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Co-ordinator’s comment
Strategy Day
Thanks to all who attended our sixth 
Strategy Day. It generated lots of new ideas 
and was a good opportunity to re-focus on 
our aims, ambitions and direction, and how 
we go about achieving these. Having now 
reached over 1,000 members, the future of 
the Campaign and how it is structured are 
of increasing importance.

We hope to report soon also on Charitable 
Status, once the documents we have 
been preparing have been finalised and 
submitted.

Congestion charge  
and the £500m
The Independent Transport Commission 
instigated by the County Council to look 
at the Congestion Charge and related 
proposals has been holding its first public 
meetings, as we report on page 8.

It has been refreshing at last to see proper 
debate and investigation of the issues, 
compared to the rather uninformed level of 
debate that has appeared in the media. The 
issues concerned are complex, explaining 
why many members of the public incorrectly 
believe, for instance, that the charge would 
be all-day (only 7.30-9.30 am, Monday-
Friday is proposed).

The Commissioners have provided the 
Campaign with an opportunity to speak, 
and we will have done so by the time you 
read this.

One-way streets of Petersfield
Given the fuss that some Councillors have 
been whipping up, as reported in recent 
issues, you would think that something less 
mundane than allowing people to cycle in 
local streets would be under debate.

One Councillor has responded to the article 
in our previous Newsletter (see page 11 of 
this issue), confirming in his own words his 
opposition to the proposals. This is a helpful 
clarification of what the Campaign already 
knew, even if we disagree with his point of 
view, and we are happy to print his letter.

The County Council has played into the 
hands of those opposing the changes, 
by refusing to countenance even the 
compromise layouts we came up with.

But the body ultimately at fault is the 
Government, whose Department for 
Transport has so far refused to allow ‘No 
Entry Except Cycles’ signs. Thankfully we 
hear that the bureaucrat who has blocked 
this for so many years has now retired, so 
perhaps change could come at last? We live 
in hope.

Martin Lucas-Smith 

While Cambridgeshire insists on shooting itself in the foot by sticking rigidly to the 
rules over signing exceptions to one way for cyclists, other local authorities just put 
two fingers up to the Department for Transport. This example is right outside Suffolk 
County Council offices in Bury St Edmunds, where there is plenty of room for the 
required island, but they’ve just used white paint, a pair of No Entry signs and a cycle 
lane sign.

Cambridge Cycling Campaign
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Co-ordinator’s comment

If you like what you see in this newsletter, 
add your voice to those of our 1000 
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 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 2008-2009

Co-ordinator – Martin Lucas-Smith

Liaison Officer – Jim Chisholm

Membership Secretary – David Earl

Newsletter Editor – Monica Frisch

Treasurer – Clare Macrae

Events Officer – Sally Butterfield

Recruitment Officer – John Cooter

Press Officer – Mark Irving

Secretary – Bev Nicolson

Officers without portfolio – Chris Dorling, 
Vanessa Kelly, Phil Lee, Simon Nuttall, Paul 
Robison, Ruth Slatter and James Woodburn

Contacting the Campaign

Cambridge Cycling Campaign 
PO Box 204 
Cambridge CB4 3FN

Telephone: (01223) 690718 
Fax: (07092) 376664

Internet: www.camcycle.org.uk

E-mail: contact@camcycle.org.uk

This newsletter is printed on recycled paper 
by Victoire Press, Bar Hill.



Strategy day
In February we held one of our occasional strategy days, to review 
where the Campaign is and where it is going. The day was about 
how we operate and should operate as a group, not about specific 
issues like a cycleway here or a junction improvement there. 

Unlike previous smaller occasions, the day attracted almost 40 
people. We were surprised and very pleased that so many people 
were prepared to devote a big chunk of their Saturday to this, so 
thank you to everyone who came. Thank you also to Hugh Hunt 
who arranged an excellent location for us, with a couple of break-
out rooms so we could run sessions in parallel after a combined 
‘brain-storming’ session. And to Sally and Shirley for organisation 
and cake!

I have to say, we got off to a somewhat shaky start. Just as Simon 
was about to show his film Cambridge: Cycling in the City, Martin 
upset the entire audio visual system by pressing what looked 
like the light switch! So our apologies to those attending for the 
delay. Those of you who weren’t there can still see this excellent 
introduction at www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/film/

As email recipients (which is most of our members) will know, 
we collected a list of topics beforehand and based on what came 
up during the brainstorming session narrowed this down to a 
smaller number on the day. These fell roughly into two strands: 
the introspective topic of how the Campaign presents itself and 
the more outward-looking one of how cyclists interact with others, 
reaching out to others in our community.

Should we change our name? It’s a question that’s come up at 
nearly every such meeting and has prevented us making progress 
on some fronts. We’ve been reluctant to print lots of materials, for 
example, if they were likely to be made redundant. Briefly:

•	 Cambridge doesn’t necessarily reflect our somewhat wider 
coverage, but is simple.

•	 Cycling is OK, except there has been a view that we should 
perhaps encompass walking too (which was not widely shared 
at the meeting) and 

•	 Campaign is the most controversial as there are some people 
for whom ‘campaigning’ is anathema and off-putting. On the 
other hand, it is what we do! It also indicates we are not just 
a cycling club. But is a ‘campaign’ some open-ended thing or 
an on-going organisation like ours? Opinion was pretty evenly 
divided on a change of name. What do you think?

We talked about communication. We’ve always used technology 
heavily. But after early adoption are we now rather behind the 
game here? In the days of blogs and instant communication, is a 
bi-monthly newsletter still the best way of communicating, even if 
delivered electronically to many of you (and importantly to many 
movers-and-shakers too)? How would you feel, for example, if 
we sent mini-newsletters more often by email, say once or twice 
a week? Keeping the website up to date is also hampered by not 
having switched to technology, now easily available, that would 
allow non-specialists to do much of the editing. The need for a 
membership leaflet has declined with so many people joining 
online, but the lack of a replacement is a problem. As a result 
we’re now working on a briefer postcard format. Can we be more 
succinct in communicating ideas: perhaps with single issue, very 
short briefing papers?

Regarding outreach, our initial reaction was to divide the world 
into groups: motorists, the police, local authorities, children and so 

on. Different issues came up with different groups we interact with 
(both on the road and as an organisation). The police and young 
people were two particular areas of focus: the police because of 
some recent perceptions of bias against cyclists; young people 
because of their importance in keeping the cycling culture going in 
the future and because of our lack of attention to them in the past. 

In the end though, the conversation came round to what unites 
people rather than divides them. The ‘20’s Plenty’ campaign 
featured in previous newsletters garners considerable support 
across diverse groups. As widespread traffic speed reduction 
brings great benefits for cyclists and cycling, there was a strong 
feeling that we should pursue this, with perhaps less emphasis on 
Cambridge Cycling Campaign as the focus, but instead through 
a broad coalition of interested groups like our own and residents 
associations, etc. 

Obviously, we’re not going to be able to take on everything that 
was discussed and suggested during the day (not least because 
some of it was contradictory, sometimes rather heatedly!). But 
we’ve started working on some of the practical points already and 
hope to take more forward in the future.

David Earl

Cambridge still has relatively few 20mph areas, north Romsey 
being the main residential one. As reducing traffic speeds 
is a measure that has big benefits for cyclists and cycling 
there is a strong feeling that we should pursue this. The ‘20’s 
Plenty’ campaign that we have featured widely in previous 
newsletters is something that garners considerable support 
across diverse groups. 
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Snow and ice
Snow and ice reappeared shortly after the article in the previous 
Newsletter (no. 82). Once again, we were inundated with people 
complaining about how most key cycle routes were being 
completely ignored by the County Council’s gritting regime.

The current County Council standards say that footways and minor 
roads should be salted if temperatures fall below zero for five 
consecutive days.

Their website says:

‘Priority is given to maintaining safe driving conditions on 
an agreed network of roads, which will normally include all 
busy roads.’

We think that the interpretation of ‘busy roads’ needs to be changed 
so that it does not refer purely to motor traffic. Areas like Riverside, 
for instance, are ‘busy roads’ for cyclists and walkers.

Our survey
In an attempt to capture the many stories that we were receiving 
about the problems, we quickly set up an online survey. At the last 
count, 139 responses had been received – thanks to everyone who 
responded.

We asked:

•	 What roads/paths/areas do you think should be prioritised for 
gritting/salting during icy periods?

•	 If you or someone you know has had an accident or near-miss, 
please describe this.

•	 Summarise in one sentence what your message to the County 
Council would be on this issue.

All the results, naturally in anonymised form, are on our website, at 
www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/issues/snowandice/ 

We presented the survey results to Councillor Matt Bradney at a 
press event covering Robert Oeffner’s petition (see below).

Survey results: priority areas
The main areas which came up time and again in our survey were 
the bridges and the paths across the Commons:

•	 Riverside and the new Riverside Bridge

•	 Jane Coston Cycle Bridge (over the A14 at Milton)

•	 The other bridges (e.g. Green Dragon, Elizabeth Way, the ends 
of the Station Cycle Bridge) and their approaches

•	 Paths across the commons (e.g. Coldham’s Common, Parker’s 
Piece, Stourbridge Common, Jesus Green, Midsummer 
Common, Lammas Land)

•	 Coton Footpath/cycleway (town end in particular) and 
Burrell’s Walk

•	 Paths from the villages (e.g. the NCN routes, ‘genome’ path to 
Shelford)

•	 The most heavily-used local streets such as Gwydir Street

•	 Major cycle paths such as alongside Milton Road

Survey results: personal experiences
Many respondents to our survey described accidents that they, or 
people known to them, had experienced. Here is a selection of the 
comments received:

We think that the interpretation of ‘busy roads’ needs to be changed 
so that it does not refer purely to motor traffic. Areas like Riverside are  
busy roads for cyclists.

