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Co-ordinator’s comment
Cambridge Cycle Vision

If you like what you see in this newsletter,
add your voice to those of our 1,100
members by joining the Campaign.
Membership costs are low:
£7.50 individual
£3.50 unwaged
£12 household.
For this, you get six newsletters a year,
discounts at a large number of bike shops,
and you will be supporting our work.

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.

Many of the schemes we propose could,
we believe, be funded by development
funding. However, leveraging such funding
will be much harder if the County Council
fails to allocate core funding for cyclingrelated activity. In this regard, we wrote
to Councillors a few months ago, asking
them to ensure that the Cycling Officers at
the County Council are retained post-April.
Without these key individuals, the chances
are that cycling will have a limited voice
within the Council, despite it making up a
quarter of the trips in the city and around
10% of trips county-wide.

Elected Committee Members
and Trustees 2010-2011

Bustitution

Join now on-line at:
www.camcycle.org.uk/membership.
Cambridge Cycling Campaign was set up
in 1995 to voice the concerns of cyclists.
We are not a cycling club, but an
organisation for lobbying and campaigning
for the rights of cyclists, and for promoting
cycling in and around Cambridge.

Co-ordinator and Chair of Trustees –
Martin Lucas-Smith
Liaison Officer – Jim Chisholm
Membership Secretary
and Trustees’ Secretary– David Earl
Newsletter Editor – Monica Frisch
Treasurer – Chris Dorling
Events Officer – Simon Nuttall
Recruitment Officer – post vacant
Press Officer – Robin Heydon
Officers Without Portfolio – Bram Gerrits,
Tess Jones, Vanessa Kelly, Phil Lee, Bev
Nicolson, James Woodburn, post vacant

Contacting the Campaign
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
PO Box 204
Cambridge CB4 3FN
Telephone: (01223) 690718
Fax: (07092) 376664
Internet: www.camcycle.org.uk
Twitter: @camcycle
Facebook: www.facebook.com/
CambridgeCyclingCampaign
E-mail: contact@camcycle.org.uk
This newsletter is printed on recycled
paper by Victoire Press, Bar Hill.
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By the time you read this, a major new
publication by the Campaign should be ready
and available on our website, Cambridge
Cycle Vision. Taking further the themes
in our Cycling 2020 vision document
published in 2008, we review the progress
made over the last three years on cycling
initiatives, and publish our priorities for
what should happen next. It is important
that the excellent, if funding-limited, work
that has been made with the Cycling
Demonstration Town status is continued.

Related is the news that the County
Council is stopping subsidies for a number
of bus services around the county.
Indications are that it is seeking to replace
the lost funding with its bid to the Local
Sustainable Transport Fund.
We believe such ‘bustitution’ is not the
intention of the fund and risks the County
putting forward a weak bid rather than
one which, if cycling-led, would stand a
much stronger chance of being allocated
funding. As we outline on page 3, and as
our Cycle Vision report makes clear, cycling
seems much more attuned to the purposes of

the Fund than does the replacement of buses
with rural transport schemes is, however
valuable such transport schemes may be.

Sticking together
With these funding challenges, a problem
echoed in other parts of the country, it is
vital that cycling groups stick together
rather than fragment into an ever-growing
number of voices.
For five years, during the existence of Cycling
England, the Department for Transport has
had the benefit of having a single (and very
sensible) voice to listen to, rather than the
myriad of different and sometimes competing
voices it faced before. Such disunity did not
help get more money into cycling, and it
certainly did nothing to give a clear voice
on infrastructure quality issues.
Now that the Department for Transport has
scrapped Cycling England (in our view a
short-sighted and entirely politically-driven
change not based on any analysis of effective
delivery methods) we are back to the old ways.
Yet we are now seeing more cycling groups
springing up on the national stage (see
page 6), seemingly of the view that existing
campaign groups are not doing a good enough
job. This definitely runs the danger of giving
those in the DfT and beyond who are not
particularly pro-cycling the opportunity to
say that cyclists are too disparate a group
for it to be sensible to fund them.
My opinion piece (see page 4) about the
realities of campaigning seeks to challenge
those who are critical of current groups’
efforts to say how in practice they would do
a better job. Hopefully this will encourage
people to recognise the difficulties that
groups like our own face, and join together
rather than splinter apart at a time when a
united voice is needed more than ever.
Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator

Committee vacancy
Sally Guyer, who organised last year’s great ‘Ride For Joy’ events, has sadly had to stand
down from the Committee owing to lack of time. There is therefore a vacancy on the
Committee (Board of Trustees). We issued a leaflet about standing for the Committee
in advance of the 2010 AGM, and you can read it at www.camcycle.org.uk/about/
charity/boardoftrustees/ or contact us if you’d like to be sent a paper copy.
Do get in touch if you’d be interested in filling this vacant position. An election will be
held at the start of the monthly meeting on Tuesday 5 April, as a short Extraordinary
General Meeting. To stand, arrange for someone to nominate you and contact us
before the start of the meeting.
Martin Lucas-Smith

Local news
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Sustainable transport or replacing cuts?
Moreover, cycling is much better matched than bus replacement
to the two key objectives of the scheme: supporting economic
growth (which cycling does through aiding much more efficient
transport networks – imagine a ‘no cycling day’ – Cambridge
would grind to a halt), and reduce CO2 emissions (which mostlyempty rural buses do not substantially contribute to).

While it is intolerable that sustainable
transport campaigners are having to
‘fight their corner’ because of the cuts,
those cuts do reflect the political
priorities of ruling County Councillors
Councils around the country are, it cannot have escaped anyone’s
attention, making cuts to transport and other services owing to
a fall in government funding. In Cambridgeshire, the County
Council’s cabinet has decided that many of these cuts will be to
subsidies for rural bus services.
Separately, the government announced a new funding source,
the Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF), which replaces a set
of other initiatives, not least Cycling England, whose closure we
campaigned against (see Newsletter 92). It is a fund of £560m
over four years for a variety of sustainable transport initiatives
and cycling will have to fight its corner. However, this is likely to
mean only £5m or so for Cambridge, given the number of local
authorities. So this money will not go terribly far. Certainly by
continental standards it is a pathetic level of funding.

Whilst it is intolerable that sustainable transport campaigners
are being put in the position of each having to ‘fight their corner’
because of the cuts, those cuts do reflect the political priorities of
the ruling County Councillors.
By the time you read this, we will have published a major new
report, Cambridge Cycle Vision, which outlines the main cycling
schemes that are sorely needed in the area and reviews the
progress that has been made over the last three years thanks to
the Cycling Demonstration Town status and other funding such
as Section 106 (development) funding. Each of the schemes we
outline will get more people cycling, more safely more often, in
the words of Cycling England (RIP).

According to the Department for Transport:
‘It [the Local Sustainable Transport Fund] will challenge local
transport authorities outside London to develop packages of
measures that support economic growth and reduce carbon
in their communities as well as delivering cleaner environments,
improved safety and increased levels of physical activity.
Measures could include encouraging walking and cycling,
initiatives to improve integration between travel modes and
end-to-end journey experiences, better public transport
and improved traffic management schemes.’
It seems to us that the bid is not designed simply to take up the
slack from grant cuts elsewhere. As the quote above makes clear,
cycling is far more closely related to the intention of the scheme.
It is thus worrying to discover, at a recent meeting attended by our
planning consultant, that the County Council seems to be heading
towards a bid to the LSTF which simply attempts to replace the cut
bus services rather than implement measures of the kind above,
i.e. buses not bikes.
There is a real danger that Cambridgeshire will make a bid that
fails to include cycling, either in any meaningful way or even at
all. In doing so, and bidding for bus replacement funds instead,
it runs the risk of failing to get any money at all. Yet investments
in cycling can benefit many more people.

Some local authorities may seek Local Sustainable Transport
Fund money for community transport to replace bus services
rather than for more innovative measures.
Another key theme running through the guidance is the
requirement for partnership working. The Campaign’s history of
working with the County Council – when it does the right thing
(and not when it does not) – should put a cycling-led bid in a good
position to be successful.
Our new report should remind the County Council that there
is much to be done, and we hope it will use this document as
the basis for a strong, cycling-led bid, at least for the Greater
Cambridge area if not beyond.
Martin Lucas-Smith
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Opinion

Campaigning: idealism vs. pragmatism
Martin Lucas-Smith, Co-ordinator of the Campaign, sets out a personal view of the realities of campaigning.

Idealism vs. pragmatism in action: compare a typical wide segregated cycle path in the Netherlands (in Assen) with a typical
off-road cycleway in the UK where cyclists are forced to give way at every side road (Milton Road, Cambridge).
The last two months have seen a debate within the ‘blogosphere’
(website discussion forums and the website Twitter) about the
extent to which cycle campaigners in the UK have failed to
advance an agenda of genuine priority for cyclists. Campaign
groups have been criticised for seeing half-hearted infrastructure
appear in our towns and cities rather than the Dutch-style,
segregated and fully prioritised infrastructure that many, myself
included, would like to see.

