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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Scheme-level evaluation 
The evaluation of the Cycle City Ambition (CCA) programme will involve ‘internal 
comparisons’ of intervention sites and non-intervention sites within each of the eight cities. 
For each city, automatic and manual cycle count data will be analysed for between one and 
three cycle infrastructure schemes, to assess to what extent they result in an increase in 
cycling.  

In most of the cities, the change in cycling volume on the infrastructure schemes will be 
compared with the change in cycling volume at one or several comparison sites, which are 
similar to the locations where the infrastructure is being improved, but will not receive any 
intervention.  

In all, 14 schemes will be evaluated. These schemes comprise a significant proportion of the 
CCA programme in each of the cities, costing between 18% and 66% of the DfT grant. Five of 
the cities have already completed the schemes that will be evaluated, during Phase 1 of the 
CCA programme. Two cities have partially completed their schemes, and one has not yet 
started construction of the schemes that will be evaluated. 

The schemes to be evaluated include: 

  two examples of an extended ‘cycle superhighway’ along a main road radial corridor in 
a major city  

 four examples of shorter sections of segregated cycle route along a main road 

 three examples of a ‘mixed strategic cycle route’ that combines quiet roads, routes 
through green space, and short sections of segregated path alongside more major roads  

 three examples of city-centre schemes  

 one example of a comprehensive package of off-road improvements on a network of 
canal towpaths  

 one example of treatment of a difficult junction in a small city. 

This baseline and interim report confirms which sites will form the comparators for each of 
the schemes and describes cycling trends (pre-intervention and, where relevant, post-
intervention) from automatic cycle counters and/or manual counts at the infrastructure 
schemes and at the comparison sites. 

Early findings suggest that some of the schemes have already resulted in an increase in cycling 
volumes, although it is not possible to say at this stage to what extent this is due to more cycle 
trips being made, or existing cyclists changing their route to take advantage of the new 
infrastructure. Other schemes do not at this stage show clear evidence of an increase in 
cycling, but this may be partly due to limited post-intervention data. 
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City-level and programme-level evaluation  
The report describes ‘city-wide’ cycling trends in each of the eight cities, drawing on 
automatic and manual cycle count data and analysis of data on participation in cycling from 
the Active People Survey and 2011 Census. 

It also documents programme-level evidence on participation in cycling. Trends at the 
programme-level as shown by analysis of the Active People Survey will be compared in future 
reports with trends in three comparison groups of local authorities (‘national’, ‘matched’ and 
‘unfunded’) and these comparison groups are defined and the baseline data for them is also 
reported. 

In six of the cities, automatic and manual count data suggests an upward trend in cycling 
volumes, which pre-dates the CCA programme. However, analysis of the Active People Survey 
does not provide convincing evidence of any programme-level increase in cycling 
participation at this stage. Between 2010/11-2012/13 and 2013/14-2014/15, there was a fall 
in the proportion of adults in the eight cities who had cycled in the past four weeks, although 
this was non-significant. The average number of days on which adults had cycled showed little 
change over this time period. 

Analysis of data from the Active People Survey and 2011 Census at the city-level shows very 
marked baseline differences between the eight cities, with the proportion of adults who had 
cycled in the past four weeks ranging from 11% to 55% across the eight cities (Active People 
Survey 2010/11 to 2012/13), and the proportion who usually cycled to work ranging from 
1.5% to 32.5% (Census 2011). There are also clear differences between the eight cities in the 
propensity of different demographic and socio-economic groups to cycle, and the low-cycling 
cities have larger differences with respect to age, gender and ethnicity. For example, men are 
over 4.5 times more likely to cycle to work than women in West Yorkshire, but only 1.04 times 
more likely in Cambridge. One aim of future evaluation of the CCA programme will be to track 
whether the propensity of different groups to cycle changes over time. 
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PART I: INTRODUCTION, EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROGRAMME 
OVERVIEW 

1. Introduction 

1.1  Context for the evaluation 
The Cycle City Ambition (CCA) Programme provided grants to eight cities, or groups of cities, in 
England: Birmingham; Cambridge; Greater Manchester; Newcastle; Norwich; Oxford; the West of 
England (Bristol, Bath and North East Somerset, and South Gloucestershire Councils); and West 
Yorkshire Combined Authority (Leeds, Bradford and neighbouring areas).  

The first phase of funding (£77 million) was awarded in August 2013, and the second phase of funding 
(£114 million) in March 2015. All eight cities are also contributing significant additional funding from 
other sources. The programme is intended to run until March 2018. The Department for Transport 
grant is 100% capital. 

In accepting the grant, the eight cities agreed to work with Sustrans to improve monitoring and 
evaluation processes, and to work with the Department for Transport to enable a single comparable 
end of programme evaluation1. DfT subsequently contracted Technopolis, Transport for Quality of Life 
and Sustrans to undertake the evaluation of the CCA Programme. 

This is the baseline report for the CCA programme, but it also reports interim results where they are 
available. There will be a further interim report in 2018, and a final report in 2020. 

1.2 Structure of this report 
This baseline and interim report is organised as follows: 

PART I: Evaluation design and programme overview 
Chapter 1 (this chapter) summarises our overall evaluation design and the research questions we are 
seeking to answer. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the CCA programme in each city, and brief 
description of the schemes that will be the subject of our in-depth evaluation. 

PART II: Evidence from cycle count data 
Chapter 3 describes our methodology for analysis of automatic and manual count data. Chapters 4-11 
report baseline data and pre-intervention trends in cycling volumes in each city, and for individual 
schemes. Data on post-intervention trends for individual schemes is also reported where it is already 
available. 

PART III: Evidence from secondary datasets 
Chapter 12 explains how we have defined the ‘intervention group’ and ‘comparison groups’ of local 
authorities for analysis of data on cycling participation from the Active People Survey / Active Lives 
Survey (APS/ALS) and 2011 Census2. Chapter 13 reports baseline data and preliminary trends from 
APS and the Census on cycling participation for the CCA programme as a whole, and for each city 
individually. Chapter 14 reports baseline data and preliminary trends from APS and the 2011 Census 
on propensity to cycle, across different demographic and socio-economic groups in the CCA cities. 
Chapter 15 reports evidence from APS on total physical activity levels among cyclists in the CCA cities. 

                                                           

1 Department for Transport (2014) Cycle City Ambition Grant Programme – Guidance on Distribution of Ongoing Funding 
2 This was also set out in the Stage 1b/1c Evaluation Design Report 
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PART IV: Review of cyclist user surveys 
Chapter 16 reports our review of the questions asked by the eight cities in their cyclist user surveys, 
and how these map onto the research questions. It also identifies some changes to survey questions 
in some cities that would increase the value of the user surveys. 

Finally, Chapter 17 summarises our conclusions and initial findings at this early stage in evaluation of 
the CCA programme. 

1.3 Evaluation design and research questions 
Our evaluation design was set out in full in the Stage 1b/1c Evaluation Design report to DfT (January 
2017, revised March 2017). 

In brief, the evaluation of the CCA Programme is rooted in internal comparisons within each city. For 
each city, automatic and manual count data for between one and three of the most significant 
schemes is being analysed, to assess changes in cycling volume. Changes in cycling volume at 
‘intervention locations’ in each CCA city will be compared with changes in places within the same city 
that have not (or not yet) received an intervention. Where possible, the comparison will be pre-/ post-
intervention for both the intervention location and the comparator location(s). In cases where there 
are no ideal non-intervention comparator sites that ‘look like’ the intervention sites (e.g. in terms of 
distance from city centre, type of road / route, volume of cycle flows, and pattern of use), alternative 
approaches will be used. These include examination of pre/post time-series data from the 
intervention locations; and comparison of intervention locations with multiple comparator sites 
across the city. Where possible, consideration will also be given to the issue of reassignment / 
redistribution of cycle trips (e.g. cyclists who previously used a route parallel to an intervention 
corridor may switch to the intervention corridor when the improvements are complete). 

Alongside this focus on specific interventions in each city, we are also seeking to understand overall 
change in cycling levels, both at the city-wide level and at the programme level. At the city-wide level, 
automatic cycle count (ACC) and manual count data will be used to assess whether there is an uplift 
in the overall amount of cycling across the city, and how much, over the course of the CCA programme. 
Any change will be benchmarked against trends in cycling outside the CCA cities, for example as 
measured by the Active People Survey / Active Lives Survey (APS/ALS) or by the National Travel Survey. 
At the programme level, outcomes and time-series trends in participation in cycling, as shown by the 
APS/ALS, will be compared with outcomes and trends in a set of comparator groups: a ‘national 
comparator group’, a ‘matched comparator group’ and an ‘unfunded comparator group’. We are 
aiming to consider outcomes and trends for both a ‘primary’ group of CCA local authorities with the 
greatest level of per capita expenditure (i.e. those that have been the primary beneficiaries of 
funding), and, as a sensitivity analysis, for a larger group including CCA local authorities that have 
benefitted to a less marked degree.  

Table 1.1 summarises the research questions we are seeking to answer, the data and approach that 
we plan to use for each one, and which report(s) will present the analysis. Our main focus in this report 
is on research questions 1 and 3.  
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Table 1.1: Research Questions to be addressed by the CCA evaluation 
Research Question Data and approach to be used to answer Research Question When analysis will 

be presented^ 

RQ1: Impact of CCA investment on levels of cycling in the cities and change over time  

What impact has the CCAG investment had upon levels of cycling in 
the cities and how these have changed over time? Specifically, what 
have the impacts been on: 

(i) Total levels of cycling in intervention areas and the cities as a 
whole (including generation of new cyclists/new cycling trips and 
increased cycling amongst those who already cycled). 

(ii) Levels of mode switch from other modes to bicycle, including 
robust estimations of the number of additional cycle trips that would 
otherwise have been made by car. 

Automatic and manual cycle count time-series data will be used to compare 
cycling volumes in intervention areas with volumes in non-intervention areas 
in the same city (i.e. internal comparison), and to assess city-wide change. 

B, C, E 

Cycling participation as recorded in the APS/ALS will be compared with cycling 
participation in non-CCA local authorities (i.e. external comparison). 

B, C, E 

Mode switch from other modes to bicycle will be assessed from cordon and 
screenline manual counts of all modes, and from self-reported change in user 
surveys. 

C, E 

RQ2: Growth or decay of effects   

To what extent do these impacts on cycling rates and car use 
increase or diminish over time? 

Automatic and manual cycle count time-series data will be analysed for 
locations that benefited from CCA-funded infrastructure early in the CCA 
programme; historic pre-CCA data in some cities will also be analysed. 

C, E 

RQ3: Profile of new and existing cyclists   

What is the profile of those who already cycled in the cities, and 
those who have taken up cycling since the awarding of the CCAG 
funding? These profiles should consider both key demographics and 
individuals' current levels of physical activity. 

2011 Census data for commuter cyclists will be analysed to establish the 
propensity of different demographic groups to cycle, and the demographic 
profile of cyclists. 

B 

APS/ALS data will be analysed to identify changes over time in demographic 
profile of all those who cycle. 

B, C, E 

User surveys of cyclists will be analysed to assess demographic profile and 
current levels of physical activity, where possible according to type of cyclist. 

C, E 

Bike Life surveys in four cities may provide further information on the profile 
of cyclists. 

C, E 

^ A: Costings Report, December 2016; B: Baseline and Interim Report, 2017 (this report); C: Interim Report, 2018; D: Revised Costings Report, 2019; E: Final Evaluation Report, 2020 
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Research Question Data and approach to be used to answer Research Question When analysis will 
be presented^ 

RQ4: Cyclists’ and public perceptions in the cities, and change over time 

What impacts has the CCAG investment had on the perceptions of 
cyclists and the public in the cities and how has this changed over 
time? What specific impacts have been found on:  

(i) Perceptions of cycling safety, 

(ii) The convenience of cycling, 

(iii) Perceptions of public spaces. 

User surveys of cyclists will be analysed to report perceptions of cycling safety 
(including how this changes over time, or according to type of cycling facility), 
and perceptions of convenience of cycling. 

C, E 

Bike Life surveys in four cities will be analysed to report cyclists’ perceptions, 
and public perceptions, of cycling safety, convenience of cycling, and quality 
of public spaces. 

C, E 

RQ5: Wider impacts of CCA investment 

What estimates can we generate for the wider impacts of CCAG 
investment? These include:  

(i) Objective measures of cycling safety, 

(ii) Road congestion, 

(iii) Car km and carbon emissions, 

(iv) Overall levels of physical activity, including among new and 
existing cyclists. 

Changes in safety will examined by means of pre-post comparison using 
Stats19 cyclist death and serious injuries (KSIs) data at programme level.  
Options for analysis at the level of individual cities will be explored. 

C, E 

Trafficmaster data for rush-hour speeds on segments of locally-managed ‘A’ 
roads where schemes have been built will be provided by DfT, to enable an 
assessment to be made of any impact on congestion for general traffic. 

C, E 

For cities with city-wide uplift in cycling from ACC or manual counts, evidence 
of mode shift from user surveys and manual cordon / screenline all-mode 
counts will be used to estimate effects on car km, and hence carbon emissions. 

C, E 

APS/ALS data will be used to estimate the increase in cycling in CCA cities at 
the programme level, relative to a set of comparison groups. The World Health 
Organisation Health and Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT)  will then be used 
to estimate the health impact of any uplift in cycling at the programme level 
(number of deaths avoided).  

C, E 

APS/ALS data will also be used to present total physical activity levels among 
cyclists versus non-cyclists. 

B 

^ A: Costings Report, December 2016; B: Baseline and Interim Report, 2017 (this report); C: Interim Report, 2018; D: Revised Costings Report, 2019; E: Final Evaluation Report, 2020 
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Research Question Data and approach to be used to answer Research Question When analysis will 
be presented^ 

RQ6: Typical costs of cycling interventions 

What can the CCA Programme tell us about the typical costs of 
cycling interventions and the key factors that can impact on the 
costs of delivery? 

Data on outturn costs and budgeted costs of individual schemes will be 
obtained from CCA cities’ Outputs Reports and follow-up queries to cities. 

A, D 

RQ7: Implementation lessons 

What lessons can we learn from the implementation of CCAG? Insights about implementation will be drawn from other areas of our analysis.  E 

^ A: Costings Report, December 2016; B: Baseline and Interim Report, 2017 (this report); C: Interim Report, 2018; D: Revised Costings Report, 2019; E: Final Evaluation Report, 2020 
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2. Overview of the CCA Programme 
The following pages summarise the CCA programme in each city, and describe the schemes that will 
be the subject of our in-depth evaluation. 

 

Birmingham  

CCA grant: £39.1 million 

Programme overview 

In CCA Phase 1 Birmingham resurfaced eight canal towpath cycle routes, created or improved 18km 
of cycle routes across green space, signed 11 routes along quieter roads, implemented 20mph zones 
across 41 square km of roads, and distributed 4,750 bikes in disadvantaged communities. 

Schemes to be completed in CCA Phase 2 include 11km of new segregated cycle track along three 
‘A’ road corridors, and packages of measures such as 20mph zones, quiet route signing and new 
cycle parking in ten local centres designated ‘green travel districts’. 

Scheme for detailed evaluation 

The scheme to be evaluated in detail accounts for 28% of the total CCA DfT grant. It is: 

 Canal Routes: 52km of towpath cycle routes upgraded to bonded surfaces across eight canals; 
including widening where possible, information totems along 2km in the city centre and two 
access ramp schemes – one at University rail station. 47.2km completed in CCA Phase 1. Cost 
£9.7 million. 4.8km to be completed in CCA Phase 2. Estimated additional cost £1.1 million. 

 

 

 

 

 

Grand Union Canal (before January 2013) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Grand Union Canal (after May 2014) 
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Cambridge 

CCA grant: £10.1 million 

Programme overview 

The Cambridge programme involves both Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire local authority 
areas. More than three quarters of the expenditure will be in Cambridge. 

In CCA Phase 1 the programme built two segregated cycle paths (2.7km total) along main radial 
routes into the city centre and four rural shared use routes connecting research parks, train 
stations and the busway.  

During CCA Phase 2 it will complete a 0.6km segregated cycle path along a third radial route (both 
sides of the road), extend the two segregated cycle paths built during Phase 1, and build a new 
pedestrian and cycle bridge over the River Cam.  

Schemes for detailed evaluation 

The schemes to be evaluated in detail account for 47% of the total CCA DfT grant. They are: 

 Huntingdon Road: 1.6km segregated cycle path to the city centre from the north (in-bound 
only). Segregated by bespoke chamfered profile kerb (80% of route) or kerbed islands; 
including five floating bus stops and side road priority. Cost £1.5 million. Scheme to be 
extended during CCA Phase 2. Estimated additional cost £0.3 million. 

 Hills Road: 1.1km segregated cycle path into the city centre from the south (both sides of the 
road). Segregated by bespoke chamfered profile kerb, and including four floating bus stops 
and side road priority. Cost £1.7 million. Scheme to be extended during CCA Phase 2. Estimated 
additional cost £0.3 million. 

 Trumpington Road: 0.6km segregated uni-directional cycle lane, plus a bi-directional cycle lane 
on an existing raised bank, into the city centre from the south. To be delivered during CCA 
Phase 2. Cost estimate £0.8 million. 

 

 

 

 

Huntingdon Road (before: September 2012) 

 

 

 

 

 

Huntingdon Road (after: August 2016) 

 

Photo credits: © Google 
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Greater Manchester  

CCA grant: £42.1 million 

Programme overview 

Greater Manchester’s CCA programme is concentrated in the five districts of Manchester, Salford, 
Stockport, Trafford and Tameside; with more than three quarters of the CCA grant being spent in 
these areas. 

In CCA Phase 1 Greater Manchester built two segregated cycle routes (7km total), two canal towpath 
routes (14km) and two quietways (11km), as well as improving cycle access and parking at nine 
‘Cycle and Ride’ stations. 

During CCA Phase 2 the programme will build two more segregated routes, another two towpath 
routes and deliver packages of localised cycle route improvements around Bolton, Rochdale and five 
district centres.  

Schemes for detailed evaluation 

The schemes to be evaluated in detail account for 18% of the total CCA DfT grant. They are: 

 Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road Cycleway: 5km cycle superhighway (both sides, 72% segregated 
from traffic) along Wilmslow Road, connecting East Didsbury to Manchester city centre via the 
university quarter; including 15 floating bus stops and two new and 24 upgraded toucan 
crossings. Cost £7.3 million. A contiguous 2km section along Oxford Road to be completed 
during CCA Phase 2. Estimated cost £2 million – match funding. 