‘I have seen a lot of people slip over, both cyclists and 
pedestrians.  I also saw a nasty collision between two cyclists 
because one slipped into the other.’

‘Fell off on Coldham’s Common and on Stourbridge 
Common. Got whiplash and bruises. Unable to cycle on 
subsequent days.’

‘Colleague riding to work along Riverside, icy surface caused 
him to fall just before Green Dragon bridge. Broken femur! 
This was an experienced cyclist turning at slow speed.’

‘I took great care crossing New Street on Tuesday as it was 
very slippery even with me wearing walking boots. Shortly 
after a car turning from York Street into New Street spun 
through 180 degrees narrowly missing parked cars.’

‘Slipped while pushing bike over Green Dragon bridge and 
fell hard onto bike frame, injuring leg. I also saw 2 other 
people fall off their bikes in the same location within less 
than 5 minutes. Reported this to county council but was 
told no footpaths/bikepaths are gritted due to lack of 
manpower!’

‘I have seen many people struggling over the ice on these 
routes. Riverside, in particular, has been almost impassable 
in places.’

‘I fell off on Midsummer Common and on Riverside. Both of 
these routes have more cyclists on them than many gritted 
roads.’

‘I have seen school children falling off bikes on ice at the 
Histon roundabout, also walking on the slip road with cars 
rushing past at 60 mph.’
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Survey results: messages to the County Council
We had a great response to our request for one-line messages to 
the County Council. Here is a selection:

‘25% of people go to work by bike - it is criminal that those 
used most by cyclists are ignored.’

‘Cyclists pay Council Tax and deserve some of your roads 
budget!’

‘The County still treats cycling as a mildly amusing, eccentric 
hobby rather than a means of commuting or generally 
getting around.’

‘We cyclists do you a massive favour all year in keeping 
congestion down by not driving; please do us the courtesy 
of remembering we exist when we need some assistance 
from you during the few days a year there’s snow and ice 
around.’

‘If the County Council is in any way interested in reducing 
car dependency and increasing cycle use it must be prepared 
to back it with action, and that means funding.’

‘Main routes for cyclists aren’t the same as main routes for 
cars.’

‘Why are bikes second-class to cars, when you are more 
likely to fall off on a bike?’

‘Cyclists need more support in freezing conditions than 
motorists do, because they balance on only two tyres.’

‘Current gritting policy is not Safer Routes to School or 
Demonstration City status.’

‘Learn what Risk Management means.’

‘26% of the commuting public in Cambridge deserve 
better!’

‘In my opinion, absence of gritting is criminally negligent.’

‘CCC planners need to up their game and proactively 
develop and plan cycling as a major transport and health-
related activity.’

‘It costs more to fix a broken arm from a fall on the ice than 
it does to put down a bit of salt once a week.’

‘Bicycles are as important as cars in icy conditions - we are 
being discriminated against.’

‘It’s no use shifting cyclists onto the pavement unless you’re 
going to grit it.’

Petition
We also circulated details of an independent petition by local 
resident Robert Oeffner. It read:

We congratulate him on his initiative, which resulted in 1,233 
signatures.

Conflicting County Council policies
The current County Council standards say that footways and minor 
roads should be salted if temperatures fall below zero for five 
consecutive days.

However, we received an e-mail from City Councillor Margaret 
Wright of Abbey Ward (which includes Riverside, the highest-
profile area for problems) in which a residents’ association contact 
had helpfully noticed that the ‘Winter Maintenance’ heading in the 
Pedestrian section of the Local Transport Plan says, for footways 
(not cycleways):

(

‘The County Council shall set specific footway gritting 
routes for all category 3 routes and above. Gritting shall be 
undertaken whenever there is snowfall or if the temperature 
is forecast to fall below 0 degrees for more than four hours.’

A category 3 route is a ‘link footway’ through urban areas and 
busy rural footways.)

Clearly this is more stringent than the main policy, and it seems as 
if inadequate scrutiny took place of this other (and for us, more 
helpful) policy, targeted for implementation by 2006!

Next steps
Councillor Matt Bradney has commissioned a review of the winter 
maintenance policy. Given his welcome and helpful support 
expressed at the Cycling Demonstration Town meeting we attended 
recently, we hope that gritting of cycle routes will be improved in 
future years.

Martin Lucas-Smith

‘We, the undersigned, call on Cambridgeshire County 
Council to grit all major cycle routes in Cambridge during 
winter to ensure safe travelling conditions for the quarter of 
people who cycle to work in Cambridge.’

Robert Oeffner (left) presents his petition of over 1,200 
signatures to County Councillor Matt Bradney (right). 
In between are County Councillor Julian Huppert, 
Martin Lucas-Smith, and Abbey ward Councillors Caroline Hart 
(City), Paul Sales (County) and Margaret Wright (City).
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Closures at roadworks
In the space of three days, we received 
two notifications that contractors doing 
roadworks in Huntingdon Rioad and 
Shelford Road had, without authorisation, 
erected ‘No Cycling’ or ‘Cyclists Dismount’ 
signs on roads remaining open to general 
traffic. This is unacceptable, and probably 
illegal. The correct signage should be 
‘Narrow lanes – no overtaking’.

Approach to roadworks on 
Shelford Road 
Action to remove the ‘No Cycling’ sign on 
Shelford Road at the roadworks for the 
Addenbrooke’s Access Road was taken the 
morning after we reported this to the County 
Council. Following many comments from 
our members, the Campaign contacted the 
County Council and new signs, which we 
feel are acceptable, were put up. 

Martin Lucas-Smith

Erecting ‘No Cycling’ or ‘Cyclists Dismount’ signs on roads 
still used by other traffic is unacceptable and probably 
illegal. Harsh action against contractors should be taken.

Signs at the roadworks on Shelford Road for the 
Addenbrooke’s Access Road after they were corrected 
promptly when the Campaign contacted the County Council.

One photomap contributor cleverly decided to present a view 
on the approach to catering for cycling, by altering an existing 
image. The sign originally said ‘business open as usual’.

Unacceptable signage at road works on Huntingdon Road

Cambridge Cycling Campaign
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Road reinstatement
During 2008 EDF Energy, a very large energy 
company which delivers electricity to about 
eight million UK customers, installed more 
than two miles of electricity cable along 
Cherry Hinton Road and its continuation 
beyond the city boundary as Fulbourn 
Road and Cambridge Road. A deep trench 
a metre wide was dug and refilled as the 
cable was laid.

The quality of the road reinstatement 
is exceptionally good. The resurfacing 
matches the existing surface and stood up 
well to recent frost and snow. The work 
was all done in a single operation, instead 
of using the widespread two–stage process 
in which the work is first filled and given 
a temporary surface and is then resurfaced 
weeks or months later when the filled 
material has consolidated. EDF deserve to 
be congratulated on their work.

Lessons to be learned 
We must learn from this good example. 
Others who dig up our roads, footways 
and cycle lanes still commonly use out-
of-date two-stage techniques. These are 
permitted by the County Council even 
though they involve both disruption over 
a longer period and inadequate surfacing 
for quite long periods. Sometimes, the so-
called permanent repair isn’t done properly. 
A rather frequent cause of longstanding 
difficulty for cyclists is the small trench dug 
at right-angles across a cycle lane and not 
properly reinstated even years later. We 
suggest that the County Council upgrades 
its requirements to compel those who dig 
up our roads to reinstate them to a high 
standard in a single effective operation.

In one significant respect EDF have not 
completed their reinstatement properly. 
They have failed to replace the red surfacing 
where their trench crosses Advanced Stop 
Lines and cycle lanes. They have replaced 
white lining and white cycle symbols but 
the standard is unacceptably low – they are 
already worn out. On Cherry Hinton Road 
inbound at the junction with the Perne 
Road roundabout, a length of the outer part 
of the cycle lane has, as a result, become 
barely visible.

A few days ago I witnessed road workers 
drilling a small hole into the tarmac surfacing 
of EDF’s reinstated trench. I enquired what 
they were doing and was told that they 
were checking the depth of the tarmac. I 
failed to ask whether they were doing this 
on behalf of the County Council or of EDF, 
but it is certainly good news that checks are 

made. I pointed out the failure to reinstate 
the red ASL and cycle lane surfacing and the 
poor quality of the white lining, but I have 
no idea whether they have reported this.

Provision for cyclists should be 
treated more seriously
I had hoped that the red surfacing and 
white lining would be renewed as part 
of the County Council’s own welcome 

‘refreshment’ programme for such 
surfacing, but I now know that it will not 
be in the current round. I intend to ask 
the County Council if they will ask EDF to 
do the work that clearly they should have 
done. The quality of most of EDF’s work in 
Cherry Hinton Road is to be applauded, but 
provision for cyclists should be treated more 
seriously.