How they do it in the Netherlands
Our trip a few years ago to the Netherlands, hosted by our good
friend David Hembrow, saw a tour of Assen and Groningen, where
Dutch cycleways reign supreme. New provision there was of high
standard, with 4m-wide cycle paths segregated from pedestrians,
priority over sideroads, absence of vehicles blocking cycle paths,
and a higher standard of road user behaviour, both in terms of
more courteous driving and virtually no cyclist law-breaking.
The resulting system in the Netherlands is a more efficient
transport system, where many more people use their bicycles –
even by Cambridge standards – and where the kind of aggravation
between user groups on the roads in the UK is rarely seen. In other
words, a completely different culture to what we sadly experience
daily over here.
Most notably, this kind of provision was usable by both newer
cyclists, for whom these paths are safe and segregated from
other traffic, and by fast confident cyclists, for whom these wide,
unobstructed and well-maintained cycleways enabled very fast
journey times to be achieved. In other words, the whole issue
of the off-road vs on-road debate in the UK simply doesn’t arise.
Provision is of such high quality that there seems to be little
demand from cyclists in the Netherlands to ride on the road
where cycle provision exists. Indeed – why would they want to,
when things work so well?
And I think it is fair to say that every member of our group – both
fast or slow cyclists – who went on the Dutch tour felt the same:
a relaxed but highly efficient way of facilitating cycling.
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Back in the UK
Back in the UK, the traditional position of cycling groups, and
one which is also the policy of our own Campaign, is for the
‘hierarchy of provision’, namely that the first priority should be to
make the roads safer (through less traffic and slower speeds) so
that people can cycle in them easily without the need for special
infrastructure. The next in the priority list of solutions is on-road
provision to mitigate problems that remain (given how hard traffic/
speed reduction is politically), followed lastly by segregated,
off-road provision (with shared-use paths alongside roads being
the absolute last resort).
Indeed, there is a long-standing opposition in the UK to any
notion that cyclists should not be allowed to use the roads where
a cycle track exists alongside. This position can be traced back over
100 years to the early days of the CTC, when in 1888, bicycles
were declared to be carriages and therefore allowed to use the
road like any other vehicle.
The Campaign has over many years sought to improve the general
road environment to make it safer, and has on many occasions
opposed off-road provision, particularly shared-use, where we
have judged it to be harmful to cyclists and not conducive to
getting more new people cycling.

Competing principles
Clearly, then, these two positions are quite different. But how is
it possible for campaigners like myself both to oppose off-road
provision in practice whilst wanting to see off-road Dutch-style
paths as our ultimate aim?
The answer, clearly, lies in the context in which our campaigning
operates. We do not live in the Netherlands, where a sustained
period of 40 years of cycle path building has taken place and where
there is widespread engineering knowledge of their construction.
We do not live in a society where cyclists’ needs and priorities are
taken into account in any genuine sense, with perhaps the odd
exception. The norm is ‘squeezing us in’ and ‘making do’.

Opinion
Indeed, cycling is still seen as a minority activity, despite its clear
benefits, and anti-cyclist mentalities pervade the media. One
only has to look at the reader comments section underneath any
story in the Cambridge News to see that ‘cyclism’ is widespread:
complaints that ‘cyclists don’t pay road tax’ (never mind the fact
that no such tax has existed since 1937), that ‘cyclists ride on
pavements’ (which is a problem of a minority of inconsiderate
cyclists, and ignores the large amount of pavement parking and
deaths caused by people driving onto a pavement), and so on.
Furthermore, councils insist on putting cyclists on pavements,
although non-cyclists are not usually aware of this.

Cycling is still seen as a minority
interest in the UK, despite its
clear benefits, and anti-cyclist
mentalities pervade the media
In this environment, it is hard for cycling groups nationally to
obtain any real traction against decision-makers, in a society where
the car remains king. The argument that ‘the Dutch do it, so why
can’t we’ in my view ignores the practical situation that we in the
UK find ourselves in. In practice, widespread provision of Dutchstyle tracks, which many of us would love to see routinely provided
in our towns and cities, simply isn’t going to happen while our
streets have on-street car parking – after all, where else will the
space come from? But our experiences on Gilbert Road showed
how difficult removal of parking can be.
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• A
 proportion of the public jumping at any opportunity to
make anti-cyclist hostile comments in the Cambridge News
even when schemes reduce pavement cycling and clearly
improve pedestrian and cycle safety;
• A
 County Council officer team who mostly aren’t willing to do
radical stuff (the cycling people generally being the exception,
but their colleagues higher up have the power, not them!);
• E ngineering challenges (in particular, the unusually steep road
camber on Gilbert Road, which makes non-trivial changes
much more expensive);
• A
 police force who fail to enforce Mandatory Cycle Lanes (i.e.
ones that motorists are forbidden to enter) and a legal system
which likewise makes this difficult;
• T he fact that wide grass verges and trees are highly valued in
Cambridge, and any attempt to remove them meets extremely
strong opposition.
No doubt pro-cycling critics of the Gilbert Road scheme would
magically have answers to all of these! Sadly, in the real world
these are the challenges we faced. These are not excuses to relieve
us of the responsibility of pushing more radical proposals, they are
the situation we find ourselves in.

Gilbert Road: case study
Gilbert Road is a case in point. On page 10, David Hembrow argues
passionately for a more Dutch-style solution, one which would
undoubtedly have given much greater benefits if it could have been
achieved. But let us consider the actual barriers that we faced:
• O
 rganised, vociferous residents who wanted to retain their privilege
of an extra on-street parking space (remember, this is a road
where most properties have space to park two vehicles already);
• A
 n opportunist Councillor (the only one of his political colour
in the area) who took up the residents’ cause at the last
minute, despite having had months to raise the issues;
• L ots of people who didn’t want traffic calming for visual or
other reasons, resulting in reduced effectiveness of any scheme
because slower speeds naturally result in a more cycle-friendly
environment;
• A
 County Council Cabinet which consists almost entirely of
people who live outside Cambridge, who generally seem not
to cycle and who in practice are not supportive of a Dutch-style
cycling culture;
• A
 County Council whose funding is being drained, with officers
increasingly stretched owing to cutbacks;
• A
 grant from the government’s Cycling Demonstration Town
scheme which is small money compared to what has been
spent yearly (and for over 40 years) in the Netherlands;
• T he time-limited nature of the grant (the money was only
available until the end of March), which, when combined
with the stalling tactics employed by some residents, made
achieving even a simple scheme difficult;

The mature trees on Gilbert Road were a strong constraint on
the scheme there; chopping them down would have worsened
an already tense situation with residents.
The last one (the verges and trees) is a very pertinent point, and is
a very strong constraint on the scheme. During our trip to Assen,
I immediately spotted the potential for Groningerstraat to be
a possible solution for Gilbert Road. Indeed, I wrote as such in
Newsletter 78. In fact, I made others wait for half an hour while
we measured it out in detail.
However, getting back home, it was clear that the kind of layout
used there would be impossible without chopping the trees down.
The idea that residents, already against the idea of changing their
road to help out cyclists, would somehow take to our case more
kindly if for 20 years there would be immature saplings present
rather than the beautiful mature trees currently there, is in my view
unrealistic. As a campaigning strategy it would have worsened an
already tense situation, even though it might have avoided the
need to take away the privilege of the third parking space.
continued overleaf >
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Campaigning: idealism vs. pragmatism
continued from page 5
The alternatives looked at for Gilbert Road were many:
• N
 etherlands-style, basically reproducing Groningerstraat.
This would have meant chopping down the trees and pushing
the scheme way beyond the available budget. Perhaps we
should have put this idea forward, but the judgement was that
politically it would not have been sensible. We certainly would
have faced accusations from residents that ‘cyclists are trying
to destroy our street’. Also, where is the evidence that British
engineers wouldn’t just end up designing a ‘blue signs on
a pavement’ scheme?
• T he radical idea of a central cycle lane, suggested by David
Earl in Newsletter 85. Issues were raised about problems of
emergency vehicles needing to overtake, and generally the
issue of children getting into the middle of the road in the first
place. One can also imagine the criticisms of ‘using Gilbert
Road to experiment with children’s lives’ even though the idea
had much to commend it. It certainly would not have been a
Dutch-style solution though.
• M
 andatory Cycle Lane – this simply wouldn’t have been
enforced, and anyone claiming otherwise would have no
evidence to back up their case. We took the view that adding
yellow lines would lead to reliable enforcement, which indeed
is happening, and we pushed for the lane to be as wide as the
County would allow.
• N
 o provision at all. Good for confident cyclists (though the lane
we have achieved should not harm their interests) but not really
addressing the demands from parents and children, who are
the people for whom most attention is needed in the area.
• A
 2m-wide cycle lane, whether mandatory or advisory.
For years we have battled the County Council’s insistence
of not allowing the ‘car lane’ to be under 3m wide. (Clearly
there is a case of double-standards here in that it’s OK to have
narrow cycle lanes but not narrower car lanes.) Opinion within
the campaign is also divided because motorists would have to
drive in it, diluting messages about not driving in cycle lanes.
The only other way to get this width would have been to take
some of the verge away, but this would be extremely expensive
because of engineering rules that require full foundations to
be added. It also would have triggered the tree issue again.
• T wo-way segregated track on one side of the road. In practice,
this wouldn’t be segregated because of the continual need
for crossings for driveways. This would have all the confusion
of the compromised Tavistock Place cycleway in London.
We would also be criticised by the more confident cyclists
who would feel their ability to cycle on the road was
compromised (i.e. the Milton Road Effect), rightly suspicious
of off-road provision because of the many examples of poor
shared-use paths.
Gilbert Road is a microcosm of the challenges facing cycle
campaigners. We undoubtedly have an improved situation here
now, but one which could have been a lot better if magically all
these challenges could have been overcome.
In my view, we probably achieved as much as we could have at
the moment with Gilbert Road. Nice pictures of Dutch cycleways
and imaginative publicity, both of which we arguably could have
created with more time, would not have overcome the many and
serious barriers in our way.
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It will take more than shiny images of happy Dutch cyclists to
win over government or councils who don’t have the political
will to prioritise cycling.

