
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

26 July 2019 
 

By email to: 
 
transportstrategy@aberdeencity.gov.uk 
 

Dear Sirs, 
 
Consultation on the Draft Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan 
 
Thank you for inviting responses to Aberdeen City Council's Sustainable Urban 
Mobility Plan (SUMP). We note that the SUMP addresses more than just cycling in that 
it also looks at public transport and active travel generally but the focus of our response 

is on the cycling aspects of the plan.  Although we cannot claim to speak for all cyclists, 

ACF has around 600 members. Our objects, as set out in our Constitution, are noted 
at the foot of this letter1. 
 
We have a climate crisis, an obesity crisis, and a pollution crisis and bicycles can help 
solve them all. But to realise the full benefits of cycling, quality infrastructure must be 
provided to tempt car drivers away from their current mode of transport.   
 
The most important factor in a person's decision to ride a bike or not is having a safe 
space to cycle. Safe space means segregated paths that are separated from traffic by 
a physical barrier.  It has been shown elsewhere that for every £1 spent on cycling 
infrastructure, £5.5 is returned in benefits for the community2. 
 
Having high quality, safe cycling infrastructure opens up new transport opportunities 
to groups of people who wouldn't otherwise use it such as children, women, the elderly, 
and even people on disability scooters. 
 
With this in mind, ACF supports the Aberdeen City Council's Sustainable Urban 
Mobility Plan and in particular, we support the installation of segregated cycle facilities 
throughout the city centre. In addition to all the roads mentioned on the SUMP with 
respect to segregation, we'd also like to see greater priority and urgency for segregated 
facilities on Market Street and Schoolhill. Market Street is very busy and gets a lot of 
large heavy goods vehicles which makes it particularly dangerous for cyclists. 
Schoolhill is a key east-west corridor.  It is also adjacent to a large secondary school 

                                                 
1 A) To encourage cycling and to promote the benefits of cycling to the individual and the wider 
community B) To advocate for a safer cycling environment and improved cycle facilities in Aberdeen. 
C) To campaign for cycling to be an integral part of planning and transport strategies and practice, in 
order to provide the widest possible access to cycling as a healthy and efficient means of travel for 
work and leisure. 
2 Traffic in the city 2018 
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which makes it important for a segregated cycle path to encourage active travel in the 
younger generation. 
 
As you know, ACF also supports a fully segregated bike path on King Street from 
Union Street all the way to the Bridge of Don. This would connect the University of 
Aberdeen with the city centre and provide safe transport for staff and some 14,000 
students. Safe cycling infrastructure will help to attract students to the city which will 
provide an economic boost to the region. 
We'd also like to see included in the objectives for the SUMP something to indicate 
that new infrastructure should be designed to be safe enough for an unaccompanied 
12-year-old – a standard now widely recognised by SUSTRANS. 
 
The SUMP has been limited to the CCMP area and this has implications in that the 
walking and cycling improvements which are proposed fall short in two respects.  
Firstly, they fail to connect many of the city’s key destinations. For example the beach 
esplanade (included only as long term and low priority), Duthie Park, the University 
campuses (Kings College, Foresterhill and Garthdee), or connect with existing off-road 
cycle routes such as the Deeside Way or Riverside Drive.  Secondly, one of the most 
common criticisms we hear of current cycle route provision is that it is piece-meal and 
does not connect.  A cycle path which only covers part of a journey and requires a 
cyclist to mix with traffic for the remainder may still be off-putting to many and so not 
deliver full benefits. 
 
Given the various crises mentioned in our opening paragraph, the timescale for 
implementation of the measures set out in the SUMP is in our view too long.  Medium 
term measures are referred to as being in a 2 – 15 year period. Hopefully this is an 
error and should read 2 – 5 years. 
 
Many of the measures set out in the SUMP rely on implementation of 20 mph speed 
limits.  Noting the lack of any effective speed enforcement in the existing 20mph city 
centre zone, we would ask how the new speed limits will be enforced?  Without 
meaningful enforcement, traffic calming or other physical measures, 20mph limits 
provide an improved walking and cycling environment that is theoretical only.  This 
becomes less of an issue if fully segregated cycle routes are provided. 
 
Similarly, we note the proposal for many new ‘access only’ restrictions.  Our 
observation of existing restrictions of this type (for example, Belmont St, Little Belmont 
St, Loch St, George St) is that they are widely ignored by drivers and there is a 
significant level of non-compliance, again with what appears to be very little active 
enforcement.  Therefore although we welcome such traffic restrictions in principle we 
would want to see physical measures such as rise/fall bollards, bus gates, or ANPR 
(such as used in Broad St) to ensure that the restrictions are effective and meaningful.  
Improved signage may help but is probably insufficient by itself. 
 
