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Dear Sir orMadam,
Camcycle is a volunteer-led charity with over 1,350members that works formore, better and safer cy-
cling andwalking for all ages andabilities in theCambridge region. Althoughwe focuson theCambridge
region for our charitable activities, we are supportive of efforts by local residents and stakeholders to
improve walking and cycling throughout the county, including Peterborough.
The reason we are responding to this consultation is the importance of good, sustainable transport
planning for the enhancement of public health and the creation and conservation of attractive, safe and
people-friendly villages, towns and cities. This means places where everyday travel distances are short
enough to be walked or cycled, and people feel welcome to go outside and comfortable to engage in
everyday social interaction in a safe public realm. For longer distance travel needs we must wean our-
selves off the congestion- and pollution-causing private car and provide safe, attractive and convenient
options for integrated public transport and cycling. There may be some trips that unavoidably need
to be taken by private car; however, for everything else the easiest and most straightforward choice
should be some combination of walking, cycling and public transport. With this arrangement, land and
resources that would otherwise be tied up in car infrastructure are freed up for better uses, such as
providing parkland, conserving nature, supporting communities and improving health.
The draft Local Transport Plan (LTP) proclaims several laudable goals, such as the importance of walk-
ing, cycling and public transport. However, whenwe drill down into the details of the plan, the walking,
cycling and public transport schemes are vague and general, while the motoring plans are often very
specific and concrete, such as those listed in paragraph 11.202 of the policy annex.

User hierarchy

In paragraph2.19 of the draft LTP it says that on fast-moving roads prioritywill go tomotor traffic,while
consideration will also be given to how the infrastructure can facilitate walking and cycling e.g. parallel segre-
gated pathways; safe junction crossings. This type of wording is unacceptably weak. To say ‘consideration
will also be given’ is to say that nothing will actually be done. It is not enough simply to ‘give consider-
ation’ to walking and cycling: for fast-moving roads there must be fully-accessible, parallel segregated



cycleways and safe and convenient junction crossings, with no exceptions. Otherwise, people will con-
tinue to be excluded from affordable and sustainable transport options or possibly be forced to put
their lives at risk on dangerous highways. The LTP needs to make it clear that we will be building safe
and convenient routes for walking and cycling, and that it is required by the Safe Systems approach
described by policy section 5.

Induced traffic

Paragraph 3.107 is one example but far from alone in causing us concerns:
Additional highway capacity and improved accessibility is primarily required at major develop-
ment sites such as Alconbury Weald, in order to support the delivery of much-needed homes and
jobs.

This type of language completely fails to recognise the problem caused by induced traffic, where the
construction of new road capacity directly causes more car trips to be taken than would otherwise
happen.1 This is especially problematic when it comes at the expense of walking, cycling and public
transport mode share. Time and time again, we see examples of new road capacity being filled up right
away and causing massive stress on the rest of the existing highway network, as well as pollution and
degradation of walking, cycling and public transport options.
New road capacity directly contradicts paragraph 2.22, which states that the proposed strategy is to
reduce the need to travel, especially by private car. Unfortunately, paragraph 2.24 also undermines this
statement by proposing to tackle key ‘pinch points’ in the highway network.
It is generally accepted that increasing road capacity increases car usage. Indeed, this can become self-
defeating and lead tomonsters like the 26-lanewide Katy Freeway in Texas, which still gets clogged up.
Just this past month, in Northern Ireland, a new £185mil dual carriageway section of the A6 between
Derry andBelfast is already seeing half-mile long queues.2 This type of problem iswhy theDepartment
for Transport decided against further widening of theM25.3
Road-widening only leads to endless cycles of finding further ‘pinch points’ to tackle at the cost of bil-
lions. We can safely predict that the same disaster will repeat itself once the A14 project is done here,
and if the A10 dualling takes place, because it happens every time.
New developments should be seeking to reduce car usage and should express that principle by keeping
the roads and junctions around them small, with low car capacity, and high priority for walking, cycling
and public transport. That means new developments should normally be located near strong public
transport nodes such as railway stations, and be served by high-quality cycleways that are open and
ready to use before any dwelling is occupied.
Where a proposed new development location is incompatible with low car usage and high sustainable
transport, then there should be a presumption that plans need to be reconsidered. No such develop-
ment should proceed unless the wider transport implications (e.g. congestion on access roads to Cam-
bridge andwithin the city) havebeen fully consideredand canbemanagedusing improvements towalk-
ing, cycling and public transport infrastructure.

