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CTC’s response to the consultation on Better Rail Stations
CTC, the national cyclists’ organisation, was founded in 1878.  CTC has 70,000 members and supporters, provides a range of information and legal services to cyclists, organises cycling events, and represents the interests of cyclists and cycling on issues of public policy.

We note that Cycling England has been consulted as part of this process. CTC is very supportive of Cycling England’s role as a non-departmental public body delivering the Government’s cycling strategy, and in particular its very welcome investment of £4m in four “Bike ‘n’ Ride” rail operators. However, as the national representative body for cycling and cyclists, CTC too has strong interests in this issue, having acted for the Department for Transport on a survey of station cycle parking in 2003-4. Promoting better stations for cyclists has long been a concern for CTC members and we therefore hope the Department for Transport will acknowledge this response to the Better Rail Stations report as a positive contribution to the process.
CTC is delighted with the imaginative yet realistic nature of the report and strongly supports many of its conclusions. CTC fully endorses the principle that stations need to be improved to encourage greater use of the rail network and attract people away from personal motorised transport. We believe that the creation of Minimum Station Standards is a sensible approach and we hope that they can be implemented over time as set out in the document.
The potential to shift car-based passengers to cycling

A recent report on the National Stations Improvement Programme [?] found that, although only 1.6% of passengers arrived by cycle, up to 11.2% say they would like to. Of those passengers who currently drive to the station 47% would like to use a different mode and 9% of those (4% of all drivers) would like to cycle.
 This corresponds to a similar finding from a study conducted at Surbiton by TfL, which found that around one in ten of the new cyclists generated when new cycle parking was provided used to drive to the station.
 
Accessibility within stations
Interestingly the above research also concluded that a large proportion of these would-be cyclists might wish to cycle to the station if they could also take their cycle with them. On-train cycle carriage, sensibly managed, can bring benefits not only to rail passengers but also to operators (who can benefit from additional revenue on otherwise lightly-used services) and to rural areas popular with recreational cyclists. However, realising these benefits requires the provision of good accessibility within stations and between platforms.
There is great potential to integrate low-cost improvements in cycle accessibility with other accessibility improvement programmes.  They could for instance include measures such as the provision of wheeling ramps to assist with the lifting of cycles up and down flights of steps.  This would particularly benefit those with heavily laden cycles and those who lack the strength to lift their cycles easily. It should be noted that many people with disabilities use cycles as mobility aids.  For instance people with arthritic conditions and/or poor sight may find it hard to walk and/or be unable to drive, but able to rely on cycling as a means to get around independently without relying on public transport or on other people to offer them lifts.
5% of passengers by bike – up to 20% by 2030
CTC strongly supports the “Better Rail Stations” proposed aim for 5% of rail passengers to start their trip by cycle by 2020, and its long-term vision of up to one in five passengers arriving by bike by 2030. We also support the idea that 5,000 additional cycle parking spaces should be provided each year. As explained below, however, we urge that this national aspiration needs to be translated into higher requirements at those stations where cycle use is already high. We note from our research that cycle parking is already at or near the 5% in popular cycling towns such as Oxford, Cambridge and York, yet there is still huge suppressed demand for cycle parking at these stations. For Cambridge a figure of 20% would probably be more appropriate aspiration to aim for now, not by 2030.
We strongly support the Department for Transport’s initiative to create an additional 10,000 cycle spaces together with ten new Cycle Hubs, the function of which has been carefully documented by the report’s authors. However, in the past, similar initiatives have too often been allowed to fail in the past because they have been forced to make do with locations which are not commercially viable.  We therefore urge that the business cases for these projects take full account of their wider health and environmental benefits, in order to justify any support necessary to allow them to locate where they are readily accessible and visible to their potential customers. 
We also urge that greater attention should be paid to evaluating the existing market – analysing how far cyclists and potential cyclists travel to the station, what the barriers are to access and how many might be prepared to pay parking fees for premium services.
‘Segregated routes’ to stations
Although occasional or non-cyclists often claim that providing ‘segregated’ or dedicated facilities for cyclists would encourage them to take it up, the evidence to support this is poor. 
In some cases, where access to stations involves negotiating high-speed or multi-lane roads or junctions, some dedicated facilities may be appropriate. There are also locations where cycle routes can usefully be provided on alignments entirely separate from roads: the Tony Carter bridge north of Cambridge Station, for instance. Any route that gives cycling precedence over the existing road network is more likely to be used and provide benefits than those which simply mirror the existing road network.
However in most locations, particularly in urban areas, it is normally preferable to provide good cycle access within the existing road network, making suitable improvements to traffic regulation, road layouts and junctions as appropriate. The preferred solutions are those which reduce traffic speeds or volumes, in accordance with the “Hierarchy of Provision” set out in the Government’s Manual for Streets guidance (cited in the Better Rail Stations report) and its Local Transport Note LTN 2/08 on Cycle Infrastructure Design (which is omitted).By contrast, segregated facilities alongside roads are the least preferred solution in the “Hierarchy”, as they tend to create conflict both with pedestrians on pavements and with motor vehicles at junctions, where around three-quarters of cyclists’ collisions occur.  For more information see www.ctc.org.uk/DesktopDefault.aspx?TabID=4923 and the pages linked from it.
The problem of car parking – too much, not too little!
The primacy of traffic reduction in the “Hierarchy of Provision” should also be born in mind in considering the role of station car parking. We are therefore very concerned about the proposed annual creation of 10,000 extra car parking spaces, approximately a 15% increase on current levels. We fear this would undermine the effectiveness of the proposed increase in cycling capacity, whilst also creating increased traffic and congestion problems in and around stations. It also risks being a highly inefficient use of town centre space.
Traffic restraint, whether through pricing mechanisms or (in the case of many rail stations) through limited car parking provision, is already a strong incentive for much existing cycle travel.  Removing that restraint could undermine the promotion of cycle use, creating additional traffic problems and undermining cycling’s health and other benefits.
By contrast the provision of additional cycle parking, improving cycle (and pedestrian) access to the station and improvement to bus interchange will also help to alleviate pressure on existing car parking, freeing up capacity, which may obviate the need for additional car parking.
We therefore feel that instead of constructing new car parks which will reduce the environmental performance of the railway and induce more traffic, the DfT should concentrate on rolling out the Station Travel Plan process which aims to shift one-person (or drop off) car use to more sustainable modes. 
We are aware of the supposed financial advantage of increased car parking (albeit with very long payback times), however, we suggest that the disadvantages that increased traffic imposes externalities upon the local environment and population that outweigh the very modest financial benefits to the operator. 
The report notes that the average car journey to stations is only 4 miles (section 4.10). This is an absurdly short distance and could easily be shifted to cycling with a likely maximum journey time of 24 minutes if conditions and facilities were appropriate. The problems with capacity at c2c stations in Essex appear to be an excellent opportunity to hugely increase cycling levels, as research into passenger origins and accessibility barriers at Benfleet Station has shown.

