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The third cycling and walking investment
strategy (CWIS3)

Cycling UK’sresponse to the Department for Transport’s consultation

Our detailedresponseis set out in this document alongside an executive summary
emphasizing our key points for consideration by the Department for Transport (DfT) and
Active Travel England (ATE).

Summary

Cycling UKwelcomes the consultation on the Third Cycling and Walking Investment
Strategy (CWIS3) covering the period from 2025 t0 2030.

We are, however, concerned that the draft CWIS3 is too passive and lackinginaclear
method of delivery. We make two substantive recommendations to improve the
strategy: toinclude a narrative theory of change throughout the document and to
tightenits objectives.

Firstly, it lacks a theory of change. There is no analysis of the problems and
opportunities the strategy seeks to address. There is no outline of the issues/themes by
which the strategy will achieve its objectives and outcomes. This results in a document
that lacks a clear sense of direction and lacks presentation of the broad activities that
will be undertaken to achieve the change and be held accountable to. Forinstance, the
long-term national vision is passive, over ambitious and jargon heavy. It needs to be
active, believable andin plain English. We do, of course, strongly welcome the inclusive
element "foreveryone" invision. The strategy should present a narrative throughout
that:

1. Setsoutthe scale of the problems the country faces that active travel can help
to address, including, for example, physical inactivity, road danger, noise
pollution, air pollution, carbon pollution and urban congestion.

2. Describes the opportunities active travel can unlock for the country, froma
lower cost of living and better health to a better environment, a better quality of
life,and boosted urban economic productivity (‘decongestion’).

3. Explains how the strategy will ‘intervene’ to address the problems and unlock
opportunities, through, forexample, weighting the majority of its investments
into active travel infrastructure through Local Transport Authorities (LTAs),
influencing new development and wider government and agency activities;
alongside the social infrastructure and behaviour change programmes that
deliverthe confidence, skills and cultural shift supporting more people to walk,
wheel and cycle everyday journeys.

Threading these three elements throughout the narrative of the strategy would
substantially strengthenits sense of clarity, purpose and vision, helping to make a
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persuasive case forthe strategy, its investments and the action stakeholders need to
take to supportit.

Secondly, the objectives need to be more specific. While the draft objectives aimin the
right direction - to make active travel saferand perceived to be an easy choice - we are
concerned they are missing specificity, measurability, achievability and realism given
the resources available over the timeframe proposed. The objectives should:

include a strategic output target and corresponding KPI for high quality
cycling infrastructure built: This should be arealistic but stretching figure for the
infrastructure builtinthe CWIS3 period with the funds available. This would focus
minds and draw stakeholders together to focus on delivery, recognising that
high quality infrastructure makes the most difference to cycling participation
and safety, andis the best, long-term return-on-investment.'The vast majority of
walking improvements would also likely be delivered through the same funding,
but it is vital to recognise the distinct nature of cycling infrastructure explicitly.
This would be owned by ATE, supported by the DfT and government, deliveredin
partnership with LTAs. While we recognise such a KPl exists in the draft for LTAs!, it
should be a core objective that ATE are held accountable for.

Include a strategic outcome target and corresponding KPI to close the gender
gapin cycling: Many of the interventions that will increase cyclingamong women
willimprove and enhance the experience of cycling for all. The latest figures for
2024, forexample, show that men made almost three times as many trips (23) as
women, traveling 4.5 times the distance (87 miles) on average.?To thisend, a
target to close the gender gap in cycling should be a key outcome of the
strategy thatis measured through the KPIs. Tracking this will be a good proxy for
the overall enhancement in the quality and experience of cyclingin England.
Achieving this, forinstance, will also require the definition of ‘high-quality cycling
infrastructure’ would need toinclude measures of ‘social’ or personal safety as
well as ‘road safety’.

Further detailis set out inresponse to the consultation questions below.

