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Co-ordinator’s comment
Congestion charging ahead

If you like what you see in this newsletter,
add your voice to those of our 800
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.
Please get in touch if you want to hear
more.
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 occasional 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 2006–2007
Co-ordinator – Martin Lucas-Smith
Liaison Officer – Jim Chisholm
Membership Secretary – Dave Earl
Newsletter Editor – Mark Irving
Treasurer – Clare Macrae
Stall Officer – Paul Tonks (07774 017473
Press Officer – James Woodburn

At last, a big and long-awaited
announcement has come out from
Cambridgeshire County Council. This is for
an area-wide scheme, so would not have
the down-sides that a smaller scheme
would create, such as the effects on the
suburbs. But this announcement is not just
about congestion charging: it is about
major sets of changes.
The cycling aspects of the proposals appear
to represent a step-change in quality
standards. For the first time, funding that
can enable continental standards should
become available. The proposals make real
space for cycling, rather than just fitting it in
as an afterthought or putting cyclists onto
pavements. Even things like compulsory
purchase – to make space for cycling – are
possibilities.
We have played our part in the County
Council’s proposals. Schemes like the
Chisholm Trail, which we have long pushed
for, are included, and things like ‘hybrid
provision’ are a direct result of our
suggestions and liaison with the consultants.
This could be the start of something big.
Let’s hope it is not derailed.

Houses galore
This year’s planning agenda in Cambridge
is, as expected, characterised by an
explosion of large housing development
proposals, which will lead to the addition of
50 000 new houses in the greater
Cambridge area.
The Campaign naturally takes no view on
the societal desirability of such housing; that
is a matter left for individuals and
organisations,
including
conservation
interests, to debate. However, what is clear
is that whatever does get built really must
be done to the highest standards of cyclefriendliness. Without doing so, we face the

Officers without portfolio – Mike Causer,
Monica Frisch, James Gilbert, Vanessa
Kelly, Simon Nuttall, Alasdair Poore and
Lisa Woodburn
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Telephone and fax (01223) 690718
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Developers clearly have a lot of power in this
regard. They have the resources to plan and
build large housing estates – many in the
order of several thousand houses – and
know how to play the system against local
councils who are self-evidently struggling to
cope, as the recent plight of South Cambs
District Council (SCDC) amply demonstrates.
Without good development control
procedures, poorly-conceived schemes will
get put in place, and the taxpayer will be left
to pick up the pieces, as is now happening
on King’s Hedges Road as a result of the
cycle-hostile changes made by the Arbury
Park developers. These are problems which
were not properly dealt with by the County
Council, and the lack of democratic input
into
the
Section
106
(developer
contributions) system exacerbated the
problem further.
It is thus pleasing to see major new
guidance being published, in the form of
the new Manual For Streets. We review this
on page 6. Locally, the new Cambridgeshire
Design Guide for Streets and the Public
Realm is intended to dovetail with the
national guidance and has just been
published. A brief review is on page 11.

Highway Code twists and turns
The last few months have seen a frenzied
series of developments concerning the
revision of The Highway Code. For those
that are not aware, there has been much
concern amongst cycling groups that the
new wording would effectively compel –
either legally or in the eyes of insurance
companies – cyclists to use cycle facilities
where they exist. Anyone who has cycled
practically anywhere in the UK will know
that substandard facilities are the norm
rather than the exception, with many being
downright
dangerous
or
totally
inconvenient, when compared to remaining
on the road.
Much support has been given to our cause
by our local MP, David Howarth, who raised
the matter in Parliament through both an
Early Day Motion to force a debate on the
new wording, and in the form of a
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greatest threat to levels of cycling (with the
obvious consequences of congestion and
pollution that infers) and transport patterns
may be stuck for at least the next half
century.

(Continued on page 13)
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Radical traffic restraint proposed
This information became publicly available very late in the production of this Newsletter.
At the time of writing we are uncertain how much detail of relevance to cycling will appear in other media.
As you’ll probably have seen in the press,
Cambridgeshire County Council is to submit
a bid to the government for Transport
Innovation Funding (TIF) for a scheme which
will involve charging motorists to drive in
Cambridge in the morning peak hours.
This wouldn’t be a ‘cordon’ system where
you are charged for entering a zone, but an
‘area’ one with any significant trip within
the area charged as well as those that cross
the boundary. The system of charging will
be a combination of tags read by beacons,
which would probably attract some form of
discount, and number plate matching
systems. Passing any beacon or camera
would attract the charge for that period.
Just the anticipated 10% reduction of
traffic in Cambridge would vastly reduce
the congestion and pollution in the city.
So a congestion charge is the stick, but
what are the carrots, and when will this
happen? For carrots for cyclists and walkers
see below.
Proposals to improve bus services include
‘smart card’ and on-street ticketing, hybrid
buses to reduce pollution, and more
dedicated bus routes. But, before you say
‘horror! does this mean the removal of
on-road cycles?’ read on. Of course we’ve
been told that improved ticketing will come
next year for some years now, but I gather
Stagecoach are serious about this promise,
and it should happen ‘soon.’
We will also see a doubling, at the least, of
spaces at Park and Ride sites in the ring
around Cambridge, and possibly extra
spaces further afield.

North and north-west
Cambridge
New links for buses, or guided buses, are
proposed beside the railway from Milton
Road to Newmarket Road, and from Histon
Road and Madingley Road to Huntingdon
Road. A link for car traffic across from
Huntingdon Road to Madingley Rd will
permit the section of Huntingdon Road
south from (closer to the city than) the NIAB
site to carry buses and cycles in dedicated
lanes.

East Cambridge
The bus link from Milton Road via the new
Chesterton Parkway rail station and over
the river next to the rail bridge will enable
buses to access a dedicated bus lane on

Newmarket Road to the city centre. Other
changes here are proposed but can wait
until the big ‘Cambridge East’ development
which is still many years away. For instance,
the question of some kind of public
transport route over Coldham’s Common is
not fundamental to the demand
management proposed.

Cambridge South
Planned changes, the first of them already
under construction, for the guided busway
and the Addenbrooke’s Access Road mean
fewer major infrastructure changes here,
although a ‘bus bridge’ will probably be
needed over the M11 close to junction 11.

Rail improvements
The Chesterton Parkway station has been in
the planning stage for some time, and will
remove some car movements to the city,
but to gain most benefit and enable more
trains to run to Ely or Newmarket and
beyond, the long-awaited island platform at
Cambridge station will be needed.
All this is serious stuff and involves serious
money: local authorities will be able to bid
for a minimum £1.2bn of TIF funding and it
is anticipated that few will do so. The
Transport Innovation Fund money provided
by Government should enable at least some
of the major capital programmes to be
completed before any charging starts.
Of course we can’t be certain that this
scheme will be accepted by government,
but on the evidence it seems likely that a
scheme on these principles will be accepted
and implemented as part of the national
pilot for Demand Management. A business
case will be worked up by the County
Council and submitted to government in
the autumn, with a decision in early spring
(I’ve always been told to beware of
completion dates that mention seasons.)
I believe the ‘aspiration’ is to turn on
charging in 2011, but clearly this can’t
happen until a significant number of the
alternatives are in place, and of course some
of the things that will benefit cyclists can’t
easily be started until after other traffic is
reduced by congestion charging.

routes, major upgrades to others, ‘hybrid’
provision on a number of main radial roads,
and segregated “lanes (where cars are
excluded)” for both buses and cyclists on
others.
As no guided bus route is now proposed
along the rail corridor from Newmarket
Road to the railway station, this is now
proposed as a major cycle route, and we
believe discussions have already taken place
with Network Rail. Including the routes
beside the guided busway (under
construction or proposed) a segregated
cycle route – our long-proposed ‘Chisholm
Trail’ which we were pleased to see added
to the latest Local Plan – would then exist
from Histon and Milton in the north to
Addenbrooke’s, Trumpington, and Shelford
in the south. This should be grade separated
at major road crossings, and achieve nearly
all of the proposals detailed in our 1998
Newsletters!
See Newsletter 17 ‘The Chisholm Trail’ and
related articles in Newsletters 18, 23, 32, 41
and 42.

Hybrid cycle lanes
Hybrid cycle lanes, alongside main roads,
but slightly raised and in contrasting colour
or material, are proposed on a number of
roads including Cherry Hinton Road, Hills
Road, Milton Road, and Trumpington Road,
with removal of bus lanes from some of
these roads as part of the plan. This sort of
provision is found on the continent, and is a
proposal we have been directly pushing to
the County Council’s consultants for this
scheme. We are glad they have taken our
suggestions on board.
On those parts of Hills Road and
Huntingdon Road closer to the city centre
where normal motor traffic is excluded, it is
proposed to provide these separate
dedicated on-road (but protected) lanes for
cyclists.
A number of routes away from main roads,
such as the Tins, Snakey Path and those
across Coldhams Common would receive
new bridges suitable for cycling as well as
major upgrades, even if some of this
requires compulsory purchase.

Chisholm Trail is go

New routes of similar high standard are
proposed from from ‘necklace’ villages.

One important part of this proposed
package is a step change in cycling (and
walking) provision, with a number of new

Currently little detail exists for many of
these cycle route proposals, although basic
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costing will provide part of the autumn
submission to government. If all this goes
ahead, a design team will need to be
assembled, but we hope that the routes can
be joined up long before any charging takes
place.
Major changes are also proposed at a large
number of road junctions, and we will be
asking that, as part of this work,
experiments should be conducted with such
things as separate lights for cyclists that
change to green several seconds before the
main lights.
The scheme also offers the potential for
widespread new cycle parking provision
across Cambridge, something we have
pushed for over many years.
We will be working with the consultants
who have been drawing up the whole
scheme to get more detail into the cycling
proposals as they develop and to ensure
they retain a focus on quality. We have
already
attended
presentations
and
discussions on the cycling aspects and have
found the consultants genuinely willing to
engage with, and incorporate, our ideas.

Campaigning

What about ‘soft’ measures?

moving vehicle offences, using fixed
cameras. With more cycle lanes it will
become even more important to remove the
role of enforcement from the police, whose
limited manpower has to be devoted first to
other priorities, and move it to a more
motivated agency.

