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For better, safer and more cycling in and around Cambridge

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Letters

Letters to the Editor
Arbury Camp Development

Add your voice to those of our 700
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. Please
get in touch if you want to hear more. Join
now online 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 an organisation
for lobbying and campaigning for the rights
of cyclists, and for promoting cycling in and
around Cambridge.
Our regular stall on Saturdays outside the
Guildhall is the public face of the Campaign;
volunteers are always welcome to help.
And don’t forget our meetings, open to all,
on the first Tuesday of each month, 7.30
for 8.00 pm at the Friends’ Meeting House,
Jesus Lane, Cambridge.

Elected Officers
2005–2006
Co-ordinator – Martin Lucas-Smith
Liaison Officer – Jim Chisholm
Membership Secretary – Dave Earl
Newsletter Editor – Mark Irving
Treasurer – Clare Macrae
Stall Officer – Paul Tonks07870 441257
Press Officer – James Woodburn
Officers without portfolio
David Hembrow, Simon Nuttall,
Richard Taylor, and Lisa Woodburn.

Contacting the Campaign
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
PO Box 204
Cambridge CB4 3FN
Telephone and fax: (01223) 690718
http://www.camcycle.org.uk
E-mail: contact@camcycle.org.uk
This newsletter is printed on recycled paper by
Victoire Press, Bar Hill.



Cambridgeshire District Council

The author replies

On behalf of South Cambridgeshire District
Council (SCDC), we would like to respond The Arbury Park development was no
to the article in Newsletter 64 relating to surprise to me. I live close by, went to
the Arbury Camp development.
stakeholder meetings, and am on the
developer’s mailing list. My surprise arose
The article was inaccurate in its opening when greatly expanded roads started
statement. The new development at being built without the same level of
Arbury should not have taken anyone by consultation.
surprise as extensive consultation sits at
the heart of the planning process. The Looking back, I recall a developer’s
site has been allocated for development in representative describing Kings Hedges
the SCDC Local Plan since 1998 and the Road at the time as a ‘sewer for cars.’
Local Plan process was subject to extensive There was talk of transforming it into a
consultation. Following the allocation of ‘living road’ and even a suggestion of
the site, an outline planning application pavement cafés. The developer's mail shots
submitted in 2002 was also the subject did not suggest these massive roads. Were
of wide consultation through letter, we misled?
advertisement in the Cambridge Evening
News and site notices.
The lack of public discussion of the road
layout is acknowledged in the third
In relation to the details of the cycle ways paragraph of the Council’s letter: ‘Technical
and crossings, these were submitted to consultations... are ongoing’. It is not clear
SCDC by the developers in June 2005. how much access cycling officers have had
Technical consultations took place with the to the plans. My October 2004 plans are
County and City Councils and discussions actually more up to date than some of
with the highway authority, Cambridgeshire theirs.
County Council, are ongoing. These details
have yet to be finalised and agreed. The Rather than mere words that cycling is
comments that your organisation has made ‘at the heart,’ I’d like to see evidence that
in relation to the design of the crossings cycling is a priority. Doubling of road widths,
and cycle ways are welcomed and have removal of cycle lanes and imposition of
been passed onto the County Council for multiple toucan crossings is not the way to
their information; the City Council cycling encourage cycling.
officer has also been consulted.
I’ve watched the care and attention that has
We would therefore suggest that extensive been lavished on the roads. It took months
consultation has been carried out over the to put down a surface for cars. In contrast,
years.
the cycle path on Cambridge Road was laid
in just one week. Lamp-posts in the path
The development at Arbury Camp places illustrate the lack of attention to detail for
cycling at the heart of its sustainability cyclists. I challenge the major developments
aims. These improvements will help to team to compare the amount spent on
provide a safer environment for cyclists widening and rebuilding roads and and
and encourage the greater use of cycles as that on the cycling facilities. This will show
opposed to the car.
the true bias in planning priorities.
If you need any more information about It would also be interesting to know why
the Arbury Camp development please so many issues raised by the safety audits
do contact John Pym or Frances Fry in have been ignored.
the SCDC major developments team on
David Hembrow
(01954) 713166 or (01954) 713430.
Kelly Quigley MCIPR
Communications Officer, Major
developments team, South

Hills Road Bridge, Hobson Street
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Hills Road Bridge
Let us bite the bullet now, and spend the money
to do the job properly.
Although we’ve had items on our website
regarding proposed changes to Hills Road
bridge, the time scales have been such
that we’ve always missed Newsletters. We
will try to rectify that omission, by giving
a summary of events and looking into the
future.

We were very disappointed with all the
proposals, as despite extra width, none of
the options proposed had any ‘on-road’
cycle lanes for the 4000 who cross this
bridge each day. Without such lanes cyclists
are effectively reduced to pedestrians at the
major junctions at each end. Our concerns
were voiced, and following the workshops
Last year two ‘Stakeholder Workshops’ we had discussions with officers which we
were held to enable people to share ideas thought could lead to an option with onwith the County Council. The constraints road lanes, and shared use pavements.
are quite severe, and major developments
all around this bridge will lead to far more Our disappointment was compounded
trips especially on foot and by bike, but one when no such option appeared in the public
of the advantages of such developments is consultation. We lobbied our members,
that ‘developer funds’ (S106) should help and asked them to push for an option with

Cambridgeshire
County
Council
is
committed, by the Local Transport Plan, to
maintain the modal share of cyclists. Huge
developments in the southern fringe as
well as those occurring around the bridge
itself will lead to far more trips within five
years.
We recently put our concerns to Officers
from both the County and City Councils
at a Cycling Liaison meeting. We believe
it should be possible to provide 1.4 metre
on road lanes at each side by widening the
existing bridge by as much as possible. Any
option that effectively keeps 4000 cyclists
off the road and dumps them at inadequate

The Campaign’s proposed layout provides for on-road cycling.

pay for improvements. Even though the
cost of proposals may look large, they are
in fact small compared with spending to
construct offices, shops and flats in the
immediate area.
Any major changes to the bridge will prove
expensive, as neither the current footways
nor parapets are built to modern loading
standards, and no one wants to see a 38
ton lorry ending up on the rails beneath! In
fact I have concerns that some of the ‘do
minimum’ options could be wrecked in the
near future if regulations now being applied
to many bridges were imposed here.

on-road lanes, but when options were then toucan crossings at each end is doomed to
put to Committee we were even more failure.
surprised to see another new proposal
which again had no on-road lanes.
Let us bite the bullet now, and spend the
money to do the job properly, providing
County Council proposals only consider facilities for cyclists that meet modern
strengthening the bridge on the station standards and enable cyclists to tackle
side where about three metres is available safely the junctions at either end. Anything
for widening. I realise that any option that else really is spoiling the ship for a ha’p’orth
involves widening the carriageway on of tar.
the other side, even if just to narrow the
footway, will need the bridge strengthening,
Jim Chisholm
but it is possible that such work may be
required by law in the future.



Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Arbury Camp
Follow-up

Arbury Camp
when crossing this complex junction or otherwise misinterpret it.
The Arbury Road–King’s Hedges Road junction is also on the 2003
county accident list with seven injuries since 1998, none involving
cyclists. Here the audit criticises the short cycle lanes which are
often mis-used by drivers and the central islands.
The mounting height for signs over the shared use path is shown
on the plans as just 2.15 m. The recommended height is 2.7 m.
The audit notes that ‘ideally posts should be outside the line of
the cycletrack.’
The audit notes that the lighting arrangement around the crossing
‘does not appear to provide suitable illumination for safe use by
pedestrians at night.’
In another area it is noted that ‘The cycleway crosses the bus
access (junction 4) immediately after the 90° bend in the road.’
and that this along with an expected forest of signs could confuse
drivers.

‘The end of cycleway on Arbury Road discharges on the main
carriageway just short of the school entrance. There are no on
road facilities here and no give way marking to encourage cyclists
to join the carriageway with due caution.’ The recommendation
Safety audits
is ‘Ideally extend the cycleway to reduce the risk of conflict for
Just after the article on Arbury Camp (also now known as Arbury children cycling to the school.’
Park) in the last newsletter was finalized, the stage 2 and stage 2a It is noted that to the west of the Arbury Road crossroads, the
safety audit documents for the development became available to road is visually narrowed using hatching and that ‘This means that
the Campaign. These are dated Jan–Feb 2004 and 27 July 2004, any cyclists who choose to stay on the road have to share the
before the October 2004 date given on the plans that we have 3.5 m running lane with all other vehicles unless they cross the
copies of. We have not seen any newer safety audits.
solid white line and ride over the thermoplastic hatching.’ The
The safety audits make interesting reading. Many of the points recommendation is that the hatching should be narrowed and
that there should be a cycle lane here (though sadly in this area
made by them are relevant to cyclists.
of high cycle usage they recommend a width of 1.2 m, which is
The Histon A14 junction roundabout is on the 2003 county
below the minimum in the London standards for relatively cycle
accident site list. At the time of production of the safety audit,
free roads).
there had been 25 personal injury accidents since January 1998,
three of which involved cyclists. A slight increase in the all red
phase is recommended by the safety audit in order to reduce the
risk of cyclists who are crossing the slip roads being hit by cars. It
is noted that the shared-use path will be between the carriageway
and the safety barrier and that this can cause out of control cars
to career with obvious danger along the path. 0.5 m separation
strips are recommended between the road and the path.
At the King’s Hedges Road–Cambridge Road junction, there have
been 11 personal injury accidents. It is noted that ‘two wheeled
vehicles feature highly in the statistics. 4 (36%) have involved
pedal cyclists and 3 (27%) motorcyclists. This is double the county
average for pedal cycles and three times that for motorcyclists.’
The long slip road is criticised because it leads to cyclists being
cut up on the left. The safety audit notes that fast and confident
cyclists will want to remain on the road and suggests that ‘the
correct route for cyclists going straight ahead could also be
highlighted using an advisory cycle lane with direction arrows.’
From scale drawings, the audit suggests that the cycle lane on
Cambridge Road past the junction will be a mere 1.2 m wide. This
is narrower than the 1.5 m minimum for infrequently cycled roads
given in the London design standards.

