[image: A logo with a sun and text

Description automatically generated]
Welsh Government 
Active Travel Act Guidance (ATAG) 
Consultation response from Cycling UK
Deadline 13 February 2026
https://www.gov.wales/active-travel-act-guidance-atag 


Question 1 – Shared use paths
Please note that the updated guidance remains under consideration for further changes based on the responses we receive and emerging best practice.

A) Design Elements DE401 (p.436), DE403 (p.442) and DE504 (p. 454) introduce a decision tree to support the assessment of shared use surfaces being appropriate for the local circumstances. This is intended to reduce instances of the incorrect use of shared use paths. Do you find this helpful??
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below

In Cycling UK’s opinion, the proposed decision tree is very unhelpful and is too vague in its wording to ensure objective decisions are made. In fact, we believe the addition of this decision tree may be counterproductive. 

Cycling UK knows that shared use paths have a role to play in keeping cyclists safe. They enable people to cycle away from busy or fast roads. However, we agree that shared use paths can cause difficulties for both pedestrians and cyclists who have to share the same space. For this reason, we believe that, wherever possible it is far better to design public spaces so that different transport modes are kept apart, i.e. pedestrians, cyclists and motor vehicles. 

The decision tree is especially unhelpful because each question in a red box is heavily open to interpretation. Question 1 asking about complex or recurrent points of conflict is unspecific in describing those points of conflict. Question 2 about speed differentials between those cycling and those walking or wheeling is unhelpful as again there is no indication of what speed differentials should be of concern on a shared use path. 

Furthermore, the two questions are unhelpful in that the two challenges of complex environments and speed differentials must be seen together, by users of the guidance, rather than being separated. For example, complex environments and recurrent points of conflict are a much lower concern if cycle speeds are slow. Similarly, higher speed differentials are not necessarily a problem or concern in environments which are uncomplex – e.g. in rural areas. 

Cycling UK believes that these decision trees need to be scrapped and instead more criteria should be included which provides objective technical guidance – akin to the width vs cyclists per hour table (Table 11.5). 

The consultation document states that the challenges of shared use paths occur in ‘some situations, especially in urban locations with complex pedestrian movements and larger speed differentials.’  Cycling UK would like to see the guidance being much clearer in the challenges faced in rural vs busy urban environments. This could be used to indicate more clearly where and when shared use paths are appropriate in rural areas compared to where segregated infrastructure should be used in urban areas.


B) A revised Table 11.5 (p.178) guides designers to provide greater widths where numbers of people cycling is between 100 and 200 per hour. It suggests full separation for situations where more than 300 people cycling per hour are expected. This is intended to improve the user experience on shared use paths. Do you think will be effective?
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below

We believe that these new recommendations will be effective in providing more space on shared use paths and is likely to reduce risk of conflict between cyclists and people walking and wheeling. This is especially so in busier urban locations. 

However, we want to see full separation of cycling and pedestrian spaces wherever possible – in order to reduce stress and conflict. This is important even if it means less space overall for cyclists. 

300 cyclists per hour equates to one cyclist passing every 12 seconds. This is a relatively high rate of cycling and at this rate we would want to see full segregation. 

In most rural locations shared use paths are vital for safe cycling and connectivity but currently have very low cycle rates, i.e. below 100 per hour. We do not want the changes to the guidance to be viewed by users as a general presumption against shared use paths – especially in rural areas. The guidance must try to avoid this interpretation. 


Question 2 – Blended side road entry treatments
Please note that the updated guidance remains under consideration for further changes based on the responses we receive and emerging best practice.
Design Element 605 (p.471) and Sections 12.5.15 – 12.5.17 (p.210-211) have been updated and now include tactile paving. The changes proposed to blended side road entry treatments are intended to have a positive impact on accessibility and user experience, compared to the previous 2021 guidance. Do you support these changes?
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below

Blended side road entry treatments, such as raised sections, are important for safety and helping drivers to slow down. However, we agree with the need to install tactile paving to help disabled people in crossing at junctions. 


Question 3 – Cycle track continuity at bus stops
Please note that the updated guidance remains under consideration for further changes based on the responses we receive and emerging best practice.

A) We have included new guidance on aligning cycle facilities away from bus routes wherever possible to reduce the number of locations where cycle track continuation at bus stops will be required. Do you think that the proposed changes are an improvement on the previous 2021 guidance?
· Yes
· No Opinion
· No
Please provide any additional information in the box below

Cycling UK strongly objects to proposals in the new guidance to align cycle routes away from bus routes. We recognise that bus stops and bus routes are often located on main roads where bus stops can be visible and accessible – often on arterial routes. However, the same is true for cycle routes. 