Enter the Embassy
Turning to things nationally, a group of bloggers, seemingly
dissatisfied with what they see as weak cycling campaign groups,
have formed a new group, the Cycling Embassy of Great Britain,
modelled after similarly-named continental groups. One of our
Committee went along to their inaugural meeting in London to
observe its formation. Their description on their website reads:
‘An Embassy, free from the burden of history, legacy
and ties, created to work in partnership with fellow
organisations and charities in Great Britain, mainland
Europe and around the World trading ideas and
experiences in how to promote cycling and make
cycling infrastructure work in urban and rural contexts.’
It is clear that these are people who, like us and other groups,
long for a much more cycle-friendly country. Their presence is
helpful in reminding existing groups like ours of the need at
all times to portray the real vision of a ‘Copenhagenize’-style
cycling culture, something that we as campaigners often end up
overlooking owing to the practicalities of detailed campaigning.
Fed up with the ‘vehicular cycling movement’ (which is arguably
a mischaracterisation of the hierarchy of provision), and instead
wanting to see a segregationist approach (Dutch-style cycle
tracks), the Embassy approaches the issue from a different angle,
seemingly a more PR-orientated angle.
Personally I think this targets the wrong groups, by confusing
cycling campaigns with the government and councils, who are
the people really at fault. Government and councils who simply
don’t like cyclists, or rather, don’t have the political will to prioritise
cycling, aren’t easily going to reduce amounts of parking and
undertake expensive moving of trees/verges. And yet so far the
Embassy presents little in the way of concrete suggestion as to
how this could be achieved.

Targeted co-operation or being grumpy?
One pro-cycling critic of Cambridge Cycling Campaign writes
on his blog that, for Gilbert Road, ‘This is yet another marginal
improvement for cyclists; yes, it’s wider, but it isn’t wide enough.
Yes, you’ve got rid of parking there in theory, but you’ve left us
with an advisory lane that is free for motorists to enter in to and

Opinion / Getting involved
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Getting involved
to be a nuisance in. You’ve given us something that’s a bit
better than we had, but which isn’t good enough.’ Seemingly
this blames us rather the people who make the decisions and
those who are anti-cycling.
Continuing, he asks: ‘When cooperative campaigning fails,
what’s left?’ And the answer? ‘Perhaps we need to consider
NOT being cooperative. Maybe we need to consider NOT
avoiding upsetting people. Perhaps we need to make a nuisance
of ourselves. When the best on offer isn’t up to the minimal
standards we should accept, what purpose is compromise?’
How exactly does this achieve anything? Shouting from the
sidelines and being grumpy will get us nowhere. The public
already don’t like ‘whingeing cyclists’. Of course Gilbert Road
could have been much more cycle-friendly if the barriers noted
above hadn’t existed, and it’s not as if we haven’t tried. But
in an environment where so many barriers are put in our way,
how, practically, could a different outcome be achieved?
We could have opposed the eventual Gilbert Road scheme on
the basis that 1.7m lanes are below the 2m national standard,
and our policy is, rightly, generally to oppose substandard
provision. But it is virtually guaranteed we would have been
left exactly where we were for at least another ten years, not
least because there won’t be any money around for the next
five. A significant improvement is better than none. My feeling
is that it will help lead to a culture change where more radical
ambitions will we possible.

In time, as perceptions of cycling
change, Dutch-style provision will be
possible, but now it is a massive leap
Conclusion
My view is that the Campaign does indeed need to do more
to set out in its publicity and campaigning more of the positive
cycling imagery and true vision of the kind used by the
‘Copehagenize’ movement. But this has to go hand-in-hand
with the nitty-gritty of campaigning, the work that analyses
the political, technical, financial and perceptual situation and
comes to the most achievable outcome that will improve
cycling. That does mean working with Councils when they are
willing to listen, but also continuing to criticise (as we often
do) when they really could do better. In time, as perceptions of
cycling change, Dutch-style provision will be possible. But to go
immediately from where we are now to that is a massive leap.
As I have argued, achieving Dutch-style provision requires
massive, massive reallocation of roadspace, changes in legal
and technical norms, and large amounts of funding. How is
this going to be achieved when the enormous opposition to
removing a few dozen parking spaces on Gilbert Road took
so much work? It is one thing to criticise (albeit not overtly)
the work of current groups. But it is another to translate this
very laudable vision into practical change.
Martin Lucas-Smith

There are, I suspect, a number of you who feel that they haven’t
the time to get any more involved with the Cycling Campaign.
Perhaps it would take up too much time that you’d rather spend
on other things or with family or friends. That’s fair enough, but
let me illustrate some of the ways you could help out which won’t
take you away from that.
First: of course, you’ve joined. By doing so you have, albeit in a
small way, increased our clout. Having over 1,000 members means
we speak for quite a lot of people. You could encourage others to
join too, though. Go on, go on!
Second: write to the local paper. Frequently the Cambridge News
will print a story about cycling and after that prints any number of
letters and website comments complaining about the shortcomings
of those who use bikes. Well, if you have five minutes, respond.
Do remember however, that you’d be doing this on your own
behalf, not on the Campaign’s. For that you need permission.
Third: help out with the
stall. Every so often our
lovely yellow stall bike goes
out to various events. Simon,
our Events Officer, will usually
let the members email list
know when that will be, but
if you want to help, it will
probably only take an hour
or two of your time.
Fourth: consider going
to one of the local Area
Committee meetings and
reporting back on anything The Campaign’s stall bike.
cycling related that is debated
or raised. You can find out when and where they are on the City
Council web site which also has details of other planning meetings
that it might be useful to attend.
Bev Nicolson

Photomap this month:
editor’s pick
#27669: Wooden cycle parking, on the Spanish coast

Photo: gregorywilliams, license CC-BY-SA
This month’s pick from the CycleStreets photomap on our
website. For more cycling-related photos of Cambridge, or to add
your own, visit cambridge.cyclestreets.net/photomap
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New infrastructure

Finally: cycle lanes worthy of the name in Gilbert Road
After very many years of campaigning, Gilbert Road at last has cycle lanes worthy of the name. Thanks to members of the Campaign’s
Gilbert Road Subgroup who worked hard on this, and to the cycling officers at the County Council whose time on it has been considerable.

In February 2011 Cambridgeshire County Council had the broken
white lines and double yellow lines painted onto the shiny new
red-mac Advisory Cycle Lanes on Gilbert Road and by Valentine’s
Day many cyclists were using the continuous, 1.70m-wide lanes,
some even riding in pairs.
Observing the new cycle lanes in operation on the first days two
problems became apparent:
1. T he original proposal for the cycle lanes on Gilbert Road
included speed reduction measures and bollards to avoid cars
going into the cycle lane. These measures were taken out by
Cambridgeshire Cabinet. Unfortunately some drivers use the
cycle lane for queue jumping. Is the broken white line inviting
drivers to do this, or is it the increased width? The campaign
will need to monitor the situation. While passing a broken
while line to undertake is legal, Highway Code 140 states:
‘Do not drive or park in a cycle lane marked by a broken white
line unless it is unavoidable’.

2. A
 s before the implementation of uninterrupted cycle lanes,
many pupils coming from Gurney Way use the footway up
to the pedestrian crossing at the entrance to Chesterton
Community College. In the absence of speed reduction
measures and traffic lights or a Toucan crossing at Gurney Way,
this may even have been encouraged by their parents. However,
cycling on the footway is illegal and, with cars reversing out
from driveways behind fences and hedges, also dangerous.
Cambridgeshire County Council needs to find a solution.
According to a report in the Cambridge News, Chesterton
Community College has ‘held assemblies to discourage students
from riding on the pavement’.
To celebrate the opening of the cycle lanes and to provide advice
on cycling, Chesterton Community College held a Cycling Fun Day
on Saturday 19 February 2011, organised by Cycle Cambridge.
The County Council is expected to carry out a traffic survey in a
few months’ time and Cambridge Cycling Campaign is looking
forward to an evaluation of the project and possible solutions for
the concerns raised.

