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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose and Use of this Document 

1.1.1 Wokingham Borough Council’s Cycling Infrastructure Style Guide provides guidance and appropriate 

standards for the delivery of high quality cycling infrastructure within the Borough. The aim of this 

document is to support cyclists and help encourage more cycling, by improving rider safety and 

removing barriers to cycling. 

1.1.2 This document should be read in conjunction with both the’ Wokingham Borough Council’s Borough 

Design Guide which sets out a series of design principles that should inform all development 

proposals and the Highway Design Guide which outlines the key principles that should be followed 

when producing new highway layouts and provides standard construction details.  

1.1.3 This document provides guidance for the design of both on and off road cycling infrastructure in the 

context of Wokingham Borough. Where appropriate, standards and guidance have been reproduced 

from appropriate technical documents in order to provide, as far as possible, a single point of 

reference for the designer. Green boxes are provided throughout the document; the boxes highlight 

design standards which Wokingham Borough Council consider necessary for inclusion within any 

cycle scheme design. Wokingham Borough Council recommends all designers, developers, 

consultants and their contractors refer to the guidance within this document if they are undertaking a 

scheme which affects cyclists. It is important all scheme designs aim to: 

■ Meet cyclist needs; 

■ Support cycling growth and contributes towards national and local targets; 

■ Provide cycle facilities that will encourage people to cycle in a safe and convenient environment; 

■ Integrate cycling within the Borough transport network; and 

■ Meet Wokingham Borough Council Highway’s requirements and give a clear and coherent 
message to cyclists across the Borough. 

1.1.4 This Cycling Infrastructure Style Guide supports the overarching objective of Local Transport Plan 3 

(2011 – 2026) ‘to provide an inclusive transport network that enhances the economic, social and 

environmental prospects of the Borough whilst promoting the safety, health and well-being of those 

that use it’.  As such, the guide also supports the Borough’s goals for Active Travel and Smarter 

Choices and Demand Management. 

1.1.5 This document has also been developed having specific regard to the outputs of two local cycling 

consultation events held in Earley and Woodley in February 2013.  These events were made up of 

both cyclists and non-cyclists and sought to understand the needs of both groups to establish what 

would encourage more cycling within the Borough.  Opinions were sought on the perceived safety, 

attractiveness and route legibility of existing cycling infrastructure. The results of the consultation 

have helped the Council understand which measures would encourage more cycling within the 

Borough, as well as what people perceive the barriers to be. 
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1.2 Design Principles 

1.2.1 This document reflects national policies and Department for Transport’s (DfT) Local Transport Notes 

(LTN) 2/08 “Cycle Infrastructure Design” and 1/12 “Shared Use Routes for Pedestrian and Cyclists”, 

and international best practice where applicable. 

1.2.2 This guidance also responds to research and publications such as Manual for Streets (MfS) I & II, 

TRL and local cyclists (as well as non-cyclists). 

1.3 Application of Guidance 

1.3.1 Throughout this guide “Desirable Minimum”, “Minimum” and “Absolute Minimum” standards are set 

out. Whilst engineers, designers and developers should always aim to provide high quality facilities 

which exceed guidance, it is recognised that on the existing network this may not always be 

achievable.  The use of lower standards must be justified as a result of physical, environmental or 

economic constraints.  Reasonable endeavours should always be taken to achieve and deliver the 

highest possible standard. 

■ “Desirable Minimum” 

■ to be considered as the preferred design requirement for any new infrastructure within, 
Wokingham Borough Council thus ensuring that Wokingham Borough users will be provided with 
adequate facilities of high quality. 

■ “Minimum”  

■ may be applied where there are constraints that mean the “Desirable Minimum” design guidance 
cannot be met, normally applicable at the intersection of new and existing infrastructure. 

■ “Absolute Minimum” 

■ may only be considered on the existing network, where “Desirable Minimum” and “Minimum” 
cannot be met, for example due to physical or environmental constraints.  Only acceptable to 
solve specific network issues and not for a design as a whole.  

1.3.2 Where “Absolute Minimum” designs are presented, full justification must be given. It will be the 

responsibility of the designers to examine, case by case, why “Desirable Minimum” standards are not 

being met. Mitigation measures may need to be introduced as appropriate to support the introduction 

of sub-standard facilities (e.g. if cycle lanes below 1.5m in width are proposed cycle friendly gullies 

should also be provided). 
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1.4 Wordlist and Abbreviations 

1.4.1 For ease of reading please find a list below of abbreviations used throughout. 

1.4.2 Abbreviation: 

■ ASL – Advance Stop Lines 

■ DfT – Department for Transport 

■ MfS I – Manual for Streets I (2007) 

■ MfS II – Manual for Streets II – Wider Application of Principles (2010) 

■ NCN – National Cycle Network 

■ NCR – National Cycle Route 

■ NMU - Non-Motorised Users (cyclists, pedestrians, equestrians and those with mobility/access 
issues) 

■ SDM – Stopping distance in motion 

■ SSD – Stopping sight distance 

■ vpd – Vehicles per day  

1.4.3 Wordlist  

■ “Bridleway” - a way over which the right of way is on foot, by bicycle and on horseback. 

■ “Cycleway” - a route for pedal cycles which can either be adjacent to a carriageway, or a 
separate route in its own right, with or without a right of way on foot.  Pedestrian and cyclist may 
share a cycleway or be segregated from it. Some documents may also refer to a cycleway as a 
“Cycle Track”. 

■ “Cycle Lane” - that part of the carriageway designated by signs and markings for use by pedal 
cycles only. 

■ Drawing – standard detail drawing provided in Appendix A of this Guide 

■ “Footway” - route set aside for pedestrians at the edge of a carriageway (also called pavement).  

■  “Footpath” – route set aside for pedestrians, not adjacent to the carriageway. Legal for cyclist to 
use although not signed as such. 

■ “Greenways” - attractive traffic-free routes, well separated from traffic and obstacles such as 
road junctions. Greenways are usually rural and can run along old railways, canal towpaths, 
riverbanks, etc., and can also be used by commuters. Pedestrians and cyclists may share the 
surface or it may be segregated. 
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1.5 Document Structure 

1.5.1 The detail included within the remainder of this Style Guide can be found in the following chapters:   

■ Chapter 2 – Design Principles 

■ Chapter 3 – Geometric Design  

■ Chapter 4 – Cycle Friendly Environment 

■ Chapter 5 – Allocating Carriageway Space 

■ Chapter 6 – Off-road Cycle Facilities 

■ Chapter 7 – Junctions and Crossings 

■ Chapter 8 – Cycle Parking 

■ Chapter 9 – Signs and Markings 

■ Chapter 10 – Construction and Maintenance  
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2 Design Principles 

2.1 Cyclists Needs 

2.1.1 Cyclist’s needs, and hence the type of provision required, vary considerably. Children or 

inexperienced cyclists would welcome the comfort of off-carriageway provision, while confident 

cyclists would rather use the carriageway to keep journey times to a minimum. Designers are 

therefore required to understand the type of cyclists that are most likely to use the proposed facilities 

and make a judgement as to which design is the most appropriate. 

2.2 Core Design Principles 

2.2.1 The core design principles, which should be considered by designers and engineers, to provide for 

successful schemes are detailed below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: LTN 02/08 and 01/12 (DfT) 

  

■ Convenience – unless the vertical alignment justifies otherwise the most direct route(s) 
should be provided as close to desire lines as possible. Geographical and time elements 
should be taken into consideration. Delays at crossings or at junctions and physical detours 
will affect a route’s convenience. 

■ Accessibility – routes need to be designed to link origins, such as residential areas, to 
destinations, such as town centres, employment areas and public transport interchanges. 
Routes should be accessible to most cyclists and designed with high standards through their 
length. 

■ Safety – design should minimise the potential for collisions. Cyclists should feel safe as 
perceived risk is seen as a reason by some not to cycle. 

■ Comfort – routes should provide surfaces of high quality and adequate width. Wherever 
possible the routes should minimise mental and physical stress and with minimal gradient. 

■ Attractiveness – routes should be designed to consider sensitive issues.  Lighting, personal 
security, aesthetics, environmental quality and noise are important considerations. 

■ Consistency – all routes should be designed to the same minimum standards so cyclists 
have confidence to use the facilities. 
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2.3 Traffic Speed and Flows 

2.3.1 An indication of suitable types of infrastructure to be provided for cyclists depending on traffic flow 

and speed is given below. 

Flow 

85th percentile speed 

Below 20 mph 20 to 30 mph 30 to 40 mph Over 40 mph 

Less than 1500 
vpd, or 150 vph 

No Preference No Preference No Preference 
Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

1500–3000 vpd, 
or 150–300 vph 

No Preference No Preference 
Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

3000–8000 vpd, 
or 300–800 vph 

Cycle lanes 
might be 
appropriate 

Cycle lanes 
might be 
appropriate 

Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

Cycleway 

8000–10,000 vpd, 
or 800–1000 vph 

Cycle lanes Cycle lanes 
Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

Cycleway 

Greater than 
10,000 vpd 

Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

Cycle lanes or 
cycleway 

Cycleway 

 
Notes:  

1 vpd = number of motor vehicles in a 24 hour weekday.  
2 vph = typical number of motor vehicles in a typical morning peak hour.  
3 Where traffic speed/flow is low, the designer should aim to avoid the use of signs or markings  
   specifically for cyclists.  
4 Cycle lanes used in the higher speed/flow situations should provide good separation between  
   cyclists and motorists. Wide cycle lanes or hatching can help here.  
5 In congested areas cycle lanes can be useful even when traffic speed is low. 

Source: LTN 01/08 and LTN 01/12 
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2.3.2  detail above is not to be taken as an absolute and definitive guide, Developers are requested to 

consider a range of factors specific to the local situation when designing the cycle infrastructure. 

Other criteria that should be taken into account when choosing the preferred solution include: 

■ The expected volume of cyclists; 

■ The desire to reduce traffic volumes or speeds on a particular route; 

■ The composition of the traffic flow, for example where heavy vehicle content is greater than 15% 
of total traffic, an off-carriageway cycle facility is likely to be more suitable; 

■ The level of congestion and queuing traffic which may affect the cyclists ability for an 
uninterrupted journey; 

■ Benefits to cyclists in relation to the convenience, accessibility, safety, comfort, attractiveness 
and consistency of the route; 

■ Conflicting uses such as loading/unloading and on-street parking;  

■ Arrangements at road junctions; and 

■ Local personal security issues (real and perceived) that make cycling less attractive. 
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■ Desirable: Long Distance and Commuter Routes – 20mph (32kph);  

■ Minimum: Local Access Routes – 12mph (19kph); and 

■ Absolute Minimum: Other – 7mph (11kph). 

3 Geometric Design 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 This chapter presents’ Wokingham Borough Council s design parameters for cycling infrastructure 

and facilities within the Borough. Details relating to minimum widths for cycle lanes and off road cycle 

facilities are provided in Sections 5.3 and 6.6 respectively. 

3.2 Cycle Design Speed 

3.2.1 A speed of 7 mph (11 kph) or more is usually required to ride comfortably in a straight line without a 

conscious effort to maintain balance. Generally, cyclists usually aim to travel between 12 mph and 20 

mph, preferably without having to lose momentum. 

3.2.2 Commuters will favour routes where higher speeds can be achieved. Routes with frequent road 

crossings, presence of other users, restricted geometries (width, corner radii, etc.) or reduced 

visibility all affect the speed which can be achieved and effort required.  

3.2.3 The DfT’s document LTN 2/08 refers to these two cycle design speeds, in good conditions (e.g. dry 

with good visibility) as shown below.  The third is the absolute minimum. 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: LTN 02/08 Cycle Infrastructure Design 

3.3 Space Required by Cyclists 

3.3.1 Cyclists need space when riding their bike to ensure continued onward movement in a safe and 

comfortable manner. The amount of required space depends on: 

■ the cyclist’s dynamic envelope, i.e. the space needed in motion;  

■ the clearance when passing fixed objects; and  

■ the distance from, and speed of other traffic.  

3.3.2 The additional width, known as the deviation, needed by a cyclist, when moving, at 7mph is 

approximately 0.2 metres, below this speed the required width increases. Typically at 3mph (5kph) 

the deviation is 0.8 metres. 
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3.3.3 LTN 2/08 recommends using a dynamic width of 1 metre (actual width plus deviation) for a cyclist on 

the road.  Where cyclists pass each other an additional 500mm clearance is recommended between 

the two dynamic envelopes, as shown in Diagram 3.1. 

 

Diagram 3.1 – Cyclists’ Dynamic Envelopes 

   Source: LTN 02/08 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The minimum clearance for a vehicle overtaking a bike is: 

Measured from outside of cyclist’s dynamic envelope 

20 mph 1.0 metres 

30 mph and over 1.5 metres 

 

Source: LTN 02/08 Cycle Infrastructure Design 

By adding the above minimum clearance between a vehicle and a bike to the average size of a vehicle, the 

total widths for overtaking (not necessarily lane width) are: 

   Vehicle type/speed Total width required (metres) 

 Car passing at 20 mph 3.8 m 

 Car passing at 30 mph 4.3 m 

Bus/HGV passing at 20mph 4.6 m 

Bus/HGV passing at 30mph 5.05 m 

   

Source: LTN 02/08 Cycle Infrastructure Design 

The required minimum clearances between the wheel of a bicycle and an objects are:  

Object Distance from wheel to object (metres) 

Kerbs under 50 mm 0.25 m 

Kerb over 50 mm 0.5 m 

Sign posts, lamp columns, etc. 0.75 m 

Continuous features, e.g. walls, railings, bridge parapets 1 m 

 

Source: LTN 02/08 Cycle Infrastructure Design 
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3.4 Cycle Dimensions 

3.4.1 A typical bicycle is approximately 1.8m long and 0.65m wide. However, there are other types of 

bicycles such as tandems, recumbent bicycles, or bicycles with trailers. It is important that designers 

consider the variety of different types of non-motorised vehicles available so as to ensure that routes 

are accessible to all.  Most “unconventional” cycles are longer and wider than typical bicycles, 

therefore, designs for off-carriageway cycle facilities need to allow for these additional widths were 

practically possible. 

3.4.2 The minimum inner kerb radius in cycle route design should be 4 metres (unless a deliberately 

smaller radius is being used to control motor vehicle and/or cycle speeds).  