James Woodburn

Perne Road roundabout: excavated section of cycle lane not resurfaced in red and 
new white lining already worn out.

Junction with Coleridge Road: more white lining and red surfacing problems.
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Congestion Charging Commission 
for Cambridgeshire
The County Council last year set up an 
independent Transport Commission to look 
at the proposals for Congestion Charging 
with £500m of up-front investment. As we 
reported last year, and despite the spin that 
the Cambridge Evening News attempted to 
give them, the proposals are far from dead 
in the water.

The Transport Commission was set up after 
a year of (often ill-informed) debate on 
congestion charging, the main consultation 
exercise on which nonetheless found:

•	 Only 31% supported the principle of a 
congestion charge, but …

•	 55% would support a charge if revenues 
were spent on improving transport 
in Cambridgeshire [which is a legal 
requirement anyway]

•	 44% would support the congestion 
charge if it only operated between 7.30 
– 9.30 am Monday to Friday [which the 
County Council proposed anyway]

•	 59% would support a congestion 
charge if attractive alternatives were in 
place for travelling in Cambridge [which 
£500m – ten times current funding 
levels – would surely help provide!]

Our view on the  
County’s proposals
Our view, which was reached after several 
monthly meetings and ongoing debate, is 
that the proposals for a congestion charge 
in conjunction with massive up-front 
investment should broadly be welcomed, 
although we have concerns about some of 
the details, which could be addressed as 
work progresses.

The up-front investment could at last 
enable continental-quality provision, whilst 
the charge would bring about the traffic-
reduction needed to provide more road 
space for cycling and public transport. 
(For instance, it’s no good investing in 
buses if the roads they use are blocked by 
queuing cars.)

Recognising that there was considerable 
misunderstanding of the £500m of benefits 
(which the media have almost completely 
failed to cover), we launched a website 
www.UnclogCambridge.com which 
gained some media coverage from this. This 
remains online and tries to explain these 

benefits – in clearer terms than the County 
Council seem to have managed so far.

As we said back in 2007:

Articles setting out our views were published 
in Newsletters 73, 76, 78 and 80 (survey 
results).

Public meetings and survey
Cambridgeshire’s independent Transport 
Commission has started a series of public 
meetings, at which they are grilling experts 
on particular issues. Anyone who attended 
the first meeting could not accuse the panel 
of being soft on the County Council officers 
present.

The Transport Commission has been 
inviting views, and we will have responded 
by the time you read this. We are pushing 

for many of the ideas set out in our Cycling 
2020 brochure (contact us if you don’t have 
a copy yet, or see our website) to be funded 
and implemented.

We also intend to appear at one of the 
public hearings and will present our expert 
knowledge and detailed visions for what 
could be done to improve transport if a 
charge and the accompanying investment 
were not blocked.

We will keep you updated as this issue 
progresses.

Martin Lucas-Smith

‘It is now over 40 years since the first 
major Government report on road 
pricing. In other forms of transport, 
including local trains and buses, 
demand is managed by varying 
the charge. Doing so in congested 
cities will reduce congestion and 
hence pollution. If people switch 
to walking and cycling for shorter 
journeys, not only will they save 
money and improve their health, but 
the road space will be available for 
those whose trip by motor vehicle is 
essential.

‘For a Congestion Charge to work 
it will be important for many of the 
incentives for motorists to switch 
modes to be available well before 
charging even starts. We believe 
there are several schemes which 
could be implemented relatively 
quickly, showing commitment by 
the County, and giving early benefits 
to those who choose to cycle.

‘The proposals are radical, balanced, 
necessary, and will benefit everyone 
by ensuring the future health of 
Cambridge as a city. The County has 
heeded our message that increasing 
levels of cycling requires much more 
of a focus on quality. The proposals 
make real space for cycling, rather 
than just fitting it in or putting 
cyclists onto pavements.’

Traffic reduction is 
needed to provide more 
road space for cycling 
and public transport.
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Bike ride to Reach Fair

Following the success of the last Bike Ride 
to Reach Fair (see photos) we’re hoping this 
time it will be even bigger.

Perfect weather last year brought out the 
riders and the official tally was 157. I think a 
realistic target this year will be around 300, 
though it could be more or less very much 
depending on the weather immediately 
before the event.

The 2009 ride takes place on Bank Holiday 
Monday 4th May, starting from 9 am outside 
the Fort St. George Pub on Midsummer 
Common, Cambridge.

Entry is free and uncomplicated. The 
organisational presence is kept to a 
minimum as we try to demonstrate that 
cycling is a perfectly practical way of getting 
to the Fair. Because of the sheer numbers 

of riders expected there will be volunteer 
marshals riding with groups of about 50 
riders, and an official who has the power to 
stop traffic on Ditton Lane.

We’ve spread out the start of the ride so 
that we don’t all go at once. The Campaign 
stall bike will be at Midsummer Common 
from 9 am and the first group of riders will 
leave at 9:30 am. Then groups will leave 
every 10 minutes until the final departure at 
10:30 am. With the support of Cambridge 
Cycling Town we’re fortunate to have 
Outspoken Delivery at the start of the ride 
helping with simple bike repairs and they 
will ride with us to Reach and back. The ride 
back to Cambridge leaves at around 2 pm.

For those tempted to go further, the ride 
on from Reach leaves at 1 pm and follows 

National Cycle Network route 11 via Wicken 
Fen to Ely, returning by the same route.

There should be two ride leaflets enclosed 
with your Newsletter – please use them to 
promote the ride!

Full details of the event on are on the website  
at www.camcycle.org.uk/events/rides/

Simon Nuttall
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Mill Road future
There was a good turn out of local residents at the meeting on 
5th March, marking the beginning, as Chair for the meeting David 
Howarth MP said, of the discussion about the future of Mill Road.

Opening comments from Councillors Nichola Harrison and Kilian 
Bourke explained the ideas which they are keen to see as a cross-
party initiative. The meeting was then opened up to the audience 
and people gave their views with minimal interruption.

Not everyone in the room was enthusiastic about a 20 mph speed 
limit with one comment that you would have to be lucky to reach 
that speed, so the suggestion that this was widely supported looks 
questionable. 

Debate covered increasing safety at junctions where clusters 
of reports accidents are located, perhaps by using raised tables, 
increasing the cycle parking, and establishing shared space perhaps 
by removing the central white line. Apparently, this encourages 
motorists to drive more considerately.

There were mixed views about the benefit of this, although residents 
were agreed that they would like to see poles removed from the 
pavement. Whatever is done though, the councillors would like to 
see the available money used for what Mill Road needs, not on 
basic maintenance. The Liberal Democrat Councillors have set up 
a website at www.millroadfuture.net which explains their ideas. 

Bev Nicolson

Scope for creative folk
As you should be able to tell from the quality of this Newsletter, 
we have an excellent team of writers, copy-editors, proofreaders, 
designers and photographers, who work hard to enable us to 
produce a professional-looking publication every two months. But 
there is always scope for more people to get involved. Articles from 
people who do not contribute regularly are welcomed and we could 
use more people who can draw cartoons, or take good photos. 
We’d also like someone who could go into the County Archives and 
search their photographic collection for relevant pictures. The Editor 
would also like to hear from anyone who might be able to help her 
with the co-ordination of the whole process, with selecting articles 
and deciding what to include in the Newsletter.

But in particular, we are short of people who can help with design 
and page layout. We need people to fit all the articles, photos, 
maps and illustrations together to form a high-quality newsletter. 
For this task you need to be familiar with page layout software, 
but it does not matter which one you use, as long as you can 
produce a high-quality pdf to send to the printers. Good email 
and internet access are essential. But we have a fabulous new tool, 
called Ensembling, written for us, which makes collaborating on 
the Newsletter much easier. If you would like to get involved with 
producing the Newsletter please contact the Editor, Monica Frisch, 
by email: contact@camcycle.org.uk 

Thanks!

Monica FrischMill Road: forest of poles on the pavement
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Letter from City  
Councillor Ben Bradnack

Response to Councillor 
Bradnack’s letter

We challenge Councillor Bradnack to 
say in which of the remaining one-way 
streets in his ward he will now support 
two-way cycling

Dear Editor,

The Cambridge Cycling Campaign has a duty to campaign on 
behalf of cycling: a purpose which it fulfils with admirable energy 
and commitment.  

But I was struck by your apparent failure, in a recent edition of your 
newsletter, to recognize that ward councillors such as myself also 
have a duty to campaign, in our case on behalf of resident electors. 

We are happy to support the contra-flow principle where it is 
appropriate, but have opposed current arrangements to which 
our attention has been drawn by residents of the streets involved, 
whose views we have sought to represent. 

The account you have published travesties the views of Labour 
councillors for Petersfield. This would have been evident, had you 
also printed the newsletter article to which you took exception, 
rather than just your version of it. Although it is probably now too 
late for your readers to make a proper comparison between your 
account and what appeared in the Petersfield Voice, I am copying 
to you the original article, and another now going to press, which 
we believe represent the views of the majority of residents in the 
streets affected. 

I  hope that you will have the courage to print these, as well as this 
letter, so that the issues can be debated in a less one-sided manner 
than has so far been the case in your pages.