1bettertransport.org.uk/roads-nowhere/induced-traffic
2www.irishnews.com/news/northernirelandnews/2019/09/13/news/traffic-jams-appear-on-new-section-of-
185m-road-1711192/

3M25 SouthWest Quadrant Strategic Study, DfT
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Metrics

The only metric identified by the LTP is, in paragraph 1.97: Residents to be within a 30-minute travel time
of a major employment centre. Unfortunately, this metric suffers from several problems.
• It focuses on the concept of a ‘30-minute travel time’ but without specifying that this should be
using a sustainable transport mode. Therefore, following this metric could lead to very poor out-
comes, such as chopping up cities and the countryside with large highways that would increase
pollution, congestion and parking problems while harming public health and the natural environ-
ment.

• The metric only specifies ‘a major employment centre’ rather than the actual place of work for
each resident. Easy access to an employment centre is not relevant to a person if it is not where
theywork or can find a job. This seems a strangeway of phrasing ametric since actual journey-to-
work information is frequently surveyed and readily available.

• However, journeys to work are not the only uses of transportation. Typically, they make up only
about a fifth of all journeys. This metric excludes consideration of other reasons for travelling,
such as: going to school, visiting family and friends, seeing a doctor, shopping, meeting caring
responsibilities, taking holidays and much more. These are all important aspects of the economy
and people’s daily lives that should be considered.

Therefore, this particular metric should be revised so that it refers explicitly to ‘30-minute travel time
with some combination of public transport, cycling or walking’. If the emphasis on commuting is kept,
then themetric should pertain to the actual journey-to-work trips rather than hypothetical ones.
We recommend the followingmetrics and goals be adopted:
• Reducing the number of injuries and deaths on the roads.
• Increasing the proportion of cycling journeys in each district of the region, as well as the propor-
tion ofwalking journeys, compared to the number of journeys that aremade by car but arewithin
reasonable cycling or walking distance.

• Improving the environment, by reducing levels of pollution, particulatematter, harmful gases and
carbon emissions, and by increasing biodiversity.

• Increasing the proportion of homeswith easy access to a network of safe and convenientwalking
and cycling routes giving access to shops, schools and jobs.

• Increasing the proportion of homes andworkplaceswith sufficient secure cycle parking available.
These arementioned to some extent in the policies section, however it is unclearwhy they are excluded
from the keymetrics.

Policy Annex comments

Development

In policy 1.1.1, paragraphs 1.10 and 1.11, it states that ‘the Combined Authority is promoting a programme
of key transport schemes. . . ’ followed by a list of twelve schemes. Some of the schemes are worthwhile
public transport upgrades, others are damaging and unhealthy road expansion plans. In either case,
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however, the approach is wrong. It appears that the projects have been chosen in advance and then
rationales have been constructed to justify them after the fact.
A better approach would be to plan land use and transportation infrastructure investment together.
Sites for development would only be opened up if the majority of everyday travel could be directed
onto walking, cycling and public transport modes. The only way to ensure that public transport is a
viable option is either by (a) choosing a site that lies along an existing, strong public transport corridor
with a station nearby or possible to construct, or (b) developing a new public transport corridor and
ensuring that it is sustainable.