Cycling infrastructure needs to be of high quality, direct, coherent, visible, well-lit and accessible – it also needs to be located where people want to go. Arterial routes are the most direct routes and have the most space for installing high quality cycling infrastructure such as cycle tracks separated from motor vehicles. 

This proposed section in the new guidance goes counter to the paragraph 9.9.5 – ‘Direct (cycling)’ in the new guidance which says ‘Routes for cycling should provide the most direct and fastest route from origin to destination. In order to make cycling preferable to driving, and reduce the risk that those cycling will choose unsuitable routes, there should be route options that are at least as direct as those available for motor vehicles’.

Technical Guidance for Local Authorities from the UK Department of Transport (https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5f32aa668fa8f57ac88dc9dc/cycling-walking-infrastructure-technical-guidance-document.pdf )
outlines core design outcomes for cycling with Figure 8 summarised below: 
· Coherent – ‘route quality that is consistent and easy to navigate
· Direct – ‘direct and fast routes from origin to destination’ ‘preferably more direct than that available for private motor vehicles’
· Safe – improve safety and the perception of safety
· Comfortable – ‘with minimal stopping and starting’
· Attractive - ‘the attractiveness of the route itself will…affect whether users choose to cycle’.

These are closely related to the design outcomes in the London Cycling Design Standards which also emphasise the need for directness and coherence.https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/osd42_london_cycle_design_standards.pdf 

This guidance for London does explain to users that ‘separation can also be achieved by using lower-traffic streets’ however includes a caveat that this use of secondary routes should be ‘sufficiently direct’. It provides the example of Superhighway CS3 in inner east London which is not on a busy main road. The guidance also explains the principle that ‘Routes must flow’ i.e. ‘must feel logical and direct’… ‘Users should not feel as if they are having to double back on themselves, or go the long way round’.
Cycling UK would like to see these principles reflected in the new Welsh guidance. 

When this type of high-quality cycling infrastructure is installed we know that it is used by cyclists and increases cycling numbers. An example of good design along the above principles comes from relatively new South City Way in Glasgow, which runs along Victoria Road and into the heart of the city. Cycling has steadily increased along this route and saw a 46% in use from 2023 to 2024, with 15% of journeys along the road being made by bike https://cycling.scot/news/why-cycling-is-soaring-in-scotland . Furthermore, data shows that more journeys were cycled than driven along Victoria road during one rush hour period (8-9am, Thursday 5th June 2025) https://cycling.scot/news/may-2025-traffic-surveys-show-continued-growth-in-cycling-in-scotland .

Parallel routes, away from main arterial routes, are often less convenient and considerably slower for cyclists – see picture below. We do not believe that cycle routes should be secondary in priority to bus stops and bus routes. We agree with the Scottish Government’s Cycling by Design guidance which states 
‘Where the primary network for different modes compete for space, most 
priority should always be given to sustainable modes as set out in the 
Sustainable Travel Hierarchy’. According to this recommendation cycle routes should be prioritised above bus routes. 
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B) We have made amendments to section 11.31(p.189) and DE502, 503 and 504 to help reduce the risk and severity of collisions, where cycle track continuation at bus stops is required. Do you support these changes compared to the previous 2021 guidance?
· Yes
· No Opinion
· No
Please provide any additional information in the box below

Like many other groups mentioned in the consultation document, Cycling UK is concerned that guidance should be improved to ensure all road users remain safe and the potential for conflict is minimised, as far as practically possible. 

We want the guidance to be very clear that ‘floating bus stop’ (a term for this type of infrastructure) are essential for preventing death or serious injury to people riding pedal cycles by preventing them having to rejoin the flow of motor traffic at every bus stop. We recommend that DE501 Bus stop: cycle lane continuation be avoided wherever possible, as this provides zero protection to cyclists.  See our answer to question 3C.

Firstly, and most important in this section it needs to be clearer to users of the guidance that the 4 options for bus stops in the guidance are not equal in quality or safety.  Cycling UK recommends that the guidance is much clearer that DE502 – Bus Stop bypass is by far the most preferred option for keeping pedestrians and cyclists apart, providing them with their own space, and reducing areas of potential conflict. 