Kings Hedges Road. Even though there is around 4 m of empty
space between the shared-use path and the road, the lamp posts are
being put in the path.

Sadly, the audit suggests installation of guardrails at crossings,
which I’m sure most cyclists find to be nothing but an obstruction.
Where a pelican crossing is shown as not being staggered, they
actually suggest staggering it and installing guard rails on the
grounds of safety.

The audit notes the lack of advanced stop lines for cyclists at the
Where a cycle path is shown with a tight turning radius, the
junctions and recommends that they should be installed.
safety audit offers instead a minimum radius of 15 m, or 20 m on
The 3 stage pedestrian crossing of Cambridge Road is criticised for commuter routes – of which this is surely one.
its complexity and for the risk that people will look the wrong way



Arbury Camp, Maintenance Matters
A problem is noted of signalled crossings
not including pedestrian crossing facilities.
The problem of the path shown on the
plan not continuing to provide any helpful
access to CRC and the Science Park is
flagged up. They note that ‘cyclists usually
take the most direct route. Once familiar
with the route they are likely to rejoin
the carriageway at junction 6 although
there are no on road cycle facilities at this
junction... Where the main path deviates
to the north, provide a “fork” in the path
leading them to the kerb side of King’s
Hedges Road around 100 m to the east of
the junction.’ and ‘clear directional signing
for the cycleway should be provided.’
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Maintenance
Matters
In Newsletter 29, six years ago, we printed
a short article ‘Bumpy ride’ about the
failure of the County Council to maintain
standards for cycle routes.
We’ve seen little improvement since then,
so I was interested to find the UK Roads
Board now refers to the Cambridgeshire
County Council standards as an example
of good practice in its publication Wellmaintained Highways: Code of Practice
for Highway Maintenance Management
when referring to cycle routes. See www.
camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl65maintenance
and look up section 10.6, page 127.

location where unsuitable gratings remain to
allow us to target these for replacement in
the near future.
As an example, on my route from Stapleford
to Cambridge, along the section with cycle
lanes on Cambridge Road, Great Shelford,
I pass 65 curved gullies, of which 20 are a
dangerous type. Even a number of the ‘flat’
type are so far out of line that a 25 mm
block will fit under a 600 mm straight edge
placed in the line of a cyclist’s travel.

If you know of such locations where gullies
fail the maintenance standards on one of
your regular routes, please let us know and
we’ll collate them, pass them to the County
Council, and see what happens. Please
give us the road name and if possible the
number on the nearest lamp column and
email it to contact@camcycle.org.uk (for
In December we wrote to the County post or fax, see page 2).
Council asking specifically about drain There are other maintenance standards
gullies and said:
for cycle facilities that the County Council
In both the 2000 version of the ‘Network
Management Plan’ and the 2004 version
of the ‘Highway Maintenance Network
Management and Policies and Standards’,
reference is made to ‘Gullies in Cycle Lanes’.

Kings Hedges Road. These works
completely block the shared use pavement
with no provided detour, forcing
pedestrians and cyclists alike to have to use
the traffic lights on the road.

According to the 2000 version of the
Network Management Plan,
(4.16) Road gully gratings shall be of the flat
type and be laid flat within 10 mm of the
road surface. Where other types of grating
exist, a programme of replacement will be
effected.

There is a comment that ‘the carriageway
width between the islands at this junction The Highway Maintenance Network
ranges from 3.3 m to 3.65 m, which lies in Management and Policies and Standards
the range that can lead to problems with (2004) states:
conflict between cars and cycles.’
(5.8) Road gully gratings shall be the flat type
and be laid within 10mm of the road surface.
There are other good points, but
Where gratings levels greater than 10 mm
reproducing more of the safety audit here
exist, a programme of replacement will be
would be excessive. Overall, it seems the
effected.
safety audits did flag many of the problems

On Cambridge Road, Great Shelford, 20
out of 65 gullies are of a dangerous type.
is clearly failing to meet. See section 5
of the Highway Maintenance Network
Management Policies and Standards
which is available via a link from www.
cambridgeshire.gov.uk/transport/
strategies/network.

Perhaps some letters from members to their
local councillors might help move these up
the County Council’s list of priorities. You
that we have seen with the plans and We asked what progress had been made can also report failures in maintenance via
implementation. Sadly, it seems that their on these issues, how many ‘curved gullies’ the County Council’s call centre on 0845
concerns have in large part been ignored. had been identified, and how many had 045 5212.
David Hembrow been changed. We also asked how many I was also interested to find that Dorset
had been checked to ensure that they were
County Council does parts of its highway
laid to within 10 mm of the road surface.
inspection with staff on bicycles. With
We
received
a
reply
from
an
officer
(local
modern devices such as GPS and hand-held
Gordon Brown’s
government jargon for civil servant) of computers this is obviously an effective
Budget Stop Press:
Cambridgeshire County Council saying:
method. Perhaps Cambridgeshire should
Cyclists now to pay
consider this, or would here a Health and
...I have to admit that this matter has probably
Safety policy reject such a scheme?
same road tax as the
not been given the attention that was

smallest cars. That is:
nothing.

intended when the policy was introduced. To
help put us back on track, it would be useful
if your membership highlight any particular

Jim Chisholm
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Milton Road and Mere Way

Milton Road and Mere Way
A Missed Opportunity
The Science Park and the Cowley Road area
of Cambridge have seen greatly increased
employment over the last few years.
However, it is sadly the case that transport
alterations in this area are virtually always
of the variety that encourages travel by
car.

we’ve seen a flurry of more extensive and barriers to cycling simply in order to cross a
expensive work around this area.
few lanes of traffic. Take a look at how the
The works which are taking place now in Dutch provide crossings of such roads.
this area include a proposal to increase the
number of toucan crossings required to
be operated by and waited for by cyclists
and pedestrians crossing the road from
the current two to three. This will be the
second time that cyclist and pedestrian
convenience at this location has been
sacrificed in order temporarily to improve
conditions for drivers.

What should be done?

As is usually the result with road widening,
this has turned out not to be enough.
Drivers simply filled up the widened road
they’d been provided with. So, recently

Milton Road-A14 junction: earthworks
like this don’t come cheap

Such thinking should be a part of local
transport policy.
The new crossing does not need to made
three-stage and inconvenient
with the addition of multiple

The Milton Road A14 junction in process of being altered


In a cycle friendly city, this is the sort of
facility we should be seeing.
David Hembrow

There is an ancient right of way from
the western end of the Science Park to
Landbeach. It is a Roman road called Mere
Way. Making this into a path usable yearround by cyclists would take just a small
fraction of the money which is being spent
on the roads to improve car access to the
Science Park. Doing so would increase
the likelihood of people from Landbeach,
Milton Road toucan crossing.
Histon, Impington and Cottenham
deciding to commute to the Science Park,
Some history
CRC and other locations in the north of
Roughly ten years ago the road outside the
Cambridge by bike. It would also provide
Science Park was doubled in width in order
a pleasant leisure route to the north from
to allow for more motor vehicles. The road
Cambridge.
was made rather less pleasant for cyclists
to use, and at that time a two stage toucan This would benefit all – even those
crossing was installed for cyclists to use remaining in their cars who would find
the number of other cars ahead of them
rather than providing for on-road cycling.
reduced proportionately.

New works

Ten lanes of traffic are crossed in one stage
by most cyclists and two by pedestrians.
The green cycle phase is long enough for
anyone travelling at more than walking
pace to cross the lot in one go. No barriers
obstruct anyone, and the central island is
of comfortable size for anyone stuck on it.

