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31 March 2023
Dear Transport Planning Officer,

Exeter Civic Society welcomes the opportunity to respond to the much delayed ‘Draft
Exeter Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP)’ from 13 Jan 2023. We
are pleased to be included as a member of the External stakeholders Group (p.5) and
look forward to early consultation in respect of proposals and ideas generated by this
consultation ahead of the final publication.

Our Strategic Planning & Highways Group’s response for the draft document will
highlight general points we are concerned with at this stage of the planning and will
illustrate them by discussing specific examples. This means we will at this stage not
comment on each and every of the cycle and walking routes. Our comments try to be
constructive, as we recognise the amount of work which went into the Draft LCWIP and
as we share the overarching aim of the plan to enable a modal shift towards active travel
in Exeter.

A lot of the suggestions are based on older data, for example from the Census 2011. And
with many new developments both in Exeter and nearby West Clyst and Cranbrook, the
travel patterns should be updated to reflect current travel patterns. Maybe some of the
statistics are better placed in an addendum. So that they can be updated once the 2021
census data is available?

Can we ask that you add more employment sites to your maps, namely, Skypark, Peamore,
Hill Barton, Greendale and Clyst St Mary, and the proposed site to the south of Exeter
airport, where the proposer has identified a cycle connection? And the maps should show
new schools and those planned for - we think there are several missing, including the all-
through school at SW Exeter. If cycling to work and school is important, and with this plan is
looking forward, planning must include these sites. As DCC is also the education authority
you have this information.

We would like to ask that both cycling and walking schemes are developed with an urban
designer alongside highway engineers. Some recent highway schemes are not very
attractive. In respect to the Design Standards, we are concerned about the listing of
several document pre-dating Gear Change and the 2017 document (pp.6-7). We wonder
whether they are still relevant any more.
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For the actual cycling and walking routes, in due course, it would be very useful to have a
'live' map available to allow zooming in at detail and junctions. PDF documents have the
limitation of losing detail when zoomed in. It would also be helpful on the individual routes to
show connecting routes so people can understand the network links better rather than just
considering a linear journey.

We recognise that establishing routes through an existing city is challenging, but for some
routes, without any works to remove car parking and establish proper cycle routes, we are
not sure that less confident and young people will use the route. Shared space for
pedestrians and cyclists is not only unsafe for both user groups, but also will not attract
funding if not developed to LTN1/20 standards. So for major roads we think a layout with at
least stepped boundaries or better segregation between car, cycle and pedestrian should
become the standard. LTN 1/20 to which LCWIP subscribes states that this is not needed
on side roads, but that they need to be improved by other measures, such as speed
reduction, not having middle lines, or even made one-directional. The measures to improve
junctions for cycle and foot traffic are very welcome if they follow LTN 1/20 standards.

The necessity for a modal shift to active travel.

This modal shift is both a necessity and an opportunity to support city (re-)design efforts
as discussed in the Draft Exeter Plan and the Liveable Exeter proposals for developed
areas in or close to the city centre. The necessity for a substantial change in transport &
commuting are the carbon reduction targets set for Exeter and Devon. Given that — as
you outline — ‘transport contributes approximately 27% of Devon’s greenhouse gas
emissions’ and is ‘the sector with the largest GHG emissions across the County’ (p.18),
your ‘strategic approach’ (p.1) needs to be radical and convincing and also attractive
enough to enable the shift in behaviour and attitude. The welcome benefits of a
predominantly active travel future are improvements in air quality, physical and mental
public health (in line with ECC’s 2019 ‘Exeter Live Better and Move More — Physical
Activity Strategy’, p.29), and the reduction of traffic congestion, especially for the large
number of work commuting journeys into the city at peak times.

The opportunities for a modal shift to active travel are ‘underused’.