3.4.3 Consideration should also be given to achievable turning circles at low speeds for different types of 

bicycles as shown below.  When designing a scheme within the existing cycle network these 

dimensions may need to be less. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5 Visibility for Cyclists 

3.5.1 Available visibility influences a cyclist’s ability to ride and interact with other Non-Motorised Users 

(NMU) and obstructions. Visibility can also affects a cyclist’s safety and journey time. 

3.5.2 The sight distance in motion (SDM) and the stopping sight distance (SSD) are the two visibility 

parameters which determine whether cyclists can ride safely and comfortably at their desired speed.  

3.5.3 SDM is the comfort visibility zone when cycling. Research (CROW, 1993) has determined the 

visibility distance needed for cyclist to feel safe corresponds to approximately 8 to 10 seconds, i.e. 

between 50 metres and 80 metres at typical cycling speeds (between approximately 20 kph and 30 

kph).  

  

Minimum turning circles (m) 

Overall length (metres) 
Minimum turning circle 

Outer radius* Inner radius** 

Conventional bicycle 1.8m 1.65m 0.85m 

Bicycle and 850 wide trailer 2.7m 2.65m 1.5m 

Bicycle and trailer cycle 2.75m 2.05m 0.7m 

Tandem 2.4m 3.15m 2.25m 

* The outer radius governs the distance between walls required to execute a full turn. ** The inner 
radius indicates the size of an imaginary circular obstruction which the cyclist moves around 

 

Source: LTN 02/08 Cycle Infrastructure Design 
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3.5.4 SSD is the distance within which cyclists need to be able to see ahead of them and have time and 

space to stop from a given speed. The recommended minimum SSDs for off-carriageway cycle 

routes are shown below. 

 

3.5.5 Designers should ensure that an object at the minimum SSD is visible from a range of eye heights. 

For cyclists, an eye height range of 1.0m to 2.2m should be used, which accommodates a range of 

cyclists from children and recumbent users, to adults (see Diagram 3.2 below). The object height 

should be taken as a range from ground level to 2.2m, as cyclists need to be able to observe 

deformations, holes and objects which could interfere with safe progress. 

Diagram 3.2 - Stopping sight distance envelope 

 

Source: DMRB TA 90/05 

3.5.6 Visibility for cycle routes on-carriageway is governed by the road geometry which is deemed 

adequate to respond to cyclists needs. 

  

SSD for Off-Carriageway Cycle Routes 

Design Speed Preferred Minimum SSD 

30 kph 30 m 

10 kph 10 m 

 

Minimum SSDs should be increased by 50% on loose surface paths and gradients greater than 5%. A 
design speed of 20mph is preferred for on-road cycle infrastructure, while the design speed for shared off-
road surfaces is approximately 12mph.  

Source: DMRB TA 90/05 The Geometric Design of Pedestrian, Cycle and Equestrian Routes 
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3.6 Visibility Criteria at Road Junctions and Crossings 

3.6.1 Visibility distances, X and Y, are shown on Drawing 3.1.  The preferred desirable minimum “x” 

distance or setback distance from the give way line for cyclists is 4.0m which equates approximately 

to the length of two bicycles. This is considered to provide a reasonable distance to slow down and 

observe the full adequate “y” distance (visibility to the nearest edge of the carriageway to the right 

and left of the junction).  

Diagram 3.3 – Visibility distances X and Y 

 

Source: DMRB TA 90/05 

3.6.2 A minimum “x” distance of 2.5m is suggested in DMRB TA 90/05 with an absolute minimum of 1m in 

exceptional circumstances, where speed is controlled, such as a “jug handle right turn” facility.  The 

visibility splays for junctions and crossings of roads dependant on speed (given in kph), are shown 

below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6.3  

3.7 Visibility Criteria at Cycle Network Junctions and Crossings  

3.7.1 Visibility splays for cycle routes that intersect with a main NMUs route should be provided with a 

similar “x” distance as defined above in Section 3.6 i.e. 4.0m desired and 2.5m minimum. The “y” 

distance should be based on the SSD value shown in Section 3.5. See Drawing 3.2. 

  

Visibility splays for junctions and crossings of roads 

Speed of main Carriageway (85
th
 Percentile) 

Speed (kph) 20 30 40 50 60 70 85 100 120 

Y Distance (m) 
DMRB 

- - - 70 90 120 160 215 295 

Y Distance (m) MfS 14 23 33 45 59 - - - - 

Note: The Y-distances stated are those in TD 42/95. 
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3.8 Horizontal Alignment 

3.8.1 The preferred minimum radius for cycle routes is 25m for a desired speed of 18mph or (30kph) LTN 

02/08 provides an additional desirable minimum value, for design speed of 12mph (20kph) of 15m. 

3.8.2 The absolute minimum radius should be 4m (unless a deliberately smaller radius is being used to 

control motor vehicle and/or cycle speeds).   When designing a scheme in the existing network there 

may be occasions when the radius needs to be less, for example, when retrofitting into an existing 

street. 

3.9 Vertical Alignment 

3.9.1 The forward visibility over a crest in the road is measured by using the appropriate crest K value. 

Severe crest curves are unlikely to occur along cycle tracks or equestrian routes and hence 

achieving adequate forward visibility in the vertical direction will rarely cause difficulties. However, 

this should be checked. The k value is multiplied by the difference in uphill and downhill gradient (i.e. 

+3% uphill and -2% downhill = 5) to give the length of the crest curve. For additional information and 

a definition of crest K value, designers should refer to DMRB TD 9/93 Highway Link Design para 4.5. 

3.9.2 However, DMRB TA90/05 defines the minimum crest K values as preferred: 

 

 

 

 

3.10 Gradients 

3.10.1 Although steep routes may be better than no cycle route at all, steep gradients can be very 

discouraging for some types of cyclists, for example children and parents with trailers. However, in 

some areas it is not uncommon to find cycle routes on roads with gradients of between 10% and 

15% (1 in 7.5 – 10).  The following table defines cycle route gradients that are acceptable. 

 

Crest K value along off-carriageway cycle routes 

Preferred minimum (m) 5.0 

Acceptable minimum (m) 1.6 

 

 Off-Carriageway Cycle Route Gradients 

Gradient 

Preferred Maximum 3% (1in30) 

Acceptable Maximum 5% (1in20) over max distance of 100m 

Limiting Gradient 7% (1in12) over 30, 
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3.10.2 The type of surface is important on slopes steeper than 3% (1 in 30).  Designers must provide 

surface finishes with higher frictional resistance wherever possible to assist cyclist climbing or 

breaking on their way down. Further detail on surfacing is given in Chapter 10. 

3.10.3 At the base and top of gradients exceeding 2%, a level platform of at least 5m long is desirable in 

advance of any give way or stop line.  

3.11 Dropped kerbs 

3.11.1 Where possible the dropped kerbs and associated ramp should have as lower gradient as possible to 

assist .maximise cyclist comfort, It is desirable to design away the need for ramps or dropped kerbs 

on major cycle routes.   

3.11.2 Dropped kerbs and associate ramps are designed to accommodate wheelchair users with a 

desirable minimum gradient of 5% (1:20) The absolute minimum gradient of 8% (1:12) may be 

acceptable if space is very restricted.  Where adjacent roads are steeper, consideration must be 

given to alternative routes. 

3.12 Headroom 

3.12.1 Signs should be at 2.4m mounting height, in accordance with WSD/1200/1 (Wokingham Borough 

Council Standard Drawing). 

3.12.2 Should the use of a new underpass or subway be required then the distance between the cycle route 

surface and top of the underpass (headroom) mush not be less than 2.4m for lengths less than 23 

metres.  For longer lengths of underpasses a minimum headroom of 2.7m must be provided.  

3.12.3 Typically headroom in existing underpasses/subways is approximately 2.3 metres. Some routes may 

have less clearance under bridges. Substandard headroom should not systematically lead to refusal 

as it may still represent the best available option for a cycle route. 

3.12.4 For more detailed information on designing subways refer to Design Manual for Roads and Bridge’s 

(DMRB) document TD 36/93 “Subways for Pedestrians and Pedal Cyclists Layout and Dimensions”. 

3.13 Crossfall 

3.13.1 Crossfall should be between 1% and 2.5% (up to 1:40) to ensure adequate drainage. Excessive 

crossfall could be a hazard for cyclists and disabled people. Should raised white lines be used at the 

centre of the shared cycleway footway, gaps should be provided at modest intervals to allow surface 

water to drain away. 
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3.14 Summary of Geometric Design 

3.14.1  Wokingham Borough Council’s geometric design standards are summarised in Table 3.1. 

3.14.2  

 
  

Table 3.1 – Summary of Geometric designs 

Geometric Design 

Design Values 

30kph 

Design 
speed 

10kph 

Design 
speed 

Desired Minimum Stopping Sight Distance (SSD) for off-carriageway (m) 30 10 

Horizontal alignment (m) 
Desirable Minimum Radius  25 15 

Absolute Minimum Radius  4 4 

Vertical alignment (m) 
Desirable Minimum Crest Value K 5.0 

Absolute Minimum Crest Value K 1.6 

Gradient (%) 

Desirable Maximum 3% (1:30) 

Maximum 5% (1:20) 

Absolute Maximum 7% (1:12) 

Crossfall (%) Absolute Maximum 2.50% (1:40) 
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4 Cycle Friendly Environment 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 This chapter details the available measures to designers to improve the environment for cyclists, for 

example through reducing vehicle speeds and traffic flows where possible, therefore encouraging 

more cycling within the Borough.  The measures considered in this chapter include traffic calming.  

Such traffic management measures can be delivered alongside new and existing infrastructure, such 

as a cycle lane or cycleway, which are dealt with specifically in Chapters 5 and 6. 

4.2 Road Closures and Turning Restrictions 

4.2.1 In terms of traffic management, especially on residential roads, it may be desirable to restrict motor 

vehicular access on certain routes. Road closures, false one-way streets and turning restrictions are 

measures that can be considered to restrict vehicle access.  

4.2.2 Cycle routes linking cul-de-sacs can provide ideal conditions for cyclists, offering a quiet, high quality 

environment with direct access to key destinations proving popular across the region as an 

alternative to busy road-side routes. 

4.2.3 Traffic management infrastructure needs to consider cycle permeability and designers should ensure 

that cycle movements will be maintained and permitted to achieve the most convenient and direct 

routes. Cyclists will enjoy riding on coherent routes which do not require dismounting or making 

unnecessary detours.  

 

 

 

4.2.4 A Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) may be necessary to prohibit motor vehicle movements while 

allowing cycle movements. 

4.3 One-Way Streets 

4.3.1 One-way streets can result in a significant detour for cyclists along their preferred direct route. 

Accident risks may be increased along such sections, resulting from higher observed vehicle speeds. 

As such new one-way streets are not recommended without careful consideration and design. 

4.3.2 Wherever possible, cyclists should be able to cycle in both directions. For lightly trafficked one-way 

streets with flows of less than 1,500vpd and observed mean speeds of less than 30mph, especially 

within 20mph quiet zones, specific cycle infrastructure should not be required other than at the link 

entry points. However, for busier links contra flow infrastructure may be required.  Detail regarding 

such provision is given in Chapter 5 of this guide.  Appropriate signs to The Traffic Signs Regulations 

and General Directions (TSRGD) will need to be provided. 

Provision for cycle gaps in road closures should be at least 1.5 metres wide, clear of obstacles and gullies to 
accommodate tandems, trailers and mobility scooters.  A greater width of at least 1.5metres in each 
direction is desirable for two-way cycle gaps, as such two 1.5m gaps with a central obstacle are 
recommended to allow cycle traffic to pass each other.. 
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4.4 HGV Restriction on Cycle Routes 

4.4.1 In the UK, conflict between cyclists and Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) is the cause of a high 

proportion of cyclist fatalities and injuries. Wherever possible, it is desirable to reduce HGV traffic on 

roads which are part of the cycle network.  

4.4.2 Restricting HGVs through height, weight or width restrictions for example, can be used to limit the 

number or type of HGVs along a specific road. Measures to physically enforce HGV restrictions at 

the entry point can increase the risk of collisions between cyclists and other motor vehicles, therefore 

cycle bypasses should be considered. 

4.5 Signing 

4.5.1 Signing strategies must be developed to ensure that cyclists are aware of the most direct and 

suitable routes available to them, where specific facilities are provided.  Chapter 9 of this document 

details the requirements with regards to signing and markings. 

4.5.2 Signing strategies can also be used to direct the majority of traffic away from quiet residential routes 

that can enhance the environment for cyclists. Signs should promote the use of the primary road 

network for motor vehicles. 

4.6 Parking Control and Restricted Vehicles Areas 

4.6.1 Town centres, retail areas and high streets often have large pedestrianised zones free of motor 

vehicles. This is true of many locations within the Borough. These pedestrian zones provide a 

comfortable and safe place for pedestrians, away from moving traffic. Such locations often provide a 

connection with employment and retail opportunities. 

4.6.2 Restricting cycle access to these zones can form undesirable barriers and result in long detours for 

cyclists. The potential for commuting and shopping trips by cyclists in or through these areas should 

not be underestimated. The potential for conflict between pedestrians and cyclists needs to be 

managed and well thought out. 

4.6.3 Where public realm work is being considered in existing or new car free locations, the design should 

give consideration to the use of these areas by cyclists, as well as pedestrians.  Associated 

infrastructure will also be required to help support use of these areas by cyclists, for example cycle 

parking (cycle parking is further detailed in Chapter 8). 

4.6.4 During busy pedestrian periods, for example between 11am – 2pm, cyclists tend to change their 

behaviour, modifying their speed or dismounting. However, designers should consider the 

appropriate design approach, such as: 

■ Unsegregated use is acceptable where observed pedestrian / cycle flows are low. Conversely if 
pedestrian / cycle flows are high segregation is advisable; 

■ Should segregation be required, street furniture or surface colour should be used to distinguish 
the cycle routes; 

■ Aesthetic materials should not be used if these reduce rider stability or cause excessive 
discomfort for users; 
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■ Good maintenance will be required for any areas intended for cyclists; 

■ Adequate cycle parking should be provided at popular locations and close to key destination 
such as shops, employment etc.; and 

■ If necessary, cycling restrictions should only be applied at certain times of the day (i.e. from 
10am to 4pm within retail area, for example). Appropriate signing should be provided to 
accompany any such restrictions. 