 Broughton Cycleway: 2.2km mixed strategic cycleway linking residential areas to Salford Quays 
and Salford University; including 0.9km marked lanes and 1.3km light segregation using 
‘armadillo’ plastic studs and ‘splitter islands’. Cost £0.5 million. 

 

 

 

 

 

Wilmslow Road (before: August 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wilmslow Road (after: May 2016) 

 

Photo credits © 2017 Google 
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Newcastle 

CCA grant: £16.3 million 

Programme overview 

As part of CCA Phase 1, Newcastle upgraded a 4.9km mixed strategic route, replaced two city centre 
traffic lanes with a segregated cycle track and completed a shared space scheme in a local shopping 
area. 

Schemes for CCA Phase 2 include segregated cycle tracks along 5.5km of a mixed strategic cycle 
route running west from the city centre and two further shared space schemes in local shopping 
areas. 

Schemes for detailed evaluation 

The schemes to be evaluated in detail cost an amount equivalent to 28% of the total CCA DfT grant. 
They are: 

 Gosforth Corridor: 4.9km mixed strategic cycle route from the city centre northwards to beyond 
Gosforth; part of the ‘Great North Cycle Route’. Includes new and improved crossings of two 
major roads, an improved section through green space and a 0.6km section of lightly segregated 
cycle lanes (both sides). Cost £4.3 million – of which £1.3 million is CCA DfT grant A. Route to be 
extended as part of CCA Phase 2. Cost estimate £0.8 million. 

 John Dobson Street: a 0.4km city centre segregated two-way cycle track and footpaths, replacing 
two of four lanes of traffic; aligned for connection to existing and planned radial routes from the 
city centre. Cost £2.4 million. 

 

 

 

 

 

John Dobson Street (before: June 
2015) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
John Dobson Street (after: July 
2016) 
 
Photo credits © 2017 Google 
 

A: Much of the remaining cost is met by the Cycle Safety Fund and S106 agreements. The cycle facilities are part of a wider 
package of transport improvements on this corridor. 
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Norwich 

CCA grant: £12.1 million 

Programme overview 

During CCA Phase 1 Norwich upgraded a 9.2km mixed strategic ‘pedalway’ route, created a 
contraflow route into the city centre, implemented 20mph zones in an area covering 10,800 
households and created or improved cycle parking at four ‘hub’ locations, including the hospital and 
university.   

In CCA Phase 2 Norwich will upgrade two further mixed strategic routes that connect the city centre 
with the north and south of the city; a substantial proportion of their 31km total length will be 
improved.  

Scheme for detailed evaluation 

The scheme to be evaluated in detail accounts for 34% of the total CCA DfT grant. It is: 

 Pink Pedalway: 9.2km mixed strategic cycle route, connecting the hospital and university in the 
west with the city centre and Heartsease in the north-east. Half the route was upgraded, 
including new on-road cycle lanes and cycle tracks, advance stop lines and seven new cycle 
crossings. Cost £4.1 million.   

 

 

 

Little Bethal Street,  
Pink Pedalway 
(before: July 2014) 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Little Bethal Street,  
Pink Pedalway, two-way for 
cyclists and closed to vehicular 
traffic (after: September 2016) 
 
 
‘Before’ photo credit © 2017 Google 
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Oxford 

CCA grant: £4.2 million 

Programme overview 

In CCA Phase 1 Oxford remodelled a roundabout that created a difficult junction for cyclists entering 
the city centre from a number of main routes from the east.   

Planned schemes for CCA Phase 2 are resurfacing and widening two off-road cycle routes (4.4km 
total) into the city centre from the west and south of the city; a new pedestrian and cycle bridge 
over the River Thames; and walking and cycling schemes and public realm improvements adjacent 
to a major shopping centre.  

Scheme for detailed evaluation 

The scheme to be evaluated in detail cost an amount equivalent to 38%A of the total CCA DfT grant. 
It is: 

 The Plain: a remodelled five-arm roundabout on a main approach to Oxford city centre from the 
east. The scheme included reducing the width of each entry point arm; widening pedestrian 
islands and upgrading six un-signalised pedestrian crossings; lowering kerbs; and narrowing the 
roundabout carriageway and removing lane markings. Cost £1.6 million.  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
The Plain 
(before: July 2014) 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
The Plain  
(after: June 2015) 
Photo credits © 2017 Google 

A: Only 52% (£0.84 million) of the costs for The Plain were funded from the CCA grant, with the remaining 48% (£0.78 
million) funded through local contributions. Therefore expenditure on this scheme only actually accounted for 20% of 
Oxford’s CCA grant. 
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West of England 

CCA grant: £27 million 

Programme overview 

The West of England programme involves three local authorities: Bristol, South Gloucestershire 
and Bath & North East Somerset. About half of the West of England expenditure will be in Bristol. 

Schemes delivered during CCA Phase 1 included a new signalised pedestrian and cycle crossing of 
a motorway slip road, a remodelled ring-road junction including a single fast crossing of six traffic 
lanes for cyclists, and a refurbished pedestrian and cyclist bridge. 

During CCA Phase 2, planned schemes include a new 5km radial ‘Quietway’ (mixed strategic cycle 
route); building two routes which traverse the city centre and connect to radial routes (2.4km 
total); and improvements to three existing Quietway routes.  

Schemes for detailed evaluation 

The schemes to be evaluated in detail account for 20% of the total CCAG DfT grant. They are: 

 Filwood Quietway: 5km mixed strategic cycle route from the city centre southwards to 
Hengrove and Filwood; to include a new pedestrian and cyclist bridge, sections of segregated 
cycle path and sections through green space. To be delivered during CCAG Phase 2. Cost 
estimate £2.3 million.   

 North-South City Centre Quietway: 1.3km route through the city centre, connecting radial 
Quietways; mainly segregated cycleway, integrated with Metrobus (bus priority) schemes. To 
be delivered during CCAG Phase 2. Cost estimate £2.2 million. 

 East-West City Centre Quietway: 1.1km route through the city centre, connecting radial 
Quietways; to include improved river crossing at Bristol Bridge. To be delivered during CCAG 
Phase 2. Cost estimate £1 million. 

 

 

 

 

Hambrook Junction (before: June 2012) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Hambrook Junction (after: August 2015; not 
due for detailed evaluation) 
Photo credits © 2017 Google 
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West Yorkshire 

CCA grant: £40.2 million 

Programme overview 

The West Yorkshire programme is mainly focused on Leeds (receiving about three quarters of all 
expenditure) but with some schemes in other towns and cities in Leeds City Region: York, Bradford, 
Wakefield and Huddersfield. 

In CCAG Phase 1 a 23km segregated cycle ‘superhighway’ was built between Leeds and Bradford, 
with expanded 20mph zones covering 14.3 square km of adjacent streets. Also, 16km of the Leeds 
– Liverpool Canal towpath between Shipley and Kirkstall was resurfaced. 

During CCAG Phase 2, planned schemes include 5km of segregated cycle superhighway routes in 
Leeds city centre and a 2.5km extension of the superhighway from Bradford city centre towards 
Shipley. In addition, over 22km of towpath and riverside routes will be resurfaced and a pedestrian 
and cycle deck will be added to a city centre rail bridge.  

Scheme for detailed evaluation 

The scheme to be evaluated in detail accounts for 66% of the total CCAG DfT grant. It is: 

 Leeds – Bradford Cycle Superhighway: 23km ‘superhighway’ linking Bradford to Leeds city centre 
and east to the suburb of Seacroft. Cycle lanes are segregated from traffic for over 80% of the 
route, which includes 94 floating bus stops, 80 upgraded crossings, 15 new crossings, side road 
priority crossings and a clearway along the entire length. Cost £26.5 million. 

 

 

 

 

Dick Lane, Leeds – Bradford Cycle 
Superhighway  
(before: September 2014) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Dick Lane, Leeds – Bradford Cycle 
Superhighway  
(after: August 2016) 
 
Photo credits © 2017 Google 
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PART II: EVIDENCE FROM CYCLE FLOW DATA 

3. Methodology for analysis of cycle flow data 
This chapter describes our methodology for analysis of automatic cycle count (ACC) and manual count 
data.  

Chapters 4 – 11 then report the findings from our analysis of baseline levels and trends in cycling in 
each of the eight cities, as shown by ACC and manual count data at both the city-wide level and the 
scheme level. A few schemes were completed at an early stage in the CCA programme, and for these 
schemes we also report early post-intervention outcomes where these are already evident. 

3.1 First stage data checking and estimation of cycle flows from ACCs and 
manual counts 

Sustrans liaised with the eight cities to obtain raw ACC data, and carried out quality checks to identify 
and remove erroneous data (e.g. large spikes). The quality checks included both an automatic process 
of identification of data values that were clearly incorrect, and a visual inspection.  

For each ACC, the following values were calculated: 

 Monthly median daily total (MMDT) – for any month with at least 10 weekdays of data and five 
weekend days of data  

 Monthly median weekday total (MMWDT) –  for any month with at least 10 weekdays of data 
 Monthly median weekend day total (MMWEDT) – for any month with at least five weekend 

days of data 
 Annual median daily total (AMDT) – for any year with at least 100 days of data. 

Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) were calculated for each ACC in each year, by multiplying the AMDT 
by 365. 

For years in which an ACC had more than 100 but fewer than 365 days of data, Sustrans’ set of 200 
reference counters were used to estimate the annual totals (AMDT and AUE). The reference counters 
are ACCs for which a full year of data (i.e. 365 days) is recorded. Comparison with the reference 
counters enables extrapolation from available days of data to estimates for whole years that correct 
for seasonality of cycling flows, variation between weekdays and weekend days, and variation 
between term-time and school holidays. 

We also used Sustrans’ set of 200 reference counters to estimate AMDTs from manual counts, so long 
as these had taken place over at least four days, spanning both weekdays and weekend days. The level 
of uncertainty associated with AMDTs / AUEs derived from these manual counts is greater than that 
for AMDTs / AUEs derived from ACCs with at least 100 days of data. 

If manual counts had only been undertaken on a single day (as is commonly the case for all-mode 
cordon and screenline counts), we did not make an estimate of the AMDT / AUE, and simply reported 
year-on-year change in the actual one-day count. 

3.2 Calculation of year-on-year change for groups of ACCs 
In order to calculate the rate of year-on-year change in cycling volumes for groups of counters, we 
picked out the operational ACCs from successive years to form sets of ‘year-pairs’ (e.g. 2012 and 2013). 
We included all ACCs with >100 days’ data in both years of the year-pair. For each year-pair, AUEs 
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were summed for the relevant counters, and an annual percentage change was calculated. An indexed 
change was then calculated for each year relative to the baseline year3.  

We used this approach (rather than restricting the analysis to the subset of ACCs with data in every 
year over the entire time period e.g. from 2010 to 2016) because the number of operational ACCs in 
a city tends to change over time: old ACCs cease to function and may not be replaced, and new ACCs 
are installed at other locations. In the CCA cities, it was also common for there to be a rather few ACCs 
in the pre-CCA / early CCA time period, so that if we had made it a requirement to use the same set 
of ACCs over the entire time period we would either have had to exclude from our analysis all ACC 
data from the pre-CCA / early CCA time period (which would have meant that for some cities we would 
only have been able to report trends from 2015 onwards), or would have had to exclude all data from 
newly-installed ACCs (which would have meant ignoring more than half of all ACC data).  

We carried out two checks of the results given by this approach, described below. 

 Use of consistent set of ACCs to calculate cycling trends: For one city, Newcastle, we had 
sufficient ACCs to be able to test whether use of an identical set of counters to calculate year-on-
year change over several years gave a different relative change in cycling volumes, as compared 
to the method described above which uses different sets of ACCs for different year-pairs. Use of 
the consistent set of 25 ACCs with data in all years, as opposed to the full set of 35 ACCs, gave a 
somewhat larger relative increase in cycling volumes (+15% for 2012 - 2016 when using a 
consistent set of 25 ACCs, as compared to +6% when using different subsets of all 35 ACCs for 
different year-pairs).  

 Exclusion of AUE data for year-pairs with incomplete monthly data: Also for Newcastle, we 
tested whether the relative change in cycling volumes between 2012 and 2016 was affected by 
exclusion of AUEs for year-pairs in which the ACC had less than nine months of data in either year. 
This provided a test of the reliability of AUEs for counters with incomplete data. This had little 
effect on the relative increase in cycling volumes (+6% for 2012 - 2016 when data was excluded 
for any year-pair where the ACC had < 9 months data in either year; also +6% when this data was 
included; slightly bigger differences of between +1% and +3% between the two methods in the 
years 2013-2015).  

Given the results of these checks, we conclude that it is acceptable to use different subsets of ACCs 
for calculation of year-on-year change in cycling volumes, where this provides the large benefit of 
incorporating considerably more ACC data and assessing change over a longer time period, including 
a pre-CCA / early CCA period with relatively few ACCs. We also conclude that it is acceptable to 
calculate AUEs for ACCs with incomplete data over the course of the year (so long as >100 days). This 
is therefore the approach we have adopted for all the cities. 

3.3 Second stage data checking and sensitivity tests  
At the start of analysis of the ACC data for each city, we undertook several further checks and 
sensitivity tests, described below. 

Exclusion of anomalous data 
We inspected AUEs for each counter to check that the change between successive years appeared 
plausible. If a counter showed a large jump or drop in AUE between years, we inspected the monthly 
(MMDT) data to check whether there was any clearly identifiable anomaly, and if so, when the 

                                                           

3 The baseline year was usually 2012, except in cases where 2012 data was missing (e.g. in Bristol, where few ACCs were 
operating in 2012, we chose 2011 as the baseline year).  
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anomaly first occurred. We asked the CCA local authority project manager whether there was an 
explanation for the change in recorded flows, such as temporary road-works causing cyclists to miss 
the counter, or scheme construction vehicles being counted, or a permanent change of cycle path 
configuration. Where the reason for the anomaly could be identified, we either excluded data for the 
affected period (if it was temporary) and recalculated MMDTs, AMDTs and AUEs, or undertook a 
sensitivity test in which the data from the affected counter for the years in question was excluded 
from analysis of cycling trends.  

We also undertook a sensitivity test if the reason for anomalous monthly data could not be identified 
by the local authority project manager; or if the monthly data appeared normal, but with several 
months of missing data (potentially making the AUE less reliable).  

If the monthly data appeared normal and reasonably complete, we retained the AUEs for the years in 
question.  

Exclusion of first-year data 
The number of ACCs installed in the CCA cities increased substantially during the period of the CCA 
programme. New ACCs have often been installed at the same time as cycle infrastructure is improved 
or upgraded. This raises the possibility that newly-installed counters might show a very rapid initial 
rise in use, not because the new infrastructure on which they are sited results in more cycling trips 
being made, but because it attracts existing cyclists who divert from other routes. This supposition is 
not based on any systematic studies, but if it were correct, use of first-year counter data would give a 
misleading impression that city-wide cycling was growing faster than was actually the case. We tested 
whether this was an issue for three cities (Birmingham, Cambridge and Manchester) by doing a 
sensitivity test in which the first year of data from newly-installed ACCs was excluded from the 
calculation of changes in cycling volumes for groups of counters.  

In all three cities, removal of first-year data from newly-installed ACCs had a minimal effect on overall 
trends, and in fact gave the opposite result to that we would have expected if trip diversion was a 
significant distorting factor (effect of exclusion of first-year data on relative change in cycling volumes 
for 2012 – 2016 was +1% for Birmingham and Cambridge, and +4% (41% vs 45%) for Manchester). We 
therefore concluded that there was no reason to exclude first-year counter data for newly-installed 
ACCs, and retained this data for all ACCs in all eight cities. 

Inclusion of ACC data from neighbouring local authority areas 
For some cities (Cambridge, Manchester, Newcastle) there are ACCs that lie outside the administrative 
boundary of the city, but still within the built-up area and in similar locations to some ACCs within the 
city boundary. These ACCs have the potential to add useful information about city-wide cycling trends. 
Where this was the case, we undertook a sensitivity test in which the ACCs from neighbouring areas 
were included / excluded in calculation of city-wide trends. 

In all cases, the inclusion of the additional counters had very little effect on city-wide trends. For 
Cambridge and Manchester, we concluded that inclusion of a small number of ACCs4 outside the 
administrative boundary of the city, but still within the built-up area, was appropriate, as the intensity 
of intervention was comparable. For Newcastle, we concluded that inclusion of a larger number of 
ACCs (11) from the neighbouring local authority area of Gateshead was not appropriate, because the 
intensity of intervention is very much lower in Gateshead than in Newcastle. 

                                                           

4 For Cambridge, we included three ACCs in South Cambridgeshire. For Greater Manchester, the main CCA activity is in five 
metropolitan districts (Manchester, Salford, Stockport, Tameside and Trafford), but we included one additional ACC in Bury, 
close to the boundary with Manchester. 
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3.4 Approach to selection of comparison groups of ACCs 
In cities where multiple ACCs could potentially provide comparator data for the schemes that we are 
evaluating, we used four criteria to define the comparison group. The selected ACCs were: 

 In broadly the same type of location as the intervention ACC(s), in terms of distance from the city 
centre (i.e. distinguishing ‘central’, ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ urban locations). 

 In locations where we would expect a similar pattern of use to that at the intervention ACC(s), 
distinguishing in particular between sites where most cycling was likely to be for utility trips, and 
sites that were likely to be used for both utility and leisure trips. This was tested by examination 
of weekday and weekend flows (MMWDT and MMWEDT). Alternatively, it was tested by visual 
checking of the count site, using Google Streetview, to establish whether it was alongside a major 
road likely to be mainly used for utility trips, or an off-road route (e.g. canal towpath) likely to be 
attractive for both utility and leisure cycling. 

 With a broadly similar usage trend from year to year (as measured by AMDT) as the ACC(s) at the 
intervention sites, during the pre-intervention time period. For example, if there was pre-
intervention data for the scheme location that showed growth in cycle use, we looked for 
comparison ACC(s) that also showed growth in cycle use, at a similar rate.  

 We preferred comparator ACCs with higher cycle flows (e.g. preferably daily flows of over 100 
cyclists, measured as AMDTs), to reduce the impact of random variation. 

In practice, there were limitations in most of the cities which meant that we had to be flexible in our 
strategy for selection of ACCs for the comparison group. We describe these limitations in chapters 4 
to 11.  

