
 

 

 

 

17 January 2021 

 

Aberdeen City Council 

South College Street Project Team 

By email:  SCSProject@aberdeencity.gov.uk 

 

Dear sirs, 

SOUTH COLLEGE STREET PROPOSALS 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.  ACF is an established cycle campaign 

and advocacy group established in 2003.  Although we cannot claim to represent all cyclists, we have 

approximately 600 members.  Our aims, as set out in our constitution, are noted at the foot of the 

page1. 

General 

We are dismayed that ACC still considers it appropriate to be bringing forward schemes designed to 

increase traffic capacity within the city centre.  There is ample evidence from elsewhere that creating 

capacity for traffic only generates more traffic.  At a time when ACC is also developing proposals for a 

Low Emission Zone designed to reduce (but not eliminate) illegal levels of air pollution, of which road 

traffic is the major source, it makes no sense whatsoever to be building more road capacity into the city 

centre.  

 
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. 

mailto:SCSProject@aberdeencity.gov.uk


 

 

Citizens of Aberdeen were promised that the opening of the AWPR would bring traffic reduction in the 

city and that those benefits would be “locked in” against future growth. This is now shown to have been 

a hollow promise. 

Transport strategies at all levels: local, regional and national now purport to be in favour of a transport 

hierarchy which puts active travel first.  This scheme ignores that hierarchy and prioritises vehicular 

traffic over the needs of those who wish to walk or cycle. 

We understand ACC’s view is that the scheme is required to accommodate traffic displaced from Guild 

St and Union St when improvements are made there, such as proposed in the City Centre Masterplan.  

This approach will simply move the problems of air pollution and traffic congestion from one street to 

another. The aim should be to reduce the number of cars in the city centre, rather than moving them to 

different streets.   

Our further concern with this approach is that those future changes are uncertain: they do not appear to 

yet have been designed, funded or approved.  Thus there is a risk that the additional capacity will be 

created but the reduction in capacity elsewhere does not materialize, either due to lack of funding or 

lack of political support.  Our skepticism here is based on the fact that despite the CCMP having been 

unanimously adopted by ACC in 2015, and the ambition therein to make Aberdeen “a cycling city”, with 

the exception of Broad St, none of the proposed improvements to cycle infrastructure in the city centre 

have yet been brought forward.   

Of particular relevance to this scheme, the CCMP proposed a new cycle lane for Crown St running 

broadly parallel to College St.  Despite our reservations about the suitability of Crown St (gradient, and 

the fact that it doesn’t serve the railway station) we are not aware of any progress whatsoever. 

 

Overall  

From the perspective of cyclists, the South College St scheme lacks any coherence.  To be effective, cycle 

routes should meet three basic principles: 

1. They should be safe for all users.  This means they must be segregated from vehicular traffic.  

Other than in very low-use areas, cyclists and pedestrians should also be separated. 

2. They must be continuous.  Cycle infrastructure must join up: schemes which stop-start and 

which only serve part of a journey are unlikely to deliver meaningful benefit or generate any 

modal shift. 

3. They must be convenient.  If they are not direct, quick and easy to use compared with the on-

road alternative then some cyclists may choose to remain on the road which obviously reduces 

the benefit. 

College St to Wellington Place 

The cycle provision here is a mix of on-road advisory cycle lane on the west side (i.e. north-bound) and a 

2-way shared-use route on the east side.   Both of these are unsatisfactory.  The on-road provision (see 

image 1.1) is inadequate and should not be installed in the form depicted.  No dimensions have been 



 

 

given but if the visualisations are accurate the lane widths here are minimal and an on-road cycle lane 

inappropriate given the volume and type of traffic we would anticipate on this route.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Advisory lanes like this are specifically given as examples of what not to do in 
Cycle Infrastructure Design (LTN 1/20). See Image 1.2. 

 
The 2-way shared use path is also problematic as levels of use are likely to be 

above the threshold where shared use can operate successfully.   The east side 

facility only extends as far as the College St multi-storey car park and is 

therefore of no use for cyclists travelling beyond. 

The provision of advance stop lines (ASLs) suggests that on-road cycling is still 

anticipated despite the increased traffic volumes being anticipated.  This alone 

is an admission that the off-road provision is inadequate. 

In our view therefore this section has no fit for purpose cycle infrastructure 

included in the design. 

 

Wellington Place to Palmerston Place 

Of all the sections, this is the “least bad” with a 2-way segregated cycle path 

being provided which is separated from both vehicular traffic and pedestrians, 

on the west side.  There is no provision on the east side which is not ideal for 

south-bound travel where cyclists may then have to cross the carriage-way to continue their journey.  (If 

a SUP is considered acceptable on the east side in the section above, why not on this section also?) 

