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NOTTINGHAM EXPRESS TRANSIT (NET) – PHASE TWO DEVELOPMENT:

COMMENTS BY PEDALS (NOTTINGHAM CYCLING CAMPAIGN) IN RESPONSE TO THE TRANSPORT AND WORKS ACT ORDER (TWAO) APPLICATION, MAY 2007
A. Introduction

Pedals broadly supports the plans for the extension of the NET and any related policies to reduce the use of cars and to encourage more sustainable forms of transport, to help reduce pollution from traffic, to improve air quality, and to assist in reducing the very great and increasing contribution of present transport patterns to worsening climate change as well as helping transport provision to make the necessary adaptations to a low carbon future and the probable world of greatly depleted oil resources and much increased oil prices.
The introduction of trams, as NET Line One has shown, can have considerable benefits in helping to curtail the growth of motor traffic in areas through which it runs, and, with accompanying traffic management measures, has helped to reduce greatly motor traffic levels on some streets in or near the city centre, itself a distinct contribution to assisting cyclists. 
In the NET extension there are several opportunities to develop new facilities for cyclists alongside the tram, safe crossings of the tram tracks and, in some (limited) cases, safe alternative routes away from narrow roads with tram tracks and no space for cycle lanes. Both the extension lines have important opportunities for new routes, e.g. east of Wilford / west of Gresham Park and Compton Acres (on the line to Wilford and Clifton) and in the Chilwell/Inham Nook area east of Toton Lane (on the line to Beeston and Chilwell, etc.). The value of these will be that much greater if these new routes include improved connections to existing routes in the area.
At the same time we wish to emphasise our very serious concerns about the impact on cyclists’ safety and convenience of the detailed proposals for some sections of the proposed road sections of the routes, especially on the line to Beeston and Chilwell but in The Meadows area.
We know that considerable efforts have been already made to address these impacts, and that there several conflicting demands on the limited space available on some stretches, but are still very concerned about the dangers to cyclists that will remain on some sections if these efforts are not taken further. 
We have particular anxieties about the dangers on narrow roads with tram tracks where there is little or no room for cycle paths or cycle lanes alongside and also no reasonably practical alternative routes in the vicinity without taking cyclists far out of the way from their desire lines, e.g. on Chilwell Road in Beeston and Meadows Way north of The Meadows.
We much regret the proposed removal of some much valued cycle facilities such as the Queen’s Road East toucan crossing at the east end of Lower Road (Beeston) and the shared path between Lower Road and Fletcher Road, with no really adequate, convenient, coherent and attractive replacement facilities. With no obvious alternative route for cyclists to replace this loss there is a danger that cyclists will continue to try to cross Queen’s Road East at the location of the present crossing (where bus stops are now proposed) and also that they will try to avoid having to cycle by the tram tracks on Lower Road and Fletcher Road by riding on the footways. Given the very understandable levels of public concern about cycling on pavements it is very important to avoid detailed layout solutions that could be considered as effectively encouraging this behaviour which is of often particular concern, we are well aware, to very young and elderly pedestrians, and their carers, as well as those with disabilities.

There are three final general points on other important issues we would like to emphasise. We would like to make clear that we would much welcome an opportunity at the Public Inquiry to elaborate both on these and on our detailed comments.
Cycle parking at tram stops and end of line park and ride sites

Firstly, the importance of cycle parking at all tram stops, or as close to them as possible, sited with careful regard to security and the likely access routes that cyclists will take to and from them. Safety considerations on these, e.g. good lighting and avoiding too dense planting, are also vital to encourage usage, as well as good signing and good maintenance, of the stands themselves, the access route and their signs. 
The terminal tram stops at the two park and ride sites should have cycle lockers, well-sited, well-signed and generally publicised, well-managed and well-maintained with charges set at rates to encourage long-term regular use and security and responsible use encouraged through maintaining a careful record of users

Carriage of bikes on trams

Secondly, the issue of bike carriage on NET vehicles. Since Her Majesty’s Rail Inspectorate (HMRI) made clear a few years ago that they have no objection in principle to the carriage of bikes on trams but prefer to leave the decision on this to the operator, we very much hope that this will be considered on the whole NET system, at least on a trial basis, and at least also in the longer term once there is more experience with such provision on other UK tram systems, e.g. the proposed Metrolink extension lines. 
Such a trial would include well-publicised local conditions, e.g. limits on number of bikes to be carried, restricted hours of carriage of bikes (e.g. only outside peak periods) and clear advice on just where cyclists should wait to board with their bikes, on where bikes should be loaded and unloaded, as well as stored on the tram.