Manual for Streets – station access and gating
We strongly support the idea that specific planning guidance be produced to help provide ideas to improve pedestrian and cycle access to railway stations. We are greatly concerned, however, that many of the decisions on cycle access are inhibited by the current practice of ‘gating’ stations, restricting access routes to just one or sometimes two entrances to the station, potentially undermining any good work to improve the route to the station.

We therefore suggest that any guidance produced on this subject apply to those designing routes within stations as well as local authorities who control the access routes. The policy on ‘gating’ needs to be revised – it negatively impacts on all travellers and restricts entry to the station, undermining policies to improve access.
‘A’ and ‘B’ Category stations 

CTC agrees with the “Better Rail Stations” report’s finding that National ‘B’ category Interchanges do have a very large gap in consistency. However we note that almost none of the major ‘A’ stations have the adequate level of cycle provision proposed – that is 5% of daily passenger capacity and cycle hubs. Although some funding exists to support cycle hubs at a few stations, it is unclear how the remainder will be funded. 
These major stations require huge increases in cycle parking to reach the level proposed in the Minimum Station Standards. Below is a table showing current cycle parking levels at various category ‘A’ stations, compared to the level required to meet 5% of passenger demand using 2007/08 ORR figures and finally the ratio for the minimum standards to the current level. 
	Category A Stations
	Cycle spaces (2009)
	5% of passenger/day (2008)
	ratio 

	York
	446
	895
	2

	Bristol Temple Meads
	340
	970
	3

	Liverpool Lime Str
	200
	601
	3

	London Kings Cross
	332
	3,374
	10

	London Paddington
	276
	4,000
	14

	London St Pancras dom*
	100
	1,555
	16

	Newcastle
	56
	883
	16

	Leeds
	124
	2,482
	20

	Cardiff Central
	65
	1,353
	21

	London Marylebone
	54
	1,670
	31

	London Euston
	100
	4,019
	40

	Manchester P'illy
	50
	2,830
	57

	London Liverpool Str
	119
	7,916
	67

	London Waterloo
	200
	13,740
	69

	London Bridge
	100
	7,414
	74

	B'ham New Street
	24
	2,344
	98

	London Victoria
	84
	10,611
	126

	London Blackfriars
	0
	1,828
	-

	London Fenchurch Str
	0
	2,189
	-

	London Cannon Str
	0
	3,038
	-

	London Charing Cross
	0
	5,351
	-

	London St Pancras Itl
	0
	907
	-

	 Total
	2,670
	79,970
	30


*estimated – no adequate records 
With the exception of York and Bristol the ‘A’ category stations are far below the minimum standard, with the London stations in a particularly poor state. We calculate that the 14 category A stations in London currently have just 1,365 spaces but should – under the Minimum Standards – have 67,612, 50 times more. This is not as absurd a figure as it sounds – the Mayor of London currently plans an extra 66,000 spaces for London while best practice city railway stations in the Netherlands have cycle parking capacity for around a 10% of population.
The Better Rail Stations report suggests that London Waterloo, where special measures are desperately needed, will have a Cycle Hub and 230 cycle racks installed. This is welcome, but represents far too little – the Minimum Standards suggest the need for at least 13,740 spaces. The existence of a vast, unused international rail terminal could easily be modified to turn it into a facility which could accommodate about 10,000 cycles in double-decker stands.
By contrast, the ‘B’ category stations (see below) are better, with an average ratio of 9 spaces required to 1 provided. In general those stations which are in the south of England appear to be slightly better than those in the north.

