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Dear Huw,

Baldock Road / Jubilee Road junction

Thank you for your letter dated 24 February 2009 and the plans attached. | have now stopped steaming
sufficiently to be able to reply, hopefully without causing too much offence. | act as a volunteer for CTC, |
have very low expectations, and | fully expect that most of my breath will be wasted. However it still
makes me very angry to have my tim e wasted, and for frankly rather facile arguments to be put forward to
justify poorly thought out and discriminatory proposals. There is just no nice way of saying it, so | am sorry
for any offence caused.

You may take my letter dated 27 January 2009 as being one part of our comments. This email may be
considered as further comments on the proposals. | have carried out a photographic survey of the junction
and its surrounds. These can be viewed, together with comments and required actions for the = Weston Way

junction and the Jubilee Rdj uncti on. Click on any photograph t
nearbydé feature to find other phot ographs. These
should also be taken as our comments on the proposals.
If I have time, in between earning a living and looking after my family, | will expand further on this
proposal because it seems to be a criminal waste of very limited resources. Frankly | resent having to do
this. You are paid to do it, | am not; it costs me time and money. Your su periors and councillors love to tell
us how they cannot do anything for cycling because they haveto 6 bal ance the needslf
you actually did balance the needs of all road users then we would not be having this dialogue. 5 traffic
lanes for motor vehicles vs a 1m wide converted footway to be shared by cyclists and pedestrians is not a
balanced, equitable distribution of needs or of highway space.
Comments on the ®Cy.c.l.i.ng..Provi.s.i.an. ... ...
Choosing the fght tArgets ..ot e e
Dealing with the causes Of COIlISIONS ... s e 11
Dealing With CONQESHION ..cccocciiiiiiiiiiiiis e eeee e .12
lllustration of some possible IMPrOVEMENTS ......ccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis e eeeeaaes 15

Comments on the ACycling Provisiono:

Cycling provision must NOT be considered in isolation. The road layout creates the hostile conditions for
walking and cycling and so the solution is to modify the road layout to make it cycle friendly. Thatisa  top
of hierarchy solution. Remember this junction is only 3 minutes by bike from Baldock High Street and
Letchworth leisure centre. It should see high levels of cycling.

o] e €
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Regrettably, we know that you will consider cycling in isolation. That will inevitably lead to a poor quality,
unpleasant and inconvenient facility that will generate belligerence from some motorists towards cyclists
who sensibly opt to remain in the road. We are therefore dividin g our comments into two:

Your letter dated 24 February and the enclosed plan indicate that you have not taken any of our comments
(letter 27 January) on board and you are proceeding with the scheme unaltered, with the minor exception
of introducing advanc ed stop lines. This is not a satisfactory outcome by any stretch of the imagination. Let
me remind you of the Hertfordshire Cycling Strategy which says:

0Cycl e willrtc bescreated through the conversion of footways,
without a full assessment by reference to the hierarchy of solutions, a

cycle audit and full consultation wi
Hertfordshire Cycling Strategy  Annexe 2

The reasons why you should not use footway conversions without very careful consideration are explained
in the attached document . The Hertfordshire Cycling strategy expands further:

When the cycle review process leads to improvements to be made to cycle routes along roads, the
presumption will be that cyclists will remain on carriageway and that the speed and volume of traffic

will be reduced to improve cyclist, pedestrian and al | traffic user safety, and by implication, the safety of
all road users.

Retaining cyclists on-carriageway is acknowledged as generally the best solution (see also
6hierarchy of solutions® below) for the foll owi

cyclists on-carriageway retain the priority afforded to motorised traffic and are  positioned where
drivers expect them da key element in cyclist safety ;

it is generally much easier to meet the criteria of  directness and absence of delay on the
carriageway;

cyclists on-carriageway usually have better surfaces, and benefit from more regular maintenance
(comfort), visibility (comfort) and less conflict with pedestrians (safety);

cyclists on-carriageway in urban areas generally experience fewer problems and less delay turning
right into side roads compared with the same manoeuvre from a cycle track;