Firstly what are ‘soft’ measures? These are
the ones not involving civil engineering:
Travel Plans, incentives to use a more
sustainable mode such as free bus tickets, or
vouchers to spend in cycle shops. These will
come forward as part of new developments,
but the Campaign will be very keen to see
other issues that will be of great benefit to In conclusion
cyclists included as part of these plans and We’ve seen this coming, and several
we mention a couple below.
committee members have been consulted at
various stages, as part of involvement in the
Elimination of car parking in selected
Cycling Liaison Group and other specific
locations (such as Lensfield Road) has always
‘workshops’. We'd hoped it would be
been high on our menu of ‘quick wins’ and
radical, but were concerned that it might get
with reduced traffic entering the area and
diluted. We think it is radical, and although
less dependence on income from on-street
we expect to find things to criticise,
parking, this should be achievable. We hope
especially in the details not yet designed, it
that this reduction in car parking will appear
should result in a huge step forward in
in the detailed plans when they are drawn
cycling provision long before 2020.
up.
Let us all work to ensure this isn’t a mirage
We are also very keen to see some of the
that disappears as we get closer.
extra provisions in the Traffic Management
Jim Chisholm
Act 2004 enabled. These would extend the
roles of the civilian parking attendants, to
allow them to issue penalty charging notices
for infringements of cycle lanes, including

Clay Farm: a sticky mess with few cyclists
The revised planning application for Clay Farm developments near
Trumpington and Addenbrooke’s Hospital has been submitted, and
I’m attempting to review just the hundreds of pages of its Transport
Assessment on less than one page. The Campaign has no official
position on the principle of these fringe developments, but I’m sure
I’d be even more critical of the Transport Assessment for another
Bar Hill or Car Bourne.
I’d rather hoped we’d seen the end of ‘Predict and Provide’, and
that modellers using SATURN, the computer program used for
planning road use, understood the concept of ‘Garbage In,
Garbage Out’, but both these phrases come to my mind when
reading this report.
I’ve some serious concerns:
·

·
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Firstly we have the underlying assumption that no pedestrian
will walk more than 2 km and no cyclist will cycle more than
5 km. Although such errors may not distort results for other
cities with lower levels of walking and cycling, I’m sure it will
have a measurable effect in Cambridge. When I first saw a draft
traffic model for north-west Cambridge some time ago I
thought we had a ‘units’ problem and they meant ‘miles’, but
no, it is kilometres.
Then we are told that the trip generation (not modal split) is
derived from Bar Hill. This work is done by Atkins and although
some ‘fudge factors’ are applied, we still finish up with under
14% of trips by bike and over 53% by car. The Clay Farm area
is supposed to be having some 40% ‘affordable’ housing. How

does that compare with Bar Hill, and won’t such differences
cause changes in trip generation and modal split?
I don’t think we should provide for that number of extra vehicle
trips, especially with some form of demand management just
around the next corner and fuel prices at one pound per litre and
rising!
Of course, designing for such flows of motor vehicle tends to be a
self-fulfilling prophecy, as junctions with two traffic lanes are
needed, hence deterring all but the most confident of cyclists or
reducing us to pedestrians at junctions.
Reading deeper, I become even more disillusioned as it appears only
1500 cyclists will make trips that leave the proposed Clay Farm and
Addenbrooke’s developments, the other 3000 being ‘internal’. I
would hope that none of the 15 000 motor vehicle trips are
‘internal’ to the developments!
I’ve long, long been concerned that not sufficient data has been
collected to enable even the pattern of existing cycle trips to be
determined. The recent set of surveys only questioned motorists
and ignored cyclists: why? Please let us have some enlightened
traffic planning in this area that encourages cycling and discourages
car trips, and don’t confuse simulations with reality, until you’ve got
the parameters right.
Jim Chisholm

Campaigning
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Rat and dead Parrot
Readers with a long memory may remember that when the January
estate agents office in Downing Street was converted to a pub (the
Rat and Parrot) a planning condition was imposed that no deliveries
were permitted after 7.30 am. Of course, the contraflow
mandatory cycle lane means no loading or unloading is permitted
at any time directly in front of the premises. Cambridge Cycling
Campaign had a number of exchanges with both the police and the

city planners, and after an enforcement notice was served by
Cambridge City Council, far fewer infringements occurred.
Now a Revolution has occurred, or rather the pub has changed
hands, and changed name (to the Revolution). During the refit
much trouble has occurred with delivery vehicles and builders
stopping illegally, often obstructing both the footway and the cycle
lane. I’ve not seen any police action here.
The pub has reopened, and I’d hoped that the planning restrictions
might limit such infringements. As a regular user of that cycle lane,
I’ve complained, and complained, both to delivery drivers and the
city planners. I’ve been told that the new owners and managers
were unaware of the restrictions and are clearly ignorant of The
Highway Code, but that they have been visited by the city planning
enforcement team. At least initially this had some limited effect.
One morning at nine, when I complained about a large delivery
lorry obstructing both the footway and cycle lane, I was met with a
stream of abuse. I asked to speak to the Manager, and was told, ‘I
am the f***ing manager!’
The City enforcement team say that they need to ‘catch them in the
act’, and I’ve asked why the CCTV team cannot alert them when
infringements occur?

Delivery vehicles force cyclists to commit an offence on
Downing Street. The manager of the bar, who is breaking
planning restrictions, responded only with abuse.

If you see a delivery or service vehicle obstructing this cycle lane,
please contact (01223) 457162 or (01223) 457163 if after 7.30 am,
or 0845 456 456 4 and ask for the delivery and waiting regulations
to be enforced.
Jim Chisholm

Windsor Road traffic calming
The Campaign twice objected to the design of this new traffic
calming when it was proposed. Our objection was ignored by the
designer of the scheme, and by some Councillors on the Area Joint
Committee, with only the Labour councillors agreeing with the
points we made in the objection.
The eventual scheme is as cycle-hostile as we expected, as the
pictures, kindly submitted by a member of the public to our on-line
Photomap, show.
The problem we outlined is the way that cyclists are likely to be
forced into conflict with oncoming vehicles. This design flouts the
guidance in too many official publications to list here, and will lead
to thoughtless drivers placing cyclists at risk by not giving way, and
to cyclists appearing to be deliberately getting in the way of
motorists.
Traffic calming is of course entirely appropriate for an area like this, Cycle hostile traffic calming: a cycle bypass would have
particularly when it shuts off a rat run, with the highly desirable been so easy.
result of reducing traffic. However, the design could have been
modified to provide a cycle bypass as we proposed, either in the Should a collision with a cyclist occur, lawyers acting for a cyclist will
centre of the road, with a very visible cycle lane provided, or at the be very welcome to contact us or to read our letters of objection
edge of the road.
available on our website.
The scheme designers were clearly aware of this problem, as they A separate small improvement nearby is the removal of the bollards
initially proposed a means for cyclists to ‘hop onto the pavements’ creating pinch points on the alleyway between Windsor Road and
either side of the pinch point. We objected to this, as this is exactly Warwick Road.
the sort of mixed messages that result in illegal pavement use, and
photographs
and
our
letters
are
online
at
such cycle bypasses are not a correct response to a fundamentally The
www.camcycle.org.uk/map/gallery/14/.
dangerous design in the first place.
Martin Lucas-Smith
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Feature

A Manual for Streets
Manual for Streets (MfS) could be the most influential document on
urban design in 50 years. It is intended to bring about a
transformation in the way streets are designed in order to give
priority to environmental quality and to promote sustainable and
truly mixed user communities. It is a replacement for the
Government’s old Design Bulletin 32 (DB32) and Places, Streets and
Movement, which have now been withdrawn.

The MfS will be of key importance for
the future of our towns and cities,
not least Cambridge, where 50 000
houses will be built in the coming
decade.
MfS focuses on lightly-trafficked residential streets, though its
principles may apply to other types of streets such as high streets.
It explicitly does not apply to trunk roads, whose design
requirements are set out in the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges.
The document, released in March, was produced to schedule, and
has not been heavily watered down since the extremely promising
draft released in 2006 for comment. The finalised version differs
textually from the draft in that it has been condensed down, which
in many respects is positive (given the many pressures on Local
Authority development control staff around the country) and
reorganised. The key principles and focus remain in place.

Urban design focus
The new guidance is written very much from a strong urban design
perspective which tries to encourage human-scale interaction with
the surrounding ‘place’, thus designing streets as ‘social spaces’. It
argues that many new developments are lacking identity, and a
sense of place, undermining the aims of the sustainable
communities agenda.
It heavily discourages so-called ‘DB32-style layouts’, which can
generally be characterised as having busy distributor roads that link
relatively small cells of housing, leading to cul-de-sac style
developments which are generally rather unconnected and which
are rather meandering and impermeable to cyclists. As such,

walking and cycling in such areas has naturally become the
exception, because the car is simply the most efficient way to get
about.
‘For too long the focus has been on the movement function
of residential streets. The result has often been places that
are dominated by motor vehicles to the extent that they fail
to make a positive contribution to the quality of life. MfS
demonstrates the benefits that flow from good design and
assigns a higher priority to pedestrians and cyclists, setting
out an approach to residential streets that recognises their
role in creating places that work for all members of the
community. MfS refocuses on the place function of
residential streets, giving clear guidance on how to achieve
well-designed streets and spaces that serve the community
in a range of ways.’
In many respects, the document argues for a return to rather more
traditional urban design forms which ‘are easier to assimilate into
existing built-up areas and which have been proven to stand the
test of time in many ways.’ The sort of terraced housing seen in
areas of Cambridge like Romsey or Petersfield, and which remain
popular amongst house buyers, as well as relatively successful from
a sustainability perspective, would be much in favour according to
principles in the MfS.

Cycling?
The Manual for Streets is explicitly not a cycling design guide – but
instead a document focusing on housing developments of the sort
that genuinely makes walking and cycling the natural, attractive
option.
Cycling is mentioned often in the document but there is only limited
reference to cycle facilities. Many would argue that this is how it
should be, for the emphasis is on developing street environments
which are inherently suitable for cycling without the need for
bolt-on extras. Indeed, the main thrust of the document is about
recreating communities, quality environments and ‘streetscapes.’
Cycling is but a means (although an important one) towards this
end rather than something to be accommodated in the abstract.

The document sets out a clear
hierarchy of users, putting cyclists
well above motorists.

The principles of urban design
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·

Character – a place with its own identity.

Hierarchy of users

·

Continuity and enclosure – a place where public and
private spaces are clearly distinguished.

·

Quality of the public realm – a place with attractive and
successful outdoor areas.

Key goals are providing for movement choices and encouraging
appropriate driver behaviour. A hierarchy of users is promoted, with
people on foot and with disabilities first, cyclists second, then public
transport, cars and other motorised vehicles:

·

Ease of movement – a place that is easy to get to and move
through.

·

Legibility – a place that has a clear image and is easy to
understand.

·

Adaptability – a place that can change easily.

·

Diversity – a place with variety and choice.

Consider first

Pedestrians
Cyclists
Public transport users
Specialist service vehicles (e.g. emergency services,
waste, etc.)

Consider last

Other motor traffic

Feature
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This hierarchy will be familiar to anyone who has read Cycle-Friendly
Infrastructure, another piece of guidance which is due to be
updated soon.

an enclave which encourages movement to and from it by
car rather than by other modes’

It will also be recognised by those of us familiar with
Cambridgeshire County Council’s Local Transport Plan. However, it
would be hard to argue that the County have done anything except
ignore that hierarchy in the vast majority of cases, with pedestrian
and cycle provision fitted in only after the road design for cars,
pedestrians given little time at crossings, or motor vehicles given
priority at side road junctions, for instance. Perhaps having this
hierarchy at last stated in a formal piece of government guidance
will encourage decision-makers to take it more seriously.

û

Hierarchy of solutions
This, too, says the right things.
‘In the past, road design hierarchies have been based almost
exclusively on the importance attributed to vehicular
movement. This has led to the marginalisation of
pedestrians and cyclists in the upper tiers where vehicular
capacity requirements predominate.’
The positive solution against this traditional approach, is then
expressed through the hierarchy of solutions, again familiar to
readers of Cycle-Friendly Infrastructure:

Consider
first

Pedestrians

Cyclists

Traffic volume reduction

Traffic volume reduction

Reallocation of road space
to pedestrians

Junction treatment, hazard
site treatment, traffic
management

ü

Provision of direct at-grade Cycle tracks away from roads
crossings, improved
pedestrian routes on existing
desire lines
New pedestrian alignment
or grade separation
Consider
last

Conversion of
footways/footpaths to
adjacent-* or shared-use
routes for pedestrians and
cyclists

* Adjacent-use routes are those where the cyclists are segregated
from pedestrians.
‘If road safety problems for pedestrians or cyclists are
identified, conditions should be reviewed to see if they can
be addressed, rather than segregating these users from
motorised traffic.’
In keeping with a minimal facility approach to cycle planning, the
authors stress the value of ‘invisible infrastructure’ such as 20 mph
zones and bus lanes, which are both popular with cyclists and good
for safety, as well as naturally permeable street designs rather than
ones which require excessive deviation.

Naturally-permeable street design
The MfS promotes the notion of a ‘walkable neighbourhood’ where
facilities are locally-based (under 800 m away): mixed-use
neighbourhoods, having interconnected street patterns.
‘Internal permeability is important but the area also needs
to be properly connected with adjacent street networks. A
development with poor links to the surrounding area creates

There is also discussion about the way that surrounding roads
should not act as a barrier to the development, which is exactly the
problem that has happened at Arbury Park and King’s Hedges Road.