Maintenance

Policies regarding maintaining and managing the transport network are described under policy theme
4.2. While paragraphs 4.14 and 4.17 mention cycleways and footways, none of the policies do. We are
especially concerned here because it is quite common throughout the county (including Peterborough)
for cycleway and footwaymaintenance to be forgotten or forgone. Indeed, in many cases, the adjacent
carriageway will receive maintenance and resurfacing works several times while the footway and/or
cycleway is left to heave and rot.
Therefore, wewant to see firm and explicit commitments from the LTP that:
• Footways and cycleways adjacent to carriagewayswill receive at least asmuchmaintenance, and
be kept at an equal or better standard, as the carriageway.

• Off-road footpaths and cycle routes will also be given equal or better maintenance treatment,
compared to roads.

• Maintenance tasks include repair of the surface as well as cutting back of overgrowth, sweeping
of debris, and clearing of drains.

• This also applies towintermaintenance, in particular, ensuring thatwalking and cycling transport
routes are available throughout the year.

• When a walking or cycle route is diverted, whether it be for maintenance or new construction
purposes, the diversionary route must be well-signed and fully accessible to people of all abili-
ties. Normally, for example, spacemay be taken from an adjacent carriageway in order to provide
a safe and protected diversionary walking or cycling route, complete with temporary dropped
kerbs as needed. ‘Cyclist dismount’ signs must not be used because those signs exclude people
with disabilities who are not able to dismount.

If the Combined Authority is serious about reducing travel by private car then it needs to ensure that
walking and cycling routes are well-maintained and usable at all times. In places that maintain cycle
routes throughout the year we see all-year cycling, even through adverse weather conditions such as
snow and rain. As we see, people are able to manage their clothing and equipment-related options;
however, it is only the local authority that can ensure that the routes themselves stay open and safely
usable.

The Safe Systems approach

We are pleased to see the beginnings of the Safe Systems approach being adopted into the LTP but
are puzzled at the relative brevity of policy 5.1.4 Adoption of the Safe System Approach into the main-
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stream of highway engineering. In fact, this is themost vital Safe Systems policy of all, and should bemuch
more specific. We recommend reviewing the Sustainable Safety principles4 published by SWOV in the
Netherlands and incorporating their lessons fully into these policies. In short, the policies for highway
engineering should adhere to the following principles:
• Functionality: roads should be classified and assigned only compatible functionalities. For ex-
ample, a through road carries large volumes of motor traffic and therefore is unsafe for people
crossing it; it is not appropriate for a high street to be a through road because that exposes many
people to excessive road danger.

• (Bio)mechanics: road design should be adapted to the limitations of human beings and vehicles.
Vulnerable and slow road users, such as human beings who are walking and cycling, must be pro-
tected from heavy and fast vehicles, such as motor cars and lorries. This could be accomplished
with protected and segregated cycleways, for instance, or by ensuring that small roads have very
little motor traffic on them so they can be safely used by people.

• Psychological design: road design must be comprehensible and easy to navigate correctly. Junc-
tion and crossing design must not overload people’s abilities or force difficult manoeuvres onto
them. Instead it should be easy and natural to do the right thing. For example, since a human
being does not have eyes in the back of their head, junction or crossing design must be usable
without somehow needing to look inmore than one direction simultaneously.

The SWOVSustainable Safety documents go intomuch further detail about these design principles and
organisational principles such as responsibility and innovation, which should be incorporated into the
Safe Systems approach here.

Accessibility

Section 6 of the policy annex details numerous laudable accessibility policies and goals. We note two
principles that aremissing, however, from policy 6.1.3 and call for their inclusion:
6.20 The Combined Authority will:
• ensure that all footways and cycle routes built or supported by the authority are fully accessible
to all people of all abilities;

• recognise that cycling is easier than walking for some people and ensure that cycling infrastruc-
ture and facilities are in line with the Guide to Inclusive Cycling5 published by the charityWheels
forWellbeing.