Future consultation with NET users on Line One and the two extension lines
Thirdly, the issue of ongoing consultation with NET user groups. We have much appreciated the opportunity to be represented on the Greater Nottingham Light Rapid Transit Advisory Committee set up under the legislation which authorised the construction of NET Line One. This has helped to raise various issues of direct concern to cyclists, e.g. the adequacy of the arrangements to safeguard the safety of cyclists riding downhill near the tram tracks on Middle Hill in the vicinity of the approach to the tram viaduct towards Nottingham Station, as well as to understand the concerns of other users and the perspectives of the promoters and operator.

We understand that there is currently no intention to have similar arrangements for the extension lines and would like emphasise that we would welcome the establish of a similar committee, perhaps meeting twice a year, rather than four times a year, to cover the whole of the new NET system, i.e. Line One and the two extension lines.

B. Comments on the most relevant extracts from the Environmental Statement: 
Volume 1 (Main Report) and Volume 4 (Urban and Landscape Design Statement):

We welcome the many relevant statements in the Main and ULDS reports, e.g.:-

Main Report:

para 8.2.1 (page 8-2):

“Impacts on cyclists and pedestrians have also been considered at each of the junctions…”

Table 8.1. (page 8-3):
“Impacts on pedestrians and cyclists have been assessed by looking at local authority cycling strategies, a description of existing and proposed pedestrian and cycle facilities is provided”

para 8.3.2. (page 8-8)
“…Key elements of the (local) strategy which are of relevance to NET Phase 2 include the provision of coherent, safe, direct, comfortable and attractive on-carriageway routes for cyclists which may include cycle lanes, signed quieter roads, advance stop lines and the redistribution of the carriageway (space)”

8.4.8. (page 8-14)
“…prior to and during construction of the scheme the contractor will liaise with the developers of adjacent schemes in order to develop complementary construction traffic measures which seek to minimise disruption to road users including pedestrians and cyclists, as far as reasonably practical”
8.5.2 (p8-22): Potential impacts and mitigation

Potential positive impacts:

1. safe and convenient cycle parking at tram stops

2. upgrading and signalisation of junctions and the introduction of advance stop lines to provide safer controlled crossings for cyclists.
3. the redesign of road and local infrastructure to accommodate the tramway presents an opportunity for new, improved and safer cycling provision

4. reduced traffic flow induced by a modal shift from road vehicles to trams promotes a safer environment for cyclists
We also welcome the recognition of “the most serious issue – cyclists’ needing to cross tram tracks particularly at an acute angle, as well as the commitment to continue the joint working with Pedals established during the planning and implementation of Line One, including on the preparation of a safety leaflet for cyclists, and the need also to work closely with Her Majesty’s Rail Inspectorate (HMRI), as part of the Office of the Rail Regulator and, in particular, the HSE publication “Railway Safety: Principles and Guidance’, especially Part 1 and 2, section G.
We are also pleased to see the commitment (pp8-22/8-23) that 
“measures are to be incorporated into the design of Phase 2 to minimise the potential for negative impacts on cycling and to promote the safe use of cycles along the route.”…

…“designated track crossing points will be provided where these provide the most practical option, although these will be kept to a minimum. Where they are necessary crossing points have been designed so that the tramway can be crossed at, or close to, right angles.”…

…“where practicable new cycle lanes have been provided alongside the track and existing cycle lanes improved”

…“an extensive revision of the Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) has been carried out to ensure that on-street parking takes place in a manner which neither obstructs the tramway nor forces other vehicles on to the tramway so forcing cyclists on to the tracks.”