Sharing space with vehicles, not segregated from
them
It also argues against segregated areas, again with a focus on
permeable infrastructure:
‘Pedestrians and cyclists should generally share streets with
motor vehicles. There will be situations where it is
appropriate to include routes for pedestrians and cyclists
segregated from motor traffic, but they should be short, well
overlooked and relatively wide to avoid any sense of
confinement.’
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‘Pedestrians and cyclists should generally be accommodated
on streets rather than routes segregated from motor traffic.
Being seen by drivers, residents and other users affords a
greater sense of security. However, short pedestrian and
cycle-only links are generally acceptable if designed well.
Regardless of length, all such routes in built-up areas, away
from the carriageway, should be barrier-free and overlooked
by buildings.’

Feature
·

that streets should be designed in a way which makes vehicle
speeds naturally below 20 mph;

·

that the pedestrian desire line be strongly adhered to when
laying out roads and pavements;

·

for an environment which is unimpeded by street furniture,
footway parking and other obstructions/barriers;

·

the need for ‘legible’ permeable design so that wayfinding is
easy and direct;

·

that footbridges and subways should be avoided in favour of
surface-level crossings;

·

that the corner radius of turns into sideroads be tight to force
cars to slow down at a turning, so that people can walk in a
straight line and so that vehicles do not swerve into the path of
cyclists;

One-way streets are also discouraged on the grounds of
permeability, something which our councillors should bear in mind
for areas of Cambridge like Newtown or Romsey.

·

the use of raised tables at junction crossing points;

·

that paths are kept level rather than undulating when vehicles
need to cross over

The Manual for Streets clearly states
that ‘cyclists should generally be
accommodated on the carriageway’
and that off-road facilities should not
be required for new developments
because the road environment itself
should be safe and low-speed.

·

that a minimum 2 m pavement space should be provided

‘Conflict among various user groups can be minimised or
avoided by reducing the speed and flow of motor vehicles.
Ideally, designers should aim to create streets that control
vehicle speeds naturally rather than having to rely on
unsympathetic traffic-calming measures. In general,
providing a separate pedestrian and/or cycle route away
from motor traffic should only be considered as a last resort
(see the hierarchy of provision).’

Risk and innovation
The document recognises a key potential problem faced by many
street practitioners, namely that of risk of being sued in the event
of a collision.
Firstly, it reminds the reader that the vast majority of claims are for
maintenance defects, rather than design faults. It goes on to outline
how the existence of procedures that encourage rational decisionmaking and the use of a more rounded ‘quality audit’ approach,
lead to a robust defence against negligence claims. This, it argues,
should enable practitioners to move towards more innovative
designs, away from an over-cautious, excessively standards-based
approach.

‘The design speed [should] be
20 mph or less in residential areas’
Design issues
Having dealt in the first half of the book with many of the principles
discussed above with regard to urban design and permeable
infrastructure, the latter half covers actual design issues in detail.

Needs of people walking taken seriously
This commences with excellent and extensive coverage on the
needs of pedestrians (section 6.3). Key recommendations are:
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Cyclists on the carriageway
The section on cyclists (section 6.4) starts with a clear, headline
recommendation, that ‘cyclists should generally be accommodated
on the carriageway.’ This is highly sensible advice given the focus
on residential streets which, if well-designed, should automatically
promote lower-speeds and natural interaction with (minimal
amounts of) traffic. This theme is echoed through the entire Manual
for Streets, which is why the section specifically on cycling is only a
few pages.
MfS acknowledges that there is occasionally a need for specific
infrastructure for specific groups, for instance a safe cycling route
to school. However, it makes clear that such infrastructure would
usually be inappropriate for commuters and so such provision
should merely be an additional alternative which does not affect
on-road cyclists; thus there is a recognition of different types of
cyclists.
Many aspects of MfS describe how design affects behaviour:
‘The design of junctions affects the way motorists interact
with cyclists. It is recommended that junctions are designed
to promote slow motor-vehicle speeds. This may include
short corner radii as well as vertical deflections’

Feature
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The text on cycle parking, contains many sensible principles. It
argues that:
·

in residential developments, ‘designers should aim to make
access to cycle storage at least as convenient as access to car
parking’;

·

outdoor cycle parking should be covered, preferably using
bespoke storage;

·

Sheffield stands are simple and effective and should be the norm;

·

Roundabouts are considered ‘not generally appropriate for
residential developments … they can have a negative impact on
vulnerable road users.’

1 m is the preferred spacing between stands, with 0.8 m being
the absolute minimum, and 0.55 m clear space between the end
of a stand and any wall; a clear diagram is provided to enhance
these points

·

cycle parking should be installed in places having good, natural
surveillance;

For those of a more technical bent, new guidance on ‘visibility
splays’ is also given.

·

garages are not normally designed for cycle parking and that
garage provision is declining anyway.

Cycle parking and car parking

·

cycle parking is recommended at bus stops that have ‘significant
catchment areas’.

And in many places elsewhere the document reminds us that ‘the
design speed [should] be 20 mph or less in residential areas,’ which
again would naturally foster increased levels of cycling.

Another area where MfS raises the profile of cycling relates to cycle
parking. Indeed, residential cycle parking is treated first (before car
parking), in keeping with the manual’s hierarchy of users.
However, the section on parking is overall arguably the least
successful section of the Manual for Streets, as its conclusions are
somewhat vague and do not really give a good steer in areas where
conflict over the levels of car parking are likely to arise. For instance,
it shies away from the debate over whether lower amounts of
parking provision result in lower ownership or just vehicles parked
haphazardly wherever space can be found.
There is also a notable absence of best-practice examples of cycle
parking, which would have inspired developers rather than making
them approach cycle parking as a problem to be overcome or
avoided. For instance, the sort of on-street covered cycle parking
common on the continent would have been an ideal
accompaniment to text which effectively naturally argues for this.

The sort of on-street covered cycle parking common on the
continent and occasionally found here, as at UEA in
Norwich above, would be ideal.

On car parking, it argues that:
·

car parking design should be design-led and ‘well-integrated
with a high-quality public realm’

·

failure properly to consider how cars are parked will affect
‘visual quality, street activity, interaction between residents, and
safety’;

·

inappropriate parking will result in ‘poor and unsafe conditions
for pedestrians’ which will therefore hinder natural interaction;

·

car clubs can be an effective way to reduce car ownership;

·

footway parking should be designed out (especially given that
there is no adequate legislation outside London which deals
with this menace).

·

shared surface designs, as sometimes used in Home Zones, can
be effective but that car parking may need different materials
to mark out such spaces.

Pavements at the same heights as the road often lead to
unregulated pavement parking, of the sort that leads to
visual domination of the urban scene by vehicles rather
than social use of the space by people.
9
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Car parking
The MfS fails adequately to recognise the problems faced
continually in places like Cambridge (e.g. East Road or Lensfield
Road to take two key examples), that on-street parking has the
effect of forcing cyclists to make dangerous manoeuvres in and out
of the traffic flow and narrows the carriageway.

Feature

Indeed, the Manual goes on to outline an example in Norfolk where
centre lines were removed, and together with complementary
measures such as different surfacing colour, the result was lower
speeds. A Safety Audit ironically then resulted in reinstatement of
the lines with an increase in speeds!

It should be considered mandatory
reading for all Councillors on
planning committees.
Guard railing, curse of pedestrians and cyclists alike, and often a
counter-productive intrusion into the civic environment, is
presumed against:

Many of the photographic examples of good car parking given
imply the creation of specific parking bays, outside but adjacent to
the main carriageway, but designed in such a way that pavement
desire lines remain straight. One solution is the use of trees to form
periodic breaks between groups of parking bays.
It also recognises the success of basement or undercroft car
parking. This has the effect of preserving the street frontage, as well
as presumably dissuading people from making short car-borne trips.
In general, the message about car parking is that car parking should
not result in the domination of urban space. Rustat Avenue shows
how things can go wrong in this regard.

Reducing clutter
This section provides a clear steer away from heavy levels of signage:
‘Designers should start from a position of having no signs,
and introduce them only where they serve a clear function.
… Street layouts, geometries and networks should aim to
make the environment self-explanatory to all users.’
‘Most unsignalised junctions are designed assuming a
dominant flow, with priority indicated by give-way signs and
markings. There is, however, no statutory requirement for
junction priority to be specified.’
Amongst the recommendations for ‘quality places’ is an argument
against signs, bollards and other street furniture, which it is argued
clutter the streetscape, and cause problems for those with
disabilities. We all know, however, that walkers and cyclists face the
same problems, too.
Centre-line removal is very much on the agenda too. In fact,
virtually all of the photographic examples of new developments
given throughout the document feature no road markings and
little, if any signage.
‘The use of centre lines is not an absolute requirement. …
Centre lines are often introduced to reduce risk but, on
residential roads, there is little evidence to suggest they offer
any safety benefits. … There is some evidence that, in
appropriate circumstances, the absence of white lines can
encourage lower speeds.’
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‘Guard railing should not be provided unless a clear need for
it has been identified (…). Introducing measures to reduce
traffic flows and speeds may be helpful in removing the
need for guard railing. In most cases, on residential streets
within the scope of MfS, it is unlikely that guard railing will
be required. A Local Transport Note giving further guidance
on guard railing is currently in preparation.’

Many aspects of the Manual describe
how design affects behaviour, for
instance at junctions.
Summary
If the document gains widespread acceptance, it will herald a new
dawn for human-centred urban design, one which would be much
favoured by people walking and cycling. The document is
absolutely full of sensible advice which Cambridge Cycling
Campaign strongly endorses.
It should be considered mandatory reading for all Councillors on
planning and transport committees, and will be of relevance to
anyone with an interest in the future of our towns and cities, not
least Cambridge, where 50 000 houses will be built in the coming
decade.
The document is highly readable, heavily illustrated, and at 136
pages of mixed text/images can be covered in an hour or two. It can
be purchased as a book or downloaded free from the internet at
www.manualforstreets.org.uk .
Martin Lucas-Smith
The quotations and various diagrams are reproduced from Manual
for Streets, which allows reproduction for non-commercial research
and private study purposes. The material is © Queen’s Printer and
Controller of HMSO, 2007, and the book is published by Thomas
Telford Publishing.
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Cambridgeshire Design Guide
Cambridgeshire Design Guide is another major document of
relevance to housing developments, but this time locally for
Cambridgeshire. Much of it echoes the Manual For Streets (see
page 6), but it provides more locally-based examples and guidance.
The Guide has just been published as a draft for comment by the
public and relevant committees across the various councils.
The book is only around 30 pages of text, with plenty of
illustrations, so not difficult to work through. Its 64 pages in total
are divided into 15 chapters, covering areas like the Hierarchy of
Places & Streets, issues for pedestrian provision, cycling, parking,
street lighting, and other non-transport themes such as drainage.
The Guide has been written by consultants working for
Cambridgeshire Horizons, the local councils’ quango dealing with
housing issues and the growth agenda. We were invited to an
earlier stakeholder consultation at New Hall last year, and the signs
back then were promising. It is therefore with some relief that this
has been carried through to the draft now before us.
In general, the contents of the Guide seem
positive, although a few areas need
strengthening as far as cycling is concerned.
The general approach to street design
involves
well-connected,
permeable
infrastructure, as outlined in Manual For
Streets, and the need for routes for walking
and cycling being ‘clear and direct’ is
acknowledged. The hierarchy of users –
pedestrians first, cyclists, then buses, delivery
vehicles and lastly private cars – is outlined.
For pedestrians, the need for catering for
natural desire lines, particularly at crossing
points, are outlined. Footway widths should
be at least 1.5 m but 2 m normally in
residential streets.