4.6.5 Restrictions on car parking may be one of the most effective ways to reduce vehicular traffic and 

ultimately encourage cycling. Furthermore, reducing on-street parking on busy roads can provide 

additional space for cyclists and pedestrians. 

4.7 Traffic Calming 

4.7.1 Cyclists will feel more comfortable on roads with lower speeds, thus streets with a design speed of 

20mph or less will require minimal supporting cycle infrastructure. Reducing vehicle speeds on links 

can reduce accident risk severity as well as reducing severance. 

4.7.2 Physical traffic calming measures, such as chicanes should be used if other measures are unlikely to 

reduce vehicle speed
1
.  However, preference should be given to the design of streets that naturally 

convey to drivers the appropriate speed, subject to a quality audit where necessary.  Should it prove 

necessary to introduce physical traffic management measures, preference within Wokingham 

Borough Council will be given to horizontal features where traffic flows are likely to achieve a 

successful balance of road user needs. 

4.7.3 Speed reducing features should be an integral part of the design process and not added as an 

afterthought. Vehicle Activated Signs (VAS) should be provided in appropriate situations in 

accordance with Wokingham Borough Council policies.  

4.7.4 The following list provides examples of traffic calming measures that could be used to reduce vehicle 

motor speeds.  

■ Streetscape design, combining building position / orientation, boundary treatments, surface 
materials and street length between junctions and changes of direction; 

■ Lower speed limits or 20mph zone; 

■ Shared surfaces; 

■ Low corner radii and narrower carriageways; 

■ Reduced visibility; 

■ Signing and lining; 

■ Textured surfaces; and 

■ Physical traffic calming measures. 

                                                      

 
1
 WOKINGHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL  Revised Highway Design Guide (2010) 
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4.7.5 The above list is not exhaustive and MfS and Table 5.1 of LTN 02/08 “Cycle Infrastructure Design” 
(DfT) provides further detail. Local Transport Note (LTN) 1/07 “Traffic Calming” (DfT) provides additional 
information on available speed reduction measures.  

4.8 Cycle Bypass 

4.8.1 Whilst traffic calming measures aim to improve road safety, incidents may still occur. Pinch points 

and chicanes can create additional hazards by narrowing a cyclist’s available space and reducing the 

space between the cyclist and passing vehicles, bringing them into direct conflict.  

4.8.2 Traffic calming measures are aimed at reducing motor vehicle speeds however, it is necessary to 

provide the means for cyclists to avoid them where necessary and practical. Cycle by-passes allow 

designers to provide effective width in terms of speed reductions and reduce potential hazards for 

cyclists. 

4.8.3 It is also important that the by-pass access and egress points are kept clear from potential 

obstruction, such as parked cars, and with easy access back onto the carriageway without giving 

way to motor vehicles. 

 

 

4.8.4 Wokingham Borough Council recommends keeping bypasses at carriageway level (designers must 

consider potential drainage difficulties).   

4.9 Central Islands and Refuges 

4.9.1 Central islands can be used to encourage lower vehicle speeds, discourage vehicle overtaking and 

assist pedestrians and cyclists to cross a road. Drawing 4.1 illustrates a pedestrian refuge.  

Conversely, such infrastructure can also create additional safety hazards for cyclists and must 

therefore be carefully considered. 

4.9.2 Lane widths of between 2.75 metres and 3.25 metres over any distance should be avoided
2
, as car 

drivers may attempt to overtake cyclists where there is insufficient space. In the absence of a cycle 

bypass, a minimum gap is recommended and may need to be increased further if significant 

numbers of HGVs or buses are expected.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

 
2
 LTN 02/08 “Cycle Infrastructure Design” (DfT) 

■ The desirable minimum width is 1.5m. 

■ The absolute minimum width is 1.2m 

■ The desirable minimum lane width is 4.5m 

■ The minimum required lane width is 4.0m. 

■ The absolute minimum width is 3.25m 
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4.9.3 Conversely designers may want to narrow traffic lanes to a consistent width in advance of the refuge 

island in order to prevent vehicles overtaking cyclists at the pinch points, as illustrated by Drawing 

4.2. 

4.9.4 Cycle lanes at a refuge island should be provided with a desirable 1.5m width. Locally narrowed 

cycle lanes in the vicinity of central islands may be considered in exceptional circumstances. 

4.10 Pinch Points 

4.10.1 As with central islands, pinch points can create a hazard for cyclists when lane widths are between 

2.75m and 3.25m, as drivers may try to overtake cyclists even where there is insufficient space to 

pass. As such a cycle by-pass could be provided to avoid the reduction of space between cyclists 

and motor vehicles.  

4.10.2 Where space allows it, a cycle by-pass should be constructed at pinch points. This is shown on 

Drawing 4.2, with a by-pass at carriageway level.  

4.11 Chicanes 

4.11.1 Chicanes are a type of horizontal deflection, formed by build-outs, with the purpose of narrowing the 

carriageway so that traffic in one direction needs to give way to traffic travelling in the other direction. 

4.11.2 For the same reasons as detailed above, a cycle bypass must be considered at these locations to 

avoid driver behaviour impinging on a cyclist’s safety. 

4.11.3 Refer to Traffic Advisory Leaflet 12/97 “Chicane Schemes” and LTN 01/07 “Traffic Calming 

Measures” (DfT) for more information. 

4.11.4 Drawing 4.3 presents a potential chicane layout with cycle by-pass, which is recommended where 

space permits.  

4.12 Rural Road Network 

4.12.1 Rural roads are a significant part of Wokingham Borough Council’s highway network. The layouts of 

rural roads vary from straight, wide open roads with wide grass verges and very good visibility, to 

narrow lanes bounded by vegetation with limited visibility. 

4.12.2 Along the National Cycle Network (NCN), rural roads, where vehicle flows are generally less than 

1,000vpd, maybe used as part of a cycle route.  

4.12.3 Drivers’ behaviour on rural roads varies depending on several factors such as the road layout, or its 

use (e.g. used to exploit a more direct route or potentially avoid network delays). Audits should be 

undertaken to understand existing behaviours and determine the adequacy of rural roads to serve 

cycle needs. 

4.12.4 Depending on the outcome of the audits the following measures should be considered: 

■ Reducing speed limits on rural roads: however, these are difficult to achieve and appropriate 
infrastructure needs to be provided to enforce them. Traffic calming measures on rural roads can 
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include gateways, narrowings, appropriate signing and markings (including speed roundels) and 
rumble strips, however care must be taken to balance the effect on the rural streetscape.  

■ Road closures / access restrictions: this may be the most effective way to reduce motor vehicles 
on minor rural roads, in which case a gap for cyclists should be provided to allow through 
movements. Alternatively, (TRO) restrictions can be applied to a category of vehicle only, such 
as applying weight or width restrictions. 

■ Changed priority at junctions: Sustrans recommends that, for example, where two roads join, 
both with less than 1,000vpd, then the road with highest cyclist movements be given priority. 

■ Advisory cycle lanes: where roads carry over than 1,000vpd and less than 4,000vpd the 
provision for advisory cycle lanes should be considered. These will warn drivers continuously of 
the likely presence of cyclists on the road. 

■ Traffic calming infrastructure (such as pinch points or chicanes, or narrow sections of roads with 
passing bays, combined with cycle bypasses): these can significantly reduce speeds and 
regulate the volume of traffic. Where these measures are used adequate signing will be required 
to provide sufficient warning to motorists. 

4.12.5 Shared / segregated off road routes in rural area can be considered and designed as Greenways. 

Greenways are discussed in section 6.11. 

4.12.6 Diagram 4.1 below shows a typical rural road closure scheme.  The drawing has been taken from 

Sustrans Guidelines and Practical Details document and so indicates an NCN route however, this 

can be applicable to all cycle routes. 
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Diagram 4.1 Rural Road Closure Scheme 

 
 
Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details - Sustrans  
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4.13 Summary of Traffic Management Design 

4.13.1 As detailed within this chapter, Wokingham Borough Council’s geometric standards for traffic 

management are set in Table 4.1 below. 

 
  

 Table 4.1 – Summary of Design Values 

Geometric Design Design Values (m) 

Cycle Gap Width (m) 
(e.g. between bollards, etc.) 

Desirable Minimum and 
Maximum 

1.5 

Absolute Minimum 1.2 

Cycle Bypass Width 
Desired Minimum 1.5 

Absolute Minimum 1.2 

Motor Vehicle Lanes at Pinch Points 
(without cycle bypass)(m)* 

Desirable Minimum 4.5 

Minimum 4.0 

Absolute Minimum 3.25 

Motor Vehicle Lanes at Pinch Points (with 
cycle bypass)(m)* 

Desired Minimum 2.75 

*Intermediate widths between 2.75m and 3.25m should be avoided  
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5 Allocating Carriageway Space 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Introducing on-carriageway specific facilities for cyclists, where road conditions are appropriate 

(please refer to Section 2.3 for guidance to where these facilities are best suited) will provide a 

degree of separation between the cyclist and motor vehicles. Such facilities exist within the Borough 

and linking into these, where possible, will help to enhance the existing network and provide 

dedicated connections between key origins and destinations, for example home to work. 

5.2 Cycle Lanes 

5.2.1 Cycle lanes aim to provide cyclists with dedicated space on-carriageway, where practical, 

segregating cyclists from motor vehicles.  Poorly designed cycle lanes can make conditions worse for 

cyclists. A cycle lane which is too narrow, for example, can become a hazard as drivers may 

overtake too close to a cyclist.   

5.2.2 Designers are required to consider any potential surface hazards, such as gullies. Flat trafficked 

routes are more likely to attract higher levels of debris.   

 

 

 

5.2.3 There are two types of cycle lanes, “Mandatory” and “Advisory” cycle lanes.  

 

 

 

On roads with significant gradients, the speed difference between cyclists and motor vehicles increases in 
the uphill direction and decreases in the downhill direction. As such, in cases of insufficient available 
carriageway width for two cycle lanes, Wokingham Borough Council recommends providing a single cycle 
lane in the uphill direction only, meeting appropriate minimum standards. 

Wokingham Borough Council considers mandatory cycle lanes as the desired minimum.  

Advisory cycle lanes should be considered when other vehicles may have to encroach within them. 
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5.2.4 Wokingham Borough Council does not recommend providing colour surfaces on whole lengths of the 

cycle lanes. However it is considered good practice to provide colour surfaces to highlight potential 

areas of conflict between cyclist and motor vehicles or cyclists and pedestrians. Colour surfacing 

should  be provided up to 10m in advance of the infrastructure or junction. 

5.2.5 Cycle lane dimensions are given in Section 5.3. 

Mandatory Cycle Lanes 

5.2.6 A mandatory cycle lane can be defined as an area of the carriageway that is reserved for cyclists, 

and within which other vehicles may not encroach.  Mandatory cycle lanes are delineated by a solid 

white line (diagram 1049 - TSRGD) and their general features are detailed in Table 5.1 . 

Table 5.1 – Mandatory Cycle Lanes 

Features Notes 

Delineated by a solid line less likely to be 
crossed by drivers 

Cannot be used where other vehicles are 
permitted to cross the lane (e.g. side road 
entrances, parking and loading bays and 

adjacent to narrow lanes) 
Cyclists can enter or leave the lane at any 

point and its use is not compulsory 

Drivers commit an offence if they drive in or 
park in the lane Emergency vehicles are permitted ac-

cess, as are loading vehicles outside the 
hours of restriction specified by the TRO Additional physical measures can be pro-

vided to protect the lane 

For exclusive use by cyclists (hours of oper-
ation can be specified) 

TRO required for any mandatory cycle 
lane, which includes public consultation 

Source: Transport for Scotland’s document “Cycling by Design” (2010) 

5.2.7 Where mandatory cycle lanes continue along side roads, it should be replaced by a short section of 

advisory cycle lane (see following section). Wokingham Borough Council best practice recommends 

providing coloured surfaces at the bell mouth of the junction. 

5.2.8 Refer to Drawing 5.1 for a typical layout of an on-road mandatory cycle lane.  

Advisory Cycle Lanes 

5.2.9 Advisory cycle lanes are used to raise drivers’ awareness of the possible presence of cyclists. 

However, it is permissible for motor vehicles to stray into advisory cycle lanes. As such, advisory 

cycle lanes are marked with a white broken line (diagram 1004 - TSRGD) and their general features 

are detailed in Table 5.2.4 
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Table 5.2 – Advisory Cycle Lanes 

Features Notes 

Used to show indicative area for cyclists. 
Other traffic can legally enter the cycle 

lane 
No TRO or mandatory consultation required 

Can be used adjacent to parking bays, 
as a central lane and across junctions 

No powers to enforce against moving vehi-
cle encroachment (except with complemen-

tary parking, waiting and loading re-
strictions) 

Can be introduced quickly Less signing clutter than mandatory lanes 

Source: Transport for Scotland’s document “Cycling by Design” (2010) 

5.2.10 Advisory cycle lanes can be used at bell mouth junctions, through complex junctions, at a very 

particular shallow road alignment and alongside parking bays. In these particular situations 

Wokingham Borough Council recommends to provide coloured surfacing to warn drivers of the 

presence of cyclists.  

5.2.11 See Drawing 5.2 for a typical on-road advisory cycle lane layout. 

5.3 Cycle Lane Widths 

5.3.1 Cycle lanes should be 2 meters wide where the speed limit is 40mph. A minimum width of 1.5 metres 

may be acceptable on roads with a 30mph limit. 

5.3.2 Cycle lanes narrower than 1.2 metres wide will not accommodate trailers or tricycles and will not 

provide sufficient comfort to the cyclist. However, in some circumstances 1.2 meters may be 

acceptable, for example as feeder lanes to Advanced Stop Lines (ASL), or for links lacking available 

carriageway width where evidence demonstrate that a lane will be more beneficial to cyclist than no 

lane at all. Particular design care will be required as well as possible mitigation measures where the 

minimum width is proposed. 

5.3.3 Wider cycle lanes can be considered on routes where high cycle flows are expected. Such cycle 

lanes are required to be carefully designed to prevent unlawful parking and loading.  

 

 

 

 

5.4 Cycle Lanes Adjacent to Parking or Loading Bays 

5.4.1 Advisory cycle lanes can be marked alongside parallel parking (or loading bays). Careful design is 

needed to ensure that drivers / passengers of vehicles do not obstruct cyclists’ using these cycle 

lanes. 

  

■ The desirable minimum width for a cycle lane is 2.0m 

■ The minimum required width for cycle lane is 1.5m. 

