to the access arrangements. We made it
clear that the Bramblefields route
should not be signposted as a cycle
route to the station, instead wanting to
see the routes via Nuffield Road or Moss
Bank made more attractive.

A10 corridor
A new group was set up to campaign on
improvements to cycling in the A10
corridor, which we have supported.
Improvements on one section have
already been approved by the county
council.

20's Plenty
The city-wide 20mph proposals have
gone up a gear (or should that be
down?). There are ongoing questions as
to whether certain busier roads should
be included, and there are mixed views
within the Campaign on this. So far this
proposal has cross-party support, and
indeed follows the lead taken by other
towns that have decided that Twenty’s
Plenty, but there is more to be done.
County policy changes in recent years
have made this easier to achieve.

City centre cycle
parking project
The city council has begun a project to
provide up to 700 spaces in the city
centre and to consider locations for a
third cycle park. Most have now been
agreed, and there is rightly further
consultation on spaces which could be
problematic for the disabled. Encouraging noises are being heard about the
cycle park aspect of this project.

New cycle parking
at Babraham Road
Park & Ride
We also saw some new cycle parking
here.
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Northern Busway cycleway
This cycleway, sorry 'Cyclebahn', now
has some solar stud lighting, and the
county organised a celebration ride.
Although not lighting up the path as
such, this certainly does make cycling in
the dark here easier. Except for the
problem of squashing frogs of course!

Cambridge and
South Cambridgeshire
Transport Plan
This plan contains a lot of good, positive
ideas. We've suggested a number of
improvements to strengthen it. In
particular, we've said that 40-45% of
journeys in Cambridge by bicycle should
be the aim, and that the best of
continental standards should be more
explicitly aimed for in all new schemes.
We also made the case that cycling and
walking should no longer be lumped
together in strategies. In a city with well
over a quarter of journeys by bike, this is
no longer appropriate.

Green Dragon bridge
Proposals have been coming forward for
improvements to the Green Dragon
bridge. Frankly, simply removing the
‘cyclists dismount’ signs there would
probably get rid of 90% of the conflict.
The bridge is wider than many shareduse pavements that have fewer
problems.

Ring Fort Path
This new path in Orchard Park, which
makes this new development much more
accessible for cycling and walking, has
been approved, thanks to county
councillors and following much
campaigning by Klaas Brümann, other
members of the Campaign and local
people.
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East Road queuebusting lanes
Thanks to the quick work of the county
Cycling Officers, a local but significant
improvement has been made to East
Road by adding advisory queue-busting
cycle lanes. This is a rare case where
narrower lanes are acceptable because
there is queuing or stationary traffic for
much of the day. At busy times, cycling
here is now significantly easier. The
lanes have established the principle of
cycle space here too. We want to see
cycle lanes considered in all future
resurfacing works.

New cycle parking
at Addenbrooke’s
This has just opened, and makes a small
start on sorting out that site. There are
many other problems here though, and
one of our members, Heather Coleman,
has drafted a useful audit report (see
Newsletter 106) which we need to turn
into a full action plan.

Cycle City funding
Cambridgeshire County Council was one
of only a handful of local authorities to
win Cycle City money from the DfT,
which brings in £4m or so of investment.
Officers seem to be thinking
imaginatively and positively on how this
can improve three key radial roads. We'll
be scrutinising these carefully, but initial
signs are good.

Ride to Reach Fair
This ride, supported by the city and
county councils, saw a record 585
people arriving by bike. Particularly for
the many children, cycling the twentyfive miles was a real achievement.

Mitcham’s Corner
There is now a new policy in the City
Council Local Plan for the gyratory
system to be removed, with the layout
restored to a standard crossing at the
exit to the bridge. This will make
arguing for changes here significantly
easier as developers come forward with
various buildings.
Martin Lucas-Smith
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Newsletter 111 • December 2013 - January 2014

Cycle racks for Thoday Street
Since giving up our car in November last year I feel we've been in a stronger position to ask for a cycle-parking bay outside our
house. Our immediate neighbours were fully supportive and so were a few other residents in the street. As an experiment the
city and county councils provided two sets of cycle parking toast-racks and conducted a local consultation. The response was
roughly 50/50 for and against the idea. We're still waiting for a decision and in the meantime I created this photo-montage to
help the decision-makers understand the problem from our point of view.
Simon Nuttall

Nowhere for bikes to go
Attached to, or simply leaning against the fronts of houses, parked bikes look untidy and block the footway. The cars also block
the footway but the white lines permit that.
No accommodation has been made for the large number of residents who use bicycles daily, and who frequently have visitors
arriving by bike. Bicycles slump across the pavement, look untidy and are often not properly secured to anything.