"Proposed LTA’s performance indicator three: “increase in miles of compliant
new/improved active travel network delivered”
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Long-term National Vision
Question 1: Do you agree or disagree with the proposed national vision for active
travel?

e Disagree

Question 2: If you disagree, why do you disagree with the proposed national
vision for active travel and what potential alternatives do you suggest?

o Wewelcome the long-term national vision’s focus on making walking, wheeling
and cycling a safe, easy and accessible option for everyone, particularly its
emphasis oninclusion.

o Theproposeddraftis, however, too passive. The phrases “the government
wants” and “if they choose” weaken the vision. It should be active, recognising
the significant influence and power government has, for example, to direct
investment, guide design, provide political leadership which ultimately shape
the ‘choice environment.’

We are concerned the vision of achieving a safe and welcoming built
environment and cultural shift that allows everyone to walk, wheel or cycle by
2035 isunrealistic, given the funding available for the corresponding spending
review period (£616 million SR; £154 million per annum; or £2.60 per capita per
annum). Without significant additional sums, and mechanisms to ‘crowdin
investment’ from other agencies and devolved authorities, the visionis unlikely
to be achievedin the timeframe. The IPPR’s “Stride andride: England’s path from
laggard to leaderin walking, wheeling, and cycling” (2024) recommended at
least £2billion ayearis needed by 2030.3

CWIS3 objectives
Question 3: Do you agree or disagree with the objective: ‘Ensure people are safe to
travel actively’?

e Disagree

Question 4: If you disagree, why do you disagree with the objective: ‘Ensure people
are safe to travel actively’ and what potential alternatives do you suggest?

e QOurprimary concernwith both objectivesis that they are not specific,
measurable, achievable, realistic nor timebound. While we welcome the
direction of the objectives towards safety, it would be hard to say if
progress towards this was being achieved, whether efforts to achieving it
needed to be ratcheted up orwhat milestones along the way were being
met.

e The previous Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy (2022) contained
four measurable, specific and timebound objectives for2025.

e We wouldwelcome more objectives, more tightly focussed on distinct
priority outputs and outcomes from the strategy, including: increasing
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walking and cyclingrates, as well as specific objectives for different
target demographic groups where the benefits are significant, for
example, children’s active travel and increasing active travel among those
with lower levels of physical activity generally - where there are significant
health benefits.

Regarding an outcome, we impress upon the Department the need fora
unique objective for addressing cycling’s gender gap - bothincreasing
cycling overall while narrowing the gender gap between menand women.
For2024, men made almost three times as many cycling trips aswomen,
traveling 4.5 times the distance on average.* Addressing the gender gap
in cyclingis a strategic indicator of the overall quality and quantity of the
country’s cycle network andinclusive cycling culture.

The strategy could then provide similar objectives for walking and
wheeling - particularly increasing rates of walking and disability inclusion
inwalking.

The CWIS3 safety objective should reflect a commitment to Vision Zero
forwalking, wheeling and cycling, with milestones towards achieving this
mapped out against the CWIS periods.

The CWIS3 should also contain an objective to work with LTAs and
partners to enhance and extend the National Cycle Network (NCN),
recognising the DfT’s unique facilitating role in the national project and
the Secretary of State’s Powers to create oramend Public Rights of Way.
Given the NCNs strategic, cross-boundary nature itis right that the
Secretary of State and Department for Transport retain a coordinating
and guiding role inits enhancement, development and extension.

Question 5: Do you agree or disagree with the objective: ‘Ensure people feel it
is an easy choice’?

Disagree

Question 6: If you disagree, why do you disagree with the objective: ‘Ensure
people feelitis an easy choice’ and what potential alternatives do you
suggest?

While we welcome the principle of making active travel an easy choice, as
statedinresponse to question 4, our primary concernis that this objective
will be difficult to measure and judge progress against. It will need to
aggregate multiple measures for walking, wheeling and cycling, which
include a diverse range of mobilities within each, while also needing to
define ‘easy choice.’

Similarly, while there are draft objectivesrelating to ‘safe’ and ‘ease’,
accessibility is not threaded through from the long-term vision to the
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objectives and should be included as a particular line. Accessibility was
alsolackinginthe previous CWIS.

We would suggest wording around people’s confidence walking,
wheeling and cycling built upon a suitably robust KPIl. Our concernisin
finding a suitable survey method that is suitable sensitive to changesin
perceptions of safety, confidence or ease walking, wheeling or cycling.

Performance Monitoring
The draft CWIS3 sets out three sets of proposed KPIs to look at trends at the national
level, local level and performance or effectiveness of Active Travel England.

