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Co-ordinator’s comment

Co-ordinator’s comment

If you like what you see in this newsletter,
add your voice to those of our 980 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.
Don’t forget our meetings, open to all,
are on the first Tuesday of each month,
7.30 for 8.00pm at the Friends’ Meeting
House, Jesus Lane, Cambridge.

Elected Officers 2007-2008
Co-ordinator – Martin Lucas-Smith
Liaison Officer – Jim Chisholm
Membership Secretary – David Earl
Newsletter Editor – Monica Frisch
Treasurer – Clare Macrae
Events Officer – vacant
Recruitment Officer – vacant
Press Officer – vacant
Officers without portfolio – Mike Causer,
Mark Irving, Vanessa Kelly, Bev Nicolson,
Simon Nuttall, Paul Robison and
James Woodburn.

Contacting the Campaign
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
PO Box 204
Cambridge CB4 3FN

Unclogging Cambridge?
In June, we launched a new website called
www.UnclogCambridge.com, giving the
facts about the proposals for the congestion
charge in a clear manner, as well as putting
forward arguments in favour of it and the
£500m of up-front investment it would bring.
The debate continues to move on, with the
announcement at the end of June of a new
Commission to examine the proposals.
We hope that the Commission will provide
a good opportunity for us and others in
favour of the proposals to explain the benefits.
The proposals offer both a carrot and a stick.
In our view, both are needed if transport in
Cambridge is to be made to work much
better. Improving cycling will benefit car
drivers too, as more people cycling means
fewer vehicles in the queue in front. Indeed,
our own members’ survey showed that the
vast majority of our members own and use
cars. Every time someone chooses to use a
bike rather than a car it demonstrates to
opponents of cycling why it makes sense to
provide for cycling.

Telephone and fax (01223) 690718

City Centre changes

Internet: www.camcycle.org.uk

There was much discussion on our email
lists in June about the changes to the
St. Andrew’s Street area. What are your
views on the changes? Personally I feel that
they are a mixture, with St. Andrew’s Street
itself feeling a lot easier to travel through.

E-mail: contact@camcycle.org.uk

This newsletter is printed on recycled paper
by Victoire Press, Bar Hill.
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There has been much discussion on our email lists about the changes to the
St Andrew’s Street area. What are your views?
The changes to Emmanuel Street are in
progress at the time of writing. Our submission
on the changes expressed concerns about
how the contraflow will work, and we await
the results in practice.

‘Cycling 2020’ and ‘Cycling in
New Developments’

I’m pleased to report that the feedback on
these documents has been overwhelmingly
positive. Decision-makers we have spoken
to seem particularly impressed. The New
Developments paper, we feel, is becoming
of particular use in our submissions on the
various proposals for new housing – almost
50,000 new houses by 2016.
Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator

Cycling Demonstration Town
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Cycling Demonstration Town (with a necklace)
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Several years ago ‘Cycling England’, with funding from the
Department for Transport (DfT), established a series of ‘Cycling
Demonstration Towns’. Extra funding was pumped in and various
experiments conducted to see how the levels of cycling could be
increased and what benefits they would bring. The early results
have been very positive.
Earlier this year funding for a second tranche, including a ‘Cycling
City’, was announced and bids were invited from suitable candidates.
In April we were pleased to hear that Cambridgeshire was to
submit a bid, not as a City (it isn’t big enough) but for Cambridge
and its ‘necklace’ villages. The necklace is pretty big including not
only the traditional ring of small villages, but also those as far out
as Sawston and Cottenham.

Why Cambridge?
Although Cambridge has traditionally had high levels of cycling,
the expansion of the ‘tradition’ into the new urban fringe may
prove difficult without special measures. In addition, although
motor traffic within Cambridge has been stabilised, the above-average
rise in traffic outside the city threatens the viability of cycling both
for leisure and utility trips. It could be a good model to show how
to tackle such problems elsewhere.
There has been slightly more rapid progress with this bid than with
the bid linked with congestion charging for Transport Infrastructure
Funding (TIF). In June you will almost certainly have seen that Bristol
won the ‘City’ bid, but less was said about the other winners.
Cambridge won one of the places for ‘Towns’, and for completeness
the others were: Blackpool, Chester, Colchester, Leighton/Linslade,
Shrewsbury, Southend on Sea, Southport with Ainsdale, Stoke on
Trent, Woking and York.
This means that in Cambridge and around, some six million pounds
should be dedicated to cycling over the next three years. Half of
this will be direct from DfT (via Cycling England) with the other half
from development levies (S106) and the local transport plan (LTP).

urn
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Sawston

It is unclear how much of this second half will be ‘new’ money, and
it is a question we will ask.

So what happens next?
The submitted bid will have some fine tuning to ensure objectives
are achievable, but one major item is that ‘Bikeability’ training will
be delivered for all school children within the area, and a number
of schemes, such as improvements to ‘The Tins’ (the path to Cherry
Hinton that crosses the railway), should be completed early.

Other headline items:
• One of the ‘prerequisites’ is that schemes should
pass the Cycling England ‘Design Checklist’,
(see: http://www.cyclingengland.co.uk/index.php)
• Marketing will have a higher profile. Should cyclists
be treated as ‘customers’, as Park and Ride Users are?
• Monitoring will also have a higher profile, so perhaps
we’ll even get an ‘Origin and Destination‘ survey of cyclists.

It is very early days, and to manage a programme of this size
extra staff will need to be recruited, and a ‘Steering Group’ will also
be required.
Implicit in the ‘Information for Bidders’ is a technical requirement:
“to restrain traffic volumes and speeds and to give advantage to cyclists”.
We sincerely hope that Cambridge will also offer good opportunities
for innovative schemes to be tested, such as advance signals for
cyclists, hybrid cycle lanes, and new types of signing etc. With levels
of cycling far in excess of most towns and exceeded by none,
evaluation of such innovations could be a rapid process.
Jim Chisholm
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Local news

Signs are just too subtle in new two-way streets

Mawson Road has a short cycle lane, although as the only place for a long way without double yellow lines, this taxi was using
it as a parking lane. It was still there 30 minutes later.
Earlier in the year, a number of streets off
Mill Road were changed from being one way
to two way for cycles. What is commonplace,
common-sense standard practice elsewhere
in Europe, and even elsewhere in
Cambridge, was turned by politicians into
a political football so that it was a fight for
years to get additional streets converted.
Several were refused, at least one in order to
maintain capacity for cars. But four went
ahead. Even when the decision was made it
took a year for anything to actually be done
on the ground.

which traffic emerges. Then the work took
ages leaving it unclear who was allowed
to do what for a while. And then they
didn’t use the standard arrangement
authorised by the Department for Transport,
for which there was space in all but the
case of Covent Garden. Instead they used
No Motor Vehicles signs.
No Motor Vehicles is just too subtle. In most
other contexts it is used with a plate
which says ‘except for access’. In other
words, it has no restrictive effect at all.

