Infrastructure Plans Lacking a Coherent Strategy for
Cycle Provision are to be Finalised Imminently by a
Steering Group Committee. Does this leave the areas
Prospects for Cycling Dead and Buried?
Why it is important to encourage cycling
We have to acknowledge we are in a situation of climate emergency. Every stage of planning must
not simply consider, but prioritise opportunities to get people out of cars and moving around on foot
or by bicycle. People who choose to uses sustainable forms of transport are making important
socially responsible decisions; they deserve to be rewarded with adequate highway infrastructure,
not punished by having their few available cycling provisions made unworkable.

What makes Westgate a Vital Cycle-Route
It provides the only safe way in and out of the city for the following cycle routes.


South Coast (National Cycle Route No2) serving all of the population in Fishbourne and
Bosham



Centurion Way (National Cycle Route No88) serving the population along the North West
side of Chichester, Lavant and West Dean



Salterns Way, serving Appledram and Birdham



Getting to the Tesco supermarket (essential for many students)



Access to the city for the new residents from the entire West of Chichester development.

Which Guidelines should be Followed
The DfT manual for streets recommend producing a detailed street masterplan (or scheme
layout ) in the early planing stages of a development. The manual recommends:


“3.6.26 It is important when preparing a detailed masterplan, that all of the critical features
which impact on the efficiency and quality of the development – and which cannot be
changed once it is built – are carefully considered” (Manual for Streets Page 31).

However, adequate provision for cyclists is absent from the West of Chichester development
masterplan! (Please see drawing taken from masterplan 110013-A-32 revision B). Indeed this
master plan has yet to received full approval!
Reading the DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines 2008 highlights the inadequacies. The
guidelines indicate:


“8.5.1 The minimum widths given in this section relate to what is physically required for
the convenient passage of a small number of users. They do not take into account the need
for increased width to accommodate larger user flows. Wherever it is possible, widths
larger than the minimum should be used. Practitioners should not regard minimum
widths as design targets.” Since three cycle routes already follow Westgate and the road also
provides pedestrian/cycle access to a popular supermarket and school, it seems likely levels
of use will demand wider than minimum path widths and also separate provision for cycling
and walking. The plans also indicate the south side of the Southern Access Road will not
have a pavement condensing all walking and cycling traffic onto the northern pavement.



An one point the proposed Southern access road drawings show the shared cycleway
narrowing to 1.18 meters below the DfT minimum widths!



Cycle Strategy for Phase One WoCS development shows a typical section of roadway
showing a shared cycle/pedestrian path that fails to meet DfT minimum widths!



The WoCS development shows a shared use cycleway running along a pavement which DfT
describe as an off road cycleway. The DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines say that“8.1.2 In general, off road cycle routes in urban areas tend to be the least desired option,
and it is usually better to cater for urban cyclists on road if this is practicable. Off road
routes are often created by converting existing foodways/footpaths and, if such routes are
not carefully designed, pedestrians may view them as a reduction in quality of provision.
It is important to consult with cyclists and pedestrian groups on the design of such
facilities.”



Cllr Sarah Sharp has gone to extraordinary lengths to get Vectos (the WoCS development
road planners) to consult with John Grimshaw (the original architect of Centurion Way and
founder of Sustrans) on behalf of local residents but developers have made no efforts to
engage with this generous, creative and positive initiative.



DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines, 1.3.5 – regarding convenience "New facilities
should offer an advantage in terms of directness and/or reduced delay compared with
existing provision."(Page 10). The WoCS masterplan shows most commuter routes
following convoluted-indirect paths and the plans fall a long way short of achieving the
guideline objectives!



DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines say “8.2.1 On commuter routes, cyclists usually
want to be able to travel at speeds of between 12mph and 20mph, preferably without
having to lose momentum. Frequent road crossings, tight corner radii, the presence of other
users and restricted width or forward visibility all affect the speed with which cyclists can
travel and the effort required. Cyclists tend not to favour cycle routes that frequently require
them to adjust their speed or stop.” (page 41) Indeed the guidelines recommend a design
speed for a commuter route of 20mph. The WoCS masterplan includes numerous
crossings and obstacles that will frequently slow cyclists or require them to stop and walk.



The WoCS development masterplan shows a school bus pull in area with no indication of
how conflict between passengers and cyclists will be avoided. DfT Cycle Infrastructure
Design Guidelines say “8.10.1 Where shared use routes pass bus stops, there is in
creased potential for conflict between pedestrians and cyclists, especially where room is
limited. Passengers alighting from buses are unlikely to consider that cyclists may be
passing”. It is not credible that there could be cyclists commuting in opposite directions at
speeds approaching 20 mph while sharing a pavement with young and elderly pedestrians in
addition to same 3 meter section of pavement being used simultaneously for school bus
passengers to board and alight.