…”appropriate warning signs will be provided at cycle crossing points.”

Predicted Impacts (8.1.0)

Changes to existing cycle facilities from the operation of the scheme:-
….”the proposed scheme will result in a positive impact on cyclists through the introduction of additional segregated cycle routes along the alignment, more signalised junctions which incorporate ASLs and crossing facilities. In addition, lower traffic speeds and reductions in traffic flow as a result of the introduction of Phase 2 have the potential to encourage cycling.”

“Mitigation measures

We welcome in principle the measures listed on page 8-26 (the latter part of section 8.5.2):-

· traffic regulations for on-street parking

· specific tram/cycle signing, as developed for Line One

· where space permits, provision of routes around NET stop platforms

· wider measures such as awareness training for NET drivers to anticipate areas where cyclists are likely to make unexpected manoeuvres, for example at junctions

· publicity and awareness campaigns for cyclists in the Phase Two corridor, in a similar way to those adopted for Line One.”
Urban and Landscape Design Statement:

Section 2: Design Approach – 11. Pedestrians and Cyclists.

“The Phase 2 alignment has been designed to minimise conflict with pedestrians, cyclists and other vehicles.

New and replacement footways and cycleways have been located along stretches of the tramway….
Safe pedestrian and cycle crossings are proposed on both street running and segregated tramway sections”

We welcome these commitments but the details of the implemented scheme in response to them will be crucial, while recognising that cycling considerations need to be balanced with many others, especially where the trams are running on narrow roads with various other demands on the limited space.
It is however also very important, unlike with Line One, that any special facilities for cyclists, including alternative routes, are if all possible introduced before completion of the whole scheme. This was, very regrettably not the case with Line One facilities such as the alternative route away from the tram tracks in the Forest Fields / Hyson Green / Arboretum area or the Middle Hill tram viaduct cycle bypass. 

Our experience from Line One is that many cyclists were very concerned about the extra risks they faced when cycling on or near the tram route during the construction phase, with many reports of slips on the tracks, e.g. in the vicinity of the acute angle tram track crossing on Middle Hill. This was, and still is even now to some extent, despite more recent improvements, a particular problem for less experienced and confident cyclists in particular, and we therefore consider it essential that any alternative routes / special facilities developed for the extension lines should if at all possible be available before the start of the construction period, and well-signed and widely publicised, through leaflets, the internet and local media, along with guidance to cyclists on how to minimise risks when riding on streets with tram tracks and making turns across them.
We have learned that it is very important to recognise that both more and less-experienced and confident cyclists will start having problems coping with narrower roads with tram tracks when these are first installed and not only when construction is complete and the trams are running. Some of these problems may be caused indirectly, e.g. by motor vehicles illegally parked near the tram tracks or pulling out from side streets to wait across the give way or stop line and effectively forcing cyclists to ride further out from the kerb where they are more likely to slip on the tracks.  Such abuse increases the probability that some cyclists may react by avoiding the route altogether. This is not at all a desirable outcome, especially if there is no convenient and attractive alternative route, since we consider that all roads and streets (except for motorways and very busy pedestrianised areas) should be available to cyclists, to enhance the great flexibility of movement which is one of the pedal cycle’s main assets and to maintain routes that are as direct, convenient, comfortable, attractive and coherent as possible for the particular trips which cyclists want to make, depending on their exact origin and destination points.
Cyclists’ experiences with Line One have also underlined the importance of understanding fully just how different types of cyclists do or do not cope with roads with tram tracks, e.g. by using any special facilities provided even if they result in a rather more indirect route, by continuing to follow the most direct route, regardless of hazards such as acute-angled tram track crossings, by pulling in to wait in laybys or the mouths of side streets when a tram is coming up behind them, or avoiding the area altogether, both when the tracks are first installed and when construction is complete and the trams are running. There is also a need to pay special attention the reactions of different cyclists to hillier routes such as Waverley Street and Middle Hill where cyclists easily pick up speed and also the extra risks in wet and/or icy weather.
It is also very important, reflecting on our experience with Line One, that facilities are as far as possible continuous (unlike the cycle lane on Middle Hill or Waverley Street, especially the former which ends abruptly) and that, if there is insufficient space to continue them, that it is made clear to cyclists, through both signs and markings, how they can safely and legally continue via alternative routes, even if there is not adequate space for specific cycle facilities such as cycle lanes, cycle paths or shared paths. Small cycle logos on the carriageway can help do this, as provided at the turn alongside the tram tracks from Wilkinson Street and Radford Road, in that case continuing from an advance stop line (ASL) at the junction just before the turn.
Moreover, in all cases, special signs and markings must be well-maintained. This is perhaps especially the case with direction signs for alternative routes for cyclists who wish to ride away from the tram tracks, as in the Forest Field / Hyson Green area which involves a series of turns, including many on back streets. Without reliable well-maintained signing cyclists can easily get lost on such routes, eroding their potential value and putting them more at risk of riding on the narrower roads with tram tracks.