■ The absolute minimum width is 1.2m* in exceptional circumstances. 
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5.4.2 Generally, an open car door extends between 0.9 to 1.0m into the carriageway. As such Wokingham 

Borough Council recommends the provision of a 1.0m buffer. A 1.5 meter buffer will be required to 

permit access for disabled people without affecting cyclists’ path. 

5.4.3 A 0.5 metre absolute minimum may be acceptable, where carriageway width is lacking, which would 

still enable riders to avoid a door being opened when passing a car. In which case, should the cycle 

lane width be below 1.5 metres, the cyclist would need to leave the lane to avoid collision and may 

then enter a vehicle’s path.  

5.4.4 The taper between the cycle lane and the kerb on the approach to the parking bays should be a 

minimum of 1: in 10 (although 1:5 is accepted for the return tapper to kerbside). 

5.4.5 Cyclists, and therefore cycle lanes, should not be returned to the kerbside in cases where there are 

short gaps between car parking sections of between 35 meters to 40 meters. Refer to Drawings 5.3 

and 5.4. 

5.4.6  Alternative cycleway options which would segregate cyclists from parked vehicles will also be 

considered by Wokingham Borough Council. 

 

 

 

5.5 Contraflow Cycle Lanes 

5.5.1 Wokingham Borough Council considers that provision for two-way cycling in one-way links should 

always be considered. Two-way cycling options include: no provision other than link entry and exit 

treatment; advisory or mandatory cycle lanes; or cycle tracks. Designers should refer to DfT’s 

document Traffic Advisory Leaflet (TAL) 6/98 “Contraflow Cycling” for additional information. 

5.5.2 Where safety issues are anticipated on a link then cycle infrastructure should be provided. 

Wokingham Borough Council’s preferred option is to use mandatory cycle lanes rather than advisory 

cycle lanes wherever suitable. This is because of the potential additional safety risks of opposing 

cycle flow to motor vehicle flow. 

5.5.3 Refer to Drawing 5.5 for details of contraflow cycle lanes. 

  

■ The desirable minimum 1.0m buffer 

■ The absolute minimum 0.5m buffer 

■ To accommodate disabled users – 1.5m buffer 
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5.6 Hybrid Cycle Lane 

5.6.1 An alternative between off-road and on-road carriageway is the “Hybrid” cycle lane. This is a 

continental design, which has been introduced in the UK and places the one-way or two-way cycle 

lane between the carriageway and the footway, segregated from the carriageway by a linear feature 

or slight level difference. There is usually a kerb separating the cyclists and the footway.  This design 

has the advantage to leave cyclists in the carriageway while segregating them from the traffic. 

Diagram 5.1 –Indicative Cross Section of hybrid cycle lane 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.6.2 Wokingham Borough Council recommends, if hybrid cycle lanes are to be proposed, providing a 

unidirectional 2.0m hybrid cycle lane. See Drawing 5.6. As an absolute minimum 1.5m hybrid lane 

could also be considered. Careful design at bus stops and any other conflict location will also need to 

be provided.   

5.7 Bus Lanes 

5.7.1 Cyclists should be able to use bus lanes which can form an important part of their network. As such 

bus lanes should be designed to also accommodate cycle movements. 

5.7.2 Cyclists using bus lanes can enjoy greater separation from private motor vehicles, priority on side 

roads and avoid queues. 

5.7.3 A bus lane width of 4.6m will provide enough room for a bus to safely overtake a cyclist. See 

Drawing 5.7. 

 

 

 

 

5.7.4 Cyclists should also be allowed on contraflow bus lanes. Furthermore, for very short stretches, 3.0m 

wide contraflows lanes may also be considered.  

• Desirable minimum is to provide a combined 4.6m bus lane / cycle lane. 

• Minimum is to provide a combined 3.2m bus lane 

• Absolute minimum is to provide a combined 3.0m bus lane 
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5.8 Cycle Lanes at Bus Stops 

5.8.1 Cycle lanes cannot be taken through a marked bus stop area – the cycle lane is simply discontinued 

over the length of the bus stop markings.  This is our absolute minimum requirement and shown on 

Drawing 5.8. 

5.8.2 However, designers should always aim to reduce conflicts between buses and cyclists. In new build 

environments, or where adequate space is available, arrangements should be provided such as a 

continuous cycle lane at a bus lay-by or an island type bus stop. 

5.8.3 Designers should take the opportunity, where space is available, to provide cycle facilities at bus 

stops such as those examples shown in Drawings 5.9 (cycle lane at bus stop lay-by), 5.10 (“island” 

type bus stop), 5.11 (cycle lane at bus stop with boarder). 

5.9 Bus Gates and Bus only Routes 

5.9.1 Facilities should always be provided for cyclists to be able to ride along bus only routes or pass 

through bus gates. Designers need to provide whatever means to achieve this. 

5.10 Use of Coloured Surfacing 

5.10.1 Coloured surfacing can be used on-carriageway to raise cyclists and driver awareness. Wokingham 

Borough Council recommends providing coloured surfacing (in accordance with the Wokingham 

Borough Council ‘Code of Practice for the use of Coloured Surfacing in Road Layouts, May 2012) at 

these locations:  

■ Across the mouth of side road junctions – refer to Drawings 5.1 and 5.2 

■ Crossings – refer to Section 7 

■ Feeder lanes and reservoirs at advanced stop lines – refer to Section 7 

■ Through junctions – refer to Section 7 

■ Alongside on–street car parking – Refer to Drawings 5.3 and 5.4. 

■ Through ‘zig-zag’ markings at controlled crossings (where cycle lane markings are not permitted) 
– Refer to Drawing 5.12. 

■ Other areas of potential conflict between cyclist and other users with motor vehicles. 

  



 
 

 

 

 

   
 35 | 77  
   

5.11 Summary of On-Road Design 

5.11.1 Wokingham Borough Council’s standard on-road design are summarised in Table 5.3. 

Table 5.3 – Summary of On-Road Facilities Design 

Geometric Design Design Values 

Cycle Lane Width (m) 

Desirable Minimum 2.0 

Minimum 1.5 

Absolute Minimum 1.2 

Buffer between parking and cycle lane (m) 
Desirable Minimum 1.0* 

Absolute Minimum 0.5 

Hybrid Cycle Lane 
Desirable Minimum 2.0m unidirectional 

Absolute Minimum 1.5m 

Bus Lane (m) Desirable Minimum 4.6** 

Note: * A 1.5m buffer can be provided to allow for disabled people access 

** Lane width between 3.2m and 3.9m are not acceptable 
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6 Off-Road Cycle Facilities 

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 Off-road cycle facilities invariably also cater for pedestrian movements and should be considered 

when catering for cyclists on-road is not safe or feasible, or because the facility is for less confident 

cyclists. Off-road cycle facilities can be created from new or by converting existing footways or 

footpaths.  

6.1.2 Poor design, especially when converting existing footways, may result in increasing conflicts between 

cyclists and pedestrians to the detriment of both. 

6.1.3 LTN 1/12 “Shared Use Routes for Pedestrians and Cyclists” (DfT) complements and also supersedes 

some sections of LTN 02/08 (DfT) on this subject.  

6.2 Pedestrian and Cycle Flows 

6.2.1 Recent studies and reviews on pedestrian and cycle capacity along a shared cycleway provide little 

consistency.  Capacity is important however, since off-road cycle facilities will become uncomfortable 

for people to use when approaching capacity. 

6.2.2 Engineers and designers should observe existing facilities within the Borough and assess the 

comfort of the users on these existing routes.  This information should then be used with forecasted 

NMU movements
3
 on existing or proposed shared routes to determine the required provision.  A 

typical unsegregated off-road provision for pedestrians and cyclists is shown in Drawing 6.1. 

6.3 Segregation 

6.3.1 A key issue of off-road facilities is the conflict between cyclists and pedestrians. The simplest option 

would be to provide unsegregated infrastructure, which would be the less expensive and intrusive 

option. However this may not always be possible, especially along commuter routes, where cycle 

speeds are higher, or where cycle and pedestrian flows are high.  

6.3.2 LTN 1/12 DfT provides advice and identifies certain factors which indicate when segregation is 

required; while “The Merits of Segregated and Non-segregated Traffic- Free Paths” (Sustrans 2011) 

provides a comparison of the advantages and inconvenience of both segregated and shared paths.  

  

                                                      

 
3
 LTN 1/12, “Cycling by Design” (Transport for Scotland) and ”The Merits of Segregated and Non-segregated Traffic- Free Paths” (Phil Jones Associates for 

Sustrans, 2011) 
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6.3.3 The principles of segregation are generally set by the following categories and discussed further 

below: 

■ level surface segregation (Section 6.4);  

■ segregation by level difference (Section 6.5); and  

■ segregation by barrier.  

6.3.4 Wokingham Borough Council’s least preferred option is segregation by barrier as this method can 

present a hazard for pedestrian and cyclists if they are trapped on the “wrong” side. Barriers also 

reduce the comfort of the route for cyclists by adding unnecessary risks of collisions. Furthermore, 

barriers are intrusive and costly.  Consequently, this type of segregation is not detailed further in this 

document.  

6.3.5 Where a footway and a cycleway are segregated and occurring adjacent to the carriageway, the 

cycleway should lie between the carriageway and footway. 

 

 

6.4 Level Surface Segregation 

 

 

 

 

6.4.1 Table 6.1 identifies the advantage and the disadvantage of such segregation. 

  

The provision of the “cycle” diagram 1057 at the start and end, and at any junctions of a cycleway is 
considered to be best practice and encouraged by Wokingham Borough Council. 

The most common level of segregation is provided using white lining (diagram 1049). However this may not 
provide enough information for visually impaired users and a raised white line can be provided instead 
(diagram 1049.1 - TSRGD). In this case, gaps in the lining will need to be provided to ensure adequate 
drainage. 
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Table 6.1 – Level surface segregation 

Type Advantages Disadvantages 

White line 

(TSRGD* diag. 
1049) 

• Inexpensive 

• Minimal width take-up 

• Easier to maintain than physi-
cally segregated routes 

• Not detectable by tactile 
means 

• Often ignored 

• Might be visually intrusive 

 

Raised white line 

(TSRGD* diag. 
1049.1) 

• Detectable by tactile means 

• Inexpensive 

• Minimal width take-up 

• Easier to maintain than physi-
cally segregated routes 

• Can be difficult to construct 
properly, which might present 
a trip/cycle hazard 

• Often ignored 

• Can impede surface drainage 
unless gaps are provided 

• Might be visually intrusive 

Contrasting surfaces 
e.g. a block paved 
footpath alongside 
an asphalt cycle 
track 

• Might be detectable by tactile 
means 

• Minimal width take-up 

• Easier to maintain than physi-
cally segregated routes 

• Likely to be ignored 

Surface texture, e.g. 
a grass median strip 

• Detectable by tactile means 

• Inexpensive 

• Can be easier to maintain than 
physically segregated routes 

• Takes up more width than a 
white line 

 Source: LN 1/12 (DfT) Table 7.1 

6.4.2 Drawing 6.2 illustrates the use and requirements for off-road tactile paving in a segregated 

environment. 

6.5 Segregation by Level Difference 

6.5.1 When a cycleway is to be segregated by level difference, the highest part is intended for pedestrians. 

Kerbs can make the route more comfortable for both cyclists and pedestrians, especially for visually 

impaired users. Kerbs create a physical barrier that can be easily used by blind people as a 

navigation aid, and users are more disposed to respect the separation. High kerbs however are 

unnecessary and a level difference of 50mm should be adequate. Table 6.2 highlights the advantage 

and the disadvantage of such segregation. 
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Table 6.2 – Shared use route segregated by kerb 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Detectable by tactile means 

• Effective 

• Can be a hazard for cyclists if 
width is limited. 

• Can be very expensive com-
pared with level surface segre-
gation 

• Likely to be more expensive 
than barrier segregation. 

• Might make maintenance more 
difficult. 

• Some additional width required. 

• Can be difficult for wheelchair 
users if width is inadequate. 

• Can present a barrier for some 
disabled people.   

Source: LN 1/12 (DfT) Table 7.2 

6.6 Width Requirements 

6.6.1 Where schemes include a cycleway with steep gradients, high pedestrian flows or high cycle flows, 

designers should provide additional width from that stated in Section 5.3.  

6.6.2 Conversely, on the existing network, it might not be possible to provide the recommended minimum 

widths set out in Section 5.3. Where minimum standard cannot be met designers should determine if, 

a sub-standard cycleway is better than not providing one or any other infrastructure. Note that 

generally a narrower cycleway is better left unsegregated.  Designers must provide full justification 

and consider if other mitigation measures are required in these circumstances. 

6.6.3 Width influences the comfort of both riders and pedestrian. Widths of cycle routes are defined as 

“effective” width, which is the width where the route is not bounded by vertical features. Where the 

cycle route is bounded by vertical features, such as kerbs or walls, or passes along a high speed 

road an additional clearance should be provided. Where sign posts or lamp columns are present, 

they should be located outside the effective width zone.  

 

 

 

 

■ Desired minimum effective width of an unsegregated cycleway is 3.0m. The absolute 
minimum effective width is 2.0m. 

■ Desired minimum effective width for the pedestrian part of a segregated footway / cycleway is 
2.0m. The absolute minimum effective width is 1.5m.  Desired minimum effective width for the 
cycle part of a segregated footway / cycleway is 3.0m. The absolute minimum effective width 
is 2.0m 
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6.7 Additional Clearances 

6.7.1 Table 6.3 provides guidance on additional clearance widths to be provided along the cycleway to 

obtain the desired effective widths. Additional widths are of less importance for pedestrians and apply 

only on both sides of the cycle part of the shared cycleway. Note that for an unsegregated cycleway 

the clearances are to be provided on both sides as cyclist are allowed to use the full width. 

6.7.2 Wokingham Borough Council requires designers to refer to TA90/05 (DMRB) for advice on additional 

clearance alongside high speed roads (i.e. 85
th
 percentile speed of 35mph or more). A preferred 

separation of 1.5m, with an acceptable separation of 0.5m, is advised between the carriageway and 

NMUs on trunk roads. It also advises that on high speed roads with a speed limit of 50mph or more, 

the higher value is provided, where possible.  

