
Critique of the Kenilworth Road Section of the K2L Cycle Route 

Introduction 

Item 2 of the minutes of the County Council meeting on cycleways included, as para 1.4, the 
statement that the K2L scheme will deliver a new 5km off-carriageway cycle route 
connecting Kenilworth and Leamington Spa along the A452 and B4115 Rocky Lane. 
Provision of a high quality, safe, direct, continuous dedicated cycle track on this corridor is 
essential to overcome the main barrier to cycling which is the fear of danger posed by motor 
vehicles. 

Local Traffic Note 1/20 dated July 2020 (the guide) is the design guide for cycleways in 
England. In the opening paragraph it states that ‘there will be an expectation that local 
authorities will demonstrate that they have given due consideration to this guidance 
when designing new cycling schemes’. This critique clearly demonstrates that 
Warwickshire County Council, the Highway Authority (HA) has not. 

Review 

 
1 Over the length of the cycleway section the Kenilworth Road is the main access 
between Leamington and destinations to the north. It has heavy vehicular flows, a high 
proportion of HGVs and buses and is subject to a 30mph speed limit. 

 
2 The guide states that on such routes, safety and environmental improvements for all 
road users can be achieved by reducing motor traffic volumes and speeds. 

 
3 The HA has chosen not to do this in which case the guide states that on busy strategic 
roads where a significant reduction in traffic speeds and volumes is not appropriate, safety 
will need to be achieved by providing dedicated and protected space for cycling, which may 
involve reallocating existing space within the highway. The HA has attempted to create a two 
way cycle lane and a footway on the east side by realigning the kerb to obtain more width but 
subject to constraints where it has maintained right turning lanes. 

 
4 According to the guide, comfortable conditions for cycling require routes with good 
quality, well-maintained smooth surfaces, adequate width for the volume of users, minimal 
stopping and starting. 

 
5 Table 4.1 of the guide sets out the requirement that on a 30mph road at all levels of 
traffic flow the track should be protected. Figure 6.3 shows that the kerbed track can be at 
carriageway level but lower than the footpath, at an intermediate level higher than the 
carriageway but lower than the footway or higher than the carriageway and level with the 
footway with each type having a buffer between the track and carriageway. 

 
6 The HA has adopted the fully kerbed option higher than the carriageway and level 
with the footway but with no buffer space. 

 



7 Table 5.2 of the guide shows that the minimum width of a two-way cycle track is 
3.0m except at constraints where it may be reduced to 2.0m at lower cycle flows or 2.5m at 
higher flows. 

 
8 The Department of Transport publication Inclusive Mobility A Guide to Best Practice 
on Access to Pedestrian and Transport Infrastructure states that footways and footpaths 
should be made as wide as is practicable, but under normal circumstances, a width of 
2000mm is the minimum that should be provided, as this allows enough space for two 
wheelchair users to pass, even if they are using larger electric mobility scooters. If this is not 
feasible due to physical constraints, then a minimum width of 1500mm could be regarded as 
the minimum acceptable under most circumstances, as this should enable a wheelchair user 
and a walker to pass each other. Where there is an obstacle, such as lamp columns, sign posts 
or electric vehicle charging points, the absolute minimum width should be 1000mm, but the 
maximum length of such a restricted space should be 6 metres. 

 
9 Taking these two measurements together indicates a desirable width for a footpath 
and two-way cycle path is 5m (3.0+2.0). This may be reduced to 4.5m (3.0+1.5) where the 
full width is not practical and an absolute minimum of 3m (2.0+1.0) over very short lengths. 
Table 6.1 of the guide has 0.5m as a desirable minimum width of buffer but allows a zero 
absolute minimum. With the volume of HGVs and buses the desirable minimum buffer of 
0.5m should be used because of air turbulence from these types of vehicles. 

 
10 Thus, the target width should be desirably 5.5m (5.0+0.5) and at least 5m (4.5 +0.5) 
or 3.5m (3.0+0.5) over very short lengths. 

Section 8.24 of the guide states that where there is insufficient space to separate the 
pedestrian and cycle paths, a level difference (preferably 60mm or more) and/or different 
surface texture should be used to clearly indicate separate surfaces intended for either cycle 
or pedestrian use. Section 8.2.5 reinforces this stating that where the surface is fully level, a 
raised strip (trapezoidal in cross section), or some other textured material should be used. The 
white line road marking to TSRGD diagram 1049B or 1049.1 may be less easily detected by 
visually impaired people and is unlikely to provide sufficient separation. The layout of the 
cycleway relies entirely on white line marking between the pedestrian and cycleway 
facilities. 

 
11 One of the summary principles in Section 1.6 of the guide is consistency. A scheme is 
only as good as its weakest point. Strenuous efforts should be made to avoid inconsistent 
provision, such as a track going from the road to the pavement and then back on to the road, 
or a track which suddenly vanishes. 

 
12 This principle seems to have been ignored in the design. The route stops and starts 
sometimes where the guide recommends continuity, such as across the junction with the cul 
de sac which is the eastern leg of Woodcote Road and the bus stops, and sometimes with no 
apparent reason such as the section from just north of Cloister Crofts to Northumberland 
Road. 

 



13 As is common in urban environments there are frequent crossings to allow access to 
properties. Where there are dropped kerbs, the HA has created an incline between the 
property level and the carriageway. Especially without a buffer strip, these adverse cambers 
tend to throw cyclists into the traffic stream and lighter slow-moving cyclists, therefore  
younger children, are particularly at risk. Similarly, and without a physical divider strip, the 
partially sighted and users of mobility aids, wheelchairs or mobility scooters, are at risk of 
being thrown into the cycle lanes.  