Where there is a continuous or long cycle
lane, and little traffic, No Motor Vehicles
signs just about work. Wheeler Street and
Corn Exchange Street don’t seem to have
caused major upsets. Covent Garden (see
cover) is similar, with a red cycle lane
marked out for cycles in the ‘wrong’ direction
(and it helps that the ‘wrong’ direction is
towards Mill Road in this case). The lane is

The use of ‘No Motor Vehicles’ signs in the streets
which have been made two way for cycles is just too
subtle. As a result cars have been ignoring the signs
and turning into these streets.
And the work was a shambles. Whether by
accident or design, the County Council appears
to have done everything so half-heartedly
that it plays into the hands of those
opponents who don’t want cyclists to be
given an inch. First they refused to do
anything about the ghastly planting tub
on the way into Kingston Street, so cyclists
have to go through the same gap from
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The difference with and without the plate is
simply too much, or too tempting, for
the typical motorist to understand or
take seriously. As a result cars have
been ignoring the signs and turning into
these streets and there are now calls
for a ‘review’. In some people’s minds
this no doubt means reversing the
decision altogether.

The ‘No Motor Vehicles’ sign is not
effective in telling motorists ‘you must
not enter here’. This car (further back,
on the left) has just driven the wrong
way down Kingston Street.

Local news
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The ‘cycle plug’ is the standard arrangement for allowing cyclists
to enter what would otherwise be a one-way street, as here
at St Barnabas Road off Mill Road (above).
This one in London (right) has to be tongue-in-cheek. Either the
engineers installed it as a sop to the DfT rules, knowing full well
that cyclists would ignore the ironmongery chicane and go
through the No Entry signs, or they were unbelievably naïve.
‘advisory’ (dotted lines) rather than being a true contraflow lane (so
not like Downing Street for example), but the distinction is only
relevant to and understood by the anoraks amongst us. The effect
is achieved through distinctive red surfacing, not through the
technicalities of the markings.
It is not just the County Council’s fault. For years the Department
for Transport has insisted on the use of a ‘cycle plug’, in effect
creating two short roads side by side, one of which is signed as
No Entry and the other for cycles only. They have been intransigently
obstinate in not allowing No Entry signs to have ‘Except cycles’
plates. ‘Except buses’ and ‘Except Authorized Vehicles’ are allowed.
In some cases private landowners and even sometimes the local
authorities have simply ignored the letter of the rules (consider
Malcolm Street in Cambridge for example).

require the ‘Except Cyclists’ plate under No Entry. It replaces the
island with a simple white line, and signs it ‘diagrammatically’, the
part for cycles next to the No Entry part (rather like the division
between pedestrians and cyclists is done on the sign for segregated
shared-use, or the signs indicating bus lanes).

Our proposed compromise would replace
the island with a simple white line.
We haven’t heard anything back yet. If this arrangement were
allowed it would simplify many junctions in Cambridge, not just the
new ones off Mill Road. Even if it isn’t permitted, there is no reason
why those streets can’t be signed according to the existing rules
(except Covent Garden, which is too narrow).

Even with a planter, there is ample room to have the standard
island arrangement at MacKenzie Road. The extra traffic lane is
completely unnecessary for the tiny amount of traffic, and
explicity puts right-turning cars where entering cycles need to be.
A No Entry sign saying ‘Except Cycles’ is common throughout
Europe. However, on its own, it does have the disadvantage that cars
turning right (in this country) out of the (pseudo) one-way street
automatically position themselves where cyclists need to be to turn in.
At best, this is inconvenient and leads to conflict. At worst, to a crash. A
cycle lane, even quite short and narrow, is therefore highly desirable.
This can nearly always be accommodated where a complete island
and bollard cannot be.
So, we decided to have another go at the Department for Transport
through Cambridge MP David Howarth, to see again if we can get
the rules changed. We have proposed a compromise which does
away with the island, but keeps the desirable lane, and doesn’t

A best-of-both-worlds suggestion we are promoting: it has
an access lane, but doesn’t need an island; it has ‘No Entry’
signs, but doesn’t need the ‘Except Cyclists’ plate to which
the DfT is so opposed to make it work.
We really do despair that we have to spend so much time and
effort on what should be such straightforward and simple changes
to benefit cyclists. What hope of making things better for cycling in
Cambridge if every tiny little step has to be fought and re-fought
every inch of the way?
David Earl
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Local news

Permission granted for Bell School development

The map above shows the area of proposed development on the west side of Babraham Road. The shared-use path on the
east side of Babraham Road (right) is much used. At the proposed junction, the grass verge by the path will be removed and the
shared-use path moved over to the garden boundary. This means that there is unlikely to be anywhere to put the posts apart from
the shared-use path and there will almost certainly be no space to widen the path.
To our dismay, outline planning permission
has now been granted for the Bell School
development. The development will provide
347 dwellings and accommodation for 100
students on the Bell School paddock and
sports pitch behind the houses along
the west side of Babraham Road between
the junction with Worts’ Causeway and
the junction with Granham’s Road. It will
extend the residential area of the city into
the attractive countryside to the south
towards the Gog Magog hills.

The main problem is the
proposed narrow access
road and the associated
highly unsatisfactory
road junction
The application for planning permission
(06/0795/OUT) was submitted two years
ago and has been amended several times.
From the start we have campaigned
against the development and subsequent
amendments to it. We have participated in
a number of meetings with council officers,
have submitted three detailed formal letters
of objection and have spoken at two
Development Control Forums and at the
recent meeting of the Joint Development
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Control Committee (JDCC). All has been to
no avail so far: the JDCC approved the
outline application. In November last year
I set out a summary of our main objections
in Newsletter 75. Additional detail is given
in our letters of objection which are available
on our website.
From our point of view the main problem is
the proposed narrow access road and the
associated highly unsatisfactory road junction
on Babraham Road. Transport consultants
working on behalf of the Bell School and
transport officers of the County Council have
from the start of the process attempted to
agree a design for an access road and a
junction that accord with national standards
and government guidance and which fit into
the very limited space available. They have
failed. All three options produced so far are
acknowledged by the County Council to
have serious flaws. The Cambridgeshire
Police Road Safety Unit and the Cambridge
Road Safety Advisory Council have also
made serious criticisms. Normally access
arrangements are defined at outline planning
permission stage but in this instance a case
was made for approval of a junction and
access road at this location without showing
how the shortcomings of the existing
designs could be overcome. We have the
worrying situation that the presentation of
an acceptable design for the junction is
deferred until the reserved matters stage of
the planning application process.