O O T T T T

many cyclists will choose to continue to use the carriageway anyway for a number of valid
reasons, including directness and reduced delay. However, in doing so, they may face intimidation
from mo torists who believe that cyclists should be using the parallel cycle track but fail to
understand the shortcomings of the off -road facility;

O

providing for cyclists on -carriageway encourages a wider expectation for motorists to look out for
cyclists in all locations. The presence of cyclists may also reduce traffic speeds with safety benefits
for all road users;

b cycle tracks which cross side roads and private vehicular access may experience particular problems
of safety and delay

You are proposing to create a cycle track through conversion of a thoroughly inadequate footway . We

have commented on the proposals, making clear that this is completely unacceptable unless the path is

brought up to standard (LTN 02/08 and TAL 90/05 dthis requires redistribution of roadspace as detailed in

1999 NHDC Cycle route masterplanPart 3 section 2.2) and side road crossings are dealt with equita bly and
responsibly. You have not taken these comments on board, you have not referred to the Hierarchy of

Solution s (which recommends traffic speed and volume reduction, redistribution of road space, on road

lanes and traffic free provision away from the road before footway conversion), no cycle audit has been
conducted, you are in breach of Hertfor.dshireds policy on ev

This is not a positive outcome.

Right to ride is the CTCOoworkingforalicycksts atthelecatfeveli gn net wor k
Letter from A Massie CTC N Herts 02/05/09 Page 2 of 15

X
=
(@)
| —
=
O
+—
Q



http://www.hertsdirect.org/infobase/docs/worddocs/cyclestrat.doc
http://host.qsoftdns.net/~stevenag/site/campaign/pavement.pdf
http://www.hertsdirect.org/infobase/docs/worddocs/cyclestrat.doc
http://www.north-herts.gov.uk/spg19_north_herts_towns_cycle_routes_-_part_3_letchworth.pdf

Continuation \%

CTC Comment 1

The conversion to shared use of the
unmodified, narrow existing footway on
the north side of Baldock Road is
completely  un acceptable.

It is too narrow, confined, and has poor visibility. This
proposal conflicts with the requirements of the
Hertfordshire Cycling Strategy and with National
Guidelines (LTN 02/08 and TAL 90/05). It will be
dangerous, slow and difficult to use, and will generate
harassment and belligerence towards people who
sensibly ignore it and continue to cycle in the road.

Having NO cycle provision is a better
option than this proposal

Footway conversion is rarely popular or of satisfactory quality. There are much better options available, as
listed below.

CTC Comment 2

Before resorting to footway conversion the Hierarchy
of Provision should be explored for HIGHER
QUALITY solutions that representa BETTER

BALANCE OF NEEDS . We suggest the following, in
descending order of preference:

1. Restore the road to 2 lane single carriageway, as

: 2 lanes provide ample capacity
everywhere else along its length, No more than one everywhere elso on this road . 2 lanes

additional lane should be needed at the junction to are all that is required here.
accommodate traffic waiting to turn right.

Use the space released to provide high quality
cycle lanes, or a roadside cycle track on BOTH sides
of the carriageway.

Right to ride is the CTCOoworkingforalicycksts atthelecatfeveli gn net wor k
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2. Convert one lane in each directiontoa  BUS

LANE . In the westbound direction allow it to
bypass the lights. This reduces the apparent road
width, reducing speed and the pressure to
overtake , without changing the overall road layout
It gives cyclists a wide, comfortable facility without
the problems of off road facilities.

3. Provide NOfurther ocycling pr
Rd until sufficient will develops to do it to an
acceptable standard. Put resources instead into
nearby routes 1 and 4, where the higher quality
can be achieved with less perceived conflict of
interests.

In all the above, the speed limit should be reduced to 30 mph

to allow safer, on -carriageway cycling and to reduce the risk of collisions for all
traffic.