Areas of high cycle use need more than 5%

Oxford and Cambridge are two of the very few stations that come anywhere near the recommended minimum level. Yet the overall level of cycling in these towns is much higher than normal and the cycle parking at both stations is very heavily congested. A survey by the Cambridge Cycling Campaign at Cambridge Station revealed that although there was parking for 748 bikes, 1,295 were parked there, 240 of which were attached to street furniture or railings. 

Long term plans for a redevelopment of Cambridge station included provision for around 3,000 cycles (15% of daily passenger capacity) in a covered area, as discussed above, even this may not be enough in the long-term. We are very concerned that Chiltern Railways assessment of Oxford Station (in its application for an improved Bicester to Oxford rail link) stated that current provision is acceptable – if the Minimum Standards fail to distinguish between areas of high cycle use then Chiltern’s position would be acceptable.
For stations in areas with higher levels of cycling, we believe the Minimum Standards should be clear that these stations should be looking to cater to demand rather than meet the Standards. 
It should be noted that the figures for current cycle parking come from ATOC and are not completely accurate, some modifications have been made where data is available. Those marked with an * are estimated.
	Category B Stations
	Cycle spaces (2009)
	5% of passengers per/day (2008)
	Ratio

	Oxford
	616
	646
	1

	Cambridge
	748*
	959
	1

	Liverpool South Parkway
	32
	58
	2

	Didcot Parkway
	166
	331
	2

	Basingstoke
	266
	630
	2

	Ashford International
	148
	386
	3

	Ipswich
	120
	385
	3

	Milton Keynes Central
	200
	642
	3

	Crewe 
	80
	260
	3

	Woking
	300
	1,029
	3

	Peterborough
	150
	558
	4

	Southampton Central
	160
	752
	5

	Surbiton
	240
	1,323
	6

	Darlington
	49
	288
	6

	Watford Junction
	100
	609
	6

	Tonbridge
	91
	591
	6

	Sevenoaks
	80
	549
	7

	Haywards Heath
	74
	525
	7

	Brighton
	260
	1,846
	7

	Birmingham Moor Street
	12
	89
	7

	Guildford
	148
	1,094
	7

	Bristol Parkway
	30
	260
	9

	Norwich
	50
	473
	9

	Carlisle
	20
	201
	10

	Birmingham International
	35
	353
	10

	Luton 
	48
	486
	10

	Lancaster
	20
	205
	10

	Colchester
	60
	620
	10

	Chester 
	33
	357
	11

	Wakefield Westgate
	20
	221
	11

	Huddersfield
	30
	366
	12

	Reading
	160
	1,995
	12

	Manchester Victoria
	38
	518
	14

	Wigan North Western
	10
	137
	14

	Coventry
	30
	416
	14

	Warrington Bank Quay
	10
	143
	14

	Hull
	20
	289
	14

	Nottingham
	52
	807
	16

	Sheffield
	50
	801
	16

	Derby 
	25
	409
	16

	Doncaster
	24
	398
	17

	Preston 
	30
	500
	17

	Stockport 
	20
	334
	17

	Wolverhampton 
	20
	344
	17

	Leicester 
	36
	681
	19

	Newport (Gwent)
	12
	295
	25

	Wimbledon
	86
	2,164
	25

	Bromley South
	30
	861
	29

	Shenfield
	12
	414
	35

	East Croydon
	62
	3,195
	52

	Richmond (Greater London)
	16
	913
	57

	Clapham Junction
	25*
	2,723
	109

	Barking
	-
	488
	-

	Gatwick Airport 
	-
	1,744
	-

	Liverpool Central
	-
	1,218
	-

	London Waterloo East
	-
	965
	-

	Manchester Airport
	-
	296
	-

	Stansted Airport
	-
	756
	-

	Stratford (London)
	-
	1,540
	-

	Vauxhall (London)
	-
	2,057
	-

	Total
	5,154
	44,490
	9


� Chris Green and Sir Peter Hall. Better Rail Stations. 2009


� TfL, Cycle Parking at Surbiton Station. November 2004


� Presentation to the National Autumn Conference of ACTTravelwise by Geraint Hughes of c2c/National Express and Tom Cohen of Steer Davies Gleave.
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