We believe that the position is clear: there is
insufficient space at this location for a safe
junction and access road which accord with
government guidance and which meet the
needs of pedestrians, cyclists, motorists and
of the existing residents on both sides of
the proposed access road. For cyclists, any
possible junction design is likely to involve a
choice between intimidating on-road pinch
points not unlike those on Kings Hedges
Road and a narrow off-road shared-use
path cluttered with posts for traffic
lights, street lamps and road signs. We will
continue to insist that such provision is
completely unacceptable.
At the JDCC meeting which approved the
application Geoffrey Heathcock, County
Councillor for the ward but not a member
of the JDCC, came and spoke against the
application. Alan Baker, Chairman of the
JDCC and City Councillor for the ward,
voted against the application. A number of
other councillors who voted in favour of the
application insisted that they would reject
the application at the reserved matters
stage if no satisfactory design had been
produced by then.
Given the sharp downturn in the housing
market and the continuing major uncertainty
about the junction, I suspect that developers
may not be eager to develop this site in the
near future.
James Woodburn

Twenty’s plenty

20’s
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(except in Cambridgeshire)

Everyone knows
that lower speeds
save lives and make
streets pleasant places
for people rather
than just conduits for
cars. The government
recognised that research
was showing more clearly the
adverse effects of speed, and in
2006 new guidance was issued to
local authorities. A major plank was that local authorities would be
able to designate 20 mph zones far more easily and without the
need for expensive traffic calming.

PLENTY

Although some cities such as Hull had already proved that 20 mph
zones with traffic calming could bring very significant reductions in
crashes, especially those involving pedestrians and cyclists, the door
was now open for other authorities to introduce extensive 20 mph
zones at relatively low cost. First off the blocks was Portsmouth,
which has now completed a programme of 20 mph zones over
much of its residential areas. The first results from this are expected
in September. Now both Norwich and Oxford have similar proposals.
So what’s happening in Cambridgeshire? Nothing? No, not nothing,
the Cabinet has gone into reverse at more than 20 mph.

Imagine my surprise to read in papers to Cabinet in April this year
that the section on the County Speed Policy was changing again,
and that the rules for 20 mph zones were proposed to be effectively
the same as before the new government guidance. Cabinet passed
the changes, with officers later suggesting previous changes were
a mistake or a typing error.
In simple terms this means that now, to introduce a 20 mph zone
without traffic calming, average speeds must already be below 20 mph
whereas government guidance would permit such zones where the
average speed is below 24 mph. Under the government guidance
many large residential areas could have become ’20 mph zones’
at little cost, sending a clear message to motor vehicle drivers.
With the 20 mph rule any such areas would be very patchy, unless
expensive and often unwelcome traffic calming was also installed.
When certain Councillors were made aware of this ‘change’ the
Liberal Democrats ‘called in’ the decision and it was referred to a
County Scrutiny Committee. I was asked to appear as an ‘expert
witness’ (I haven’t been asked to do that for over 20 years) as one
with knowledge of some of the research, and who had followed the
process and read the government guidance in detail. The discussion
from Officers and Councillors was of a good standard, and the
meeting lasted some considerable time, but perhaps inevitably, the
committee voted on party lines, rejecting the opportunity to refer
the decision back to Cabinet for reconsideration. What a waste of
half a day’s leave.

So what next?
Firstly we need to wait for the initial results from the Portsmouth
20 mph changes.
Secondly there is now a very active national campaign ‘20’s plenty
for us’, and there is to be a national day of action to promote 20 mph
limits in all residential areas by 2010. This will be on October 20th, and
we must all mobilise to ensure this is well publicised in Cambridge.

If you’ve a local Residents Association
that might be interested, point them at:
http://www.20splentyforus.org.uk/

Sign indicating a 20 mph zone in Norwich.
Last year there were formal consultations about adopting the new
government guidance on speed limits, and papers were available at
the four Area Joint Traffic Management Committees for us to lobby
and councillors to discuss. After this process the new guidance was
formally adopted at a Cabinet meeting on July 2nd 2007.

Finally, and not least, as Cambridgeshire now has ‘Cycling
Demonstration Town’ status it, as a prerequisite, has committed
itself to: ‘A willingness to restrain traffic volumes and speeds and
to give advantage to cyclists’.
I still don’t understand the reason for reversal of policy or why it
was done in such an apparently underhand way. 20 mph limits are
normally very popular with residents, and these changes mean
introducing them is very much more expensive.
Jim Chisholm
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Cycle path critique

The Rampton–Cottenham cycle path
The shared-use path between Rampton and Cottenham has recently been upgraded, possibly to provide a safe route to Cottenham
Primary School for children from Rampton. The original shared-use path was of such dire quality that it was not considered to be a cycle
facility and was rarely used. This article is a detailed analysis of the new ‘facility’ by Martin Popple (a Cottenham resident) who set out to
highlight the issues with this path before the Cottenham–Histon shared-use path is upgraded later this year.

The local transport problem
Cottenham is essentially a car-centric village. The roads within
Cottenham and leading to surrounding villages are plagued by high
traffic volumes and speeds. The environment is so unpleasant that
cycling levels are low, possibly marginally above the national average
of around 2% (of commuter levels). However, given the proximity
of Cottenham to Cambridge, the cycling capital of England (27%
commuter levels), and Histon (10% commuter levels), it should be
possible to induce a modal shift from cars to cycling within the
Cottenham area. This would be hugely beneficial for everyone in
Cottenham in terms of their quality of life. But to obtain a dramatic
increase in cycling levels, motorists must be persuaded out of their
cars, without disadvantaging the present cycle commuters.

together. The routes selected need where possible to be more
direct and more convenient than those available for a motorist.
The capacity of any cycle facility is particularity important and one
indication of capacity is its width. An adult's cycle is typically 0.6 m wide
and a cyclist feels comfortable with a minimum distance of about
0.4 m from hedges, pedestrians, etc. (although a pedestrian is likely
to prefer more). So one-way cycling requires a path width of 1.4 m
whilst two-way cycling requires 2.4 m. Where an adult is cycling
along controlling a child cyclist (i.e. has a hand on their shoulder),
a width of 1.7 m is required (assuming a typical child bike is 0.4 m
wide and a 10 cm overlap is needed for control). For two-way cycling
a width of 3.0 m is required. The width of a standard child cycle
trailer which carries two children is typically 0.9 m and thus a parent
would require a path width of 1.7 m one-way, or 3.0 m for two child
cycle trailers passing each other. These values fit in well with the
latest UK guidance on cycle infrastructure, i.e. that one- and two-way
shared-use paths should be 2 m and 3 m wide, respectively.
The fundamental question in this case is: does the upgraded
Cottenham–Rampton shared-use path fulfil the generic needs of cyclists?

Detailed analysis of Rampton–Cottenham
shared-use path
A detailed analysis of the Rampton–Cottenham shared-use path is
rather long because the number of problems is significant, and
many of them are common to shared-use paths between villages
(and indeed elsewhere). Here we present only an outline of the issues:

The UK standard width of 3 m for a two-way shared-use path
is never reached, with some sections being as narrow as 0.5 m.

