Notes on the 19 January 2012 meeting with Mitchell Stevens (Notts. County Council) 
at Trent Bridge House to discuss the implications for cyclists of the detailed alignment of the two NET extension lines
Present:-
· Mitch Stevens, Nottinghamshire County Council (MS)
· Stephen Tipping, Nottinghamshire County Council (ST)
· Hugh McClintock, Pedals (HMcC)
· Peter Briggs, Pedals (PB)
· Gary Smerdon-White, Greater Nottingham Transport Partnership (GSW)
· Adrian Juffs, Ridewise (AJ)
· Cllr. Steve Barber, Broxtowe Borough Council (SB)
· John Delaney, Broxtowe Borough Council (JD)
· Keith Morgan, Nottingham City Council (KM)
· Bryony Cheeseman, Sustrans Ucycle Project (BC)
Mitch Stevens (MS) began by welcoming everyone to the meeting and explaining the current situation with regard to finalisation of designs and the start of construction on the two extension lines.

He said that he was dealing, on behalf of the County Council as the Local Highway Authority for the areas outside the City, with Taylor Woodrow (TW) (Da Vinci), the main contractors, and Mott McDonald, the lead designers. Richard Hogg of TW is responsible for the overall implementation of the design and construction, MS said, and also that Pedals might have most contact with Matt Orchard whose role is community liaison

Much design had already been taken to an advanced stage and there was a very tight timetable for finalising the rest of the design. The County Council has to approve all the designs by May 2013.
Work to start soon includes diversion of utilities (mid-February), taking about one year, and site clearance (March 2012), to be completed before the nesting season.

As regards cycling facilities there was no recent change in design apart from a small extension of the cycleway near Wilford Lane.
It was realised that the situation on Chilwell High Road would be of particular concern to cyclists, both during construction and afterwards, because of the particular pressures on space on this stretch. Taylor Woodrow, MS said, would be responsible for temporary traffic management arrangements during the construction period.

In the case of the junction of Queen’s Road East with University Boulevard, right on the City / County (Broxtowe) boundary, MS said that it had been agreed that the City would look after all of this.

A programme was being drawn up to show when each area would be affected. In the case of sections with substantial pedestrian flows pedestrian marshalls were to be appointed.

MS mentioned the Highway Interface Document with which Taylor Woodrow were encouraged to comply. The intention was to disrupt traffic as little as possible. However, the final responsibility (in the areas outside the City) lies with the County Council as LHA who will need to approve any cycling provision and to ensure that it is safe.

In view of the problems that could often result during road / construction works from the placing of temporary signs on the footway, mentioned by Peter Briggs, MS said that the importance of avoiding this had been recognised and such signs were now to be placed on posts.

MS said that the Local Highway Authority was concerned only with getting like for like, e.g. replacement of footpaths disrupted by the construction of the tram, but not general betterment such as extra routes alongside. This meant that TW were under no obligation to do anything more than was shown on the Transport and Works Act drawings.
The meeting then discussed various detailed points about the alignment of the Toton-Chilwell-City Centre route (in Broxtowe Borough) with reference to the notes from the earlier meeting at Beeston Town Hall, hosted by John Delaney of Broxtowe Borough Council, on 16 December 2011.

The first point from these now discussed was the number and siting of the cycle lockers at the Toton terminus Park and Ride site, and whether or not they would be both adjacent to the tram stop and under CCTV coverage. MS said that the Toton Park and Ride site had so far only been discussed to “general arrangements” level and therefore he thought there was still scope for these points to be taken on board. As well as cycle lockers, he said that 28 cycle stands were to be included at this location.
BW asked why further cycle facilities were not to be included and PB asked who would pay for any extra provision other than the basic ‘like for like’. JD said that to construct a wider path (of 3 metres total width for a shared path rather than 2m for a footpath), e.g. between Toton and Chilwell, would mean a planning application to buy land since this extra was not provided for in the TWAO (Transport and Works Act Order) authorising the tram works.
SB said that it was very important to have such shared paths included from the outset, rather than to entail extra costs in retrofitting them later. 

HMcC said that the wider width of paths would also be of benefit to other path users such as people with wheelchairs, buggies and pushchairs, and be consistent with DfT Mobility Guidance for shared paths.

PB said that it was important at the very least to ensure that the extra width was safeguarded for widening to take place later.