Healthy and active lifestyles

We are pleased to see policies that enable access to the countryside and encourage healthy activities.
In policy 7.1.3, paragraph 7.16 it says ‘Where Rights of Way are subsumed within urban development, then
planners will be encouraged to ensure that the path design is open and unthreatening and suitable for regular
exercise.’ This statement needs to be rephrased to strengthen and correct some of the wording. Rights
of Way are used for many purposes, not merely exercise, and any statement should ensure that the
Rights ofWay are safe and feel safe for everyone at all times of year. For example:
4www.swov.nl/en/publication/sustainable-safety-3rd-edition-advanced-vision-2018-2030
5wheelsforwellbeing.org.uk/campaigning/guide/

Charity Number 1138098 www.camcycle.org.uk @camcycle

www.swov.nl/en/publication/sustainable-safety-3rd-edition-advanced-vision-2018-2030
wheelsforwellbeing.org.uk/campaigning/guide/


Where Rights of Way are subsumed within urban development, then planners will ensure
that the path design is given ample open space to either side, upgraded to meet the needs
of additional use, benefits from natural surveillance from nearby activities, provided with
appropriate visibility splays using cycling stopping-distance sightlines (for cycle routes) at
junctions and crossings, mindful of personal security issues on isolated sections, and acces-
sible to people of all abilities at any time of year.

Air quality

Paragraph 8.3 correctly states that ‘the majority of damaging emissions from transport come from road
transport. To improve air quality wemust thereforeminimise the usage of roads’. However, themany propos-
als to expand or build new roads are inconsistent with this statement and the policies in this section. In
order tomeet the air quality goals, the Local Transport Planmust abandon its road expansion plans.
This sectionmentions electric vehicles frequently; however, it fails to note that electric cars and trucks
still generate high levels of particulate pollution from rubber tyres, brakes and road surfaces. Therefore
policy 8.1.1 should articulate that the first and foremost method of reducing air pollution is to reduce
the number of trips made bymotor vehicle, electric or otherwise.

Modal policies

The walking and cycling subsections of the policy annex are largely very good. We have some specific
recommendations for added policy wording. For walking and cycling respectively, in policies 11.1/12.4,
wewould add the following:
• ensure footways/cycleways are fully accessible for people of all abilities;
• require developers to lay out driveways and minor road junctions in ways that preserve the in-
tegrity, continuity and priority of footways/cycleways;

• ensure that walking/cycling routes are direct, faced by buildings andmade to feel secure by natu-
ral surveillance from nearby activity;

• add green verges alongside carriageways such that there is space for trees and planting between
cars and people walking/cycling, in order to protect people and make a more pleasant and biodi-
verse streetscape. Hedges, in particular, can protect people from road spray and dazzling head-
lights on bigger roads, while providing useful habitat for small creatures.

For policy 12.3 wewould add the following:
• ensure that cycle parking is fully accessible for people of all abilities, also providing options for
people who use cargo cycles, tricycles, recumbent cycles, hand cycles and cycles adapted for dis-
ability;

• follow the guidance of theCambridge (city) Cycle ParkingGuide SPD, or any successor document,
as it provides the most specific guidance currently available for the design and layout of cycle
parking areas to ensure their usability.

In policy theme20,Making longer distance journeys by car, however, we seemany proposed road projects
that will lead to disastrous consequences for congestion and air quality.
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• In policy 20.1 (and policy 2.2.3), the proposal to dual the A10 between the Milton interchange
and Waterbeach New Town threatens to condemn Cambridge to a flood of induced car trips on
a road network that is already working beyond capacity and within a city that cannot afford the
pollution generated by more cars. We strongly oppose this proposal, which undermines the sus-
tainable transport planning in Waterbeach, and instead propose that much more cost-effective
and location-appropriate measures be taken: (a) targeted safety improvements at junctions, (b)
improvedwalking and cycling links to thenewWaterbeach railway station, and (c) improvedwalk-
ing and cycling links to Cambridge.

• In policy 20.2, developing new road corridors to ‘support’ development is precisely the cause of
additional traffic congestion, car-dependency and increasedpollution in the region. Development
must instead be located in such away that the only significant transport capacity increases can be
provided through newor upgraded railways, bus routes and cycleways, and that any newhighway
connections are ‘right-sized’ from the start in order not to induce any car trips beyond the bare
minimum needed. Streets should not become newmotorised through-routes by default, and not
without serious consideration of the dangers of motorised through-traffic.