Cycling along Gilbert Road is now
much more pleasant, faster and feels
safer – why did it take so long?
Cycling along Gilbert Road is now much more pleasant, faster and
feels safer. It begs the questions, why did it take so long and why
we can’t have more proper cycle lanes in Cambridge?

Unfortunately some drivers use the cycle lane for queue jumping.

8

Klaas Brümann

New infrastructure

Newsletter 95 • April – May 2011

The new cycleway between Fen Ditton and Horningsea
In mid February I went to the opening ceremony of this mile-long,
£480,000 cycleway at the southern end of Horningsea village.
At 2.5 metres, the width of this cycleway is highly commendable,
and since the weeds that were growing through it last year have
been eliminated the riding surface quality is excellent. It is studded
with solar lighting and the edges are marked with dashed white
lines to help keep you on the track.
Building quality cycle links to villages like this has been one of the
main objectives of the Cycle Cambridge project, which seeks to
boost the number of cycle journeys crossing the city boundary.
I felt that the consensus among the groups of officials and
campaigners attending was that although this cycleway is ‘open’
it is not really finished. Lacking a safe-enough crossing of the A14
on-ramp and needing a way to help cross the very busy road in Fen
Ditton into the school, this route is likely to be considered ‘dangerous
enough’ to stop Horningsea losing its school bus service.

Loss of priority at the slip road
Fen Ditton village and the road through Horningsea are
undoubtedly blighted by the high volume of traffic using this
route to access the A14. Before the cycleway was built, cycling
northbound I had a few unpleasant experiences passing the slip
road onto the A14. I found that traffic was often so eager to get
onto that slip road that they would sometimes cut across me at
the on-ramp. The occasions where I tried to hold my position by
cycling assertively were more successful, but unless I got the timings
of my manoeuvres right, were sometimes accompanied by impatient
blasts from the vehicles that I was trying to keep behind me.

The riding surface quality of the new cycleway is excellent.

Links
The shared-use cycleway on the west side of the road in Fen
Ditton village is narrow, but it is largely free of driveways and
has very low pedestrian traffic. There’s also a bit of a rough
byway down to the river. With these links this new cycleway joins
Horningsea to the centre of Cambridge with a continuous very
quiet route. The long-term success of this project will be measured
by the numbers of riders from all age groups who use the route.
Simon Nuttall

Using the cycleway means the riders do not have this choice at the
slip road junction, and they do not have to summon up courage to
claim their right to exist. There the cyclist must give way to traffic
turning left or right onto the slip road. At busy times this can be
a bit of a wait and the angles require craning the neck, but when
I watched this junction I did occasionally notice motor traffic cede
right of way to the pavement cyclist.
I went to survey how well the cycleway was being used between
8.15 and 9.15 on the morning of the opening day. It was term- time
and despite being mid-February it was a bright spring-like day.
I have to report that I saw only about half a dozen riders on the
cycleway in the hour I spent mostly standing at the A14 turn, but
also going to watch people arriving at the school in Fen Ditton.

The new cycleway means cyclists have to give way to traffic
at the A14 slip road junction; at busy times, it’s a bit of a wait.
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Opinion

Two opinion pieces about campaigning: David Hembrow demands more imaginative solutions

Gilbert Road is a missed opportunity
Cambridge has a higher cycling rate than
any other city in the UK. What Cambridge
does is followed by other cities, and what
Cambridge’s campaigners do is followed
by other campaigners.
The Cambridge Cycling Campaign has
recognised that Gilbert Road is a problem
for a very long time. In August 1999, Kevin
Bushell wrote of being a ‘long-suffering
user’ of the road in an article in which he
thanked the council for that year’s minor
improvement – the addition of advanced
stop boxes. In the same article, Clare
Macrae discussed the possibility of making
the existing advisory cycle lanes mandatory
‘in the hope of stopping cars parking in the
lanes just when they are most needed’.
Fast forward to 2011 and what do we see?
The ‘more imaginative solution’ is nowhere
to be seen. The advisory lanes are a little
wider, though still advisory. There is a car
parking restriction now and some people
have reported that this makes the road
much better for cycling now.

The problem with the
new Gilbert Road scheme
is its lack of ambition
The problem with this scheme is its lack
of ambition. The Campaign asked for little
more than was built. No-one really ever
asked for a ‘more imaginative solution’
as discussed 11 years earlier.
What’s more, a lot of time and energy
was expended in arguments with local
residents who didn’t want to lose their
on-road car-parking spaces. The last
thing that cyclists need is to be placed in
opposition to motorists and residents, who
actually we could do with having on our
side when redevelopment is called for.

So, could it have been done
differently? I think so
In 2008 we hosted a study tour in Assen
which was attended by several campaigners
from Cambridge. I showed them a street
here in Assen, Groningerstraat, which is
striking in its similarity to Gilbert Road.
It has traffic lights at either end and another
set in the middle. There is a secondary
school part-way along, as well as it being
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Assen’s Groningstraat in the Netherlands is strikingly similar to Gilbert Road.
Segregated cycle paths avoid conflicts between cyclists, pedestrians and drivers
and on-road parking was preserved for a large proportion of residents.
on the route to primary schools. It is also
a popular commuting route by bike.
However, the similarities end when you
see what has been done with the road.
In Assen we have a segregated cycle path
on both sides of the road, 2.5m wide in
most places, 4m wide in some places.
Cyclists are kept apart from conflict with
both pedestrians and drivers, increasing
both actual and perceived safety for
everyone. At junctions, cyclists have priority
over every side-road. At the traffic lights,
the junctions allow cyclists to save time by
safely and legally making right turns on a
red light (equivalent of left on red in the
UK), and two out of three of them also use
the ‘simultaneous green’ system for cyclists.
This lights up green twice as often for
cyclists on the cycle paths as for motorists
on the road. The result is that you can
make much more efficient journeys by
bike than by car along this road.
What’s more, on-road car parking
was preserved for a large proportion of
residents, avoiding planning conflict with
residents, or creation of an ‘us and them’
attitude between motorists and cyclists.
Yes, there is room for all this. It was
achieved in a road that was measured by
Cambridge Cycling Campaign committee
members as being almost exactly the
same width. And yes, it’s affordable too.
It cost less from Assen’s cycling budget to
transform Groningerstraat than it cost in
Cambridge to do the much less ambitious
work in Gilbert Road – though perhaps the
different contractors used for the two jobs
have some influence on that.

I have blogged several times about the
features of this road, and you can read all
about it here: http://hembrow.blogspot.com/
search/label/groningerstraat
What has been achieved in Gilbert
Road is an incremental improvement,
but not nearly the best possible outcome.
If progress is to be made in cycling then
campaigners need to start asking for the
best, not watering down their proposals
before even approaching the council.
Publicity and support are required. If the
schools, residents, cycling campaign
members, the Cambridge News, the
councillors etc. had all been shown a
proposal which would keep cyclists
safe, keep school children safe, preserve
car-parking spaces, and also result in a
neat and tidy appearance, who would
have been against it? The Campaign could
have included visiting the model for the
proposed road here in Assen so that
people could experience it for themselves,
on a bike, by foot and in a car. Why not?
If any place in the UK can make the move
towards a higher standard of infrastructure
design for cyclists, it is surely Cambridge
which has the highest rate of cycling in
the UK. However, the ambitions of British
cyclists, and of the Cambridge Cycling
Campaign, simply are not high enough.
As a result, cycling remains a minority pursuit
in the UK. It simply won’t achieve the status
of ‘normality’ amongst the majority of
the population until it is made as easy, as
convenient and as safe (both subjectively
and in actuality) as it is in the Netherlands.
David Hembrow

Opinion
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while Klaas Brümann defends the new cycle lanes on Gilbert Road.

Gilbert Road isn’t Groningerstraat
For some campaigners, the ideal cycling
provision for Gilbert Road would have
been to emulate Groningerstraat in Assen
(a road of similar width). This would have
required moving the kerb out, but would
have provided parking bays for residents
between newly planted trees and would
have positioned the cycle path along the
footway on the pavement. Considering the
high concentration of schools and nursery
schools along Gilbert Road and high levels
of ‘pavement cycling’, moving cyclists
away from the main carriageway seems
ideal. I grew up with similar provision and
favour it myself. However, Cambridge
isn’t Groningen or Oldenburg. Looking for
similar provision (though without parking
bays) in Cambridge brings to mind Milton
Road (from Arbury Road to Woodhead
Drive), and that is certainly not a model I
would campaign for.
A logical consequence of the much higher
levels of cycling in the Netherlands is that
there are far fewer pedestrians of the
sort walking in the segregated cycleway
on Milton Road. That is partially due to
lack of space and lack of awareness but
also because unlike in Assen, where the
segregation is marked by a grippy kerb
with a 30 degree angle, in Cambridge it
is usually just a painted white line. Unlike
the pavement on Road which seems to
be a simple layer of tarmac with tree roots
coming through, the larger budgets for
cycling provision in the Netherlands result
in cycle paths built to last: the Dutch even
apply several layers of gravel, concrete,
tarmac plus a smooth top layer.
Implement a ‘Groningerstraat’ style
cycleway in the UK and cyclists would lose
priority at every junction. Once cyclists are
away from the main carriageway they will
need their phase at traffic lights. Where the
authorities in Assen try to implement two
simultaneous (four-way) green phases for
cyclists for every round of green phases for
cars, in the UK cyclists risk ending up with
one dedicated ‘pedestrian green’ for every
two ‘main carriageway greens’.
Compared to on-street cycling, cyclists
on a segregated cycle path on a pavement
lose visibility for drivers coming out of
driveways. British cyclists would encounter
‘Cyclists Dismount’ signs at major driveways
(e.g. the schools), a sign which in the
Netherlands simply doesn’t exist. Gilbert
Road has very many private driveways