The Dutch experience: crossing ten lanes of traffic in
Eindhoven

Milton Road and Mere Way

Overgrowth of
Vegetation
Although this is hardly a hot topic at this time of year, the
overgrowth of vegetation on cycle routes is an issue during
the summer months. I raised this at a recent Cycling Liaison
meeting with the City and County Councils and we were
asked if we could make some matters clear to help members
report and understand the issues.
Now that there is a ‘single point of contact’ (0845 045 5212),
for all similar matters within the County, this should be the
first option for reporting when nettles, brambles, branches,
or other vegetation obstruct your route. You need to give
the exact location, and a reference to a house number or the
number on a lamp column or street sign will be helpful. If you
want to be able to follow up the report make sure you get
the call reference number. In many cases the relevant Local
Authority cannot act directly unless they own the land, and
an approach has to be made to the landowner. If an informal
request does not work, then a formal notice can be issued,
and following a statutory period the local authority can then
undertake clearance that obstructs the highway and charge
the landowner. Although some regular maintenance cuts on
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Council land do occur, the time and rate of growth depends
so much on the weather that such cuts can never cover all
circumstances. Remember, if no one reports it, it is unlikely to
get cleared.
We also agreed that if there were particular locations that
caused problems and seemed either difficult to report or get
cleared, that consideration would be given to special notices at
such locations. A simple notice similar to that placed on lamp
columns was suggested. This would preferably be fixed to an
existing post with wording could say ‘Vegetation Obstruction?
Ring 0845 045 5212 and quote ref. VEG XA12’.
If you find that particular locations give problems and don’t
seem to get cleared please report them to the Campaign (see
page 2, or contact@camcycle.org.uk).
We do know of members who have resorted to carrying
sickles or secateurs to clear obstructions, and some members
who are also Sustrans Rangers undertake such minor tasks as
volunteers.
No doubt there are some eccentric cyclists who relish a quick
lashing with nettles or brambles on their way to work, but I
assume the vast majority of us would prefer to report such
incidents and get the obstructions cleared.
Jim Chisholm

Campaign member, Alasdair Massie, has been conducting a wonderfully vigorous correspondence with Evan Loughlin, the
Daws Lane, a valuable pedestrian and cycle path linking Sidney Farm Road
in Cherry Hinton with Walpole Road. Alasdair’s Campaign was prompted by seeing a young girl go over her handlebars,
landing on her face, after getting snagged in these Leylandii. He stressed that, in order to make this path and others like it
safe and serviceable, the vegetation should be cut back to the edge of the path, plus half a metre, plus the expected growth
to the next cut, plus any additional amount required to give satisfactory visibility. The County Council eventually persuaded
the householder to cut back these Leylandii at the junction with Sidney Farm Road.
maintenance engineer responsible for maintaining
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Cycling to the Station

Cycling to the Station
Our Assessment of the Latest Proposals for the
Development of the Station Area.
The area around Cambridge railway
station is to be redeveloped and this
is likely to happen soon. A Planning
Application for a massive development to
cost £725 million was recently submitted
to Cambridge City Council by the Ashwell
Property Group. This dramatic proposal
has huge implications for everyone in
Cambridge, and whatever happens is
likely to be much discussed and argued
over in the coming years.

the Ashwell Planning Application.
www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/
letters/2006/#M06007
2.
In general terms we consider the
framework set out in the City Council’s
Planning Brief to be reasonable. Our
opinion of the Ashwell proposals is quite
different. In our formal objection we
summarized our assessment as follows:

1. Traffic generation: The scale of the
development is so large, and so far
As individuals, many of us will have
beyond City Council policy – which
strong feelings about the strengths and
recognises development in the area is
weaknesses of the proposal as a whole, but
traffic-constrained – that it will have
as a Cycling Campaign we need to focus
more narrowly on its implications
for cyclists and cycling. It will, we
believe, have major implications.
The station is probably the most
important destination for cyclists in
Cambridge. Since Cambridge has
more cyclists than anywhere else
in the UK, it is probably the most
important destination for cyclists
in the UK. We must do whatever
we can to try to ensure that the
scheme which emerges from the
planning process is cycle-friendly
and encourages cyclists of all types
to cycle to the station.
To understand Cambridge City
Council’s view of appropriate
development for the station area,
the Ashwell scheme and the
Campaign’s assessment of the
cycling issues involves a lot of
reading. But the information is
readily available on the internet
and we urge those who cycle to
the station to read as much as they
can manage. The key documents
are:

The planning application should be
rejected completely because of this.
Traffic movements: We understand
that though this is an outline planning
application, should the application
be approved, all access matters will
be determined at this stage (Letter
accompanying
application
from
R.N.Dowle, December 15, 2005: ‘As an
outline planning application all matters
of detail are reserved for subsequent
approval except for the means of
access’). Therefore we request a
number of planning conditions be
imposed on the developer regarding
access for cycles around the site
to ensure that those items they
propose are indeed adhered to,
and those they do not include
now are not overlooked later.
3. Cycle parking: While we welcome
the major improvements to cycle
parking proposed in the plan, it
is clear that insufficient space has
been allowed for the numbers
of spaces either proposed or
required under City Council
policy.
4. Construction: Cambridge Station
will continue to be a major
transport interchange during
construction.
Therefore
we
consider planning conditions are
required to maintain access and
parking for cyclists during the
extended construction period.

Two major public meetings
organised by Cambridge City
Council have recently been held
to discuss the Ashwell proposals.
We expressed doubts about whether 2000 cycle parking The Campaign petitioned the
spaces could actually be accommodated in the area
Council requesting a platform
• Cambridge
City
Council’s
allocated for the station cycle park.
speaker to put the Campaign’s
Station
Area
Development
case at both meetings. (Very
Framework, Adopted April 2004:
many
thanks
to our many members and
major detrimental effects on the safety
w w w . c a m c y c l e . o r g . u k / j u m p t o /
others
who
signed
the petition.) We were
and convenience of cyclists across a
nl65stationA.
refused
a
platform
speaker at the first
wide area of southern Cambridge.
meeting
but
allowed
one at the second.
• The Ashwell Planning Application:
This will be the case whether or not
www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/
they are using the new development, At the first meeting, described as a
nl65stationB.
because of the large amount of Public Forum and attended by 200-250
• The Campaign’s formal objection to



additional motor traffic it will generate. members of the public, Ashwell put their

Cycling to the Station
case. Spokesmen for local Residents’
Associations explained their opposition
which focused on the excessive scale of
the development, the likelihood of severe
traffic congestion (and the inaccuracy
of Ashwell’s traffic assessments), the
inadequacy of provision for the transport
interchange function of the station, the
failure to meet the city’s open space
requirements and the poor provision
of community facilities. What was
remarkable about the discussion which
followed was that not a single member
of the large and vocal audience gave any
support to Ashwell’s proposals.
The
second
meeting
was
a
Development Control Forum, a formal
part of the planning process and
subject to legally defined rules which
precluded audience participation. The
Ashwell team had twenty minutes to
make their case. Opponents who had
petitioned for a hearing had a total
of twenty minutes. The Residents’
Associations were allocated twothirds of this and I, representing the
Cycling Campaign, was allocated onethird. We had cooperated with the
Residents’ Associations in drawing up
questions on specific deficiencies in
the planning application. These were
sent to the Ashwell team before the
meeting.
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a number of significant errors and
deficiencies in their Transport Assessment
but said that because reviewing the
Assessment would make no difference to
the current application, they would limit
their comments.

inappropriate for an outline planning
application in which it is sufficient to show
that access is feasible. The difficulty with
Ashwell’s argument is that, if the outline
application is approved, it may become
impossible to design good-quality routes
In our questions and comments we to recognised standards later. However,
they did say that they want to work with
stressed three issues:
us to develop what they had presented.

Access to the area and
routes within it

Cycle parking

We asked for a clear commitment that
The site as a whole should be fully
the proposed station cycle park with
permeable by cyclists. Routes to be used
2000 spaces, expandable to 3000, was
should be coherent, continuous, as direct
intended strictly for users of the trains
as possible and should conform to the best
and other public transport and not
for those living in, employed in or
visiting the various buildings to be
constructed on the site and that
each of these buildings would have
its own cycle parking in accordance
with the Council’s Cycle Parking
Standards. We were very pleased
that the Ashwell team confirmed that
this would be so. We also expressed
doubts about whether 2000 (and
eventually 3000) cycle parking spaces
could be accommodated in the area
allocated for the station cycle park.
The Ashwell team stated that the
area, layout, operation and means
of providing for expansion of the
cycle parking building would be
determined at the detailed application
stage but said that they were happy
to work with us on these issues. We
remain doubtful about whether there
is sufficient commitment to provide
fully adequate cycle parking.
Whatever happens to the present planning