Please note, this is not an exhaustive list of cycle infrastructure design deficiencies in the WoCS
masterplan document.

Absent of a Realistic Plan for Cycle Provision, How can S106
Road Junction Improvements be Finalised?
Planning permission for phase one of the WoC development requires the formation of an advisory
Infrastructure Steering Group. The Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) will be managed and led by
WSCC and must be set up no later than three months after the start of the housing development
work.

One task of the ISG will be to consider making (only minor detail) changes to an already existing
plan to modify the junction between Sherbourne Rd. and Westgate. This highway work is required
to be submitted no later than six months following commencement of the development. It must then
be approved by West Sussex County Council (WSCC). The works must then be implemented prior
to occupation of the 140th dwelling. The West of Chichester development masterplan indicates that
this junction will become the Southern mouth of the developments spine road/southern access road.
The Planing Committee Report (recorded in Planning Application 14/04301/OUT) dated 26 April
2017 document “PROGRESS OF THE S106 AGREEMENT AND COMMERCIAL
NEGOTIATIONS UPDATE 26.04.17” Authored by Joanna Bell, CDC Development Manager,
states the following: ““Development Delivery Timeline indicates commencement of infrastructure
development on site in July 2018 with the southern access road being available for construction
vehicles during March/April 2020, which would coincide with the delivery of the 120/125th
dwelling approximately. “
The statement above establishes in “Principal” that the Southern Access Road is to join the
Sherbourne Rd mini roundabout with the S106 modifications outlined and which either require
cyclists to share a narrow and extremely busy pavement or to have no cycle way at the mouth of a
roundabout carrying heavy construction traffic.
Indeed Steven Shaw the County Highways (Development Management) Team Manager, confirmed
this in a recent letter to me received on the 05/06/2019 by stating: “The off-site highway works still
require technical approval by WSCC and the developer needs to enter into a Section 278 agreement
with WSCC to allow them to undertake these works. This does not however permit WSCC or CDC
to significantly alter or amend the scheme as the principle has already been set.“

Two Important Issues for Residents and Cyclists.


How can an ISG finalise the design details without a realistic proposal from the developers
that outlines an adequate cycleway/footpath scheme immediately west of this junction?



If the developer lacks an adequate outline plan for a Southern Access Road scheme that
meets or exceeds DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines for cycling, can the ISG delay
decision making and even delay construction work until a satisfactory solution for cycling
and walking has been proposed and agreed upon?



The land available in the S106 mini roundabout plan that is agreed in principle, does not
provide room for adequate cycle provision that would meet even the most basic elements of
the DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines 2008.

Mark Record

Appendices and Notes

110013-A-32 revision B - drawing taken from masterplan document 14_04301_OUTMASTERPLANNING_AND_INFRASTRUCTURE_APPENDICES_PLANS-2113530.pdf

Annotated diagram of proposed roundabout at southern end of Sherbourne Rd. Image taken from
West of Chichester Cycle Strategy for Phase 1 -2541590. The text contained with the diagram states
this has been secured by Legal Agreement.

According to DfT, the shared cycle path of 3 meters is below the minimum recommended width.
3 meters would only be the minimum width if the path were not bounded by a curb. Depending on
kerb height, either 0.2 or 0.25 meter width should be added unless the boundary is “near level”.

Drawing No 110013/A/70 From Appendix 8 ofWoC S106 Legal Agreement showing narrow 2.5
meter pavement on north side of the road in identical manner to the masterplan layout. DfT Cycle
Infrastructure Design Guidelines indicate that the minimum width for a shared cycleway/footpath
path offering “convenient passage of a small number of users” - “Where there is no segregation
between pedestrians and cyclists, a route width of 3 metres should generally be regarded as the
minimum acceptable” but “In all cases where a cycle track or foot way is bounded by a vertical
feature such as a wall, railings or kerb, an additional allowance should be made, as the very edge of
the path cannot be used.”(Page 42 DfT Cycle Infrastructure Design Guidelines 2008). The
minimum it should be here for low levels of traffic is 3.7 meters width.
For widths to add for features see table below.

2.52 meter measurement of existing curb. It is indicated that this pavement width will be unchanged
in drawing 110013/A/70 and masterplan. DfT guidelines indicate that for a shared path with
“convenient passage of a small number of users” (This path will however see heavy use!) this
pavement should be 3.7 meters in width. 3 meters for an unbounded shared use path plus 0.5 meters
for being bounded by a 1.3 meter wall and an additional 0.2 meters for being bounded on the
opposite side by a curb.
For a cycling route with heavy use and commuters travelling in both directions at up to 20 mph, this
pavement is highly inadequate for use as a shared use path!