Route 1 is a HIGH priority route on the Baldock side and medium priority on Letchworth side . It needs little
physical work to bring it up to an acceptable standard. Route 4 is described rather inconsistently as a
MEDIUM priority route east of the A1 and a low priority route west of the Al. This is partly because at the
Al it divides to serve bot h Jackmans estate and the leisure centre / town centre, and partly because it
does not serve the retail park as directly as route 2. Never the less, route 4 will provide a much more
pleasant, higher quality, traffic free link than route 2 can. We believe t  hat it deserves higher priority than
the 1999 plan accords it.

b ‘)@_ RN 33*'&_¥,.v*'

Ly T 1999 North Herts
Sjegat Nortg Cycle Network
Route NCN
g Master Plan

Links between Baldock
and Letchworth

i Vg # G{eaf‘North
Y- Route NEN
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The 1999 Cycle Network Plan recommends widening the footway by removing one lane and shortening the
dual carriageway as far as the junction. This would present an acceptable solution, if not necessarily the
best for cycling. This would NOT reduce capacity since with traffic lights in place, vehicles will not be
emerging into a moving stream of traffic. The capacity of this road is governed by the many junctions along
its length and the level of on -street activity in Letchworth and Baldock .

CTC Comment 3

Continuing the roadside cycle path on the north side of Baldock Road will be an
acceptable solution ONLY if the following requirements are met:

1. Adequate width and approach visibility are provided by redistributing carriageway
space as described in 1999 NHDC Cycle Route P lan Part 3 Section 2.2 ie reducing
the eastbound carriageway to one lane after the junction.

2. The mouth of Jubilee Rd is crossed in a manner that minimi  ses delay to path users
ie a straight, single stage crossing.

3. The pathis continued , to link into the retail park as described in Section 2.3 of
the NHDC plan. This is a HIGH priority route.

4. Itis made absolutely, unambiguously clear that cyclists still ha ve a right to use the
carriageway. This can be achieved by having cycle lanes or cycle logos on the
carriageway in addition to the off road route.

The shortcomings of this pavement conversion are compounded by the failure to deal responsibly with the
Jubilee Road crossing. | am absolutely lost for words by some of the claims made in your letter. The
absolute priority when considering road side cycle tracks is to ensure that side road crossings neither
endanger nor delay cyclists using the path . Watch this video clip from Assen in the Netherlands to see
how it should be done & detector loops in the cycle path change the signals in anticipation of a cyclist
reaching the crossing. At no point does this rider have to stop.

On your current proposal a cyclist wishing to head up towards the Letchworth leisure centre would have to
stop and wait four times in order to get through this junction. It will take longer to clear the junction than
to reach his destination. Who is going to want to use

Staggered crossings are not, by any measure acceptable on a crossing like this. See attach ed document on

WHY they are fundamentally unsuitable. It is not difficult to work out, just add up the figures. A shared use

path requires an effective width of 3.0m & bear in mind that at light controlled crossings people cross in
bunches that getineach ot her s way. The effective width is not th
0.5m clearance to railings, signal poles etc, so your island needs to be a minimum of 5m wide. But that is

for travel in a straight line din a sheep pen you have two 90 degree bends to negotiate with people milling

about and coming the opposite way.

If you are still struggling to visualise the problem then try this. As a rule of thumb, you need to provide the

same for cycle traffic as for motor traffic, but the dimensions ar e halved. To visualise the experience,
double the cycle oO0facilitydéd dimensions and i magine dr
between vertical walls, and oncoming traffic. Comfortable ? Not at all. Now add a 90 degree turn with no

kerb radius at each end dpossible ? Not even remotely.

That is why we do not use Osheep penso6 for motor traff
exactly the same reasons. Where a junction stagger is introduced on an all purpose road it uses the full
width of that road, and frequently has an extra lane or a widening for extra comfort.

You need to listen to us. We have used crossings that have been built like this and they are a disaster. We
know, we do not need to speculoatie.. LResatdent hteo guwsi ,d awec es, a
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oStaggered or split crossings are not recommended for cyclists é central sheep pen refuges increase the
potential for conflict with pedestrians. Also, in practice there is often insufficient width available f or
these refuges to accommodate the swept path of a tandem or a cycle towing a trailer turning into them

LTN 02/08

Jubilee Roadi s not a oO6constraineddé | ocation. Th@Ebn.iYplhateay i s
just using the width badly. You do not need 3.5m of centre hatching dthat is enough width to put a decent

cycle lane down each side. You do not need to flare out the mouth so much, that just encourages fast

(reckless) approach.