When the meeting started the
Ashwell team surprised those present
by telling us that City Council officials
had informed them that they would
not accept amendments to the
application and would recommend
application it seems certain that there will be a
Finally, we asked for better data on
the Councillors who constitute the
new
way
into
the
station
area
for
buses
and
cycle
predicted number of cycle journeys
Planning Committee to reject the
only
from
the
B
rooklands
A
venue
junction
with
into and through the site. We were
application. It is very unusual for this
H
ills
R
oad
.
told that these were not available.
to be stated so much earlier than the
We are concerned that the number of
decision-making meeting (which is to
cyclists who will be using the routes is
be held on 5 April) and the inference to be available government and other guidance
still
not properly appreciated.
drawn presumably is that council officials in relation to widths, gradients, junction
are particularly strongly opposed to the treatments, visibility splays, bend radii We believe that what is most likely to
application. The Chairman and Members and so on. Route design should minimise happen if the current application is
of the Planning Committee were not conflict between cyclists and both motor rejected on 5 April is that the Ashwell
aware of this recommendation until the vehicles and pedestrians. The application Property Group will appeal and will at
Ashwell team revealed it and went out in general fails to provide the necessary the same time start work on a modified
of their way to stress that they are not data to judge whether cycle routes do application. They will then at a later stage
bound to follow the recommendation of or do not conform to these recognised make up their minds which course of
their officials. However, the most likely standards. The data in the Transport action to pursue. What is certain is that
outcome on 5 April is that they will Assessment about on-site cycle routes is some form of large-scale development of
follow the recommendation and reject sketchy and defective. Where the data the station area will occur soon. We will
the application.
in the Transport Assessment is specific, try to ensure that it takes proper account
In responding to questions put by the in a number of instances it fails to take of the importance of cycling.
Residents’ Associations and ourselves the account of recognised standards. The
James Woodburn
Ashwell representatives acknowledged Ashwell team argued that much of what
we were asking for was detail which was
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Our Right to Cycle in
Cambridge Bus Lanes
The draft Cambridge East Area Action
Plan is a framework document drawn up
by Cambridge City Council and South
Cambridgeshire District Council relating
to the proposed development of land at
Cambridge Airport, land north of Cherry
Hinton and land north of Newmarket Road as
a major urban extension with some 10 000 to
12 000 dwellings, www.cambridge.gov.uk/
ccm/content/policy-and-projects/cambridgeeast-area-action-plan.en .

in guideway or employ some other
means of tracking;
• Traffic signalled crossroads with bus
priority to replace the Elizabeth Way
roundabout;
• Bus priority along Maids Causeway;
…
•

Bus priority along East Road’

In the first bullet point ‘the existing bus
lanes’ presumably refers to those along
Last year Jonathan Larmour drew our Newmarket Road.
attention to a worrying clause in the Plan In our objection we said:
which could in future limit the right of cyclists
to use bus lanes within Cambridge. The ‘If this means that cyclists may be
Campaign has put in a formal objection. The prohibited from cycling in bus lanes
(which they never have been in
clause (paragraph 7.16) states:
Cambridge) we strongly object. More
‘Bus priority improvement measures will generally we object to any bus priority
include:
measures which put pressure on on• Conversion of the existing bus lanes to road cyclists to cycle off-road. We also
a busway of around 7.5 m width for object to bus lanes which narrow traffic
exclusive use by a very frequent bus lanes (including those in the opposite
service, [our emphasis] which could be direction to the bus lanes) to such an

Newmarket Road: for exclusive use by a very
frequent bus service?
extent that motor vehicles have insufficient space
to overtake cyclists.’
We await details of what the procedure for
handling our formal objection will be.
James Woodburn

Mailing Lists and Online Services
We’re changing the way our mailing lists work. And we are about to start
two more: one to deal with the current consultation about changes to the
Highway Code, and another to deal with city centre traffic management.
Please ask us if you want to join.
The Cycling Campaign runs quite a few e-mail discussion lists. Many of
you are subscribed to our general members’ discussion group; others are
on mailing lists for particular subgroups or topics. We also use these for
the teams working on preparing the newsletter and – a very busy list – for
the committee.

in’ and the rest should be self-explanatory. This means you can see the
mailing list archives that you are subscribed to. But in the future, it will also
offer other personalised services. For example, Simon Nuttall is currently
working on a route planning system. We may also be able to automate
more membership information this way in the future.

In the meantime, we will shortly announce the change of address to which
to send discussion group postings. All the list archives will be at www.
camcycle.org.uk/lists. The online archives include all previous postings:
we’ve spent some time importing the many years of discussions into the
new system so that nothing is lost, and all members can have access to this
We have used Yahoo! Groups as host for these until now. But we have archive. The new facility also includes a search function. If you don’t have a
found Yahoo increasingly unreliable. There have been inexplicable delays computer at home, most Cambridgeshire libraries and a few other places
in e-mail messages arriving or being forwarded. People keep getting have free internet access and some provide training.
barred from Yahoo’s system because of overenthusiastic spam detectors.
And Yahoo stopped saving e-mail attachments in its message archives If you would like to join or re-join the members’ discussion list, or one of
some time back.
the others, please just ask us by sending an e-mail to the usual address:
contact@camcycle.org.uk.
So we are moving all our lists gradually over to a new system that we have
much more control over and we hope will be less susceptible to problems. Please do keep us up to date when you change your e-mail address. It’s
The archives are stored on our own website, complete with attachments, much easier to send information to you this way, and through it we will be
and the mailing lists themselves are now being managed in the Cycling able to offer you more in the future.
Campaign’s name by a local company, Mythic Beasts.
David Earl
At the same time, we have introduced a new feature to our website which
allows you to have a personal log in – just click on the link called ‘Sign
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NCN Route 11
and the Road
to
Unsustainability
In 1995 we had a student from Freiburg
who stayed in our home whilst she was
a German Assistant at Long Road Sixth
Form College, and she regularly cycled
from Stapleford to the college. One day
she was over an hour late arriving home
as she had tried to navigate the direct
route via farm tracks instead of using the
roads which form the other two sides of a
triangle. I explained that our feudal laws
gave no rights to cycle farm tracks, and
she explained that in her part of Germany
farmers would have to have exceptional
reasons to prevent such use. Unfortunately
due to land ownership boundaries and the
railway there are no suitable connecting
farm tracks across this area, hence her late
arrival.

Newsletter 65: April - May 2006

Campaign Diary

the refusal of a government agency (the
one now called English Heritage) to allow
NCN 11 to cross land it owns has probably
scotched the best route for all time!
April 2006
As a campaigner for sustainable transport,
I find it terribly discouraging that it appears
that it will be possible to plan, obtain
land, and build the Addenbrooke’s Access
Road, a complicated single carriageway
road including two major road junctions,
the demolition of several houses, and
the crossing of a major rail line, in less
time than we have failed to build a twokilometre cycle path along existing field
boundaries and across a minor stream,
even though both routes are in the same

Now, around a year from when work
should have started, agreement still has
not been reached with one party who has
a legal interest in one parcel of land, and
although some limited tree and hedge
clearance has taken place, start on the
main works clearly cannot start without
signed agreement of all parties.

Day to assess its work and consider strategy. The
meeting will be held from at Baby Milk Action, 34
Trumpington Street (opposite Fitzwilliam Museum,
under the archway next to the antique shop, red
door on the left). Food break in some nearby pub
or cafe.

Tue 4, 7.30 pm.   Monthly

general meeting,
Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane, at the Park
Street junction. (Tea and coffee, a chance to chat,
and for us to introduce ourselves to new members
for the first half-hour. The meeting proper starts at
8 pm.).

Fri 7, 8.30

am

.  Newsletter 65 review and
planning for 66, over breakfast at Tatties café in
Hobson Street. Please check time and place if you
hope to join us.
Sun 9, 1 pm.  Leisurely ride, in association with
Sustrans. Meet at Reality Checkpoint (the centre of
Parker’s Piece). A countryside ride, at a gentle pace.

Mon 17, 7 pm.

Campaign social meeting at
CB2 café, 5–7 Norfolk Street.

Realising the great advantages of such a
short route, I wrote to the County Council
suggesting that a cycle route from Shelford
to Addenbrooke’s Hospital would benefit
many, including pupils at Long Road Sixth
Form College. I received a reply that the
estimated cost of £250 000 ruled out such
a route.
Things have changed. In 1998 Sustrans
were commissioned to look at suitable
longer distance cycle routes within the
County, and this two-kilometre section
formed part of one proposed route.
Agreement was made with one of the
major landowners and the plan was to
have the 10 000th mile of the National
Cycle Network ‘opened’ as part of the
celebration of ten years of the NCN on
this stretch. In fact only a ‘token’ opening
of a few metres was able to take place last
September.

Sun 2.  The Campaign will be holding a Strategy

May 2006
Tue 2, 7.30 pm.  Monthly

general meeting,
Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane. For details see
2 April.

Sat 6. Deadline for articles written for Newsletter
66.

This existing path in Shelford will
eventually be upgraded for part of the

10 000th mile of the National Cycle
Network

Sun 14, 1 pm.  Leisurely ride, in association with
Sustrans. Meet at Reality Checkpoint (the centre of
Parker’s Piece). A countryside ride, at a gentle pace.

Mon 15, 7 pm.   Campaign social meeting at
CB2 café, 5–7 Norfolk Street.

Wed 24, 7.30 pm.   Newsletter 66 envelope
area.
Whilst it is still possible to build major
infrastructure for motor vehicles in
less time than it takes to create simple
cycleways and footpaths that improve
people’s modal choice it seems unlikely
that we can solve Cambridge’s transport
problems. Unfortunately it is lack of political
will – demonstrated by a reluctance to use
compulsory purchase powers, money and
human resources – that results in such
failures.
Jim Chisholm

stuffing, at the Baby Milk Action office, 34
Trumpington Street.