The opportunities for the infrastructure plan lie in the fact that it coincides with substantial
changes within or near the city centre, because former developed sites will be developed
as low-car communities over the next 10-20 years, adequately judged as ‘a once in a
generation opportunity to renew the structure of the city’ (p.19). This goes together with
the desired step-change in the reach and ease to cycle with the introduction of electric
bikes, a substantial issue given the hilly Devon terrain.
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In the light of the potential opened up by electric Figure 22 - xctr Trave to Work Area

bicycles, your identification of the LCWIP boundary %2 vk Walesp SN A
‘on the city boundaries’, ‘considering trips and routes «[ e 2

with a 10km radius of the centre’ (p.3) needs to be g e
revisited. We think what you see as ‘a reasonable
cycling distance of Exeter’ which provides ‘the
highest potential for increases in cycling trips’ (p.3)
has increased since most of the data used for your
modelling is taken from the 2011 census. The 10km
boundary only just includes Crediton and Topsham,
but not higher volume commuter routes from Exmouth, Ottery St. Mary, Collumpton,
Moretonhampstead or Dawlish. A more realistic boundary of 10 miles would include most
of these destinations. We are not saying that the cycle routes you describe here for Exeter
should cover all these locations, but where you identify ‘potential opportunities for wider

Figure 5-41 - Potential opportunities for wider cycle connections outside of Exeter CyC|e COI'lneCtlonS OUtSIde Exeter’ (p87)
these should be recognised for longer term
oty Cranrook planning. And with DCC'’s overall

responsibility for the wider area, you are in a
better position than ECC to do so. The
Wider Connections (Chap 5.7) should
include, in addition to villages nearby, work
places such as Hill Barton Industrial Estate,
Crealley, Greendale and Peamore.

Woodbury

Kennford

We hope that highway planning officers will start to apply the principles in this plan to
those communities, and where significant developments are proposed (such as at
Treasbeare recently) that they will require developers to ensure sufficient infrastructure to
enable cycling opportunities, and to enhance inadequate infrastructure en-route to Exeter
to support low car usage. This should extend to low-car parking standards and regular
bus services.

ECS wonders whether your active travel target of 50% (p.1, p.3 and p.27 specifly 50% of
work/commuting trips originating in Exeter’), which is in line with DCC’s 2020 ‘Exeter
Transport Strategy 2020-2030’ (p.27), is too low. Given that you state that, according to
2011 Census data for ‘Travel to Work’, almost 40% who live and work in Exeter commute
by walk or cycle (p.10), the 50% target seems to be not ambitious enough to initiate a
modal shift to active travel. What does the 2021 Census data reveal about changes? In
order to make this target ambitious you should include the ‘commute in’ from outside Exeter
(Greater Exeter area and beyond) which are only a fraction of the within Exeter numbers.
The electric bike revolution might help to achieve this for the places in a 10miles radius.
The majority of the wider commuting origins, however, need to be brought in to Exeter by
public transport (rail and bus), or by car journeys ending at mobility hubs (like park and ride
sites) where commuters can change to active modes of travel.
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We find the information in table 3.3 and paragraphs 3.1.5 and 3.1.6 misleading or
inaccurate. Based on table 3.3 the conclusions seem to be wrong. If 40.5% of 37,700
Exeter people drive, that is 15,268 commuters. For greater Exeter commuters 78.5% of
25,500 is 20,017, and for those further afield, 80% of 11,100 is 8,800. That makes a total of
44,165 commuters in Exeter. Exeter commuters accounted for just 34.6% of commuters,
with 65.4% of commuters from outside of the city.

Mobility Hubs to be included as longer and mid-distance strategic opportunity.

Mobility Hubs can be critically important interchange locations, but surprisingly are not dealt
with in the LCWIP, although they are part of other DCC strategic planning. We think that is
a substantial shortcoming of the draft that should be addressed. Mobility Hubs are only
mentioned once in the whole document (p.33). To include not just major bus and ralil
stations for this this type of interchange, but also the existing park and ride sites, where
cycle hire and cycle parking facilities need to be provided, would be cheap option to change
to active travel modes.

Liveable Neighbourhoods as local strategic opportunity.