Table 6.3 – Additional Clearances to Maintain Effective Widths 

Type of edge constraint 
Additional width required to maintain effec-

tive width of cycle track 

Back Edge of Carriageway 

Flush or near-flush surface (,15mm high) No additional width needed 

Vertical feature from 150mm – 600mm high Add 250mm 

Vertical feature above 600mm high Add 500mm 

Kerbside 

Kerb up to 150mm high Add 200mm 

Vertical feature from 150mm – 600mm high Add 250mm 

Vertical feature above 600mm high Add 500mm 

Road with speed above 40mph 
Add 1,500mm desired minimum 

Add 500mm absolute minimum 

Road with speed 50mph + 
Add 1,500mm  

absolute minimum 

Source: DfT LTN 1/12 Shared Use Routes for Pedestrians and Cyclists 

6.8 Private Access and Side Road Crossing 

6.8.1 On roads where the footway is constantly interrupted by side roads, or where there are numerous 

crossovers to private driveways, off-road shared use might be a less attractive option. Cyclists will be 

required to frequently slow down and monitor traffic due to the increased potential for conflict. In such 

cases, and where high volumes of commuting cycle traffic is observed / predicted, cyclists may well 

be better kept on the carriageway. This will afford the cyclists right of way over side roads and private 

access locations and provide a continuous route with fewer interruptions, better suited to commuter 

speeds and requirements.  This approach does not cater for school children and where possible, 

both options should be considered in new developments i.e. both on and off-road facilities to be 

provided where possible. 

6.8.2 Where provision is off-road, cyclists should be provided clear priority over crossovers to private 

accesses and private driveways. Designers need to provide careful consideration to ensure drivers 

are aware that they need to give way and have sufficient visibility 
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6.8.3 Furthermore, where provision is off-road, cyclists should also be given priority, wherever possible, 

over side roads. The crossing will need to be setback at least 5.0m away from the bell mouth to 

improve cycle conditions, as shown on Drawing 6.3. 

6.8.4 For a one-way cycleway, Wokingham Borough Council will consider that that the cycleway is 

reintroduced on the carriageway ahead of the side road junction, becoming a cycle lane at the bell 

mouth. Cyclists pass the junction on the carriageway with priority over side road traffic and leave the 

carriageway thereafter.  

6.8.5 Where insufficient geometries are available, especially within the existing road network, Wokingham 

Borough Council recommends that cyclists continue to give way to motor vehicles on side roads.  

6.8.6 Drawing 6.4 illustrates side road crossings and private accesses with cyclists giving priority to 

vehicles. 

6.9 Cycleway at Bus Stops 

6.9.1 The cycling side of the segregated cycleway / footway should be located between the carriageway 

and the footway element. This is Wokingham Borough Council’s preferred arrangement. However, 

this can cause conflict at locations such as bus stops, for example, when passengers are waiting to 

alight. 

6.9.2 It is desirable to divert cyclists away from the kerbside in proximity to bus stops. Best practice 

suggests that, where available space permits, the provision of a cycleway island style bus stop is the 

most desirable solution. Refer to Drawing 6.5. 

6.9.3 This can also be achieved by locally removing the segregation between pedestrians and cyclists, as 

illustrated on Drawing 6.6. 

6.10 Transition with Carriageways  

6.10.1 Situations within the urban environment include transitions between an off-road cycleway and a cycle 

lane on the carriageway. These transitions should be made comfortable, minimise delay and waiting 

and essentially made safe for cyclists. 

6.10.2 Situations where there is a combination of vertical and horizontal alignment can make ride conditions 

difficult. Wokingham Borough Council recommends that both movements are made sequentially but 

not at the same time.  Examples are given on Drawings 6.7, 6.8 and 6.9. 

 

6.10.3  

6.11 Greenways 

6.11.1 Greenways are routes that connect people on foot, by cycle or on horseback, through quiet routes, 

parks, green spaces and lightly trafficked streets, to amenities, workplaces and other leisure facilities.  

 

Transitions are to be made in advance of junctions in order to avoid additional conflict at the junction. 
Transitions should be made clear to all road users to avoid the feeling of cyclist coming from nowhere. 
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6.11.2 The design of Greenways is intended to serve the vast majority of people, regardless of people’s 

capacity and trip purpose (leisure or utility).  They were recently introduced in London conjointly by 

TfL, DfT and Sustrans and were an essential part of the London 2012 Olympic Transport Network.  

6.11.3 The aim for introducing Greenways in Wokingham Borough is to help achieve national and regional 

transport policies, such as reducing CO2 emissions and encouraging more walking and cycling.  This 

also helps to support more active and healthier lifestyles. 

6.11.4 Public paths (footpaths or bridleways), restricted by-ways or other facilities for NMUs, existing or 

proposed, may be offered for cycle use, as Greenways. However, careful design is required to 

protect all users of the paths.  As such, these paths can be shared or segregated. The same design 

provision is expected for Greenways as for the off-carriageway cycleway in terms of widths, 

geometries, signs, etc. 

6.11.5 The potential for the implementation of Greenways within the Borough is wide, with opportunities 

including riverside or lake side paths and through country parks.  The conversion of river or lake side 

paths and towpaths can provide convenient and attractive cycle routes. It is recommended to provide 

sufficient widths between the water and the path to allow for the path users and avoid conflict with 

anglers. 

6.11.6 The minimum widths and geometries for shared and segregated paths, detailed in Section 6.6, 

should also be used here and as such Greenways should have a minimum width of 2.0m wide in 

rural areas and 3.0m wide in urban areas except where there are significant obstacles or 

environment constraints that prevent this. It is also noted that the space either side of the path is 

another important element of Greenway design and this is highlighted by the recommended cross 

sections of a standard route, as shown in Diagram 6.1 

Diagram 6.1 –Cross Section for a Shared-Use Path (Sustrans, 2008) 

 
 

6.11.7 This cross section shows that in addition to the 2-3m path it is recommended that a 1.0m verge 

(0.75m minimum) is provided either side of the route to allow clearance to boundary walls, fences or 

other objects. This allows the Greenway to have a much more open and attractive feel than if the 

boundaries were directly adjacent to the path edges. It also helps avoid conflict between users, with 

ample space available for users to pass each other where required. However, the cross section 

shown in Diagram 6.1 is only suitable for pedestrian and cycle use and where it is proposed that 

routes will be also be available for equestrian use it is recommended that a 2.5m unbound path is 

provided adjacent to the main Greenway. Where horses are expected to pass each other a minimum 

of 3m should be provided.  This is shown in Diagram 6.2 below.  Consultation with the Horse British 

Society is recommended when developing a joint scheme cycleway / bridleway. 
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Diagram 6.2 –Cross Section for a Shared-Use Path with Separate Bridleway (Sustrans, 2008) 

 
 

6.11.8 In designing Greenways close to roads it is important to differentiate them from shared-use paths 

generally found adjacent to highways in many urban areas. Greenways are defined as traffic free 

routes that are attractive to use and, consequently, generally well separated from traffic. The 

negative impacts of proposing routes adjacent to busy roads must be considered as Greenway use 

will be limited to only essential use where such routes are pursued. Taking this into account, it is 

recommended that routes are setback from road as far as possible, with some sort of planting also 

provided between the highway and Greenway to create a pleasant experience for path users. A 

recommended cross section for such a route is shown in Diagram 6.3 below. 

 

Diagram 6.3 –Cross Section for a Shared-Use Path set back from Roadway (Sustrans, 2008)  
 

 
 

6.11.9 For some sections of Greenway it is inevitable that these will be provided adjacent to highways and 

so these will need to consider the separation between the road and Greenway path. One method of 

providing the required separation is to route paths along the inside of field boundaries and hedges, 

therefore making use of an existing planting that maintains the natural environment of the route. 

6.11.10 As stated above the minimum widths and geometries are detailed in Section 6.6however mitigation 

measures should be sought at locations where such minimum widths cannot be met, such as at 

footbridges and under bridges, (See Diagram 6.4 below).  Please note that whilst the diagram makes 

reference to canals the same principles should be adopted for any waterway. Consultation with the 

Canal River Trust is recommended when building a cycleway along a waterway.  
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Diagram 6.4 Greenway Treatment at Bridges 

 

 
 

Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details – Sustrans, 1997 Issue 2 
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6.11.11 Path surfacing is considered as the most critical element in determining the attractiveness and 

popularity of Greenway routes. As such a surface should aim to be smooth, firm and dry throughout 

the year and have a design life that will maintain these conditions for a long as possible. However, 

the type of surfacing should also consider the nature of the surrounding area, as in some instances 

the use of Dense Bitumen Macadam (DBM) or Asphalt may not be appropriate in rural areas due to 

perceived urbanisation or ecological impacts. In these circumstances, natural unbound surfaces such 

as gravel, limestone dust or Hoggin can be used. 

6.11.12 As a preferred option it is recommended that wherever possible and appropriate hard-standing 

Dense Bitumen Macadam (DBM) is used to cater for long-term use with minimal maintenance of 

Greenway routes. Diagram 6.5 below shows an example of the proposed standard design using 

DBM construction as recommended by Sustrans in the Greenways design guide. 

Diagram 6.5 – DBM path construction on soft soils (Sustrans, 2008) 

 

6.11.13 It should be noted that a single 60mm layer of DBM is preferable over two layer layers of 40mm and 

20mm for ease of construction. Below this a 50mm Type 1 base-course should be provided and a 

100mm ballast, scalpings or planings sub-base. 

6.11.14 In areas where proposed Greenway routes pass through woodland / rural areas or other 

environmentally sensitive areas WSP recommends that Hoggin surfacing is used, rather than DBM. 

Hoggin is composed of a well graded mixture of gravel, sand and clay producing a buff coloured 

surface that fits well with natural or rural surroundings. Diagram 6.6 below shows an example of the 

proposed standard design using unbound surface construction as recommended by Sustrans in the 

Greenways design guide. 

Diagram 6.6 – Hoggin path construction on soft soils (Sustrans, 2008) 
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6.11.15 These paths will include a base-course consisting of planings or 40mm scalping, 100-150mm in 

thickness with a 20mm thick Hoggin wearing course. Whilst this type of surfacing is suitable for 

environmentally sensitive areas it should be avoided in areas where erosion is likely to take place or 

where drainage is an issue. It should also be noted that the use of self-binding paths such as Hoggin 

is not recommended where equestrians are expected to use the Greenway. 

6.12 Access Controls 

6.12.1 The main reasons to provide access control are to prevent motor vehicle access, to slow down 

cyclists on routes with steep gradients such as at subways and on approaches to junctions.  

However, fences, guardrails and bollards can create obstacles for cyclists and deter some cyclists, 

for example parents towing trailers, from using routes.  Wokingham Borough Council recommends 

avoiding, wherever possible, the use of access controls on cycle routes.  It is recommended that 

measures to control access of motorcycles are not employed, since these are mostly ineffective and 

can also restrict cyclists’ movements. 

6.12.2 Where access control is considered essential, bollards are the preferred method. Access control 

infrastructure should not become a hazard for cyclists and allow for adequate forward visibility. It is 

recommended that where bollards are required, that they are placed “at least 5 metres from any 

bend or junction, so that riders can approach them straight on.” 

6.12.3 Barriers and bollards should be highlighted with the use of reflective material, such as high visibility 

reflective stickers or paint, especially in areas lacking street lights.  The cycle audit of the route will 

need to thoroughly assess if the access controls can represent a hazard. 

 

 

 

6.12.4 Designers will need to consider if emergency vehicle and maintenance vehicle access is required 

(e.g.. the use of retractable bollards).   

Diagram 6.2 Bollard Cross Section 

 

Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details – Sustrans, 1997 Issue 2 

 

 

■ Maximum gaps between bollards or fences need to be 1.5m 

■ Absolute minimum of 1.2m 
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6.12.5 Improved cyclist visibility or widened path widths should be considered in the first instance to resolve 

potential conflicts. If this is not possible then measures to slow down cyclists may be introduced such 

as surface treatments, signing or staggered barriers arrangements (to be considered at the last 

option). If staggered barriers are to be provided they should be designed to slow cyclists down but 

not to force riders to dismount.  Desirable minimums are shown in Diagram 6.3. 

 

 

 

Diagram 6.3 Desirable Minimum widths of Cycle and Walking Paths 

 

Source: Sustrans National Cycle Network Standard Detail – Drawing No SD/24 Revision B 

 

  

Access controls should be set back from the carriageway by at least 3m to accommodate users and to 
ensure that they are clear from the carriageway 
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6.13 Summary 

6.13.1 Table 6.4 below provides a summary of the key design requirements for off-road cycle facilities as 

detailed within this chapter. 

Table 6.4 – Summary of Off-Road Facilities Design 
 

Geometric Design Design Values 

Unsegregated Cycleway / Footway 

Effective Width (m) 

Desirable Minimum 3.0* 

Absolute Minimum 2.0* 

Segregated Two-way Cycleway / Footway  

Effective Width (m) 

Desirable Minimum of cy-

cleway 
3.0 

Absolute Minimum of cycleway 2.0 

Desirable Minimum of footway 2.0 

Absolute Minimum of footway 1.5 

Footway Width (m) 
Desirable Minimum 2.0 

Absolute Minimum 1.5 

Cycle gaps between bollards and Fences 

Width (m) 

Desirable Minimum 1.5 

Absolute Minimum 1.2 

Setback distance from the bell mouth for cy-

cle track priority over side road traffic (m) 
Absolute Minimum 5.0 

Setback distance from carriageway for Ac-

cess Control Features (m) 
Desirable Minimum 5.0 

Note: * these are effective width and additional clearances have to be provided (refer to Table 6.2) 
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7 Junctions and Crossings 

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 In the UK  large numbers of cyclists are killed or seriously injured at, or near, a road junction, with 

incidents occurring most commonly at T-junctions; Roundabouts are also particularly hazardous for 

cyclists
4
. As such, designers should take care to ensure the network is safe for cyclists, particularly at 

crossings and junctions.  Many major junctions are designed for motor vehicles and do not allow for 

convenient and safe cycle crossing, acting as a deterrent to cyclists, except those most proficient.  

7.1.2 Engineers should therefore ensure that proposed junction layouts provide cycle facilities or are 

designed in a way that will allow convenient and safe cycle movements. New development should 

also take the opportunity to improve existing junctions which are identified as barriers to cycling, 

including those with poor safety records.  

7.2 At Grade Crossings 

7.2.1 Sustrans’ guidance document on the NCN provides advice on crossing type to be provided 

depending on motor vehicle speed and traffic flows. Wokingham Borough Council advises that each 

crossing should be treated on a case by case basis depending on the characteristics of the site; 

however the values in Table 7.1 provide guidance on which type of crossing could be provided when 

designing for cyclists. 