Changes we think should be made to the draft
·

Cycle parking information needs to be added

·

Section on speeds should assume 20 mph design speed

·

Cycle paths alongside roads should be of the ‘hybrid’ type
and not placed away from the road

·

Home Zones and ‘soft’ measures should be actively promoted

·

The diagram of the hierarchy of road users should be clearer

It is our strong view that new developments should be designed for
20 mph speeds, and that 30 mph should be the exception. Even
then, the sort of hybrid provision that we have successfully pushed
for as part of the demand management announcement (see page
3) should be used instead of off-road facilities, so that cyclists
maintain the directness that they need. (That
does not, of course, rule out the desirability
of specific walking/cycling routes that are
more direct than road routes.)

The general approach
to street design
involves wellconnected, permeable
infrastructure, as
outlined in Manual
For Streets, and the
need for routes for
walking and cycling
being ‘clear and direct’
is acknowledged.

For cycling, the Guide reminds developers
that Cambridge itself has 25% of journeys to
work by bike (according to the 2001 census data) and that the
provision of good cycle routes in new developments will promote
cycling in the county.
Cycle routes are required to be ‘direct’ and on-road provision is
assumed:
‘Shared use of the carriageway with vehicles is appropriate
where traffic levels and vehicle speeds are relatively low. This
is likely to be the case for most streets in residential areas.’
There is good advice on junction priority, too, though more clarity
of its meaning would be useful:
‘Controlled junctions that allow cyclists to proceed when
other traffic is halted will reinforce cycle priority.’

Speeds
However, the guidance needs improvement where speeds are
concerned:
‘Where vehicle speeds are likely to be in excess of 30 mph
consider locating cyclists off the carriageway.’

Vehicle speeds are outlined as:
· Main streets 20–30 mph
· Secondary streets

20 mph

· Tertiary streets (including Homezones) 10–
20 mph

Cycle parking
Cycle parking advice is practically nonexistent – a major omission that must be
corrected. As in Manual For Streets, it should
directly precede the car parking advice, to
make clear where developers’ priorities
should lie.

Car parking levels are outlined, but are effectively delegated down
to district council requirements.

Other aspects
Areas like tighter corner turns, again mirroring the advice in Manual
For Streets, are proposed, which will help reduce speeds and assist
cyclists at junctions.
Home Zones are mentioned briefly, but there is no heavy push
towards their use, as we would hope. That said, the general advice
about street designs, which mirrors that of Manual For Streets, can
be said to incorporate many of the principles.
‘Soft measures’ like on-street bus ticketing, real time bus
information, individualised travel marketing etc., do not seem to be
mentioned. These should be added.
Martin Lucas-Smith
The draft is on-line at
www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl73cdg
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If flying is a sin, what is cycling?
This article is reprinted by kind permission of London Cyclist, the members' magazine of London Cycling Campaign.
What informs our personal decisions when
they have to be made on the basis of
balancing our selfish and altruistic instincts?
Sadly, evolution has led to the former
generally winning out. However, some
consolation can be drawn from evidence
throughout history that communal survival
has entailed sublimating the gut response,
‘when the chips are down’, of self-interest.
We face a cataclysmic future from climate
change unless the amount of fossil fuels
being used is decimated. The attractions of
further and faster travel have led to a huge
increase in our mileage by car, train and
especially, aeroplane, and to government
attempts to add to the infrastructure to
accommodate it. We urgently need to
reverse this policy direction as it is
incompatible with protection of the global
environment. Growth can be decoupled
from fossil fuel use but by no means to the
extent required now. It is essential that we
stop deluding ourselves that sufficient
change can come about through
technological development or voluntarily through better information and exhortation
as to why we must do so.
This means that government must make it
mandatory that we all share responsibility
for limiting greenhouse gas emissions from
our energy-intensive lifestyles. This will only
be possible through the medium of carbon
rationing, that is an annual personal
allowance for everyone. It is highly
encouraging that July’s Energy Review
includes reference to the virtues of this
approach. Opposition from vested interests
in some obvious sectors of business, such as
international tourism and air travel
operators, cannot be allowed to stand in
the way of a speedy political consensus
being reached on this. The future condition
of the planet is too crucial to be treated as
a party political issue.
With rationing, all aspects of our fossil
fuel-dependent activity will come under
scrutiny casting the future of transport and
policy on it in altogether a different light.
The inevitable consequence will be an
accelerating decline in the demand for
travel. Just consider: the average UK
person’s annual carbon dioxide emissions
for transport by car and public transport
alone (or just one passenger’s round flight
from London to New York) are about three
times the amount that can be allowed for
their use of fossil fuel for a year if we are to
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‘Instead of using
cars, faith continues
to be placed in the
view that if only the
travelling public can
be persuaded to use
buses … the
problem will be
resolved.’
prevent serious destabilisation of the global
climate.
So where does this leave cycling? Just look
at transport policy and you will see that
cycling’s supremely well-qualified role in
relation to climate change is largely
concealed because policy makers judge
public transport to be the panacea for most
of our transport ills, including the ecological
ones. And so the case continues to be made
for higher levels of investment to improve
the quality of its services. Instead of using
cars, faith continues to be placed in the
view that if only the travelling public can be
persuaded to use buses or, where available,
the underground, for more of their urban
journeys and the train for their inter-urban
journeys, the problem will be resolved. But,
taking proper account of average vehicle

Personal carbon
allowances will
strongly motivate
people to cycle – and
to stop flying!
occupancies, carbon dioxide emissions per
passenger mile by public transport are not
much lower than those of car users.
Personal carbon allowances will strongly
motivate people to cycle – and to stop
flying! (It certainly does not help to wear
blinkers when reading the London Cyclist,
unless one wishes to ignore the irony
implicit in articles and ads in recent issues
promoting flying when a bicycle is used to
the airport or at the destination!).

As the allowance of emissions will have to
be ratcheted down year-on-year from the
current annual average of 10 tonnes to just
over one tonne, people will wish to make an
increasing proportion of their journeys by
cycle - to work, school, leisure destinations
and the shops (with home deliveries
becoming
commonplace).
Locational
decisions, including where to live, will be
taken from the perspective of whether
journeys can be made by cycle. Apply the
simple r2 equation, and it becomes obvious
that, within any time-slot available for
travel, cycling provides a catchment of
potential destinations over 12 times as
numerous as does walking.
No longer will the cycling lobby have to
invest so much of its energies in the
promotion of cycling and of local authority
provision for it. Cycling will necessarily
become the primary means of travel and
transport investment will logically be
directed to improving conditions for it.
Roads will become safer and less polluted
as, to minimise fuel use, traffic volumes and
speed will decline. At the same time, the
regular exercise entailed in cycling will lead
to a marked improvement in the health of
the nation, thereby leading to a reduction in
the burden on the NHS from treating illhealth.
From a position of moral rectitude, cyclists
should justifiably see themselves as being in
the
vanguard
of
championing
environmental causes, particularly this key
one of climate change.
Mayer Hillman, Senior Fellow Emeritus,
Policy Studies Institute
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Milton Park and Ride
Planning permission was granted on 9 May 2007 for the Cowley
Road Park and Ride to be moved to a new Green Belt site, north of
the A14 and west of the A10 at Milton. Cambridge Cycling
Campaign objected vigorously to many aspects of the new location,
but with Cambridgeshire County Council as the applicant, our
protests were never going to be properly heard.
Here are the main issues Oliver Merrington from the Campaign
outlined at the Development Control Meeting in May, and the
County Council’s replies:
The footbridge over the A10, with its low parapets and steep
inclines, is substandard. Despite ‘Cyclists Dismount’ signs, the
length of the bridge means most cyclists choose to ride their bikes
across.
The County’s position was that the first Safety Audit found no real
access problems, the Local Highways Authority (the County) made
no request for an upgrade and, in any case, the Planning Authority
(the County) would approve the final engineering design work, to
be followed by a second Safety Audit.
The difficult access will reduce the numbers of cyclists and
park-and-cycle users; improvements would actively encourage
nearby Milton village residents to walk and cycle to the new site.
But the County did not anticipate an increase in numbers, so it
wasn’t prepared to fund the very improvements which would make
conditions less hostile and so encourage a growth in numbers.
The crossings at the Butt Lane entrance and exit of the new site
are uncontrolled and do not have priority (unlike the crossings
within the Park and Ride). In the morning rush hour, vulnerable
road users will have to negotiate heavy traffic, including HGVs,
entering the site from both directions in Butt Lane (all city-bound

CCN/CTC Conference
coming to Cambridge

traffic from Butt Lane will now be diverted through the Park and
Ride).
The County argued that, without these crossings, eastbound
cyclists heading for the footbridge would stay on the road (where
there’s no provision for them) and, at the last moment, turn right
at the Park and Ride entrance. This may well be the case, but the
proposed crossings at the mouth of the access roads are potential
danger spots in themselves. The County has recommended a
waiting point, further back on the north side of Butt Lane, which
would enable safer crossing to the south-side shared-use path. This
path will be upgraded to a 3 m width, but the County was not
prepared to say how far it would extend along Butt Lane – possibly
to the Waste Recycling Centre, but no further: it was not
‘reasonable or relevant to impose planning conditions which
require measures outside the planning application site.’ But surely
the increased traffic from the Park and Ride and impaired safety of
cyclists is ‘relevant’? It seems that Butt Lane with its ‘variety of
widths and configurations of path along its full length’ (an officer
of Cambridgeshire County Council) will remain as cycle-unfriendly
as ever.
As a mitigation exercise, the County presented a plan for safe cycle
routes through Milton village. Whilst this is welcome, the proposed
routes are along quiet suburban streets where a few signs and flush
kerbs can be added. Not exactly a radical display of the County’s
commitment to more sustainable modes of transport!
The County has agreed to monitor the demand for cycle parking (an
initial 50 covered stands will be provided) and to reconsider
upgrading the footbridge if usage is higher than predicted.
Vanessa Kelly

Co-ordinator’s comment
(Continued from page 2)

Parliamentary Petition which, with our assistance, obtained 1190
signatures on paper in just two days.

We have agreed to host the CCN/CTC conference in Spring
2008. Help needed!

Such has been the level of concern. We are grateful for his input
and for the thousands of people who have contributed in any way
to this important campaign.

These conferences are a combined event between the CCN
(Cycle Campaigns Network) of which the Campaign is an
affiliated group, and the CTC (Cyclists’ Touring Club). Two are
held each year.

The Department for Transport (DfT) has caved in to some degree,
and agreed to some rewording. But as Ian McKee outlines in this
issue of the Newsletter, the new wording remains unsatisfactory.
We will continue to see what can be done at Parliamentary level.

The conference covers a range of topics of interest to
campaigners. The November 2006 conference included a
session on online cycle mapping, at which Simon Nuttall and
Martin Lucas-Smith, developers of Cambridge Cycle Campaign’s
system, gave a presentation.

Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator

We will be in need of help to organise the conference. If you
have skills in conference organisation, please do get in touch.
More details about the Conference will be published in coming
months. Volunteers for accommodation would be particularly
appreciated - please contact us if you think you might be likely
to be able to help with this.
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Downing Street traffic lights
With the work on the Grand Arcade shopping centre reaching its
final stages, plans are now available for the revised layout and
signal details for the junction of Downing Street and St Andrew’s
Street.

Road space to allow these changes should become available in
September, when the temporary transformer sub-station on this
corner is to be removed.
Jim Chisholm

During the works the area here has been very constricted, but as
the construction work comes to an end, not only will Downing
Street be widened, but the ‘Core Stage 4’ restrictions should mean
far less motor traffic, at least in St Andrew’s Street northbound
(towards the city centre). There will be cycle approach lanes and
advanced stop boxes as well as widening for buses making the left
turn, and a pedestrian phase in the lights. It is hoped that the
widening on the corner adjacent to the new John Lewis shop will
vastly reduce the number of buses that cross into the cycle
approach lane.
Of course in an ideal world we’d have a ‘left turn filter’ for cyclists
entering Downing Street from St Andrew’s Street, but Department
for Transport rules forbid such things. Regular users will know that
the green light for cyclists to turn left is just the time when
pedestrians cross the mouth of Downing Street, and this has
resulted in the hospitalisation of at least one cyclist.
Two members of the Campaign met an officer from
Cambridgeshire County Council, on site, to review the plans. We
asked that the order of the phases be changed so that the
‘pedestrian phase’ immediately precedes the phase that permits
cyclists to turn left into Downing Street as we hope that will reduce
conflicts. We also asked for the contraflow lane in Downing Street
to be prominently marked, and suggested some changes to the
layout of lanes in St Andrew’s Street southbound.