MS said that there was some inherent flexibility in the requirement for a Road Safety 2 Audit that would be needed at the end of the detailed design stage.

SB said that he thought there was a strong case, on safety grounds, for the two proposed crossings at Bramcote Lane and Cator Lane to be constructed as toucan crossing rather than pelican crossings, even if this entailed extra costs at each crossing which JD roughly estimated at £20,000, i.e. total cost for each of c. £60,000 rather than £40,000.

The meeting then discussed the route between Cator Lane and South Nottingham College (Castle College) where it now looked even more as though there would be insufficient space for a shared path alongside the tramway. Instead, the cycle route would have to follow via quiet roads, as discussed at the December meeting.
By South Nottingham College (Castle College): MS said that this location still needs further work and that it was going to be hard to accommodate satisfactorily the direct movements that cyclists would want to make, rather than having a more indirect route marked out for cyclists, involving right angled crossings to reduce the risk of slips on tram tracks.
Chilwell High Road: Agreed as before that this was likely to be the most problematic stretch for cyclists, even though the banning of kerbside car parking would help by making movements of other traffic more predictable.  Encouraging cyclists to take note from the electronic signs at stops of the timing of the next tram could help predictability by making them feel safer riding through in the intervals between trams.
GSW emphasised the importance of signing alternative back street routes to the south, as far as possible, as discussed briefly at the previous meeting and encouraging the use of such routes by cyclists concerned about having to ride close to trams.
HMcC said it was important to be aware of the need to address the quite probable increased propensity of some cyclists to ride on the pavements on this stretch if they had particular reasons for wanting to keep to this more direct route (rather than a back street route) and were worried about the increased risk of cycling close to trams, especially when trams were coming up behind them. There was also a possible increased risk from cyclists having to avoid motor vehicles pulling out from side streets and stopping beyond the give way line, thereby pushing cyclists more towards the nearest tram rail. Local drivers as well as cyclists would need educating ways in which these risks could be minimised.
Discussion then focused on the Middle Street stretch, through to Humber Road and the need not only for cycle lanes on both sides of the tram but also Advance Stop Lines (ASLs) for cyclists at junctions. PB pointed out not just that these were very important for cyclists but that the present layout, introduced when Tesco’s was built, was only temporary, and that Pedals had then been assured that the layout would be looked at afresh once it was known if the NET extension routes were definitely going ahead. 

HMcC agreed with these points and offered to make available to MS, in an email, recommendations on appropriate technical guidance on ASLs, and a reminder that an ASL with tram lines had successfully been introduced in conjunction with NET Line One, at the junction of Wilkinson Street and Radford Road. He said that he, on behalf of Pedals, had been closely involved in discussions about the detailed design of this layout. This layout included the use of small cycle logos, painted on the carriageway just outside the tramway path, to help cyclists turning right into Radford Road from the ASL at the east end of Wilkinson Street to be confident that they were riding out of the way of a tram coming up behind them.
SB stressed the need for cycle storage in Beeston town centre (Styring Street), at the location which was anyway to be redesigned to have a turning bay, a matter on which JD was having discussions.

It was agreed that the cycle lanes on Middle Street should be direct continuous and carefully designed to help reduce the risk of conflict with left-turning motor vehicles, e.g. at the Tesco junction.

Arrangements for cyclists riding between Fletcher Road and Lower Road were then discussed. MS said that he understood that the proposal was now to route cyclists via the path at the back of the houses on the south side of Lower Road, but ST pointed out that this was only a footpath and not a shared path or cycleway. 

HMcC said that he agreed with ST, recalling that this path had been first proposed as part of the cycle route in the early 1980s but then rejected, following concerns from local residents, in favour of the present cut-through path between Fletcher Road and Lower Road. 
Since cyclists had over many years got used to this very useful direct cut-through he thought that most cyclists would still try to get through directly by the tram if they possibly could. It was therefore best to make some provision for this rather than expect cyclists to take a more indirect route, via Salisbury Street etc. to the south, even if the latter route would connect with the Queen’s Road East toucan crossing, to be relocated further south along Queen’s Road from its present location nearly opposite Lower Road and closer to the junction with University Boulevard.
As the meeting had to finish at 4pm there was no time left for a detailed discussion of the sections of the Toton-Chilwell-City Centre extension route or the route to Clifton. It was therefore agreed to arrange another meeting, probably in two weeks time, to discuss these other sections, and to invite a representative of Rushcliffe Borough Council to the discussions on the Clifton route, in view of part of this running along the City/Rushcliffe boundary east of Wilford, between Coronation Avenue and Ruddington Lane.