C. Detailed comments:

To help update the detailed comments we made at the time of the first public consultation on the extension routes 3-4 years ago we have studied carefully the relevant sections of the Environmental Statement, especially Section 8: Traffic and Transport of the Main ES Report as well as the ULDS report text and diagrams.
Detailed comments on Table 8.10: Changes to Existing Cycling Facilities Resulting from NET Phase Two:

Chilwell route:

Arkwright Street:

We welcome the replacement of the unattractive subway with a more convenient and direct surface level crossing to Arkwright Walk.

This section states that a separate cycleway will be provided along the west side of Arkwright Street but this is not shown on diagram CLI02/BEE/02 apart from a very short section at the south end of Arkwright Street.
Crocus Street:

We welcome the proposed partially pedestrianised and raised un-signalled crossing point for pedestrians and cyclists.

Meadows Way:
While we welcome the measures listed in this paragraph including the cycle bypasses of the tram stop we are very concerned about the lack of any provision for cyclists on the south side of Meadows Way between Queen’s Walk and the Kings Meadow / Queens’ Drive crossing (apart from the Meadows Way North tramstop bypass) and the lack of any provision on the north side of Meadows Way apart from the section between Wilford Road and the Meadows North tram stop. We are also concerned about the arrangements for ensuring the safety of westbound cyclists on Meadows Way wishing to ride through the junction with tram tracks at the north end of Queen’s Walk and Sheriff’s Way and also those wishing to cross from Meadows Way to King’s Meadow Road across the tram tracks.

Ng2 development site – Lenton Lane / Gregory Street

The cycleways alongside the tram in the ng2 site must be better linked to others in the area including Birdcage Walk and the links to and from Longwall Avenue and the Riverside retail park etc.

Within the ng2 development the existing shared paths with their deviations to cross the arms of the roundabouts represent a much less direct route than keeping to the spine road (Kings Meadow Road).

We welcome the cycleways along Lenton Lane and Gregory Street with links to and from Old Church Road (and the link to and from the Abbey Street toucan crossing) and hope that the detailed design will ensure a smoother profile than on the present shared path on the south side of Gregory Street north of the toucan crossing.

Drawing BEE/08 shows no toucan crossing of Gregory Street to link to and from the cycle path linking through to Alderney Street and Castle Boulevard, etc. This is vital, in addition to the measures listed.

We also regret that no cycleway is shown on the east side of Gregory Street between the Abbey Street traffic signals and east of the Gregory Street tram stop.