Access
Sometimes cars park so close to our front door, or so densely together that it can be a struggle to get the bikes into and out of
the house. The last picture shows bikes crammed into our hallway.
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Cycle rack trial

Proposal

These temporary racks were sited outside numbers 100 and
157 for two weeks in September. Bikes belonging to four
different households used the racks on the first night. The
racks were heavily used throughout the two-week trial – even
while we were away for the second week.

This is what we want! I've overlaid a photo of the cycle racks
on St. Philip's Road on a photo of numbers 100 and 98 Thoday
Street. In practice four racks slightly more tightly spaced
would fit.

The bikes took up no more space than parked cars, and made
the area tidier. Diagonally aligned racks would keep footway
completely clear. My neighbour at 98 said he used his bike
more than ever, and I was struck by how many visitors to
houses made use of the rack.

Photos from
cambridge.cyclestreets.net/photomap/
locations 52939,10547,14428,49296,53500,
6564,8999,6501,28304,48269,52429,52431
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1, Milton Road
An application for blocks of accommodation for 284 students
has come forward for the crescent-shaped piece of land
behind the Portland Arms, where the site has access on both
Victoria Road and Milton Road. Cycling parking will be
distributed at ground level around the site, and some will be
sheltered. The application proposed 246 cycle spaces (189 for
students and 57 for visitors). We agreed that this is in
accordance with Local Plan standards, but said we wished to
see provision for a greater number. In a city with such a strong
cycling culture as Cambridge, a large majority of the 284
students would be expected to own a bike, and they should
not be discouraged from bringing it by miserly provision of
good parking.

Existing site viewed from south.

Map base copyright (c)
OpenStreetMap contributors,
licensed ODbL1.0.

We strongly disagreed with the developer's statement that
they considered that this level of cycle parking may represent
more than will actually be required for the site and thus they
intended to provide only 50% of the student cycle spaces (96
spaces) in the first instance, and monitor the use and demand
for such provision through the travel plan. We strongly argued
that the full number of 189 cycle spaces should be made
available from the beginning because we expect even this
provision will prove too low.
There will be no vehicle linkage between the Victoria Road
and Milton Road frontages and the developer showed the
arrangements made to ensure permeability of the site for
pedestrian and cyclists - which we noted with approval.
Shirley Fieldhouse

Homerton Business Centre
Could a cycle/pedestrian bridge over the railway line and
guided busway, or a tunnel under them, be built between
Homerton Business Centre at Purbeck Road and the cycle path
alongside the guided busway? Such a thought was aired when
we responded to a large development application at Homerton
Business Centre for a teaching block, 132 study bedrooms, up
to 95 residential units, commercial buildings and various
infrastructure.
We commented that lack of permeability is particularly striking
at Homerton Business Centre because in the immediate
vicinity, on the other side of the railway line, there is a highquality bikeway which offers convenient access for cycling and
walking to many users . If the barrier of both the railway line
and the guided busway could be overcome, either with a
tunnel or a bridge, a major improvement for cycling and
walking could be achieved. This applies primarily to students

Impression of proposed development viewed from north-east.