Put that width to better use & reduce the flare,
remove the central island and provide a single stage,
straight through crossing. There are only two lanes to
cross, that is only 7.5m. Don 6t make th
longer for th e convenience of people driving, and
then penalise pedestrians and cyclists for it. Use the
extra width released to widen the pavements. These
comments apply regardless of whether the crossing is
to be used by pedestrians, cyclists or both.

If you want to keep the splitter island for your  signal
heads then it should not have a stagger and should '
not require the road to be crossed in two hops. A 3m Confined road ? Not likely . At 15m wide t here is plenty
wide island and two 3.65m lanes still only brings the of width available in Jubilee Rd

crossing length to 10.5m.

The difference in crossing time between crossing one
traffic lane and two is only 3 seconds (1.2 m/s Puffin
Good Practice Guide DfT). It is not 22 seconds. As the
crossing phase ONLY activates when there is a
request, t hat o0delayd does no
only occurs when somebody needs to cross. How
many times per day will that happen ? As already
mentioned, a cyclist heading towards the leisure
centre will longer to clear this junction than to cycle

to his destination if he follows the prescribed route,
stopping and waiting four times.

To routinely discriminate against crossing users (who
ALWAYShave to wait, at least TWICE regardless of
traffic conditions) for such occasional time savings,
on a junction that is not even currently signalised is
nonsense. If the signal timing is that sensitive, then
we have to question why you are putting signals in. It
must be the wrong solution.

This is unacceptable and does not represent a
reasonabl e balance of wuset S ry,

it is a blatantly unreasonable and inequitable Critical capacity ? Hardly. These photographs taken in
arrangement that discriminates against c yclists and the morning oOorushoé houhave \

pedestrians without bringing any real benefit to lived here for 25 years now and never seen a queue at
motorists. this junction. Baldock Rd

It is nonsense to suggest that providing a quick, convenient crossing for pedestrians and cyclists will cause
the junction to seize.

Right to ride is the CTCOoworkingforalicycksts atthelecatfeveli gn net wor k
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CTC Comment 4

Any cycle route crossing of Jubilee Rd should
be STRAIGHTwith no stagger and a single
movement . As the crossing phase is only active
when there is a request, the delay should be
minimised. Detector loops in the cycle path
should activate the request without having to
press a button.

In the Netherlands i tis the norm for lights to
change in anticipation of a rider.

The crossing must link directly into a new path
serving the Retail Park (Letchworth Route 2.3).

Choosing the right targets

I't isndt just about reduci ng cddyntgeenaniberofrother drieersdrgngtoy s t o
get down the same road at the same time). In fact we have to question why congestion targets even gain a

mention. Refer to the congestion map in the Letchworth and Baldock travel plan,  not surprisingly it does

not show congestion at this location.

Figure 3 -2 — Study Area Road Network, Congestion ‘Hotspots’ and Hazardous Sites
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0Cycling is a sustainable mode of transport which can provide access to key services and facilities. This LTP

has set a target to increase the number of cyclists

and will achieve this through the development of

cycle networks through the Area and Town Transport Plans accompanying the Local Transport Planéé .

2 Section 2

Table of Transport Priorities highlighted in Community Strategies

North Herts District Council

LTP2 Part 3
LTP

Improve bus services including frequency, routes,
cleanliness, availability of information and charges.

Encourage cycling by developing cycle networks
and providing associated facilities

Reduce speed of traffic in residential areas.
Encourage parents to walk children to school.

Review car-parking provision including charges.

Wider Corporate Plans

Children and Young Persons Plan

- Childrens and Young Persons Plan (2006

The LTP includes indicators and targets to improve
bus services.

The LTP includes acycling target and has a Cycling
Strategy in the Long Term Policy Framework.

The LTP includes a speed compliance target.

The LTP includes amode share to school target.