Abbey Bridge / Gregory Street junction etc.
The extension of the cycle way on the western side of Abbey Street is very welcome and will particularly help the many Dunkirk or Nottingham University-bound cyclists who wish to turn right from Gregory Street north of the junction into Abbey Street west. However it is also be very important to consider the needs of cyclists passing straight through the junction, in all directions, to discourage dangerous acute-angled crossings of the tram tracks. 
It is important that the construction of the new tram bridge over Clifton Boulevard between the QMC and the main campus of Nottingham University does not result in any loss of the cycle path on the west side of Clifton Boulevard which in fact is very well-used and which anyway needs substantial widening along with the footway as Pedals has pointed out repeatedly to Jeremy Dixon of AMScott, Managing Consultants for the Highway Agency’s Area 7.
University Boulevard

Whichever option is finally chosen for the location of the tram stop by the University south entrance and the design of the junction between East Drive, Beeston Road and University Boulevard (i.e. TD11 or TD 11A) it will be very important to take full account of the impact on the very well-used cycle paths on both sides of University Boulevard (with the north side path also forming part of Sustrans Route 6) and the links to and from the Science Park (and cycle path to the north of it to and from Montpelier Road etc.) as well as the University campus.  The importance of this has been emphasised by Nicola Jones of Sustrans East Midlands in her TWAO submission of 29 May 2007, copied to Pedals.

This will need to be considered very carefully if the cycle paths in the vicinity of the campus south entrance are not to be badly fragmented and lose their coherence, a particular danger in the case of the first option (TD11) and the cycle path on the south side of University Boulevard recently affected by the construction of the new access to the Tennis Centre.
Lower Road

We are very concerned that the Lower Road / Fletcher Road route will be much less pleasant to cycle on than now with the loss both of the very well-used toucan crossing over Queen’s Road East at the east end of Lower Road and also the very well-used cycle path between Lower Road and Fletcher Road. 
These will be major losses for cyclists and the removal of the toucan will also be a major disadvantage for pedestrians. We see no sign of any adequate replacement facilities or alternative routes, increasing the danger that many cyclists will just ride through on the pavements, to avoid the tram tracks, especially if a tram is approaching. This should definitely not be encouraged. 
Consideration should be given to realigning the cycle route to follow the path parallel to Lower Road and running a bit further south between Fletcher Road and Queen’s Road East, but linked to a replacement toucan crossing on Queen’s Road East which we consider vital.

Salisbury Street, a little to the south, has been suggested as an alternative route. However, we consider that, though theoretically possible, would in practice be regarded as rather too much of a detour to be acceptable to many cyclists, given their preference for direct and convenient routes, and especially if not linked safely and coherently to other provision at both ends including a replacement toucan crossing on Queen’s Road East.

Middle Street

We welcome the proposed two-way cycle lane on the north side of Middle Street between Styring Street and Union Street, and with flow cycleways on either side of the carriageway/tramway between Union Street and Humber Road.

However we are concerned about the safety of westbound cyclists from Fletcher Road across the Humber Road junction and on the stretch between Union Street and Hallam Road. We also are concerned at the apparent lack of any safe crossing to and from the City Road cycle route, an important link to and from the town centre.

Chilwell Road
The impact on cyclists from the tram tracks on this road is one of our major concerns, especially since it is such a relatively busy corridor for cyclists. We welcome the proposed short lengths of cycle lane at the junction of Chilwell Road and Middle Street, and the removal of on-street car parking, but much regret that there will be almost no cycling provision between this point and Castle College, a concern aggravated by the lack of reasonable alternative route for cyclists. 
We very much fear that, without any such measures, more cyclists (especially less confident ones will tend to ride on the pavement, aggravating conflicts with pedestrians which the detailed tram alignment and layout should not effectively encourage. 

This is particularly likely on the section of road closest to the town centre, west of Foster Avenue and east of Devonshire Avenue (i.e. just to the north of St. John the Baptist Church) which is to be closed to all traffic but trams. This will be a major disadvantage for cyclists.
We also note the apparent lack of provision (on Drawing BEE 17 (2) for cyclists wishing to ride across the tram route between Chilwell Road / Middle Street and Devonshire Avenue to the north, the start of a signed cycle route towards Bramcote etc. following quiet roads and the upgraded bridleway across Beeston Fields golf course etc. The detailed layout also needs to allow for turning movements by cyclists.

Cator Lane to Inham Nook (Inham Road) and Toton Lane
We welcome the commitment to replace or upgraded existing facilities and think there is much scope, with careful planning, for these to be included and to contribute to the improvement of the whole cycle route between Stapleford / Toton Lane and Chilwell / Beeston, incorporating the new cycle and pedestrian facilities now being introduced by the Highways Agency at the Bardill Island on the A52T and good coherent provision through the Toton Lane Park and Ride site. 