June 2006
Fri 2, 8.30 am.   Newsletter

66 review and
planning for 67, over breakfast at Tatties café.
Please check time and place if you hope to join us.

Tue 6, 7.30 pm.   Monthly

general meeting,
Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane. For details see
2 April.

Sun 11,1 pm.  Leisurely ride, in association with
Sustrans. Meet at Reality Checkpoint (the centre of
Parker’s Piece). A countryside ride, at a gentle pace.

Sat 17 – Sun 25.  National Bike Week 2006.
Local events are yet to be planned.

Of course this isn’t the only section of this
route that has failed. At another place
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Members’ Survey
Do you remember the survey you filled in? (Part 2)
Last time we presented the first results of the survey originally
carried out in the autumn of 2004. Here are some of the later
questions. There is still more to follow. Thanks again to Simon
for his analysis of the results and for preparing the diagrams,
and to all of you for returning so many of the forms.

Introduction
Although it was as far back as 2001 that an AGM voted to hold
a members’ survey, it proved such a complex task that it was
not until autumn 2004 that the 8-page, 56 question paperbased survey was produced. It was sent out to all 700 members
at the time and yielded 293 responses, i.e. 42%, a rate which
reflects the enthusiasm of the membership.
The survey started with questions about the members, their
bikes, where they ride and why, and what they think about
Cambridge for cycling, which we covered last time. Then, below,
sections about making things better for cycling, interactions
between motorists and cyclists, and the Campaign itself and
how it should engage with the authorities. Cycling restrictions
will be covered later.

Section C:
Making things better for cycling
Questions here asked, ‘how do conditions for cyclists in
Cambridge today compare with five years ago?’, asked you
to list up to three locations where you feel most comfortable
cycling, where you feel most unsafe cycling, and a wide ranging
open-ended question about what would be your top four
priorities for improvements.
Respondents generally thought that conditions for cyclists had
improved compared to five years ago.
They felt most comfortable cycling over the city’s commons and
on quiet roads. The Sustrans route by the river had particular
mention as did some of the longer and more continuous cycle
routes. Cambridge city centre scored well on this count, as did
the cycle bridges over the railway and the A14.
Approximately 50 different locations were named in response
to this open ended question.
The open-ended question, ‘Where do you feel most unsafe
riding?’ had answers grouped into some fifty categories or
locations. Mill Road and Hills Road from Lensfield Road, and
over Hills Road bridge to the junction with Cherry Hinton
Road were named as the most unsafe sections. They were
followed by narrow and busy streets in the city centre, and busy
roundabouts.
In listing their top four priorities for improvements respondents
wanted new cycle routes. However a large number wanted
improvements to existing routes by improving sight lines,
removing pinch points and bollards. Many junctions were cited
as needing improvement in the way that cyclists approach the
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junctions, or the priority given to them. Other general points
such as reducing speeds, road maintenance, more cycle parking
and car parking enforcement were raised.
Simon says: in summary, respondents thought conditions have
improved and that there are examples of good routes in the
city. There are several weak points where cyclists feel unsafe
and respondents asked why can’t these be brought up to the
standards of the best in the city?
Section D was covered in the last issue and section E will be
covered in the future.

Section F:
Interactions between cyclists and motorists
This section asked, ‘Have you been deliberately intimidated
or abused by a motorist (verbally or physically) in the past five
years?’ and if so what form that had taken, and whether there
were reasons for it. We also looked at how many people had
come off their bikes or been involved in a collision, and whether
the police had been involved and what action had been taken.
We asked, ‘how seriously do you believe that the police take
intimidation and abuse of cyclists by motorists, compared with
similar incidents not involving road users (e.g. that occur in a
pub)?’
62% of respondents said they had been deliberately intimidated
or abused by motorists in the past five years. Most of this was
in the form of verbal abuse, gestures or by using the vehicle to
intimidate the cyclists. In a few cases the cyclist was physically
assaulted by the driver.
In the majority of cases respondents said that it was the layout

A case in point:
And the most popular route is…

As well as asking about your opinions, we also asked you
to return a separate sheet listing your two most frequent
routes. We have now recorded these in our membership
database. This is so that we can contact you if there is
a particular scheme proposed for a place that you use
often on your travels. (We’re also asking new members
for the same information, and eventually we’ll get round
to putting the form online).
One of the interesting things to come out of entering all
this data is which routes are more popular than others.
Inevitably, many people’s frequent journeys involve
heading into the centre of Cambridge, so as routes
converge they appear on more and more forms. But if
we exclude the historic core streets, we can be more
precise.
This reveals that the most popular place to cycle in
Cambridge is … Midsummer Common.

The most popular routes among Cycling Campaign members are
those converging on Midsummer Common.

Perhaps this should not be surprising. The Common
represents the convergence of many routes: East
Chesterton from Green Dragon Bridge; West Chesterton
via the Fort St George or Cutter Ferry bridges; the Abbey
and Riverside areas; east Cambridge avoiding Newmarket
Road; and now the Fen Ditton and Ditton Fields estates
via route 51. And it means cyclists can avoid many busy
roads and junctions.
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A case in point: I’ll kill you
“Turning right from Fendon Road (away from Addenbrooke’s) into Queen Edith’s Way means going three quarters of the
way round the medium size roundabout at the top of Mowbray Road. White Van Man screams up behind me arriving at
the roundabout, but can’t bear to be behind for a moment longer. So as I am sticking slightly to the right side of the lane
around the circle, White Van Man squeezes past me on my inside, at high speed around the extreme outside edge of the
roundabout.
After leaving the roundabout, White Van man turns first right into a residential street. So annoyed by the fool’s careless
attitude towards my safety, I follow. He has stopped, just round the corner. He’s not interested in his driving. Unprovoked,
and simply because I am riding a bike, he calls me a ‘green weirdo’ and says ‘I don’t care, I’ll kill you if I ever see you on the
road again.’ Why does anyone think that someone like that is qualified to drive a two ton vehicle?”

seriously, and called for more driver training on how to deal
Respondents said they had come off their bikes on 88 occasions, with cyclists. One respondent said ‘Some people behind a wheel
42 of which were reported to the police, which resulted in 7 actions shouldn’t be’.
being taken against the motorist. About a third of respondents
Section G: Your opinion of the Campaign
said that they thought the police did not treat intimidation and
We asked, ‘how content are you with what the Campaign is doing
abuse of cyclists by motorists seriously as a crime.
for cyclists?’ and about the materials we produce. We also asked
Asked for any further comments, roughly 20% of respondents
to what extent we should be more or less confrontational when
gave some. Based on the first 100 returns the sentiments expressed
dealing with local councillors and officials and whether we should
were that ‘some drivers are deliberately intimidating’ and a similar
be involved in direct action
number think that ‘drivers would behave better with improved
education such as being required to cycle as part of their driver Respondents were largely happy with what the Campaign is
doing for cyclists. They wanted the Campaign to not be afraid of
training.’
sometimes upsetting local councillors and council officials. They
Simon says: nearly two-thirds of respondents have suffered
wanted the Campaign to hold legal demonstrations and protests.
intimidation and abuse by motorists, most blaming the cause of
They love the Newsletter and Website.
this on poor road design. Many felt police don’t take the problem
of the road that contributed to the conflict.
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A case in point:The McDonalds attack
“There I was, cycling along the cycle track alongside Newmarket Road just beyond the Park & Ride site, away from town at
about five o’clock on a summer afternoon. The path is quite good here, and separated from the road by a wide verge so I’m
maybe a couple of metres away from the road’s edge. A hatchback comes along, quite slowly considering this is just outside
the 40 mph signs. Inside are four males in their mid-twenties, windows open, jeering. They’ve just been to McDonald’s up
the road. Clearly the food is not to their liking, as I suddenly find my T-shirt covered with remains of half eaten burger and
barbecue sauce. A direct hit at three-metre range. How hilarious for them.”

When asked openly what the Campaign should do differently
there were 37 responses in the first 100 returns. Of these 14
thanked the Campaign, 19 asked the Campaign to do specific
projects or complained about some aspect of the service. A few
asked the Campaign to retain a balance.
Simon says: respondents were very happy with the Campaign and
how it informs its members. That they wanted the Campaign to
engage more firmly with local authorities is perhaps a reflection
of the frustration at how slowly it seems to take to change things
for the better.
Simon Nuttall
(‘cases in point’ by David Earl).

Online Newsletter Helper
Needed

Small Ads
Free to members of the
Campaign, on cycling
subjects.

Robert Whittaker has been helping to convert the printed newsletter into web-readable
form for a couple of years, along with Rachael Beale. Robert now has to concentrate on
his PhD, so we are in need of someone else who knows a bit about the technical aspects
of web sites to help Rachael. It takes a few hours once every two months, mostly pushing
material through a semi-automatic process. If you might be able to help, do get in touch
with us (contact@camcycle.org.uk).