Table 7.2 – Guidance on Crossing Type 

Crossing Facility 
85% percentile 
speed (mph) 

Vehicle Flow 2-
way (vpd) 

Cycleway priority <30 <4,000 

Cycle give way to cars <50 <6,000 

Cycle give way to cars with central refuge 
<50 

<60* rural 
<8,000 

<10,000* rural 

Signal control <50 >8,000 

Grade separated 
>50 

>60* rural 

>8,000 

>10,000 rural 

Note: * the criteria have been extended for the natural areas where the provision of signal control or 

grade separated crossings are unlikely acceptable or an option. 

Source: Sustrans – The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details 

7.2.2 As highlighted in Table 7.1, cyclists can have priority over vehicles on certain roads.  The table is to 

be read as guidance and cycle priority crossings can be provided elsewhere to accommodate 

expected high cycle flows.  

                                                      

 
4
 The Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents (RoSPA)  
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7.2.3 Giving cyclists’ priority over motor vehicles requires careful design to ensure that drivers are aware 

they are requested to give way and will give way. Refer to Drawing 7.1. As such, the crossing should 

be highlighted with surface colour treatment.  

 

 

7.2.4 The absolute minimum cycle crossing layout is where a cycleway meets a carriageway at a dropped 

kerb and where cyclists and other NMUs have to give way to motor vehicles. This should only be 

used in locations where cycle and pedestrian flows are very low and motor vehicle speeds are below 

30mph. 

7.2.5 Additional features can be used to warn drivers of the likely presence of cyclists such as colour 

treatment and road studs. In which case it must be made clear, through the use of markings and 

signs, to cyclists that they need to give way. 

7.2.6 A crossing with a central refuge can be provided to help cyclists and pedestrians cross a road, 

especially where high vehicle flows are observed on urban roads with considerable NMU crossing 

movements. Care should be given so as not to disadvantage cyclists on the road (see Sections 4.10 

and 4.11). 

 

 

 

 

7.2.7 Drawing 7.2 illustrates a crossing with a central refuge. Drawing 7.3 shows an alternative option 

with a large central refuge which is also landscaped. The latter can be used as clear design features 

within newly developed areas. 

7.2.8 Where cyclists are travelling alongside the carriageway, either on a cycle lane or cycle way (or hybrid 

cycle lane), and are required to cross the carriageway then a “jug handle” type turn can be provided.  

The appropriate design for a “jug handle” type crossing is shown on Drawing 7.4. 

7.2.9 A right turn lane arrangement for cyclists can also be provided on roads where two-way traffic can 

make right turning difficult for cyclists.  Such design is generally recommended on roads where 

speed limits are no greater than 30mph. The potential layout of a cyclist right turn lane is shown on 

Drawing 7.5. 

7.2.10 Signal controlled crossings may be introduced on roads where the road characteristics make 

crossing difficult or where high volumes of cyclists are expected. They can be added to existing 

junctions or installed as stand-alone crossings. 

7.2.11 Dedicated crossings for cyclists only (pedestrian are excluded) can be provided with a dedicated 

phase at a signalled controlled junction.  In which case the signal aspect to diagram 3000.2 

(TSRGD), surface colouring and road studs can be used. 

Source: TAL 10/93 “TOUCAN – An unsegregated Crossing for Pedestrians and Cyclists” (DfT) 

In addition to the ‘give way’ sign and markings (diagrams 602, 1003 and 1023 – TSRGD) the sign to 
diagram 950 (TSRGD) warning drivers of the likelihood of encountering a cyclist should be used. 

■ Desirable minimum depth of the crossing area within the central refuge is 4.0m. 

This is to accommodate a group of cyclists and allow pedestrians and cyclists to pass each other.  

Where the expected volume of cyclists is restricted then the depth may be reduced to 2.8m. 

■ A refuge width of 3.0m minimum will accommodate tandems or cycles towing trailers 

■ Desirable minimum crossing width - 4m 

■ Minimum crossing width - 3m  
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7.2.12 Wokingham Borough Council recognises that in some locations where both pedestrian and cycle 

flows are high, and an off-road cycleway is provided, it may benefit NMUs to segregate them at the 

TOUCAN crossing. In which case, surface colouring and additional road studs can be used to mark 

out the cycleway.  Designers should refer to DfT documents LTN 1/95 and 2/95 and TAL 4/98 when 

designing a TOUCAN crossing. Wokingham Borough Council approved layouts are shown on 

Drawing 7.6. 

7.3 Signal Controlled Junctions 

7.3.1 Signal controlled junctions with, in some cases, narrow multi lanes can be intimidating for cyclists. 

However, they are one of the safest types of junctions for cyclists.   

7.3.2 Advanced Stop Line (ASL) arrangements with feeder cycle lanes can permit cyclists to overtake 

queuing vehicles and position themselves ahead of the traffic. Cyclists are more visible to drivers 

when they are at the front of the queue than when they are located adjacent to the kerb. ASLs also 

allow cyclist to move first reducing the risk of being cut off by turning motor vehicle.  The cycle 

reservoir should be between 4.0m and 5.0m deep
5
. Introducing ASLs on existing junction should not 

require any changes to the inter-green period or other timings. 

7.3.3 Where possible, lead-in lanes should be as long as the normal peak period traffic queues. If 

overtaking the queues on the carriageway to reach the ASL is difficult, the cyclist will use the 

pavement, weave between vehicles or even cycle in the opposite lane.  Minimum widths for lead-in 

nearside lanes are given in the box below. 

 

 

 

7.3.4 Non nearside lanes can assist cyclists reaching the ASL and for straight and right turn movements. 

Lead-in non-nearside lanes are recommended to be wider than nearside lanes as cyclists will find 

themselves between two stationary rows of vehicles and are given in the box below. 

 

 

7.3.5 All ASLs are to be provided with the cycle symbol (diagram 1057 – TSRGD) the reservoir and 

coloured lead-in lane(s) should be coloured.  Example layouts of ASLs are illustrated on Drawings 

7.7, 7.8, 7.9 and 7.10. 

7.3.6 Cycle lanes continued across junctions can make cyclists more “visible” for drivers. Such a layout is 

illustrated on Drawing 7.11.  

                                                      

 
5
 TSRGD and TSM 

■ Desirable minimum – 2.0m  

■ Minimum – 1.5m 

■ Absolute minimum – 1.0m 

 However, at existing junctions, if insufficient width can be allocated to accommodate a near side 
lead-in lane, then it can simply be omitted 

■ Desirable minimum – 2.0m  

■ Absolute minimum – 1.5m 
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Cycle Phases 

7.3.7 Where cycle tracks meet the carriageway at a traffic signal controlled junction, dedicated phases can 

be provided for cycle traffic. In which case, a cycleway is treated as if it were a road arm at a 

junction.  Diagram 3000.2 (shown below in Diagram 7.1) light signal for the control of pedal cycles 

should be provided at the junction. Push buttons or loops can be used to detect cyclists approaching 

the junctions. 

Diagram 7.1 – Signal for dedicated Cycle Traffic Only 

 
Source: TSRGD 

7.3.8 On busy or complex junctions, it may be beneficial to segregate cycle lanes at the junction approach 

and provide cyclists with separate cycle phases. This will provide additional comfort to cyclists, 

especially those willing to turn right. Potential cycle by-passes at traffic controlled junctions are 

shown on Drawing 7.12. 

7.4 Zebra Crossings 

7.4.1 Zebra crossings give priority to pedestrians over vehicles on the carriageway. Cyclists in these 

instances are vehicles and are permitted to ride over the zebra crossing on the carriageway, 

provided that they give way to pedestrian.  However, Rule 64 of the Highway Code states that 

cyclists should dismount and walk across zebra crossings. Drawing 7.13 details an approach to 

providing for cyclists at zebra crossings. 
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7.5 Roundabouts 

7.5.1 Roundabouts generally offer greater capacity for motor vehicles than other junction types.  However 

they can be very hazardous for cyclists.  Injury accident rates for cyclists at roundabouts are up to 

fifteen times greater than for car occupants
6
. Large, un-signalled multilane roundabouts are generally 

the most hazardous and intimidating for cyclists. Some cyclists will seek to avoid them altogether, or 

may choose to dismount and walk across each arm. As such roundabout can often be seen as a 

barrier to cycling. 

7.5.2 Typical UK roundabouts are provided with flares which increase capacity and entry speed. The 

smooth paths through typical roundabouts also encourage higher vehicle speeds. In order to 

increase capacity further designs often provide multi lanes entry arms.  Roundabouts should be 

designed for lower vehicle speeds to allow cyclists to position themselves in the centre of the 

circulatory carriageway where motorists are most likely to see them.  

Mini Roundabout 

7.5.3 Mini-roundabouts share many characteristics with normal roundabouts, other than that their central 

island is runnable and between 1m to 4m in width. Mini-roundabouts do not generally present a 

higher risk to cyclists than signalised junctions and allow cyclists to make right turns with relative 

ease, compared to other junctions
7
.  Further guidance is given in “Mini roundabouts – good practice 

guidance” (DfT/CSS, 2006) and DMRB TD 54/07 – Design of Mini Roundabouts. 

Compact / Continental Style Roundabout 

7.5.4 Designers should consider solutions that allow cyclists to place themselves prominently on the 

carriageway. This may be achieved by applying the continental style roundabout. The continental 

style roundabout is provided with single lane entry and exit (width 4 to 6m) and radial approach arm 

(perpendicular), an inner circle (central island) of 15 to 25m diameter, an external circle (inscribed 

circle diameter) of 25 to 35m and a circulatory carriageway of 5 to 7m.  

7.5.5 The TRL document “Cyclists at Roundabouts – The effect of “continental” design on predicted 

capacity and safety” has studied the effect of redesigning UK style roundabouts to continental style 

roundabout on capacity and safety. The document concluded that there is the potential for 

roundabouts with traffic inflows fewer than 2,500 vph to be redesigned to a continental design. 

Cycle Lane on Roundabout 

7.5.6 Introducing cycle lanes on roundabouts is not straightforward, since they can position cyclists on the 

nearside of vehicles, out of the view of vehicles entering and circulating on the roundabout.  Careful 

designs are therefore required which demonstrate the beneficial effect for cyclists when introducing 

cycle lanes. 

7.5.7 Cycle lanes could be introduced as part of traffic calming measures. An example is the design of the 

roundabout at Heworth Green in York or the A343 Andover Road / Newton Road in Newbury. In 

these situations, the design places cyclists on the nearside only when leaving the roundabout and 

positions them closer to the centre of the gyratory. 
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Dutch Style Roundabout 

7.5.8 The “Dutch” style roundabout provides segregation between the cycle lane and motorised vehicles. 

All approaching arms are provided with entry and exit cycle lanes and the corner radii of the vehicle 

lanes tie in with the circulatory carriageway edge and not the cycle lane.  As per the continental 

roundabout, a 1.5m overrun strip on the central island allows larger vehicles to manoeuvre.  

7.5.9 With this design, physical kerb segregations are introduced on the approach and exit roads of the 

roundabout to protect cyclists, this helps ensure that cyclists approaching or leaving the junction are 

not hit by motorised traffic. 

Large Roundabouts 

7.5.10 Traffic volumes or speeds are generally higher on large roundabouts and cyclists can face greater 

risks. The following designs should be considered to reduce safety issues at large roundabouts: 

■ Signalisation of the roundabout and additional on-road facilities, such as ASLs and continuing 
lanes through each arms; 

■ Providing an off-carriageway cycleway around the roundabout (see Diagram 7.2 below) with or 
without cycle priority depending on the speed and volume of the traffic. Note that this option can 
add delay and effort for cyclists; and 

■ Providing a grade-separated facility to enable cyclists to bypass the roundabout. (refer to the 
Section 7.6 below). Note this option is likely to be the most expensive.   

Diagram 7.2 - Continental Style Roundabout and Large Roundabout with Segregated Cycle Tracks 

 

Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details – Sustrans 
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7.6 Grade Separated Crossings 

7.6.1 Grade separated crossings for cyclists comprise cycle or pedestrian bridges and underpasses. Such 

infrastructure is the safest solution for roads with high volumes of traffic and high vehicle speeds (see 

Table 7.1 as initial guidance). These facilities are also used to cross railway lines or rivers. 

7.6.2 Grade separated crossings “should be reasonably direct, with good sight lines throughout and should 

be well lit, open and well maintained. The relative isolation of some bridges and subways can give 

rise to personal security concerns”
8
. This was mirrored by local residents in our local cycle 

consultation workshops. 

Subways 

7.6.3 The design of subways is highlighted in DMRB document TD 36/93 “Subways for Pedestrian and 

Pedal Cycle”.  Vandalism can be a major problem therefore attractiveness and good design are 

important factors in developing the use of a subway.  Finishes should be of high standard, good in 

appearance and easy to maintain throughout the life of the subway. Good maintenance should be 

provided to conserve the adequate appearance of the subways, which in return will influence its use. 

7.6.4 Wide approaches and good lighting should be provided to reduce potential safety concerns of users.  

7.6.5 Table 7.3 provides guidance on subway absolute minimum dimensions for pedestrian and cycle use. 

Table 7.3 – Absolute Minimum Dimensions for Subways for Pedestrians and Cyclists 

Type of Subway 
Height (m) Width (m) Additional Cycleway 

Clearance Pedestrian Cyclist Pedestrian Cyclist 

New Unsegregated 
Subway 

2.4 (2.7) 4.0 
N/A 

New Segregated 
Subway – White Line 

2.4 (2.7) 2.0 3.0 
0.5m margin between 
wall and cycleway 

New Segregated 
Subway – kerb / level 

2.3 (2.6) 2.4 (2.7) 2.0 3.0 

0.5m margin between 
wall and cycleway and 
0.2m width along 
pedestrian kerb 

Existing Subway 
Conversion – 
Segregated – White 
Line 

2.3 1.6 1.4 

If available 

Existing Subway 
Conversion - 
Unsegregated 

2.3 2.3 
If available 

Note: values contained in brackets should be used for subway longer than 23m. 
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7.6.6 Access to the underpass should at least be the same width as the subway itself. Ramp gradient 

should be provided in accordance to the guidance provided in Section 3.10 of this guide.  As bike 

wheel widths vary, channel widths should be provided between 80mm and 120mm and 50mm deep. 