This means that is important not only to retain (with some realignment where necessary) the present good shared path extending from Cator Lane to Inham Road (north of Eskdale Drive) but to extend it to follow approximately the line of the existing bridleways west of Inham Road/Field Lane through to Toton Lane, using LTP etc. funding if necessary to enhance the value of the provision being made directly through the NET Phase 2 plans. These upgraded routes would also serve local schools as well as being of value for both commuting and leisure trips, with links to other footpaths and bridleways in the vicinity.
Toton Lane Park and Ride site.

This must include good continuous and coherent cycle route provision through the site between Bardill Island and the links to the east as well as secure and well-managed bike parking facilities. The present proposals do not seem to show this.
Clifton route:
Queen’s Walk

We fear that the relocated cycle path on the west side of Queen’s Walk may be more subject to disturbance from tree root growth and this will need to be carefully watched, Good lighting will be essential on this and other off-road paths and particularly on a route like this with many trees nearby for potential assailants of path users to hide behind.
It is not clear what crossing measures are proposed where the Kirkewhite Walk shared path crosses the tram tracks. This is an important spine route through The Meadows.

Wilford Toll Bridge / Main Road to Farnborough Road

There must be continuous 3 metre wide shared path/cycleway provision (not just 2 metre wide footway as shown on some of the diagrams and included in the extension scheme itself) alongside the tram line all the way between Coronation Avenue and the Ruddington Lane crossing, not just to Wilford Lane, as agreed at a meeting with Steve Calvert and Chris Charnley of Nottinghamshire County Council held at Trent Bridge House in March 2003. At this, as confirmed in the subsequent letter from Steve Calvert (then Group Manager, Environmental Strategy) (ref. T.SC468L/IB of 24 April 2003) it was agreed that although there would be no such facility provided as part of the NET extension scheme itself such a facility would be considered as part of the Greater Nottingham Local Transport Plan integrated transport measures future programme. 

It would seem to us to make sense to include the shared path at the outset since this basically involves widening the currently proposed footpath from 2 to 3 metres and would involve less overall effort than having to widen it later by an extra metre to make it more suitable for shared use. Without such widening it is quite likely that some cyclists will anyway ride on this footpath and it would be best to design from the outset for safe shared use.
Pedals also believes it important that this key route has good links (not just footpaths) to and from other existing and proposed routes in the Gresham Park/Compton Acres and Wilford areas, including the Wilford Industrial Estate, the new path (shared path not footpath) to and from Kynance Gardens and also the new housing development on the former Chateau Restaurant site north of Wilford Lane. 
This extensive shared path should include safe crossing facilities of Wilford Lane near the tram stop and coherent links to and from the existing shared path between the Wilford Industrial Estate and Ruddington, upgrading the present rough paths on the old railway track south of the Ruddington Lane/Wilford Road-Compton Acres cycle route used by cyclists to and from the northern end of the Industrial Estate.
Fairham Brook / The Downs area

This path alongside the tram line between Ruddington Lane and Clifton also should be a shared path not just a footpath with links to existing cycle routes to the north and west of Silverdale, first introduced as part of the Clifton to City Centre cycle route in 1982. 
At the meeting in March 2003 with Steve Calvert and Chris Charnley of Nottinghamshire County Council referred to above it was agreed that the design consultants would do further design work at this location to see if sufficient width could be provided for a pedestrian/cycle link. We are therefore disappointed to see that this has not been included in the latest drawings for this section of the route.
Farnborough Road / Southchurch Drive

We welcome the provision of cycle ways at this junction and on Southchurch Drive but are concerned about the safety of southbound cyclists through this junction wishing to avoid acute-angled crossing of the tram tracks. 