• Furthermore, in policy 20.2, should any new road corridor be developed, then the policy must be
to provide safe and convenient cycling within the corridor or in parallel. In particular, should any
barrier, such as a river, railway or major road, be crossed by the new corridor then the parallel
walking and cycling routemust also be included on that crossing.

• Policy 20.3 (as well as policies 1.1.1 and 2.2.3) mentions dualling of the A428 and the proposed
Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. Unfortunately, both of these projects would drive unsustain-
able car-dependent development and pump millions of additional car journeys onto Cambridge-
shire’s roads for years thereafter, if they are built. If the Combined Authority is serious about
reducing travel by private car, tackling climate change, and about supporting development with
sustainable transport, then it will oppose the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway and solely sup-
port the East/West Railway instead.

• WhenHighwaysEnglandconducts furtherworkwithin theCombinedAuthority region, theymust
always improve cycling infrastructure and leave things better thanwhen they started. Policy 20.3
should therefore contain the statement that the Combined Authority will require Highways Eng-
land to follow their InterimAdviceNote 195/16 and always include safe, fully-accessible and con-
venient cycling infrastructure in all of their projects, and provide safe, fully accessible and conve-
nient cycling diversions during construction of their projects.

Rail and Sail

We are pleased to see policy 3.1.3 and paragraph 3.16 in the policy annex, which supports passenger
connectivity at Harwich ferry port and across the railway network. However, we would like to add
two more points to this policy, in order to support cycling, railway and ferry integration. The current
problems are (a) uncertainty about whether you will always be allowed to board a train to Harwich
International with a bike, and (b) that the Rail & Sail deal does not allow you to book a ticket with a bike
on the ferry because it assumes you will show up only on foot. These difficulties make it much more
difficult for people to travel back and forth between Holland and Cambridgeshire than it should be.
These are our proposed paragraphs:
• the Combined Authority will support the carriage of bikes on trains to Harwich International, in
particular to help ensure that people with ferry tickets are able to rely on the railway to allow
them to make ferry connections with bikes (e.g. with reservations), and they will not be denied
boarding the sole daily direct train to the port simply because they have a bike.
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• the Combined Authority will support extending the Rail & Sail through-ticketing arrangement to
be smoothly integratedwith bicycle tickets on the ferry such that booking a Rail & Sail ticket with
a bicycle is as smooth a process as booking it on foot.

• the Combined Authority will work with the train operating company to reduce the number of
cancellations of the sole daily direct train to the port, and help them take steps to ensure that
passengers trying tomake this connection are not left behind.

Projects in Greater Cambridge

• Should East/West Rail progress, the Combined Authority should ensure that walking and cycling
routes to and from railway stations are built to a high standard, and that frequent underbridges or
overbridges of the railway are provided for safe and convenientwalking and cycling. Any new sta-
tions built should have sufficient secure cycle parking with good and easy interchange between
bike and train. There should be at least two separate Access-for-All routes for each station plat-
form, in order to ensuremaximum availability of service for people of any ability.

• TheOxford toCambridgeExpressway andA428projects are bad ideas thatwill lead tomore con-
gestion, pollution, social isolation and car-dependency in Cambridgeshire. These projects should
not be supported by the Combined Authority. Any road projects should focus entirely on safety
improvements for all road users, especially for vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and cy-
clists, without increasing the number of private car journeys.

• ShouldSouthStationand the four-trackingproject progress, then theCombinedAuthority should
ensure that the ‘DNA Path’ and connections are rebuilt and upgraded in order to provide high-
quality walking and cycling links between Cambridge and Shelford. During construction there
must be a safe and convenient diversion route for walking and cycling.

• All CAM stations should have safe and convenient walking and cycling routes connecting them to
nearby neighbourhoods, towns and villages.