Map base copyright (c)
OpenStreetMap contributors,
licensed ODbL1.0.

resident in the proposed development, as it would make their
commute to Abbey College in Station Road faster, safer and
more direct. There would also be benefits for residents of
Purbeck House, and for the many students attending Hills
Road Sixth Form College. In addition, such a bridge or tunnel
would offer a very attractive connection from Lammas Land to
Cherry Hinton, without using Hills Road Bridge. The benefits
would apply to a very large number of local residents.
We also mentioned that it has been reported that residents of
the Accordia site (Brooklands Avenue) use a car to reach
Homerton Business Centre more than a mile away. However,
the distance would be less than 0.2 miles with a tunnel or
bridge. As development on both sides of the railway line
intensifies (for example at the Cambridge University Press
site), more and more residents will suffer from this kind of
geographical isolation - discouraging walking and cycling.
Shirley Fieldhouse
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The case against shared-use provision
Shared-use paths can be a cheap and convenient way to
provide facilities for cycling, away from motor traffic. However,
this is most successful where both cyclist and pedestrian use is
low, such as on long leisure routes like the National Cycle
Network. In the urban environment, especially in Cambridge
where cycling levels are high, it is a recipe for confusion,
conflict, and dissatisfaction for all users.
By shared-use provision I mean primarily the conversion of
previously pedestrian-only space by the side of roads to permit
cycling, or, colloquially, shared-use pavements. Everything
below applies whether there is painted separation of the
shared-use path or not: the creation of two very narrow lanes
does not give anyone the space required, and observance of
painted lines is low by all parties. This is distinct from the
level-separation on routes such as the Coton path, where
plenty of space is provided for all users, and the kerb
separation is highly successful in keeping pedestrians and
cyclists in their allocated space.

Shared use is not fair to pedestrians
Pedestrians don’t want to occupy the same space as fastermoving bicycles, any more than cyclists want to share with
motor vehicles.
Pavements are already cluttered with bins, signs, lampposts
and other street furniture. Pedestrians’ limited dedicated space
should not be further reduced by having to share with cyclists.
This is a particular concern to those using wheelchairs,
pushchairs or walking with children, to whom space on the
pavement is valuable. There are also issues for partiallysighted people moving around obstacles and who may not be
able easily to see cyclists coming at speeds above walking
pace.

Shared use is inconsistent and confusing
There is little consistency is what in designated for shared use.
Some wide pavements are designated pedestrian-only, other
narrow pavements are shared despite obvious, even
dangerous, potential for conflict.
Pedestrians become annoyed with cyclists using shared-use
pavements, believing them to be breaking the law when they
are not. At other times cyclists inadvertently break the law
because one pavement looks and feels exactly like adjacent
shared-use provision. It is hard to justify cracking down on
pavement cycling because of the danger to pedestrians, when
in other places cycling around pedestrians is endorsed.
Shared-use provision risks encouraging pavement cycling,
which the Cambridge Cycling Campaign is against.

Shared use is not good for cycling
In order to use shared-use facilities responsibly cyclists have
to slow down, sometimes to walking pace. The advantage of
speed that in part causes people to choose cycling over
walking is reduced or lost on shared-use provision.
Shared-use facilities cannot be enforced as one-way. This
creates additional pressure on the available space and

increases the chance of conflict between users. It also means
that cyclists travelling against road traffic have no obvious and
safe way to re-join traffic when the shared-use provision runs
out. Even with traffic it is common for the cycle lane to stop
abruptly and cyclists are expected to negotiate their own way
back on to the road, often just before junctions, where the
chance of collision is highest.

One of the worst
examples of shared-use
provision in Cambridge
- a blind corner with
slippery dead leaves
and markings almost
worn away.
Shared-use facilities have no priority over side roads. Whereas
a cyclist using an on-road cycle lane can expect an
uninterrupted journey on the same basis as motor traffic on a
continuous road, cyclists on shared-use pavements must stop
at every junction, look for traffic and wait to cross. Every
driveway also slows the cyclist, as visibility may be poor, and
exiting drivers are not necessarily expecting anything
travelling faster than walking pace. This increases the length
of journeys and also increases the number of hazards faced. As
shared-use provision is more likely to be used by less
confident cyclists, it is a terrible irony that they actually have