Plans are now available for the revised layout and signal
details for the junction of Downing Street and St Andrew’s
Street.

Long Road disruption
As you’ll probably be aware by now, Long Road is closed for some
six weeks until early September. When this ‘blitz’ total closure was
proposed it was not clear whether pedestrians would be able to
pass. A route is now being provided as part of the gantry required
to carry services. At the time of writing it is uncertain if cycling will
be permitted or if ‘cyclists dismount’ signs will be displayed: this
may depend on the route width and the approaches. Although
Cambridge Cycling Campaign might in other cases object to such
limiting provision, we would do well to remember that despite
much in the press about this disruption being for the
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway, in fact the main use for this new
underpass will be for a new cycle route from Trumpington to the

Long Road is closed for some six
weeks until early September
14

rail station. (It’s also the
service road for the bus track.)
The guided buses themselves
will use the existing disused
rail bridge.

Next year, Hills Road
Next year there will be a much
longer disruption at Hills Road
bridge as this will be closed in
two halves whilst the new
route under the bridge for the
guided bus and cycleway is
constructed. I’ve been told
that the plans include a
temporary
bridge
for
pedestrians and cyclists on Next year there will be a much
the ‘closed’ half of the road. longer disruption at Hills Road
As
the
volumes
of
bridge
pedestrians and cyclists will
be much greater here, and the time will be far longer, we will
discuss with the County Council how this can be arranged to
minimise disruption for cyclists and pedestrians.
Jim Chisholm
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Campaign runner-up in Community Awards
Jim Chisholm, Lisa Woodburn and I attended the Awards Ceremony
at Homerton College on 18 June.
In the end, Cambridge Carbon Footprint won the award for this
category, but the Campaign and Cambridge Sustainable City were
awarded certificates as runners-up. We feel this is recognition of
the hard work of all our volunteers and the sometimes successful
results our campaigning has achieved.
Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator

In June, we received notification that Cambridge Cycling Campaign
had been nominated for the Press Relief Community Awards 2007,
in the Environmental Award category, ‘created to honour the most
outstanding project being run to improve the environment in which
we live.’

Jim and Lisa join in with the awards dinner

Sheeps Green bridge
As reported in the Cambridge Evening News on 12 January
2007, Cambridgeshire County Council figures show that 1000
people cross this bridge every day, 600 of them cyclists. Proof, if
it were needed, that they should have sorted the span out as
well as improving the ramps, as we said.

1,000 people cross Sheeps Green bridge every day.
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Highway Code update
We went round the block again in June,
with the Department for Transport
announcing a second short consultation on
a new revision of The Highway Code’s rules
on cycle facilities and cycle lanes – and
square one is starting to look awfully
familiar. If it was a computer program, we
might call it Square 1.1 beta and hope it
didn’t cause too many crashes.

Highway code changes: square one is
starting to look awfully familiar
Just to recap, between February and May
2006, the DfT held a public consultation on
a draft revision of the Code, in which the
old rule 47 on cycle routes became (our
emphasis for the new wording):
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.
The proposed new rule provoked 2612
comments,
including
those1
from
Cambridge Cycling Campaign and 31 other
cycling organisations. Primary concerns
were 1) that the weight of published
evidence was against the given safety
advice, 2) that in the event of an on-road
crash resulting in a cyclist seeking damages,
reference to the rule could give rise to
unjust claims of contributory negligence,
and 3) that the rule might be used to justify
some motorists’ inconsiderate or belligerent
behaviour towards cyclists choosing to use
the road.
On 28 March this year, a new draft revised
Code was laid before parliament. The DfT
had evidently rejected cyclists’ concerns and
had rewritten the rule:
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61. Use cycle routes and cycle
facilities such as advanced stop lines,
cycle boxes and toucan crossings
whenever possible, as they can make
your journey safer.
The complete lack of movement on the
issues raised provoked a new storm of
protest. Some were also worried that the
words ‘whenever possible’ were more
restrictive of a cyclists leeway for judgement
than the previous ‘when practicable,’
though in similar contexts courts have
interpreted ‘practicable’ to mean ‘able to be
used or traversed’2, so the new wording
was arguably a clarification and at least
better than ‘where they are provided’3.
Meanwhile, Cambridge Cycling Campaign
and others were busy fostering contacts
with MPs sympathetic on cycling issues. This
led to a flurry of parliamentary activity.
Menzies Campbell's Early Day Motion of 9
May, proposing that ‘the alterations in the
provisions of The Highway Code … be not
made’ enjoyed cross-party support, with 49
signatures. With the help of the Campaign,
Cambridge MP David Howarth was able to
gather 1190 signatures in just two days, in
support of a petition to Parliament urging
the DfT to reconsider the proposed revisions
to The Highway Code. It is a feature of the
Negative Resolution Procedure that
Parliament may reject revisions to the Code
but cannot impose a particular form of
words on the Secretary of State. Support for
such motions and petitions does not
necessarily mean that the signatories find
the current form of words satisfactory.
The House of Lords debated the new rules
for cyclists on 17 May. Then a Westminster
Hall debate on cycling facilities (23 May)
was
introduced
by
Willie
Rennie
(Dunfermline & Fife West), who got to the
nub: ‘I seek the Minister's assurance that
the wording that is eventually adopted will
not be based on the assumption that it is
normally safer to use cycle facilities, because
that assumption is contrary to all the
evidence; indeed, the opposite is true in
many situations. Not making that
assumption will give cyclists the necessary
discretion to make reasonable decisions not
to use such facilities where appropriate.’
The Minister did not respond directly to this
request, but, in answer to a question from
Andrew Pelling (Croydon Central), replied
that ‘the Department is confident that in the
very near future we will arrive at a form of
words that is less unacceptable to cycling
interests than the current draft. However,
we will not move from the principle that the

highway code will continue to be advisory
to cyclists on this matter.’
On 31 May, ‘following informal discussions
with the CTC’, the DfT announced that it
saw ‘merit in amending rules 61 and 63, so
as to remove any possible doubt about their
meaning.’
It
announced
a
short
‘stakeholder’ consultation on a new form of
words, while warning that any further delay
in issuing the Code would delay ‘the
benefits of applying all the improved advice
for all road users that it contains.’
The amended rules read:
61. Cycle Facilities. Use cycle routes,
advanced stop lines, cycle boxes and
toucan crossings unless at the time
it is unsafe to do so. Use of these
facilities is not compulsory and will
depend on your experience and
skills, but they can make your
journey safer.
63. Cycle Lanes. These are marked
by a white line (which may be
broken) along the carriageway.
When using a cycle lane, keep within
the lane when practicable. When
leaving a cycle lane check before
pulling out that it is safe to do so and
signal your intention clearly to other
road users. Use of these facilities is
not compulsory and will depend on
your experience and skills, but they
can make your journey safer.
At this point, some campaigners may have
reasoned: if this wording is the best we are
likely to get, we had better call it a victory.
The CTC promptly announced that The
Highway Code had been ‘cracked’, saying
‘we had intensive negotiations, but the
Department for Transport has listened to
CTC.’ Others were less convinced. The
wording ‘unless at the time it is unsafe to do
so’ is an improvement on ‘when practicable’
or ‘whenever possible,’ creating an
exception for facilities which are traversable
but unsafe to use at the time. However, in
practice, the cyclist needs to weigh the
relative risk of road and facility: ‘Is using the
facility manifestly unsafe?’ is a different
question from ‘Is using the facility probably
less safe than using the road?’ The rule still
assumes that the facility is the default
position for the prudent cyclist.
‘Use of the facilities is not compulsory’
perhaps clarifies the current legal position
for any belligerent but Code-reading
motorist and is to be welcomed, but this has
never been a question of compulsion but of

News
bad advice. To quote the new Code,
‘Although failure to comply with the other
rules of the Code will not, in itself, cause a
person to be prosecuted, The Highway
Code may be used in evidence in any court
proceedings under the Traffic Acts to
establish liability. This includes rules which
use advisory wording.’ As the responsible
Minister, Stephen Ladyman, explained in his
‘web chat’ of 6 June, ‘Cycle lanes can make
your journey safer but whether you use
them is up to you – if you don’t then be
aware of the needs of other road users and
the extra risks you may be taking.’
The wording ‘and will depend on your
experience and skills’ is an assumption, but
does not modify the advice. The phrase
‘they can make your journey safer’ is likely
to be read as an assertion and, as such, is
misleading, according to the weight of
evidence. And, just as the consultation was
drawing to a close, that weight of evidence
was bolstered by a new report4 out of
Copenhagen detailing one of the most
comprehensive before-and-after studies of
the effects of introducing in-town cycle
facilities.
Cambridge Cycling Campaign submitted a
formal response5 to the consultation,
welcoming the clarification but repeating its
concerns over the basic advice. Others,
including the Cycle Campaign Network
were refreshingly trenchant in their
criticisms6. The DfT, however, rejected all
such criticisms and suggestions and, having
made insubstantial changes, on 15 June it
laid before Parliament:
61. Cycle Routes and Other Facilities.
Use cycle routes, advanced stop
lines, cycle boxes and toucan
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crossings unless at the time it is
unsafe to do so. Use of these
facilities is not compulsory and will
depend on your experience and
skills, but they can make your
journey safer.
63. Cycle Lanes. These are marked
by a white line (which may be
broken) along the carriageway.
When using a cycle lane, keep within
the lane when practicable. When
leaving a cycle lane check before
pulling out that it is safe to do so and
signal your intention clearly to other
road users. Use of cycle lanes is not
compulsory and will depend on your
experience and skills, but they can
make your journey safer.
The documents accompanying the DfT’s
response to consultation provided no
evidence that the question of contributory
negligence had been taken into account.
Under the heading ‘Evidence that cycle
routes, cycle lanes and cycle facilities
improve cyclists’ safety’, the DfT were able
to point to evidence on the relative safety of
advanced stop lines, but with regard to
cycle routes could only muster the
‘evidence’ that local authorities promote
them as a safer alternative route, and with
regard to cycle lanes could only reassert that
they ‘can’ be safer than the alternative.
Meanwhile, Campaign member Daniel
Dignam’s e-petition asking the PM to ‘listen
to cyclists and not approve the revised
highway code’ had gathered an impressive
29 870 signatures. On 9 July, the
Government responded7, citing the above
changes to the rules and repeating its
warning about any further delays.

Having spent their 40 days before
parliament, the altered provisions of The
Highway Code were referred to a Delegated
Legislation Committee. Meeting on 26
June, committee members were advised by
Minister Stephen Ladyman that they were
unable to debate rules 61 and 63, which
were to be the subject of a separate order.
Even so, the committee seemed to spend
much of its time debating them. It is
perhaps disappointing that sympathetic
members of the committee appear to have
been misinformed as to cyclists’ precise
concerns about the relevant rules, leading
to muddled statements such as ‘the concern
was that a cyclist who followed the
procedures would have been in some way
contributorily negligent.’ The Minister
promised that ‘the CTC … will be involved
closely in developing any changes that may
be made to the next version’, but was highly
critical of the CTC’s lobbying strategy. His
comments were prompted by a committee
member reading into the record an email
from the CTC accusing DfT officials of
refusing to meet with it.
A few days later, Stephen Ladyman was
replaced as Minister of State by Rosie
Winterton, the new Secretary of State for
Transport being Ruth Kelly. We can only
hope that the new brooms at the DfT will
sweep in a new era of cycle-friendly policies
and evidence-based advice.
Campaigners are currently left with the task
of getting clear and coherent messages
across to MPs, with particular regard to the
consideration of rules 61 and 63 by the
Delegated
Legislation
Committee.
Assuming Parliament does not reject the
new rules, there remains the deep-pockets
alternative of Judicial Review, where a
challenge on logical principles might be
successful – or we wait for the contributory
negligence cases and rely on the Cyclists
Defence Fund.
Otherwise, as a wise man (Al Murray) once
said,

The rule still assumes that the facility is the default position for the prudent
cyclist. This assumption is dangerously wrong, as we have been trying to explain
for six months.