Yours sincerely,

Ben Bradnack 
Labour City councillor for Petersfield Ward

In his letter regarding the continuing nonsensical fuss about 
converting a few streets in Petersfield to two-way use by cyclists, 
Councillor Bradnack seems to see ‘residents’ and ‘cyclists’ as two 
different species. His letter patently fails to see that the people 
whose cycling he so vehemently wants to restrict in some of his ward 
streets are his resident electors and those in neighbouring wards. 
The signatures which we collected and which he misrepresented 
came from the people using the streets. Cycling in back-streets is 
a local activity.

In the original article there was only one paragraph referring to the 
Labour opposition and Petersfield Labour flier, which runs to a whole 
page. We did give a reference to it, so people could look at it, and 
do so again here: www.camcycle.org.uk/map/location/15460/

Councillor Bradnack claims to support cycling, but we find it hard to 
understand how. This is the councillor, remember, who objected to 
the presence of cyclists at the public meeting called to follow up the 
issue. Not for the first time. he is obstructing modest improvements 
for cycling despite three of the streets not being substantially 
different from neighbouring streets which both cars and cycles can 
use in both directions, like Gwydir Street, for example. 

In his letter, he claims to support contraflow cycling. Therefore we 
challenge him to say in which of the remaining one-way streets in 
his ward he will now support two-way cycling.

I repeat what I said in the original 
article: If simple, effective things 
like contraflow cycling can’t 
be done without all this angst, 
we despair of Cambridge ever 
making any serious progress for 
cyclists.

David Earl

Mackenzie Road is likely to 
get a proper island to avoid 
situations like this where a car 
blocks the way in for cyclists. 
However, County Council 
officers will not accept that 
there is room to do the same 
in Mawson Road despite 
precedent elsewhere in the 
city and in Kingston Street the 
planter is to remain stubbornly 
in the way of progress.
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Hills Road Bridge – a vision for its future
As many members will know, Hills Road Bridge has been reduced 
to two lanes of traffic since early last year. The narrowness of these 
lanes has caused many problems for cyclists, particularly attempts 
by a minority of inconsiderate motorists to overtake (despite 
multiple signs telling them not to), a situation not helped by the 
complete refusal of the police to do anything about this illegal and 
dangerous behaviour. We accept, however, that there really has 
been no option but to reduce Hills Road to two lanes, and that 
the space constraints have meant that they have to be very narrow 
lanes.

Hills Road Bridge as a barrier to many cycle routes
It has long been recognised that Hills Road Bridge is a real barrier to 
cycling for a great number of cycle routes. This is especially worrying 
given the high number of sixth-form students needing to use it.

Speaking as a ‘confident cyclist’ myself, Hills Road Bridge is one 
of a small number of areas of the city which I find scary. I can only 
imagine how it feels to less confident cyclists or those who are 
unable to cycle relatively fast. During its four-lane operation, going 
up the bridge, with many vehicles overtaking fast and very close, 
felt very unsafe.

The bridge is far from being a cycle-friendly structure which children 
and parents would actively want to use, a scenario which is my 
‘benchmark’ for streets around the city.

How to improve Hills Road Bridge in ‘peacetime’
A few years ago, the County Council undertook consultation on 
how to make Hills Road Bridge more cycle-friendly (under normal 
conditions rather than the current exceptional conditions). All the 
possible ‘solutions’ would have resulted in cyclists being put onto 
pavement cycle paths, perhaps with an additional side-bridge built 
on. They were all also very expensive changes, with a side-bridge 
costing perhaps £5m, which would be a poor use of the money.

When it comes to improving cycling, we have always argued in 
favour of the ‘Hierarchy of Provision’, as set out in several pieces of 
national government guidance or policy. This is as follows:

At the bottom of the list is what the County Council previously 
consulted on. At the top of the list is traffic reduction. In practice, 
that means reducing the number of traffic lanes.

And traffic reduction is exactly what the current changes to Hills 
Road Bridge have done.

We think it is fair to say that the knock-on effects of the reduction 
to two lanes on Hills Road Bridge have not been as bad as some 
people predicted. People have adjusted to the situation.

Consider first Traffic reduction

Speed reduction

Junction treatment, hazard site treatment, 
traffic management

Reallocation of carriageway space (e.g. bus 
lanes, widened nearside lanes, cycle lanes)

Cycle tracks away from roads

 
Consider last

Conversion of footways/footpaths to shared-
use cycle tracks for pedestrians and cyclists

Sketch of layout before the roadworks
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Three motor traffic lanes rather than four
We wish to see Hills Road Bridge reinstated with a maximum of 
three lanes when the current works are finished. The current works 
have proved that Cambridge is not gridlocked, even with two lanes.

This would create space for 2 m+ hybrid cycle lanes on both sides of 
the road, providing an incentive for new cycle trips, and improving 
conditions for confident cyclists who already use the bridge. It 
would provide an ongoing incentive against the alternative option 
of continued traffic growth.

Therefore, Hills Road Bridge should, in our view, be reinstated as 
follows:

•	 Go from the current two lanes (or normally four lanes) to three 
lanes, with one lane going up each direction and two going 
down. This would reduce queuing at the exit points. Each 
main traffic lane would be 3 m wide. (Another possible use of 
the third slot instead of downward queuing lanes could be a 
directional bus lane, perhaps.)

•	 Removal of the current central island.

•	 Addition of 2-2.5 m-wide cycle lanes, which approach standard 
continental  widths. These should be of the hybrid cycle lane 
type, i.e. red surfaced (not lumpy screeding!) with a cobbled 
dividing line or periodic separators to discourage motor vehicles 
using them, or slightly raised.

•	 On the downward stretches, where the cycle lane goes 
alongside two lanes of traffic, the (still red-surfaced) cycle lanes 
would need to be at the same height as the traffic lane, so 
that cyclists can move across. No specific ‘move across’ location 
should be marked out – as that manoeuvre will vary depending 
on other traffic. 

•	 Some kind of 
design solution for the ends 
of the bridge to deal with 
how traffic merges back at 
the junctions, but this is not 
insurmountable.

•	 Advanced Stop 
Lanes (ASLs) at all junctions, 
longer than standard 
ASLs, reflecting the larger 

number of users.

•	 A speed limit of not more than 30 
mph, possibly 20 mph to connect with the 
20 mph limit agreed for the station area.

We urge Councillors to think creatively about 
ways in which Hills Road Bridge could be 
made attractive to both confident and novice 
cyclists, and to make clear to council officers 
that retaining the previous status quo would 
not be in the best interests of the whole 
range of road users.

Martin Lucas-Smith

Proposed five-lane layout after the roadworks finish
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NIAB site – Huntingdon Road to Histon Road
This development site, associated with the 
plant research organisation, the National 
Institute for Agricultural Botany, stretches 
east from Huntingdon Road across fields 
to Histon Road. The outline planning 
application is for 1,780 dwellings, a primary 
school, community facilities, and associated 
infrastructure (roads and cycleways.) A 
park is proposed for the centre of the 
development. 

We have submitted a formal objection 
to this planning application. Here is a 
shortened version of our letter.

Our main points
We welcome very strongly the idea of 
2 m-wide, on-road, hybrid cycle lanes 
on the site access roads at each end of 
the development, particularly for their 
continuity of priority across side roads.

When entering the site from Cambridge 
Road (northern end of Histon Road), the 
cycle lane appears to end before the 20 
mph limit begins; we believe that the lower 
speed limit should apply from well before 
where the lane ends, so that motor vehicles 
have slowed down before they encounter 
on-road cyclists. In our opinion, the 20 mph 
limit should apply right back to the junction 
with Cambridge Road.

While the Huntingdon Road junction 
provides fairly well for cyclists, especially 
southbound cyclists not entering the 
site, the Cambridge Road junction is very 
complicated. We welcome the provision 
of advanced stop lines (ASLs) for cyclists at 
most of the traffic signals, particularly on 
the right turns. However, we would like to 
see an access lane to the two-lane-wide ASL 

on the northbound side of Cambridge Road 
(immediately before the site access road) 
in both the inner (left-hand) and the outer 
(right-hand) lanes; this will be necessary for 
on-road cyclists to safely access the right-
turn lane into Kings Hedges Road. We also 
have concerns about the complexity of the 
junction, particularly its multi-lane nature, 
its proximity to the Kings Hedges Road 
junction and the fact that the speed limit 
here is 40 mph. We believe this should 
be reduced to 30 mph throughout the 
junction. We also wonder whether a four-
way signal-controlled crossroads might be 
a better solution as it would reduce the 
complexity of the junction.

Routes through the site
The City Council’s Local Plan Policy 8/11 
calls for restriction of through access for 
motor traffic, but the plans do not appear 
to do this. We note that the plan refers 
to a ‘sinuous orbital route’ to attempt to 
discourage through traffic, but the plans 
show a through route which has a long, 
relatively straight section which will not help 
to keep traffic speeds down and is unlikely 
to have the effect of reducing rat-running, 
with the attendant hazards for cyclists and 
pedestrians. Any through route should 
have multiple junctions with give-way 
signs to discourage rat-running; or better 
still, through access should be restricted 
to buses, cyclists and pedestrians by using 
rising bollards or some similar method.

We need to be certain that the segregated 
pedestrian routes to Brownlow Road, 
Blackhall Road and towards Tavistock Road 
will in fact provide cycle access, as stated in 
the text, and will conform to government 
guidance in relation to width, and other 
details.