Pedestrians’ limited dedicated space
should not be further reduced by having
to share with cyclists.
more potential for conflict at crossings and driveways than
cyclists on the main carriageway.
I do not propose that we should start ripping out existing
shared-use provision where there is no safe or dedicated
alternative for cyclists. However, the councils should start
planning this, and use every opportunity for upgrades that
achieve this. I do propose that in Cambridge we should not be
creating or endorsing any new shared-use schemes. It is time
to move on from the sub-standard solutions of the past and
start creating a cycle network without built-in conflict with
pedestrians or with motor vehicles. It is time for our cycle
facilities to be both convenient and safe for all ages and
abilities.
Hester Wells
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Cyclenation conference
Martin Lucas-Smith attended the Cyclenation conference in
Leeds in early October and reports on the event.
Carlton Reid spoke about his forthcoming book, Roads were not
built for cars, and its historical context, with respect to the
recent Get Britain Cycling report. The first half of his talk
demonstrated how it was cyclists who campaigned for roadbuilding, in the 1890s. After showing pictures of London's
congested Embankment of the early 1900s he compared this
to the current proposal for the same area, saying that he
thought this was going to be built, along with other Transport
for London (TfL) proposals, but the TfL budget cannot cover
the full range of what people are asking for. He seemed to
think that this would not matter so much in 10-20 years
anyway because we will have driverless cars, projected to
appear on the market in 2018 (the Google driverless car is
already being tested in three American states) and that this
would make cycling massively safer. He said that the stock of
cars is renewed about every 15 years, so in 20 years, virtually
all cars on the road would be driverless. He sees these as ‘the
next big thing’ for car manufacturers. I made the case to him
afterwards that even if this pie-in-the-sky vision of technology
comes to pass, it will still not mean a pleasant environment
for cycling – people would not want to cycle amongst traffic
even if that traffic were somehow magically safe.
Roger Geffen gave an overview of Get Britain Cycling over the
last year. He basically said what I covered in our last newsletter at www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/110/article1.html .
He welcomed the increases in government funding, especially
as the Prime Minister had seemingly accepted the general
principle of £10/head, but obviously the fact this was only in
eight cities is a disappointment. Roger was perhaps a little
more upbeat about the current national situation. He said a
Cycling Delivery Plan is being is developed by DfT, and he
outlined things CTC would like to see in it, e.g. ‘cycleproofing’
– which seems to be a new favourite word – and new design
standards, as the current ones (i.e. Cycle Infrastructure Design)
were too easy to ignore. On the Dutch infrastructure debate,
CTC's position seemed to be that segregation is good as long
as it is to Dutch standards and as long as there is proper
handling of junctions; the problem is that in the past local
authorities have interpreted ‘segregated provision’ as ‘shareduse’.

Explaining quality infrastructure
I attended a workshop on ‘Explaining quality infrastructure’ led
by Adrian Lord. He was formerly one of the Cycling England
team, and worked for Arup consultants; he now works for
British Cycling who are increasingly getting into advocacy
work as a result of interest from Chris Boardman, who is, it
seems to me, an increasingly effective cycle campaigner.
Adrian's talk was a run-down of how the Dutch do various
pieces of infrastructure. He said that some drivers did not
understand the markings; but then again, they are new, and
we have to start somewhere. This was the part of the day
when there seemed to be much more developed discussion
and enthusiasm.

After lunch there was a short talk from the local MP, who
clearly ‘gets’ cycling. This was followed by a local councillor
who gave the impression that there were positive things
happening.