7.6.7 Typical cross sections of subways are detailed in Diagram 7.3 below. 

Diagram 7.3 Underpass / Subway 

New Subway Existing Subway Conversion 

   
       

Note: dimensions shown are minimum for new subways. Dimensions in brackets apply to subway lengths > 

23m. 

Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details - Sustrans 

7.6.8 DfT recommended stopping sight distance (SSD) on access to the underpass and within them are 

summarised in Table 7.4.  

Table 7.4 - Stopping sight distances for cyclists 

Speed Design 
(kph) 

Min Stopping Sight 
Distance (m) 

Min Radius of Curvature 
of Walls Adjacent to 
Cycle Track (m) 

Min Radius of Curvature 
of Walls adjacent to 

Footpath (m) 

< 10 4.0 4.6 4.6 

< 25 26.0 68.0 28.5 

 

7.6.9 Wheeling ramps may be provided for existing subways and the design should follow the typical 

installations as Diagram 7.4 below. 

Diagram 7.4 – Typical Wheeling Ramp Elevation 
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Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details - Sustrans 

Bridges 

7.6.10 Bridges need to be carefully designed with consideration for local environment. Bridges for cyclists 

should ideally have a parapet height of 1.4 metres (1.8 metres if also providing for equestrian use)
9
. 

On existing structures this cannot always be achieved, but it should not necessarily preclude their 

use as crossings for cyclists. 

7.6.11 Lead-in railings are required to ensure cyclists and pedestrians cannot fall off on the bridge approach 

and ramps should be provided with gradients in accordance to Section 3.10 of this report.  

7.6.12 The path over the bridge can be shared or segregated and be in accordance with the paths on the 

access to the bridge.  Widths should be provided in accordance with Section 4 of this document.  

7.6.13 Diagrams 7.5 to 7.6 show a typical layout of a cycle / pedestrian bridge and associated cross 

sections. 
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Diagram 7.5 – Potential Cycle / Pedestrian Bridge Plan 

 
Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details - Sustrans 

 

Diagram 7.6 – Typical Cycle / Pedestrian Bridge Cross Sections 

New Bridge Section 
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Existing Highway Bridge Section 

 

 
 

Source: The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details - Sustrans 
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8 Cycle Parking 

8.1 Planning for Cycling Parking 

8.1.1 Fear of cycle theft can be a deterrent to cycling and this was supported in feedback from our local 

cycle consultation workshops in Woodley and Earley.  Cyclists need the confidence to know that their 

cycle can be parked securely. 

8.1.2 Sufficient levels of secure cycle parking and storage facilities must be made available at key trip 

origins and destinations within the cycle network.  Well planned, located and secure facilities will 

indicate that cyclists are welcome, help to reduce street clutter and improve accessibility. Cycle 

parking facilities must be well maintained, clean and free from damaged or abandoned cycles. 

8.1.3 When planning for cycling in any scheme design, the quantity and location of cycle parking should be 

considered
10

.  Cycle parking standards and design requirements are detailed within the Wokingham 

Borough Council Parking Standards Study Report (October 2011).  It is recommended that these are 

used as a guide relative to travel plan targets.  The local situation should also be considered to 

ensure that sufficient parking is provided and can be extended in future if demand requires. 

8.2 User Needs 

8.2.1 Wokingham Borough Council’s Parking Standards Study Report (October 2011) defines two main 

types of cycle parking: 

■ Short Stay (less than two hours generally) – for leisure, health or retail, which may be in the form 
of a loop which the cycle might be locked against or a Sheffield stand in a convenient, 
overlooked location.  

■ Long Stay (anything greater than two hours) – such as at home, places of work, school or at 
transport interchanges (bus and rail stations) needs to be secure and covered. 

8.2.2 Table 8.1 identifies the different types of users that fall within these categories. 
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Table 8.1 Cycle Parking Design Requirements by User Type 

PERIOD USER WOKINGHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL  

REQUIREMENTS 

Short Term General – local services 
and facilities (e.g. local 
shops or GP surgeries) 

At regular intervals along shop frontages in an area of 
surveillance, not obstructing the footway for 
pedestrians and with sufficient space to allow loading. 

Short / Long School Children Safe and convenient location within school grounds 
away from trafficked routes and ideally with natural or 
formal surveillance (preferably natural). 

Vandalism of cycles can be an issue, particularly 
within secondary schools.  More secure cycle parking 
should be considered, for example swipe card entry.  
Locating cycle shelters away from school entry and 
exit points, as well as away from play areas, whilst 
maintaining natural surveillance is also essential. 

Short / Long – 
dependant on 
destination 

Leisure and Recreation Provision of extra space for trailer bike and luggage 
lockers in locations which do not obstruct 
pedestrians, with convenient access to end 
destination and in an area of surveillance (natural or 
formal). 

Short / Long – 
dependant on 
destination 

Mobility Impaired (also 
including families) 

Provision of extra space for ease of movement, in a 
convenient location to end destination and in an area 
of surveillance (natural or formal). 

Long Term Commuters / Employees Secure, covered and convenient location close to 
building entrances, or within buildings. 

Long Term Public Transport Users Secure, possibly locked compound / lockers, covered 
in an area of natural or formal surveillance (preferably 
both) and with convenient access to transport 
interchange. Washing and changing facilities should 
be provided for touring cyclists 

Long Term Residents Dependant on property type 

Flats – can be provided within the building in a secure 
compound with formal surveillance. 

Houses – can be provided within garages or garden 
sheds.  Within garages, developers should consider 
provision of an appropriate facility to secure cycles to, 
as well as increasing the overall dimensions to 7m x 
3m (Wokingham Borough Council Cycle Parking 
Study Report). 

Wokingham Borough Council’s Borough Design 
Guide also requires that secure external access to 
rear gardens be provided for cycle storage. 
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8.3 Location 

8.3.1 For all new developments, cycle parking will form part of the development planning process. The 

location of cycle parking should be integral to the design of public realm areas and proposed routes.  

For retro-fit situations, adequate space may not be available in the most appropriate of locations and 

in these situations, it may be better to review car parking and landscaping needs rather than citing it 

in substandard locations where cyclists may not use it. 

8.3.2 Wherever possible, particularly at locations which give rise to demand for long stay cycle parking,  

adequate lighting and prominent working CCTV must be provided. 

8.3.3 Cycle parking should be designed and located to ensure that it does not present a barrier to access 

for other users (pedestrians and mobility impaired).  Specifically, cycle parking should not: 

■ obstruct pedestrian desire lines and movement 

■ obstruct access and deliveries to shops and other premises 

■ prevent car doors from opening where car parking is allowed 

■ obstruct access to traffic signal controllers or lamp columns, 

■ obscure visibility of illuminated bollards or signs, 

■ obscure the view of car drivers at junctions or near pedestrian crossings (normal sight line height 
of 1.05m), or 

■ unnecessarily detract from the quality of public realm or landscaped areas. 

8.3.4 Within pedestrianised areas, secure (either from natural or formal surveillance) cycle parking should 

be provided at ‘gateways’, enabling cyclists to park and proceed unencumbered and with zero 

conflict between cyclists and pedestrians in these locations.  Where these areas form part of a wider 

public realm scheme, innovative design solutions should be considered to enhance the appearance 

of the area and provide it with an identity. 

8.3.5 Designers must consider all movements to and from cycle parking and take appropriate action to 

reduce identified risks to cyclists and pedestrians. 

8.4 Types of Cycle Parking and Signing 

8.4.1 There are a range of different cycle stands that can be installed and the ultimate design will depend 

on availability of space, demand and user type.  They include: 

■ Sheffield stands; 

■ Wall loops; 

■ Two-tiered systems; 

■ Cycle lockers; and 

■ Cycle stores. 
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a stand (650mm is preferable). 

 

   

 

 

Diagram 8.1 Cycle Parking Layout Dimensions 

 

Source: Wokingham Borough Council Parking Standards Study Report (October 2011) 

8.4.2 Cycle stands need to allow cycles to be easily secured to a stand with a ‘D’ lock or chains to the 

crossbar and at least one wheel.  Provision of an intermediate lower level rail at approximately 

150mm from the ground can prevent a wheel turning and allow children’s bicycles or step through 

cycles with slanted crossbars to be secured. 

8.4.3 Short stay cycle parking may also be provided by wall loops where space is restricted and there is 

less demand, but where there is good surveillance. Permission will be required where walls are 

privately owned.  The wall loops could be made into a feature on the brickwork, possibly using 

contrasting brick or blockwork to preserve the building façade. The main disadvantage of this type of 

cycle parking is the fact that a standard locking chain cannot fit around both wheels, the frame and 

the loop.  Consequently, they provide a less secure facility than the Sheffield stand.  Diagram 8.2 

below identifies design dimensions for wall loops. 

  

Short Stay Cycle Parking 

Short stay cycle parking in public areas may be provided by Sheffield style stands.  Stands should be 
placed at least 900mm apart and be at a minimum of 550mm from a wall, fence or vertical obstruction.  

A clear length of 2000mm must be allowed for the length of cycles.  Stands should be constructed of tubing 
50mm diameter as a minimum.  It is generally preferable to have stands imbedded into the ground, although 
the option to have them securely bolted down is generally acceptable and shown in Diagram 8.1. 
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Diagram 8.2 Design Dimensions for Wall Loops 

 

Source: Scottish Design Guide 

Long Stay Cycle Parking 

8.4.4 Cycle storage and cycle lockers can be more appropriate for long stay cycle parking demands since 

they offer a higher level of security over typical Sheffield stands. Cycle lockers should be located 

where there is a high degree of surveillance (preferably from both natural and formal sources) and 

well lit. 

8.4.5 Cycle locker provision will need to be considered on a case by case basis, but could be appropriate 

for employment destinations, public transport hubs and within residential developments.  For blocks 

of flats the cycle store offers the best solution, since this can be accommodated in a lower level of 

the building and users gain entry via a coded lock or key entry. 

8.4.6 Individual cycle lockers offer weather protection and the ability to store belongings, but take up a lot 

of space.  They are best used in locations which do not have significantly high demand for cycle 

parking.  Image 8.1 provides an example of covered and lit cycle lockers in Basingstoke.   
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Image 8.1 Cycle Lockers and Sheffield Stands in Basingstoke town centre 

 

Source: Jonathan Delahoche, WSP UK Limited 

8.4.7 Where there is a high demand for cycle parking, bespoke storage racking systems can be provided, 

for example two-tier storage systems. Two tier storage systems allow twice the amount of cycle 

parking without using twice the amount of space. These types of facilities tend to be significantly 

more expensive than Sheffield stands, but provide an innovative solution to overcome space and 

demand issues. 

Signing 

8.4.8 Cycle parking signs 968 and 968.1 are not necessary for small areas of stands, on private land or on 

the footway, unless specifically tackling unlawful use of such facilities by motorcyclists. 

8.4.9 Advance direction signs may be provided to Diagram 2603 and 2604 for longer stay facilities.  Other 

useful signs should also be considered, such as those which highlight security tips for cycles, or 

details of local cycle repair shops.   
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9 Signs and Markings 

9.1 Introduction 

9.1.1 Signs and markings must be displayed in accordance with the Traffic Signs Regulations and General 

Directions (TSRGD) (2002 and as amended).  Road signs can be divided in three main types: 

■ Regulatory Signs (i.e. signs which give notice of requirements, prohibitions or restrictions); 

■ Warning Signs (i.e. these signs give a warning of hazards ahead); and 

■ Information Signs (i.e. signs which provide information about routes, places and facilities of 
interest).   

9.1.2  In addition to general traffic signs, cycle specific signs and markings can be useful to: 

■ Warn other road users of the likely presence of cyclists and enforce cycle dedicated spaces; 

■ Direct cyclists to the most direct and useful route; and 

■ Promote cycling. 

9.1.3 Appropriate signs and markings are required to enforce Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO) which are 

particularly relevant for on-carriageway facilities such as mandatory cycle lanes and cyclists’ 

exemption to traffic restriction. 

9.1.4 Diagram 950, which warns motor vehicles of the likely presence of cyclists, should be used on safety 

grounds at location where they are deemed necessary. Diagram 950 should be used sparingly to 

maximise its impact at key locations. 

9.1.5 “Cyclist Dismount” signs, diagram 966, should be avoided. The “Except Cycle” plate, diagram 954.4, 

should be added to allow cycle movements as required, for example on one way streets with 

contraflow cycle lanes. 

9.2 Signs Plate Sizes 

9.2.1 Wokingham Borough Council aims to reduce the visual impact of signs in its roads and streets. A 

300mm diameter sign is deemed appropriate for sign diagrams 951, 955, 956 and 957 when used at 

the start or end of a facility. Any repeater signs on a route should be provided with a 150mm 

diameter, as well as signs located in sensitive areas. 

9.2.2 Otherwise sign size should be in accordance with TSRGD with the smallest practicable size used. 

Similarly minimum practicable text height (x-height in mm) should be used. 
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9.3 Uncluttering Roads and Streets 

9.3.1 In order to reduce the visual impact of signs it is recommended, for cycling signs, wherever 

practicable to use existing or proposed lamp posts, to fix them in conjunction with other signs or 

placing cycle signs on bollards. In some circumstances, it may useful to use road markings or 

surface treatments as an alternative.   

9.3.2 Mandatory cycle lanes do not require yellow lines and kerb “no-loading” marks.   

9.4 The Positioning of Signs 

9.4.1 Where signs are erected in or overhanging footways, a vertical clearance of 2100mm is the absolute 

minimum to be provided. Where cyclists can cycle beneath them the absolute minimum is then 

increased to 2400mm. The best level to fix a sign in the verge to maximise visibility for cyclists and 

pedestrians is between 900 and 1500 mm.  Signs should be set at least 450mm from the edge of the 

carriageway
11

 (see also Wokingham Borough Council Standard Drawings). 

9.4.2 For off-carriageway facilities, signs should be located away from pedestrian and cyclist desire lines. 

Posts, signs and bollards should be positioned with sufficient clearance not to reduce footway / 

cycleway effective width and comfort. As a minimum, signs should at least leave minimum 

recommended gaps set within this guide (see Section 6.12 Access Control).  

9.4.3 For bollard mounted cycle signs, signs must be mounted at 900mm. Designers must refer to 

Wokingham Borough Council Highway Design Guide – Standards Drawings for details of bollards. 