Moving cyclists away from the main carriageway would be ideal, but Cambridge isn’t
Groningen or Oldenburg; an example of this type of provision in the city brings to mind
Milton Road with just a painted line on a layer of tarmac.
leaving less space for the parking bays
and new trees. If a driver coming out of
a private driveway on Gilbert Road hit a
cyclist on a pavement cycleway the excuse
would be ‘SMIDSY’ (‘Sorry, Mate, I Didn’t
See You’), and in the absence of shared or
strict liability (as applies in the Netherlands
or Germany), British courts would probably
confirm: ‘not the driver’s fault, as the
driver couldn’t see the cyclist’. What’s
more, changing the kerb, felling the
trees, making parking bays, planting new
trees etc would cost a lot more than the
£150,000 spent on the advisory cycle lane
on Gilbert Road. Of course, we should
have a 2m-wide mandatory cycle lane, but
the limited width between the kerbs and
DfT design guidelines mean that the choice
was between a 1.7m advisory cycle lane
(with parking restrictions marked by
double yellow lines) and a 1.5m mandatory
cycle lane.
The violation of parking restrictions in
cycleways is fairly rare in the Netherlands,
but a frequent problem in Cambridge.
Unfortunately, the parking restrictions
in mandatory cycle lanes can currently
only be enforced by the police, who we
all know are reluctant to do this. The
advisory cycle lane with parking restrictions
marked by double yellow lines is actively
enforced by LAPE (Local Authority Parking
Enforcement). I accept that we need to
campaign at local and national levels on

a legal framework that makes it possible
to provide provision for cyclists designed,
implemented and maintained to standards
similar to those found in the Netherlands.
In my opinion, for the real world in which
we live, the current scheme on Gilbert Road
is the best we could realistically achieve.

The new cycle lanes
on Gilbert Road might
be substandard in the
Netherlands, but are
a real improvement
in Cambridge
From Histon Rd to Milton Rd cyclists used
to have to pull out some ten to twenty
times into the main carriageway, with
much faster vehicles, to go around parked
cars. I have cycled on the new cycle lanes
end-to-end several times without having to
pull out once and without any interruptions
(apart from the traffic lights, of course).
I share this experience with thousands of
cyclists who have already used the new
advisory cycle lanes on Gilbert Road. It would
be sub-standard in the Netherlands, but it
is a real improvement in Cambridge!
Klaas Brümann
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New infrastructure

Madingley Road, one third of a project

Construction of the Madingley Road cycleway
has finished – but without fulfilling the
original objectives. In fact, only one third
of the original project has been delivered,
yet all the budget has been spent.
This is not the only project to suffer this
kind of fate. For example, the Fen Ditton to
Horningsea project was completed without
a key plank of the scheme – traffic lights
at the A14 slip road (see page 9). The
majority of northbound traffic turns left at
this junction. We tried to cross the slip road
at 5pm on a weekday. We waited for a full
five minutes for a gap in the continuous
flow of traffic. Under these circumstances,
people will soon give up, choosing to cycle
on the road instead – or not cycle at all.

Only the cycle lanes were created and
double yellow lines added. Even the flagship
guided busway, which promises to be one
of the area’s best cycleways, hasn’t been
delivered yet. When it is, only half of it will be
surfaced, some links, particularly to Over will
be missing while others are of poor quality.

Notable for what is missing
The failure to deliver the Madingley Road
scheme is spectacular. The outbound half
of the project has simply been abandoned.
We asked when this will be done, but were
told simply that it won’t be. This means there
will be no outbound lane on Madingley
Road. This should outrage funders of the
project, Cycling England, the City Council
and the developers – as well as cyclists.
The part of the project that has been
completed is woeful. Firstly, it starts a few
hundred metres short of the Park & Ride
site. Why? Surely linking the cycleway to
the Park & Ride – and encouraging cycling
– is one of the main targets? The choice
between the exceptionally narrow, bumpy
footpath or the fast, busy major road
is a miserable one and will surely put
cyclists off.
Secondly there is no way to join the
cycleway at the important junction with
Wilberforce Road. There is no flush kerb
and opposite the junction is a metre of
verge. what were they thinking?

Well constructed slip lane at the eastern
end of the new cycleway.
As we’ve discussed at length elsewhere in
this issue, the Gilbert Road scheme lost its
traffic calming aspect at the eleventh hour.
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Thirdly and finally, at the city centre end,
there is a well-constructed slipway onto the
road (given the absence of an outbound lane,
it is unfortunate this is only usable in one
direction) to the lights at Lady Margaret
Road. However, this means cyclists are

Lazy compromises like putting lines round
lampposts epitomise this scheme.
returned to the road at its busiest section,
from the lights to the roundabout at the
top of Queens’ Road. This section of road
has one of the most vicious central islands
in the city. This was immediately evident
when I tried out the new cycleway. A car
overtook in the gap, where there is barely
enough width for a car, let alone a bicycle
and a car. This island should have been
removed to make way for an outbound
lane, but that’s not going to happen.

The outbound half of the
project has simply been
abandoned, which should
outrage funders and cyclists

New infrastructure

They still don’t get it
This project could have been a model for
this kind of scheme. Instead, it’s a travesty.
The irony lies in the construction of the
expensive aspects and the omission of the
cheaper, promised parts, which would
make the scheme complete.
The construction work is largely to a
reasonable standard, but it manages to
look like a wider pavement, rather than a
cycleway. There is none of the consistency,
segregation or kerbing that characterises
Dutch cycleways. Given the lack of an
outbound lane, many cyclists will want to
use it in both directions. Consequently its
adequacy is questionable, plus the Storeys
Way junction design doesn’t work for
those heading out of town.
One feature in particular perhaps most
epitomises the lack of thinking and the
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continued lack of understanding.
It is the lamp-posts in the middle of the
cycleway. They should have been moved
out of the way, instead white lines have
been painted around them. Yes, viewed
in isolation, this is a minor point, but we
had high hopes that such nonsenses
would not happen with this scheme.

Whose fault is it?
The Cycle Cambridge team know
what is required. They know what a
good cycleway looks like. Their design
for this scheme matched many of their
aspirations. The problem appears to be
elsewhere within the Council. The team
handed over the project for execution –
placing it in the hands of officers,
who don’t understand that lamp-posts
within cycleways are matters worth
addressing.

In other cases, individual councillors must
take responsibility. Individual councillors
axed specific components of the schemes
at both Horningsea and Gilbert Road very
late in the process. Between Histon and
Cottenham the scheme has fallen through.
Fiendish land ownership constraints and
rules made acquiring the land in the time
available impossible.

Existing cyclists will
find some improvements
on Madingley Road
but can half-hearted
construction like this
attract new cyclists?

These mistakes are unlikely to be
rectified in the face of the abolition of
Cycling England and the lack of money
in the foreseeable future. The cyclists
these schemes were designed to attract
with a ‘Dutch style experience’ will be
disappointed if they have experienced
the real thing. Existing cyclists will find
some improvements, but can half-hearted
construction like this attract new cyclists?

The cycleway stops just in time to force you into one of the worst island pinch points
in the city.

Perhaps we at the Cycling Campaign must
also take some of the blame. We believed
the rhetoric and the vision. We should have
kept a closer eye on what was actually
happening (or not) on the ground.
David Earl
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MP’s views on cycling

Cambridge MP’s views on cycling...
... and how the Cambridge News reported them
He asked for local authorities to be
given greater powers over traffic signs
(e.g. to allow ‘No Entry - except cycles’
signs); for the section of the 2004 Traffic
Management Act allowing for enforcement
of mandatory cycle lanes be brought into
force at last; and for the law be changed
‘so that the presence of a vehicle in a
cycle path or on a footway be taken as
evidence that it was driven there, rather
than appearing magically, as seems to be
assumed at the moment’. He also revisited
the vexed issue of cycle parking at railway
stations, especially Cambridge’s, and asked
for more 20mph areas.