The other strategic issues ECS would like to see considered much more robustly and
actively in the LCWIP are the Liveable Neighbourhoods (as areas in which motorised
through-traffic is eliminated or restricted), so far only dealt with in a relatively short chapter
towards the end of the document (pp.111-115). If the mobility hubs offer active travel
potential for longer and mid-distance commuting, the implementation of liveable
neighbourhoods are the most fundamental instrument to change behaviour/attitude locally.
As a simple and cost-effective way to reduce through-traffic, they have benefits laid out in
the LCWIP (pp.114-115). It is therefore all the more surprising that ‘at this stage’ DCC has
not ‘identified priority areas for the implementation’ and only ‘would like to get an
understanding of which neighbourhoods and communities would be keen to consider and/or
implement Liveable Neighbourhoods in their areas’, for ‘further technical work then’ to ‘be
undertaken to explore the feasibility of this’ (p.115). With the Liveable Neighbourhood in
Heavitree advanced in the planning, we would like to see DCC committing to the
implementation of this trial and, in more general terms, to upgrade LNs to a strategic priority
and to be more proactive instead of waiting for communities to come forward. The active
involvement of citizens in their locality will substantially help to make the modal change to
active travel happen. One directional streets, zones with pedestrian priority, the city-wide
introduction of a default 20mph speed limit (which LCWIP is promoting), modal filters not
just where cycle traffic needs to be supported, and greener and environmentally enhanced
streets — these are all elements of a substantial pattern change which will be the basis to
more active travel which we can support.
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Comprehensiveness of Draft LCWIP.

Given the last two points ECS wonders how comprehensive the LCWIP in its present draft
really is to deliver on its modal shift aims. Other issues which seem to question DCCs
commitment for achieving the active travel aims are:

a) the lengthy timeframe for the delivery of cycle routes (one per year, a process taking
20 years to implement) and the prioritisation;

b) the lack of directness and coherence of routes, both fundamental demands in the
‘Cycle Infrastructure Design’ (LTN 1/20) which we are pleased to see LCWIP is
committing itself to;

c) the lack of detail and some contradictions in the route infrastructure layout
descriptions;

d) the missing commitment of decreasing on-road car parking; and of one-way
solutions within living quarters;

e) proposals for more pedestrianisation of city-centre roads will make a major
improvement to encouraging walking and cycling to the city centre;

f) the proposed walking network.

Our response will deal with these issues one by one, including examples from the at times
sparse details provided for individual routes. The examples are referred to in order to
substantiate our critique; they themselves are not comprehensive in dealing with all the
issues of all the proposed routes and with all the details of timeframe and ranking.

a) Lengthy timeframe for delivery.

The delivery of 22 cycle routes is seen ‘to be a long term aspiration for DCC and ECC’,
and ‘an important step in the LCWIP process is to set out a prioritised programme of
schemes which can be realistically delivered over the next 5-10 years’ (p.47, 84). We
think to aim at delivering 9-10 schemes over the next ten years (p.85) is underestimating
the need and potential for change. Of these 10 routes only 5 are classed as new (E9,
15, 14, 7, 20), with the graph of E14 revealing that this route from Marsh Barton Station
to City Centre via Water Lane is for most of its distance rather an enhancement to an
existing route, very much sharing with route E1 (p.74, 63). There are a few welcome
major investments to be made, for example the new walking and cycling bridge linking
to Exeter St. David’s Station (staged for E1 enhancements as priority 3, p.56), but these
expenses then facilitate for multiple routes and should enable more to be done quicker
(E18, Exwick Heights to St. David’s Station).

Also, the ‘multi-criteria prioritisation’ (p.84) needs further refinement, as not all decisions
seem to be in line with what is said about the purpose of and demand for the different
routes in the text.