‘Those are the rules.
Where would we be without rules,
eh? France.
And where would we be with too
many rules? Germany.
And where would we be with rules
favouring cyclists? Holland!’
Ian McKee

1

www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2006/#C06014
www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/issues/highwaycode/practicable.html
3 www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/issues/highwaycode/ladyman.html
4 www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl73copenhagen
5 www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2007/C07031HighwayCodeJune2007Changes.pdf
6 www.cyclenetwork.org.uk/latest/doc/070611hc.pdf
7 www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl73pm
2
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Cycling Videos: meeting with Cambridgeshire
Road Safety
Three Cambridge Cycling Campaign representatives met the
Cambridgeshire County Council Road Safety team in May.
Campaign member Paul Jones has been routinely recording his
cycling journeys around Cambridge using a handlebar-mounted
camera. This was inspired by the videos made by another member
as reported in Newsletter 69. Paul has uploaded around forty
incidents he has recorded to the video-sharing website YouTube.
Many of Paul’s videos last around half a minute and show the
forward view from the handlebars of some of the typical conditions
cyclists face daily.

Paul Jones is cut up by a car on a
roundabout caught on video
In one of the videos1, Paul is riding southbound on Hills Road
towards its junction with Brooklands Avenue. The video shows a
bus overtaking Paul and then cutting in to the left. The bus cuts
across so far that Paul is forced against the pavement and has to
brake sharply to avoid being thrown off his bike. Paul then rides
past the bus, which has stopped at traffic lights, to remonstrate
with the driver.
When Paul published this video on YouTube it created a lot of
media interest and was featured on Anglia News. A member of
Cambridgeshire County Council’s Road Safety team responded to
the video during an interview on BBC Radio Cambridgeshire. The
response given by the Road Safety officer can be summed up briefly
by the following three points:
·

Wear safety equipment

·

Use cycle lanes

·

Better facilities are put in as part of new developments.

I had listened to this interview live as it went out, and I realised just
how irrelevant and blunt this advice was in light of the incident with
the bus. If Road Safety were not going to challenge clearly
dangerous driving then where did that leave us?
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The representations I made led to a meeting between the head of
Cambridgeshire Road Safety, three of her officers and with myself
and two other members of the campaign’s committee.
I started the meeting with a presentation of some of Paul’s videos.
We discussed the incident with the bus. Paul already routinely
wears a helmet, high visibility clothing and even reflective arm
bands and so the ‘wear safety equipment’ message was irrelevant.
This type of incident is one of the most common complaints made
by both members and the wider public contacting the campaign for
advice. The advice that came from the National Forum of Cycling
Instructors was that Paul could reduce close overtaking by riding
further out in the traffic stream, and by ‘taking the lane’ at the
traffic lights.
In the second video2 we showed, Paul is cut up by a car on a
roundabout. Paul approaches the roundabout in the narrow cycle
lane on Mowbray Road and wants to go straight on towards
Addenbrooke’s Hospital. A car overtakes him and turns left on the
roundabout, causing Paul to have to swerve and stop abruptly. This
video makes very clear the danger of placing too much trust in cycle
lanes. By keeping left as he joins the roundabout, Paul’s position
could indicate to other road users that he’s leaving at the next exit.
For going straight on, Paul should consider checking behind (which
of course does not show up in such videos) and leaving the cycle
lane in advance of the roundabout. At the roundabout he could
remain in the middle of the traffic stream. This makes his position
and intention clearer to other road users. This issue is hot at the
moment because the current draft of the Highway Code would put
us in the cycle lane ‘wherever possible’ – in direct conflict with the
best advice in Cycle Training. I think what happens to Paul in this
video is similar to what happened to the cyclist who was killed at
Girton Corner.
Further videos we showed consolidated the point that if you don’t
know the limitations of cycle lanes they can be the most dangerous
place in the road to ride.
The final video showed how new developments do not always
introduce better or safer cycling facilities. Buildouts have been
added to Kings Hedges Road which are at a dangerous width and
in violation of the advice given by the safety audits.

The Road Safety team should be
directly challenging clearly
dangerous driving, not telling cyclists
to use cycle lanes.
The videos and the context in which they were presented did have
a profound effect on the Road Safety Team. We felt it added to
their knowledge of some of the real conditions cyclists have to deal
with on the roads.
Needless to say this was a potentially difficult meeting. As I
prepared for it I was aware of the long history of trying to develop
effective promotional messages for cycling, and the differences of
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opinion that the Campaign has had with Road Safety over these
issues.
We again discussed the images of cyclists that are used in
promotional materials. The County Council has long insisted that all
cyclists must be shown wearing helmets. This position has come
through in a series of partnership meetings called Think Cycling – a
partnership that ultimately failed to achieve much largely because
of this intransigent position. During the meeting we presented the
‘Cycling Campaign’s view on cyclists in publicity material’ – (an
unpublished two-page document which might one day form part
of a wider Policy Paper). It argues that all legal cyclists have a right
to be represented in images – whether helmeted or not. Their
argument was that because they are Road Safety they will always
use helmeted cyclists, but that in other materials published by the
county council this is not a requirement. They no longer overtly do
‘wear helmet’ campaigns, because research suggests this puts
people off cycling. Cambridge it seems already has one of the
highest helmet wearing rates in the country at 45%.
We also debated the government's new Bikeability scheme. About
half the country has already taken up the scheme, but it hasn’t
happened in Cambridgeshire, yet. One of the main reasons for this
is that Cambridgeshire has an extensive programme of child cycle
training in place, which already reaches 54% of 10-year-olds, and
has laudably been training young riders on-road for very many
years. In its first phase Bikeability has effectively reached out to the
places in Britain which have the worst cycling levels. But it also
requires that the trainers are regular cyclists themselves. So the
situation in Cambridgeshire is that an effective and low-cost
scheme run by volunteers can’t win the Bikeability Badge because
it doesn’t meet the standards of a new professional and expensiveto-run scheme.

The County Council would not publish a picture like this. It
has long insisted that all cyclists must be shown wearing
helmets.

We had a very useful and fairly wide ranging discussion taking into
account cycle and driver training, enforcement and safety
messages. We learnt of yet another new partnership structure
within Cambridgeshire and Peterborough through which safety and
enforcement messages are channelled.
By the end of the meeting, we'd had an informative exchange of
views, and there is no doubt about how effective the videos had
been in making our case. We were able to make the very clear
points that:
1. Cyclists have the right to be on the road.
2. Burdening cyclists with well-intentioned advice can undermine
our safety by removing a legal defence from those who choose not
to wear ‘safety equipment’ or ride in cycle lanes ‘wherever possible.’
3. Cycle lanes have dangerous limitations.
We have agreed to work together on developing the vocabulary of
cycling safety messages, particularly for cycle lanes. This will be in
time for October when a new intake of students comes to the city.
Beyond that there were no specific measures, but I think we all
found the discussion useful, and a follow-up meeting was arranged
for November.
Simon Nuttall
1

www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl73clip1
2 www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl73clip2
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Subgroup activity
www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/subgroups/
An increasing amount of Cambridge Cycling Campaign’s strategic
planning and business is conducted by subgroups. These work on
a specific task or subject.
Here’s a quick run-down of recent activity, in the hope of
encouraging members to join our subgroup e-mail lists. You can do
so via our website at www.camcycle.org.uk/lists . Subgroups
sometimes also meet in person, and reports are usually given to
monthly meetings.

Addenbrooke’s subgroup
This is a new group, which has been set up in response to requests
from members working in the area. Initial discussion has been on
the designs for the Addenbrooke’s Access Road.

‘Highly successful media work by
subgroup members earlier this year
forced the County Council into a
commitment to correct some of the
very worst problems with the
road…’
Arbury Park subgroup
This subgroup has been continuing to raise the problems caused by
the reworking of King’s Hedges Road. Highly effective media work
by subgroup members earlier this year forced the County Council
into a commitment to correct some of the very worst problems with
the road, especially dealing with the pinch points whose design
problems raised in a key Safety Audit were ignored. As we reported
in Newsletter 70, action on these is forthcoming, and the subgroup
has been trying to push things forward.

Core Scheme subgroup
This subgroup was set up to consider each stage of the County
Council’s ‘Core Scheme’ proposals. This is the scheme which has
seen considerable reductions in through traffic in the city centre,
resulting in a more civilised, cycle-friendly atmosphere around the
city centre. Earlier stages of the Core Scheme have seen the
bollard-enforced closures in Bridge Street, Emmanuel Street and
Silver Street.
There has been much discussion on the Stage 5 proposals, namely
changes on Maid’s Causeway, where a zebra crossing and a lorry
ban are to be introduced. These fairly small changes seem to be
positive for cyclists.
The new bollards in St Andrew’s Street, part of the Core Scheme
Stage 4 proposals, are likely to be the next subject for discussion in
this subgroup when they come into operation later in 2007.

Crossings subgroup
This busy subgroup has been instrumental in forcing the County
Council’s u-turn on the Gonville Place crossing, which was the
subject of our 500+ signature petition. On behalf of the Campaign,
it recently objected to the totally unnecessary reinstatement of the
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turning ban – a matter which surely destroys any claim by the
county council of progressive pedestrian- and cycle-friendly policies
– while still welcoming the overall replacement of the new crossing
back to its original design.
The Signals Team at the County Council seem to have been busy
recently, resulting in a lot of discussion amongst the subgroup on
all the proposals coming forward. A proposal to add pedestrian
fences at the Jesus Lock crossing was objected to by the Campaign
and has been defeated (the County Council have now withdrawn
this plan). A new crossing on the other end of Chesterton Road was
accompanied by proposals for 1.2 m cycle lanes on a road 11 m
wide, resulting in a clear objection.

Cycle Parking subgroup
The Cycle Parking subgroup is our longest-running Subgroup, and
has kept an undercurrent of discussion or comment on cycle
parking issues. The Lion Yard development, Parking Policy Review,
the lack of cycle parking in areas like Romsey/Petersfield, the Grand
Arcade cycle park, removal of cycle parking at Bradwell’s Court and
the removal of cycle parking in Fisher Square have been recent
topics.

Guided Bus subgroup
The junctions and lighting issues have been amongst the relatively
light levels of discussion on this group.

Highway Code subgroup
Members of the Highway Code subgroup have been responsible for
the Campaign’s activity in recent months on this issue, reported
elsewhere in this Newsletter. The range of knowledge of legal and
other issues, as well as political contacts, have proven very useful.

Milton Road subgroup
Occasional discussion has focussed on a few sets of relatively small
proposed changes in this area of the city.

Newsletter subgroup
The Newsletter subgroup is a functional subgroup which is
responsible for assembling this Newsletter every other month! Help
is always needed – writing articles, proofreading, taking photos,
stuffing envelopes, delivering, website conversion. Please get in
touch if you can help or would like more information.

Park & Ride subgroup
This subgroup assembled the Campaign’s objection to the new
Milton Park and Ride site (which will replace the one at Cowley
Road) and pushed for improvements to be made during the design
process.

Station subgroup
The Subgroup has been continuing to monitor the ‘CB1’ proposal
by Ashwell Property Group PLC in this area. Revised plans are now
resurfacing, and much liaison work will need to be done to see how
cycle-friendly these are.