The lack of cycle parking at Cambridge
station was one of the cycling issues
mentioned by Julian Huppert during a
debate on sustainable transport.
Julian Huppert has been actively
promoting sustainable transport policies,
and cycling in particular, since being
elected Cambridge’s Member of Parliament
last year. It wasn’t a feature of his maiden
speech, but on 27 July 2010 he obtained
a Westminster Hall debate on sustainable
transport, largely provoked by the previous
administration’s plans to massively increase
road congestion in Cambridge by building
a new A14 ‘motorway’ to Huntingdon
(with the guided bus fiasco also in mind).
He stressed that ‘cycling and walking are
the ideal forms of travel’ and specifically
mentioned the lack of cycle parking at
Cambridge station and the struggle to get
‘No Entry – except cycles’ signs permitted.
Transport minister Norman Baker agreed,
but stressed that reducing the national debt
was the Coalition Government’s overriding
priority, which allowed him to hint that the
billion-pound A14 scheme, at least, would
be abandoned, as indeed it has been.
More recently, our MP won the right to
hold an adjournment debate on cycling on
21 January, and contacted the Campaign a
few days before for some ideas. His speech
was, as expected, balanced and sensible,
and drew a considered and sensible
response from junior transport minister
Theresa Villiers.
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On a wider scale, he asked for a green
thread through all government policy,
to allow climate change to be tackled
seriously, and in particular for the
Department for Transport’s excellent but
largely ignored hierarchy of solutions to
be promoted to local authorities: ‘Many
local authorities still persist in creating
poor quality shared-use cycle facilities on
pavements, creating unnecessary conflict
between cyclists and pedestrians. There
clearly is a role for off-road cycle paths,
but it must be good quality and not just
a cheap alternative to road provision.’ He
asked for road danger reduction as a direct
means of boosting the number of people
cycling, which would in itself make the
roads safer for cycling. ‘Road safety policies
have for too long focused on making cycling
look dangerous – for example, by excessive
advocacy of cycle helmets – when we should
be addressing the source of the danger’ –
in other words, tackling bad driving.

Cambridge News response
Huppert stressed that ‘driving with a
reckless disregard for the safety of fellow
road users should be treated very seriously’,
and that ‘SMIDSY’ (Sorry, mate, I didn’t see
you’) is a wholly inadequate excuse that
the police and courts are far too ready to
accept. In between, he briefly mentioned
the concept of proportionate liability (PL),
as discussed in our Newsletters 87 and 94
and widespread among those continental
countries with high levels of cycling – and
this was all that was picked up on by the
Cambridge News, which went straight
into tabloid ‘war on the motorist’ mode
(headline: ‘MP calls for tougher penalties
for drivers who injure cyclists’ - www.
cambridge-news.co.uk/Home/MPs-safercycling-call-angers-drivers.htm, 24 Jan 2011),

with the help of a rent-a-quote spinmeister
from the RAC Foundation, which ‘campaigns
to secure a fair deal for responsible road
users’ – apparently meaning car drivers
rather than cyclists. The RAC Foundation was
founded in 1991 as the research arm of the
Royal Automobile Club. The spokesman
called the MP’s comments ‘divisive’, saying
he risked driving a wedge between cyclists
and motorists – a ridiculous hypocrisy that the
Cambridge News printed without comment.
Fortunately the News did also use a quote
from the Cambridge Cycling Campaign’s
spokesman: ‘On the continent, it [PL] has
helped foster a culture of respect among road
users. Experience has shown it improves the
awareness of those who have responsibility
for the most vulnerable of road users.’

Our MP won the right
to hold an adjournment
debate on cycling and his
speech, as expected, was
balanced and sensible
Alas, the government seems to be running
scared – Norman Baker vaguely said he
was in favour of proportionate liability, but
expects just too much ‘war on the motorist’
opposition from the tabloids, even though
it would save most of their readers £25
a year. Don’t expect logic in government.
It was amusing but also alarming to read
the online comments on the Cambridge
News article (though why they bother
to have comments I don’t know, as they
vanish from their website so soon) – the
inevitable rants about cyclists with no
lights, no test, no insurance etc., but then
also various more informed comments
about how proportionate liability brings
down the cost of insurance for the average
car (while increasing it for trucks). The
repetitive drone about ‘bikes without
lights’ was countered by one comment
that ‘DfT research shows for accidents
involving cyclists, 2% are attributed to the
cyclist having no lights, while 60-75% are
solely the driver’s fault’, by comments that
the legal system would continue to find
cyclists responsible if their lack of lights
was to blame for an accident – and by
the obvious fact that there isn’t a nightly
bloodbath on the streets of Cambridge.

MP’s views on cycling / Cycle auctions
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Freewheeling-joy-in-new-cycle-lane.
htm) took a positive line, but the reader
comments were largely of the ‘red-lightjumping cyclists being pampered with
facilities they don’t pay for’ variety.)

It’s splendid to see our
MP promoting cycling
but sadly the Cambridge
News seems to see drivers
Online route planning
as a key constituency
Someone called Martin mentioned that PL
would also encourage cyclists to respect
pedestrians more, and other names familiar
to campaign members also made sensible
points, with little hope of getting through
to the petrolheads.

Huppert continued by asking for
‘a cycling and pedestrian awareness
element in the driving test, … that goes
beyond the occasional video clip during
the theory test‘, which was taken up by
the Cambridge News’s online poll – an
equally mysterious and pointless feature
of their website.

(The same issues have resurfaced with
the opening of the new cycles lanes on
Gilbert Road – the Cambridge News’s
article ‘Freewheeling joy in new cycle
lane’ (www.cambridge-news.co.uk/Home/

He also asked the DfT not to re-invent
the wheel in commissioning a new online
cycling route planner when a fine example
(CycleStreets) has already been developed
by members of this Campaign – the

minister replied: ‘there is room
for Government action to complement
the websites provided by the private
sector, particularly given our focus on
providing novice cyclists with the
information that they need to encourage
them to go out cycling, so that they
are confident they can identify easier
and safer routes’, which could be
interpreted as ‘we’re going to go ahead
and spend millions we don’t have on
doing it our way’.
All in all, it’s splendid to see our MP
promoting one of Cambridge’s specialities
so tirelessly, but I do worry that he will be
tarred with an ‘anti-car’ brush in the minds
of many voters. Sadly, the Cambridge News
seems to see drivers as a key constituency
– nothing to do with its need for car sale
ads, of course.
Tim Burford

Cycle auctions resume in Cambridge
Museum of Technology

Not many bidders at the February auction.
There was rather a strong tradition in the last
century that the masters of the Cambridge
colleges would send their newly matriculated
students off to the police cycle auction to
pick up a recovered cycle at a bargain price.
That was in the days when bicycles were
built to be ridden daily and to last a lifetime.
The police cycle auction was then held
quarterly in the city. The busiest event in
October would have hundreds of bikes for
sale and attract hundreds of buyers, very
many of them students, but also townsfolk,
collectors and dealers. Although there were
undoubted bargains to be had, far too
often students took away bicycles that
would be dangerous and illegal to ride or
which were beyond economic repair. I was
not sorry when the auction was banished to
the remote Cambridgeshire town of Ramsey
where it has been held for many years,
well beyond the reach of most students.

So it was with renewed interest that
I went along to the new cycle auction in
early February that was being held at the
Museum of Technology, down by Riverside.
The auction was held over a weekend, with
viewing on the Saturday and the auction on
Sunday, giving ample opportunity to inspect
the bikes before the sale. There were 37 lots
in this first event, the majority consisting of
bikes from the built-to-last era – well before
the 1980s – and aroused fond memories
among the older browsers. Only a few
bikes were in a ready to ride state, and
none carried guarantees of roadworthiness.
I was pleased that the auctioneer made
this clear at the beginning of the sale.

cycle and motorcycle engineering. Although
the turnout was disappointing, I do think that
with time the event could be successful.
There should be more bikes for sale, and
each lot needs to be presented individually
to the bidders, giving an opportunity for the
auctioneer to describe the bike and its history
and to add to the theatre of auction.

Some of the bikes were from the auctioneer’s
own collection, some from private collectors
and some unclaimed bikes from the police.

The winning bid on this Dutch bike was
described as ‘a steal’ at £50.

Lots

The cost of labour and parts makes it hard
for restored bikes to compete with the cost
of a new one. Working out which ones are
worth fixing up immediately and which
should be sold as projects is probably the
key to making it a success. If there is a clear
indication on each lot indicating which
bikes are road-ready, and which bikes are
restoration projects, then I think this is an
event that the Campaign should support.

However there were very few bidders and
only about ten of the bikes were sold.
The bargains included a fully equipped
commuting-quality bike that went for
£60 and a gents Dutch bike for only £50,
both subject to the 15% commission and
£1 bidding registration fee.
The auctioneer runs a bike business himself
and comes from a family with a passion for

Simon Nuttall
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Sustainable Transport Conference

‘Sustainable Transport – Greening the Transport Sector’
Jim Chisholm and Martin Lucas-Smith attended this conference
in Westminster on 16th February 2011. Martin ‘live-tweeted’ the
event to our 320 followers on Twitter, so you can see commentary
as it happened at www.twitter.com/camcycle and he gives a fuller
account of the day here.
Transport minister Norman Baker was the keynote speaker.
He gave a run-down of the new funding situation and how
the government was apparently actually increasing funds for
Sustainable Transport. He cited an example of a constituent of
his who had complained that she couldn’t park her car near her
child’s school owing to new zig-zag lines. When he pressed her,
Baker found that she actually only drove 150 metres down the
road from home – and said that this kind of thing ‘needs to be
challenged’. He also spoke about how cyclists and walkers spend
50% more money in town centres, which was a good reason to
encourage cycling there.