For example,

e ES5 from Stoke Hill to St. Thomas, despite tackling ‘some of the most challenging
areas for cycling in the city where space is dominated by heavy traffic’, is only
ranked 11" and therefore to be delivered only in the 2" 10-year period (p.57),
though the Exe Bridge junction improvements are part of E7 (ranked 8", p. 68)
and Fore Street, High Street and Sidwell Street active travel improvements need
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b)

to be addressed as high priority for any meaningful walking infrastructure
upgrade (see under point ¢ and Route W2);

e The ‘absence of coherent north/south cycling routes within the city’ is the reason
for E6 (Nurses Way from Stoke Hill to Marsh Barton Station and Industrial
Estate). It would be a priority route for active travel between important
employability hubs in Exeter; but it is ranked only 15", The graph (p.116) does
not indicate upgrades of junctions along the three major roads; this needs to be
looked into again.

e For E8 (Wonford to Sowton Industrial Estate) it is said that ‘there are currently a
large number of car trips that could potentially be replaced by cycle journeys if
there was improved provision’ (p.58). So why is it ranked 19""?

e E17 tackling ‘a lack of coherent safe cycle provision through Marsh Barton [...]
with high traffic volumes’ is located along existing roads, and although the shared
path on Church Road is not ideal, this route can be delivered earlier than being
ranked as 14%.

e The ‘lack of cycling provision for Exwick’, now more easily to be addressed
because of E-cycles, is behind E18 (Exwick Heights to St. David’s Station). With
the new bridge across the river and railway in place early on in the scheme with
E1 (ranked 3"), this should be realised much earlier than priority 20.

e E19 (Cowley Bridge to St. David’s Station) is a link from student halls to the main
railway station and a major north-south route on the western side of Exeter. It
comes much too late as ranked 18", with parts of this deliverable relatively easily
after the split of the A377 and B3183 because, once commuter car-parking is
removed, much of the highway will be wide enough for segregated cycle lanes to
provide something better than the proposed ‘shared use pedestrian/cycle route’
(p.61), which are simply unsafe for all users and not up to the design standard of
LTN 1/20.

The examples show the necessity to provide more than one route per year and this
means funding and a reasonably sized DCC transport team has to be found to deliver
within a much shorter timeframe.

Lack of directness and coherence of routes.

LTN 1/20 defines 5 core design principles for cycling infrastructure: ‘Networks and
routes should be Coherent; Direct; Safe; Comfortable and Attractive’ (p.7). ECS thinks
that the aspects of coherence, directness and attractivity are too often not followed in
LCWIP. The cycle routes do not follow major and established routes (arterial routes) into
the city centre along the Pinhoe Road, the Heavitree Road and the Topsham Road
corridors. If the aim is to convince car users to switch to bicycles, cycle routes along the
main traffic corridors, or parallel to them, will be important, because direct travel
corridors are more desirable. In parts these main roads are wide enough to allow for
safe stepped or segregated one-way or two-way cycle track. And where this cannot be
delivered, a rebalancing of the use of road space will be necessary (including
establishing one-way systems, and restricting on-road parking), measures LCWIP
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seems to shy away from. We find it strange that the ‘Key Desire Lines between Origin-
Destination pairs’ graph only seem to indicate Heavitree Road, but not the majority of

Figure 5-11 - Key Desire Lines between Origin-Destination pairs Figure 5-5 - Strava Global Heatmap

5 I Exeter cycle network, PCT
commuter flows and
| key origins and destinations

Pinhoe and Topsham Road (p.45), when the ‘Strava Global Heatmap’ seems to indicate
all 3 arterial routes as dominant direct lines (p.38).

A route mainly following the Pinhoe Road corridor would be situated between the
existing E4 (north of railway line) and E3 (south of railway line) routes. Different from
E3 (p. 64), which has a substantial amount of Quietway and lacks coherence at the
city centre end (with a lot of direction changes and switching between different
layouts, which will make it hard to follow), following a direct desire line along Pinhoe
Road with segregated cycle lanes would make a much more attractive and safer
ride. From the Sainsbury roundabout to Polsloe Bridge the pavements are wide
enough to provide segregated or stepped lanes in both directions. And the same is
true on the other side of the narrow bridge up to St. Mark’s Avenue and Abbey Road,
before the road becomes too narrow. The current on road cycle lane uphill from St.
Mark’s Avenue, which then abruptly ends at the Polsloe Road crossing, is unsafe
and unpleasant. Alternatives for the last mile into the city centre have been
discussed in Exeter Cycling Campaign documents and are known to DCC. The main
obstacle remains Polsloe Bridge, where even the footpath on either side of the road
is very narrow. A rebalancing of road space in the context of the modal shift could
see pedestrian/cycle phases on the main road installed in the existing traffic light
system. This may be unconventional, but will become a solution for these narrow
passages in a changed use of road space in the future.