Road Justice Campaign
Chris Peck, CTC's excellent campaigner, then went on to talk
about the Road Justice Campaign they are running
(www.roadjustice.org.uk) which brings together cyclist reports
to back up new campaigning on road justice issues. He said
there has been a ‘catastrophic decline’ in the number of traffic
police – even as police numbers have increased overall. There
are real problems with Crown Prosecution Service guidance
(and its use by prosecutors) on the distinction between
careless driving and dangerous driving – the former is used
more often because it is easer to get a conviction, even though
the latter is often actually more appropriate to the crime. He
also said that jurors often do not convict because they
empathise with a driver's circumstances (e.g. losing their job),
rather than properly taking into account the effect on the
victim. He said the Sentencing Guidelines Council is willing to
review the sentencing guidelines on careless/dangerous
driving. The DfT are also in favour (not least since civil
servants want to avoid changes to the law, as that always
brings a lot of work and complications, and because by doing
so they push the blame onto people involved in sentencing
rather than the DfT).
The CTC view is (probably quite rightly) that it is best to get
the guidelines right rather than campaigning to change the
laws, since the laws were probably already appropriate, but
not being used effectively in the courts. The Road Justice
campaign is focusing on improving the criminal justice system
rather than the civil system. The proportionate liability issue is
seen as a longer-term rather than an immediate goal. Because
the tabloid and local newspaper reporters exploit it the
prospects for actual legal change are small. In terms of
sentences handed out, Chris said that driving bans were
something the courts ought to be using much more than
jailing, as that would be a better deterrent. But the rate of
handing out of driving bans (I think he was actually referring
to any kind of sentencing, rather than just driving bans) is
falling much faster than the rate of deaths and collisions. In
general, I was impressed by the work CTC are doing here.
I missed the infrastructure tour, as I was giving a Cyclescape
talk. However, I did a bit of walking around Leeds and came
across some good efforts to provide contraflows through
junctions, plus one bit of segregated infrastructure. In general
though it is clearly a city that suffers from the blight of the
1970s big roads craze.
A closing comment is that the gender and age balance of the
meeting were noticeably both very poor, something that
groups around the country need to be aware of, ourselves
included.
Martin Lucas-Smith
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Working with others
Reducing the risk from HGVs for
vulnerable road users in urban areas
has to be high on any cycling
campaigners agenda.
As a member of the Board of Cyclenation for two years, I‘ve
talked to a number of cycling campaigns and conferences
about the benefits of co-operative working. I’ve now put cooperative working to good use by working with both the
Campaign for Better Transport (CBT) and the Technical
Advisory Group (TAG) of the Local Government Association
(LGA). This uses my 35 years’ expertise about vehicle tracking
on the issue of the ten-year trial of ‘Longer Semi-trailers’
(LSTs) by the Department for Transport (DfT). Reducing the risk
from HGVs for vulnerable road users in urban areas has to be
high on any cycling campaigner’s agenda.
I wrote on this subject some two years ago. See:
www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/102/article7.html (Can our
urban roads cope with longer semi-trailers?). Unfortunately,
apart from local authorities becoming more aware of the
issues, and such trailers becoming more common, little has
changed.
CBT has put a lot of effort into getting acknowledgement by
DfT of the issues caused by long semi-trailers (articulated
vehicles) in urban areas.
In June 2013, with the help of TAG, a demonstration was
arranged at Millbrook Proving Ground of a 15.65m trailer
owned by Eddie Stobart. This was attended by two
representatives of DfT and two of TAG as well as Philippa
Edmonds of CBT and myself.
The driver was one of the team in the Vehicle Certification
Authority who approves such vehicles. Unfortunately, because
Millbrook is also used to ‘prove’ new car models, no
photography was permitted. This trial demonstrated that with
(inappropriate?) design such trailers can pass the
manoeuvrability tests required under EU and Construction and
Use (C&U) regulations. To pass the ‘concentric circle test’ a
huge rear overhang is required, and at the end of the 90°
‘drive in’ test only about half the maximum steering lock has
been applied, although the rear out-swing was within
tolerance.
A sharper turn where the driver applied full lock at the start of
a 90° turn produced radically different results, with an outswing of 2 metres when the tractor unit had turned less than
90°. Because of the geometry involved, it was possible to show
that a currently generally permitted trailer of 13.5m would
have had an out-swing of under one metre with the same
manoeuvre.
I tried to explain this to the senior DfT official in attendance
but he proclaimed that he had forgotten his ‘O’ level geometry
decades ago.
When I attended a preliminary meeting about these proposals
at DfT with the London Cycling Campaign and Motorcycle
Action Group, DfT fielded an administrator and an economist