He mentioned Leeds Cyclepoint as an example when talking about
bike/rail schemes, though didn’t mention the issue of bikes on
trains, of more interest to some of us.
The next speaker talked about supporting new transport
technologies, saying that there are so many players in this issue
so we have to talk to each other. However, he did have some
interesting statistics, namely that 25% of UK CO2 output is from
transport, and that congestion imposed a £10bn cost on the
economy (though I think this should be higher if aspects other
than congestion are taken into account) according to DfT statistics.
He said that there was a £2 marginal cost on other people per km
of congestion per vehicle.
The next speaker was promoting his company’s smart-card
transport ticketing stuff, and so was not of direct interest.
However, he did ask: Which is greener – smart cards or hybrid
buses? Probably rightly, he said smart cards because they have
much more potential impact overall. He then made what I thought
was a very compelling argument that cyclists should like, which
is that adding smart card ticketing means that bus companies
could run 30% fewer buses and yet still have the same ridership,
because they would save much time in picking people up.

Norman Baker spoke about how cyclists
and walkers spend 50% more money
than car drivers in town centres – a good
reason to encourage cycling there

Cyclists and walkers spend more money in town centres.
He announced a new Carbon Tool for Local Authorities on the
DfT website which I think was to help with Local Sustainable
Transport Fund (LSTF) bids. He said that bids to this would be
judged on the two objectives of economic impact and carbon
reduction. Personally I think that puts bus bids in a bad position.
He also mentioned the A14 as a ‘very environmentally damaging’
road scheme that had been cut, though largely on account of the
£1.4bn cost. On buses, he said the Bus Service Operators’ grant
had not been cut this year (though it will be next year) though he
admitted that the situation with regards to local authorities was
more challenging and said that they could continue to fund if they
chose to (i.e. at the expense of other things!) using the ‘New focus
of localism’ which frankly I thought was ridiculous. We didn’t get
a chance to speak to him or to raise a question.
Christian Wolmar then complained about the lack of cycle parking
at the venue, which is in a courtyard containing car parking but
yet also ‘No cycling – cyclists must dismount’ signs.
The Chief Executive of ATOC (the Association of Train Operating
Companies) then spoke, pressing rail’s potential for CO2 reduction
and the programme of electrification which is their top strategic
priority (and which would indeed be good CO2-wise).
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Lastly, Maria Eagle, the Shadow Secretary of State for Transport,
used her speech for a good rant about the government’s economic
policies resulting in cutbacks for transport. She said that Labour
‘had not opposed the scrapping of quangos Cycling England and
CfIT [the Commission for Integrated Transport, set up in 1997 by
John Prescott],’ somewhat shamefully.
Christian Wolmar picked me for one of the six questions, so I
asked whether he and Eagle agreed with me that the prospects
for cycling were extremely dismal as a result of the scrapping of
Cycling England, given that means dedicated and effective people
being replaced by DfT civil servants who traditionally haven’t cared
about cycling. Wolmar used this opportunity to have a quick rant
on this too. Eagle didn’t really say much other than that she wanted
cycle groups to keep her informed in coming years as experience
with the LSTF stuff pans out.
There were then three ‘Learning and Implementation Workshops’
which were the sponsors pushing their products, and frankly
weren’t very interesting. One of them was a company pushing
‘two-wheeled vehicles’ by which he actually meant electric
scooters. In the question-and-answer part of this, an argument
broke out between Ashok Sinha (Chief Exec of London Cycling
Campaign) who said that this stuff was counter-productive to
promoting actual sustainable transport, and a motorcyclist who
‘couldn’t let him get away with spouting that’ and instead argued
that you don’t have a pot of solutions but leave some things out.
In some way I think he has a point – these machines are better
for the environment than the car journeys (not bike journeys) they
would replace. But because the speaker seemed to be arguing that
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in a public referendum). He said it would take years (e.g. five
years) to reintroduce the idea of charging there. He said that
it would have raised £3bn but instead £1.5bn is being raised
through general council tax. He made the compelling case that,
had the question been ‘We want to do XYZ for transport; would
you prefer this be raised from motorists who cause congestion
or by everyone as general tax?’ then the result could have been
different. He also said that high-speed rail would eliminate almost
all internal air travel.

Cycle hire bikes near LIverpool Street station (Photo: richardm)
public monies should be put towards charging points effectively
for his profit-making company, Ashok arguably had a point,
namely that this is therefore an issue of public policy and thus the
question of effectiveness and sustainability comes into play.
Over lunch I spoke with Hugh McClintock of Nottingham Pedals
and with Ashok. The three of us met a cycle-friendly guy from the
Guide Dogs for the Blind (I think) whose members are generally
very anti-cyclist, because, he said, some 92% of their members
said they had had an incident with a cyclist. I said how we actually
had a common enemy, namely cycle-unfriendly traffic that results
in cyclists being pushed onto pavements, and that neither of us
wanted shoddy blue-signs-on-pavements infrastructure. He is
a cyclist himself and is therefore a useful person to help that
organisation set good policy. I asked him to get in contact and
offered him a space for an article in our Newsletter, as I think their
perspective would be extremely useful and would provoke debate
and mutual understanding.

During the closing questions Jim asked whether CO2 savings from
more efficient transport will be outweighed by increased transport
use. ‘This is the key question’ answered one of the panel, and
gave only the clear view that new technologies help inform policy,
something that was not possible ten years ago. Another panellist
said it was a difficult balance to judge.
Overall, it was a tiring day, not least due to having to get up
at 6.30am to make the train. However, Jim and I both felt that
that, in addition to various useful points being brought up in the
sessions noted above, it was a valuable networking event and
exactly the kind of place where the Campaign should be making
a name for itself as an expert and professional organisation and
to learn from the experiences of others in the transport sector.
In general I thought there was a bit of a tension (not in the
aggressive sense) between one half of the audience who seemed
to be from campaign groups like ours (and perhaps also local
authorities), who felt that the solutions lie in behaviour change,
and the other half who seemed to be more industry-based and felt
that technology had greater potential. However, this disconnect
led to lively and more informed debate due to a greater range
of perspectives.
Martin Lucas-Smith

Cycling in London has increased by
90% since 2000, unprecendented for
the UK, and there are now 110,000
members of the cycle hire scheme
After lunch, a speaker from TfL opened with a run-down on
their activity. The cycling figures were very impressive, and there
were too many stats for me to note down. Cycling in London has
increased by 90% since 2000. From a public policy perspective,
that is pretty unprecedented for the UK, though of course it is
a 90% increase from a low start. She said some 10 million km
had been cycled on the cycle hire scheme, with 2.5m journeys,
and that there are 110,000 members of the scheme, with 90%
of journeys under 30 minutes. Expansion to the east is planned
which sounded to me like a doubling of the size, though I might
be wrong. Most interestingly and encouragingly, some 4 in 10
Boris bike users cycled more elsewhere (i.e. not on the Boris bikes),
which is very positive as it shows they are leading to modal shift.
She also said that 85% of the building materials for Crossrail will
be brought into London by river.
The last speaker was the head of Manchester City Council,
Labour Cllr Sir Richard Leese, who is a cyclist himself and who led
the push there for congestion charging (which failed spectacularly
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Upcoming events

Win-win for post-16 cyclists,
society and the County Council

FREE £40 cycle allow
ance
for students over 16

the Council offers students over 16 an
alternative of a £40 per term allowance
if they surrender the right to a bus pass
and cycle instead. I say it is less well known
because, as I was surprised to find, last
year only 80 students took up this offer.
I’ve been told that this option can also save
the County Council over £500 per year!

Over-16s cycling more than three miles
can claim an allowance of £40 per term.
No doubt many people will be aware
that students who live more than a certain
distance from school may be entitled to a
bus pass on either a service or a contracted
school bus. The distance is two miles for
primary-aged pupils and three miles for
pupils of secondary-age and above.
What is less well known is that in
Cambridgeshire a scheme has been
running for a number of years whereby

There have been significant improvements
to cycling routes from ‘necklace’ villages
around Cambridge in recent years, making
such trips by bike quicker, more pleasant,
and safer. On my regular commuting trips
into Cambridge alongside the railway from
Shelford, I can be passed or obstructed by
chattering cohorts of young people cycling
to one of the sixth form colleges. I wonder
if any of them have taken advantage of
this scheme?
At this age (and in this age) continuing to
cycle regularly has huge benefits, not just to
those young people, but to society in general.
Cycling can save much time, offer greater
flexibility, improve health, and generate
independence. This is also a time when
many aspire to passing their driving test,
and using a car. Confidence and experience
with cycling not only help in learning to
drive, but also enable young people to

who cycle over 3 miles

to college

make a more rational choice of mode
when the choice is available.
They will realise that for many trips under
five miles, especially in the peak, cycling
will be quicker than using a car. It will
certainly be cheaper, and continuing to
cycle in later life will give health benefits,
and save much time and money.
This scheme needs to be better known,
more widely used, and perhaps replicated
by other local authorities. Of course, even
if students are not eligible for the £40 per
term grant, and the parents currently cover
the travel costs, a £40 incentive to their
offspring to encourage them to cycle will
bring most of the benefits detailed above.
I’d also like to see students who take up
this scheme offered Bikeability training to
improve their confidence and safety on
busy roads.
Much thanks to Clare Buckingham, of
Cambridgeshire County Council, for
providing some of the information in this
article. More details can be obtained at
participating schools or colleges, or via email
to edtransport@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
Jim Chisholm

Bike ride to Reach Fair 2011
We hope as many of you as possible will
come on our biggest cycle ride of the year.
Most paper copies of your Newsletter
contain several copies of the Bike Ride
to Reach Fair leaflet. These are for you
to display and give to friends and family.
Our website www.camcycle.org.uk also
has links to the details in full, and if you
need more leaflets do get in touch.