E9 (Topsham to City Centre, pp. 58, 70) is another example for a complicated
design, not following a direct route. It is listed as ‘proposed new route’, though the
scheme drawing has most of it marked as ‘existing cycle route’. As it links existing
residential centres to the hospital and Pynes Hill Business Park and Rydon Lane
Retail Park (though through the challenging Ludwell Lane), we would keep it, but
advise an additional route alongside the Topsham Road arterial corridor. Parts of this
already exist from Topsham towards the A379 and beyond towards the
Crematorium. Other parts alongside Priory High School and Devon County Hall are
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wide enough to fully implement segregated lanes. Where the width of Topsham
Road becomes a problem, a still direct route can use St. Leonards Road to link to
Wonford Road on the existing cycle network. With a few exceptions this direct route
would be more on the level than the current proposal for E9.

e There are examples for direct more coherent routes in LCWIP, for example E1 (St.
David’s Station to Topsham, pp.56, 63). Here and on other routes through (valley)
parks we welcome the efforts to light up these paths to make the route suitable for
year-round and evening/night usage. E1 becomes a bit incoherent just after the
A379 crossing in the Countess Wear Estate. E17 is another example for a direct
route (p.78), so is E5 where, despite Cowick Street and Old Tiverton Road being
busy and at places narrow roads, sending cyclists off to back streets would mean
that this route might look much less attractive. We would rather welcome the search
for clever solutions by taking away on-road parking and perhaps making Old Tiverton
Road one-directional (following a suggestion for the area made by Exeter Cycling
Campaign).

c) Lack of detail and coherence.

e |tis hard to understand why existing Exeter Cycling Campaign suggestions for E6
(Nurses Way) and E4, Phase 5 (from May 2020) have not been used to map out
details for the route layout descriptions in LCWIP.

e The description for E5 (Stoke Hill to St. Thomas) reads extremely vague. LCWIP
misses a chance here to provide solutions for a route through ‘some of the most
challenging areas for cycling in the city’ (p.57). Pedestrianisation and one-way
solutions for parts of this route are discussed in other parts of our response and can
provide a flavour of what amount of detail is needed to make LCWIP more
meaningful.

e For E9, as pointed out under b), there is conflicting information about the state of this
route (existing vs proposed new).

e Though the description for E11 says ‘there are no proposals to upgrade this route’
(p.59), itis listed as rank 16 in the ‘Scheme Proposal Ranking’ (p.86); possibly the
entry in the list should have read E13, as this is missing in the list completely. Why
E13 that is classed as ‘substandard for large parts’ (p.59) is then decided not to be
part of LCWIP remains incomprehensible.

e E14 and E1 provide different colours/classifications for the same stretch of cycle
route (pp. 74, 63).

e E18 and E19 show different colours (for segregated and shared use) at the St.
David’s Station end of the routes (pp. 78-79).

d) On-road parking and one-way solutions.
e The use of one-way solutions with the aim to calm residential roads (most already with

20mph speed limits) should be supported. Most are not wide enough for car traffic in
both directions so this approach will make them cycle friendlier, which has been
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illustrated in what we suggested for parts of the Pinhoe Road corridor where Pinhoe
Road itself gets too narrow (see under b). LCWIP itself refers to the funding that has
been announced by the DfT for new ‘Mini Holland Schemes’ (p.17): speed reduction,
rougher surfaces, no middle line and one-directional being part of the Dutch road layout.
The removal of on-road parking, predominantly used by commuters, on part of Cowley
Bridge Road to enable a segregated cycle track as part of E19, is a good example
where LCWIP seems to shy away from the car dominant status quo (see also under
section a).