3.5 Other approaches to define the counterfactual or enable attribution 
In this baseline report, we have also started to develop some other approaches to defining the 
counterfactual (i.e. what would have happened at the site of the scheme, if it had not been built), or 
to strengthen the evidence that any change in cycling volume at the scheme is attributable to the 
scheme. These other approaches are particularly important in cities where the schemes we are 
evaluating have limited (or no) ACC data, or if it is difficult to identify suitable ACCs to form a 
comparison group. 

In some cities, the scheme being evaluated is on a route that crosses a cordon or screenline where 
manual cycle counts are carried out annually. Where the cordon or screenline count point is 
reasonably near to the scheme, we plan to compare counts at the count point on the scheme corridor 
with counts at all other count points (sometimes excluding other count points that are on corridors 
where other cycling schemes have been built or are planned). 

In other cases, particularly where it is difficult to identify suitable ACCs to form a comparison group, 
but there is pre- and post-intervention ACC data for the scheme, we hope to be able to demonstrate 
a counterfactual by extrapolation of the previous trend. In particular, we will use the monthly (MMDT) 
data to assess how closely the timing of any ‘uptick’ in cycling coincides with scheme completion. 
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4. Levels of cycling in Birmingham 

4.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
CCA investment in Birmingham is intended to create a city-wide cycle route network along radial 
corridors that extend 20 minutes cycling time from the city centre. We therefore define ‘city-wide’ as 
the entire administrative area of Birmingham City Council. 

Data availability and quality 
Automatic cycle counter (ACC) data has been obtained for 48 sites. Availability of continuous count 
data between 2010 and 2016, from which annual usage estimates (AUEs) can be calculated, varies 
considerably. In 2010 and 2011, only 7 ACCs have suitable data, and from 2012 to 2016, between 40 
and 47 ACCs collected usable data. Data availability for each ACC is summarised in Appendix A. 

Trends in ACC data 
Figure 4.1 and Table 4.1 show city-wide trends in AUE indexed to the baseline year of 2012 (=100). 
The solid line shows the trend for all ACCs within the area of Birmingham City Council.  

The dashed line shows the result of a sensitivity test in which the first year of data for newly-installed 
ACCs was removed from the analysis (as described in section 3.2). This shows a minimal effect, and so 
our analysis from here on uses the complete data set. 

Between 2010 and 2016, city-wide volumes of cycling increased year-on-year, except between 2011 
and 2012. The largest year-on-year increases in cycling AUE were recorded between 2010 and 2011 
(+24%, n=7) and 2013 and 2014 (+10%, n=42). Between 2012 and 2016, cycling volume increased by 
32%.  

Figure 4.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012 =100) 
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Table 4.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

City-wide AUE index 
76 
- 

100 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=6) 

106 
(n=40) 

117 
(n=42) 

124 
(n=42) 

132 
(n=47) 

City-wide sensitivity test 
AUE index 

76 
- 

100 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=6) 

106 
(n=6) 

116 
(n=42) 

123 
(n=42) 

133 
(n=42) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

4.2 CCA intervention: canal towpath upgrades package 
Scheme description 
Birmingham carried out a comprehensive upgrade of its canal towpaths during CCA Phase 1. Across 
52km of canal towpath, unfinished and crushed limestone surfaces were upgraded to bonded 
surfaces. Information totems were installed on 2km of route in the city centre, and access ramps were 
added at two locations. Works took place between spring 2014 and autumn 2015. There are ACCs on 
four canal towpaths: Grand Union, Birmingham Mainline, Birmingham & Fazeley and Worcester & 
Birmingham canals.  

Data availability and quality 
There are nine ACCs on canal towpaths, of which eight were used in our analysis5. These eight ACCs 
are shown in Table 4.2, together with upgrade start and completion dates and years for which AUEs 
have been calculated.  

Table 4.2: Full listing of all ACCs on canal towpaths, showing years AUEs were calculable 

ACC number: 
Canal 

Canal 
upgrade 
start 

Canal 
upgrade 
end 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

CY46:  
Grand Union  

Summer 
2015 

October 
2015 

   Y Y Y Y 

CY82: 
Grand Union 

Summer 
2015 

October 
2015 

  Y Y Y Y Y 

CY90:  
Grand Union 

Summer 
2015 

October 
2015 

  Y Y Y Y Y 

CY91:  
Grand Union 

Summer 
2015 

October 
2015 

  Y Y Y Y Y 

CY49:  
Birmingham Mainline 

Spring 
2014 

July  
2014 

  Y Y Y Y Y 

CY12:  
Birmingham & Fazeley 

Spring 
2014 

August 
2014 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

CY47:  
Worcester & Birmingham  

Spring 
2015 

July  
2015 

  Y Y Y Y Y 

CY81:  
Worcester & Birmingham 

Summer 
2014 

October 
2014 

  Y Y Y Y Y 

 

 

 
  

                                                           

5 We excluded counter CY48 because it had a very low average volume of cycling (average AMDT below 20). 
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Figure 4.2 Location of Birmingham’s canal towpaths and associated ACCs 
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CCA canals package and city-wide trends in ACC data 
Figure 4.3 shows trends in AUE for the canal towpath ACCs indexed to the baseline year 2012 (=100), 
compared to the city-wide indexed trend from Figure 4.1. Cycling volumes on the canal towpaths 
increased every year between 2010 and 2016, except between 2011 and 2012 (but with data only 
available for one counter, CY12, for the period from 2010 to 2012). The biggest year-on-year increase 
in cycling volume was between 2014 and 2015 (+53%; n=8).  

Between 2012 and 2016, cycling volume on the canal towpaths increased by 128% (Table 4.3), 
whereas city-wide cycling volume increased by 32%. Such results suggest the canal towpath 
improvements may have had a positive impact on cycling levels, greater than city-wide changes. 

Figure 4.3: Birmingham canal towpaths and city-wide trends in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC 
data (indexed 2012=100) 

 
 
Table 4.3: Birmingham canal towpaths and city-wide trends in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC 
data (indexed 2012 =100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Canal towpaths AUE index 
72 
- 

138 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

127 
(n=7) 

129 
(n=8) 

197 
(n=8) 

228 
(n=8) 

City-wide AUE index 
76 
- 

100 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=6) 

106 
(n=40) 

117 
(n=42) 

124 
(n=42) 

132 
(n=47) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

  

0

50

100

150

200

250

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

CCA canals package City-wide



Cycle City Ambition Programme: Baseline and Interim Report 24 | P a g e  
 

4.3 Trends in cycling for a comparison group of ACC sites 
Selection of comparison group of ACC sites 
The Stage 1c report suggested there was the potential to use ACC sites on canal towpath schemes 
benefiting from CCA investment at a later date, as comparators to canal towpath schemes benefiting 
from earlier CCA investment. However the comprehensive upgrade of the canal towpath network in 
Birmingham means that little, if any, of the canal network remains unimproved. It is therefore 
necessary to identify comparison ACCs that are not located on the canal network. 

We checked whether ACCs located near the towpath upgrades but away from and uninfluenced by 
CCA investment offered a possible comparison group. However, these ACCs tended to be on busy 
roads and to have dissimilar levels of cycling to the canal counters. We then assessed all city-wide 
ACCs for comparability (regardless of distance from the canal network), based on AMDT being within 
+/- 15% of each canal towpath ACC. This ensured that comparison ACCs were drawn from locations 
with similar cycling volumes to each of the canal towpath ACCs. To validate our approach, the MMDT 
trends of these ACCs were also compared to the canal towpath ACCs. Those ACCs with a similar AMDT 
and comparable MMDT trend were considered suitable as a comparison group. On this basis we 
identified comparators to each individual canal as well as an overall comparison group. 

Table 4.4 and Figures 4.4 – 4.7 show the ACCs chosen to form the comparison group, and the reason 
for their selection. 

Table 4.4: Canal towpath ACCs, comparison ACCs, and reason for their selection 
ACC number: 
Canal 

Comparison 
ACC 

Comments 

CY46, CY82, CY90, CY91: 
Grand Union 

CY55, CY78 
CY55 and CY78 show similar patterns in MMDT to the 
scheme ACCs (Figure 4.4). 

CY49: 
Birmingham Mainline 

CY17 CY17 shows similar MMDT trend to CY49 (Figure 4.5). 

CY12: 
Birmingham & Fazeley 

CY16, CY58 
CY16 and CY58 show similar MMDT and AMDT trends to 
CY12 and are located on a route passing a riverside path 
(Figure 4.6). 

CY47, CY81: 
Worcester & Birmingham CY17, CY13 

CY17 and CY13 are situated on a parallel route to the 
Worcester and Birmingham Canal (and also run through a 
park) and display similar patterns in MMDT to the scheme 
ACCs (Figure 4.7). 
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Figure 4.4: Trends in MMDT for Grand Union Canal ACCs (CY46, CY82, CY90 and CY91) and comparison pair of ACCs (CY55 and CY78). 

 
 
Figure 4.5: Trends in MMDT for Birmingham Mainline Canal ACC (CY49) and comparison ACC (CY17). 
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Figure 4.6: Trends in MMDT for Birmingham & Fazeley Canal ACC (CY12) and comparison pair of ACCs (CY16 and CY58). 

 
 
Figure 4.7: Trends in MMDT for Worcester & Birmingham Canal ACCs (CY47 and CY81) and comparison pair of ACCs (CY13 and CY17). 
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CCA canals package and comparison group trends in ACC data 
The AUEs for the whole comparison group of ACCs were aggregated and compared to the AUEs for 
the canal towpath group of ACCs. Figure 4.8 and Table 4.5 show indexed trends for the canal towpath 
group of ACCs, the comparison group of ACCs, and the city-wide group of ACCs.   

The city-wide and comparison groups show a similar indexed change in cycling volumes between 2010 
and 2016 (+32% and +24% respectively).  During the same time period, indexed change in cycling 
volumes for the canal towpath group of ACCs shows a much greater increase (+128%). The divergence 
is particularly pronounced from 2014 onwards. The difference-in-difference increase between the 
canal towpath group of ACCs and the comparison group of ACCs is +104% between 2012 and 2016. 

Figure 4.8: Cycling trends for canal towpaths, comparison group and city-wide group of ACCs, from 
AUEs (indexed 2012=100) 

 
 
Table 4.5: Cycling trends for canal towpath group, comparison group and city-wide group of ACCs, 
from AUEs (indexed 2012=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Canal towpaths AUE index 
72 
- 

138 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

127 
(n=7) 

129 
(n=8) 

197 
(n=8) 

228 
(n=8) 

Comparison group AUE 
index 

79 
- 

102 
(n=3) 

100 
(n=3) 

106 
(n=6) 

119 
(n=6) 

116 
(n=6) 

124 
(n=6) 

City-wide AUE index 
76 
- 

100 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=6) 

106 
(n=40) 

117 
(n=42) 

124 
(n=42) 

132 
(n=47) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

 
The same exercise was repeated for each of the canal towpaths individually. Figure 4.9 shows indexed 
trends for the group of ACCs on each canal towpath, relative to their respective comparison ACC (or 
pair of comparison ACCs) and to the city-wide trend. Table 4.6 summarises the data.  
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Figure 4.9: Cycling trends for each canal towpath and its comparison ACC(s), and city-wide, from AUEs (2012=100) 
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Table 4.6: Cycling trends for individual canal towpaths, relative to their comparison ACC(s), from 
AUEs (indexed 2012=100)  

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

City-wide AUE index 
76 
- 

100 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=6) 

106 
(n=40) 

117 
(n=42) 

124 
(n=42) 

132 
(n=47) 

Grand Union Canal 

Canal AUE index 
- 
 

- 
 

100 
- 

139 
(n=3) 

141 
(n=4) 

162 
(n=4) 

240 
(n=4) 

Comparison AUE index 
- 
 

- 
 

100 
- 

102 
(n=2) 

112 
(n=2) 

107 
(n=2) 

136 
(n=2) 

Birmingham Mainline Canal 

Canal AUE index 
- 
 

- 
 

100 
- 

115 
(n=1) 

158 
(n=1) 

189 
(n=1) 

226 
(n=1) 

Comparison AUE index 
85 
- 

102 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

101 
(n=1) 

114 
(n=1) 

113 
(n=1) 

122 
(n=1) 

Birmingham & Fazeley Canal 

Canal AUE index 
72 
- 

138 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

115 
(n=1) 

121 
(n=1) 

174 
(n=1) 

218 
(n=1) 

Comparison AUE index 
33 
- 

106 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

118 
(n=2) 

130 
(n=2) 

135 
(n=2) 

132 
(n=2) 

Worcester & Birmingham Canal 

Canal AUE index 
- 
 

- 
 

100 
- 

130 
(n=2) 

116 
(n=2) 

226 
(n=2) 

227 
(n=2) 

Comparison AUE index 
84 
- 

101 
(n=2) 

100 
(n=2) 

103 
(n=2) 

117 
(n=2) 

112 
(n=2) 

120 
(n=2) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

The graphs and table show that the pattern is similar for all four canal towpath schemes, with each 
one showing markedly greater increases in cycling than for its comparison ACCs. The timing of the 
‘uptick’ in the trends correlates with the timing of completion of works on the different canals: 
Birmingham Mainline Canal was completed first, in July 2014, and shows an uptick in cycling volumes 
in 2014; Birmingham & Fazeley Canal was completed next (August 2014), and shows an uptick in 
20156; and the Grand Union Canal was completed last (October 2015) and shows an uptick in 2016. 
The Worcester & Birmingham Canal was completed in stages, with one ACC at a site where works 
finished in October 2014 and another at a site where works finished in July 2015; it shows an uptick in 
2015. 

Two counters on canal towpaths had complete, or nearly complete, data for the period before and 
after the improvement works. This enabled us to examine the timing of the uptick in cycling more 
closely. Figure 4.10 shows monthly median daily totals for counters CY12 (Birmingham & Fazeley 
Canal) and CY81 (Worcester & Birmingham Canal). Twelve-month rolling averages help identify when 
cycling volumes began to increase. Vertical lines show construction completion dates. For CY12, the 
uptick in the 12-month rolling average exactly coincides with scheme completion in August 2014. For 
CY81, the pattern is not quite so clear, but there appears to be an uptick in the 12-month rolling 
average in June 2015, about a month before the completion of works near to Birmingham city centre. 

  

                                                           

6 The fact that a one month difference in scheme completion between the Birmingham Mainline and Birmingham & Fazeley 
Canals led to a difference of a year in response may be because the Birmingham Mainline Canal benefited from post-scheme 
uplift during the peak summer period, while Birmingham & Fazeley Canal did not.   
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Figure 4.10: Monthly cycle flows for counters CY12 (Birmingham & Fazeley Canal) and CY81 
(Worcester & Birmingham Canal)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Solid lines = monthly median daily totals, MMDT; dashed lines = 12-month rolling averages. 
Vertical black lines show construction completion dates. For CY81, work on the Birmingham & Fazeley Canal near Selly Oak 
(and near CY81) was completed in October 2014, and work on the same canal near Birmingham city centre was completed 
in July 2015. 
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4.4 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline / interim assessment: 

 A maximum of 48 ACCs have enabled examination of indexed change in cycling volumes at the 
city-wide level within the Birmingham City metropolitan district limits. Between 2010 and 2016, 
city-wide volumes of cycling increased steadily year-on-year (except 2011 to 2012 when no change 
was recorded), with an indexed increase of 32% between the baseline year of 2012 and 2016. 

 Within Birmingham, there has been a comprehensive upgrade of the canal towpath network. The 
effect on cycling volumes is being monitored by eight ACCs. Between 2012 and 2016, indexed 
cycling volume increased on the canal towpaths by 128%, whereas cycling volumes for a 
comparison group of six ACCs increased by 24%, giving a difference-in-difference increase of 
+104%. 

 In all cases, the timing of increases in cycling on the canal towpaths coincides with the timing of 
completion of CCA infrastructure works.
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5. Levels of cycling in Cambridge 

5.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
The Cambridgeshire CCA bid covered ‘Greater Cambridge’ including both Cambridge City Council and 
South Cambridgeshire District Council, but there is a greater intensity of intervention in Cambridge 
City area. The city therefore offers the best basis for evaluation of ‘area-wide’ change in cycling, with 
the highest likelihood of detecting significant change. However, the city’s administrative boundary is 
not a precise fit with either the boundary of the built up areas or cycling monitoring points, so we have 
included three automatic cycle counters (ACCs) in South Cambridgeshire that lie close to the city 
boundary in our ‘city-wide’ assessment, as discussed in the next section. 

Data availability and quality 
ACC data has been obtained for 18 sites. Data for a further (new) site and further data from existing 
sites may become available if Cambridgeshire County Council is able to resolve computer hardware 
and software difficulties. Data is summarised in Appendix A. 

The set of counters shows discontinuous functionality. The number of counters with sufficient data 
continuity over two successive years (100 days minimum in each year) for estimation of year-to-year 
change in annual cycling volumes varied from seven to 15 between 2010 and 2016. Over the past five 
years there have been more than ten ACCs with usable data.  

The majority (15) of the counters lie within the Cambridge City Council administrative area. One 
counter (1000018 at Babraham Park and Ride) is situated further from the city centre than the 
remainder of the counters in the Cambridge City Council area, but rather than exclude this one 
counter, we enlarged the data set with a further three counters (ACCs 3, 22, 300001) from South 
Cambridgeshire District Council that are in rather similar situations (i.e. 4-5km from the city centre but 
connected by good traffic-segregated cycling facilities). All three additional counters show a 
predominance of weekday (commuter) use, comparable to the wider dataset. A sensitivity test to the 
inclusion of these extra counters (see next section) showed little effect on the overall city trend, 
because levels of use are lower than on the busiest city centre routes. 

Two annual manual two-day counts have taken place on a screenline and a cordon in Cambridge City 
since 1978, although data is presently only available from 2004 onwards with gaps in 2006 and 2007. 
A screenline along all the River Cam crossings is counted over two days each spring. A cordon on radial 
routes into the city is counted over two days every autumn. 