The Design & Access statement illustrates 
the layout of the cycle and pedestrian access 
from Windsor Road. This route contains 
a number of right-angled turns around a 
green area. This is not conducive to safe or 
comfortable cycling, and should be replaced 
by a straight path keeping cyclists away 
from house entrances or by curved paths.

Not a Home Zone
We are concerned that the reference 
to ‘Home Zones’ in the planning 
documentation is misleading, in that it 
does not refer to what is considered to be a 
Home Zone in the generally accepted usage 
of the term. Generally, a Home Zone is an 
area with no footway, but instead a paved 
area that is used by pedestrians, cyclists and 
(slow moving) motor vehicles. However, the 
example shown is of residential shared space 
which looks like a conventional street with a 
2.5 m footway and a 5.5 m carriageway for 
both cycles and motor vehicles. We do not 
believe this constitutes a Home Zone.

Not enough cycle parking
Cycle parking is proposed at the rate of 
one space per residential unit. This does 
not accord with the City’s cycle parking 
standards which require one space per 
bedroom for dwellings of up to three 
bedrooms, three spaces for four bedroom 
dwellings, and four spaces for five bedroom 
dwellings plus ‘some level of visitor cycle 
parking, in particular for large housing 
developments’. As this is without doubt a 
large development, and makes claims to 
being highly sustainable, the City standards 
must be enforced, and there is a case for 
arguing that they should be exceeded. 
In addition, the cycle parking should Looking south-west to the site scheduled 

for development beyond the pylon
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be located close to the entrance of the 
dwellings it serves, and must be of good 
quality and secure. As we outline in Section 
2.6 of the Cambridge Cycle Parking Guide, 
we feel that 25% of the provision should 
be in higher-security locked compounds, 
and the rest in covered on-street (or near-
door) Sheffield-stand provision. Orchard 
Park shows what happens when insufficient 
cycle parking is provided: cycles are chained 
up wherever space can be found, for 
instance against railings.

No trips over three miles
Section 9 of the Traffic Assessment (TA) 
looks at the assignment of trips to modes 
of transport. It assumes that no trips over 
three miles in distance will be undertaken 
by cycle; this is an entirely unreasonable 
assumption in a city like Cambridge, with 
26% of commuter journeys by cycle and a 
generally flat topography. The TA also states 
that ‘Bar Hill rates are used historically by 
the County Council’, but Bar Hill is a motor-
centric development, with no suitable cycle 
routes out of the village and too far from 
neighbouring settlements for walking. 
Such rates are likely to over-estimate motor 
traffic, so that estimates described as 
‘robust’ are produced. On the other hand, 
cycling rates appear to have been reduced 
to make them ‘realistic’ because they came 
out too high. The figures for car drivers from 
NIAB are very similar to those for Orchard 
Park, yet no-one would claim that Orchard 
Park is a triumph of sustainable travel. This 
seems to indicate a level of defeatism in 
terms of creating a model development 
with sustainable travel.

Much is made in the TA of the School 
Travel Plan for primary children on the 
site. However, no secondary school is to be 
provided, so 11-16+ year olds will have to 
travel to Impington Village College (IVC), or 
Chesterton or Manor Community Colleges. 
Although there is off-road provision for 
cycling much of the way to IVC, the route 
involves crossing the A14 slip roads which 
have no signal control. An alternative 
route should be created using the NIAB 
accommodation bridge to the west of the 
A14/B1049 junction; we recognise that 
this land is outside the site and that NIAB 
have security concerns about the provision 
of such a route, but we believe that further 
work and discussion are required to find a 
solution. There are no identified off-road 
cycle routes to the other two secondary 
schools; the developers should be required 
to consider this point, as there is likely to be 

a significant number of school-age children 
in a development of this size.

The revised plans show the bus stops on 
Cambridge Road as now being in the single 
lane part of the road, within the current 
40 mph limit. This will lead to cyclists and 
motor vehicles pulling out to pass stationary 
buses in a narrow stretch of road; in the 
southbound case, just after cyclists have 
joined the road, and in the northbound 
case, just before a toucan crossing. Further 
consideration should be given to these bus 
stops; for example, the northbound stop 
could be moved to north of the toucan 
crossing and perhaps into a lay-by (as 
elsewhere on Histon Road). This also further 
supports the case for extending the urban 
30 mph limit.

It is essential that there should be easy 
access from the development to the orbital 
cycleway and footpath, to avoid long 
detours for residents to access them. Lack 
of direct access will act as a disincentive 
to cycling and walking. The plans seem to 
suggest that there will only be one access 
point from the development to the orbital 
cycleway, and only a further two access 
points to the footpath.

No details are given for the lighting of the 
orbital cycle route. As it runs around the 
perimeter of the site, some attention should 
be given to the issue of safety, both in terms 
of navigation and security. We recognise 
that this route is essentially on the edge 
of the city, but a cycleway that is not safe 
to use at night does not contribute to 
sustainability.

Noting the City Council’s Local Plan Policies 
8/4(a) and 9/8 which require cycling and 
walking priority over cars and priority for 
cycling and walking links between Histon 
Road and Huntingdon Road, respectively, 
we would like to see the toucan crossing 
where the orbital cycleway crosses the site 
access road from Cambridge Road set so 
that pedestrians and cyclists have priority 
here.

We are pleased to see the use of single-
stage crossings without pedestrian cages 
on the access roads to the site; were any 
two-stage crossings or guard-railing to be 
proposed, we would object, as that would 
fail to be in line with the Manual For Streets, 
the relevant government guidance in this 
case.

Conclusion
In conclusion, we do not believe that as 
much has been done to benefit cyclists (and 
pedestrians) as would be expected from a 
development that claims, in para 12.1.1 
of the Transport Assessment, to be a ‘high 
quality sustainable new urban extension to 
the City’. We would welcome an opportunity 
to discuss the various suggestions we have 
made with the developers of this site. We 
would much prefer for an agreed scheme 
to go before the Planning Committee rather 
than a controversial one to which we would 
have to object.

Chris Dorling

Map base © 2009 OpenStreetMap.org and contributors, licensed CCbySA2.0
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What’s the recession got to do with cycling?

Theory has it that when times are hard people take to their bikes 
instead of using their cars. Well, maybe some do, but that’s not 
what this piece is about.

A year ago we were overwhelmed with massive plans for major 
developments all round Cambridge. They haven’t gone away, but 
it’s become noticeably quieter in the last six months. True, we had 
no less than five CDs’ worth of planning application bumph for the 
NIAB site in the post last month (and that was just the revisions) 
with only a few short weeks to read and comment on them. 

But though the major schemes haven’t gone away, most seem to 
have slowed down considerably. No one can finance them any 
more. People aren’t buying houses (though I think most schemes 
are a long time from having any building start seriously on the 
ground and things may have improved by then).

What matters to cycling, though, is that the clean sheet on which 

most sites are working is a big opportunity to make better provision 
for cyclists. It’s much harder to shoe-horn wide cycle lanes into 
existing narrow city streets than to design a road layout that 
accommodates bikes properly from the start. 

That’s not to say the developers always do: Northstowe, the new 
town to sit like a voracious cuckoo chick on the smaller parent bird 
of Longstanton, was widely criticised (not just by us) for its failure 
to address cycling properly. We haven’t seen a revised application 
yet, which hopefully would put some of this right. However, plans 
for another development (NIAB) include hybrid cycle lane provision, 
2 m wide, through the main spine road, a form of provision which 
we have been promoting. Unlike at Northstowe, though not 
everyone may agree with everything planned, the developers of the 
Railway Station site have gone to a lot of trouble to consult on and 
incorporate cycling prominently in the redevelopment among many 
competing users – not least with a nearly 3,000 space cycle park.

Arbury Park (now Orchard Park): living on a building site
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Not only the opportunity, but motive too. Money. New developments 
generate cash for public works to mitigate the impact of the 
development. Some of that goes towards cycling, recognising the 
traffic impact (though in a really big development, the lion’s share 
goes on things like schools).

The Guided Busway will not only provide a major investment in 
public transport, it will also offer an almost traffic-free cycle route 
between north Cambridge and St Ives. Because of its significance 
and location, Northstowe was to have provided a share of the 
funding for the construction. But now the County Council is having 
to borrow to meet the shortfall in the windfall as Northstowe has 
hit the doldrums. Who knows what would have happened had the 
project not already been nearly complete?

But the whole reason for these planning agreements with developers 
is because of the impact of new developments. In cycling terms, 
that means traffic. So the longer we delay, the less of it there 
is in the near future – and fewer newcomers arriving without 
the cycling culture even non-cyclists in the city are familiar with.

Then there are the finishing touches. Arbury Park, now 
renamed Orchard Park (do we detect a certain snobbishness 
in the marketing attitudes here?), has been a building site for 
years and because it has slowed right down the people who 
have already moved in are having to put up with living on a 
building site for much longer. Often the cycling aspects of a 

development are the afterthoughts, the bits that get left to the end 
or until the final road surfacing is done. Or not, as now seems to be 
the case. So not only do all of us have to put up with Kings Hedges 
Road being turned into a nightmare for cycling, but the people 
who live there don’t even get the promised facilities inside the 
development either. The developers say the facilities are coming, 
but will they go out of business before they get round to it?