The same is true for E4 where alongside the University Campus the cycle lane abruptly
stops on Prince of Wales Road to make space for parking. The whole layout of the
existing cycle lanes needs upgrading, as the space on the verges on both sides of the
road is wide enough, together with the parking on the southern side of the road, to
provide segregated safe cycle lanes serving the high volume of users. Taking the on-
road parking away is the only way to deliver segregated cycle lanes on Union Road. At
least the map shows that segregated cycle facilities are planned for this high frequency
cycle route (p.65), but the description does not explain how this will be achieved (p.57).
For E7 on-road parking might be removed to make more space for cyclists on a road
which is in parts not wide enough for two way traffic, let alone a cycle route. But with
terrace houses sitting on the pavement on one side, options are very limited. Routing
cycles via the flood path under Exe bridges will perhaps be the better and cheaper
solution here for part of the route.

Pedestrianisation.

Surely setting up LCWIP and the need for active travel is the time for a rethink about
traffic in the very centre of the city. Pedestrianisation is not discussed in the draft
document as an extra measure. It would be good to search for a solution again to get
more (or all) buses out of the High Street, to get more (or all) cars out of Fore Street,
except maybe buses, and to further limit car traffic in Sidwell Street. Where traffic cannot
be taken out completely, a much lower and enforced speed limit (walking speed, 5mph)
needs to be implemented to make the pedestrian access of these major shopping
streets safe and allow to cross the road casually. Further, this speed limit has to apply to
bikes as well. ECC proposes the development of the City Point area and wishes to close
Paris Street to through traffic. This will result in a major re-routing of traffic around the
city centre which will result in more pedestrianisation, and may affect the proposed
walking and cycling routes suggested here. There is some discussion in the Green Party
whether an extra shuttle bus line, following the old tram line, could do the trick to remove
traffic from this city centre corridor.
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f) The proposed walking network.

Figure 6-11 — Exeter City Centre Core Walking Zone — proposed walking network

e ECS is disappointed by the Walking
element of the plan - only city centre
routes are considered, and we do not
find any mention of how any
improvements will be funded. Without
access to capital funding these plans are
meaningless because there will always
be other priorities with DCC's stretched
budgets.

e There is no indication of a timetable for
the walking routes.

e We also find it surprising how much of what is classified as primary walking routes in
the proposed walking network actually is left out in the initial (p.97) priority walking
routes (Figure 6.11, p.98, red lines highlighted by ECS in yellow).

e Figure 6.6 (p.93) also highlights how the priority walking routes are out of step with
this analysis of best and worst performing commuter walking trips. Will anything to
be done to improve the conditions where the worst performing commuter walking
trips are?

e We would like to see an improved walking route from Newtown, and from The Vue
towards the Civic Centre, giving people higher priority over vehicles. The current
situation at the Vue roundabout is outright dangerous for pedestrians. We also think
that there is some need to give buses coming from the new Bus station priority
access to the roundabout (at present they queue here with long waiting times to
make it onto the roundabout). Further, a much improved junction at Summerland
Street/Western Way (as the Barnfield Road junction) will make this frequented
crossing into the city centre safer for pedestrians and cyclists.

e From what is shown in and commented upon Figure 6.4 (p.91), ECS thinks it would
be useful to include the area around the RD&E (Wonford site) into the proposed
walking network at least, if not making it a priority walking route.

e We found Figure 6.8 ‘St. Thomas Trip Distribution’ (p.95) very useful and wonder
why similar information for other areas is not shown as well.

¢ We do not think Wayfinding signage (p.120) is necessary because local people know
where they are travelling, but signage in the city centre will be helpful for visitors to
significant places, and this has been upgraded in recent years.

e Keeping the pavements in good repair, however, needs to be a higher priority, if
walking is to see greater growth (issue on Sidwell Street and beyond).

Notes on some specific cycling and walking routes.

E8 Wonford to Sowton Industrial Estate (pp. 58, 69)

Quarry Lane is steep, and that part next to St Peters school is too narrow to accommodate
cars, people and bikes. The junction onto Sidmouth Road will be dangerous, and passing
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the railway arch at the moment is outright dangerous for cyclists and pedestrians. The
existing traffic light systems for buses could provide a phase for cyclists and pedestrians,
though this would produce potential lengthy holdups on a very busy Sidmouth Road.