Campaigning
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Campaign open meetings
www.camcycle.org.uk/events
We’re continuing our regular cycle of
speakers and other special events at
monthly meetings, generally with a speaker
or presentation for the first half, then
Campaign items for discussion and
decisions afterwards.
Councillors and other decision-makers, and
of course Cambridge Cycling Campaign
members and non-members who are
interested, are most welcome to attend the
presentation section of the meeting. Open
meetings are held every month. The diary
section of this Newsletter and our website
have the dates of forthcoming meetings,
which are normally on the first Tuesday of
each month at 7.30 pm for 8 pm at the
Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane. Tea
and coffee are served from around 7.30 pm.

Reports of recent meetings
At our June meeting, Terence Bendixson,
President of Living Streets (formerly the
Pedestrians’ Assocation), gave a thoughtprovoking talk on issues relating to the
possibility of a Congestion Charge, warning
that such a Charge could have unintended
consequences for the suburbs and the
future patterns of housing provision, and
which could be counter-productive. We
thank Terence for his time to visit us and
prepare his talk.
In July, our own Membership Secretary,
Dave Earl, gave a talk and demonstration on
his work with OpenStreetMap.org, an
organisation which aims to survey and
produce a map which anyone, ourselves
included, may use and publish without
charge. The talk generated a lot of interest
and questions to Dave.

Cycle video activism and
Congestion charge discussion –
Tuesday 7 August 2007
Some of our members have recently taken
to installing handlebar-mounted video
cameras on their bikes, in order to
demonstrate dramatically the problems of
poor driving standards, as well as
thoughtless provision, which cyclists
encounter daily on the roads.
A recent Newsletter mentioned how one
video, which shows a bus overtaking – then
pulling in front of – the cyclist, resulted in
regional media coverage.
On another front, our campaigning on the
newly dangerous state of King’s Hedges
Road, as a result of buildouts which ignore
key safety recommendations, was helped
hugely by videos (available on our website)
which show how some motorists try to
overtake through gaps that are simply too
narrow. The Council have since promised to
widen the gaps to reduce the scale of the
problem.

policy, guidance and issues. He has also
been much involved in the work of the
Crossings Subgroup and other subgroups.
Alasdair will be giving a talk entitled
‘Designing For Cyclists’. This will cover the
nitty-gritty of a range of design issues of the
sort which we as a Campaign continually
have to raise in our dealings with councillors
and engineers at the councils.

Cycling 2020 is to be a
visionary document
for cycling in the city
over the next 15 years.
Cycling 2020 launch to
members – Tuesday 2 October
2007

The second half of the meeting will be an
hour-long opportunity for discussion on the
Demand Management proposals, including
the congestion charge.

Our Cycling 2020 document is nearing
completion, and we expect to launch it
around the start of October. Cycling 2020 is
to be our visionary document for cycling in
the city over the next 15 years. The
brochure will contain a series of achievable
but challenging plans for the delivery of an
attractive cycling infrastructure, and act as a
focus for campaigning. Come along and see
our presentation of the document.

Designing for Cyclists – Tuesday
4 September 2007

Annual General Meeting –
Tuesday 6 November 2007

Alasdair Massie is a member of the
Campaign, the CTC's North Hertfordshire
rep, and a chartered engineer with much
technical knowledge of cycle planning

Advance notice of our AGM. Put the date in
your diary now! More details next issue.

The cyclists will be speaking about their
experiences and demonstrating the kit, and
taking your questions and ideas.

Photomap this month:
editor’s pick
#10998: Obstructing both the pavement and
mandatory contraflow cycle lane in Bateman
Street, this builder thought they formed a
perfectly acceptable long stay car park.
For more cycling-related photos of Cambridge, or to add your
own, visit www.camcycle.org.uk/map.
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Cycling to Cambourne – the joy of the open road
Since my employers moved from Fulbourn to Cambourne almost
two years ago, things have changed significantly for cyclists
travelling between this new town development and Cambridge. For
most of that time, major roadworks for upgrading the A428 to dual
carriageway between Hardwick and Caxton Gibbet have made the
ride interesting, but slow and at times downright inconvenient.

There are still a few problems. At the time of writing, there are two
sets of roadworks, with single alternate lane traffic. The timing of
the traffic lights rarely allows a cyclist to get through the works
before traffic starts coming the other way. Fortunately there is
usually a way round either on the path or just inside the line of
cones, provided there isn’t a JCB swinging about in there.

However, all that changed dramatically at the end of May when the
dual carriageway opened. The old road, where once only the very
brave or foolhardy dared to pedal, has suddenly become quite
pleasant to ride on. Gone is the constant stream of 40-tonne trucks
and impatient commuters. No longer do cyclists feel the need to
cower on the footpath and creep across boulder-strewn works
entrances. Instead we can pedal smoothly along a near empty road.

Also, the small amount of remaining motor traffic can be very fast,
as the road is mostly straight and wide. Technically there is still a
40 mph limit because of the present roadworks, but this is widely
ignored away from the works themselves, and in any case the
national 60 mph limit is due to be reinstated once the works have
been cleared. The majority of motorists leave plenty of room, but
there is always the pig-headed ‘it’s only a cyclist’ brigade who whiz
past a couple of feet away even when the road is empty.
Entry into Cambourne can be a bit exciting. If I wanted to use the
absurd cycle path over the A428 junction, with its four sets of
barriers and two push-button crossings, I would find it difficult to
actually join the path as there is no obvious access which avoids the
roundabout. As it is I stay on the road to cross the junction. On
leaving the second roundabout, I need to make an immediate right
turn on to the cycle path which leads to the business park. In effect
this is a right turn from the ‘fast’ lane of a dual carriageway on to
the central reservation, but it’s not as scary as it sounds because the
roundabout is quite small and traffic is forced to slow significantly.
Choosing the right position on the road stops anything trying to
cross my path. Some motorists are a little surprised by my
manoeuvre, but I’m usually gone by the time they’ve realised what
I’m doing.

Where has all the traffic gone?
Going towards Cambridge, there is a lovely glide down the slope of
the flyover at Childerley Gate, across the roundabout and on down
to Hardwick. It’s easy to maintain 20+ mph on this section, even
more with a tail wind. This will make a huge difference in the
winter, when previously a bumpy path and dazzling headlights
served to make progress slow and uncomfortable. All in all I
typically save up to ten minutes on my previous journey time, often
for somewhat less effort than before.

If I wanted to use the absurd cycle path over the A428
junction, with its four sets of barriers and two push-button
crossings, I would find it difficult to actually join the path.
We may not always like it when millions of pounds are spent on a
few miles of dual carriageway, especially when you think how many
miles of decent Dutch-quality cycle paths might have been provided
for that money. But if roads are going to be built, it’s good when
there are beneficial spin-offs for cycling.

‘…a lovely glide down the slope of the new flyover at
Childerley Gate’
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Rogue cyclists
In Newsletter 71 we published an article ‘Examining legality’ which
looked at some of the causes of illegal cycling and what might be
done about them. Here I want to put illegal cycling into some sort
of perspective.
First of all, can we get rid of the term ‘lycra lout’? Most lycra-clad
cyclists are serious, experienced cyclists. They generally wear a
helmet and cycle on the road to get from A to B fast and efficiently.
Cycling illegally or even legally on the pavement would be
anathema to most of them.
Secondly, remember that every person cycling is not in a car. Even
cyclists illegally on pavements are doing their bit for the carbon
footprint and are not contributing to congestion and pollution.
According to popular belief it would seem that the two cardinal sins
that cyclists commit are cycling on pavement where cycling is not
permitted and jumping red lights. Of course cyclists should obey the
law and should cycle with due regard for others. Of course it can
be unnerving and occasionally even physically harmful for walkers
to have a cyclist career by on a pavement or path – particularly if
the pedestrian is frail, hard of hearing or partially sighted. But are
these rogues serious sinners compared to others on the highways?
Statistics tell a different story.
Figures covering the years 2001–2005 provided to the CTC
(Cyclists’ Touring Club) by Transport for London show that in
London there were on the pavement 2197 reported pedestrian
injuries arising from collisions with motor vehicles, including 17
fatalities. These injuries outnumbered those involving cycles by a
factor of 42 to 1. The total number of reported pedestrian injuries
in London due to collisions with cyclists on pavements was just 65
in the year 2001 and 69 in 2005. In the meantime, the figure went
down, up and back down again, showing no clear overall trend.
This was despite a 72% increase in cycle use over the period.
Transport for London also released some data about fatalities in
London arising from red light jumping in the same five years. These
show that, during that period, two cyclists were killed in London
while jumping red lights. However, during the same time:

Even cyclists on pavements are dong their bit for the carbon
footprint and are not contributing to congestion and
pollution
National figures from the Department for Transport show that in
2001–2005, 236 pedestrians were killed in collisions involving
motor vehicles on the footway or verge as compared to just one
involving a cyclist.
I’m not condoning bad behaviour by cyclists. Cyclists should
certainly obey the law and be considerate to other highway users. I
don’t want to see pedestrians injured or alarmed, but I do think that
pedestrians would be better served by campaigns to control vehicle
speeds and other infringements of the law by drivers, rather than
emphasising the relatively harmless misdemeanours of a minority of
cyclists.
Lisa Woodburn
Figures in this article are extracted from articles by Doug Briggs in
the Greater Manchester Cycling Campaign newsletter ‘Pothole’.

7 motorbikers died jumping red lights (one of these collisions also
killed a car driver)
3 cyclists were killed by drivers jumping red lights
7 pedestrians were killed by drivers jumping red lights.

Park Street Cycle Park Leaflet
You should have found a leaflet about park Street Cycle Park inside this edition of the
Newsletter. Please would you put it on display in a prominent position at your work place
or anywhere it will be noticed which will help this valuable cycling facility to be more fully
utilised.
See www.cambridge.gov.uk/cyclepark.
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Kings Hedges
Unfairly maligned, usually by people who've
never been there and often by those who
still think it is "The Arbury" despite a name
change of "North Arbury" to "Kings
Hedges" some 20 years ago, the Kings
Hedges estate is actually a very interesting
part of the city. It is the result of having
learnt from the 1950s housing blocks.
It was designed to put people first, not cars.
It has a progressive design, in the European
style, with a lot of open green spaces. It has
housing which fronts onto the park and the
bike/footpath instead of onto a road.
It's a model of how further housing
developments in Cambridge should have
been designed, but sadly it's been ignored
by more recent developers keen to cram as
many houses as possible onto the smallest
possible scrap of land. Kings Hedges was
designed to be a good place to live. I
strongly recommend a walk or cycle
through the estate.
It's not perfect. The paths are often not
wide enough and have a few blind corners
and barriers. However, together they are
still the most helpful off road cycle facility
built anywhere in Cambridge to date. They
are genuinely pervasive and useful rather
than seeming like afterthoughts. How sad
that we're now so far behind the 1970s,
and how sad that what was achieved in
Kings Hedges is so rarely recognised for
what it is.

We can ride from this position to the
Science Park hardly having to touch any
roads at all. At this point, the path has a
newer housing development on the right,
which presents a fence against the path
instead of including equally good cycling or
walking provision.
This is a rare place in Cambridge where the
path has proper lighting, so it's useful after
dark as well as in the daytime.
Old vs. new. This photo shows housing
which fronts onto the park (unfortunately
there is a blind corner which effectively
narrows the path:

Location 3
This photo shows what is nearly a small
"gated community" of privately owned
apartments built just a few years ago in the
middle of the estate:

Location 1

Location 4

This is the path past St. Lawrence's school
towards Kings Hedges:

These have a fence between themselves
and the park meaning there is no easy way
for the people living in these apartments to
use the park and that they are cut off from
the rest of the local people. Instead, their
entrances are on the other side in the car
park.
This is not an example of the ‘permeable’
and well-linked infrastructure so highly
regarded in the Manual For Streets (see
article on page 6).

Location 2
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Photos 5 to 7 show the underpass of
Northfield Avenue. This provides easy access
to Kings Hedges Primary School:

Location 5
It's rather a shame that it is marred by
barriers as these especially make use
difficult for children and for those who are
carrying shopping.