Trends in ACC data 
Figure 5.1 and Table 5.1 show city-wide trends in cycling, from Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) 
calculated from ACC data. Overall, cycling levels have been increasing since 2010. Between 2012 (the 
baseline year) and 2016, cycling increased by 27%.  
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Figure 5.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100)  

 

Figure 5.2: Further sensitivity tests on city-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data 
(indexed 2012=100) 
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Table 5.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100), with 
sensitivity tests 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
City-wide AUE index 
(excl. ACC 1000007 2016 anomaly) 

95 102 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=15) 

106 
(n=15) 

114 
(n=14) 

126 
(n=15) 

127 
(n=11) 

City-wide AUE index 
(incl. ACC 1000007 2016 anomaly) 

95 
 

102 
(n=7) 

100 
(n=15)

) 

106 
(n=15) 

114 
(n=14) 

126 
(n=15) 

123 
(n=12) 

City-wide AUE index 
(excluding first year of ACC data) 

 102 
 

100 
(n=7) 

106 
(n=15) 

114 
(n=14) 

127 
(n=13) 

124 
(n=12) 

City-wide AUE index 
(excluding four outlying ACCs)  

96 102 
(n=6) 

100 
(n=12) 

106 
(n=12) 

114 
(n=11) 

128 
(n=12) 

124 
(n=10) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

The solid line in Figure 5.1 shows the trend for the entire group of ACCs after cleaning the data to 
remove the 2015-16 year-pair from one counter (ACC 1000007), where use dropped over 20% from 
year to year. This change was far greater than either the slight declines or slight rises that year shown 
by other counters (which split 50:50 between rising and falling). Because this ACC is at a very busy site, 
removal from the dataset for this year alters the combined city-wide trend from a decline to a very 
slight rise. Upon investigation, Cambridgeshire officers reported that a new ramp had been added to 
the bridge at 90 degrees to the existing city-side ramp, so some cyclists now miss the counter. 
Cambridge plans to address the issue. 

Figure 5.2 and Table 5.1 show two further sensitivity tests. The dashed line with circle markers is a 
sensitivity test that shows there is minimal effect from excluding the first year of data from newly-
installed ACCs. The dashed line with square markers is a sensitivity test that shows that if the four 
outlying counters (ACCs 1000018, 3, 22, 3000001) are excluded from the analysis, the effect on the 
combined city-wide trend is only just discernible. 

Trends in cordon count data 
Figure 5.3 and Table 5.2 show the trend for the River Cam screenline manual count and the Cambridge 
City manual cordon count. Only indexed data is presently available for 2004 and 2005. Indexing is also 
necessary to allow like-for-like year-on-year comparison because the cordon count changed from 23 
to 24 count points in 2011 when the Busway cycle path was added, and the screenline count changed 
from 12 to 13 count points in 2009 when Riverside count point was added. To extend the indices back 
before these years, the total count at the other count points in the year before and the year after the 
change was used to generate a like-for-like index across the discontinuity (i.e. a similar technique to 
the use of ACC AUEs).  
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Figure 5.3: Trends in numbers of cyclists counted at Cambridge screenline counts (indexed 
2012=100) 

 

Table 5.2: Indexed cycle counts at Cambridge cordon and screenline (2012=100) 
 2004 2005 ... 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Radial 
cordon  

58 60  83 82 86 96 100 110 117 123 139 

River Cam 
screenline   74  86 87 83 97 100 97 130 117 115 

River Cam 
screenline  
(uncleaned) 

 74  86 87 83 97 100 97 130 117 98 

As with the ACC data, both the cordon and the screenline count show an overall long term rise. 
However, the overall rise on the cordon count between 2012 and 2016 (39%) is substantially greater 
than shown by the city-wide group of ACCs (27%) and the rise on the river screenline is substantially 
less (15%). The variability of the river screenline seems greater than the cordon, despite its more 
central location resulting in more than double the number of cyclists (28,000 as compared to 13,000 
on the cordon in 2016). The greater variability may be partly explained by the smaller number of count 
points (13 vs 24).  

The final year of the river screenline count is strongly influenced by just three count points which 
showed very large drops in 2016, quite unlike the other count points. Cambridgeshire County Council 
does not hold records of particular local conditions that might explain this discrepancy, but on 
investigation found that just one of the two count days that had been averaged showed this drop on 
those counters. If the aberrant day is removed on those counters, the 2015-16 decline is much less. 
The dashed and solid red lines on the graph show the sensitivity of the overall trend to removal of this 
data. 
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5.2 CCA intervention 1: Huntingdon Road 
Scheme description 
During CCA Phase 1, a 2.1m wide cycle lane segregated by height (80%) or by a narrow kerbed island 
(20%) was installed over a distance of 1.6km, in the ‘city-bound’ direction only; this replaced a 1.4m 
wide on-road lane. Work was substantially completed by April 2016. CCA Phase 2 will extend the 
scheme towards the city centre, and is scheduled for July 2017.  

Data availability and quality 
Cycle flows on the Huntingdon Road Cycleway are being monitored by ACC 6000001. The counter was 
installed after the scheme was completed, so it only records post-intervention data. This counter was 
reported to have collected data from November 2015 onwards, but only 2016 data is presently 
available. 

Table 5.3 describes the counter on the Huntingdon Road cycleway.  

Table 5.3: ‘Intervention’ ACC on Huntingdon Road Cycleway 
ACC number & location Data available AUE 2016 

 
Comments  

6000001: Huntingdon Rd (A1307) 
inbound (SE-wards) segregated cycle 
path 20m north of Sherlock Rd 

Jan-Sept 2016  
(but may be 60 days 
additional data from 2015)  

280,000  
(one-way) 

All data from this counter 
is post-intervention 

AUE reported to nearest 100 

Data is also available for a four-day post-intervention manual count on the Huntingdon Road in 
October 2016. The manual count location was 900m northwest of ACC 6000001 but there are no 
significant joining roads or cycle routes in between. The AUE from the manual count was 457,700 (to 
nearest 100). This is notably less than the 560,000 two-way flow estimate provided by the ACC 
(doubling the one-way AUE from ACC 6000001).  

This discrepancy is the opposite of what might be expected, given that many Cambridge cycle counters 
show highest flows in October and November, due to an autumn term peak in student traffic (an effect 
that would be expected to influence the data even though the intercept survey accompanying the 
manual count on Huntingdon Road showed commuter use was three times student use). 

Disaggregated data from 2008 onwards for the annual cordon counts on radial routes into Cambridge 
has been made available, including two sites, on the Huntingdon Road and Girton Road, only hundreds 
of metres further out of town than the end of the new cycle path. From the road geometry it is 
apparent that these sites, taken together, capture the two main feeder roads into the improved 
section of Huntingdon Road, although Girton College is inside the Huntingdon Road cordon point and 
would be expected to generate a significant number of cycle trips on the new cycle path. The 
combined two way cordon count in 2016 at these sites was around 1000 per day, compared with 1500 
per day recorded at the ACC on the new cycle path.  

Figure 5.4 shows the trend at the Huntingdon Road + Girton Road manual count sites, indexed so that 
it can be compared with the trend on the whole cordon count and the cordon count excluding all 
count sites that lie on ‘feeders’ to CCA interventions and might be influenced by them (to form this 
group, all sites on feeder routes to CCA interventions were removed, even those at some distance 
from the interventions). The indexed source data is in Table 5.4.  
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Figure 5.4: Trends in numbers of cyclists at cordon count sites on feeder routes to Huntingdon 
Road scheme (indexed 2012=100), with overall cordon trends for comparison 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 5.4: Trends in numbers of cyclists at cordon count sites on feeder routes to Huntingdon Road 
scheme (indexed 2012=100), with overall cordon trends for comparison 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Huntingdon Rd + Girton Rd 
feeder route  

107 123 96 132 100 129 136 136 156 

Radial cordon 83 82 86 96 100 110 117 123 139 

Radial cordon excluding 
sites on CCA feeder routes 

83 83 84 91 100 114 113 115 125 

The graph shows that the pre-2012 trend is erratic, but that recent years appear more consistent. The 
upturn in 2016 is greater than that shown by the cordon sites not on CCA feeder routes. This difference 
would be expected if the intervention is attracting extra cyclists, but, in view of the noise in the past 
trend, further years of data will be necessary to confirm that the upturn is not due to random variation. 

Comparator to Huntingdon Road cycleway 
Section 5.5 describes the comparator to all the schemes being evaluated.  
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5.3 CCA intervention 2: Hills Road 
Scheme description 
During CCA Phase 1, a 2.3m wide segregated cycle lane was installed on both sides of Hills Road over 
a distance of 1.1km; this replaced a mixture of on-road unsegregated cycle lane, shared use path, and 
no provision. Work was substantially completed by September 2016. CCA Phase 2 will extend the 
scheme for a short distance away from the city centre.  

Data availability and quality 
Cycle flows will be monitored by ACC 6000002 on the city-bound side of Hills Road, which was installed 
at the end of 2016. No data is presently available from this counter, and it appears all data from this 
counter will be post-intervention. 

Table 5.5 describes the counter on the Hills Road Cycleway.  

Table 5.5: ‘Intervention’ ACC on Hills Road Cycleway 
ACC number & location Data available Comments  

6000002: Hills Rd  (A1307) inbound 
(northwards) segregated cycle path 
near Perse School entrance 

No data presently available, but 
should be data from end 2016  

All data will be post-
intervention 

Data is available for a 4-day post-intervention manual count on Hills Road in October 2016. The manual 
count location was 400m north of ACC 6000002 but there are no significant joining roads or cycle 
routes in between. The Annual Usage Estimate (AUE) from the manual count was 1,865,300 (to 
nearest 100). 

Unfortunately, none of the annual manual screenline or cordon count sites are close to the Hills Road 
CCA scheme. The nearest cordon count sites on possible feeder routes are over 1km beyond the end 
of the new cycle path, the other side of Addenbrookes Hospital, and in 2016 carried just 300 cyclists 
per day in comparison to the 5000 per day recorded on the new path itself by the 4-day manual count 
described above. The data from the cordon count sites in question is also very variable.   

Comparator to Hills Road Cycleway 
Section 5.5 describes the comparator to all the schemes being evaluated. 

5.4  CCA intervention 3: Trumpington Road 
Scheme description 
Work scheduled along the Trumpington Road cycle route for CCA Phase 1 was delayed to allow 
relocation of a gas main to be completed. The scheme will involve a segregated wide uni-directional 
cycle lane, plus a bi-directional cycle lane on an existing raised bank; this will replace narrow 
unsegregated on-road cycle lanes. CCA Phases 1 and 2 of the scheme are due to be completed by July 
2017. 

Data availability and quality 
Unfortunately, upon detailed enquiry of Cambridge, the ACC entitled ‘Trumpington Road’ with data 
from 2011 was found to be taking readings from New Bit path, a path across New Bit common which 
joins Trumpington Rd. If more people use Trumpington Rd as a result of the CCA scheme, the counter 
will not record this uplift. Cambridgeshire officers expect that, if it changes at all, this counter will 
record lower numbers due to diversion onto the new path. There are no plans to install an automatic 
counter on Trumpington Road but manual counts will be undertaken. 
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Pre-intervention data is available for Trumpington Road from a four-day manual count in September 
2015. The count location was on Trumpington Road alongside New Bit common, within the section of 
the road that will have CCA improvements. The Annual Usage Estimate (AUE) from the manual count 
of cyclists was 309,000 (to nearest 100). 

No annual manual screenline count sites are close, so the site-specific disaggregated cordon count 
data does not appear to be useful. The nearest cordon count sites on possible feeder routes are over 
2km beyond the planned end of the new cycle path, the other side of the settlement of Trumpington, 
with joining and departing routes in between.  

Comparator to Trumpington Road Cycleway 

Section 5.5 describes the comparator to all the schemes being evaluated, although the lack of ACC 
data for the Trumpington Road scheme will limit the usefulness of a comparator site. 

5.5 Trends in cycling for a comparator ACC site 
Cambridgeshire officers identified an ACC located on Barton Road as a suitable comparator for all 
three schemes being evaluated. Barton Road is a main radial route into Cambridge from the west, 
which already has a segregated two-way cycle path. Data is available since 2011. 

Table 5.6 describes the Barton Road ACC site.  

Table 5.6: Barton Road comparator site 
ACC number & location Years when 

sufficient data 
to calculate 
AUE 

Comments 

4: Barton Rd (A603) near 
junction with Grange 
Road 

2011-2016 Measures 2-way flow. Shows a similar proportion of weekday 
(commuter) use to that on the intervention site with ACC data 
(Huntingdon Road), and a comparable level of two-way use.  

Figure 5.5 shows the trend in levels of cycling for comparator ACC 4. Source data is shown in Table 
5.7. Cycling volumes decline very slightly from 2011 to 2013, then rise strongly during the following 
two years before falling back again in 2016. 
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Figure 5.5: Trend in cycling at Barton Road comparator site, from AUEs for ACC 4  
(indexed 2012 = 100) 

 
 
Table 5.7: Trend in cycling at Barton Road comparator site, from AUEs for ACC 4 (absolute 
numbers and indexed 2012=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
AUE  
 

n/a 440,000 436,000 431,800 530,900 558,200 521,200 

Indexed AUE   
 

n/a 101 100 99 122 128 120 

AUEs reported to nearest 100. 

5.6 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline / interim assessment: 

 A group of 15 ACCs in Cambridge City, augmented by three ACCs just outside the city within South 
Cambridgeshire, will form the basis for a ‘city-wide’ analysis of levels of cycling. The trend is a 
strong rise from 2012 to 2015, reducing to a marginal rise in 2016. Between 2012 (the baseline 
year) and 2016, cycling increased by 27%. 

 The sites where interventions have taken place do not have ACC data from before and after the 
route improvements. The Trumpington Road scheme, due to its delayed construction, benefits 
from a four-day pre-intervention manual count from which an AUE has been calculated. The four-
day counts on the other two schemes under evaluation are post-intervention. However, past 
trends from cordon count sites near Huntingdon Road scheme may provide evidence to compare 
past and future cycling volumes.  

 The evaluation will use a single comparator ACC on a segregated cycle path alongside a busy radial 
road similar to the intervention sites. It shows a similar proportion of weekday (commuter) use to 
that on the intervention site with ACC data, and a comparable level of (two-way) use.
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6. Levels of cycling in Greater Manchester 

6.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
Greater Manchester’s CCA programme is concentrated in five of its ten metropolitan districts: 
Manchester, Salford, Stockport, Trafford and Tameside. We estimate that more than three-quarters 
of the CCA grant will be spent in these areas. This ‘MSSTT’ group therefore forms the focus of our ‘city-
wide’ analysis.  

Greater Manchester’s five other districts have also received CCA improvements, but on a smaller scale. 
Including these districts in the city-wide analysis would make it harder to detect any change.  

Data availability and quality 
Automatic cycle counter (ACC) data has been obtained for 44 sites in the MSSTT districts. These have 
discontinuous functionality. The number of counters with sufficient data continuity over two 
successive years (100 days minimum in each year) for estimation of year-to-year change in annual 
cycling volumes varied from nine to 30 between 2010 and 2016. The number of counters with usable 
data steadily increased after a low point in 2011-2012.  

The split of counters across the MSSTT districts is: Manchester 11, Salford 9, Stockport 10, Tameside 
5 and Trafford 9. 

One-day manual cordon counts around each of Greater Manchester’s ten metropolitan district centres 
started counting cyclist numbers in 2001. There is data from 2001 on a three-yearly rolling basis, with 
different sets of districts covered each year. The cordon counts became annual in all districts from 
2008 or 2009. 

Trends in ACC data 
Figure 6.1 and Table 6.1 show city-wide trends in cycling, from Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) 
calculated from ACC data. The solid line shows the trend for the MSSTT districts. Cycling levels have 
increased in every year since 2010. Between 2012 (the baseline year) and 2016, cycling increased by 
41%. 

The dashed line with circle markers is a sensitivity test that shows there is only a small effect from 
removing the first year of data from newly-installed ACCs. The rationale for removal of each counter’s 
first year of data is that new counters tend to be associated with installation of new or improved 
infrastructure and may record an initial rapid rise in use as a result of diversion from other routes. If 
this were the case, exclusion of each counter’s first year of data would reduce the overall trend. 
However, in the case of Manchester, excluding each counter’s first year of data has in recent years 
tended to have the opposite effect. 

The dashed line with cross markers is a sensitivity test that shows the much larger effect of cleaning 
the data by removing three year-pairs from counters where use dropped very suddenly from year to 
year (over 50% in each case). In each case, monthly data revealed a sudden change, then continuation 
at the new level, tending to indicate the change was probably caused by an alteration in local 
circumstances near the counter (rather than representing a real variation in cycling levels). In one case 
a sudden drop between 2015 and 2016 is known to be due to the construction of a CCA-funded traffic-
segregated path to the rear of a counter (number 2418) that was not repositioned and is still 
measuring the much reduced flow along the pre-existing unsegregated cycle lane in the carriageway. 
TfGM are continuing to investigate local records to see if local physical changes are also identifiable in 
the other two cases (ACCs 2409 and 2368). 
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Without removal of these anomalies, the trend from 2013 would be a slight decline rather than a rise. 
We consider that the rising trend is a more realistic representation of city-wide change, since the 
declining trend is based on sites that appear likely to have been adversely affected by changes in local 
conditions (or are known to have suffered such changes).   

Figure 6.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 

 

Table 6.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
City-wide AUE  
(MSSTT districts only) 
 

77 94 
(n=12) 

100 
(n=9) 

120 
(n=12) 

133 
(n=16) 

140 
(n=24) 

141 
(n=28) 

City-wide AUE  
(excl. 1st-year data) 
 

 91 
 

100 
(n=7) 

122 
(n=7) 

135 
(n=15) 

144 
(n=20) 

145 
(n=26) 

City-wide AUE  
(anomalies uncleaned) 

74 
 

91 
(n=12) 

100 
(n=9) 

120 
(n=12) 

118 
(n=17) 

124 
(n=24) 

115 
(n=30) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

Trends in cordon count data 
Trends in cycling to/from MSSTT district centres, as recorded at one-day cordon counts, are shown in 
Figure 6.2 (absolute numbers of cyclists) and Figure 6.3 (indexed to 2012=100). Source data is given in 
Table 6.2. In absolute numbers (which Manchester district strongly dominates) the MSSTT districts as 
a group show a rise of 9% between 2012 and 2015 (the latest year for which we currently have data). 
This agrees with the ACC data in so far as it shows an overall rise since 2012, but the rise is much less 
than the 41% rise recorded by the ACCs.  
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Figure 6.2: Trends in absolute numbers of cyclists counted at district centre cordon counts 

 

Figure 6.3: Trends in numbers of cyclists counted at district centre cordon counts (indexed 
2012=100) 

 

 

In indexed terms, the generally rising picture is confused by significant noise in some of the districts 
with smaller numbers of cyclists crossing the cordon (Salford and Tameside particularly, for which 
numbers in recent years have been below 200). 
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Table 6.2: Absolute and indexed (2012=100) numbers of cyclists at district centre cordon counts 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Manchester  693    796 609  
(indexed)  36    41 32  
Salford 89   60   118  
(indexed) 52   35   69  
Stockport   279 281 427 327 491 524 
(indexed)   51 51 78 60 90 96 
Tameside 111   105   106 196 
(indexed) 44   45   42 77 
Trafford  160   182   190 
(indexed)  69   78   82 
MSSTT total         
(indexed)         

 
 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Manchester 1568 1464 1558 1932 1952 2049 2134 
(indexed) 81 76 81 100 101 106 110 
Salford 118 110 116 172 224 160 176 
(indexed) 69 64 67 100 130 93 102 
Stockport 515 560 496 547 655 657 638 
(indexed) 94 102 91 100 120 120 117 
Tameside 234 213 239 253 145 176 194 
(indexed) 92 84 94 100 57 70 77 
Trafford 219 215 218 233 246 275 288 
(indexed) 94 92 94 100 106 118 124 
MSSTT total 2654 2562 2627 3137 3222 3317 3430 
(indexed) 85 82 84 100 103 106 109 

 

6.2 CCA intervention 1: Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road Cycleway 
Scheme description 
During CCA Phase 1, cycle lanes were built over a distance of 5km along the Wilmslow Road / Oxford 
Road corridor. This is Greater Manchester’s busiest cycle corridor, partly because it passes through 
the university area, including the University of Manchester, Manchester Metropolitan University and 
the Royal Northern College of Music. The scheme is on both sides of the road, and is a mix of full 
physical segregation from traffic (63%); ‘light segregation’ (1%); on-road cycle lane not physically 
segregated (28%) and shared-use path (8%). The scheme is currently being extended by a further 2km 
using local funding. 