In the end, I guess many of us won’t lament the failure to concrete 
over the Cambridge hinterlands tomorrow. But be sure, they’ll be 
back the day after. We’d better use the extra day to increase our 
efforts to put cycling at the heart of how people move around 
and between these new settlements. We’ve already started by 
publishing our Cycling in New Developments paper, available on 
our website at www.camcycle.org.uk/planning

David Earl

Flush kerbs left 10cm off the ground. Cycle crossings 
impossible to use, and heaven help anyone who is in a 
wheelchair.
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Cycle Infrastructure Design
Cycle Infrastructure Design is the Department 
for Transport’s consolidation and re-writing 
of a diverse collection of guidance notes 
and other material published over the years. 
We said two issues ago we’d come back 
and review it properly. 

It is described as a Local Transport Note 
(number 2/08), but is in fact a fully fledged 
book running to 90 pages and £26. In many 
ways it could become the bible for people 
implementing cycling measures on the 
ground.

It’s been a long time coming. Months 
and years went by after earlier drafts 
were published, which suggested to the 
conspiracy theorists amongst us that there 
was dispute within the DfT about some of 
the more permissive contents. In the end 
though, my feeling is that what we have 
ended up with says many of the right things 
but is ultimately rather underwhelming.

The new book fills the shoes (should that 
be pedals?) of Cycle Friendly Infrastructure 
which is now rather long-in-the-tooth. 
Innovative in its day, it was endorsed by the 
then Department of Transport but written 
by cyclists who knew what they were talking 
about. It never had the status that a Local 
Transport Note does in influencing urban 
design. In that respect the new document 
has clout.

The original Cycle Friendly Infrastructure 
was described to us by one County Council 
officer in the ‘90s as ‘a rod to beat our backs 
with’, so often did we have to point out the 
inadequacy of things that were proposed 
against the guidance. A lot of what is in the 
new publication is also not new guidance 
and also doesn’t reflect reality on the 
ground.

Like nearly all the guidance in the past 
twenty years, Cycle Infrastructure Design 
begins from the position that building 
infrastructure specifically for cyclists isn’t 

necessarily the right place to start. Traffic 
reduction and speed reduction are the 
first ports of call. Plonking cyclists onto the 
pavement is the last. Sadly, so often in the 
past the hierarchy has been implemented 
the other way around.

Cycle Infrastructure Design is excellent in 
the way it recognises some fundamentals 
about cycling that are so often lost when 
building things. That there is more than one 
kind of cyclist, for example. That if a facility 

is not convenient, people won’t use it. That 
the road network itself is ‘the most basic 
and important cycle facility available’.

The following sentence needs to be 
tattooed on the hands of everyone who 
aspires to provide facilities for cyclists: 
‘There is seldom the opportunity to 
provide an off-carriageway route within 
the highway boundary that does not 
compromise pedestrian facilities or create 
potential hazards for cyclists, particularly at 
side roads.’ 

We shall no doubt be coming back time and 
again to two key sections of the document. 
The first recognises that safety is only one 
aspect in providing for cyclists, not the be-
all-and-end-all it has so often featured as. 
Secondly, it recognises that safety is not 
absolute.

Core principles
Firstly then, Cycle Infrastructure Design sets 
out five core principles as requirements for 
successful infrastructure design:

•	 Convenience: they’ve got to offer 
cyclists positive advantages, not just 
mitigation of the problems of the road 
environment.

•	 Accessibility: they should go 
somewhere useful, link up properly, and 
use space motor vehicles can’t.

•	 Safety: including personal safety; not 
only should infrastructure be safe, it 
should be perceived to be safe.

•	 Comfort: ‘Infrastructure should meet 
design standards for width, gradient 
and surface quality, and cater for all 
types of user, including children and 
disabled people. ‘

•	 Attractiveness: not just well designed, 
but kept free from detritus like broken 
glass. Not just utilitarian either: ‘The 
ability for people to window shop, walk 
or cycle two abreast, converse or stop to 
rest or look at a view makes for a more 
pleasant experience.’

These are such obvious points, and things 
we have been saying for years, not least 
in our 1996 manifesto. Yet so often 
convenience and comfort are sacrificed to 
the god of safety.

Safety is not absolute
Cycle Infrastructure Design addresses 
head-on the issue of risk and liability. Very 
often facilities have been rejected as being 
‘unsafe’ in absolute terms, even though they 
are an improvement over the alternative. 
Local authorities sometimes would rather 
do nothing, and in doing so compromise 
safety, because they fear being sued over 
something that isn’t perfect. 

The new document is clear that safety 
assessments need to compare a proposal 
with the alternative options, not just assess 
it in isolation. The example they use is 
strange, however: ‘some practitioners dislike 
cycle contraflow schemes because they 

the road network itself is ‘the most basic 
and important cycle facility available’ – DfT

what we have ended up with says many of the 
right things but is ultimately rather underwhelming
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believe that they are inherently hazardous. 
However contraflow travel can be safer 
than withflow travel as the contraflow 
route may mean cyclists can avoid a longer, 
heavily trafficked alternative route.’ The 
second part is clearly true, but where is the 
evidence for the notion that contraflows are 
inherently hazardous in the first place?

Shared use anathema
The document strengthens the previous 
negative guidance about putting cyclists 
on the pavement. Quite rightly, the DfT 
condemns this third-rate provision.

‘Conversion of existing footways to permit 
cycle use should only be considered when 
on-carriageway options have been rejected 
as unworkable. In particular, hearing and 
sight impaired pedestrians have problems 
sensing the presence of cyclists. … The 
potential for conflict between cyclists 
and pedestrians is greatest where width 
is restricted, flows are heavy and their 
respective routes cross each other, such as 
where a cycle track passes a busy bus stop. 
The speed differential between cyclists and 
pedestrians can exacerbate this.’

Interesting approaches
Cycle Infrastructure Design lacks much in 
the way of innovation. However, it does 

endorse a few new ideas that have been 
tried out around the country. One that 
hasn’t been used in our area much, if at all, 
is the removal of centre lines. On a narrow-
ish, lightly trafficked road, you put in wide 
(advisory) cycle lanes, knowing that there 
isn’t then room for two motor vehicles to 
pass. It keeps the motor vehicles well away 

from cyclists under normal circumstances 
and vehicles have to recognise they are 
invading the cyclists’ space when they need 
to pass. It could be used on quiet lanes 
outside the city where the volume of traffic 
just doesn’t justify building an expensive 
cycle track. For example, we were contacted 
by Stow-cum-Quy Parish Council about 
a road from Quy towards Bottisham, well 
used by village college students but really 
carrying very little traffic. Neverthless, any 

traffic at all seems to be considered a scary 
prospect. This kind of solution could work 
well there.

Another idea seems much less useful. 
There’s a very prominent picture of a cycle 
bypass around the back of a bus stop. This is 
abysmal. It only needs one look to see that 
most cyclists wouldn’t use it. It’s narrow and 
has a sharp turn coming out of the end. It 
violates exactly the principles they espouse. 
The only time when you might possibly 
want to use it is when a bus is blocking the 
road (and only then because of the badly 
placed island). But that’s exactly the time 
when the bypass will be blocked by people 
crossing it to board the bus.

So why underwhelming?
So why did I describe Cycle Infrastructure 
Design as underwhelming? Firstly, it seems 
all so obvious. It’s been obvious for years. 
Previous publications have said it, to little 
avail. Minimum width recommendations 
have continued to be treated as maximums 
to aspire to. And a large number of the 
images show fussy or frankly poor quality 
infrastructure – instead, it should have 
been a showcase of best practice, so as to 
enthuse designers. 

One of the promises of the Cycling Town 
award is that the infrastructure it pays for 
will be to a much higher standard than we 
have seen before. We really do hope and 
even believe that we will see some excellent 
provision coming out of that project, an 
order of magnitude better than we have 
seen before and exceeding the guidelines 
rather than failing to meet even the 
minimum recommendations.

Secondly, Cycle Infrastructure Design 
doesn’t really push any boundaries. 
Though it promotes convenience it is still 
very cautious about, for example, priority 
at crossings. Whereas in the Netherlands, 
the starting point is to remove as many of 
the impediments to cycling convenience as 
possible, the UK guidance is still very half-
hearted about this, despite the fine words 
in section 1. It doesn’t promote wholesale 
removal of one-way street restrictions, 
merely shows how to do it in any particular 
location. It doesn’t promote wholesale turn 
exceptions at traffic signals (rare in this 
country) but does say how to do it. ‘Define 
a route, now here’s some things you can do 
along it’, rather than ‘do this everywhere’.

David Earl
www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roads/tpm/ltnotes/
ltn208.pdf

‘There is seldom the opportunity to provide 
an off-carriageway route within the highway 
boundary that does not compromise pedestrian 
facilities or create potential hazards for cyclists, 
particularly at side roads’ – DfT official guidance

Much better: centre markings removed 
in favour of cycle lanes (figure 5.2 ibid).

Uninspiring: by-pass for 
tram/bus stop: the only 
time someone would 
want to use this is 
when people boarding 
the bus are in the way 
(photo from figure 6.4 
of Cycle Infrastructure 
Design credited to 
Steve Essex).
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Shared space – a view against
Some members will be aware of the idea of ‘Shared Space’. As 
Wikipedia puts it:

‘Shared space is a traffic engineering concept involving the 
removal of the traditional separation between motor vehicles 
and pedestrians and other road users, and the removal of 
traditional road priority management devices such as kerbs, 
lines, signs and signals. The reasoning behind the idea is 
that it will result in improved road safety by forcing users 
to negotiate their way through shared areas at appropriate 
speeds and with due consideration for the other users of 
the space.