Location 6: From Cameron Road to
Nun's Way Rec—a great traffic free
route for children.
The gradient here is greater than almost
anywhere else in Cambridge. It makes it
difficult to get up the slope from a standing
start and I've seen a primary school kid
collide with the barriers at the bottom of the
slope at quite a considerable speed.

Location 7
Despite these rather unfortunate barriers,
this route, which goes through one of the
housing areas, acts as an alternative to
riding along Arbury Road. There are large
green areas between each building.KH8
Bollards prevent cars from entering this
area. Also the old style bike route sign.
These have mostly been replaced, but it
looks like Kings Hedges was overlooked!
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Location 9: Pleasant paths connect up
the housing areas

Location 8
As you'll have seen, this is a rather unusual
housing estate for the UK. It's a very
pleasant design, with a lot of green spaces
and favouring people over cars. It provides
traffic free routes which are more direct and
quicker to use than the roads. It provides for
children, pedestrians and adult cyclists to a
much higher than usual standard.
Developments like these are still built
successfully in other countries. For instance,
Houten is an entire city built on these lines.
Or Meerhoven near Eindhoven. Both of
these places are in the Netherlands - a
country where cycling provision is always
better than the UK.

It doesn't have to be so, of course, and
Kings Hedges is as close as we get in this
area to showing that we too can build good
quality housing estates.
If only new developments in Cambridge
were built to the same standard we'd be
much better off. Sadly, Arbury Park, a new
development being built just north of Kings
Hedges on the opposite side of Kings
Hedges Road is a ‘normal’ car oriented
development. This appears to be the style in
which all the new developments are being
built. However ‘pervasive’ and ‘cycle
friendly’ the proposals claim them to be,
none get close to matching Kings Hedges.
Sadly, not only do newer developments not
match Kings Hedges, they often seem to try
their hardest to defeat what was achieved.
For instance, look at the distance you have
to travel between Hopkins Close and the
Carlton Way shops. They are only about
200 m apart, and there is space for a

cut-through by foot or by car, but the roads
have been designed apparently in order to
change the journey of a few hundred
metres by foot into a mile by car. Once
people hop in their car for this they are as
likely to end up driving to the out of town
supermarket, aiding the demise of local
shops. The layout of modern housing
estates has a lot to answer for:
We're seeing similarly indirect cycling and
walking routes provided from other new
estates, ‘The Quills’ and ‘Arbury Park’
included. New developments should be
required to co-operate with existing cycling
and walking infrastructure, not react
against it.
There are many beautiful buildings in the
centre of Cambridge. People come from all
around the world to see them, and
Cambridge would not be the same place
without them. However, for people who
live here what is needed is housing which is
designed for people. The design of Kings
Hedges has excellent architecture and the
best planning in Cambridge. We should be
seeing more of this.
David Hembrow
Note: Photo locations shown on map.
Map by OpenStreetMap, CC-by-SA - some
rights reserved.
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Diary

Campaign diary
August 2007
Fri 3

8.30 am

Fri 3

12.30 pm

Weather permitting, leaving from the Stourbridge Common side of Green Dragon Bridge, a lunchtime ride of varying speed and
length, probably involving a stop at a pub. Open and to all who like to ride and talk about bicycles. Join the ride at your own risk.

review and planning for 74, over breakfast at Tatties café, 40 Hills Road.

Tue 7

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.). Cycle video activism. A number
of our members have recently taken to installing a handlebar-mounted video camera on their bikes, in order to demonstrate the
problems of poor driving standards, as well as thoughtless provision, which cyclists encounter daily on the roads. The cyclists will be
speaking about their experiences, demonstrating the kit, and taking your questions and ideas.

Fri 10

12.30 pm

A lunchtime ride. For details see 3 August.

Fri 17

12.30 pm

A lunchtime ride. For details see 3 August.

Mon 20

7 pm

Join us for a social gathering at CB2 café, 5-7 Norfolk Street.

Fri 24

12.30 pm

A lunchtime ride. For details see 3 August.

Fri 31

12.30 pm

A lunchtime ride. For details see 3 August.

September
Tue 4

7.30 pm

Monthly general meeting, Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane. For details see 7 August. Designing for Cyclists, a talk by Campaign
member Alasdair Massie.

Thu 6

7.30 pm

Cambridge East Area Committee council meeting. Such meetings often cover walking, cycling and planning issues and the public
may attend. It can be useful and even interesting for Campaign members. Cherry Trees Day Centre, St Matthews Street.

Sat 8
Thu 27

Deadline for articles written for
7.30 pm

Sun 30

.

envelope stuffing at the Baby Milk Action office, 34 Trumpington Street. Help very much welcomed.
Oxford to Cambridge Cycle Ride in aid of the British Heart Foundation. 85 miles. Details from www.bhf.org.uk/oxcamride or 0800
389 9750.

October
Tue 2

7.30 pm

Fri 5

8.30 am

Monthly general meeting, Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane. For details see 7 August. Official launch of
visionary document for cycling in the city over the next 15 years.

our

review and planning for 75, over breakfast at Tatties café, 40 Hills Road.

Sat 6/Sun 7

A meeting to draft our communications to councillors of the Traffic Management Area Joint Committee (AJC) this weekend. Time
and place to be decided.

Mon 15

Traffic Management Area Joint Committee meeting. Campaign members may be interested to attend AJC meetings, which cover
walking, cycling and planning issues in some depth.

Mon 15

7 pm

Join us for a social gathering at CB2 café, 5-7 Norfolk Street.

Sun 28

1 am

British Summer Time ends. Set your clocks back and get out your bike lights.

Small ads
For sale (July/August 2007)
Dawes Super Galaxy 49 cm to top, 55 cm top tube, 531 frame and forks, new Schwalbe Marathon 700 x 28 tyres. £200 daytime
( (01223) 555170
Collectors items: Gents 23" Sunbeam 1955 green roadster, Little Oilbath chain case, BSA 3spd with the BSA patented QR hub gear
system (rear wheel detaches and leaves the drive sprocket attached to frame), original pedals, hub dynamo, new tyre, Middlemoores
saddle. Fair condition £80. Gents 23" 3-speed (SA hub gears) Humber roadster 1955 (approx), black (resprayed). Roller lever brakes,
original chainset, new chain and BB axle and bearings, new tyres, mudguards. Fair condition. Good commuter £35. Can deliver
Cambridge City. Phil Russell ( (01223) 841724, Great Shelford.
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What value cycle
parking?
Your streets this month
(Continued from page 28)

Newmarket Road and Maid’s Causeway

A bike leaning against a post is vulnerable to theft,
vandalism or cursory removal by the police or local
authority.
The following is based on a contribution to the Cycle Parking
Subgroup’s e-mail list a few months ago, during a debate on how
reasonable it is for us as a Campaign to insist on enough quality
cycle parking provision.
We must be able to distinguish between reality and the prejudices
that are repeatedly rolled out to justify giving cyclists a raw deal yet
again in favour of drivers. We should not forget that to squeeze one
more car space onto a site forces about ten cyclists to try and find
a railing to hang off.
It is not a valid argument to suggest that cycle parking isn’t needed
because people can just fly park. A bike chained to a lamp post
doesn't create the same problems as a car on a pavement, but it
isn’t something you want to encourage either. And what of the
user? A bike chained to a post is vulnerable to theft, vandalism or
cursory removal by the police or local authority.
Have a look around the centre of Cambridge. There is an acute
shortage of cycle parking – railings have threatening notices fixed
to them; shop windows have notices requesting people not to lean
their cycles against them and bikes are left everywhere a space can
be found. It is a problem, and it is not being properly catered for,
precisely because of the attitude that cycle parking is an
unreasonable imposition on building owners and developers. We
are worried, though, that the developers are trying to make cyclists
pay to park at the majority of spaces.
Developers will always fight for more car parking, but they have
little interest in the more general long-term health of a city.
Restricting availability of car parking space is one of the few
effective deterrents to traffic growth that a local authority can
apply. If we want Cambridge to have clean air and quiet roads, then
resisting the demand for ever more car parking and supporting calls
for more cycle parking are essential.

At the Cambridge Environment and Traffic Management Area
Joint Committee (AJC) on 16 July 2007, Core Stage 5 proposals
for the length of road between the East Road roundabout and
the Four Lamps roundabout were discussed. The officers
recommended that the Committee agree to the installation of a
pedestrian crossing by the Zebra pub and that the limit for the
weight of lorries allowed along the road should be 7.5 tonnes.
Officers suggested that consideration of a 20 mph speed limit
should be deferred until the County Council’s Speed Limit Policy
had been determined. The AJC agreed the officers’
recommendations.

Gonville Place crossing
There is still no news about when work will begin to return the
Gresham Road/Parker’s Piece crossing to its previous layout. We
are still trying to get the right turn out of Gresham Road and the
left turn from Parker’s Piece allowed.

National Cycle Network path near Ely
On 22 June, a goods train derailed on the bridge over the River
Ouse near Ely on the Ely–Soham– Newmarket line. At first it was
feared that this would close the NCN route for the whole of the
summer. However, we have received a message from Sustrans
that they are hopeful that the path can be re-opened quite soon,
once the trucks and the damaged railway bridge have been
removed. If you are planning a ride that way, contact the
Campaign and we will let you know if we have any news.

Windsor Road
The traffic calming here is now in place. Our members have
warned us that cycling along this road should be done with care
as you are likely to come into conflict with oncoming vehicles
(see Page 5)

Grand Arcade cycle park
We have heard that this new cycle park will open at the end of
September, the same time as the Annexe car park, the Corn
Exchange Street contraflow cycle lane (which was agreed after
much hard work by the Campaign) and the high level walkway.
The planning condition for the Grand Arcade specified that the
cycle park was to be opened no later than the car park. There
thus appears to have been a breach of planning conditions, as
some of the car parking is already in use.

Alasdair Massie
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YOUR STREETS THIS MONTH
Cowley Road junction

Riverside

Works are now complete at the junction of Cowley Road and the
Science Park. However, the result seems to be most unsatisfactory
for cyclists. One user (Robert Frisk) expressed very well his opinion
of the changes:

As reported in Newsletter 72, Riverside is closed to motor traffic.
We have received a number of complaints about the inadequate
provision for pedestrians and cyclists and of an abandoned car
blocking the way through. On a happier note, the timetable tells us
that the steel structure of the bridge will be constructed from
mid-July, so a detour in that direction to see the bridge taking shape
may well soon be worthwhile.

The two new junctions on the cycle route are accidents
waiting to happen as excessive periods of apparent inactivity
of traffic lead to cyclists crossing when they have no idea of
the status of the traffic signals for the carriageways. The
signalling for a cyclist/pedestrian on the crossings appears
minimal; there are no detection loops on the cycle
approaches, in the relatively short space it is now incumbent
on a cyclist/pedestrian to cross seven carriageways with
traffic coming from a wide variety of angles. Before the
junction upgrade the cycle route was almost uninterrupted,
now all equality with other road users has been lost. As a
resident of Milton it is most disappointing that that
increased safety born from the cycle bridge/new path has
now been completely negated by once again having to cross
two major junctions.

New Bit path
New Bit is the grass common area opposite the Botanic Garden and
between the two paths which run from Trumpington Road towards
Newnham. Proposals put before the AJC recommend that the
southernmost path which forms part of the National Cycle Network
Route 11 should be widened, including the cattle grids at the
Trumpington Road end, and the provision of LED studs to provide
waymarking at night time. The Campaign has welcomed these
improvements to this important cycle route. The AJC agreed to
proceed to consult on these proposals.

Pedestrians and cyclists can still get through Riverside while
it is closed for construction of the new cycle bridge, but the
diversion has not been without teething troubles.

New Bit: improved path. Map by OpenStreetMap, CC-by-SA - some rights reserved.
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