Question7: Do you agree or disagree with the proposed key performance
indicators?

Disagree

Question 8: If you disagree, explain why.

The lack of a theory of change throughout the document make it hard to
comment onthe chosenKPlIs.

Forexample, we very broadly welcome the indicators, particularly the
road safety risk measure (KSls per billion miles). However, without a Vision
Zero objective and a theory of change behind it that would guide
progress on this KPI, we are left assuming that CWIS3 infrastructure and
behaviour change initiatives contribute to KSl risk reduction.

We believe there should be anindicator to close the gender gap in cycling
participation andrates - givenits strategic value in demonstrating the
extent to which the quality of the experience of cycling hasimproved.
InNovember 2023, the Public Accounts Committee’s criticised the
Department for Transport foralack of transparency over the impact of
previous active travel spending, as such CWIS3 should learn the lessonsin
setting clear, measurable targets that demonstrate its effectiveness. One
suchtargetis the construction and renewal of infrastructure that enables
safer, easierwalking and cycling.

There should be national performance indicators for infrastructure built,
improved or maintained, given this is the main output by which the
strategic outcomes will be achieved and the success of the CWIS and ATE
judged. Itisright that ultimately ATE and the Department remain
accountable for this output, finding ways to deliver in partnership with
local authoritiesin a similar way to Transport for London’s working with the
London Boroughs, or Transport for Greater Manchester work with the
constituent authorities.
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Question 9: Do you agree or disagree with the proposed approach to
performance monitoring of LTA outcomes frameworks using the performance
indicators outlined?

e Disagree

Question 10: If you disagree with the proposed approach to performance
monitoring of LTA outcomes frameworks using the performance indicators
outlined above, explain why.

o We support the framework-led approach to monitoring LTA activity.

« Whilethereis arisk-based safety measure at anational level, this should
beincluded at the locallevel. Forexample, using a denominator for
activity on the number of KSls to better understandrelative risk rather than
absolute casualties (which could be reduced by reducing activity). This
would provide a more accurate measure of roadrisk at the LTA and
highlight any concerning trends or regional disparities in road risk.

o Atalocallevel, thereis aneedforaKPlthatrecognises the value of small-
scale schemes or ‘non-linear’ outputs that may not contribute additional
miles, but still contribute significantly to enhanced active travel rates,
broaden participation and enhance safety. For example, a majorjunction
scheme, a number of small crossings, or policy decisions (i.e. traffic
restrictions or congestion charging). This could take the formof a
measure of number of critical issues removed/overcome on the road
network.

« Wewouldalso support an output-based measure, forexample, growing
the proportion of the population of an LTA withinreach of the active travel
network, this would demonstrate effective investmentin growing the
availability of the active travel network to the population.

Similarly, there should be a ‘good state of repair’ indicator for existing or
legacy infrastructure, ensuring maintenance of the active travel network is
prioritised.

There may be value in creating an ‘investment efficiency’ indicator that
tracks the proportion of DfT funds that go directly to construction costs.
Such cost transparency is commonplace inthe rail industry, forexample,
and measures what the proportion of costs that go on direct outputs (i.e.
construction orbehaviour change activities) versus indirect costs (back
office functions, development work). Tracking these measures highlights
areas for efficiency improvements and could, forinstance, contribute to
ATE’s capability ratings.

Question 11: How can ATE support local authorities in delivering local targets?
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We encourage ATE to develop a standardised monitoring and evaluation
tool kit, so that Local Authorities can be more efficient in the development
and delivery of local monitoring, whichwould in turn enable ATE and the
DFT to aggregate data fromlocal schemes to determine the national
impact of DfT funded / supported schemes.

Question12: Do you agree or disagree with the indicators relating to the work
of ATE?

e Disagree
Question 13: If you disagree, explain why.

The KPIfor active travel capability ratings should be ‘maintained or
improved’ to give equal focus on maintaining highly capable LTAs
alongside capacity building in others.

As stated previously, we believe ATE should own an output KPI for high-
quality infrastructure built, focussing ATE on the clear task at hand. A
quantity measure alongside the proposed quality increase measure.
The DfT should consider a KPI for service of satisfaction with ATE from LTAs
tojudge the success of its partnership with local and combined
authorities.