but no technical expert. I do worry that, although I know that
technical experts may not be the best at administrative
matters, relying on technical expertise only from those with
vested interests can lead to failures.
There were clearly sharper turns that could have been
demonstrated on that day, but with a ‘command’ steered
trailer, where some of the trailer axles are steered by a linkage
from the articulation angle, I did not wish to have a ‘foul’
called at that stage.
I’d also met with an engineer from a London borough who is
an expert in using AutoTRACK, a development of my original
research program (TRACK). We played with possible geometry
arrangements and the sort of turns we know happen in urban
areas at tight junctions and especially when such long vehicles
get lost in residential streets. Some of these turns will be
outside the manufacture’s specification, but they DO occur, as
the black tyre marks at junctions often show.
At a TAG committee meeting in London, I, representing CBT,
spoke and demonstrated some of the issues using a Meccano
model. A joint press release, and a letter (with report and
technical appendix) to the Secretary of State (SoS) for
Transport, resulted. A question in Parliament then also
followed.
You can see the press release and papers at:
www.bettertransport.org.uk/media/18-10-2013-longer-lorriesreport (Restrict longer lorries in urban areas say transport
experts.).
(continued on next page)
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Working with others (continued)
The Parliamentary questions and answers are at:
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm1
31024/text/131024w0002.htm#131024w0002.htm_wqn16.
The SoS’s reply was ‘The report has made very broad
assumptions based on a single demonstration of a longer
semi-trailer that was not representative.’
Of course I’m incensed by that reply. Why was an ‘unrepresentative’ trailer supplied? At least a ‘single demonstration’ is
better than none! The DfT has failed to provide exact technical
details of the trailer so our modelling with AutoTrack has just
used our knowledge and experience. Given that AutoTrack is
the tool used almost universally by Local Authorities and
consultants when assessing junction design, why did not DfT
or their consultants use the tool as part of their LST assessment? Instead they went to an academic group within Cambridge University Engineering Department that has clear
connections with the heavy truck industry. See:
w-cvdc.eng.cam.ac.uk
The adjacent diagram shows the huge amount of outswing
that can occur on a sharp turn even when the design parameters of such longer trailers are unlikely to be exceeded.
There is also a collection of photographs showing the
difficulties encountered by even existing 13.5m trailers in
urban areas. See: www.haibat.com/index.php?pageid=trucks
The failure to regulate HGVs in urban areas leads to many
crashes and damage to footways and street furniture. Without
restrictions on size it becomes difficult to modify junctions so

as to make them safer for vulnerable road users, and prevent
the damage that is an unrecoverable loss for local authorities.
Cambridge Cycling Campaign has many members who are
experts in fields that fringe cycling, be they developers of
software, experienced chartered engineers, or just ‘innovators’.
The Campaign has much to gain by being associated with such
experts. Let us wave the flag.
Jim Chisholm
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Campaign Diary
Monthly meetings
The Campaign's monthly general meeting is held in the
Friends' Meeting House, Jesus Lane, on the first Tuesday of
each month. Business starts at 8.00pm, with tea and coffee
from 7.30pm, and a chance to chat and to meet and for us to
introduce ourselves to new members. The agenda includes
opportunities to discuss current issues and planning matters.
Sometimes there is a speaker.
Next meetings:
Tuesday 3 December
Tuesday 7 January 2014
Tuesday 4 February

Newsletter dates
There are several opportunities for members to help with the
Newsletter. One is by writing articles, taking photos and
providing other illustrations. There is advice about this and
style guidelines on our website
www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/guidelines.html
Copy deadline for the February-March issue: Sunday 5
January 2014.

rides are a great way to start.

.

Nigel Deakin

City and County Council
committees
Campaign members may be interested in attending Planning
Committee and Area Committee meetings, which often
include cycling and walking issues. Development Control
Forum and Joint Development Control Committee meetings,
which determine the Planning Applications relating to the
major housing development proposals for the Cambridge
sub-region, are also open to the public. The Development
Plan Scrutiny Sub-committee meetings also often cover
walking/cycling/transport issues.
Information on dates and venues is on
www.cambridge.gov.uk/democracy/
where minutes of meetings are also available. Agendas are
usually online there about a week in advance. Please check
the website in case meetings have been cancelled or times
or venues changed.
Development Control Forum: usually on a Wednesday at
10.00am in Committee Room 1 & 2 – Guildhall. Next
meetings: 11 December; 15 January; 12 February

Volunteers are also needed to help put Newsletters into
envelopes and then to deliver them. If you might be able to
assist, please contact Lisa Woodburn (via
contact@camcycle.org.uk) who co-ordinates this. Stuffing of
the Newsletter is usually on the first Tuesday or Wednesday
of the month in which the Newsletter appears.