-2009) LTP2 Part 3
LTP

All children and young people in Hertfordshire will
grow up living a healthy lifestyle and the impact of
any health problems will be minimised.

OAccessibilityé

To develop a transport system that provides access to employment, shopping,

including those without a car and

Section 5.
darthritis in my case dbecoming a

education, leisure and health facilities for all,
those with impaired mobilty 6 ¢ . L TP2
a bicycle is a mobility aid that prevents a condition
disability].

Table 5.2 Relationship to Shared Priorities

Congestion

Cycling Trips / /

Accessibility

Cycling ticks
like health and the global environment.

ALL the priority boxes

Right to ride is the
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The LTP encourages walking and cycling to school
through the School Travel Plans and Safer Routes to
School programmes. There are 26 Walking Bus
schemes operating and the Road Safety Unit
provides Young Cyclist Training.

[ For man

Air Quality

v/

for LTP2, and that is before we even start to consider issues
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Tackling congestion LTP2 Part6

Action ‘ Key Elements

Continue to develop and broaden the county cycling
strategy.

Cycling networks being identified in all current Area
Plans.

OWalking and cycling for journeys can tackle congestion . These modes
also have health, environmental and social benefits for the user and are one
way of reducing journeys by car.

Cycling is a healthy and sustainable alternative to the car as a means of
transport. It is clean, cheap and energy -efficient and as such it is well suited

to journeys under five miles in areas which are relatively flat.
Hertfordshireds topogr ap h yising ¢raffic lavels a b |
have acted as a deterrent to making trips by cycle.

The County Council is committed to p roviding cycling facilities throughout
Hertfordshire to help encourage a modal shift away from the car . In the
accompanying Long Term Strategy, is a Cycling Strategy and the LTP
contains a cycling target. Cycling facilities are also delivered through a
number of other programmes in the LTP and county strategies, for example,
STAG Programme and the Rights of Way

OPublic misconceptions that it is safer to take children to school in
a car than allowing them to walk, cycle or u se public transport are challenged through the School
Travel Planning and Safer Routes to School programmes.

Road safety education and training programmes are incorporated to ensure safe skills and
strategies are developed alongside these projects. Infrastructure improvements, such as
pedestrian crossings and cycle facilities can also be considered through this processd .. LTP2 8.2

Table 9.3 Actions/Measures that impact on Air Quality

Action/Measure Lead role Impact/Evidence Costs  Timescale
Support of Green Transport HCC & districts  Low Low Short term
Week and Car Free Days

School Travel Plans HCC High (especially at peak times) Low Medium term
Increased cycle network HCC High (modal shift to cycling) High Long term
provision

Cycling promotion HCC & districts ~ Medium Low Medium term

[Note the mismatch between network provision (long term) and the soft measures. These soft measures
rely to a significant degree on having decent infrastructure (whether dedicated facilities or quiet roads ) for
people to cycle on. If the environment for cycling is
threatening, people will not cycle].

o0Community severance and identity  is an issue where
transport routes or the level of transport have an
adverse impactdéé. LTP2 10.1

0 T h®afer Routes to School programme have been working

with the University College London on a three year study to

investigate the health benefits of the Walking Bus Scheme and
the health consequences of child car dependency 6 é LTP2
10.2

0The County Council will utilise best practi ce from
Walking and Cycling Action Plan (DfT, 2004), and
Tackling Health Inequalities : A Programme for Action
(DoH, 2003)é . L T P 2 [NdteD Th8re are several

Right to ride is the CTCOoworkingforalicycksts atthelecatfeveli gn net wor k
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primary and secondary schools within a few minutes cycle ride of this road, drawing from
residential areas on all sides. It is vital that  severance created by the road and the junction are
addressed and the quality of the highway environment is improved if walking and cycling are to
increase].