 
14 The junction with Cloister Crofts is modelled on the examples on Figures 10.12 and 
10.13 of the guide. As in Figure 10.12, it has a stop line on the minor road side of the cycle 
and pedestrian facilities which gives cyclists and pedestrian’s priority over the side road 
traffic entering the major road. The level of both cycle and pedestrian facilities is dropped to 
be the same as the side road carriageway although the guide recommends that they should be 
raised to reinforce the priority.  

 
15 There is a major problem with visibility at this junction due to the solid high walls of 
the properties aside the minor road. There is a second stop line on the minor road at the edge 
of the major road carriageway which allows vehicles to come forward to gain better visibility. 
However, vehicles at this stop line block the cycle and pedestrian lanes. Since there are high 
levels of side road traffic at the junction, due to Cloister Croft forming a rat run with 
Woodcote and Northumberland Roads, both cycle and pedestrian movements will be blocked 
for significant periods of time. 

 
16 Safe visibility at a junction is defined by a triangle within which objects between the 
carriageway surface and a height of 2.4m are clearly visible. The triangle is defined by an x 
distance measured along the centre line of the minor road from the stop line and a y distance 
measured from the centre line of the minor road along the edge of the carriageway, in this 
case the edge of the cycle lane. Using the values in Table 5.6 of the guide, the x distance from 
the stop line should be desirably 4.5m with an absolute minimum of 2.4m. And from Table 
5.5 the y distances are 31m and 17m at speeds of 30 and 20kph respectively. Table 5.4 gives 
the design speed of off-carriageway cycle routes as 30 kph so the 31m y distance is relevant. 
The visible distance from 2.4m back from the stop line on Cloister Crofts to the edge of the 
cycle way is no more than a few metres so even at the minimum x distance it is obvious that 
the visibility is way below standard. 

 
17 The cycle and pedestrian paths are set back from the approach paths, it is not clear 
why this has been done but it requires cyclists to make two near 90 degree turns to get on and 
off the crossing path. The guide states that uncomfortable transitions between on-and off 
carriageway facilities are best avoided. 

 
18 On the approach to the signalled Kenilworth Road/Lillington Avenue junction, the 
cycleway stops about 50 m north of the junction and there are no road markings 
distinguishing cycle and walk space from there to the junction. At the north east side there is 
very restricted space between the pedestrian crossing for the Kenilworth Road and that for 
Lillington Avenue, which is on Lillington Avenue, again forcing an uncomfortable transition 
for cyclists. There is not a separate cycle phase in the signals, so cyclists are forced to cross 
with pedestrians in the pedestrian phase. Therefore, in that constrained space and time, there 



are six movements to be accommodated, pedestrians crossing Kenilworth Road in both 
directions, pedestrians crossing Lillington Avenue in both directions, cyclists crossing  
Lillington Avenue in both directions, those from the north starting from stop and those from 
the south potentially crossing at speed.  

 
19 On the south east side, there are only four movements, since the crossing of 
Kenilworth Road is set further from the junction, but the space is even more restricted so the 
same issues arise. There are no road markings distinguishing cycle and walk space until the 
cycle lane restarts some 30 m south of the junction. 

 
20 On both sides of the junction there are no provisions to separate pedestrians from 
cyclist, there is no provision for cyclists through the junction, due to crowding cyclists will 
probably need to dismount, the mix of pedestrians and moving cyclists is unsafe and 
uncomfortable and the layout is unattractive 

 
21 This arrangement contravenes all the core design principles set out at 1.5 in the guide,  

 
• Direct- The distance and time required for cyclists to travel through a junction should 

be minimised. Wherever possible their level of delay should be less than for motor 
traffic without increasing pedestrian delay 

• Safe- Junctions should be designed to remove or manage conflicts between cyclists, 
motor traffic and pedestrians. 

• Coherent- Junctions should enable and facilitate cycle movements in all permitted 
directions 

• Comfortable- The occasions when cyclists need to stop or to give way should be 
minimised. Routes through junctions should ease the passage of cyclists by providing 
a smooth surface of adequate width, with flush surfaces at transitions, and avoid street 
clutter 

•  Attractive-Junctions are often important places where people gather and should be 
designed to suit and enhance their context. 
 

22 Section 1.5.3 of the guide states that inclusive design and accessibility should run 
through all five of these core design principles. Designers should always aim to provide 
infrastructure that meets these principles and therefore caters for the broadest range of people.  
And 1.5.4 that infrastructure must be accessible to all and the needs of vulnerable pedestrians 
and local people must be considered early in the design process. 

 
23 Between the restart of the cycleway south of the Lillington Road junction, it is again 
stopped and restarted for a bus stop. 

 
24 As the route approaches the Binswood Road junction it is abruptly stopped just north 
of a pedestrian crossing.  

 
25 Chapter 9 of the guide is dedicated to transitions between carriageways, cycle lanes 
and cycle tracks. Its opening statement is ‘Transitions between on and off-carriageway 



provision are essential elements of any coherent cycle route network. It is important that the 
point of transition offers protection from motor traffic and a comfortable and coherent route  
that cyclists can follow. There should be appropriate definition for all road users to recognise 
the boundaries between the footway, the cycle track and the carriageway’. 

 
26 This principle, and the examples of how to implement transition, have been 
completely ignored. 
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