Wanted
Brompton in reasonable condition.
Phone (01223) 565303 or email
philip@lundbooks.co.uk

Many thanks to Robert for his invaluable help over the last few years, and our best wishes
for his studies.
David Earl
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Rip-off or Legacy?
This article is reproduced with thanks
from the excellent A to B magazine (www.
atob.org.uk). A to B magazine specialises
in folding bicycles, electric bicycles, bicycle
trailers and car-free alternatives of all kinds.
The local transport plan for Cambridgeshire
gives £4M for pedestrians and cyclists
combined. The current population of
Cambridgeshire is 550 000. This works out
as £1.45 per person per year to be spent
on pedestrian and cycling provision. By way
of contrast, Amsterdam recently announced
that it is to spend €100M on cyclists in
the next five years. Their population is
730 000, so that works out as €27.39 or
£18.86 per person per year. It is still hardly
a fortune, but it makes a huge difference.
Cycling policy gets little enough coverage in
transport circles, let alone in the wider world
of the media who love ‘big’ stories. This is

Copenhagen.

allowance schemes).
It’s the former that have caused
most controversy in the small but
lively world of UK cycling discussion
groups and forums, the debate
centring particularly on Sustransstyle traffic-free routes and often
bizarrely isolated local authority cycle lanes.
Some cyclists saw Sustrans style routes as a
precursor to removing cyclists from the road
altogether. Better, they said, to put funding
into making roads safer for cyclists; but
whilst railpath routes were springing up in
every corner of the UK it seems the ‘push’,
such as it was, to allot road space to cyclists
and control cars ran into the murky but
powerful force of the motoring lobby and
Tony Blair’s Middle England focus groups.
The good news is that from a starting point
of virtually zero in the early ’80s, when there
was no real concept of investing in cycling
provision, funding
has
increased
dramatically
and
cycling now at least
appears on the
local
government
agenda, if only as
paper commitments
in Local Transport
Plans. Unfortunately,
whilst funding has
generally
risen,
national
cycling
targets, like the
unhappy
dodo,
have arrived, trotted
around pointlessly
and shuffled off
their mortal coil.
Meanwhile
in
Copenhagen the Danes claim to have
increased (already high) cycling levels by
20% over the last six years alone. With
previously undreamed of cash available in
the UK, where are we going wrong. And
what’s the Nordic secret of success?

despite the fact that increasing amounts of
money have become available over the past
few decades, spawning a whole new subindustry. Predictably, the world of cycling
investment has developed its own jargon,
with money going into either ‘hardware’
or ‘software’, or in plain English, physical
measures (e.g. paths, bridges and parking) Is Enough Being Invested?
and measures attempting to alter travel
behaviour and attitudes (e.g. the Travelsmart The Treasury’s own figures for 2005–2006
scheme and various tax incentive and travel show it expects to collect the tidy sum of
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£519 billion (£519,000,000,000) in tax
revenue. Of this about £20 billion is spent
under the general heading of transport
– in other words, less than 3.9%. As you
might expect, crucial areas such as benefit
payments, social services, the health
service and education alone account for a
whopping £327 billion, but transport is just
about bottom of the pile, even outstripped
by our annual debt interest repayments of
£26 billion. The amount to be spent by local
authorities on cycling-specific measures
is a relatively paltry £63,000,000 (source:
National Cycling Strategy Review) – some
0.3% of the total transport budget and an
infinitesimal 0.01% of total tax revenue.
Whilst these are approximate calculations –
the more one looks at the figures the less
clear it becomes exactly what money is
going where – it’s pretty clear that specific
cycling schemes barely register in terms of
the national piggy bank. Indeed, much of
the DfT budget goes into measures that are
positively harmful to cyclists and society in
general – costs on a single road construction
scheme can often exceed the £63 million
national cycle spend.

Cycle spend per head of population is
perhaps a more helpful measure. The
average Local Transport Plan capital spend
on cycling in England and Wales is about £1
per head per year, although figures vary from
6p to £7. (Source: English Regions Cycling
Development Team spending analysis
2001–2006.) According to Lyn Sloman,
National Cycling Strategy Board member,

Cycle Funding
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evidence from European cities that have
successfully increased cycling suggests they
have typically spent around £5 per head per
year for an intensive 10 to 15 year period,
making cycling easy, convenient, safe and
attractive.

funding to the Cyclists’ Touring Club to
establish a cycle training advisory service.
Surely common sense would suggest that
established funding channels are more
effective, provided the expertise is there at
the receiving end? The ‘scheme’ mentality
seems more about generating publicity than
Is Money Spent Wisely?
producing results. By its very nature it isn’t
suited to the long-term, often small-scale
Spending more doesn’t always produce effort that cycling thrives on.
better results. Hull is not one of the highest
spenders, spending on average just under UK case studies
£2 per head per year, yet it is among the
most effective local authorities in raising Spen Valley Greenway –
cycling levels. Costs can vary wildly; evidence
suggests Sustrans off-road paths are Dewsbury to Bradford
cheaper than local authority ones, due to a
number of factors – Sustrans is a not-for- This is one of Sustrans’ flagship railpath
profit organisation, it uses small contractors projects, and the second busiest railpath
it knows well, and it usually produces in the UK. Keen to avoid the ‘boring’
accurate costings. The emphasis on one-off stereotype of viewless railpaths, it was
‘capital’ projects and a lack of provision for deliberately designed with rises, open
maintenance is also a common criticism of vistas and characterful sculptures including
funding; money is spent on projects which the much loved scrap metal sheep. Its
are never properly promoted, cleaned or construction generates thousands of cycling
repaired and so remain under-used.
and walking trips in a densely populated
area where the traditional
woollen industry had
collapsed and car-hungry
service industries and
home
builders
have
moved in to create some
of the worst congestion in
the country, all but wiping
out cycling as a form of
daily transport.
Construction costs were
£730 000 for an 11 km
route, or around £63 000
per kilometre. Road safety
campaigners Brake quote
an average figure for
cycle lane construction
of £5,000 per kilometre
for on-road schemes
Despite optimistic government targets in the late 1990s,
(most UK schemes are
cycle use has plummeted in the UK, except in central London simple ‘white line’ jobs,
where the Congestion Charge and security fears have had a making even this seem
big effect
expensive) and £65,000
to £75,000 for off-road
Some specific schemes clearly buck this schemes, making the Spen Valley path good
trend; Safe Routes to Schools seem to be value in relative terms. Maintenance comes
popping up all over and are partly funded in at about £25,000 a year (£10,000 to
by the Department for Education and Sustrans for bridge maintenance and other
Skills. More questionable ‘flash in the pan’ structural checks and £15,000 on general
schemes include a £600 000 grant from the maintenance, including the employment of
Strategic Rail Authority as a contribution a part-time ranger). On any kind of valueto building better cycle parking facilities for-money rating this has to be good news.
at stations, and £50 000 government

York City
City of York Council has adopted a ‘carrot
and stick’ approach, investing in a cycling
infrastructure that is coherent, safe and
designed to tempt motorists out of their
cars, whilst at the same time attempting
to impose car control measures. Despite
having one of the most comprehensive,
well-funded and detailed cycle infrastructure
policies in the UK, York’s lead cycling officer,
Andy Vose, is commendably honest about

the difficulties involved; he admits that by
his authority’s own calculations cycling trips
have not increased to the degree seen in
Copenhagen (cycling levels over recent years
in York have held steady at around 15-20%
of trips). There are strong parallels with
Copenhagen. The massed ranks of cyclists
familiar in most British cities in the 1940s
were never completely extinguished here
by the road and traffic nightmares from the
1950s. In the 1980s, a new political will in
York led to the adoption of a continentalstyle plan for a network of cycle routes.
This year York expects to spend £700 000
on specific cycle schemes; around £3.90
per head and very close to the per capita
figures for Copenhagen. Where then is the
difference? Andy highlights the fact that
the politically more acceptable parts of the
network are in place, including 80 km of

off-road route, a figure far greater than
Copenhagen’s green routes. Flagship
projects such as the Millennium Bridge
and the ‘magic roundabout’ (reduced
car entry speeds and coloured cycle lanes
nearer the centre of the roundabout) have
been generally recognised as contributing
to more and safer cycling but City of York
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Council must now fill in the ‘difficult bits’. measures’ with infrastructure under the astronomical figure the city quotes for cycle
This means potentially altering major road charge of external bodies. Too much carrot track construction. This is for a ‘typical and
junctions causing greater car congestion and and not enough stick?
traditional’ Danish roadside cycle track,
with kerbs on both sides, separating it from
The North European Model
pedestrians and motor traffic and may even
involve relaying the drainage system. The
Despite steadily increasing car use over feeling of security this gives has proved very
much of Denmark, Copenhagen claims an effective in tempting Copenhageners away
increase in cycle use of 20% over the last from their cars.
six years. This figure is pretty believable
when you consider the scale and nature The Danes have been making this type
of the projects undertaken. The annual of investment consistently since the early
Copenhagen cycle infrastructure budget ’80s and their ‘proper’ cycle track tradition
is €3 million, or around £4 per head of actually pre-dates the postwar cycling slump,
population and a truly staggering 20%–25% going back to around 1910. Their targets
of the road budget from which it comes. €1 also show a thoughtfulness rarely seen in
million of this sum goes simply on cycle track the UK; Copenhagen aims to decrease the
maintenance, coincidentally also the figure risk of cyclists being injured by 50% and to
quoted to build just one kilometre of cycle increase average cycling speed by 10%: ie
lane. The city boasts 323 km of roadside cycling should be safe, direct and fast. These
Even where facilities are provided they’re
cycle
lane and only 32 km of ‘green’ routes trends are very positive, in stark contrast
often abused by motorists
away from motor traffic.
to the UK, where cycle use has fallen and
greater unpopularity. This has been further
government figures suggest it has become
muddied by the new Traffic Management Although the amounts spent are actually relatively more dangerous for cyclists to
Act which is seen to punish anyone actively close to some UK budgets in terms of travel on our roads.
increasing traffic congestion. Here in the spend per head, money clearly isn’t the
UK, it seems it is still the car’s popularity, only key to success; more telling is the
Richard Peace
one way or another, that stands in the way whopping proportion of the road budget
of the bike.
spent on cycling and the unbelievably