Ol ni ti at iredueesroatl bradfic and the need to tr avel have positive benefits for the
environment with reduced pollution and noise | evel s

O0Key priorities for maintaining a sustai nnalide:e environm

J to protect and enhance the environment to improve the quality of life for all;
J to encourage more sustainable modes of transport ; 6

0The UK®O&6s carbon dioxide target is to ssion
20% by 2010.The Local Transport Plan will help to reduce CO2 emissions at

a county level by restrictin g the growth in car traffic and the need to
travel , and through raising the awareness and encouraging alternative
modes of travel . This is emphasised in the

policies, and will be achieved through:

ti ves

J Behavioural measures, such as &Shool Travel Plans, Company
Travel Plans and Village Travel Plans;

J TravelWise initiatives such as Bikeweek , Walk to School Week;

J Modal shift to more sustainable modes of transport  delivered through the Area Plans;

J Safer Routes to School delivered under the STAG Programme;

0The foll owing i ndicators al so support t he dEycle very
tips6 éL TP2 10. 9

CTC Comment 5

Promoting cycling is one of the few measures that ticks ALL of
the boxes in the LTP2 priority list. It goes beyond the

re latively narrow objectives of LTP2 and provides benefits
across a wide range of health, environmental, economic and
social issues that afflict our society today.

This and all other highway projects should be designed with a
view to IMPROVING conditions fo r cycling, through measures fromthe  TOP of the

HIERARCHY of measures. Where there is no opportunity to significantly improve
conditions for cycling, care should be taken to ensure that the proposals do not make

conditions WORSE .

Take a holistic view of target s. Dondt choose 1
focused targets to suit the proposed scheme.

Right to ride is the CTCOoworkingforalicycksts atthelecatfeveli gn net wor k
Letter from A Massie CTC N Herts 02/05/09 Page 10 of 15

X
=
(@)
| —
=
O
+—
Q




Continuation \/:

Dealing with the causes of collisions

We have requested traffic flow, speed and collision reports for
Baldock Road and Jubilee Roads. We have not yet received this
data, however knowing the junction intimately from personal
use, and from a thorough walk over, it is quite obvious why there
is an accident cluster at this junction. The only questions are:

1. Why the designers did not anticipate this hazard when
they changed the road from a 2 lane single carriageway to
a short Il ength of dual carri a
2. Why the root cause is not being addressed.

The obvious hazards are:

N Traffic approaching from Letchworth accelerat es as it
reaches the start of the dual carriageway, trying to get past slower traffic before it reverts to two
lanes only 400m further on.

N There is a known speeding problem on this stretch of road, encouraged by the excessive width and
capacity.

N Only 200m into the dual carriageway there is a junction & Jubilee Rd. Drivers waiting to emerge have
to concentrate on traffic approaching at speed from two directions. They may have their view of fast
approaching traffic obscured by slower vehicles in the inside la ne.

N The potential for conflict as vehicles turn right across this junction is obvious.

N A second hazard follows immediately as the road merges back to two lanes and drivers make a last
ditch attempt to pass slower vehicles or cars that have just emerged fro m Jubilee Rd.

N For cyclists, this is an unnecessarily hostile road. The speed and volume of traffic are too high for
comfort without some form of dedicated provision, and the excessive width makes it difficult to
make a right turn across the traffic.

The solutions are equally clear:

V Signalising the junction as proposed deals with one part of the problem &namely allowing vehicles to
turn in or out of Jubilee Road without having to cross moving streams of traffic.

L The proposed arrangement does not deal equitably with different road users however. Cyclists have
the choice of a very poor path and unreasonable wait, or having to cross three traffic lanes to get to
the right turn lane.

L The proposal does not address the high approach speeds in any way other than to bring traffic to an
abrupt halt at the signals. This could of course lead to an increase in rear end shunts, and conflicts
with the other stated (but not very convincing) aim of tackling congestion at the junction.

V Speeds need to be brought down by reducing the speed limit to 30 mp and reducing the excess width
and capacity. This could be done either by restoring the road to 2 lane single carriageway (with a
westbound right turn waiting lane if required), or by converting the kerbside lanes to bus la  nes.

V Cyclists need dedicated facilities for this road, and space needs to be made available for them. Our
preference is for on -road cycle lanes, linked to off the road provision identified in the 1999 NHDC
Masterplan (routes 2 and 4). The single carriageway sections will need widening to accommodate
cycle lanes.