We are also concerned about the safety of northbound cyclists on Southchurch Drive in the centre of Clifton between Green Lane and the north side of the Rivergreen tram stop where no cycling provision is proposed.
Clifton Park and Ride

As well as secure and well-managed bike parking there needs to be continuous cycleway provision through the site to link to and from the A453 and the cycling provision proposed as part of its widening, as per in the Highways Agency’s revised proposals published in June 2007 and including the proposed link road between a new Mill Hill roundabout on the new A453 alignment and the Park and Ride site, with safe and coherent links also the route for local traffic and non-motorised users to be provided on the existing A453 (to the north) between Mill Hill and the West Leake Junction near the Ratcliffe on Soar Power Station, etc.
Hugh McClintock, Chairman
Pedals (Nottingham Cycling Campaign)

162 Musters Road

West Bridgford

Nottingham

NG2 7AA

tel. (0115) 981 6206

email: Hugh.McClintock@ntlworld.com
 6 June 2007
Appendix (added in March 2008):

Questions from Glenn Higgs, MVA Consultancy (in email of 11 Feb 2008)
Hugh,
I've been reading through the consultation documents for the NET Phase
Two, including your objections/the rebuttal. It seems like some of your
questions were answered but several are still to be addressed (and will
be considered at the detailed design stage). 
 

The questions you raised are those which we are trying to develop
recommendations for in our work for TfL (draft report for which is due
in a week or so). I've posed a few questions in the attached (against
some of the points you raised) - it would be greatly appreciated if you
could let me know if you have further information/insight.
 

Many thanks, Glenn 
 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Glenn Higgs
Principal Consultant
MVA Consultancy 
Second Floor
17 Hanover Square
London
W1S 1HU
 

Tel: 020 7529 6519
020 7529 6500 (reception)
Mob: 0773 095 4515
Fax: 020 7529 6556
 

 

 

My reply of 14 Feb 2008:

Glenn
 

Sorry for the delay in getting back to you more fully in response to your various questions but here are a few comments which, I hope, may be of use. There are certainly still many detailed matters to be discussed at the future promised meetings with the NET Project Team, once the outcome of the Inquiry is known and should the NET extensions then go ahead.
 

Para. 10:
 

On a narrow road like Chilwell, with many pedestrians, there is very little room for cycle paths (or cycle lanes) behind tram stops, so the only option is to make use of minor road junctions, or laybys, for cyclists to pull in and wait for passing trams if they don't want to feel intimidated by a tram coming up behind them. So far as I know there have been no discussions about using introductory road markings (or warning signs) to guide cyclists other than the special tram stops warning signs for cyclists used in NET Line One (the first time the DfT had authorised their use, along with the 'cyclists beware slipping on tram tracks signs, incidentally). So far also I am aware of no discussions on the likely detail for the gap between the rail and the platform.
 

Para 11.
 

Paragraph 76 of the ORR Guidance on Tramways (2006) ( http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk/upload/pdf/rspg-2g-trmwys.pdf ) of course stipulates a minimum of 1000mm clearance between rail and kerb, where there is insufficient width for a cycle lane, and I know of no further discussion yet on this point locally, of particular importance again on Chilwell Road where, I am pretty certain, there is very limited space to offset the tram rails towards the centre of the highway. In my evidence at the Inquiry I did of course mention also the particular problems on Fletcher Road (Beeston) for cyclists riding between cars (and vans) parked in laybys and kerbside parking bays on the one hand and the tram rails on the other, of particular concern there also because of the issue for local residents about not wanting to lose garden space in front of their homes and still wanting nearby car parking space.
 

Appendix 2:
 

Abbey Bridge / Gregory Street junction (Lenton)
 

Road markings to help guide eastbound cyclists through the junction of Wilkinson Street and Radford Road alongside (but not too close to) the tram tracks were provided on Line One so I envisage that something similar could be done at this junction too, perhaps using small cycle logos like those pioneered for the BFZs (Bicycle friendly zones) in Queensland, Australia, to help cyclists riding on ordinary roads without being as rigidly prescribed as to where they should ride as can be the case with a cycle lane. I am sure that this question, and possible related signs (not used at the Wilkinson St / Radford Road junction) will also be discussed later when detailed layouts are reconsidered in the light of the Inspector's report.
 