9.5 Illumination 

9.5.1 The permitted signs and method of illumination are set out in Schedule 17 of the TSRGD (2002). If 

street lighting is adequate, off-carriageway facilities should not require additional illumination 

9.6 Surface Markings 

9.6.1 Surface markings might be more appropriate than signing in some instances. Surface markings 

should be used wherever practicable and should be provided in line with TSRGD (2002). 

9.6.2 However, surface markings and, in particular, coloured treatments can be visually intrusive and 

should be carefully designed. Colour road surfacing has no legal significance and should be used 

where it is considered to have a safety benefits, such as at junctions.   

9.6.3 Where necessary, non-standard signs can potentially be used to warn cyclists of a potential hazard, 

such as low headroom. Non-standard signs will require Wokingham Borough Council agreement and 

DfT authorisation and so should not be relied upon in a design. 

                                                      

 
11

 Traffic Sign Manual (TSM) 



 

 

 

 
68| 77 

 

 

9.6.4 The use of “END” marking diagram 1058 should be minimised. 

9.7 Cycle Direction Signing 

9.7.1 Signs should be designed in accordance to the TSRGD and TSM. The main types of directional 

signs are: 

■ Finger posts, which are used at junctions to point in the exact direction of the destination. 

■ Advance signs, may be appropriate in some locations with high cyclist flows, used to warn and 
enable cyclist to make their initial manoeuvres. 

■ Stack signs may be used in some locations where more than one directional information sign is 
required. 

■ Diagram type signs, which show a pictorial representation of a particular cycle route, across slip 
roads or roundabouts (see TSRGD diagram 2601.2), this can be particularly useful in highlighting 
a difficult route. 

 

 

9.7.2 It is essential that directional signs are provided to highlight local, regional or national cycle routes 

and facilities. Directional signs should include key destinations and distances. Signs along a cycle 

route should be consistent in the destinations highlighted. Typically two to three destinations should 

be displayed on the signs. The nearest destination should be listed at the top of the sign, with the 

more distant location listed below. 

9.7.3  

 

9.7.4 For cyclists that do not cycle regularly, timing information can often illustrate journey time savings 

when compared to car use.  This information might also encourage more local leisure trips since 

residents may not realise the convenience of local cycle routes. 

9.7.5  

 

 

 

 

 

Where cycle infrastructure joins streets and roads, name plates should be displayed to provide locational 
information to cyclists. Signs indicating cycle routes should have a blue background. 

Signs must display distances to the destination although permitted variants include signs which display both 
time and distance, especially on commuter and recreational cycle routes. 

Signs for locally branded cycle routes may be displayed in their respective colour.  Along  local, regional or 
national routes, self-adhesive repeater signs should be provided on bollards, lamp posts, signs posts, and 
other existing street furniture. 

Directional signs on national and regional cycle routes are to be provided with the bicycle symbol and route 
number. The route number patch needs to be located behind the bicycle (as if it were a trailer) or 
immediately below; with a red route number patch for national routes and blue patch for regional routes. 
Should several routes overlap locally then their respective patch number should be provided. 

On cycle lanes or a cycleway where cyclists give way, diagram 1003 must be used. Diagram 1023 
(triangular marking) can be used optionally, on safety grounds, where cycle facilities meet the carriageway, 
or at locations which justify additional design care. 
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9.7.6 Signs to diagram 2601.1 (advance warning signs for NCN route ahead), 2602.1 (finger posts), 

2602.2 and 2602.3 (plate number for NCN route and regional route respectively) can be used within 

the Borough. 

9.7.7 Cycle directions can also be incorporated on primary and non-primary route directional signs such as 

signs 2005.1, 2105.1 and 2106.1. 
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10 Construction and Maintenance 

10.1 Introduction 

10.1.1 Construction and maintenance are an important component of providing high quality cycle facilities.  

Poor construction and maintenance can deter people from cycling as they are more vulnerable to 

defects than other road users.   

10.1.2 A balance needs to be sought by designers when determining materials and construction to prevent 

significant expenditure, whilst ensuring that the specification requires minimal future maintenance. 

10.2 Construction within the Carriageway 

10.2.1 The following section details Wokingham Borough Council’s requirements for the construction of 

cycleways within the carriageway. 

Ironwork 

10.2.2 For new schemes, cycle facilities will be free from ironwork. In existing situations, ironwork should not 

be situated within the cyclists’ desire line although this is not always possible.  In these situations, the 

ironwork should be reset so that it is flush with the carriageway surface. 

Coloured Surfacing 

10.2.3  The use of coloured surfacing is recommended as per the box below: 

 

 

 

 

10.2.4 Before coloured surfacing is used, an assessment must be undertaken to determine the need for the 

coloured surface.  Coloured surfacing should only be considered when other remedial measures 

have been considered and deemed to be inappropriate, tried and been unsuccessful, or as part of a 

larger more comprehensive traffic management scheme.  For detailed specifications and the  

assessment procedure for coloured surfacing, designers should refer to the Wokingham Borough 

Council’s document “Code of Practice for the use of Coloured Surfacing in Road Layouts” (May 

2012).  Coloured surfaces have no legal status, as they are intended to supplement the prescribed 

signs and road markings.  

  

■ To improve the contrast of road markings to discourage all vehicles from encroaching on an 
area of the road; 

■ To supplement road markings to highlight an area of the road intended for buses and cycles; 
and 

■ To improve safety on the approach to a change in road layout. 
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10.3 Off-carriageway facilities 

10.3.1 Off-carriageway facilities and associated requirements will differ, dependant on the urban or rural 

nature of the route. Full details regarding provision in these instances are given in Chapter 6. 

10.3.2 Construction design will require consideration of route purpose, demand, budget and environmental 

considerations. 

10.3.3 The following sections provide construction details with regards to drainage, tactile paving and kerbs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.3.4 Designers should refer to the Borough Highway Design Guide
12

 for full details relating to the 

specification and laying arrangements of tactile paving, in particular, drawing WSD/1100/4 with 

regards to concrete paviours, flags and signal controlled crossing points.   

10.3.5 Cordury paving should also be used as a warning for pedestrians and cyclists.  Use of corduroy lines 

in the direction of the cycle flow warn of cycle only surfaces adjacent to pedestrian paths; where the 

lines are against the flow, this highlights pedestrian only areas. 

10.3.6 Design drawings for off-road facilities are provided in Drawings 6.1 to 6.9.     

 

 

 

Cattle Grids  

10.3.7 Where off-road rural cycle routes cross land where grazing cattle need to be controlled, the use of 

cattle grids is preferred.  The alternative, being self-closing gates, are not recommended since they 

force cyclists to dismount and can be difficult to negotiate. 
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 Highway Design Guide SPD (Wokingham Borough Council , Oct 2006) 

Drainage 

Drainage design should not impact on the surface quality of cycle routes and Wokingham Borough Council 
requires careful design to avoid gullies in the cycle lane

1
.  Gully frames should be raise to be flush (+- 5mm) 

with the surface
1
.  Grate slots must be at right angles to the direction of travel. 

Tactile Paving 

Tactile paving at crossing points assists blind and visually impaired users by providing a warning through 
textured surfaces.  All new crossings within the Borough are designed to include tactile paving (blister buff 
coloured at uncontrolled crossings and blister red at controlled crossings)

1
. 

Kerbs, dropped kerbs and edge details 

Wokingham Borough Council’s Highway Design Guide, drawings WSD/1100/2 and WSD/1100/1A provide 
detailed guidance for the construction of kerbs, dropped kerbs and edge details. 

Dropped kerbs must be flush with the carriageway with a tolerance of + 6mm above road level for 
pedestrian and cycle crossings. 
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10.3.8 Sustrans supports this approach
13

 in order to help remove barriers to cyclists on the national cycle 

network.  Where cattle grids are required they must have an overall width of 1.2 metres and be 

located as far as possible from bridle gates.  Furthermore, wing fences are required either side to 

prevent horses stepping into them.  Appropriate drainage and ramps are also required to allow 

trapped animals to escape. 

10.4 Lighting 

10.4.1 Appropriate lighting of cycle routes supports their use by younger or novice cyclists, and improves 

the perception of safety for the cyclist. 

10.4.2 Cycle routes running on or adjacent to the carriageway will benefit from existing carriageway lighting.  

Where carriageways are unlit, additional lighting for cyclists should not be provided, since this can 

cause issues for drivers, unless the lighting design illuminates the entire highway.  Off-road routes 

will require specific consideration as they will require separate lighting provision. 

10.4.3 For all new routes within urban locations, cycle routes should be lit where appropriate and feasible.  

Consultation with local stakeholders, including residents should form part of the decision making 

process. 

10.4.4 For rural locations it is not normally necessary to provide lighting for cycle routes, unless the 

following factors apply: 

 

 

 

 

 

10.4.5 Lighting for cyclists and pedestrians must be designed in accordance with Wokingham Borough 

Council’s detailed specifications cited in the “Street Lighting Design, Adoption Process and 

Specification Guide”. 

10.4.6 Innovative lighting solutions will be sought from designers, in accordance with the specifications 

outlined in the document detailed above, to help improve the attractiveness of cycle routes within the 

Borough. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

 
13

 Ways through the Countryside Information sheet FF27 (Sustrans) 

■ High flows of NMUs, especially where these movements are occurring on shared use routes; 

■ Routes with identified dangers including intersections with rights of way,  

■ Routes identified as school or commuter routes; and 

■ All routes through underpasses. 

Wokingham Borough Council requires fully white light from new lighting, as well as all new lighting to be 
assessed for its suitability to be turned off at 00:30 and reinstated at 05:30 each day.  Safety assessments 
will be carried out by Wokingham Borough Council where this part-night operation is proposed and it is likely 
that cycle routes would be exempt. 

Clearance to light columns must be provided in accordance with Chapter 3, Table 3.1. 
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10.4.7 At crossing points on lit roads, it is generally best practice to ensure that the lighting source is located 

close to and downstream of the crossing so that the NMUs are seen in silhouette by approaching 

vehicles. 

10.5 Maintenance 

10.5.1 An essential component of any cycle route is its maintenance.  Overgrown vegetation, insufficient 

street lighting or well-worn surfacing, for example, can be a deterrent to cyclists. The design of, cycle 

infrastructure design should consider access for maintenance vehicles where appropriate. 

10.5.2 Furthermore, a proper maintenance regime with help to safeguard the long term future of the cycle 

facility and ensure that Wokingham Borough Council is responsive to the needs of users and the 

community.   

  



 

 

 

 
74| 77 

References 
 

A.08 Signal Controlled Junctions (Cycling England) 

A.09 Advanced Stop Lines (Cycling England) 

A.11 Cycle Lanes (Cycling England) 

B.01 Connections and Links (Cycling England) 

B.02 Road Crossings – Side Roads (Cycling England) 

B.04 Junction and Forward Visibility (Cycling England) 

Code of Practice for the use of Coloured Surfacing in Road Layouts (Wokingham Borough Council , May 

2012) 

Cycling by Design (Transport Scotland – 2011) 

Cycling Embassy of Denmark – Collection of Cycle Concept 2012 

Cycling in New Development (Cambridge Cycling Campaign, April 2008) 

Direction Signing on the National Cycle Network - Information Sheet FF26 (Sustrans) 

Highway Design Guide SPD (Wokingham Borough Council , 2006)  

http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planningcontrol/planning/planningguidance/highwaydesignspg/ 

Local Transport Plan 3 2011 – 2026 (Wokingham Borough Council , 2011) 

London Cycling Design Standards (TfL,  

LTN 1/07 – Traffic Calming (DfT – March 2007) 

LTN 1/12 – Shared Use Routes for Pedestrian and (DfT – September 2012) 

LTN 1/86 – Cyclists at Road Crossings and Junctions (DfT – 1986) 

LTN 2/08 – Cycle Infrastructure Design (DfT – October 2008) 

LTN 2/87 – Signs for Cycle Facilities (DfT – November 1987) 

Manual for Streets (MfS) I (DfT – 2007) 

Manual for Streets (MfS) II - Wider Application of the Principles (CIHT – 2010) 

Mini roundabouts – good practice guidance (DfT / CSS – 2006) 

National Cycle Manual – National Transport Authority (Ireland) 

National Cycle Network Standard Detail – Drawing No SD/24 Revision B 

Pedestrian Crossings, Factsheet No. TM-006 (Wokingham Borough Council) 

Road Safety Information – Cycling Accidents (The Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents – July 

2012) 

Street Lighting Design, Adoption Process and Specification Guide (Wokingham Borough Council ) 

Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (Wokingham Borough Council  adopted May 2010) 

TA 90/05 – The Geometric Design of Pedestrian, Cycle and Equestrian Routes (Highway Agency / DfT – 

February 2005) 

TA 91/05 – Provision for Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) (Highway Agency / DfT – February 2005) 

TAL 1/12 – The Traffic Signs (Amendment) (No.2) Regulations and General Directions 2011 (DfT – Febru-

ary 2012) 

TAL 10/93 – "TOUCAN" - An unsegregated crossing for pedestrians and cyclists (DfT - August 1993) 

TAL 12/97 – Chicanes Scheme (DfT – December 1997) 

TAL 5/96 - Further Development of Advanced Stop Lines (DfT – May 1996) 

TAL 6/98 – Contraflow cycling (DfT – September 1998) 

TAL 9/94 – Horizontal Deflections (DfT – December 1994) 

TAL 9/97 – Cyclists at roundabouts: continental design geometry (DfT - October 1997) 



 
 

 

 

 

   
 75 | 77  
   

TD 36/93 – Subways for Pedestrians and Pedal Cycles Layout and Dimensions (Highway Agency / DfT – 

July 1993) 

The Connect 2  Greenways Design Guide (Sustrans) 

The London Cycling Design Standards (TfL) 

The Merits of Segregated and Non-Segregated Traffic-Free Paths(Phil Jones Associates – 2008, Sustrans) 

The National Cycle Network – Guidelines and Practical Details: Issue 2 (Sustrans, 1997) 

Traffic Sign Manual (DfT) 

Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2002 (SI 2002, No. 3113) & Amendments 

TRL Report 285 – Cyclists at Roundabouts – the effect of “Continental” design on Predicted Safety and 

Capacity (DG Davies, MC Taylor, TJ Ryley and ME Halliday – 1997) 

Ways through the Countryside Information sheet FF27 (Sustrans) 

 
 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 
76| 77 

Appendix A Standard Design Drawings 
 

 





























 

 

 