Headquarters
o
e -
Toby 5f:1vw'-r?t xeter | P

“

A,
‘-,‘Hl ’|~lt

Our detailed analysis demonstrates the many challenges when upgrading an existing
stretch of a cycle path It starts on the E8 route at the point where Quarry Park Road meets
' Quarry Lane. In that part of Quarry Lane
there is an on-road cycle lane, although
outside of school drop-off and pick-up
times (07.00-09.30 and 15.00-17.00
Monday to Friday) when the single yellow
line should prevent vehicle parking, the
value of it is limited. All the photos attached
were taken around 15.00 on Sunday
afternoon, so very much off-peak. The
cycle lane ends at the bus stop outside St
Peter's School.

Just past the entrance to the school
Quarry Lane changes its character
from urban to semi-rural. We refer to
this part of Quarry Lane (between the
entrance to St Peter's School and
Rydon Lane, points X and Y on the
attached plan) as Quarry Lane (West).
There are no restrictions on vehicular
traffic except for it being one-way
(eastbound only) and no provision for
pedestrians or cyclists. We advocate it
being closed to vehicular traffic. There
are alternative routes between points
X and Y via Broadfields
Road/Sidmouth Road or Grecian Way/Parkland Drive (the H bus route).
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At point Z on the plan Quarry Lane ends, the narrow pavement to Sidmouth Road is one
example of many where painting a pictogram on a pavement supposedly makes it cyclable.
In fact, it makes it "unfriendly" for both pedestrians and cyclists.

The route then passes under the
Sidmouth Road railway bridge. LCWIP
recognises this as a "major challenge™
(p.58). There is a high traffic flow and
no cycle/pedestrian provision. We
cannot see that a route for cyclists or
pedestrians on this road is safe.

Beyond the bridge there is no
immediate cycle/pedestrian provision
although there are unsurfaced verges
where it is possible to walk until
meeting up with the surfaced
pavements.

E22 Newtown to Water Lane Development via St. Leonards (pp.62,82).

A significant cost of E22 will be the proposed new bridge over the canal. ECS thinks this
would be wasteful and add a further ‘blockage’ along the canal when the existing swing
bridges are only some 200 yards away or so and could easily be used.

The main pinch point in the valley is the narrow footbridge over the flood defences and the
mixed cycle/walking path over the river at Trews Weir suspension bridge. For cyclists there
is an alternative to the narrow footbridge using the causeway, but in the winter months this
is often flooded, and being tidal, affected by high tides. If higher volumes of pedestrians and
cyclists are expected the narrow bridge over the flood channel is clearly not suitable, and
must be replaced by a wider dual use bridge. We recognise that this will be a great expense
in widening the paths and the suspension bridge at Trew’s Weir Reach, but without this the
route is flawed for winter use.

Further we question why this route goes down St Leonard’s Road to Topsham Road, left
along busy Topsham Road and then a right turn into Trew’s Weir Reach, when it could turn
left at the junction of St Leonard’s Road and the quiet Wonford Road (already incorporated
a cycle route) and then left down quiet Matford Lane and across Topsham Road with the
help of existing traffic lights to Trew’s Weir Reach. Is it to serve St Leonard’s school?

W1 Exeter Quay/Haven Banks to City Centre via South Street (pp.200, 103)

We would like the council to defer the proposals for this route and South Street to the South
Street Action plan, which envisages fewer cars on South Street and a pedestrian crossing
over Western Way as an improvement to the unpleasant Coombe Street underpass. There
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have been many attempts to make the underpass more pleasant, but like most other
underpasses it makes little difference - there is not enough revenue funding to keep it clean
and pleasant. A crossing over Western Way, along with the removal of car parking on upper
Coombe Street will create a pleasant route. Should Quay Hill be car free?

We very much welcome the commitment to the replacement of Mallisons Bridge, which will
be essential for all the new low-car developments in the Haven Banks / Water Lane area.