Understanding success
In the Cambridge area, converting pavements into shared-use paths
was for a while the default solution to providing for cyclists, and it
remains so between the necklace villages. But when improving
facilities for cycling, no-one states what they expect to achieve in
terms of increased cycling numbers, so it is difficult to measure the
success of a solution. For example, in creating a particular cycle path,
is the goal to obtain a 2%, 10% or 27% commuter cycling level
(as for the UK average, Histon or Cambridge areas) or is the aim a
37% cycling level as in the whole of the Netherlands (note this
figure is for all journeys). For a new facility in a necklace village one
might define success as ‘An increase in cycling levels from the
present 2% of commuter journeys to 10% in one year and 25% in
five years time’. These figures should be achievable for Cottenham
because it is so close to the cycling centres of Cambridge and
Histon. If the cycle facilities implemented cannot achieve this level
of cycling then we must question the approach being taken.

• The latest UK standards state that a two-way shared-use path
should be a minimum of 3 m wide. This width is never reached
anywhere on this path and there are many places where the
width is as narrow as 0.5 m. Thus for much of the path cyclists
cannot pass and certainly cannot overtake each other.
• On the road or on a cycle way a cyclist has right of way. On a
shared-use path the pedestrians have right of way. This is a huge
inherent disadvantage of shared-use paths for cyclists.

Understanding the generic needs of cyclists
The generic needs of cyclists can be stated simply. Any facility needs
to provide a pleasant environment which is not only safe but also
feels safe. The facility should be of a consistent high quality permitting
sports cyclists, commuters, novices and children to mix safely
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Overgrown hawthorn impinges on the narrowest section of path
and fallen thorns left uncleared are likely to cause punctures.

Cycle path critique
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unexpectedly into oncoming traffic. This is a serious safety issue
at any time of day or night.
• Last year a cyclist was killed on the B1049. He was riding on the
shared-use path in a 60 mph zone. The accident was caused by
a speeding motorist losing control of his car. This scenario could
also happen on the Rampton–Cottenham road but here the
situation is worse, because for half the length there is not even
the protection of a kerb, and the shared-use path is on the
outside of a bend which is exactly where cars will tend to leave
the road. This is another serious safety issue.

The narrowness of the path here may create friction between
cyclists and pedestrians wishing to pass each other.
• Pedestrians lose out with shared-use paths: they often
feel intimidated by cyclists and can no longer relax in this
environment. The narrowness of the path will also create friction
between pedestrians and cyclists wishing to pass each other.
• Fast cyclists and commuters tend to use the road and pedestrians
want this to continue. As soon as a shared-use facility is built
adjacent to a road, any on-road cyclists will be intimidated by a
minority of motorists who feel that the cyclist should then use
the pavement. Many cyclists feel they can no longer use the
B1049 between Histon and Cottenham because of intimidation.
Yet the deficiencies of poorly designed shared-use paths means
that the many cyclists can expect to have their journey time doubled
(or worse) if they use them.
• Access to properties is a problem when a shared-use path
is present. There are a number of examples on the
Rampton–Cottenham shared-use path where motorists must
completely block the path to have visibility of the road in order
to leave their properties.
• At the Rampton end, access to the path for Cottenham-bound
cyclists is inconvenient and dangerous. Non-flush kerbs, posts in
the path, metal support cables and a narrow access point make
this very hazardous. Even leaving the path at the Cottenham end
occurs at an access point to allotments, unnecessarily creating
conflict with other users. Rampton-bound cyclists accessing the
shared-use path at the Cottenham end must cross fast-moving
traffic lanes, which is potentially more dangerous than cycling
directly along the road. At Rampton they must form a queue
with other cyclists in an attempt to cross the road again. The
time in the queue is likely to be long at rush hours as car traffic
is continuous. This access point is also close to a blind bend
where vehicles are nevertheless travelling at 60 mph.
• While the Rampton-bound cyclists are queuing they effectively
block access to the path for Cottenham-bound cyclists who
presumably must queue on the road. This is clearly dangerous.
• Cyclists heading for Rampton will be dazzled by the car lights of
on-coming traffic even when dipped. Semi-blinded cyclists will
deal less well with the many varieties of obstructions on the
path. The shared-use path is therefore dangerous to use at night
for these cyclists. This is compounded by the fact that Ramptonbound cyclists have to cycle between on-coming cars and
on-coming cycles whilst giving way to pedestrians. Any mistake
a cyclist or a pedestrian makes will cause the cyclist to be directed

• Farm vehicle access to fields adjacent to the path tends to leave
mud on the surface. Initial clumps of mud eventually end up as a
smear of dirt, giving a surface where braking is ineffective and where
cyclists are likely to skid off their bikes. There is no cleaning budget
and therefore the path will end up in a consistently poor state.
• There is a hawthorn hedgerow along some 200 m of the path
which will leave thorns on the shared-use path. Without constant
cleaning cyclists will end up continually mending punctures. This is
not a problem for on-road cyclists as the draught of the cars
tends to clean the road daily.
• Shared-use paths are not gritted in the winter, only the roads
are. Freezing surface water and metal works in the path are a
serious problem for winter cyclists, who risk slipping into the
road. (N.B. there are at least 13 metal covers along the path).
• Two weeks after the shared-use path was completed, the surface
in one section was already breaking up. Three plants have
pushed up the surface by a few inches and there are around
30 other surface lumps. The build quality is so poor that the first
HGV that parks on it will irreparably damage the surface. Since
there is no maintenance budget for this path, any failures will be
there for years before being dealt with.

The Rampton-Cottenham shared-use
path inherently disadvantages both
cyclists and pedestrians.
Conclusion
The solution selected for the transport problems between Rampton
and Cottenham inherently disadvantages cyclists and pedestrians.
This low-capacity, inconvenient and dangerous shared-use path is
very unattractive for cyclists and it is inconceivable that motorists
will switch from their cars to cycles because of the poor design of
the path. The path provides an illusion of safety whilst creating
more hazards for pedestrians and cyclists, and fails to address the
fundamental problem of the route, namely high vehicle speeds.
Prior to any upgrade of the Cottenham–Histon shared-use path
a fundamental review of what it will achieve is required.
Any solution should put the safety and convenience of cyclists
first and ensure that pedestrians are not disadvantaged. This
inevitably means not considering the needs of motorists as the
main priority. We must certainly ensure that the present poor-quality
Cottenham–Histon shared-use path is not upgraded by default to
a slightly better poor-quality shared-use path.
Chris Dorling
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Cycling holidays

Down the Danube

Motorists usually take their cars when they
go away on holiday so why should cyclists
not take their bikes? Tempted by the idea of
cycling 650 km through attractive scenery,
hardly any motor traffic and very few hills,
we spent 12 days in June following the
first leg of the Danube’s journey from its
source in the village of Donaueschingen in
the Black Forest to the city of Passau, on the
Austrian border.