We recommend including a decision tree or table indicating more clearly when it is appropriate to choose each option, for example listing criteria such as:
· Space available
· Cycle rates
· Urban vs rural location
· Speed limit for motor vehicles
· Sightlines
· Bus stop user rates

DE503 Bus Stop: bus boarder
Cycling UK recognises that bus boarder bus stops may be needed in some situations where there is insufficient space to create a bus stop bypass. Wherever possible people should not have to board or alight from a bus into the path of a cyclist as this risks danger to both bus passenger and cyclist. 

We welcome the inclusion of a painted give way triangle marking on the approach to the bus stop as a warning sign to cyclists. 

We strongly recommend following the new design within Active Travel England’s guidance on bus boarders. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/floating-bus-stops-provision-and-design/floating-bus-stops-provision-and-design 
This includes a narrowing of the cycle lane and a bus boarding island with a painted zebras crossing. This design would provide the following cues to cyclists:
· The narrowed lane would indicate the need to slow down and not overtake another cyclist.
· The different coloured surface of the mini-island would indicate that this space is for pedestrians.
· The zebra crossing would indicate that pedestrians/passengers may be crossing. 

C) Are there any other alternative arrangements for cycle track continuity at bus stops that should be added to the guidance?
· Yes
· No Opinion
· No
(If = Yes, then “Please provide any additional information in the box below” and allow documents to be attached.)

Please refer to our answers to question 3B.

DE501 Bus stop: cycle lane continuation
Cycling UK recognises that in some situations a bus stop bypass (to the rear of the bus stop) may not be possible. In this situation, every action to keep cyclists safe must be considered and put in place, as appropriate. 

We have concerns with the detail of the information in the draft guidance and the image included in the draft guidance. The image shows a cycle lane (rather than cycle track) ending abruptly at the bus stop with cycle repeater markings to the right-hand side of the bus stop markings on the road. This indicates that if a bus is in the bus stop cyclists are expected to pass the bus to its right. This requires cyclists to move into the carriageway and into the traffic from left to right, presenting increased safety risk. We believe that the guidance could be improved to help users as follows.
The guidance should:
· Indicate that this situation may be needed to interrupt both cycle tracks and cycle lanes. 
· Not be used for a bi-directional cycle track.
· Recommend that speed limits are lowered to 20mph in the vicinity of the bus stop to reduce vehicle speeds and improve safety. 
· Require coloured tarmac or coloured paint with dashed white lines and cycle markings for the full route around the bus stop – see image Figure 6.24 from LTN 1/20 and is included to protect cyclists passing parking spaces or loading bays. 

These additions are important to give cyclist confidence and for motorists to understand very clearly that the cycle lane/track is passing a bus stop and they need to be aware.



Question 4 - Information design
A) Figures G1, G2 and G3 introduce a decision tree to support the assessment of
shared use surfaces being appropriate for the local circumstances. Would you like to see more decision trees for other themes of the document in future revisions?
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below

As already, expressed in answer to a question above we are not supportive of the decision trees as set out in the proposed guidance. Decision trees should not be used for making complex, nuanced and subjective decisions. They should be used for clear and obvious yes/no scenarios. We are not ruling out that decision trees may be useful in future guidance revisions but the current examples are not a good example. 

B) ‘Table 11.1 Cycle provision on links’ (p.162) and ‘Table 12.1 Suitable crossings for speed/vehicle flows’ (p.207) have been updated. The intention is to improve accessibility, user experience and deliverability in real world scenarios. Do think that the changes proposed will on balance have a positive impact, compared to the previous 2021 guidance?
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below


C) ‘Table 9.9: Cycle route type and desirable/absolute minimum widths’ (p.130) and Table 11.1: Cycle provision on links (p.161) have been updated. The intention is to improve accessibility, user experience and deliverability in real world scenarios. Do think that the changes proposed on path widths and cycle link provision will on balance have a positive impact, compared to the previous 2021 guidance?
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below


D) Appendix H (route audits) was revised, and a new Appendix L, Decision Log, was introduced. These revisions and the new Appendix L are intended to better support people planning, designing and using new active travel schemes. Do you think that these appendices are an improvement compared to the previous 2021 guidance?
· Yes
· No
· No Opinion
Please provide any additional information in the box below


Question 5 - Document accessibility and inclusion
A) The updates made to this guidance pdf document are intended to improve document accessibility to an acceptable standard.
Are you satisfied that this is sufficient
· Yes
· No Opinion
· No
· Please provide any additional information in the box below

Whilst this version is much improved, we have received feedback that the white script in red boxes featured in the guidance is hard to read. We recommend reviewing this and using bold or a larger font.