We welcome the ambition to provide segregated cycle routes in several key locations, 
but note that in others the SUMP appears to be less committed, stating that cycle lane 
provision may be on-road or only provided if space permits or if safety concerns persist.  
This does not appear to reflect the hierarchy set out in Figure 2 (page 20).   
 
Note that the map on p13 appears to be in error as it shows the cycle route following 
Victoria Road rather than Abbey Road as referred to in the text. 
 
In Section 8 “Supporting Measures” we would like to see the Council commit to 
appointing named individuals as ‘Cycle Champions’, (at both Officer and Elected 
Member), to be first point of contact for stakeholders such as ourselves. 



 

 

 
In Table 4, “High Priority Measures”: 
 
Exempting cyclists from access restrictions on Belmont St is a peculiar choice as most 
cyclists would not be aware that they are currently restricted.  Therefore although this 
may be correcting a legal or procedural anomaly, we would not agree that it is a high 
priority. As we have noted above in this response a higher priority might be providing 
meaningful enforcement of the restriction which prohibits vehicular traffic but appears 
to be widely flouted. 
 
Of the medium term actions, 9 of 14 are only to “investigate” which will by itself deliver 
no improvement on the ground until also implemented. We recognise of course that 
proper preparation is an essential prerequisite to measures being implemented but 
without a timetable for implementation, the risk is that delivery will slip and actual 
benefits will not accrue. 
 
As noted elsewhere we particularly welcome the reference to “segregated facilities” 
which we believe are the only way that modal shift will be possible.  This recent press 
item reiterates why on-road cycle lanes are inadequate3. 
 
Table 5 “Medium Priority Measures”: 
 
See our comments elsewhere on the effectiveness of 20mph limits are the need for 
traffic calming or effective enforcement. 
 
Note our comment elsewhere with reference to St Fitticks Road, Abbey Road and 
Crombie Road, and the route being incorrectly shown on the plan within the SUMP 
document.  We welcome the action to provide segregated pedestrian facility here too 
which is currently notable by its absence.  In providing a route from the South Harbour 
to City Centre, Victoria Bridge also needs to be addressed as it is currently not well 
suited to cycling. 
 
We welcome the commitment to deliver the CCMP actions for Schoolhill and 
Gallowgate, which we understand to be a segregated two-way cycle lane, with that 
reallocation of space leading to a one-way only restriction for vehicular traffic. 
 
We welcome the proposed improvement for Guild St but given the importance of this 
route for access to the railway station, we would prefer that it be considered as high 
priority. Again the action (segregated cycle way) is only to “investigate” which is 
disappointing given the importance of this location. 
 
With regard to Crown St we note the reiteration of the CCMP proposals. We have 
some concerns about the gradient of Crown St as a preferred cycle route, but 
nevertheless would like to see a more firm commitment to providing a segregated route 
unless an alternative route (such as on College St) can be provided.  Again we’d 
reference Figure 2 in terms of setting priorities. 
 
Woolmanhill roundabout: we welcome the recognition that busy roundabouts such as 
this can be barriers to cycling which need to be addressed.  The proposed action 
deserves more than being considered in the ‘long term’  
 
Table 6: Low Priority Measures: 

                                                 
3 https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2019/jun/17/painted-bike-lanes-waste-money-cycling-

commissioners 
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Castle Terrace path:  we would also like to see the Castlehill pedestrian over-bridge 
recognised and investigated as a potential means of providing a link between the city 
centre and the beach. 
 
As noted elsewhere, we consider it disappointing that measures which could provide 
a link between the City Centre and the beach (one of Aberdeen’s greatest assets) are 
only considered as low priority and long term.  This is a missed opportunity not just for 
cyclists but for the cultural and economic benefit of the city as a whole.  Noting that 
actions are proposed for Virginia St and Trinity Quay, we would suggest an easier and 
more deliverable route towards Footdee and the beach could be by linking Shiprow to 
a new cycle contra-flow on Regent’s Quay (and thereafter Waterloo Quay). 
 
We hope you find these comments to be constructive and helpful. We would of course 
be pleased to meet with you to discuss these or any other points relating to the SUMP 
should that be of further help. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
Gavin Clark, Chair 
Aberdeen Cycle Forum 
 
Cc Cllr Sandra Macdonald 