We spent 12 days in June
following the Danube
through Germany, from
Donaueschingen to Passau
We have ordinary commuting bikes; I have
four panniers and Jim has three panniers
plus a very useful handlebar box which is
topped with a readily accessible map holder.
The tourists we met (mostly German and
not one from Britain) carried their luggage
in a variety of fashions; some had large
holdalls placed across two back panniers,
some used trailers, and we came across a
few parties whose baggage was being
conveyed by motor vehicle. Here I hasten to
point out that, despite our advancing years,
we carried all our belongings ourselves and
planned our own route. Neither presented
any problem, even though Jim insists upon
carrying every imaginable tool and gadget
for every imaginable predicament.
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We were very fortunate in obtaining the
English translation of Bikeline, just published,
and this proved invaluable. It maps the whole
journey in bite-sizes, lists cycle-friendly
places to stay, in order of appearance,
suggests interesting detours and warns of
difficult surfaces and heavy traffic (both
rarely apparent and usually avoidable).
To add to our sense of adventure we did not
book any accommodation. Certainly, this
presented no problem; one guesthouse was
full but we were put in a delightful annex
with our own sitting room at no extra charge.
The proprietor’s young son, keen to practise
his English, even helped us to bring in our
panniers. Hearty German breakfasts were
served wherever we stayed (not quite – we
were treated to delicious Italian fare at one,
whilst a UK expat at another was less than
generous). Generally we were well sustained
for the strenuous day ahead, and this
proved invaluable as shops and cafés were
very few and far between.

This semi-circular cycle and foot bridge
at Kelheim puts even the new Riverside
bridge in Cambridge to shame.

The cobbled streets of Regensburg.
Some hotels, guesthouses and private
proprietors subscribe to a Bed & Bike
scheme but we simply used the lists provided
in Bikeline and found that all ten of the
places we stayed at were cycle-friendly
whether or not they were accredited. Bike
accommodation ranged from a first-floor
terrace open to the elements to a special
room with hangers and a tumble drier for
wet clothes, specially provided within the
house. Wet weather is fairly common but
we were extremely fortunate in enduring
just an hour and a half of rain the entire
journey (indeed I was pleased to justify the
waterproof clothing and pannier covers
that constituted a fair proportion of my
baggage). However, despite the fact that
this was early June, it was often unbearably
hot in the middle of the day, obliging us to
seek a shady resting place or, if available,
a suitable bar.

Cycling holidays

The route provides plenty to interest
geographers, historians and lovers of nature,
Baroque architecture and German beer.
It could also be easily and safely tackled
by children of about 9 years and above.
Places that stand out in my memory include
the gravel bed, hidden among acres of water
meadow, into which the great river sinks
underground for some 20 miles, the charming
monastery at Weltenberg (so famous is the
beer made by the monks there that it
is impossible to walk through the cloisters
unaccompanied by hordes of noisy visitors
sampling the brew) which heralds a
spectacular limestone gorge through which
the river forces its way at dramatic speed,
and a fabulous Baroque church, with an
interior like an extravagantly iced cake
dripping with gold, in the tiny hamlet of
Loh, miles from anywhere.

High limestone cliffs and wide meadows
along the river’s upper reaches.
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Journey’s end: a busy path alongside the swollen river Inn at Passau.
Passau provided a fitting end to the journey.
Here the Danube is joined by the rivers Inn
and Ilz and is wide enough for substantial
cruise ships to dock. We climbed to the
castle to get a fabulous view of the city and
to see the contrasting colours of the rivers
before they merge.
We caught the slow train back to
Donaueschingen and reviewed the many
landmarks, as well as less significant but
equally memorable places that we had visited,
on the nine-hour journey. Most trains in
Germany have a special carriage provided

for bikes but it was not always easy to
get them on. I did not enjoy shoving a
heavily-loaded bike up four steps onto a
waiting train but I understand that this kind
of carriage is disappearing. Our cycle route,
of course, continues through Austria and
Hungary to Budapest and beyond. This leg
appears to be more popular with British riders
and tour companies, but our German friends
assure us that it is not as nice! Indeed,
Bikeline has published a further cycle guide
that leads to the Black Sea. I’d be pleased to
hear from anybody who has attempted this.
Jane Chisholm

Down the Danube (a technical footnote)
So how does this route compare with those
in the UK we’ve seen and what are the
cycling facilities in the towns?

where gradients or sharp bends occur and
the surface tends to break up. In some
400 miles it was not surprising to find the
odd bit that was dire or overgrown. The quiet
roads were very quiet, often with under 4 m
of tarmac but with gravel margins. Motor
vehicles would pull onto this to enable the
cyclist to remain on the tarmac.
A number of the larger towns (Ulm,
Ingolstadt, and Regensburg) had high levels
of cycling but with many uncomfortable
cobbled streets. Ulm had ‘lockers’ signposted
from cycle racks, Ingolstadt had ‘poor’
hybrid lanes with a kerb at both sides, but
we did encounter a couple of big junctions
with cyclists relegated to pedestrian status,
and umpteen lanes to cross in many stages.

German paths may crack when the ground
dries beneath, but the patching was effective.
Much of the route away from trafficked
roads was 3 m of tarmac of good quality,
with some long unsurfaced sections similar to
the Cam towpath, which were fine except

Before our trip we had a short stay in
Freiburg, which has levels of cycling similar
to Cambridge, but experienced the difficulties
of tram lines in the wet. We also visited the
two major developments that are being
quoted as examples suitable for Cambridge
and were much impressed.

Bikes abound in small towns, but the racks
don’t always meet ‘Cambridge’ standards.
As with our previous venture abroad
to Denmark, it was the consideration of
drivers of motor vehicles that so strongly
contrasted with our experiences at home.
Jim Chisholm
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Wicken cycle route

Wicken cycle route: new bridge

The new bridge is 3 metres wide.
The first stage of the Wicken Fen Vision
Spine Cycle Route from Waterbeach station
to Wicken was formally opened on 8 July
by Loder Bevington. The ex-chairman of
Swaffham Bulbeck Parish Council cut a
ribbon on the new bridge across Swaffham
Bulbeck Lode. This bridge joins the public
road from Lode village to the public road
from Upware, making a connection that
has never been possible before. One field is
crossed on a new all-weather track surfaced
with gravel over tarmac to reach the bridge,
and the remainder of the field is going to be
planted with willows for coppicing as a crop.

Base map from OpenStreetMap licensed CC by SA

Funding for further sections of the Spine
Route has been agreed, and work will start
later in the year around Waterbeach and
across parts of the low-lying fenland now
owned by the National Trust.

The bridge (marked above) forms part of
the Wicken Fen Vision Spine Cycle Route.
Newsletter 74 describes the area, and the
new bridge is almost at the centre of the
map shown in that newsletter. Access from
Cambridge is either by following NCN51 to
Bottisham turning left into Lode and towards
the Cam, or from NCN11 in Waterbeach
through the village then across Bottisham
Lock and following the footpath on the south
bank of Bottisham Lode to the footbridge
over the lode. Once over the Swaffham
Bulbeck Lode bridge the villages of Upware,
Swaffham Prior, Reach, Burwell and Wicken
are reached along quiet tarmac roads.