Data availability and quality 
Table 6.3 describes the three ACCs along the Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road cycleway. Only counter 
2418 was in place before the intervention, but the new path now bypasses this counter so pre-post 
comparison will not be meaningful until its installation is adjusted. Data from the other two counters, 
newly installed with on-street display ‘totems’, was just sufficient to generate an AUE for 2016. Of the 
data analysed, only the southbound data is representative of the whole cycle flow, because it was 
subsequently discovered that the northbound in-road cycle detection loop was partly broken and only 
the segregated path loop was fully operative. The loop has now been repaired. 
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Table 6.3: ‘Intervention’ ACCs on Wilmslow Road/Oxford Road Cycleway 
ACC number & 
location 

Data 
available 

AUE 2015 
 

AUE 2016 
 

Comments  

2418: Wilmslow Rd 
northbound 
carriageway 5m 
north of Brighton 
Grove 

May 
2015 
onwards. 
No data 
gaps but 
not 
reading 
CCA flow 

198,800 
 

Incompatible 
measurement 
- see 
comments 

No data from the new segregated cycle 
path since it bypasses this pre-existing 
road-facing counter. Consequently shows 
a 52% drop in use from 2015 to 2016 with 
construction of the new path. Counter is 
due to be modified to read new path. 

MCR Oxford Road 
SB Totem: Oxford Rd 
on southbound 
cycleway c.1km 
north of ACC 2418, 
near Denmark Rd 
junction (Whitworth 
Gallery) 

October 
2016 
onwards. 
No data 
gaps  

n/a 470,200* 
*based on 3 
months data 
only  

The (locally-funded) section of cycleway 
near the totem counters was completed 
in summer 2016, and the remainder of 
this section is due to be completed April 
2017. The detection loops capture flows 
on both the road and the segregated 
cycleway. 

MCR Oxford Road 
NB Totem: Oxford 
Rd on northbound 
cycleway opposite 
SB Totem 

As above n/a 267,700* 
*based on 3 
months data 
only 

Construction timings as above. The 
detection loops should capture flows on 
both the road and the segregated cycle 
way. However, the disparity with the 
southbound Totem implied some missing 
flow and TfGM discovered the in-road 
loop for this counter was defective. It has 
now been repaired. 

AUEs reported to nearest 100 

A series of manual counts have taken place along the Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road corridor in recent 
years. Figure 6.4 shows the daily counts, with ACC data points for comparison, plotted according to 
distance from Manchester city centre.  

Flows are highest 1.5-2.5km from the city end of the route, in the vicinity of the university and hospital. 
There is rather good overall correspondence between the manual counts (red, blue and green 
markers) and the ACC data (yellow markers), although the difference between the October 2016 
manual count and the totem counter totals on the days of the 2016 manual count appears more than 
can be explained by possible joining flows in between or the limited hours of the manual count.  

The graph shows there are, as yet, no differences between pre-intervention data (the manual counts 
in 2014 and 2015 and ACC 2418) and post intervention data (the manual count in 2016 and the Totem 
ACCs) greater than the probable margin of error in the manual count data.  
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Figure 6.4: Daily flows of cyclists on Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road from manual counts, with ACC 
data for comparison 

 
 
Comparators to Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road cycleway 
Section 6.4 describes the comparators to both the schemes being evaluated. 

6.3 CCA intervention 2: Broughton Cycleway 
Scheme description 
During CCA Phase 1, cycle lanes were built on both sides of the road over a distance of 2.2km. The on-
road cycle lanes are ‘lightly segregated’ with striped ‘armadillo’ plastic segregation studs and 
intermittent lightweight plastic splitter islands with ‘wands’. Segregation is broken at bus stops, 
junctions and side roads, so 0.9km of the route is on-road coloured mandatory lanes without physical 
segregation. 

Data availability and quality 
Table 6.4 describes the two counters along the Broughton Cycleway. These were installed as part of 
CCA works, and thus do not provide pre-intervention data. Each has provided nine continuous months 
of post-intervention data, which is sufficient to give a reasonably reliable AUE for the first year of use. 

Table 6.4: ‘Intervention’ ACCs on Broughton Cycleway 
ACC number & location Data available AUE 2016 Comments  

2424: Great Clowes Street 
(A5066) 10m N of Elton St. 

April 2016 onwards. 
No gaps in data. 

49,600 All data is post-intervention (path 
was in place by time of May 2016 
Streetview image).  

2430: Blackfriars Road 
(A6041) northbound 100m SE 
of Silk Street. 

April 2016 onwards. 
No gaps in data. 

68,000 All data is post-intervention (path 
was in place by time of May 2016 
Streetview image). 
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A series of manual counts took place along the Broughton Cycleway in 2015. Figure 6.5 shows the daily 
counts, with ACC data points for comparison, plotted according to distance from Manchester city 
centre. The pattern of the manual counts peaks about one kilometre from the city end of the route, 
which may reflect the proximity of Salford University. There is a large difference between the manual 
counts and the ACC data recorded the following year. This may partly reflect difference in location, 
since a minor road that is a cycle route joins in between. However, the difference could also reflect 
uplift since the CCA installation of segregated lanes. TfGM report verbally that Salford are of the 
opinion that use of the route appears to have risen. 

Figure 6.5: Daily flows of cyclists along the Broughton Road Cycleway from manual counts, with 
ACC data for comparison 

 

Comparators to Broughton Cycleway 
Section 6.4 describes the comparators to both schemes being evaluated. 

6.4 Trends in cycling for a comparison group of ACC sites 
The Stage 1 Evaluation Design Report identified a set of 12 ACCs at ten separate sites that could 
provide comparator data for the schemes described above. These counters are all from the MSSTT 
districts, except for one counter just outside the MSSTT districts in the south of Bury district, 
considered by Transport for Greater Manchester to have a comparable geographical situation to the 
CCA intervention sites under evaluation. All the comparator ACCs show broadly similar ratios of 
weekday to weekend day use and therefore probably have comparable proportions of commuter use. 

On the basis of similarities in physical location and proportions of weekday (commuter) use, two 
further counters with good levels of use (2184 and 2189) have been added to the comparison group. 

Table 6.5 describes the strengths and limitations of these ACC sites as possible comparators. 
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Table 6.5: Full listing of all 14 potential comparator ACCs 
ACC number & location Years with sufficient 

data to calculate 
AUE 

Comments 

2184: London Rd (A6) / 80m 
S of Fairfield St, Manchester 

2014-2016 Segregated path parallel to dual carriage-way linking 
to unsegregated path on the same road and with 
other radial cycle routes; closer to city centre than 
interventions but comparable in nature and 
comparable to rest of comparator group in past trend. 

2187: Manchester Rd (A57) / 
80m E of Stanley Rd, Denton, 
Tameside 

2012-2016 Just inside M60 ring road, next to dual carriageway; 
rather low cycle flows. 

2189: Alexandra Park / 25m 
S of Claremont Rd, Whalley 
Range, Manchester (Cycle) 

2010, 2011, 
2015, 2016 

Within a park, but feeding into Princess Rd radial 
corridor and therefore providing a counter with 
higher flows to complement ACC 2388 listed below, 
which its trend has followed in the past. 

2192: Bury New Rd (A56) / 
60m N of Chandos Rd, 
Sedgley Park, Bury 

2012-2015 Unsegregated cycle lanes on busy N-S A-road, ~5km 
north of city centre; rather low cycle flows and just in 
Bury rather than the MSSTT group of authorities, but 
included due to its comparability in other respects. 

2206: Wellington Road N 
(A6) / 30m S of Parsonage St, 
Stockport 

2015, 2016 On busy N-S A-road in south Manchester; further from 
city centre than count sites on schemes being 
evaluated (9km vs 4km), but within M60 ring road.  

2246: Cross Street (A56) / 
200m N of Booth Rd, 
Stretford, Trafford 
2413: Cross St (A56) / 180m 
S of Bradley Ln, Stretford, 
Trafford 

2010, 2011,  
2014-2016 
 
2014-2016 

On unsegregated cycle lane on busy dual carriageway 
just outside M60 ring road, ~7km from city centre, but 
with fairly high cycle flows despite existence of 
parallel off-road route along Bridgewater Canal. 

2365: Bridgewater Canal / 
40m N of Edge Ln, Stretford, 
Trafford 
2363: Bridgewater Canal / 
60m S of Edge Ln, Stretford, 
Trafford 

2010-2012, 
2015, 2016 
 
2013-2016 

On Bridgewater Way canal towpath radial route into 
Manchester city centre, similar distance from city 
centre as schemes being evaluated (~4km) and 
similarly high flows; different type of cycle route, with 
exceptionally high rate of past growth. 

2369: Kincardine Road / 40m 
SE of Dryden St, Brunswick, 
Manchester 

2010, 2011,  
2014-2016 

Major ‘quiet streets’ N-S cycle route to city 
centre. Only 2km from city centre. Also close to 
Oxford Road (~0.5km) so could potentially suffer 
reduction in use due to Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road 
improvements. 

2388: Princess Rd (A5103) / 
80m S of Platt Ln, Whalley 
Range, Manchester 

2010-2016 On N-S A-road in south Manchester, similar distance 
from city centre as counters on Wilmslow Road / 
Oxford Road scheme (~4km). Weakness that Princess 
Road is an inhospitable dual carriageway and adjacent 
shared-use path has cycle flows just one eighth those 
on the Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road corridor. 

2395: Parkway (A5081) / 
170m N of Moss Ln, 
Urmston, Trafford 

2011-2016 Busy radial (inside M60). Close to the Trafford Centre 
– the proportion of cyclists on Parkway whose 
destination is the city centre will be lower than on 
Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road and Broughton 
Cycleways due to closeness to Trafford Park / Trafford 
Centre major employment area.  
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ACC number & location Years with sufficient 
data to calculate 
AUE 

Comments 

2409:  Broadway / 10m SE of 
Columbus Way, Salford 

2013-2016 On unclassified but busy road in Salford, similar 
distance from Manchester city centre as Broughton 
scheme; proportion of cyclists whose destination is 
the city centre will be lower than on Wilmslow Road / 
Oxford Road and Broughton Road Cycleways due to 
closeness to Salford Quays / Media City major 
employment area. 

2412: The Crescent (A6) / 
60m SE of University Rd, 
Salford 

2014-2016 On A-road into Manchester city centre from NW, 
similar distance from city centre as Broughton 
scheme; however, this site will be affected by CCA 
improvements on this corridor as part of CCA Phase 2. 

 

Figure 6.6 shows the trend in levels of cycling for the comparison group of ACCs. Source data is shown 
in Table 6.6.  

As with the city-wide group of counters, there is a major effect from cleaning the data to remove an 
anomalous drop of over 50% at ACC 2409 between 2013 and 2014.  

The two schemes that are the focus of our evaluation are along roads. This brings into question the 
comparability of the two ACCs (2363, 2365) on the Bridgewater Canal (even allowing for the 
segregation from traffic along much of the intervention routes). This is confirmed by analysis of past 
trends, which show that use of the canal path has risen much faster than the comparison group over 
the past six years. Because the level of use of the canal is three times the level of the other ACCs in 
the comparison group, its inclusion also dominates the whole group trend, shown as a sensitivity test 
in Figure 6.6. Our preferred comparison group therefore omits the canal route. 

Conversely, the one counter (2192) that is geographically just outside the MSSTT districts, but on a 
comparable road route, shows a past trend similar to the remainder of the comparison group, and a 
sensitivity test that removed this counter showed minimal deflection of the overall comparator trend. 
Our preferred comparison group therefore includes this counter from Bury district. 

The resulting comparison group excluding the canal path shows a gentle rise of 11% since 2012, with 
a relatively flat trend in the most recent years. This is a much smaller rise than the 41% rise shown by 
the city-wide set of all MSSTT ACCs.  
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Figure 6.6: Trends in cycling for full and reduced comparison group, from AUEs based on ACC data 
(indexed 2012=100) 

 

Table 6.6: Trends in cycling for full and reduced comparison group, from AUEs based on ACC data 
(indexed 2012=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Comparator AUE index 
(without canal path) 
 

87 
 

100 
(n=4) 

100 
(n=2) 

106 
(n=4) 

112 
(n=4) 

109 
(n=10) 

111 
(n=11) 

Comparator AUE index 
(with canal path) 
 

70 91 
(n=5) 

100 
(n=3) 

106 
(n=4) 

115 
(n=5) 

118 
(n=11) 

124 
(n=13) 

Comparator AUE index 
(without canal path but  
2013-14 anomaly uncleaned) 
 

87 
 

100 
(n=4) 

100 
(n=2) 

106 
(n=4) 

77 
(n=5) 

75 
(n=10) 

76 
(n=11) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

6.5 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline / interim assessment: 

 A substantial group of counters in the districts of Manchester, Salford, Stockport, Tameside and 
Trafford (MSSTT) will form the basis of a ‘city-wide’ analysis of levels of cycling. Single counter 
anomalies significantly affect the group trend. After cleaning of anomalies the trend is for a rise 
since 2010, possibly levelling slightly in 2016. Between 2012 (the baseline year) and 2016, cycling 
increased by 41%. 

 The evaluation will use a comparator set of 12 counters which have similar physical settings to the 
intervention sites and similar proportions of weekday (commuter) use. This comparison group 
shows a gentler rise in use since 2010 than the city-wide trend, approximately level for the last 
three years. Between 2012 (the baseline year) and 2016, cycling increased by 11%. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Comparator AUE (without canal path)

Comparator AUE (with canal path)

Comparator AUE (without canal path but 2013-14 anomaly uncleaned)



Cycle City Ambition Programme: Baseline and Interim Report             51 | P a g e  
 

 The intervention sites are each being monitored by two ACCs, with data from a third on the 
Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road Cycleway expected to become available once a pre-existing counter 
is adjusted to cover the new path. This counter will allow direct comparison with one year of pre-
intervention flows, but at present there are no ACCs that have recorded both pre- and post-
scheme readings and can provide accurate estimates of changes in levels of cycling since the CCA 
improvements. Analysis of the available ACC and manual count pre/post-intervention data 
showed no definite change on the Wilmslow Road / Oxford Road Cycleway. However, this data 
was subject to a defective in-road cycle detection loop. TfGM have subsequently reported 
informally that, since repair of that ACC, there are indications of substantial uplift in flows 
compared with pre-intervention manual counts. There are also early signs that post-intervention 
ACC readings may indicate uplift in cyclist numbers on the Broughton Cycleway, in line with 
anecdotal reports, although it is too soon to be definitive. Differences in ACC and manual count 
site locations, and possible influences of seasonality and weather introduce significant 
uncertainty. 
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7. Levels of cycling in Newcastle 

7.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
We defined ‘city-wide’ to include all ACCs located in the Newcastle city council metropolitan district 
(Figure 7.1). 

Some planned cycle schemes are in the neighbouring authorities of Gateshead and North Tyneside, 
reflecting the fact that the cycle-to-work catchment of Newcastle encompasses a wider area than just 
the City itself. For this reason, we also undertook a sensitivity analysis which included all CCAs located 
in Newcastle and a selection of ACCs that are located in Gateshead, within approximately 4 km of 
Newcastle city centre (John Dobson Street). 

Figure 7.1: Newcastle city council metropolitan district 

 

Source: https://mapit.mysociety.org/area/2529.html 

Data availability and quality 
Cycle counters are located both on- and off-road across Newcastle and beyond. Data has been 
supplied for a total of 69 ACCs but spread over a substantially larger area than our definition of city-
wide. Counters have discontinuous functionality.  

Of these counters, 39 are located within our definition of city-wide. 21 are relevant to CCA schemes. 
Two of these counters have not been operating with sufficient continuity over successive years to 
provide data for estimation of year-to-year change in cycling (100 days minimum in each year).  

An additional 11 ACCs (all at sites unaffected by CCA schemes) are located in Gateshead, within 4 km 
of Newcastle city centre. Nine of these counters have been operating with sufficient continuity to 
calculate AUEs. Overall, relatively less data is available for 2010 and 2011. 33 of the 50 ACCs in the 
area of Newcastle + Gateshead have data for all years 2012-2016. 

Manual counts take place annually at outer, inner and central cordons. Both inner and central cordons 
are likely to provide information that is relevant for assessment of city-wide change and change at the 
schemes which are the focus of our evaluation. It has not yet been possible to obtain the manual count 
data from Newcastle City Council (with the exception of data for one count site at John Dobson Street 
in 2015 and 2016), so evidence from these cordon counts will be reported in the next evaluation 
report. 
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Trends in ACC data 
Figure 7.2 shows city-wide annual cycle use as Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) calculated from ACC 
data. Table 7.1 shows the source data. The following lines are shown: 

Solid orange line: ‘city-wide’ trend for Newcastle only (excluding ACCs in Gateshead as well as AUE 
year-pair data that may be anomalous, described below) 

Sensitivity tests: 

A: dashed blue line: Newcastle + Gateshead trend including all data for the 46 ACCs for which it is 
possible to calculate AUEs, without exclusion of anomalous AUE year-pair data. 