We also recommend adding isometric graphics to illustrate the bus stop interactions with cycle routes – DE502, DE503 and DE504. These images are helpful in the Active Travel England guidance.


B) One of the key updates to the language used is clarifying throughout the document that active travel includes walking, wheeling, and cycling, along with more inclusive language, designing for diverse users, and highlighting the needs of women, girls, and vulnerable road users.
Do you agree that these updates support inclusive participation in walking, wheeling and cycling?
· Yes
· No Opinion
· No
Please provide any additional information in the box below

Question 6 – Placemaking
A) For this updated guidance we have included a new chapter on placemaking; Chapter 8 (p.85-101) Does this meet your expectations and requirements for this guidance to enable the development and delivery of high-quality schemes meeting multiple placemaking objectives?
· Yes
· No Opinion
· No
Please provide any additional information in the box below

Cycling UK welcomes the introduction of a new chapter on placemaking. We are not experts in design for placemaking but agree with the aim of making places better for people to be in and enjoy. This includes enabling the easy movement of people who want to walk or cycle. 


Question 7 – Welsh Language
What, in your opinion, would be the likely effects of the proposed updates to Active Travel Act Guidance on the Welsh language? We are particularly interested in any likely effects on opportunities to use the Welsh language and on not treating the Welsh language less favourably than English.
Do you think that there are opportunities to promote any positive effects?
Do you think that there are opportunities to mitigate any adverse effects?
Please provide any additional information in the box below

Question 8– Welsh Language
In your opinion, could the proposed updates to Active Travel Act Guidance be formulated or changed to:
- have positive effects or more positive effects on using the Welsh language and on not treating the Welsh language less favorably than English; or
- mitigate any negative effects on using the Welsh language and on not treating the Welsh language less favorably than English?
Please explain how in the box below


Question 9 – Anything else?
We have asked a number of specific questions. If you have any related issues which we have not specifically addressed, please use this space to report them:

Cycle networks
Coherent networks of cycling infrastructure in towns, cities and in rural areas are key to enabling people to access places they need to go by bike and do so safely and confidently. Cycling UK wants to see more cycle networks in Wales and increased density of existing networks.  We welcome the inclusion of guidance on mesh density (10.4.2) and recommendations for mesh widths (10.4.4). However, we recommend mirroring the guidance in the Scottish Cycling by Design guidance which, on page 30 indicates the different levels of service provided by specified network densities. https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/50323/cycling-by-design-update-2019-final-document-15-september-2021-1.pdf 

To enable cyclists to more easily navigate the networks we recommend that the city or town networks include numbered nodes, following the model of the Dutch/Belgian Knooppunten system. https://ravel.wallonie.be/en/home/tips/guides-et-cartes/reseaux-cyclables-a-points-noeuds.html  This nodal network system can also support network and transport planning as it can be used to ensure no cycle route ends abruptly. 

Modal Shift
We recognise the inclusion of wording throughout the document on the need for modal shift away from car use. However, we would like to see greater prominence given to this in the guidance in order to explain to users why this is important and a key reason for creating quality cycling infrastructure to the highest standard possible.  

Air pollution reduction duty
We note that the list of duties in paragraph 2.1.2 fails to mention the important new statutory duty on local authorities to ‘take steps to promote active travel as a way of reducing or limiting air pollution in their areas’ (Active Travel Act (Wales) 2013 10B (1)).  They are also required to report regularly on how they have fulfilled this duty.  In undertaking these new responsibilities local authorities are required to have regard to new statutory guidance on the promotion of active travel, which the Welsh Government promised would be in place when the new duty took effect, on 31st January 2025.  However, that important statutory guidance has still not been published.

We recommend that the general guidance is amended to take proper account of the new duty and we would further request that the Welsh Government take urgent action to publish the new promotion guidance so that the functions of the two sets of guidance can be properly explained in the revised Active Travel Act Guidance with appropriate cross referencing.

Rural active travel guidance 
Cycling UK recommends that the Welsh Government seriously considers producing a rural active travel guidance document. Active Travel England have engaged and consulted with stakeholders and are planning to publish guidance. This provides important context specific to creating AT infrastructure in rural areas and we believe will prove to be very helpful to users in designing infrastructure appropriately for rural areas.
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