Appendix 1:

Extracts from the Office of Rail Regulation Guidance on Tramways 
(including Cycle-Tramway Interface in Section 2: Integrating the Tramway on pp11-13), 
available at http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk/upload/pdf/rspg-2g-trmwys.pdf
CYCLE/TRAMWAY INTERFACE

74 Where a tram cannot pass a cyclist safely on the carriageway, provision should be made

for cyclists where reasonably practicable.

Note 1: This can be done either by placing a separate cycle lane adjacent to the footway, by providing an

alternative direct route or by providing a one-way cycle lane within the carriageway. In addition,

kerbside cycling refuges may be appropriate on long, steep routes and on the approach to tramstops.

Note 2: Local cycling groups may provide useful information in relation to local cycle routes and relative

user levels in addition to feedback on the most effective cycle route solutions for the tramway

route under development.

75 Particular care should be taken to avoid pinch points with cycle lanes along the route,

and where roadside platforms are provided, careful consideration of the impact on

cyclists is necessary.

76 Where cycle lanes cannot be provided, the clearance between rail and kerb should be

a minimum of 1000 mm, and consideration should be given to the removal of

obstacles from that area, e.g. by the provision of drainage incorporated into the kerbs.
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Clearances between tramway and cycle lane




Figure 1: Clearances between tramway and cycle lane

Note: This clearance is intended to provide a clear route for cyclists in the absence of trams and,

combined with the removal of obstacles from that area, reduces the likelihood of sudden

movements by cyclists towards the tramway. It is not intended to provide clearances for trams to

pass cyclists.

77 One-way cycle lanes should be clearly marked and signed as such; vehicle parking

and loading prohibitions will be required. Wider cycle lanes within the carriageway to

permit two-way cycling should be avoided.

To avoid the risks from unauthorised parking of vehicles fouling the DKE, the width of

the cycle lane (between the kerb and the nearest edge of the line shown in the

appropriate diagram of the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2002)16

should not be greater than 1000 mm and the edge of the line nearest to the tram track

should be at least 200 mm from the DKE (Developed Kinetic Envelope) (see Figure 1).

79 Where it is necessary for cycle lanes to cross tram tracks, these intersections should

be, as far as possible, at right angles to the tracks. Where the achieved crossing angle

is less than 60º, consideration should be given to alternative crossing layouts and other

measures that mitigate the risks faced by cyclists. Consideration should be given to

measures that raise awareness of the presence of rails in the carriageway such as

signage or use of texture.

HMcC,  27 January 2012
Appendix 2: 
Note of the previous meeting (to discuss the NET alignment through Broxtowe Borough) held at Beeston Town Hall on 16 December 2011.
Present:

· Hugh McClintock, Pedals

· Gary Smerdon-White, GNTP

· Cllr. Steve Barber, Broxtowe Borough Council

· John Delaney, Broxtowe Borough Council
· Joanna Ward, Sustrans UCycle Team
Main issues covered in discussing the detailed alignment between the Toton Park and Ride site and the Broxtowe-City boundary (Queen’s Road East and junction with University Boulevard):

A52 Gregory’s roundabout to Toton NET Terminal Park and Ride site:

· Need for good shared paths to link between the toucan crossings across the eastern ‘arm’ of the A52 roundabout, the east side of Toton Lane, and the Park and Ride site, allowing for future links to possible housing sites to the west.

Through the Toton NET Terminal Park and Ride site and connection to Inham Road (Chilwell)

· Need for cycle lockers next to the tram stop as well as cycle stands for shorter term use.

· Need for clearly marked and coherent cycle links through the park and ride site, both a peripheral route around the south side (for those wishing to avoid any mixing with motor vehicles in the park and ride site) and directly through it, past the tram stop, for those wanting the most direct route.

· Need for the proposed path between the tram stop and Inham Road to be a shared path and not just a footpath, with links to other local routes including the Erewash Valley Trail.