B: solid blue line: Newcastle + Gateshead trend for all 46 ACCs for which it is possible to calculate 
AUEs, but with anomalous AUE year-pair data excluded7. A more thorough exclusion of another 14 
possible anomalies (out of which most represent unlikely increases) has only a marginal impact on the 
trend-line.  

C: dotted blue line: Newcastle + Gateshead trend for a subset of 33 ACCs with data in all years 2012-
2016. 

A further sensitivity test has also been conducted with all ACCs excluded that do not have at least nine 
months data in a given year for the years 2012-2016. This different approach to excluding possible 
anomalies (not shown on the graph) removes at least part of the variation caused by missing data for 
various seasons. It has some impact on the estimations but does not drastically change the trend-line 
from 2014-2016. 

Figure 7.2: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 

 

                                                           

7 Anomalies (substantial increases/decreases from one year to the next) include: 50% increase on V9859 from 2010 to 2011; 
70% increase on V9907 from 2013 to 2014; 57% decrease on V9895 from 2011 to 2012, followed by substantial percentage 
increases the years thereafter (26% and 49%). Counter V9895 has missing data for several months, but not consistently 
between years, and seasonal fluctuations may be an issue.  
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The overall pattern is of an increase in cycling volumes from 2010 to 2014, followed by a slight drop 
and then a levelling off in the last year. The best estimate is that city-wide cycling volumes in Newcastle 
alone increased by 8% between 2012 (our baseline year) and 2016. Scheme implementation in 
Newcastle has been relatively slow, and so this should be considered a pre-intervention trend. 

Table 7.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

City-wide AUE, Newcastle 
72 

 
94 

(n=9) 
100 

(n=13) 
108 

(n=32) 
118 

(n=32) 
109 

(n=32) 
108 

(n=31) 

AUE, Gateshead 
84 

 
90 

(n=7) 
100 

(n=8) 
94 

(n=9) 
85 

(n=9) 
88 

(n=8) 
92 

(n=6) 

Sensitivity tests        

A: Newcastle + Gateshead, 
anomalies uncleaned 

76 
 

94 
(n=17) 

100 
(n=22) 

106 
(n=41) 

116 
(n=42) 

108 
(n=40) 

107 
(n=37) 

B: Newcastle + Gateshead, 
anomalies cleaned 

77 
 

93 
(n=16) 

100 
(n=21) 

106 
(n=41) 

113 
(n=41) 

106 
(n=40) 

105 
(n=36) 

Newcastle + Gateshead, more 
thorough exclusion of 
anomalies 

79 
 

93 
(n=14) 

100 
(n=20) 

104 
(n=39) 

112 
(n=36) 

104 
(n=39) 

104 
(n=34) 

C: Newcastle + Gateshead, ACCs 
with data in all years  

    100 
(n=33) 

108 
(n=33) 

123 
(n=33) 

116 
(n=33) 

117 
(n=33) 

Newcastle + Gateshead, ACCs 
with at least 9 months data 

  
100 

(n=11) 
113 

(n=11) 
129 

(n=11) 
118 

(n=11) 
115 

(n=11) 
Grey highlighted row shows best-estimate city-wide trend for Newcastle only, excluding Gateshead.  
n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

7.2 CCA intervention 1: Gosforth Corridor 
Scheme description 
Investment in the Gosforth Corridor is being used to improve a partly pre-existing route, over a 
distance of 5km from Newcastle city centre north towards Gosforth and beyond (currently finishing 
at the Broadway East / Broadway West / Great North Road roundabout, but with plans for further 
improvements north of this)8. Construction started in October 2016 (St Thomas Churchyard to 
Brandling Park) and November 2016 (Brandling Park to Jesmond Dene Road), and is currently ongoing. 

Table 7.2: Description of key investment along the Gosforth corridor 
Location Details Timing 

St Thomas Churchyard to 
Brandling Park 

Widening and resurfacing of existing tracks (less than 
800m). Parapet works. Retaining walls adjacent to 
subway ramp. Drainage and surface improvements 
at subway. Additional cycle parking. 

October 2016, 
ongoing 

Brandling Park to Jesmond 
Dene Road 

Two-way cycle track on Brandling Park (~1.5km), 
changes to priority at Clayton Road. Widening of 
cycle tracks on Great North Road. Improved 
pedestrian and cycle crossing facilities at Great 
North Road/Forsyth Road. Forsyth Road/Highbury 

November 2016, 
ongoing 

                                                           

8 The Gosforth Route was part of a wider package of transport improvements that (in addition to CCA funding) incorporated 
DfT Cycle Safety Fund, S106 agreements. An overview of the transport improvements along the Gosforth corridor is available 
at: https://gosforth.commonplace.is/  
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traffic calming. Upgraded crossing at Jesmond Dene 
Road. 

Little Moor 
Widened and resurfaced segregated cycle path 
alongside road. 

Complete 

North of Gosforth (Hollywood 
Avenue to Broadway East / 
Broadway West roundabout)  

Lightly segregated cycle lanes with ‘orca’ studs either 
side of the Great North Road.  

Complete 

 

Some sections of the pre-existing cycle path on either side of the Great North Road remain 
unsegregated and fairly narrow, or have poor quality surfacing – i.e. this is not a ‘cycle superhighway’ 
standard of route in terms of quality or continuity. 

Data availability and quality 
Cycle flows along the Gosforth corridor are recorded at two longstanding ACC sites: V9772 near the 
southern end of the route and V9930 roughly half-way along the route (Table 7.3). Both counters were 
in place before the intervention. V9772 captures the highest volume of cycling in the city, with daily 
cyclist flows (Annual Median Daily Totals, AMDT) of 674 in 2016.  V9930 captures a slightly lower 
volume of cycling, with AMDT=266 in 2016.  

Newcastle City Council has noted that there is potentially an issue with regard to V9930, which is that 
an alternative cycle route has recently been constructed that bypasses the count site9. An analysis of 
MMDTs of V9930 does not indicate a dip in cycling volumes in relation to the opening of this 
alternative route although seasonality might obscure this.  

The works on the section from Brandling Park to Jesmond Dene Road are not thought likely to disrupt 
cycling volumes significantly, as it is still possible to cycle along the construction. 

Table 7.3: ‘Intervention’ ACCs along the Gosforth Corridor 
ACC number & location Data 

available 
AUE 2015 
 

AUE 2016 
 

Comments  

V9772, Brandling Park 
footpath to Underpass, by 
junction with A167 

2012-2016 245,000 245,900 
This ACC captures the largest 
volume of cycling in the city 

V9930, on Great North Road 
between Forsyth Road and 
Jesmond Dene Road 

2010-2016 95,600 96,900 This ACC captures a high 
volume of cycling in the city 

AUEs reported to nearest 100 

Comparators to the Gosforth Corridor 
We explored with Newcastle City Council which ACC sites might provide suitable comparator data for 
the Gosforth Corridor scheme. It is difficult to identify suitable non-intervention comparison sites 
because most of the ACCs that capture reasonably high cycling volumes are on routes where CCA 
schemes are planned. Table 7.4 describes the strengths and limitations of the sites we considered. 
Table 7.5 gives the ratio of weekend: weekday flows (a measure of the extent to which a count site is 
in a location with a high proportion of leisure trips, as opposed to utility trips). Table 7.6 compares 
annual median daily flows for the ACCs on the Gosforth Corridor and at the potential comparison sites. 

                                                           

9 While it is still the intention that the main cycle route will run straight along the Great North Road, works on Forsyth Road 
(south of V9930) in summer 2015 funded by the Cycle Safety Fund offer a slightly longer alternative route on less busy roads. 
This runs along Forsyth Road, on to Highbury, across Jesmond Dene Road, and then via a path across Little Moor back to the 
Great North Road.  
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Table 7.4: Potential comparator ACCs for the Gosforth Corridor 
ACC number & 
location 

Years with 
sufficient data 
to calculate 
AUE 

Comments 

V9843 
Coach Lane 

2011-2016 
 

Captures north-south cycle flows along Coach Lane, a road with no 
segregated cycle path, and also east-west flows on an off-road cycle 
path that crosses Coach Lane. Thus only part of the cycling volume 
captured by this possible comparator is based on cycling along a 
similar route to the Gosforth Corridor. Flows are fairly high because 
of proximity to Northumbria University, Coach Lane Campus. Located 
north-east of the city centre, further out than V9930. Some 
differences in cycling trend, but relatively large volume of cycling 
activity makes it an attractive comparator. 

V9776 
Newcastle 
Quayside to 
Horatio Street 
at Low Bridge 

2012-2016 No segregated cycle path, but along and close to the river making this 
more of a leisure route. Second highest cycle flows in the city in 2016 
(after V9772). Some differences in cycling trend. This ACC is on a route 
that will be improved during CCA phase 2, but Newcastle officers 
consider it unlikely that this will affect count volumes. 

V9773 
Brandling Park 
footpath to 
underpass 
beneath A1058 

2012-2016 Located north of the city centre, close to V9772 and at an underpass 
capturing cycle flows from the north/east. Comparable cycling trend 
to V9772 and V9930. This ACC is on a route that may be affected by 
CCA phase 2 schemes, and, if so, its inclusion in the comparison group 
would need to be reviewed. 

V9787 
Scotswood 
Road west-
bound; east of 
Dunn Street 

2011-2016 Located by an exit from the dual carriageway A695 (close to a car 
wash), which has a non-segregated cycle path alongside. At this 
location, the A695 runs parallel to the Tyne. Possible comparator to 
V9930 despite lower cycle flows. 

V9760 
Sandyford Road 

2012, 2014-
2016 

Located on Sandyford Road, slightly east of Newcastle city centre on 
a non-segregated cycle track. The counter captures slightly lower 
volumes of cycling. The location close to an underpass of the A167 is 
similar to V9772.This ACC is on a route that may be affected by CCA 
phase 2 schemes, and, if so, its inclusion in the comparison group 
would need to be reviewed. 

Note: some other counters were considered but rejected. These included V9765 and V9853, which capture a lower volume 
of cycling and show a differing trend-line in the baseline period to that shown by the intervention ACCs. V9765 (on St James 
Boulevard, capturing cycling traffic across the Tyne) shows a 10% fall in cycling volume in 2015-16, compared to a stable 
trend for the counters on the Gosforth Corridor. V9853 is located on a (more leisure) route along the Tyne, and cycling 
volumes increased by 21% and 19% in the last two years. 

 
Table 7.5: Ratio of weekend: weekday cycle flows  

Gosforth Corridor  Possible comparator ACCs 

V9930 V9772 V9843 V9776 V9773 V9787 V9760 

38% 39% 45% 100% 48% 35% 42% 

Ratio = monthly median weekend-day total / monthly median weekday total 
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Table 7.6: Annual median daily flows for Gosforth Corridor and possible comparator ACCs 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Gosforth Corridor      

V9930 173 224 250 249 272 262 266 

V9772   581 689 786 671 674 

Possible comparison ACCs      

V9843 262 328 336 308 331 357 345 

V9776     209 294 356 322 389 

V9773     239 277 338 276 282 

V9787  146 155 159 207 204 203 

V9760   335  379 316 298 

 

In summary: 
 V9843 on Coach Lane is fairly comparable to counter V9930 on the Gosforth Corridor in terms of 

its distance from the city centre, ratio of weekend: weekday cycle flows, and median daily flows. 
 V9776 is in a rather dissimilar location to the Gosforth Corridor, and has a higher ratio of weekend: 

weekday flows, but was initially included in the comparison group because of its high median daily 
flows. 

 V9773 is in a similar location to counter V9772 on the Gosforth Corridor, at an underpass close to 
the city centre, with a similar ratio of weekend: weekday flows. 

 V9787 is on a busy major road, similar to parts of the Gosforth Corridor, and has a ratio of 
weekend: weekday flows and median daily flows that are similar to V9930 on the Gosforth 
Corridor. 

 V9760 is in a similar location to counter V9772 on the Gosforth Corridor, near an underpass close 
to the city centre, with a similar ratio of weekend: weekday flows. 

Figure 7.3 shows the change in cycling on the Gosforth Corridor and at the possible comparison sites. 
The count sites on the Gosforth Corridor show slight increases since 2012 (V9930 +6% and V9772 
+16%). Overall, the trend-line for Gosforth corridor V9930 is most comparable to that of V9843 (Coach 
Lane); from 2014 onwards it is also comparable to that of V9787 (Scotswood Road). 

The trend-line for Gosforth corridor V9772 is most comparable to that of V9773.  

Count site V9776 shows a very different trend to all the Gosforth Corridor sites, and is therefore 
probably less appropriate for inclusion in the final comparison group. Count site V9760 also shows a 
different trend to all the Gosforth Corridor sites: it is not shown in the graph and table because it has 
insufficient data in 2013, but it records a 16% fall in cycling volume (AUE) from 2014 to 2015, and a 
6% fall from 2015 to 2016.  
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Figure 7.3: Indexed trends in cycling volumes for intervention sites on the Gosforth Corridor and 
possible comparator ACC sites 

 

Note: V9760 not shown due to insufficient data in 2013. Trends based on AUEs indexed to 2012=100. 

Table 7.6: Indexed trends in cycling volumes for intervention sites on the Gosforth Corridor and 
possible comparator ACC sites (indexed 2012=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Gosforth corridor       

V9930 63 89 100 100 109 105 106 

V9772     100 119 135 115 116 

Possible comparison sites      

V9843 73 98 100 92 99 106 103 

V9773     100 116 141 115 118 

V9776     100 141 170 154 186 

V9787     100 103 134 132 131 

4 comparators   100 112 131 122 130 

3 comparators   100 102 120 115 114 

Note: V9760 not shown due to insufficient data in 2013. Trends based on AUEs indexed to 2012=100. 
4 comparators = V9843, V9773, V9776 and V9787. 3 comparators = V9843, V9773 and V9787.  
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7.3 CCA intervention 2: John Dobson Street 
Scheme description 
John Dobson Street is a N-S street in the city centre. It has been re-modelled with a two-way 
segregated cycle track and widened footways replacing two of four traffic lanes, over a limited length 
of ~400m. At present this scheme is somewhat isolated (i.e. does not have clear connecting routes at 
either end), but it is on an alignment with the Gosforth Corridor scheme to the north, and with a 
planned route south to the Tyne Bridge and Gateshead. John Dobson Street is considered a ‘flagship’ 
scheme by the city council in terms of its high quality design.  

Work on the scheme started in August 2015, and was completed in November 2016.  

Data availability and quality 
Counter V9783 at the junction of Northumberland Road and John Dobson Street recorded pre-scheme 
E-W flows (not N-S) during 2012 and 2015, and was removed in 2016 during scheme construction. 
There was no counter recording pre-scheme N-S flows. 

New counters were installed in February 2017 to record post-scheme N-S flows (V9739 John Dobson 
N. College Street and V9740 John Dobson N. Durant Road). V9783, the counter recording E-W flows, 
was also replaced. These counters will provide evidence on changes in cycle flows during the period 
after completion of the scheme10.  

John Dobson is on the central cordon, and manual count data for the St Mary's Place / John Dobson 
Street junction has been made available for 6 October 2015 and 11 October 2016.  

The manual count data shows a three-fold increase in cyclist numbers along John Dobson Street 
between 2015 and 2016 (Table 7.7 and Figure 7.4). Newcastle officers do not believe that cycle flows 
in 2015 were suppressed by construction works, as the cycle lane was accessible throughout the year. 
Introduction of a bus gate that reduced traffic may have had a positive effect on cycle flows. 

Table 7.7: 12 hour total manual count data at St Mary's Place, John Dobson Street  
2015 2016 Comments  

307 979 Cycling volumes are higher in 2016 for both N-S and E-W flows.  

Figures are for N and S flows along John Dobson Street (highlighted in Figure 7.4). 

  

                                                           

10 There have been some upgrades as part of the CCA scheme on College Street that have improved the E-W link. This 
involved a change in traffic priority that is thought to make the route better. 
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Figure 7.4: Manual count data at St Mary's Place, John Dobson Street 

 

Comparators to John Dobson Street  
Further analysis will be needed to try to identify a suitable ACC comparator, or comparison group, 
once some data for the new ACCs on John Dobson Street is available. One possible comparator could 
be V9782. This cycle counter is not related to any CCA scheme and is located about 1km north-west 
of the city centre on a cycle path off Richardson Road. However, it captures relatively low cycle flows 
(annual median daily total = 43 in 2016).  

7.4 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline / interim assessment: 

 A large number of ACCs in Newcastle will form the basis for a ‘city-wide’ analysis of levels of 
cycling. The baseline trend suggests a modest increase in cycling over time, of around 8% between 
2012 and 2016. 

 The Gosforth Corridor is a key intervention site in Newcastle and the two ACCs along this corridor 
capture a substantial volume of cycling. Comparator ACCs have been identified that are in similar 
locations and capture a similar trend in cycling in the baseline period. There may be some manual 
count data from the inner cordon. 

 John Dobson Street is a flagship scheme in the city centre. There is no ACC data for the baseline 
period. However, ACCs have now been installed and will capture the post-scheme cycling trend. 
The street is also on the central cordon, and it may be possible to compare manual cycle counts 
with counts at other sites on the central cordon.
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8. Levels of cycling in Norwich 

8.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
Norfolk County Council’s CCA programme is focussed on Norwich, where it is improving the 60-mile 
network of five radial and two orbital (inner and outer) ‘pedalways’. The Pink Pedalway was improved 
during CCA Phase 1, and the Blue and Yellow Pedalways are being improved during CCA Phase 2. 

The Pink Pedalway is an eight-mile cross-city route between the University of East Anglia to the west 
of the city and Thorpe St. Andrew to the east of the city, via the city centre. The entire route is either 
separate from traffic or on roads with speed limits at, or below, 20mph.  

Based on the location of the CCA schemes, we have identified the administrative area of Norwich City 
Council plus Old Catton ward of Broadland district council as a coherent urban area with a broadly 
comparable intensity of intervention.  

Data availability and quality 
Automatic cycle counter (ACC) data is available for fourteen sites across Norwich, of which 12 are 
within our ‘city-wide’ definition11. The number of ACCs with sufficient data continuity over two 
successive years (100 days minimum in each year) for estimation of year-to-year change in cycling 
volumes varies between three and eight.  

Of these 12 ACCs, five are on the Pink Pedalway. Two of these have enough data to calculate Annual 
Usage Estimates (AUEs) between 2014 and 2016. The other three only have enough data to calculate 
AUEs for 2015 and 2016.  