While challenging to develop, the DfT should also consider an outcome
KPIfor the planning system that seeks to track ATE’s influence on new
developments. Forinstance, seeking to understand whether new
development contributes meaningfully to the extension of the active
travel network, and thusincreases in active travel levels.

Question14: Do you have any other comments?
Summary

Cycling UKwelcomes the consultation onthe Third Cycling and Walking
Investment Strategy (CWIS3) covering the period from 2025 to 2030.

We are, however, concerned that the draft CWIS3 is too passive and lackingina
clear method of delivery. We make two substantive recommendations to
improve the strategy: to include a narrative theory of change throughout the
document and to tightenits objectives.

Firstly, it lacks a theory of change. There is no analysis of the problems and
opportunities the strategy seeks to address. There is no outline of the
issues/themes by which the strategy will achieve its objectives and outcomes.
This resultsin a document that lacks a clear sense of direction and lacks
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presentation of the broad activities that will be undertaken to achieve the
change and be held accountable to. Forinstance, the long-term national vision
is passive, over ambitious andjargon heavy. It needs to be active, believable and
in plain English. We do, of course, strongly welcome the inclusive element "for
everyone" invision. The strategy should present a narrative throughout that:

1. Setsout the scale of the problems the country faces that active travel can
help to address, including, forexample, physical inactivity, road danger, noise
pollution, air pollution, carbon pollution and urban congestion.

2. Describes the opportunities active travel can unlock for the country, from
alower cost of living and better health to a better environment, a better quality
of life,and boosted urban economic productivity (‘decongestion’).

3. Explains how the strategy will ‘intervene’ to address the problems and
unlock opportunities, through, for example, weighting the majority of its
investmentsinto active travelinfrastructure through Local Transport Authorities
(LTAs), influencing new development and wider government and agency
activities; alongside the social infrastructure and behaviour change
programmes that deliver the confidence, skills and cultural shift supporting
more people to walk, wheel and cycle everyday journeys.

Threading these three elements throughout the narrative of the strategy would
substantially strengthenits sense of clarity, purpose and vision, helping to make
a persuasive case forthe strategy, its investments and the action stakeholders
need to take to supportit.

Secondly, the objectives need to be more specific. While the draft objectives
aimintheright direction - to make active travel safer and perceived to be an
easy choice - we are concerned they are missing specificity, measurability,
achievability and realism given the resources available over the timeframe
proposed. The objectives should:

- include a strategic output target and corresponding KPI for high quality
cyclinginfrastructure built: This should be a realistic but stretching figure for the
infrastructure builtin the CWIS3 period with the funds available. This would focus
minds and draw stakeholders together to focus on delivery, recognising that
high quality infrastructure makes the most difference to cycling participation
and safety, andis the best, long-termreturn-on-investment. The vast majority
of walkingimprovements would also likely be delivered through the same
funding, butitis vital to recognise the distinct nature of cycling infrastructure
explicitly. This would be owned by ATE, supported by the DfT and government,
deliveredin partnership with LTAs. While we recognise such a KPl existsin the
draft for LTAs, it should be a core objective that ATE are held accountable for.
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- Include a strategic outcome target and corresponding KPI to close the
gender gap in cycling: Many of the interventions that willincrease cyclingamong
women will improve and enhance the experience of cycling for all. The latest
figures for 2024, for example, show that men made almost three times as many
trips (23) aswomen, traveling 4.5 times the distance (87 miles) on average. To
this end, a target to close the gender gap in cycling should be a key outcome of
the strategy that is measured through the KPIs. Tracking this will be a good proxy
forthe overallenhancementin the quality and experience of cycling in England.
Achieving this, forinstance, will also require the definition of ‘high-quality cycling
infrastructure’ would need to include measures of ‘social’ or personal safety as
well as ‘road safety’.

Further detail is set out inresponse to the consultation questions below. Lastly,
the consultation survey is particularly narrow in requiring respondents to
disagree with statementsin order to provide further comments. Given the
nuances in organisational responses, we would have welcomed Likert scale with
the option to provide comments even whenwe supported a feature. Our
response seeks to provide constructive feedbackrather than simply ‘disagree.’
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