Development Plan Scrutiny Sub-committee: usually on a
Tuesday at 4.30pm in Room 1 & 2 – Guildhall. Next
meetings: 17 December; 28 January; 25 February

Newsletter meetings: These are held every two months,
shortly after the Newsletter has appeared, to discuss the
most recent issue and plan the next one. They are held at
5.30pm in Grads Café on the 3rd floor of the University
Centre. The next one is likely to be on Monday 9 December
before the Seasonal Social at 7.30pm at the Pint Shop (see
back page).

Environment Scrutiny Committee: usually a Tuesday at
5.00pm in Committee Room 1 & 2 – Guildhall. Next
meeting: 14 January

Cycle rides
Do you cycle around Cambridge and fancy going a bit
further? If so, why not come for a ride with CTC Cambridge?
We hold up to six rides a week in the countryside around
Cambridge, and know all the prettiest and quietest routes.
Our rides are sociable, non-competitive and moderatelypaced, and always include refreshment stops. Non-CTC
members are welcome to come and try us out. See our
calendar of rides at www.ctc-cambridge.org.uk for full
details. All rides are graded to give an indication of speed
and distance so you should be able to find a ride which suits
you. If you're unsure, our twice-monthly Saturday morning
Cambridge Cycling Campaign reserves the right to
decline to promote events or activities where helmets
or high-visibility clothing are required or implied.

East Area Committee: usually a Tuesday at 7.00pm in the
Meeting Room - Cherry Trees Day Centre. Next meetings: 9
January; 20 February

Joint Development Control – Cambridge Fringes Development Control Forum: usually a Wednesday at
10.00am in Committee Room 1 & 2 – Guildhall. Next
meetings: 2 January; 29 January; 19 February
Joint Development Control Committee – Cambridge Fringes:
usually a Wednesday at 10.30am in either Kreis Viersen
Room - Shire Hall or Committee Room 1 & 2 – Guildhall.
Next meetings: 18 December, Guildhall; 22 January,
Guildhall; 26 February, Guildhall
North Area Committee: usually a Thursday at 6.30pm; venue
varies. Next meeting: 6 February
Planning Committee: usually a Wednesday at 9.30am in
Committee Room 1 & 2 – Guildhall. Next meetings: 4
December; 8 January; 5 February
South Area Committee: usually a Monday at 7.30pm in the
Meeting Room - Cherry Hinton Village Centre. Next meeting:
13 January
West/Central Area Committee: usually a Thursday at 7.00pm
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Over 500 ride for segregation
Campaign group Access Walden held a Ride ‘n’ Ramble event in October to promote
their ambition for a safe walking and cycle route from Saffron Walden to the railway
station at Audley End. Despite a grim weather forecast more than 500 people turned out
to support them. This is typical of the level of enthusiasm for this cycle path among
local residents, hundreds of whom have said they would walk or cycle to and from the
station each day if the road was made safe.

A scene near Audley End from Access Walden’s Ride ‘n’ Ramble event in October 2013.

A hand-drawn card from Michael Barnes.

Essex County Council are now
consulting on a design. The current
proposals do not have the complete
separation from motor traffic that
they want - but it's a big improvement on the present situation. Jan
Durkin, Chair of Access Walden, says:
‘There are no cycle paths at all in
this part of Uttlesford and very little
commitment to cycling from this
local authority. Incredibly, residents
have been waiting more than 20
years for this 2km of narrow and
dangerous road to be made safe
enough for cyclists to use. A safe
path would be a wonderful asset
to our community.’
Simon Nuttall
www.accesswalden.com
www.facebook.com/accesswalden

Seasonal Social 7.30pm Monday
9 December at the Pint Shop,10
Peas Hill, Cambridge CB2 3PN.
Please email contact@camcycle.
org.uk if you would like to go,
stating any dietary requirements.
The meal will be £29 plus drinks.