W2 Exe Bridges, Fore Street, High Street, Sidwell Street and St Annes Roundabout
(pp- 100, 104)

As outlined before (see under e) ideally we would like to see whole corridor improved as a
city centre improvement initiative. As a second best option, proposals to widen the footway
on Fore Street would be welcome.

We agree with the principle changes set out for this route but the very narrow pavement
alongside St Olave’s Church on Fore Street needs to be significantly widened — possibly
resulting in a single width carriageway at the traffic lights. People currently have to step
onto the highway to avoid oncoming pedestrians. One might want to look into making Fore
Street one-directional, and/or remove on-road parking, all of this would help make Fore
Street more attractive. If this is to be done, it will improve the cycling environment here as
well, although it is steep for most but the fittest of cyclists. Upgrading is included in the
proposed E5 cycle route but that is priority number 11 so would not get done until 2034 or
later. For the walking improvements no time table is provided. The centre high-street area
deserves greater priority which would help with regeneration and attractiveness.

On Sidwell Street, loose paving slabs are an ongoing problem that needs regular
maintenance. This issue is more generally found in Exeter and needs more scrutiny.

W3 Exeter St. David’s to City Centre via Queen Street (pp.101, 105)

ECS agrees with the principle of the upgrading of this already recognised and highly
frequented route. Perhaps the pedestrian priority on St Davids Hill and by the church should
be on the pavement opposite Exeter College because that may involve crossing fewer
junctions. Because of the steps in St Clements Lane, a secondary route via the Great
Western Hotel should be developed for those with mobility issues.

We would like to see New North Road from Streatham Drive onwards be included in this
walking route, as it is one of the major routes for university students from the campus into
town. Regularly the existing pavements get so busy that pedestrians have to step into the
road.

W4 Barnfield Road to Princesshay (pp.101, 106)
ECS fully supports the changes proposed here from Barnfield Road to Princesshay.
Barnfield Road is too narrow to remain as a two-way highway, and have enhanced
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pedestrian and cycle routes. Maybe the road should be one-way from Western Way? There
are two exit routes for vehicles from the area by the Mercure Hotel and Dixe's Field.

The pedestrian and cycle crossing over Denmark Road (not highlighted in the current plan)
should also be improved, as well as between Barnfield Road and Southernhay East and
West.

We also endorse the need to look more generally at Southernhay. The junction that leads
into the Cathedral Close has very narrow pavements. The 20mph speed limit on
Southernhay is frequently ignored and the parked cars make it more hazardous. Widening
the pavement, making the road crossing from the south side to the north side one way,
further restricting parking, a lower enforced speed limit and clear priority for pedestrians at
all junctions would make it safer, more attractive and greener in all senses — an appropriate
adjustment for a green lung of the city centre.

W5 New North Road and Longbrook Street to Paris Street (pp.102, 107)

ECS agrees that this route should be part of this package, and the junction of York Road
and Longbrook Street, and also that with Queens Crescent should be improved. Re-routing
buses away from Longbrook Street would be useful. Allowing them access from New North
Road to Sidwell Street would be helpful’ especially if Paris Street has through traffic
removed as part of the City Point redevelopment.

As for residential cycle parking, many of these locations will have terraced houses, some
with no or narrow rear access to sheds/bike stores, so a lot of safe/lockable multiple cycle
parking spaces will have to be installed (p.88). Whilst this seems a positive proposal, it is
not unreasonable that most homes will own a car, even if it is not used a lot, how will DCC
determine outside whose homes a cycle park will be developed, or can the highway at ends
of terraces be repurposed?

The integration of the LCWIP outputs into local planning and transport policies (as
defined as Stage 6, p. 2) needs to be safeguarded by making LCWIP a Supplementary
Planning Document so that it becomes statutory for new housing developments, and can be
used to draw funding from developers where improvements to existing inadequate routes
are needed.

Yours sincerely

A Lo Gert Vontogyf

Keith Lewis Gert Vonhoff
Chairman Chair Strategic Planning and Highways Group
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