The closure of Portland St to traffic, and the provision of cycle-path access, is good. 

The main failing in respect to this section therefore is the lack of continuity with the sections to the 

north and south and therefore it still falls down on the second of our 3 criteria listed above. 

 

South College St to North Esplanade West 

The proposed provision along Palmerston Place is all shared-use, which we deem unsatisfactory for the 

same reasons given above. LTN 1/20 also rejects them saying, 

“Cycles must be treated as vehicles and not as pedestrians. On urban streets, cyclists must be 

physically separated from pedestrians and should not share space with pedestrians. Where cycle 

routes cross pavements, a physically segregated track should always be provided. At crossings 

and junctions, cyclists should not share the space used by pedestrians but should be provided 

with a separate parallel route.” 

 
The Toucan crossings at the east end of the scheme are all 2-part crossings – again priority given to 

traffic over non-motorised users.  The central islands do not appear to be adequately sized to 

accommodate bikes, especially non-conventional bikes such as cargo bikes or adaptive (all-ability) bikes 

or trikes. 

On the east side, adjacent to the river, only a short section of shared-use path is indicated.  No attempt 

appears to have been made to address the current failings of pedestrian and cycle facilities in this area. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/906344/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-1-20.pdf


 

 

 

Palmerston Place to QE bridge 

This section is a mix of two lengths of segregated cycle path connected by a section of SUP, on the west 

side, with no provision on the east/north side.  

Beginning at Palmerson Place, the first section is broadly OK, although a link to Bank St could be 

included (however it is unlikely to have high appeal to cyclists because of steep gradient).  At the 

junction with the side-road (a branch of South College St) this changes to a SUP which then passes under 

the railway bridge before returning to a further short section of segregated cycle path adjacent to the 

roundabout.  Although we understand the width constraints, particularly where the route passes under 

the railway, this mixture of treatments is poor and likely to lead to users becoming confused over who is 

entitled to use which space, which in turn will lead to conflicts.  The set-back of the crossing point at the 

branch of South College St is also unwelcome, and is the type of interruption to routes which makes 

them slow and hence unattractive.   

The biggest failing of this section of the scheme however is the failure to address the problems with the 

roundabout at the end of the Queen Elizabeth bridge (see Image 1.3). This is currently a major barrier to 

pedestrian and cycle movements, particularly north-south.  As you will be aware there is no safe 

crossing for cyclists (or pedestrians) who have travelled along the Riverside Drive cycle path, and want 

to continue their journey north along the river side (or vice vesra).  This badly needs to be addressed 

and the current scheme makes no attempt to do so.  In our view, if no other solution can be provided, 

this roundabout junction should be removed and replaced with a signal-controlled box junction which 

would better meet the needs of non-motorised users. 

 

We understand that the 

roundabout may be looked at 

again in a future phase.  This 

makes no sense. If active travel 

is truly a priority (as claimed in 

various policy and strategy 

documents) then this junction 

should be top of the list of 

problems to be resolved during 

this scheme. 

The crossing point over 

Riverside Drive, south of the 

roundabout, is shown as a 

Toucan which is strange given 

that there is no cycle 

infrastructure indicated on the 

east side adjacent to the river.  

What is needed is a cycle-user 



 

 

connection to the riverside cycle path which currently begins and ends to the south of the Wellington 

Bridge under-pass.   

On the west side the SUP stops short of joining to the Wellington Bridge. The car park to be negotiated 

shouldn’t be a major obstacle but again isn’t particularly direct. Wellington Bridge itself is adequate but 

again at the south end of the bridge there is no continuation of route, with the roundabout suffering 

from the same lack of any safe crossing points as the one at the north end. 

Conclusion 

The scheme as proposed continues the priority for vehicular traffic over active travel.  The Council’s 

justification appears to be that it is required to allow improvements elsewhere. However in our view it is 

just as likely that the new capacity in this corridor will result generate  induced demand.  In any event, 

the cycling measures which have been included in the design fail, to greater or lesser degree, to meet 

the 3 criteria set out above.  The failure to address safe pedestrian and cycle crossing points at the 

roundabout at the south end of the scheme is an unforgivable omission. 

We recognize that officers have made genuine attempts to include cycle infrastructure in the scheme, 

but cannot do so successfully given space constraints and the Council’s continued preference to 

prioritise vehicular traffic. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Gavin Clark 

Chair, Aberdeen Cycle Forum. 

 

 