Access ramp on south side.
Design work has started on the second
brand new bridge needed across the lodes,
and negotiations continue for the funding
needed for the remainder of the route,
which is hoped to be fully completed in 2011.

Loder Bevington opening the new bridge.
To help cyclists and walkers find their way
around the area the National Trust has
printed a special map of the Wicken Fen
Vision area, with information on progress
to date and plans for the future. This map is
available in waterproof form from the Wicken
Fen and Anglesey Abbey visitor centres, and
should soon be available on-line for printing at
home from www.wicken.org.uk/vision.htm.
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An early user of the new bridge, before the gravel top surface was laid.

Mike Causer

City traffic lights
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Look! No lights
No I’m not complaining, this time, about the number of cyclists
without lights, nor the number of cars with faulty lights, although
riding home in the dark I see more cars than bikes with illegal lights.
Instead I’m complaining about traffic lights.
A colleague said he was very nearly hit by a bike that failed to stop
in Regent St, at the ‘Pizza Hut’ crossing. He realised that a cyclist
leaving Cambridge cannot see the RED light until nearly on the
crossing because of a new sign regarding the bollards. I went and
had a look and realised that a cyclist cannot see the red light until
he is a mere 15 metres from the stop line. I reported this problem
and was told ‘It’s passed a Safety Audit, but we’ll look again’.
I’ve seen no change to the sign.

Unbelievably, the Regent Street traffic
lights near Pizza Hut have passed
a safety audit, despite the fact that
cyclists cannot see the red light until
they are 15 metres from the stop line
Of course it isn’t just traffic lights you can’t see that cause problems
in Regent Street. Outbound at the Catholic Church junction, you
can see three GREEN lights when you need to stop. Such things
don’t fool the locals, and with good reason many junctions now
have no ‘far side’ lights, but here you can see the GREEN lights for
traffic filtering round from Gonville Place. I’ve seen a car set off
southwards just as traffic started the inbound phase on Hills Rd
which includes a right-turn filter. These signal heads have ‘slats’
but can still be clearly seen from the stop line.

Look! No lights!

There is no substitute to a walk around, spending a few minutes
just watching traffic. I fear that signal engineers don’t get
out enough.
Jim Chisholm

Red

Green

Green

Do three greens overrule one red?
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Reducing congestion

The Tragedy of the Commons (or no congestion charge?)

Have you heard of ‘The Tragedy of the Commons’?
On many tracts of common land many different ‘Commoners’ may
have rights to keep cattle, sheep, pigs, fowl, take wood, peat or
even dig for coal! Often these ‘rights’ belong to different sets of
people, and conflicts will result.

from classic distribution of finite resources problems, in that increasing
use leads to exponentially increasing problems. Hence ‘selfish use’
leads to us all being worse off, and even those ’greedy of resources’
would be better off if resources were more equitably shared.

One of the commonest (sorry) conflicts is with grazing. It is not that
simple as there isn’t a finite amount of grazing, because if land is
overgrazed, the amount of grazing available may be rapidly reduced
over time. Unfortunately if commoners are selfish and there is no
proper control, the person who has the largest flock/herd will get
the greatest gain, but if people co-operate all can gain by ensuring
overgrazing does not occur. In fact, counter-intuitively perhaps, the
person with the largest flock/herd will gain more income if his
flock/herd is reduced. In addition, although there may be ample
grazing for sheep, because they keep the sward short there may be
no suitable fodder for cattle.

Fortunately, unlike overgrazing of commons, the situation is more
easily recovered. We know that when near capacity, small increases
in traffic result in vastly greater congestion, and we also know that
cyclists and buses take up far less space per person than private
motor vehicles. What we need is a method of persuading motorists
not to use their cars at peak times, either by shifting their trips in
time or by using other modes. If we can do that, for example by
charging in the peak hours, congestion CAN be reduced, and if the
money so collected is spent on improving facilities for ‘more sustainable
modes’ even those who still need to use their cars will win, as their
trips will be quicker, and for many whose ‘value of time’ is high, they
will in fact be better off. This is the so called ‘win-win’ situation.

I’m told some of the earliest examples of English law relate to these issues
in the Forest of Dean. There, for example, animals can be ‘excluded’
by fencing from areas for many years to enable trees to establish.

So what’s this to do with ‘congestion’?
Congestion is a more modern example of this problem with roadspace
being in ‘common’. Like ‘The Tragedy of the Commons’ it differs
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In this analogy I wouldn’t dare to suggest who are the pigs or the
chickens, but perhaps we need a ‘Verderers Court’ in Cambridge to
ensure that common rights on our roads are fairly distributed...
You can find out more about ‘The Tragedy of the Commons’ on
Wikipedia, so it must be true.
Jim Chisholm

Review / Letter
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Only 50 quirky bike rides?
I’ve been lent a book*, of a type I don’t usually enjoy, but at least it
isn’t fifty quietest camp sites/walks/bike rides. I won’t be attempting
to do all these rides on a Land’s End to Berwick-on-Tweed trip but
it has caused me to get down some maps and do a few virtual bike
rides in recent weeks.
In this time of ‘standards’ and ‘sameness’ with everything that isn’t
average considered somehow bad, it is good to find an author who
revels in finding the unusual and offering interesting explanations.
So if you want to visit the steepest hill or the longest tunnel, or take
your bike on a transporter bridge, this is definitely the book for you.
In fact if you just like the eccentric nature of Britain, or should I say
England and Wales, you should at least read it.

‘50 quirky bike rides’ would make
a good present for all those other
eccentric cyclists you know.
Although I’m mainly a utility cyclist, I have explored much of
England and Wales over 50+ years, be it on foot, by train, in a canal
boat or, dare I say it, in a car. I’ve seen quite a number of the
sites mentioned in this book at first hand, often because I myself
looked them out, but this book has certainly enabled me to ‘find’
a few new ones.

No one, not even me, would read this book at a single sitting, but
it would make a good present for all those other eccentric cyclists
you know, and over the past few weeks I’ve picked it up on numerous
occasions, either to fill in a few odd seconds or to see if it makes
a mention of say the Manifold Valley Cycleway (it does), which
I believe was one of the very first tarmaced cyclepaths AND has a
tunnel (it doesn’t say that).
It doesn’t cover anything north of the Border, so I’m mentally
compiling my list for there (bridge over the Atlantic, longest bit of
road without a passing place, most sustained gradient, site of
world skimming championship etc).
Does it have only fifty quirky bike rides? Of course not, there are hundreds
and hundreds more as for each one described in detail there are
suggestions of other similar places you might explore. But for each
of the fifty it also includes a café, an essential part of any leisure ride.
You’re never likely to actually ‘do’ all these rides, but there are
bound to be some near you, and others can be explored with
‘Google Earth’ or real maps on long winter’s evenings. They might
even tempt you to explore more parts of this country instead of flying
off to dull distant places without your bike.
Must stop, I’ve got to give it back now, but want to read some more.
Jim Chisholm
*50 quirky bike rides (for family and friends) in England and Wales
by Rob Ainsley; Eye Books £9.99. A full list of contents and more
information can be found on Rob’s website: www.bizarrebiking.com

Letter from COPE
COPE is Cambridge Older People’s Enterprise: a Forum planning for the future, for and by persons aged 50 and over in and around
Cambridge City. They recently sent us the following letter. To find out more, visit their website at www.cambridgecope50.org,
email cambridgecope@hotmail.co.uk or write to Rhona Boorman, 40 Stretton Avenue, Cambridge CB4 3EP.