‘This approach, which was pioneered and promoted by Hans 
Monderman, is based on the observation that individuals’ 
behaviour in traffic is more positively affected by the built 
environment of the public space than it is by conventional 
traffic control devices and regulations.’

Shared Space is a concept which many campaigners for sustainable 
transport in the UK would like to try. The idea has been raised in 
meetings and seems to be becoming fashionable. 

David Hembrow, who moved from Cambridge to Assen, in the 
Netherlands, a year or so ago, has written an article on his blog 
website (‘A view from the cycle path’), arguing against the Shared 
Space approach. David has kindly given us permission to reproduce 
the posting in full.

Shared Space 
Over the last few years there has been much buzz in the press 
outside this country about Shared Space. This is the idea that if you 
get rid of separation between different modes of transport that 
everyone will be forced to interact on a more human level and a 
reduction of accidents will result.

It shows a remarkable faith in human nature to expect this to 
happen, and I’m sure we’d all like it to be true. But is it true, or is 
this just a case of The Emperor’s New Clothes ?

The idea started 
over here in the 
Netherlands with 
Hans Monderman, 
who achieved some 
fame with these ideas 
before his untimely 
death earlier this 
year. I am sure that 
his intentions were 
entirely good, but 
having lived with the 
results of this type 
of planning for a 
while now, I think it 
is time to cut through 
the hype that even 
Hans acknowledged 
surrounded his work.

There are quite a 
few Shared Space 

influenced areas near where we now live. These photos were taken 
in Haren, a suburb of Groningen about 25 km north of Assen.

The centre of Haren is very busy and cyclists really need to look 
out there. By Dutch standards, I find it not a very pleasant place 
to cycle. It’s the only place that I’ve had to do an emergency stop 
in this country to avoid a crash and if the Shared Space part of the 
town was any more than a few hundred metres long, I think I’d 
take another route to completely avoid it.

Take a look at the photos that I took on the way through. There are 
cyclists being pursued by a taxi, another who has been overtaken as 
he pulled out to get around a parked car, a pedestrian at the side of 
the road who is having trouble getting a chance to cross, and, well, 
cars, cars and more cars. Some of them blocking the pavement. At 
least the speed limit is just 30 km/h, and Dutch drivers seem more 
aware of their responsibilities towards vulnerable road users than 
some of those elsewhere.

I am far from the only person to see Shared Space in this way.

If you watch this video at www.youtube.com/watch?v=plgcFjCJJPA  
about Haren you will see a comment by youtube user dgoedkoop 
which translates as ‘It looks like what the shop-keepers wanted, not 
the road users. Cyclists certainly are not happy that the cycle paths 
have been removed. It looks like the great problem with Shared 
Space, as seen in the video from Drachten, is that “just a few” 
crashes between cars and cyclists have been caused.’

That is far from the only criticism. The link above about ‘hype’ 
includes a quote starting ‘Ik woon zelf in Haren...’

This translates as ‘I live in Haren where Mr Monderman has 
convinced the local government that his philosophy is best. Now, 
many residents of Haren find the situation has become less safe. It is 
true that more accidents have not resulted, but the subjective safety 
has got worse. People feel less safe in the new situation. I think that 
many more near-accidents occur.

‘According to Monderman, pedestrians and drivers have to 
be friendlier and to look out for one another, and then zebra 
crossings and suchlike are not needed. It doesn’t work in practice. 
At the insistence of many organisations (parents organisations, 
Fietsersbond - the cyclists union, similar to CTC in the UK), several 
zebra crossings have been laid.’

In general, cyclists do not like it. Fietsersbond has objected a few 

Shared Space in Haren. It is very rare 
to see cyclists on the pavement in the 
Netherlands except in shared space 
areas. Here’s a second cyclist within a 
few seconds cycling on the pavement. 
Even though it’s Sunday and there are 
relatively few cars around, you have a 
much greater chance of being cut up 
by a driver here than elsewhere.

Architectural features of 
shared space look nice, 
but can cause hazards for 
cyclists. In this case there is 
a ridge between the drain 
and the dark (slippery) 
surface and another ridge 
between the dark surface 
and the tiles. Both can 
cause crashes, especially in 
icy conditions. Inevitably a 
car is in the photo as even 
though this is taken on a 
quiet Sunday (shops are 
all shut on Sundays), there 
are a lot of cars passing 
through here.
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times, including in an article in the November 2007 issue of their 
newsletter Vogelvrije Fietser.

This acknowledges that Monderman had become a hero outside 
the country, but also includes many negative comments from 
cyclists in the Netherlands.

There are comments from cyclists who are interviewed in which 
they say that they have to look out much more and that they don’t 
like it. That it has lead to an atmosphere of ‘might is right’ in which 
some cyclists come off worse, and that it makes people less happy 
to cycle.

It should be noted that while there are more Shared Space areas 
here than elsewhere, they are still comparatively rare in this country. 
There are around 100 areas designed in this way, mostly just single 
junctions in the centres of villages and small towns. Segregated 
cycle paths continue to join these places together, and in most cases 
the majority of the infrastructure is still designed on traditional, 
successful, Dutch lines with a high degree of segregation of 
cyclists. If you’ve heard of Dutch infrastructure increasing the 
number of cyclists, that is where to look as that is what 99% of the 
infrastructure looks like.

To me, Shared Space is at its most successful in small villages of 
just a couple of hundred homes which already had little traffic and 
where there is really not much of a problem to start with. In bigger 
places, it can be quite unpleasant.

One of the reasons why the Dutch have had such success with 
controlling traffic is that they try things out. Shared space is but one 
of a series of brave experiments. I am sure that the better aspects 
of it will continue to appear in new infrastructure, but the less 
successful aspects will be left behind. I note that a recent road layout 
change in Assen right next to a ‘shared space’ style junction from a 
few years ago did not expand on the shared space but represents 
a return to more traditional Dutch design with segregated cycle 
paths.

I am glad about this. It would be foolish to abandon the high level 
of subjective safety that has led to such a high degree of cycling. It 
would take years to build enough cycle unfriendly infrastructure to 
really impact on the level of cycling, but once the decline started it 
would carry on for decades.

The car should have given way to the cyclists from the right. 
The principle of giving way to the right is one of the things 
that is supposed to slow traffic down. However, this driver 
was going at some speed and did not give way. Another 
example of how it is cyclists and pedestrians who lose out in 
Shared Space areas.

For me, cycling in places like this is the closest I come in this country 
to the conditions in cycle unfriendly towns of the UK where cycling 
is a fringe activity. I find I am happy to be out of it and back on the 
normal Dutch provision as shown here further along in Haren.

In my view, Shared Space is the one real mistake that has been 
made in the Netherlands. It’s not liked by cyclists, and it really 
doesn’t work well for cyclists.

David Hembrow

hembrow.blogspot.com/2008/11/shared-space.html 

Have you had experience with Shared Space areas. What do you 
think? Let us know.

David Hembrow runs Hembrow Cycling Holidays, which are 
excellent guides to how cycling is catered for in the Netherlands. 
Many of us can recommend David’s tours from first hand. For more 
information, see his website at hembrow.eu/cycling/

It’s a quiet Sunday (no shops open on Sundays), but still 
the cyclist is about to be overtaken too close by the dark 
coloured car.

Beautiful 
church, but 

it’s obscured 
by a constant 

stream of 
motor vehicles. 

Shared 
Space gives 

drivers more 
rights than 
they might 
otherwise 
have in a 

town centre, 
and results in 
places which 

are dominated 
by motor 

traffic.
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Small-ad
2008 De Fietsfabriek 995 bakfiets for sale: £850 ono. Front loading Dutch cargo  
bike with space for 2 children. Great condition. Selling due to change in 
circumstances.

Further details - http://tinyurl.com/bakfiets4sale    Ian Kellar  ik261@cam.ac.uk

April 2009

Wed 1 9.30am Planning Committee. Campaign members may be interested to attend Planning Committee meetings, which 
often include cycling and walking issues. Details of venue and agenda are available about a week beforehand at 
www.cambridge.gov.uk/public/councillors/comtabl9.htm

Thu 2 7.30pm South Area Committee. Campaign members may be interested to attend City Council Area Committee 
meetings, which often cover walking/cycling/transport issues. Cambridge Professional Development Centre, 
Foster Road.

Thu 2 5pm Newsletter review meeting. Copper Kettle, Kings Parade. Note change of time, day and venue!

Fri 3 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 7 8.00pm Monthly General Meeting. Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane (with tea and coffee from 7.30pm, and a 
chance to chat, and for us to introduce ourselves to new members). We have invited Steve Hawkes, School 
Travel Co-ordinator for the County Council to speak to us this month. He is involved with encouraging pupils to 
cycle to school.

Fri 10 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Wed 15 10.00am Joint Development Control Committee. Small Hall, The Guildhall. Campaign members may be interested 
to attend Joint Development Control Committee meetings, which are determining the Planning Applications 
relating to the huge major housing development proposals for the Cambridge sub-region.