A fair reach
There’s been such good progress recently
on improving the route through the fens
that we’ve changed the ride significantly,
making it shorter and simpler. We’ve cut
out the long ride that went to Ely. We are
riding only to Reach Fair where we shall
stay for over two hours before returning via
the newly named Lodes Way. The ride
starts on bank holiday Monday 2 May
outside the Guildhall in Market Square.
We assemble from 9am and departures
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start at 9.30am every 15 minutes until our
last departure at 10.15am. You can join the
ride as we pass the Fort St. George pub on
Midsummer Common, the Green Dragon
Bridge on Stourbridge Common, or at
Newmarket Road Park & Ride where the
last riders will pass through at 10.45am.
Slower riders are encouraged to join the
earlier starts to ensure we get to Reach in
good time for the opening of the fair at noon.

Marshal plan
Our goal of 500 riders depends on the
weather on the morning of the ride, and how
well we can all encourage our friends and
families to take part in the event. This event is
an excellent demonstration of the practicality
of bicycles over this sort of distance.
We do need more people to help marshal
the event to make sure it runs smoothly.
The main job of a marshal is to know the

route, so if you want to help with that do
get in touch. As many marshals as possible
should come on our reconnaissance ride
which is happening on Friday 29 April
(also a bank holiday this year) leaving from
10.30am in front of the Guildhall. We ride
the whole route to note any problems and
to make sure the paths are clear of sharps
that might cause punctures.

Mayor Rides
The Mayor of Cambridge and her husband
will be riding with us. We think this may be
the first time in its 800+ year history that
the Mayor has cycled to Reach to open the
fair. There’s great potential for this to boost
the event and it could attract increased
mainstream press coverage.
We look forward to seeing you there.
Simon Nuttall

Diary
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Campaign Diary
April
Tue 5

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).

Mon 18 from 7pm

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

Sun 24		Newsletter 96 deadline. Please send copy to the Editor, 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.
Tue 26

7.30pm	Rob King, Outspoken Delivery, speaking at Green Enterprise Community event. Friends Meeting
House, 12 Jesus Lane, Cambridge, CB5 8B Rob, co-founder of Cambridge’s innovative local cycle courier
firm, will share their story. And some of the challenges they’ve faced and the creative ways they’ve
developed the business.

Fri 29

10.30am	Reach Fair reconnaissance ride. Armed with dustpan & brush we ride the whole route in advance
of Monday’s big ride to make sure it is clear of sharps. Meet in front of Guildhall, Market Square.

May
Mon 2

from 9.30am	Ride to Reach Fair. Ride with us to Reach Fair and back. An enjoyable family ride suitable for all.

Tue 3

8.00pm	Monthly General Meeting with Phillip Darnton from Cycling England (see 5 April for details).

Thu 26 7.30pm

Newsletter envelope stuffing. Baby Milk Action offices, 34 Trumpington Street. Help very much welcomed.

June
Thu 2

5.30pm

Newsletter 96 review meeting. Grads Café, University Centre, Mill Lane.

Tue 7

8.00pm	Monthly General Meeting (see 5 April for details).

CYCLE RIDES	The Cambridge group of the CTC organise a full programme of rides and have restarted their popular
Saturday morning introductory rides. These are shorter rides that are suitable for everyone and are a great
introduction to the club for new riders. They will be held on the first and third Saturdays of each month
until the autumn. See the rides lists for details. There are other rides every Tuesday and Thursday and
with two rides on Sundays. See http://site.ctc-cambridge.org.uk/search/label/ourridesprogramme
for details with links to the lists of forthcoming rides.

City and County Council committees
Campaign members may be
interested to attend Planning
Committee and Area Committee
meetings, which often include
cycling and walking issues.

APRIL
Mon 4

2.00pm 	Cambridge Traffic Management Area Joint Committee.
This covers walking/cycling/transport issues in some depth.

Wed 6

9.30am

Planning Committee

Joint Development Control
Committee meetings, which
are determining the Planning
Applications relating to the major
housing development proposals
for the Cambridge sub-region,
are also open to the public.

Thur 14

7.00pm

East Area Committee

Wed 20

10.00am 	Joint Development Control Committee – Cambridge Fringes

Wed 27

10.00am 	Joint Development Control Committee –
Cambridge Fringes Development Control Forum

Thur 28

7.30pm

West/Central Area Committee

Cambridge Cycling Campaign
studies and comments upon
agendas and papers for Cambridge
Traffic Management Area Joint
Committee meetings, and these
meetings are also open to the public.
Details of venue and agenda are
available about a week beforehand at
www.cambridge.gov.uk/democracy/

MAY
Wed 4

9.30am

Planning Committee

Wed 18

10.00am 	Joint Development Control Committee

Wed 18

7.30pm

South Area Committee

Thur 19

6.30pm

North Area Committee

9.30am

Planning Committee

JUNE
Wed 1
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YOUR STREETS THIS MONTH
The Tins
Construction of the new cycleway between
the railway bridge near the Holiday Inn and
the bridge at Burnside was going really
well – until they tried to replace the bridge
over the brook. Embarrassingly, wires have
got crossed somewhere and when the
bridge was lowered into place on 15 March,
it didn’t fit – it was about 40cm too long
and didn’t line up properly with the
abutments. These will have to be cut out
and re-laid, so sadly the scheme will not,
as planned, have opened by the time you
read this.

The bridge turns out to be too long – or more likely, the abutments weren’t put in
correctly – but it still gives a good impression of what the new cycleway will look like.

Rustat Road pavement

City centre works
UK Power Networks are going to be digging up streets in the
city centre over the next few months. Expect traffic coming from
unusual directions, and diversions and closures while this happens.
We have specifically requested that the surface be relaid properly.

Horningsea

For years the Campaign and former Councillor Chris Howell
has been pressing for the construction of this missing length
of pavement at the Rustat Road end of the Station Cycle Bridge.
We are pleased that work is now underway. This should mean
that pedestrians no longer walk in the cycleway.

Cherry Hinton Road

A cycleway from the northern edge of Fen Ditton to the southern
edge of Horningsea has been opened. A key part of the scheme
was canned by councillors when they withdrew funding for a
signalled crossing of the A14 slip road, so the scheme is only a
shadow of what was intended. See article on page 9.

Madingley Road
The upgraded cycleway along Madingley Road is complete. Sadly,
like the Horningsea scheme, it has not lived up to expectations.
The outbound part of the scheme has been dropped entirely, the
inbound part starts late and ends early, and access from a major
side road is not possible. Essentially, all that we’ve ended up with
is a very expensively widened pavement on one side. A sad tale,
expanded on on page 12.

Central Cambridgeshire Map

Improvements between Perne Road and the Robin Hood junction
on Cherry Hinton Road are still underway at time of writing.
Inbound 1.5m cycle lanes have been installed now and are
continuous between the two including across all inbound
junctions. The treatment of the rest of the road is interesting: a
centre line has only been used at junctions. The intention is to
avoid pushing traffic too far towards the cycle lane in what is quite
a narrow remaining space - in Cambridge terms this is quite
radical. It should also reduce the ‘Milton Road effect’ of cycles
using the road in the other direction being intimidated. Outbound,
the pavement cycleway has been widened in places, and speed
tables are to be installed at junctions. Inital impressions are that
the surface is terribly bumpy.
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Readers who receive paper copies of this newsletter should
find a new map enclosed (and we should have a link to an
online version as well). The Central Cambridgeshire Cycle
Map, published by the County Council, was designed to
highlight the new route of National Cycle Route 51 along
the Busway and Route 11 along the Lodes Way to Wicken,
and takes in all the major towns in the southern half of the
county. Sadly, the Busway is still not ready, so it has to be
shown as ‘future route’ even though it really will open soon.
It is part of a series of maps including updates to the Route 11
corridor from Cambridge to Saffron Walden due out soon
and a sixth, completely revamped, edition of the Cambridge
Cycle map. The new map is the second from the County
to be produced using OpenStreetMap data (the first was
Wisbech), so quite a few of you have contributed to it –
thank you!