Right to ride is the CTCOoworkingforalicycksts atthelecatfeveli gn net wor k
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CTC Comment 6

Road Safety must be dealt with holistically, treating the CAUSES not just the
SYMPTOMS , and ensuring that VICTIM gr oups (eg cyclists)
t hei r s$3péed teduction and traffi ¢ reduction (by restraint and by measures to
encourage modal shift deg cycling provision) must take priority.

Cyclists are the litmus paper of road safety. If ordinary people

are willing to cycle on a road then you can be confident that it

is safe.

Dealing with congestion

We cannot build our way out of conges
try, we will never get there, because every time we clear a congestion
Ohotspoto6é6 we encourage people to dri
moves somewhereelse.

We know that, we have known it for decades.

Look at traffic in the same way as drainage. If you build a big, high capacity
drai n, your own property wonot f 1| ofod
he builds a high capacity drain it compounds the p roblem until somewhere
downstream the problem of flooding has gone from a minor nuisance to a
major catastrophe.

It is the same with traffic except that when you build
make it rain harder. The solutions are the same too. For drainage we try

not to let too much water into the system & use soakaways, SUDS, and deter people from paving over their
forecourts. It disperses much of the water close to where it falls , where it provides benefit, so that it does

not contribute to the flow in the  drains.

So it should be with transport. Encourage people to work and to shop locally. To walk or cycle to work,
school or the rail station. 't keeps wheoippltowdeésbenefit,a v e | N
so that it does not contribute to  the flow in the primary road system.

We cannot deal with congestion if we squeeze the alternatives to driving off the road. We must give people
choice, and it must be an equitable choice, not giving people the option of riding down a nasty, narrow
hazard strewn footway and then dumping them on the wrong side of the road with an interminable wait to
re-cross it. People will not cycle if they do not feel safe and comfortable on the roads, and even then they
wi || need some pr oddi n ghey kRosvoMpdn éheyaare ebeirf ttreated as ghirdl glass
citizens. They will simply get into their cars instead and contribute to

the congestion.

What causes the congestion Ohotspot ¢

Look at the map. It is all centered on Letchworth Gate d the route to
the A1(M), Stevenage and the south. It is no coincidence that the A1(M)
is also congested where this road and the Baldock bypass (which
incidentally saw traffic levels jump by nearly 30% in the year after
opening) empty onto it.

People wantthat secti on of the Al widened S rF
You dondt have to be a geni usifittio =
widened d even more people will chose to drive down it, adding to the
congestion upstream (Letchworth) and downstream (M25 and Al south
of Stevenage).
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Letter from A Massie CTC N Herts 02/05/09 Page 12 of 15

X
=
(@)
| —
=
O
+—
Q




Y4
=
(@)
| -
o
(@]
=
o

Continuation %

CTC Comment 7

Address congestion at source, not by trying to build your way past the symptoms. This
can ONLY be addressed successfully through MODAL SHIFT and by REDUCING the
amount that people travel.

Congestion should NEVER be used as an
excuse for  marginalising cycling. Cycling is
the CURE (or one of them). Accept that
congestion can only be addressed by

modal shift. Protect and encourage the
solution.

| hope that these comments are useful and | apologise for the length of them. You can console yo urself with
the thought that they took a lot longer to write than they will take to read, and | do not get paid for
writing them.

Yours Sincerely

Alasdair DV Massie Ceng MIStructE

CTC Right to Ride Representative, North Herts

Attachments:
Cycle Infrastructure Design d Quick reference sheet
Pavement cycleways dwhy not to use them

Split cycle crossings
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http://host.qsoftdns.net/~stevenag/site/campaign/pavement.pdf
http://host.qsoftdns.net/~stevenag/site/campaign/split.pdf
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5 lanes 3 Jubilee Rd 2 lanes 0 A1 underpass 2 lanes - Baldock

All the traffic using that 5 lane road needs to get there on a two lane road. All the excess width achieves is to encourage fast and
dangerous driving (hence the accident cluster).
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