Two of the 12 ACCs are on CCA Phase 2 infrastructure: one on the Yellow Pedalway has sufficient data 
to generate AUEs between 2010 and 2016, and one on the Blue Pedalway only has data for 2016. 

The five other counters are located elsewhere in the city. Two are on non-CCA funded Pedalways – 
one on the Red Pedalway with sufficient data to calculate AUEs between 2010 and 2016, and one on 
the Green Pedalway which only has data for 2016. The remaining three counters are elsewhere in the 
city and have sufficient data to calculate AUEs between 2010 and 2016. 

Manual cordon cycle counts take place in most years at two cordons around the city centre, one 
following the inner ring road (IRR) and the other following the outer ring road (ORR). Counts on the 
inner cordon (15 count points) took place in 2010 and every year from 2012 to 2016. Counts on the 
outer cordon (22 count points) took place in 2010 and every year from 2013 to 2016. The Pink 
Pedalway crosses the outer cordon at one count point (ORR8, The Avenues), and passes near to two 
count points on the inner cordon (IRR6a, IRR6b). The Blue and Yellow Pedalways cross the inner 
cordon at two count points (IRR4, IRR12), and the Blue Pedalway also crosses the outer cordon at one 
point (ORR5, Newmarket Road). 

In addition to the cordon count data, manual count data is also being collected at other sites around 
Norwich, particularly on the pedalways. Data will be collected for 24 of these sites in 2017, of which 
nine are on the Pink Pedalway, six on other pedalways, and nine are located elsewhere. Data is 
available for three consecutive years for Vauxhall Street (Pink Pedalway), St Georges Street (Blue and 
Yellow Pedalways) and Brazengate (Yellow Pedalway). 

                                                           

11 The two excluded counters are on A1074 Dereham Road and B1172 Hethersett, both of which are outside the urban area 
of Norwich. 
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Trends in ACC data 
Figure 8.1 and Table 8.1 show city-wide trends in cycling, from AUEs calculated from ACC data. The 
solid line shows the trend for all counters city-wide, including sites which have received CCA-funded 
improvements. The dashed line excludes data from counters that are affected by CCA schemes, for 
years when improvements had begun, or finished. Both lines show a rise in cycling volume between 
2013 and 2016. Between 2012 (the baseline year) and 2016, city-wide cycling volumes rose by 46%. 

Figure 8.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 

 

 
Table 8.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

City wide AUE index 
89 
 

102 
(n=6) 

100 
(n=5) 

100 
(n=4) 

118 
(n=3) 

133 
(n=5) 

146 
(n=8) 

City wide AUE index 
(CCA intervention data removed) 

89 
 

102 
(n=5) 

100 
(n=5) 

100 
(n=4) 

113 
(n=2) 

128 
(n=4) 

141 
(n=7) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

 

Trends in cordon count data 

Figures 8.2 – 8.4 show the volume of cyclists at the inner and outer cordons, in absolute terms and 
indexed to 201312=100. Source data is given in Tables 9.2 and 9.3.  

Four outer cordon count locations (ORR2, ORR3, ORR19, ORR22) have data in 2013 which appears 
anomalous. Each of these is less than 65% of the total of the preceding year, and less than 40% of the 
2016 total. These cycle count locations are on less busy routes (e.g. the count at ORR22 in 2013 is only 
20) making these sites more sensitive to changes. The outer cordon count was also at its lowest in 
2013 (both when including and excluding the four anomalies), so it is plausible that these counts were 
low due to bad weather.  

Taking all cordon counts together, there is an increase in cyclist numbers of 48% between 2013 and 
2016. Both the inner cordon data (+31%) and outer cordon data (+65%) show a rise in cyclist numbers 
since 2013. This corroborates the rising trend in the ACC data (+46% since 2012) shown above. With 

                                                           

12 Indexed to 2013 rather than 2012 because there was no count at the inner cordon in 2012. 
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count points affected by CCA interventions removed, both the inner cordon data (+27%) and outer 
cordon data (+57%) still show a rise in cyclist numbers since 2013. With the anomalous count locations 
removed, the outer cordon saw a rise of 51% in the number of cyclists since 2013. 

Figure 8.2: Estimated annual volume of cyclists, from cordon counts 

  
Note:  data provided as by Norfolk County Council as estimated annual totals (AUEs) calculated from one-day counts. 

Figure 8.3: Volume of cyclists counted at inner cordon (indexed 2013=100)  
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Figure 8.4: Volume of cyclists counted at outer cordon (indexed 2013=100)  

  

 
Table 8.2: Absolute and indexed (2013=100) numbers of cyclists at inner cordon  

 2010 … 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Inner cordon 
count total 

1,662,900 
(n=15)  

2,067,300 
(n=15) 

1,905,300 
(n=15) 

1,755,100 
(n=15) 

2,398,300 
(n=15) 

2,495,700 
(n=15) 

Indexed 87  109 100 92 126 131 
Inner cordon 
(excluding points 
affected by CCA 
schemes) 

1,496,200 
(n=14) 

 1,909,300 
(n=14) 

1,754,000 
(n=14) 

1,637,600 
(n=14) 

2,126,700 
(n=14) 

2,233,900 
(n=14) 

Indexed 85  109 100 93 121 127 
AUEs reported to nearest 100. 

Table 8.3: Absolute and indexed (2013=100) numbers of cyclists at outer cordon  
2010 … 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Outer cordon count 
total 

2,478,000 
(n=22) 

 
2,077,700 
(n=22) 

2,713,900 
(n=22) 

3,362,000 
(n=22) 

3,418,500 
(n=22) 

Indexed 119 
 

100 131 162 165 

Outer cordon 
(excluding points 
affected by CCA 
schemes) 

2,174,000 
(n=21) 

 1,696,700 
(n=21) 

2,122,200 
(n=21) 

2,662,300 
(n=21) 

2,664,600 
(n=21) 

Indexed 128 
 

100 125 157 157 

Outer cordon 
(anomalies 
removed) 

2,202,100 
(n=18) 

 
1,939,200 
(n=18) 

2,431,300 
(n=18) 

2,999,500 
(n=18) 

2,931,700 
(n=18) 

Indexed 114 
 

100 125 155 151 
AUEs reported to nearest 100.  
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8.2 CCA intervention: Pink Pedalway 
Scheme description 
During CCA Phase 1, the existing 9.2km Pink Pedalway was upgraded. Changes included 1.8km new 
on-road cycle lanes, mostly not physically segregated; 1km new track away from roads; conversion of 
a key narrow 100m street to become a dedicated two-way cycle street; advanced stop areas at signals; 
two new cycle zebras and five other new crossings; and other changes to traffic management, parking 
and street design. Construction started in July 2013 and the last component was completed by 
December 2015. 

Data availability and quality 
Changes in cycling volume on the Pink Pedalway are monitored by five ACCs (Table 8.4). Two counters 
(Valley Drive and Cow Drive) have data since 2014, although the data for Cow Drive has many gaps in 
2015 and 2016. The other ACCs have data since 2015. Three of the ACCs are in outer Norwich, and 
two are within 1km of the city centre. 

There is also an annual manual count at The Avenues (an outer cordon count point) (Table 8.5). This 
count point is located between the Cow Drive and Vauxhall Street ACCs, approximately 1.5km away 
from the University of East Anglia. 

Flows are high at Cow Drive and The Avenues, close to University of East Anglia, and very much lower 
at the other sites, particularly Lishman Road beyond the outer ring road to the north-east of the city 
centre.  

Comparators to Pink Pedalway ACC sites 
There is relatively little choice of ACCs to provide comparator data for the Pink Pedalway. The possible 
comparator ACCs are listed in Table 8.6: three are in the inner area of the city (but only two of these 
have data before 2016), and one is in the outer area. 

The counter on the B1172 in Hethersett has been excluded because it is located outside the Norwich 
urban area, and is, therefore, not comparable in term of geographic location. A further limitation is 
that the Lakenham Brazen Gate counter is located on the Yellow Pedalway and therefore cannot be 
used as a comparator in the longer term. However, for the period until it is upgraded, it offers a 
reasonable additional ‘inner’ comparator. 

Figure 8.5 and Table 8.7 show the trend in levels of cycling for the comparison group of ACCs and for 
the Pink Pedalway ACCs, indexed to 2014=100 because there is no data for the Pink Pedalway ACCs 
before this. 

Cycling volumes grew by 16% in the comparator group between 2014 and 2016, whereas they grew 
by 29% for the Pink Pedalway ACCs. However, this difference is entirely driven by increases in AUE at 
the Cow Drive counter. The Cow Drive ACC has the largest cycle volumes, and may be atypical because 
it is at the far end of the Pink Pedalway close to the university. It may also be less reliable because it 
is missing substantial amounts of data in 2015 and 2016. If Cow Drive is excluded, the remaining four 
ACCs on the Pink Pedalway show a trend that is indistinguishable from the comparison group (+17% 
between 2014 and 2016).
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Table 8.4: ACCs on the Pink Pedalway, from southwest to northeast 
ACC name 
& location 

Inner / 
Outer 

Data available AUE 2015 
 

AUE 2016 
 

Comments  

Cow Drive Outer 
SW 

January 2014 onwards, but with extensive 
gaps in more recent data (August to 
September 2015; December 2015; March 
to April 2016; July to December 2016) 

394,000  436,600 Located in the University of East Anglia.  

Vauxhall 
Street 

Inner 
SW 

June 2015 onwards.  
No gaps in data. 

117,900 128,300 Close to inner cordon, about 1km southwest of city centre. Cycle 
infrastructure scheme at Vauxhall Street / Bethel Street completed 5 
January 2015 (Priority access to city centre from Inner Ring Road for 
cyclists and buses, including improved crossing of IRR)  

Cannell 
Green 

Inner 
NE 

June 2015 onwards.  
No gaps in data. 

14,400 14,600 Close to inner cordon, about 1km northeast of the city centre.  

Valley 
Drive 

Outer 
NE 

January 2014 onwards.  
No data for August/September 2015. 

22,500 27,000 Located just within outer ring road to the northeast of the city close to 
Heartsease Primary Academy. Cycle infrastructure scheme at Heathgate 
– Valley Drive completed end summer 2014. 

Lishman 
Road 

Outer 
NE 

June 2015 onwards.  
No gaps in data. 

6,700 7,200 Beyond the outer ring road, about 3km northeast of city centre. Data 
available from June 2015. 

AUEs reported to nearest 100 

Table 8.5: Manual count location on the Pink Pedalway 
Location Inner / 

Outer 
Data available AUE 2015 

 
AUE 2016 
 

Comments  

ORR8   
The 
Avenues 

Outer 
SW 

2010; & 2013-2016  699,700 753,900 Located 1.5km away from the University of East Anglia, between Cow 
Drive and Vauxhall Street ACCs. Cycle infrastructure scheme around The 
Avenues completed at end of 2014. 

Vauxhall 
St 

Inner 
SW 

2014-2016 132,000  161,800  Located to the west of Chapelfield Gardens, near the inner cordon. 

AUEs reported to nearest 100  
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Table 8.6: Possible comparator ACCs 
Proposed comparator 
ACC 

Inner / 
Outer 

Data available  AUE 2015 
 

AUE 2016 
 

Comments 

Marriott’s Way / Barn 
Road roundabout 

Inner January 2010 onwards, but gaps in 
data between: August 2011 & March 
2012; September & November 2012; 
May & July 2013; October 2013 & 
February 2014; and April 2014. 

187,000 201,400 Located about 1km northwest of city centre, on Red Pedalway 
route: predominantly off-road route linking the city centre to 
Drayton (to northwest of the city) along the River Wensum 

Pottergate Underpass Inner February 2016 onwards. 
No gaps in data. 

n/a 198,800 Located where the Green Pedalway passes under the inner 
ring road, 0.5km west of the city centre. 

Lakenham Brazen 
Gate 

Inner January 2010 onwards. 
One gap between August and 
September 2015. 

76,900 82,700 Not suitable as a comparator in the longer term as it is on the 
Yellow Pedalway, near a site with intervention planned as part 
of CCA2.  

Old Catton Outer January 2010 onwards, but gaps in 
data between: May & July 2012; May 
2013 & February 2014; and August & 
September 2015. 

38,200 44,800 Located about 4.5km north of city centre, close to Norwich 
International Airport on Spixworth Road, north of junction 
with The Paddocks. 
 

AUEs reported to nearest 100 
The counter on the B1172 in Hethersett has been excluded as a possible comparator because it is located outside of the Norwich urban area, and therefore is not comparable in terms of 
geographic location.
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Figure 8.5: Trends in cycling for Pink Pedalway and comparison group, and city-wide, from AUEs 
based on ACC data (indexed 2014=100)  

 
Note: trend for Pink Pedalway excluding Cow Drive ACC is almost identical to trend for comparison group; not shown on 
graph, but given in Table 8.7. 

Table 8.7: Trends in cycling for Pink Pedalway and comparison group, from AUEs based on ACC 
data (indexed 2014=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Pink Pedalway indexed     
100 

 
117 

(n=2) 
129 

(n=5) 
Pink Pedalway indexed  
(excluding Cow Drive ACC) 

    
100 

 
106 

(n=1) 
117 

(n=4) 
Comparison group 
indexed 

69 
 

84 
(n=3) 

83 
(n=3) 

82 
(n=3) 

100 
(n=3) 

107 
(n=3) 

116 
(n=3) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

An alternative approach to assessing whether the improvements on the Pink Pedalway may be causing 
an uplift in cycling is to examine monthly flows (MMDT) for each ACC (Figure 8.6). For each plot, the 
shaded orange box shows the period over which the infrastructure improvements on the Pink 
Pedalway were made. Twelve-month rolling averages (dotted lines) suggest that there has been an 
increase in cycling volumes at Valley Drive and Vauxhall Street ACCs, starting about 4-12 months after 
all works on the route were completed. Data for the other three ACCs is less clear.
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Figure 8.6: Daily cycle flows (MMDT) at each ACC site on Pink Pedalway 
Solid line = MMDT flows  
Dotted line = 12-month rolling average 
Orange box = period of Pink Pedalway improvements  
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Comparator group of manual cordon sites 
The cordon comparator group includes all outer cordon count data apart from the counters on the 
Pink, Blue, and Yellow Pedalways and a count site located close the Pink Pedalway (Cleveland Road & 
IRR6B Chapelfield Road).  

Figure 8.7 shows that the outer cordon count increased by 27% between 2014 and 2016. The outer 
cordon count site on the Pink Pedalway (ORR8 The Avenues) saw an identical percentage increase of 
27% (although the change at The Avenues between 2013 and 2016 was also the largest in absolute 
terms).  

The inner cordon count increased by 42% between 2014 and 2016. The manual count on the Pink 
Pedalway at Vauxhall Street (not part of the cordon, but at a similar distance from the city centre as 
the inner cordon), saw a rise in cycling volume that was less than this, at +21%. 

Figure 8.7: Trends in cycling for Pink Pedalway and comparator groups, AUEs based on manual 
cordon count data (indexed 2014=100) 

 

Table 8.8: Trends in cycling for Pink Pedalway and comparator group, from AUEs based on manual 
count data (indexed 2014=100) 

Location 2010 … 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Vauxhall St (Pink 
Pedalway) 

        100 
(n=1) 

99 
(n=1) 

121 
(n=1) 

ORR8 - U42237 The 
Avenues (Pink 
Pedalway) 

51 
(n=1) 

    
64 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

118 
(n=1) 

127 
(n=1) 

Inner cordon 
100 
(n=12) 

  
117 
(n=12) 

111 
(n=12) 
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(n=12) 

134 
(n=12) 

142 
(n=12) 

Outer cordon 
102 
(n=20)     

82 
(n=20) 
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(n=20) 
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(n=20) 
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(n=20) 

Outer cordon 
(anomalies removed) 
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(n=16)     
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(n=16) 
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(n=16) 
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8.3 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline / interim assessment: 

 A group of ten ACCs in Norwich form the basis for a city-wide analysis of levels of cycling. These 
ACCs suggest that cycling is increasing in Norwich over time, with an increase of 46% between 
2012 and 2016.  

 There are five ACCs located on the scheme we are evaluating, the Pink Pedalway. There are 
limited possibilities for a comparator group of ACCs, and since scheme ACCs have only been 
operational since 2014, trends can only be compared for a limited period. Cycle volumes on the 
Pink Pedalway increased by 29% between 2014 and 2016, while they only increased by 16% for 
the comparison group of ACCs. However, the change on the Pink Pedalway was entirely driven 
by the increase at the count site with the largest flows (Cow Drive), which is at the far end of the 
Pink Pedalway near the university. The trend for the remaining ACCs on the Pink Pedalway (+17%) 
was almost identical to the trend for the comparator group. 

 One of the outer cordon counts (ORR8 - The Avenues) is located on the Pink Pedalway. Cycle flows 
at this counter rose by 27% between 2014 and 2016. This was the same as the change for the 
outer cordon as a whole. Manual count data from Vauxhall Street, a site on the Pink Pedalway 
close to the inner cordon (but not part of the cordon manual count), showed a rise in cycling 
volume of 21% between 2014 and 2016, and this was less than the inner cordon increase of 42%.
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9. Levels of cycling in Oxford 

9.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
The city-wide analysis will focus on the administrative area of Oxford City Council. CCA Phase 1 
investment in Oxford was centred on The Plain roundabout and its approaches, aiming to remove one 
of the main barriers to cycling into and out of Oxford city centre from the residential area to the east. 
The Plain is a busy five-arm roundabout with high bus flows and a history of cyclist casualties. CCA 
Phase 2 investment in Oxford is on riverside routes and access to Oxford city centre from these 
riverside routes. 

Data availability and quality 
ACC data is available for seven sites. Five of these are close to or in the city centre. The other two are 
on radial routes to the city centre (99000027 - Horspath, Oxford Rd and 99000038 - A40 cycle track 
outside Nielsons).  

Four ACCs have data between 2012 and 2016. One (99000005 - Barracks Lane) has data from 2010 to 
2016; one (Horspath) has data from 2013 to 2016; and one (A40 outside Nielsons) has data from 
January 2016 only, so cannot be included in analysis of change in annual cycling volumes. 

A six-point inner cordon manual count is conducted over one day (between 07:00 and 19:00) every 
year in May, and data is available for the years 2010-2016. The inner cordon count site on Magdalen 
Bridge is located 150m north of The Plain roundabout and the site on Folly Bridge is near the proposed 
CCA2 Thames Towpath scheme.  