Daylight Robbery
Where there are heroes there are also
villains. Some local authorities have been
quite shameless in their treatment of cycling
funding. Some, like Bradford, have not
even tried to hide their anti-cycling bias and
political pressure from certain councillors
has led to a budget of nearly a quarter of
a million pounds being drastically reduced.
Elsewhere the post of cycling officer is often
seen as a temporary one, with cycle policy
being picked up and dropped at will by local
authorities. In a word the whole thing is
expendable.
Even more morally reprehensible is the
practice known as virement. It involves
diversion of money gained with the stated
aim of building cycle infrastructure into
other areas. During the construction of
the Trans-Pennine Trail this was a major
issue between those funding the trail and
East Riding of Yorkshire Council. In the
end the issue was fudged as it was judged,
understandably, that the trail would remain
unfinished for months if not years if the
council was taken to task. If the same rules
applied to cycle policy as to education, many
authorities would find themselves in ‘special

18

The Highway Code

Newsletter 65: April - May 2006

might claim that your going
against the highway code was
contributory negligence and
reduce your claim. The CTC
makes a good case and asks
people to fill in an on-line letter
to their MP see http://www.
ctc.org.uk/DesktopDefault.
There is a new draft revision of the Highway aspx?TabID=4303.
Code at www.dsa.gov.uk/highwaycode.
Now remember that shared
Most of the cycle-related stuff is in Rules
use and segregated paths
56–79. There are some good amendments.
are facilities too. If this draft
For example:
gets accepted you can expect
• The advice ‘not to drink at all when increased intimidation of the
driving, because any amount of alcohol ‘You cyclists shouldn’t be on
can impair driving ability’
the road’ type.

The Highway
Code – new
draft revision

• Drivers MUST NOT… use a vehicle Some routes may make a
with excessively dark tinting on the pleasant leisure ride but are
windscreen or window either side of completely impractical for
the driver
commuting.
There is also a new section for new
Rule 64 You should... Leave
drivers.
plenty of room when passing
The worst part is the insertion of the words
‘cycle facilities’ in rule 58.
58. Use cycle routes when practicable and
cycle facilities such as advanced stop lines,
cycle boxes and toucan crossings where they
are provided, as they can make your journeys
safer.

parked vehicles and watch
out for doors being opened or
pedestrians stepping into your
path.

Damned if you do, damned if you don’t. Cycling outside
Highway
Code rule 64 and the proposed amendment to rule 58.

the botanic garden, it is often impossible to obey

Of course the proposed amendment says
you should use cycle lanes, even if they
are in a dangerous location. In fact it’s
impossible to obey rule 64 and the
amendment to rule 58 if you cycle
down Trumpington Road outside
the botanic garden where a narrow
cycle lane has been installed right
next to parked cars. We reported
on this in Newsletter 37.

Cycle Friendly Infrastructure acknowledges
this. While a shared-use pavement with
give-ways at every side road may be chosen
by a parent accompanying a child, it is not
viable for a commuter who has to cover five
or ten miles. If we are to persuade people
out of cars, cycle journey times must be a
realistic alternative to driving.

We are not opposing off-road provision;
indeed we have supported good quality
provision in the past. However, cyclists
Of course many ‘facilities’ are have a right to choose a direct route rather
dangerous in themselves. We have than be forced onto facilities. If cyclists are
complained about substandard not using a facility, it is for a reason.
width, poor visibility, sharp edges If you object to the rewording of Rule 58,
and the lack of white lines so you follow the links in the first and second
can see the edge in the dark. My paragraphs to send your comments to
least favourite is on the Oakington your MP and the Driving Standards Agency
path, a brick wall in a path with a (DSA). Cambridge Cycling Campaign
white line that directs you straight welcomes all members to join the subgroup
into it.
meeting to discuss other changes to the

Horningsea Road shared use – Sometimes it may be
safer not to use a facility

Doesn’t sound too bad, does it? But with
this wording, if you don’t use a ‘facility’
(however badly designed or inappropriate
for your needs it might be) then, in the event
of a crash, a driver’s insurance company

Cyclists also have a right to choose Highway Code. If you are interested, please
a direct route rather than a ‘facility’. email contact@camcycle.org.uk or leave a
We see that the Highway Code message on (01223) 690718.
doesn’t tell drivers that they should
Richard Taylor
use alternative ‘facilities’ if they
exist. I’m sure most drivers would
object to being told to use a park
and ride if it has been provided.

Travel is complex and based on freedom of
choice: whether to drive or cycle and which
part of the network is best, considering
speed, distance to be covered, skill level etc.

19

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Cycling in Munich

Cycling in Munich
In Newsletter 63, Simon Nuttall profiled his
experiences in Lyon.This time, Martin LucasSmith reports some findings from a visit to
Munich.

In Munich’s cycling
Crossings at side roads were
pretty direct, and motorists
waited while cycles crossed,

museum

rather than assuming
priority.

Where cycle tracks are provided alongside roads, cyclists are
supposed to use these rather than staying on the road

During the summer, I visited Munich while on tour in Germany
with some friends. I took the opportunity to note some of the
ways that cycling is facilitated. The Continent offers us Englanders
many examples of sane provision as well as much in the way of
forward-looking ideas.
Much provision was off-road, a state of affairs we wouldn’t
necessarily advocate. However, where it existed, such provision
was done in a sensible fashion that avoided many of the problems
which exist with typical Cambridge off-road provision. Routes and
crossings were direct, priority was not lost at side roads, and at
junctions cyclists could be seen by other drivers.
There were also interesting innovations, such as the Call a Bike
scheme.

Crucially, at larger junctions, the height of a
cycle track merged to the level of the road, so
that cycle track crossings were direct and
practically on-road

Off-road provision
Munich has streets wide enough to ensure that cycle tracks were
of suitable width and pedestrians seemed entirely untroubled by
the presence of cyclists.
Where cycle tracks are provided alongside roads, cyclists are

The Call a Bike scheme’s bikes seemed well
maintained and were located around the
city.
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Munich has its own trishaw scheme, but I didn’t
London scheme
has become in recent years.

sense that this is as popular as the

Cycling in Munich, Cycling on the Cheap
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supposed to use these rather than staying on the road. I saw little
evidence, however, that cyclists found this a problem, as off-road
facilities were well-constructed.

Call a Bike - www.callabike.de
The city has a call a bike scheme, where calling the number unlocks the
bike and the cost (5 Cents per minute) is charged to an account you
have set up.

Later in the tour we visited
Hildesheim, and I came across an
excellent example of how ‘No Entry
Except Cyclists’ is done abroad.
Simple, cheap, effective. Why can’t it
be done here?

Cycle parking
Munich is perhaps not the best location for secure cycle parking, with wheel-bending
butterfly-stands everywhere. That said, theft in Munich is generally very low so there is
probably not the same demand as there is in Cambridge to increase its quality.
Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator

Cycling on the Cheap
(part 6)
A tale of two snickets
Recently in North Cambridge we’ve seen the ‘improvement’ of two snickets
within half a mile of each other in very similar situations at the end of cul-de-sac
streets near schools. These are the snicket used by children attending St. Luke’s
School to get from Harvey Goodwin Avenue through to French’s Road, and
the one used by children attending Mayfield School to get from Windsor Road
through to Warwick Road.
In both cases, these snickets allow children to avoid having to use busy roads,
these being Victoria Road and Histon Road.

A gap was left in French’s Road which
allows cyclists and pedestrians to take a
short cut through mud to avoid the
barriers. It appears to be a popular option.

The contrast in what has been done is interesting. The Warwick Road snicket
has had access improved by removal of barriers (though sadly not the dangerous
pram bars) while the French’s Road snicket has had virtually identical barriers
installed. This continues the piecemeal treatment of cyclists and pedestrians that
we’re used to seeing around Cambridge.
On the plus side, French’s Road has had a flush kerb fitted. The dropped kerb
on Windsor Road, on the other hand, is not flush but should be
made so. Flush dropped kerbs are exactly the sort of small thing
which makes a big difference. In themselves an improvement ‘on
the cheap.’ Removing the rather tatty looking ‘Cycling Prohibited’
signs ought to be cheap, too.
David Hembrow

Windsor Road

French’s Road
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Addenbrooke’s
Access Road
When you read this the time for
comments and objections about the
planning application for this new road
will have passed.