Through the open space in the Chilwell area between Inham Road and Cator Lane via Bramcote Lane

· Already agreed that the cycle path will be realigned in connection with the introduction of the tram line

· Need at the Bramcote Lane crossing to have a toucan crossing and not just a pelican crossing

· Need at the Cator Lane crossing to have a toucan crossing and not just a pelican crossing

Cator Lane – South Nottingham College

· Agreed that a direct link would be useful, particularly for students riding to and from South Nottingham College, one of the local FE Colleges now to be included in the Sustrans Ucycle Project.

· Scope for including a cycle path alongside the tram on this stretch to be investigated by John Delaney but space constraints etc. may mean that this is very difficult, at least in terms of a path alongside all of this bit of the tram route

· May be more feasible to include a link a bit away from the tram line, by using Cator Lane, past Brookland Avenue, into Gwenbrook Road / Gwenbrook Avenue and upgrading the twitchell to Lime Tree Avenue (JD also to investigate this) 

· If this is not possible cyclists will have to use Cator Lane and High Road.

High Road by South Nottingham College

· This may well be difficult for cyclists as the current proposed cycling provision, encouraging right angled crossings of the tram tracks, is rather fragmented and messy and most cyclists will probably be inclined to take the most direct route, involving a shallow-angled crossing of the tram tracks which could be dangerous, especially in wet or icy conditions.

High Road:  South Nottingham College to Chilwell Road junction with Middle Street

· Likely to be the most difficult section for cyclists on the whole of the two extension routes, because of lack of space on this section for more than very limited cycle lanes and the lack of practicable alternative back street routes for cyclists to use to cover all of this stretch, without using much longer and hillier and/or busier roads.

· Risks for cyclists can to some extent be reduced by a combination of these measures:

· Diverting general through traffic from the High Road onto Queen’s Road

· Restricting kerbside car parking on the High Road, making the movements of general traffic more predictable

· Signing a back street route via Hall Croft and Dovecote Lane to Middle Street (with links to Church Street, with a toucan crossing back to Beeston Town Centre) to help cyclists avoid at least some of the High Road tram tracks.

· Encouraging cyclists to use the electronic signs at tram stops to see when trams are likely to be coming through and then to ride in the relatively safe gaps between them

· Using rear mirrors to help them see when a tram is coming up behind them

· Making use of pull-in areas such as minor road junctions and loading bay when a tram is coming up behind them

· Following the advice in the Pedals-NET Project Team advice note published in 2004 (and perhaps needing revision) on how to reduce the risk of getting your wheel stuck in tram tracks, and ensuring that this advice is widely publicised among local cyclists, e.g. by Pedals, Ridewise and Sustrans as well as the County and Borough Councils.

Middle Street (Chilwell Road to Humber Road)

· Cycle paths / lanes already included in the plans for this stretch, although not apparently on the southside, west of Humber Road: important for the cycle paths / lanes to be continuous

· Likely that more confident cyclists will tend to keep to the road, to avoid the rather indirect and slower arrangements at the main junctions (e.g. Styring Street, Station Road, Tesco entrance and the Regent Street junctions)

· County Council now opposed to any inclusion of Advanced Stop Lines at signalled junctions (despite the clear advice on their value for such situations in the DfT ‘Cycle Infrastructure Design’ Report (Local Transport Note 2/08 of 2008).

Fletcher Road – Lower Road – Queens’ Road East – University Boulevard

· Cyclists will still be able to get through by the restriction for general traffic (? Rising bollards) between Fletcher Road and Lower Road

· The reconfiguring of the Queen’s Road East / University Boulevard junction will involve major changes in the cycle route, including the removal of the Queen’s Road east toucan crossing, and the introduction of ASLs on the carriageway as well as some shared path surfaces

· It will be important to make clear to cyclists what routes they should now take in different directions, including the off-road options (using the shared paths) for less confident cyclists

· A dropped kerb will be needed on the (northside) University Boulevard cycle path just north of the new junction to facilitate access to it from the Beeston and Queen’s Road East direction

A6005 Queen’s Road: Meadow Lane and Station Road junctions

· Both these junctions are to be improved, to enlarge capacity for general traffic diverted from the Middle Street and High Road routes, However, the County Council do not propose to include any cycle facilities such as Advance Stop Lines in these plans as they are now opposed to any further use of such measures, very regrettably.

· Meadow Lane junction; This is very well-used by cyclists riding to and from Chilwell School but space is very tight and it would help safer cycling to school in particular if cycling improvements could be included.
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