Dear Martin,
Thank you for your letter of 26 May including your two major new publications, which I have now read and which are
excellent.
I am the public transport spokesperson for COPE and also the Editor of the COPE newsletter, currently 3,000 copies of
about 16 pages are published normally monthly and distributed not only to our 2,053 members but also every parish,
district, city and county councillor as well as many other opinion formers and decision makers.
I also attend the City Council Public Transport Steering Group on behalf of COPE and also on occasion the Public Transport
Scrutiny sub committee meetings of the County Council. My area of interest is generally buses and taxis.
COPE supports and encourages cycling and publishes the views of members of COPE who happen to also be members of
your organisation.
COPE has members who encourage walking tours, as a means of learning and maintaining fitness, but as an organisation
entirely dependent on the efforts of volunteers, we have not had any proposals to lead a cycling group. If you know of
anyone over the age of 50 who would care to volunteer we would be delighted to assist. COPE members have attended
several “consultations” on new developments and are trying to ensure they are of the best possible standard, while being
older people friendly.
Please encourage your active older members to become involved with COPE.
Robert Boorman
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Bendy buses

Bendy buses for Cambridge?

Bendy buses are so long that they don't fit easily into bus stops and may block crossings and side roads.
On July 5th The Guardian reported that the much-criticised
eighteen-metre-long articulated buses are all to be withdrawn from
London streets by 2015. Withdrawal will start next year. They are
to be replaced by double-deckers, including, according to the new
Mayor Boris Johnson, an updated version of the Routemaster.
Where will the articulated buses go? We have recently come across
the following point in the County Council's response to the outline
planning application for the station area:

CB1 – Redevelopment of Cambridge Station
Area: Cambridgeshire County Council’s
Transportation Consultation Response V1
5.4 The vehicle swept paths that have been used
are unacceptable. Existing buses using the station
are 12 m. Swept paths must be modelled using the
design vehicles for the guideway, which are 15 m
triaxles with steering rear axles, and 18 m long
articulated buses (both 2.55 m wide). [my italics]

Could it be that some of London’s 389 articulated buses will be
used as guided buses and will snarl up the traffic in Cambridge as
they have in London? Time will tell.
For me, as an occasional London cyclist who now cycles rather
more slowly than in the past, the main problems with articulated
buses are these. When I’m cycling along I’m too often overtaken
by one of these buses which pulls into a bus stop forcing me to
stop inside it until it pulls away again. It’s even worse when
one overtakes and turns left cutting me off – this is particularly
intimidating when there are pedestrian guard rails at the junction.
Again there can be difficulties when cycling past a stationary bus at
a bus stop. If it pulls away when you are half way along, you’re in
trouble. But perhaps worst of all is the way that these buses block
road junctions: if they get part way across and are then halted,
everything gets blocked. They also frequently block crossings and
access to side roads. All of these difficulties derive from their
great length. Fast cyclists can more readily avoid or overcome the
difficulties than those who cycle more slowly and who are often
not given enough consideration in transport planning.

James Woodburn
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Blocked cycle path
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Complain and they may get it right!

Before: all that was left was a narrow muddy strip next to fast traffic

After: removing the pile of spoil provides adequate space for all users

One evening in early May the busy cycle path in Trumpington
was blocked by utility works, without any regard for pedestrians,
cyclists or the disabled. As required by law, a contact telephone
number was displayed, but the May Gurney line did not operate
24 hrs as required. As these were clearly works for Cambridge
Water I rang their emergency number just to be told I should
contact May Gurney.

It seems that the work was to install valves and monitoring equipment,
and I’ve seen similar work elsewhere.

The following day I persevered, and was eventually told there was
a catalogue of errors:
• It was agreed the works as left failed to meet the Code of
Practice for Street Works (available on-line)
• The phone line should have diverted to Cambridge Water

We can all benefit if leaks are easier to track and control, but those
involved in such works, and their managers, should be trained to
ensure that works do not endanger others. The Code of Practice
“Safety at Street Works and Road Works” is available as a simple
and easily understood booklet which all those responsible for such
works should have read.
If you see such a lax attitude to the safety of others at such works,
stop, take down the number that must be displayed and ring to
complain. If enough people complain, the message may start to get
through (if the message tape doesn’t fill up first).
Jim Chisholm

• Cambridge Water should have been informed and have an
emergency contact for those particular works.

VOLUNTEERS NEEDED
Cambridge Cycling Campaign prides itself on producing
six professional-looking newsletters a year. This is achieved
by a small team of hardworking volunteers and a very
co-operative printer – Victoire Press of Bar Hill. The small
team of hardworking volunteers would welcome additional
members to help with the editorial tasks. Particularly
needed – you may have noticed (!) - are people who can
proof-read articles, correct grammar and punctuation, and
improve readability.
I would also welcome a volunteer (or volunteers) to take on
the task of compiling the regular “Your Streets This Month”
feature. This requires someone who is aware of what is
going on in Cambridge, or who can find out what is being
planned, particularly roadworks and road closures which
may affect our members’ journeys. Also helpful would be
people prepared to review books, DVDs and other items
relating to cycling and people who can produce illustrations.
The timescale for newsletter production is fixed well in
advance, so we know when the busy times will be, and there
is no obligation to get involved with every issue. If you would
like more information before deciding whether you can help,
please contact me by email: mfrisch@phonecoop.coop –
I look forward to hearing from some of you.
Monica Frisch
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Cycle parking problems

Monthly meetings / Your streets

(circa 1867)

Only 50 years after its invention, the bicycle is already popular in Cambridge, as this collection of ‘Boneshakers’ in Corn Exchange Street shows.
CornExchangeStreetCirca1867: Reproduced by kind permission of The Cambridgeshire Collection, Cambridge Central Library

Monthly meetings www.camcycle.org.uk/events
Open meetings, which everyone is welcome to attend, are held every month. The diary section of this Newsletter and our website
have the dates of forthcoming meetings, which are normally held 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.
The next meetings are on Tuesday 5th August, Tuesday 2nd September and Tuesday 7th October 2008. All are welcome, and we are
especially pleased to meet members new to the Campaign.