Middle Street:
 

I do not know of any discussions/agreement that drivers will be instructed/trained to avoid cyclists, although the need for this could be interpreted as being acknowledged in the wording of the para under Figure 1 ("Clearances between tramway and a cycle lane") of the ORR guidance, i.e.:- 
    "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."

Chilwell Road

Again I have not (yet) been involved in any detailed discussions about whether laybys, signs, markings etc. will be used at tram stops and junctions on this stretch but imagine that signs and markings will be used in the same way as on the approaches to tram stops on Line One, including the special signs mentioned above.

Let me know if you would like to discuss these points further. Meanwhile I am copying my response to various other people who may wish to add comments.

Hugh, tel. (0115) 981 6206

NET PHASE 2 ENQUIRY:

Promoters’ rebuttal proof of evidence 

Paragraph 10

Promoter: “The Promoters have taken particular care to make suitable provision, for example to provide a place where cyclists can wait on the approach to an on-street tramstop platform”. 

For some stops, there are cyclepaths at the rear of stops, so this comment presumably refers to stops where this is not an option. Does “suitable provision” mean a layby? Do you know if there are any plans for introducing road markings (or warning signs) to guide the cyclist into the four-foot (and/or into the layby)? Do you know of any discussions on the likely detail for the gap between the rail and platform?
Paragraph 11

Promoter: “Where possible, the tram rails will be offset towards the centre of the highway carriageway to maximise the width available for cyclists between the kerb and nearest tram rail “

Has there been any discussion on what is an acceptable width, including locations where there is kerbside parking or parking in laybys?

Appendix 2

Abbey Bridge/ Gregory Street junction

Objector: “It is important to consider the needs of the cyclists passing straight through the junction, in all directions, to discourage dangerous acute-angled crossings of the tram tracks.” 

Promoter: “The detail of signing and marking on the carriageway through the junction will be considered further at the detailed design stage”

Do you think that markings/signs for cyclists will be used to guide cyclists across the junction (and possibly others)? Any idea what the details of signs and markings will be?

Middle Street 

Objector: “We are concerned about the safety of westbound cyclists from Fletcher Road across the Humber Road junction and on the stretch between Union Street and Humber Road.  We are also concerned about the apparent lack of any safe crossing to and from the City Road cycles route”.

Promoter: “A short section of westbound cycleway is provided on Fletcher Road on the approach to the Humber Road junction.  Should cyclists proceed in advance of a tram, tram drivers would wait behind the cyclists”.

Do you know of any discussions/agreement that drivers will be instructed/trained to follow cyclists?

Chilwell Road

Objector: “The impact on cyclists from the tram tracks on this road is one of our major concerns and we much regret that there will be almost no cycling provision between this point and Castle College. 

We fear that many cyclists will tend to ride on the pavement, this is particularly likely west of Foster Avenue and east of Devonshire Avenue which is to be closed to all traffic but trams.”

Promoter: “There are currently no dedicated cycle lanes between the Middle Street/ Chilwell Road/ Devonshire Avenue junction and Castle College and due to the space restrictions present along Chilwell Road and High Road, it will not be possible to incorporate provision for cycles except in critical locations such as at platforms and signalised junctions. However the use of no parking/ no waiting restrictions along Chilwell Road and High Road will remove potential conflict of cyclists with parked cars”.

Do you know what the provisions are likely to be at tram stops and junctions? – laybys/signs/markings?
And Glenn’s response of 15 Feb 2008:

Hugh,
Many thanks for your detailed reply. As I suspected, there is still
much to be clarified/decided regarding what the cyclist provisions will
consist of, which no doubt will become clearer during the detailed
design stage. 
 

Again, thanks for your help.
Regards, Glenn. 
 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Glenn Higgs
Principal Consultant
MVA Consultancy 
Second Floor
17 Hanover Square
London
W1S 1HU
 

Tel: 020 7529 6519
020 7529 6500 (reception)
Mob: 0773 095 4515
Fax: 020 7529 6556
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