• The A10 Ely to Cambridge project should drop the congestion-generating concept of ‘dualling’
the road and instead focus entirely on safety improvements for all road users, aswell as providing
a high-quality, safe and convenient walking and cycling link in parallel with the A10.

• The A10 Foxton Level Crossing project must provide a safe and convenient cycling link as well as
pedestrian improvements.

• Wewelcomewider Cambridgeshire cycling improvements and look forward to further details on
this project.

• In addition to the Coldhams Lane roundabout project, the Combined Authority should create a
project thatwouldwork on fixing themany other problematic roundabouts in the area in order to
ensure that they can be safely and conveniently navigated by people who are cycling or walking.

• The project labelled ‘Coldhams Lane improvements’ should also include improvements to the rest
of Coldhams Lane, in particular dealing with the very narrow and dangerous cycle lanes, the vari-
ous problemswith theCromwell Road junction (e.g. the narrowpath down the bridge and around
a blind corner), and the higher-speed section near the airport. Coldhams Lane faces a sequence
of junction proposals from developers on both sides, these need coordination to ensure that the
end result provides safe and convenient walking and cycling.

• The proposedNewmarket Road andRing RoadBus Priority projectsmust also have safe and con-
venient walking and cycling infrastructure as key principles.
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• There aremany points in the highway and right-of-way network that are not accessible to all peo-
ple, whether that be due to degraded infrastructure, level differences, or exclusionary barriers
that obstruct people with disabilities. Therefore, there should be a proactive project within the
CombinedAuthority that aims to identify andfix these accessibility ‘problempoints’ all across the
network, and bring infrastructure into line with the requirements of the Equality Act of 2010.

• For example, the LTP proposes to improve the accessibility of the JesusGreen bridge. In addition,
theCutter Ferry bridge could easily bemademuchmore accessible by replacing the existing ramp
withamoregentleone that touchesdownon thehillside insteadofdoublingback to the river. This
change would also resolve a major conflict point, underneath the bridge, and reduce the impact
of the structure on the Common.

• Cambridge central station has the country’s largest cycle park, Cycle Point; however, it is beset by
problems suchas theft, vandalismandanti-social behaviour. The cycle park is important, plausibly
serving about 20% of the daily station passengers. It will need to be expanded to keep pace with
the growth in railway ridership, and in addition, many other cycle parks will need to be created at
railway stations and other sites around the region. It should be a high priority of the Combined
Authority to ensure that cycle parks such as Cycle Point are safe, secure and convenient places to
interchange between cycling and public transport.

Conclusion

TheLTPmakes relatively fewconcrete recommendations forwalking andcycling infrastructure, leaving
much of the specifics for the as-yet-undetermined LCWIP process. In lieu of trying to list out every
possible project, wewould like to see the very simple commitmentmade:

20% of the transport budget will go towards projects that make walking and cycling safer, more
convenient andmore accessible, with the direct purpose being to increase themode share of walk-
ing and cycling.

Thismay seem like a substantial amount, but there is an enormous amount of catch-upwork to be done
all across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. Although our remit as an organisation is the Cambridge
region, we are fully supportive of walking and cycling investment in all corners of the county including
Peterborough. We would like to see all areas benefit from safe, convenient and high-quality walking
and cycling infrastructure. We take much of our inspiration from the Netherlands and a key observa-
tion is that sustainable transport investment is pervasive throughout that country, in both the rural and
urban areas, village to village, to the great benefit of all. The same can be achieved here, and with 20%
of the budget spent effectively the standard could be brought up quite quickly, with substantial returns
already occurring within 5 years. In terms of benefit/cost analysis and ease-of-delivery, under the cur-
rent circumstances, there is no better transport investment than walking and cycling infrastructure.
Indeed, this investment is a key part ofmaking usable public transport widespread and possible, as well
as delivering great places to live, work, shop, and visit.
Yours sincerely,
On behalf of Camcycle

MatthewDanish,
Trustee
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