Tuesday 5th August 2008 – Cambridge: a Cycling Demonstration Town
Come and hear more about the plans for Cambridge now that it is to become a ‘Cycling Demonstration Town’. We already have a ‘wish list’,
compiled from comments emailed to the members’ discussion list, which we shall be discussing. Bring your ideas on what needs adding
and your views on what should be the priorities.

Tuesday 2nd September 2008 – speaker to be confirmed
Unfortunately we have not been able to finalise details, but possibilities include a chance to hear reports from the visit to Assen in May, or
more about Jim and Jane Chisholm’s holiday in Germany, or perhaps it will be something quite different. You’ll have to come along anyway!

Tuesday 7th October – Congestion charging
Paul Cook, the Head of Transport Policy and Strategy at Cambridgeshire County Council, will be speaking about congestion charging. This is
a chance to find out the latest position regarding this controversial proposal and to discuss it and alternative approaches to tackling congestion.
We would welcome suggestions for speakers for future meetings.
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Campaign diary
August 2008
Fri 1

8.30am

Newsletter 79 review and planning for Newsletter 80 over breakfast at Tatties, Sussex Street.

Fri 1

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): A lunchtime ride of varying speed and length, usually involving a stop at
a pub on the way, leaving from the Stourbridge Common side of Green Dragon Bridge. Open to all who like
to ride and talk about bicycles. Join the ride at your own risk.

Tue 5

8.00pm

Monthly General Meeting: Friends' Meeting House, Jesus Lane (with tea and coffee from 7.30 pm, and a
chance to chat, and for us to introduce ourselves to new members). Hear all about the plans for Cambridge
as a Cycling Demonstration Town and discuss our wish list.

Thu 7

10am

Joint Development Control Committee: This meeting has been cancelled.

Fri 8

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Thu 14

7.30pm

North Area Committee, Manor Community College, Arbury Road.
Campaign members may be interested to attend City Council Area Committee meetings, which often cover
walking/cycling/planning issues.

Fri 15

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Mon 18 7.00pm

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

Fri 22

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Thu 28

7.30pm

South Area Committee, Royal British Legions Hall, Fishers Lane, Cherry Hinton. See 14 August for details on
Area meetings.

Fri 29

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

September 2008
Tue 2

8.00pm

Monthly General Meeting: Friends' Meeting House, Jesus Lane. See 5 August for details.

Thu 4

10am

Joint Development Control Committee, University Centre, Granta Place, Mill Lane. Campaign members
may be interested to attend Joint Development Control Committee meetings, which are determining the
Planning Applications relating to the major housing development proposals for the Cambridge sub-region.

Fri 5

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Sat 6

Deadline for articles for Newsletter 80. Please send copy to Monica Frisch: mfrisch@phonecoop.coop.
Members are warmly invited to write articles and are invited to contact the Editor in the first instance.

Fri 12

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Thu 18

7.30pm

West/Central Area Committee: University Centre, Granta Place, Mill Lane. See 14 August for details on Area meetings.

Fri 19

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Thu 25

7.30pm

Newsletter stuffing at the Baby Milk Action office, 34 Trumpington Street. Help very much welcomed.

Fri 26

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Thu 2

10am

Joint Development Control Committee, location to be confirmed. See 4 September for details.

Thu 2

7.30pm

East Area Committee, Cherry Trees Day Centre, St Matthew’s Street. See 14 August for details on
Area meetings.

Fri 3

8.30am

Newsletter 80 review and planning for Newsletter 81 over breakfast at Tatties, Sussex Street.

Fri 3

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

October 2008

Sat 4/Sun 5

Meeting to draft our communications to councillors of the Cambridge Traffic Management Area Joint
Committee (AJC) will be held over this weekend. For further details, please contact us.

Tue 7

8.00pm

Monthly General Meeting: Friends' Meeting House, Jesus Lane. See 5 August for details.

Thu 9

7.30pm

North Area Committee, Manor Community College, Arbury Road. See 14 August for details on Area meetings.

Fri 10

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Mon 13 2.00pm

Cambridge Traffic Management Area Joint Committee (AJC) meeting, Shire Hall, Castle Hill. Campaign
members may be interested to attend AJC meetings, which cover walking, cycling and transport issues in some depth.

Fri 17

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Thu 23

7.30pm

South Area Committee, Royal British Legions Hall, Fishers Lane, Cherry Hinton. See 14 August for details on
Area meetings.

Fri 24

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

Sun 26

1.00am

British Summer Time ends: Clocks should be put back at 1am – don’t forget your bike lights!

Fri 31

12.30pm

Friday ride (weather permitting): Lunchtime ride, open to all. See 1 August for description.

19

YOUR STREETS THIS MONTH
Emmanuel Street
Road works continue in Emmanuel Street
which is now one-way from Drummer Street
towards St Andrew’s Street. A contraflow
lane for cyclists is planned but not yet in
place. For the moment, turning in or out of
Emmanuel Street requires great care and
avoiding the area is recommended.

The extensive roadworks in Emmanuel
Street mean the area is best avoided.

GUIDED BUSWAY NEWS

Roadworks on Hills Road Bridge.

Hills Road Bridge

Station Road, Swavesey

Again roadworks continue, with a single
narrow lane in each direction over the bridge.
As a result of the Campaign’s efforts there
are signs saying “Narrow lanes. Do not
overtake cyclists”. We are now seeking to
have these signs illuminated or redone
using reflective lettering.
These works are associated with the
construction of the guided busway and the
County Council website explains “A new
underpass for the busway at Hills Road
bridge is progressing well. To build the
underpass we are removing small sections
of the road surface on the bridge at a time
and putting in large concrete slabs to create
a ‘box’ shaped underpass.”

Also as part of the guided busway works,
the road between Swavesey and Over will
be closed in order to build a new junction
where the old railway crosses Station Road.
Cambridgeshire County Council say: “The
closure is necessary because a large concrete
slab has to be laid across the junction and
new surfacing completed. Before the road
is closed we will complete some work in
advance (using temporary traffic signals) to
keep the closure to a minimum. We anticipate
the road could be closed for a couple of
months. When the road is closed, there will
still be access for cyclists and pedestrians.
The exact date of the road closure will be
well advertised along with diversion routes.”

For alternative routes avoiding Hills Road
bridge and Emmanuel Street see the last
Newsletter (www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/
78/article18.html).

For more details of works associated
with the guided busway and progress
reports, see the guided busway website:
www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/guidedbusway.

Photomap this month:
editor’s pick
#14223: Kinky cycle lane
The new one-way system on the Addenbrooke’s Hospital
site has been made slightly more bicycle-friendly by the
addition of this contraflow cycle lane. However, cyclists
are required to perform a 90 degree change of direction
without slipping on the drain cover.

For more cycling-related photos of Cambridge or to add
your own, visit www.camcycle.org.uk/map/location/
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