Fri 17 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Sat 18 / 
Sun 19 

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

Mon 20 from 7pm Social gathering. Join us at CB2 café, 5-7 Norfolk Street.

Fri 24 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Mon 27 2pm Cambridge Traffic Management Area Joint Committee (AJC) meeting. The Guildhall. Campaign members 
may be interested to attend AJC meetings, which cover walking/cycling/transport issues in some depth. 

Wed 29 Planning Committee. See 1 April for more information.

Thu 30 7.30pm West/Central Area Committee. Campaign members may be interested to attend City Council Area Committee 
meetings, which often cover walking/cycling/transport issues.

May 2009

Sun 3 Newsletter 84 deadline. Please send copy to Monica Frisch: mfrisch@phonecoop.coop . Members are warmly 
invited to write articles (style guidelines available) and are invited to contact the Editor in the first instance.

Mon 4 9.00am Ride to Reach Fair. See page 9.

Tue 5 8.00pm Monthly General Meeting. Friends’ Meeting House, Jesus Lane. See 7 April for details. Speaker: Tim Burford 
on the cycle culture of South America.

Thu 7 7.30pm East Area Committee. Campaign members may be interested to attend City Council Area Committee meetings, 
which often cover walking/cycling/transport issues.

Fri 8 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Thu 14 6.30pm 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/transport issues.

Fri 15 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Fri 22 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Wed 27 9.30am Planning Committee. See 1 April for more information.

Thu 28 7.30pm Newsletter stuffing at Baby Milk Action offices, 34 Trumpington Street. Help very much welcomed.

Fri 29 12.30pm Friday ride (weather permitting). Lunchtime ride open to all. See 3 April for details.

Campaign diary

Placing a relevant small-ad in the 
Newsletter is free to members. 
Details at www.camcycle.org.uk/
newsletters/adverts.html#smalladverts
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Photomap this month: 

Old Press/Mill Lane site 
For a while now, the University has been thinking about relocating 
various departments and administrative buildings. In the light of 
this, the City Council together with the University has produced 
a draft consultation plan looking at the future shape and possible 
uses of the Old Press/Mill Lane buildings. 

The document recognises that many pedestrians and cyclists go 
through this area but that there is potential for conflict at the 
pelican crossing and other (formal and informal) junctions. It also 
notes that cycle parking is not up to the City Centre standard so 
cycles are being parked in a way that can create difficulties simply 
because demand outstrips supply. They have identified a number of 
opportunities to address these problems, although the suggestions 
for the change of use of some buildings (such as shops and 
restaurants) might attract more pedestrians and cyclists to the area.

•	 Granta Place, which runs next to the University Centre (or 
Grad Pad) could see the surface improved and a shared space 
environment created. They cite New Road in Brighton as an 
example. 

•	 They hope to improve permeability both on-road and through 
the sites on either side of Mill Lane. 

•	 The junctions at Trumpington Street/Pembroke Street and at the 
end of King’s Parade could be improved as part of this scheme. 

•	 The informal junctions at either end of Laundress Lane could be 
improved as could the area leading into Laundress Green, which 
can get congested with pedestrians and cyclists.

•	 It is their objective to prioritise walking and cycling, protect the 
listed buildings and the conservation area generally and make 
it more vibrant.

The documents are at www.camcycle.org.uk/jumpto/nl83op and 
comments can be made online or sent to the planning office where 
they can also be read. The deadline for comments is 6th April.

Bev Nicolson

Real cycling blogs
Author of 50 quirky bike rides and writer for many a cycling journal, 
Rob Ainsley has been posting a blog called Real Cycling for a few 
months now, which we thoroughly recommend bookmarking. 
Have a look at it at realcycling.blogspot.com – it’s an entertaining 
read. While largely London-focussed (do you know about the zen 
streets of Southwark, the ephemeral minute thoroughfares which 
barely get a look in on the map?) it’s also about cycling, the kind 
of real cycling we’re all doing every day, with a light touch that the 
subtitle Everyday biking from A to B via other Letters exemplifies. 
As he says, 

‘Real cycling is not about gear ratios. Or wearing lycra the 
colour of rainforest toads. Or pedalling to the country pub 
in the sun, then getting a taxi back because it’s dark and 
raining.’

His test for real 
cyclists: have you 
ever shifted a 
huge load? Had 
a bike nicked? 
R e c o g n i s e d 
someone by their 
bike? It’s not about 
lycra. ‘It’s not 
about racing, or 
saving the world, 
or crossing the 
Nullarbor Plain 
alone except for the film crew. It’s about the best way in London 
of commuting, shopping, sightseeing, socialising, partying, and 
generally just getting from A to B every day: by bike.’

David Hembrow, a long-time Cambridge cyclist, now lives in Assen 
in the Netherlands and posts his own blog A view from the cycle 
path from there. It’s at hembrow.blogspot.com

And while on the subject, a little closer to home, you could keep 
an eye on Richard Taylor’s Cambridge blog. While it’s a serious 
commentary on all sorts of Cambridge issues, cycling features quite 
high on the list and it can be a good way of finding out what is 
being said at council meetings. You can get at the cycling-specific 
articles with this link: www.rtaylor.co.uk/tag/cycling

David Earl

This month’s pick from the photomap system on our website. For 
more cycling-related photos of Cambridge, or to add your own, visit  
www.camcycle.org.uk/map

This month’s editor’s pick is photo no. 15623, From Our 
Correspondent in Uruguay:

Cycle-powered advertising in Canelones, Uruguay - usually these 
things are on a car or scooter and far too noisy!
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Gonville Place Crossing
Following on from the review in January, the 
Traffic Management Area Joint Committee 
agreed to remove the right-turn ban. This 
decision has been referred to Cabinet as 
it is against council policy, so it remains to 
be seen whether that will stand. However, 
the crossing itself has recently been given 
a red surface which we had asked for and 
we hope that this will discourage motorists 
from blocking it. 

Devonshire Road
The cycle lane from the cycle bridge to 
the junction with Tenison Road has finally 
been resurfaced, which now gives a very 
much smoother ride. This is among a series 
of renewals of surfaces and markings 
underway as part of the Cycling Town 
project (now branded Cycle Cambridge).

Taxi Street (a.k.a. St Andrew’s) 
Over-ranking by taxis continues to be a very 
considerable problem here. The Campaign’s 
photomap now must have at least 100 
photos of taxis breaking the rules. The 
problem is that taxis waiting in the section 
of road where they shouldn’t be waiting 
force buses to overtake into the path of 
oncoming cyclists.

We also want to see clear action being 
taken by the Taxi Licensing Office to call in 

drivers, during peak taxi earning hours, for 
every report received. We would also like to 
see a clear statement from  the Cambridge 
Licensed Taxi Owners Association that they 
regard over-ranking here as unacceptable, 
in the same way that we have made clear 
statements about the unacceptability of 
cyclists using pavements and going through 
red lights.

King Street/Hobson Street
This route has reopened but the diverted 
traffic using Sidney Street has damaged 
the surface, which is unsuitable for heavy 
vehicles. It may be possible for the County 
to claim compensation from Anglia Water 
for this (since it is their storm drain that was 
repaired in Hobson Street).

Penny Ferry Path/The Halingway

As briefly reported in Newsletter 82, we 
have been pressing to ensure that the 
changes proposed at the entrance to this 
path from near the car park are made cycle-
friendly. Officers had proposed a dog-leg 
arrangement with a blind corner.

A representative of the Campaign spoke at 
the North Area Committee on 22nd January 
2009, and most Councillors were persuaded 
by our arguments. They went with a 
compromise proposal which should result 
in a much better arrangement for the path, 
which gets cyclists off the path and onto the 
road sooner, from the corner of the current 
parking bay nearest to the path entrance, 
rather than going in front of the seating. 
Officers seem content with the compromise, 
so we look forward to implementation to 
improve what is currently a poor entrance 
to a pleasant and significant route. We are 
not aware of a date having yet been set for 
the work to take place. 

St Andrew’s Road raised table

A raised table has been erected at the 
entrance to the Chesterton side of the 
Riverside Bridge, on a blind corner where 
cyclists join and leave the cycle path. Do 
you think it is effective at slowing traffic? 
Are the details of the design satisfactory, for 
example, are dropped kerbs in the correct 
places and are they pleasantly flush with 
the road? Or are there hazards? At least the 
removal of the hoardings alongside the new 
development means you can see what’s 
coming now whereas it was impossible 
before. 

Cycle rescue service
National Express East Anglia are offering a 
cycle rescue service if, because of accidental 
loss, damage to the bike or injury to 
yourself, you’re not able to finish your train 
journey. The perks are similar to those that 
a car breakdown service provides so you 
could be taken to the nearest bike repair 
shop, the next train station, overnight 
accommodation or if you’re near enough, 
home. It only applies in Cambridgeshire, 
Suffolk and Norfolk. Details are available on:  
www.nationalexpresseastanglia.com/
services/cycle_information/cycle_rescue_
service 

We hope red surfacing will reduce this 
queuing across the junction

CycleStreets now live! 
www.cyclestreets.net

CycleStreets, the new UK Journey Planner 
and Photomap is now live. Created by 
Simon and Martin from the Campaign, it 
lets you plan cycle routes, and add photos.

YOUR STREETS THIS MONTHYOUR STREETS THIS MONTH
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