Addenbrooke’s Access Road
Unfortunately there still seem to be
major failings in facilities for walkers
and cyclists, both ‘on-road’ and
‘off-road’, and it seems that some
people could benefit from reading
the Government document Planning
Policy Guidance on Transport (PPG13),
especially where it talks about
‘permeability’ in new developments for
sustainable modes. We would expect
matters of detailed road design to be
considered by an Area Joint Traffic
Management Committee, but we shall
object in the planning application in
case this proves to be our only forum.
On accessibility to and permeability of
this area this will be our only chance
for decades to get changes that could
improve the area.

• The junctions with Shelford Road
and the A1309 must be much more
cycle friendly than those shown on
the plans
• The small roundabouts must not
have ‘straight-through’ paths which
encourage higher speeds (arms at
120°)

• The road must not form a barrier
Given the major developments in
for sustainable access on foot or by
this area, with over three thousand
bike to the informal recreation areas
houses and major expansion on the
to the south.
Addenbrooke’s site all within 10–15
years, it is perhaps inevitable that this
• Additional short cycle links must be
road will be constructed. There are
included to enable cyclists to join
assurances that this will not become a
the eventual route of Sustrans NCN
through road, and both a ‘shared use’
11 just east of the railway without
path on the north side and on-road
a long diversion via a roundabout or
1.5 m cycle lanes on both sides are
Our
main
objections
will
be
crossing the road.
proposed. We hope our earlier input
has helped the cycle provision, as at
one stage it was suggested that on- • All this road should have a 30 mph • Similar links must be provided just
limit
west of the railway to improve
road lanes were unnecessary.
access to informal recreation areas.
The large number of major planning
applications at present is overwhelming
the Campaign’s ability to read, digest,
comment and object. We hope that
the not unlimited time we can devote
to such applications will result in
improvements for the benefit of future
generations of cyclists.
Jim Chisholm

“With reference to your letter of the 13th
inst., I’m afraid we don’t quite understand
your point about where we put lamp posts
and road signs”
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Hobson Street
Some Possible
Changes
An officer of Cambridgeshire County Council
asked to meet, on site, representatives of
the Campaign to discuss possible changes
in Hobson Street.
Principally the proposal is to modify a ‘build
out’ and move some cycle parking to give
more room where buses pass unloading
vehicles. We agreed it should be possible
to change some of the most southerly
racks from 90° to 45° yet not reduce the
numbers, giving an extra half a metre at
this narrow point. We also discussed the
possibility of changes to the arrangement
of loading bays and better road marking of
the cycle contraflow. We were also able to
discuss other concerns in this area detailed
below.
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Your Streets this Month
Riverside
In January the AJC considered the
feedback from the consultation on the
proposal to close Riverside to through
motor traffic. Some local residents and
businesses objected to the proposals on
the grounds that the closure would limit
access to and from Newmarket Road
and would exacerbate the pressure on
the already busy junction at Stanley
Road. Other people supported the
closure on safety and environmental
improvement grounds. The AJC noted
that a temporary closure of Riverside
will be necessary during the yearlong construction of the new bridge
over the Cam and supported using
this temporary closure to monitor the

The Campaign has great concerns about
the narrow southern end of this street
where many buses and taxis fail to make
allowance for the legal ‘contra-flow cyclists’.
We recommended a notice adjacent to
Lloyds Bank similar to that in Bene’t Street
which says ‘Oncoming cyclists’. We also
suggested that minor streetscape changes
might improve the line taken by buses at
this pinch point. This last item would have
to wait until the major changes that will be
proposed in the St Andrews streetscape.
We were also able to visit the King Street
end, and several buses kindly demonstrated
the overrunning of the blockwork
contraflow cycleway at this tight corner.
We believe that moving some of the
motorcycle parking on the outside of this
bend and putting it in place of nearby onroad car parking would greatly reduce this
problem. We were promised that the use
of these spaces would be monitored, and
our suggestions considered.
We’ve found this form of informal onsite discussion with Officers very useful,
and although we would never expect to
agree on all issues, hope that some of our
suggestions find their way into schemes,
and that we can forestall unnecessary
changes that would inconvenience or
endanger cyclists.
Jim Chisholm

are mainly at junctions, but include
a length of the mandatory cycle lane
between Davy Road and the cycle
bridge. Since then we have had an onsite meeting with the relevant council
officer, two local councillors and a
representative from the local residents’

Clifton Road to Rustat Road: despite the
direction sign, the path is still not signed as
shared use for pedestrians and cyclists

Some local residents and businesses
objected to the proposal to close Riverside
to through traffic alongside the ramp to
the new bridge.

impact on traffic in the area. A further
consultation would take place six
months into the construction period,
which is due to start in the next few
months, before deciding whether or
not to make the closure permanent.

Rustat Road
The County Council announced plans
for some double-yellow-line waiting
restrictions in Rustat Road. These

association. We pointed out that what
was needed was the repainting of the
white line (and cycle logos) along the
mandatory cycle lane which should
also be reinstated where it had been
obliterated when the Davy Road
mini-roundabout was put in. We also
requested that the cycle lane be taken
back to the cut-through to Clifton
Road, which should have been installed
as part of the Section 106 agreement
for the Rustat Road developments.
While looking at Rustat Road, we
pointed out that the vegetation along
the cut-through to Clifton Road was
overgrown and that the path was still
not signed as shared use for pedestrians
and cyclists. It turned out that, years
after its construction, it still has not
been adopted by the County Council,
despite more than one request from
us. We are told that this will now be
attended to. But why is it that this sort
of task slips through the net so often?
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Hills Road (and bridge),
Brooklands Avenue,
Station Road, Cherry
Hinton Road
It won’t happen this month, but all
these roads are likely to be very much
affected in the near future by the
massive developments which are taking
place or are planned for the area.
See, for example, the article on the
Station Area development on page 8.
Other imminent developments include:
Accordia in Brooklands Avenue, the
University Press site, the Betjeman
House site (by the War Memorial),

Your Streets this Month
Emmanuel Street
A leaflet and questionnaire on the
streetscape proposals for Emmanuel
Street and Drummer Street were
circulated in February, with a closing
date for comments of 24 March. The
changes involve making Emmanuel
Street one way towards St Andrew’s
Street, with five bus stops on the
south-east side and three bus stops
on the south side of Drummer Street.
There will be a taxi rank on the north
side of Drummer Street where the

wide segregated pedestrian/cycle track
on the north side. See page 22.

Contraflow cycling in oneway streets
Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) have
been advertised to allow contraflow
cycling in Brookside, Panton Street,
Willis Road, Mackenzie Road, Covent
Garden, Mawson Road (as far as Mill
Street) and Kingston Street. These
contraflows
would
provide
very
valuable access to and from schools
and colleges which would make it
possible to avoid areas of traffic
congestion and would shorten cycle
journeys. However, it seems likely that
some will be objected to in which case
decisions will have to be made at the
Cambridge Traffic Management Area
Joint Committee (AJC). By the time
you receive your newsletter the date
for objecting to the TROs will have
passed but it would still be worth
writing to your local county and city
councillors asking them to support the
proposals.

Emmanuel Street
long-distance coaches now stop. Taxis
will approach the rank from Emmanuel
Road or Parker Street and will U-turn by
the bus station to enter the rank. There
will be a 1.5 m wide cycle-contraflow
There is a proposal to angle these cycle
lane along Emmanuel Street. This
racks to make more room for buses in
should make a much clearer and safer
Hobson Street.
path for cyclists in Emmanuel Street but
some good arrangements will have be
the Triangle site (between Hills Road made to avoid conflict at the entrance
and Station Road), the Marshalls/Tim to the bus station and the taxi rank.
Brinton/Shell site (at the corner of Hills
Road and Cherry Hinton Road), the Addenbrooke’s Relief Road
Belvedere (at the foot of Hills Road
Bridge), Rustat Road and Purbeck Road Plans for the Addenbrooke’s Relief
– to say nothing of the doubling in size Road, to run from Hauxton Road just
of Addenbrooke’s Hospital over the south of the Trumpington Park and
Ride to Addenbrooke’s, have been Making Panton Street two-way for cycles
next ten years!
is likely to be controversial even though
announced. The 2.5km road will skirt
(
or
because) there are two lanes for traffic
the
planned
Glebe
Farm
development,
Hobson Street
cross Shelford Road (with the
at present.
The County Council are anxious to demolition of several houses), then
create more space in Hobson Street skirt the planned showground area
for buses and to reduce conflict with development before crossing farmland
cyclists. We met a council officer for to the new Addenbrooke’s development
an on-site visit and discussed various site. There will be a new bridge across
options for improvements. See page the railway lines. The proposals are
23.
for a 40 mph 10.3 m wide road to
include a 1.5 m wide cycle lane on
both sides. There will also be a 3.5 m
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