Data is also available for a 12-point outer cordon count, which is up to 20 minutes cycling from the 
city centre (the count location furthest from the city centre is around 5.5km). The count is conducted 
over one day (between 07:00 and 19:00) annually. The outer cordon counts do not provide evidence 
relevant to the CCA schemes but they are relevant to assessment of city-wide changes.  

Trends in ACC data 
Figure 9.1 shows city-wide Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) of cycling volume calculated from ACC data. 
This shows a steady increase in cycling activity over the years 2010 – 2016 (the dashed line and solid 
line). Table 9.1 shows the source data and also presents the results of a sensitivity test that shows the 
effect of excluding data for the ACC furthest from the city centre13; the result shows only marginal 
differences. The dashed line shows the trend after excluding anomalous changes in the AUE for ACC 
99000021 (Hayfield Road) between 2012 and 2013 and for ACC 99000020 (Woodstock Road) between 
2015 and 2016, due to missing data in those years14. Removing the estimations for these years 
significantly depresses the trend (see the solid line). 

  

                                                           

13 Horspath, Oxford Road, which is around 6 km, 20 minutes cycling, from the city centre. 
14 The AUE for Hayfield Road increases by 34% from 2012 to 2013, and by 31% from 2015 to 2016, but inspection of the 
monthly median daily totals suggests that these changes are probably due to missing data in certain months, rather than 
real change in cycling levels at the count site. 
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Figure 9.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 

 

Table 9.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2012=100) 
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
City wide AUE index (anomalies 
uncleaned) 

88 
 

98 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

103 
(n=5) 

110 
(n=6) 

113 
(n=6) 

124 
(n=6) 

City wide AUE index 88 
 

98 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

97 
(n=4) 

103 
(n=6) 

106 
(n=6) 

113 
(n=5) 

City wide AUE index - excluding site 
furthest from centre (Horspath, 
Oxford Road) 

88 
 

98 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=1) 

97 
(n=4) 

103 
(n=5) 

106 
(n=5) 

113 
(n=4) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

Trends in cordon count data 
Figures 9.2 and 9.3 present absolute numbers and indexed figures for cyclists crossing the Oxford inner 
cordon. The figures show a low level of cycling in 2013, which may be due to poor weather or other 
unusual factors on the count date in that year. Other than this, counts at the inner cordon are 
essentially stable over time.  

Figure 9.4 and Figure 9.5 present the absolute numbers and indexed figures for cyclists crossing the 
Oxford outer cordon. Again, there is a slight dip in cycling activity in 2013. There is an increase between 
2014 and 2015, but this is not sustained into 2016. 
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Figure 9.2: Trends in absolute numbers of cyclists counted at Oxford inner cordon 

 
Total counts for 6 sites 
 
Figure 9.3: Trends in cyclists counted at Oxford inner cordon (indexed 2012=100) 
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Figure 9.4: Trends in absolute numbers of cyclists counted at Oxford outer cordon 

 
Total counts for 12 sites; missing data for A420 London Road for 2013 and Jackson Road for 2015, 2016 are imputed using 
the values of the preceding year(s).  
 
Figure 9.5: Trends in cyclists counted at Oxford outer cordon (indexed 2012=100) 

  
Total counts for 12 sites. Missing data for A420 London Road for 2013 and Jackson Road for 2015, 2016 are imputed using 
the values of the preceding year(s).   
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Table 9.2: Absolute and indexed numbers of cyclists at Oxford inner cordon  
Absolute numbers 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Total 20,693  22,501   21,547   19,456   22,193   22,349   21,742  
Into the city 9,448   10,454   9,738   8,687   10,203   10,283   9,652  
From the city 11,245   12,047   11,809   10,769   11,990   12,066   12,090  

Indexed  
Total 95 104 100 90 103 104 101 
Into the city 95 107 100 89 105 106 99 
From the city 95 102 100 91 102 102 102 

Table 9.3: Absolute and indexed numbers of cyclists at Oxford outer cordon  
Absolute numbers 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Total  6,598   6,865   6,490   6,319   6,646   7,847   7,605  
Into the city  3,316   3,509   3,381   3,300   3,439   4,104   4,005  
From the city  3,282   3,356   3,109   3,019   3,207   3,743   3,600  

Indexed 
Total 101 105 100 97 102 121 117 
Into the city 98 104 100 98 102 121 118 
From the city 105 107 100 97 103 120 116 

9.2 CCA intervention: The Plain roundabout 
Scheme description 
The Plain roundabout is a difficult junction for cyclists entering Oxford from the east. This five-arm 
roundabout was remodelled during CCA Phase 1 to reduce traffic speeds and make cycling safer and 
less intimidating. Construction took place between 5 January and 30 April 2015. The principal tools 
being used to monitor use of the CCA infrastructure are ACC and inner cordon manual counts.  

Data availability and quality 
There is an ACC on Barracks Lane, a road that feeds into the Cowley Road about 1km from The Plain 
roundabout, and another ACC at Horspath, Oxford Rd, approximately 10 minutes cycling out of the 
city beyond Barracks Lane. 

There is an annual one-day manual count on Magdalen Bridge, immediately west of the roundabout, 
as part of the inner cordon count undertaken each year in May. Data is available since 2010. 
Comparator data includes annual manual counts at other sites on the inner cordon, although cycle 
flows on Magdalen Bridge are markedly higher than at these other sites. The comparator sites are the 
following: Banbury Road, Woodstock Road and Kingston Road entering Oxford from the north; Osney 
Bridge entering Oxford from the west; and Folly Bridge entering Oxford from the south.  

Overview of baseline data for The Plain and comparators 
Figure 9.6 shows the AUEs for 2012 – 2016 for the various ACCs in Oxford. The two solid lines represent 
the ACCs that are most likely to be influenced positively by the improvements at The Plain roundabout: 
Horspath, Oxford Road and Barracks Lane. The trend lines for the ‘intervention’ ACCs at Horspath, 
Oxford Road and Barracks Lane are similar to each other, and both show an increase in cycling 
between 2015 and 2016 which is larger than the increase for all of the other ACCs.  
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Examination of the monthly data in Figure 9.7 tends to suggest that the increase in cycling between 
2015 and 2016 at Horspath, Oxford Road and Barracks Lane may be attributable to completion of the 
scheme at The Plain, although the evidence is not definitive. At the Barracks Lane count site, cycling 
levels appear fairly stable until April 2015 (aside from differences due to time of year). There is then a 
substantial peak in the months immediately after the scheme was completed (May and June 2015), 
followed by a drop in July reflecting the end of the university term. Data is unfortunately missing 
between August 2015 and August 2016, but cycle flows in September – November 2016 are higher 
again. The rolling 12-month average starts to increase immediately after the completion of the works 
at The Plain. At the Horspath, Oxford Road site (which is further out of the city), cycle flows are much 
lower and data is incomplete, so it is difficult to draw any conclusions.  

Figure 9.6 shows that there are no obvious individual comparators because the remaining ACCs follow, 
for the most part, a rather different pattern to that shown by Barracks Lane and Horspath, Oxford 
Road prior to completion of the scheme at The Plain in 2015. However, the change in cycle volumes 
between the baseline year of 2012 and 2016 is +31% for Barracks Lane and +36% for Horspath, Oxford 
Road, whereas the city-wide figure for all the ACCs taken together is only +13% (Table 9.1). 

Figure 9.6: Trends in cycling from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2013=100) 

 
Data is indexed to 2013 rather than 2012 because there is no data for Horspath, Oxford Road or Hayfield Road in 2012.  
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Figure 9.7: Trends in cycling for two ‘intervention’ counters, from Monthly Median Daily Totals 
(MMDT) based on ACC data for 2010-2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Orange box = period of construction works at The Plain roundabout. 

Figure 9.8 (absolute numbers of cyclists) and Figure 9.9 (numbers of cyclists indexed to 2012=100) 
show the trends in cycling to and from Oxford city centre as recorded by one-day cordon counts. 
Source data is given in Tables 9.4 and 9.5. In absolute numbers, cycling activity is highest on Magdalen 
Bridge (adjacent to The Plain), where the totals of inbound and outbound flows are comparable to 
totals at all five other sites combined (i.e. Folly Bridge, Osney Bridge, Walton St, Woodstock Rd, and 
Banbury Rd). Flows at Magdalen Bridge are higher in 2015 and 2016 than in any of the previous five 
years, and the change between 2012 (baseline) and 2016 is +7%. For all other sites combined, flows 
in 2015 and 2016 are lower than in the previous period (apart from 2013, when all sites show a dip 
which may be weather-related), and the change between 2012 and 2016 is -4.5%. Manual count data 
in future years is needed to assess whether the cycle volumes at Magdalen Bridge continue to grow 
relative to volumes at other points on the inner cordon. However, at this stage we can say that the 
manual count data is suggestive of a possible increase in cycling at The Plain after completion of the 
scheme. 

The slight dip in cycling activity from 10,988 cyclists in 2015 to 10,806 cyclists 2016 (Magdalen Bridge) 
is not related to construction works around the roundabout, as works were completed in April, prior 
to the manual count in May. 
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Figure 9.8: Trends in absolute numbers of cyclists counted at Oxford inner cordon 

 

Figure 9.9: Trends in numbers of cyclists counted at Oxford inner cordon (indexed 2012=100) 

 

Table 9.4: Absolute and indexed numbers of cyclists at Oxford inner cordon  
Traffic into and from the city - absolute numbers 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Magdalen Bridge 
Bridge 

 9,207   10,488   10,095   9,115   9,999   10,988   10,806  
5 other sites  11,486   12,013   11,452   10,341   12,194   11,361   10,936  

Traffic into and from the city – indexed 
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Table 9.5: Absolute and indexed numbers of cyclists at Oxford inner cordon 
Traffic into the city - absolute numbers 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Magdalen 
Bridge 

 5,346   5,646   5,781   5,165   5,596   6,169   6,080  
Folly Bridge  1,279   1,402   1,327   1,378   1,602   1,108   1,584  
Osney Bridge  1,143   1,491   1,137   1,020   1,399   1,403   1,308  
Walton St  646   561   518   439   521   634   389  
Woodstock Rd  950   927   782   961   984   1,020   735  
Banbury Rd  1,881   2,020   2,264   1,806   1,888   1,732   1,994  

Traffic from the city – absolute numbers 
Magdalen 
Bridge 

 3,861   4,842   4,314   3,950   4,403   4,819   4,726  
Folly Bridge  1,295   1,315   1,438   1,049   1,445   1,068   1,237  
Osney Bridge  1,206   1,230   1,026   916   1,272   1,287   1,138  
Walton St  554   487   534   506   593   608   355  
Woodstock Rd  1,022   935   708   823   873   1,012   750  
Banbury Rd  1,510   1,645   1,718   1,443   1,617   1,489   1,446  

Traffic into the city – indexed 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Magdalen 
Bridge 

92 98 100 89 97 107 105 
Folly Bridge 95 105 100 104 121 83 119 
Osney Bridge 86 124 100 90 123 123 115 
Walton St 122 108 100 85 101 122 75 
Woodstock Rd 118 116 100 123 126 130 94 
Banbury Rd 81 88 100 80 83 77 88 

Traffic from the city – indexed 
Magdalen 
Bridge 

83 111 100 92 102 112 110 
Folly Bridge 89 91 100 73 100 74 86 
Osney Bridge 114 117 100 89 124 125 111 
Walton St 101 90 100 95 111 114 66 
Woodstock Rd 135 124 100 116 123 143 106 
Banbury Rd 87 96 100 84 94 87 84 

 

9.3 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline / interim assessment: 

 A group of six ACC counters located in Oxford form the basis of a ‘city-wide’ analysis of levels of 
cycling. These ACCs suggest that cycling is increasing in Oxford over time, with an increase of 13% 
between the baseline year of 2012 and 2016. 

 Part of this city-wide increase may be due to increased cycle volumes at two ACC sites on routes 
to The Plain roundabout, although more data is needed to confirm this. Other ACC sites show a 
mixture of increases and decreases between 2012 and 2016.   

 Annual manual cordon count data is also suggestive of an increase adjacent to The Plain in 2015 
and 2016, relative to the combined count for all other sites on the inner cordon. However, more 
data is again needed in future years to confirm this. 
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10. Levels of cycling in West of England 

10.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
The West of England CCA programme covers the city of Bristol, South Gloucestershire and Bath & 
North East Somerset administrative boundaries. The ambition is to create a network linking people to 
major employment opportunities across Greater Bristol. Given the concentration of funding and 
interventions within Bristol’s city limits, reference to city-wide in this section therefore refers to Bristol 
only. 

Data availability and quality 
There are 33 ACCs in Bristol with data available during the study period. Of these, data from 17 ACCs 
has been made available for the purpose of this analysis15. Continuity of ACC data between 2010 and 
2016, from which change in cycling volumes can be calculated, varies considerably. In 2010 and 2011, 
13 ACCs have suitable data. During 2012 only six ACCs collected usable data. Although 14 ACCs have 
sufficient data for 2015, there is a large gap in data availability for 2013 and 2014, meaning no 
conclusions regarding cycling volume in Bristol can be drawn from this time period. Data is 
summarised in Appendix A. 

Trends in ACC data 
Figure 10.1 and Table 10.1 show city-wide trends in cycling, from Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) 
calculated from ACC data. Data is indexed to a baseline year of 2011 (=100) due to lack of sufficient 
data in 2012. Although city-wide volumes of cycling increase year-on-year between 2010 and 2012, 
there is insufficient usable data beyond this date. Therefore, the AUE percentage change between 
equivalent counter groups in consecutive paired years cannot be used. Instead, indicative estimates 
of change in cycling volumes have been calculated using the group of ACCs with data in both 2011 and 
2015, and the group of ACCs with data in both 2012 and 2015. The overall AUE percentage change 
was used to produce an indexed change for each time period. From these, an indicative average 
annual indexed change in cycling volumes has been estimated by interpolation.  

Between the baseline year of 2011 (index=100) and 2015, the city-wide increase in cycling AUE index 
is estimated at 52% (n=11), leading to an interpolated average annual index increase of 13%. Between 
2012 (index=114) and 2015, the city-wide increase in cycling AUE index is estimated at 84% (n=6), 
leading to an interpolated average annual increase of 28%. 

Table 10.1: City-wide trends in actual and interpolated cycling AUE indexed to 2011 (=100), 
calculated from ACCs 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

City-wide AUE index 
78 

 
100 

(n=13) 
114 

(n=6) 
- - - 

City-wide AUE index (2011-2015) 
- 100 

(n=11) 
113 

- 
126 

- 
139 

- 
152 

(n=11) 

City-wide AUE index (2012-2015) - - 114 
(n=6) 

142 
- 

170 
- 

198 
(n=6) 

Note: AUE index figures in italics are interpolated. 
For top row, n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the 
basis for the AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. For city-wide AUE index (2011-
2015) and (2012-2015), n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for 2011 and 2015, or 2012 and 2015. 

                                                           

15 None of the other 16 ACCs have any data beyond 2012. 
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Figure 10.1: City-wide trends in actual and interpolated cycling AUE indexed to 2011 (=100), 
calculated from ACCs 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Manual count data availability and quality 
Manual counts have been undertaken on an irregular basis and over a variable number of days at 
several sites across the city since 1993. Cordon counts in Bristol used to take place at four different 
cordons, but these have been phased out over time. Counts are available on the outer cordon until 
2007, the middle and inner cordons until 2011, and a central cordon until 2012. This means it is not 
possible to use manual count data to fill gaps in the understanding of change in city-wide cycling 
volumes between 2012 and 2016 from the ACC data presented above16. 

10.2 CCA intervention 1: Filwood Quietway 

Scheme description 
The Filwood Quietway, due to be completed as part of CCA Phase 2, is the longest of Bristol’s proposed 
quietways. At 5km, it will run south from the city centre towards Hengrove and Filwood. It will include 
a new pedestrian and cycle bridge, sections of segregated cycle path and sections through green 
space.  

Data availability and quality 
There are no ACCs located on the proposed Filwood Quietway route, so historic trends of cycling 
cannot be determined. Manual counts have been collected at nine sites along the route. All counts 
were collected over one day in December 2015 between the hours of 0700 and 1900. 

Follow-up manual counts are planned along Filwood Quietway in 2018/2019, after the scheme is 
completed. It will be important to collect these follow-up counts in the same locations, and at the 
same time of year as baseline counts, to enable comparisons to be made. For the longer term (beyond 

                                                           

16 Bristol City Council have shared their own calculations for indexed city-wide cycling volumes, using a combination of ACC 
and manual count data. However, the methodology is not comparable to that used elsewhere in this report and has therefore 
not been included here. 
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the timescale of the CCA evaluation) it would be highly desirable to install an ACC on the route to 
collect robust data on cycling trends.  

Pre-intervention manual count data 
Figure 10.2 and Table 10.2 show the daily volume of cyclists and their distance from the city centre, 
as measured by manual counts along the proposed Filwood Quietway route. The count at Whitehouse 
Street, closest to the city centre, is the highest, and counts at sites further away from the city centre 
are lower, as might be expected. Sites 2, 3, 5 and 9 are all located within 100m of the same junction 
(approximately 2.5km from the city centre), with higher cycle counts recorded on routes running east-
west (St. John’s Lane). 

Figure 10.2: Daily volumes of cyclists and the distance of the manual count location from the city 
centre on the Filwood Quietway 

 

 
Table 10.2: Daily volumes of cyclists along the Filwood Quietway, from manual counts 

Site No. Site location 
Distance from city 

centre (km) 
Cycle count Date of survey 

Site 1 Whitehouse Street 1.82 313 09/12/2015 
Site 2 St. John’s Lane 2.56 295 09/12/2015 
Site 3 Wedmore Vale 2.67 205 09/12/2015 
Site 4 Filwood Broadway 3.98 94 09/12/2015 
Site 5 Almorah Road 2.50 176 09/12/2015 
Site 6 Daventry Road 3.41 125 09/12/2015 
Site 7 Leinster Avenue 3.62 78 09/12/2015 
Site 8 Ilminster Avenue 3.56 91 09/12/2015 
Site 9a Atlas Road 2.55 40 09/12/2015 
Site 9b St. John’s Lane (east) 2.56 104 09/12/2015 
Site 9c Wedmore Vale 2.57 37 09/12/2015 
Site 9d St. John’s Lane (west) 2.56 109 09/12/2015 
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10.3 CCA intervention 2: North-South Quietway 

Scheme description 
Bristol’s North-South Quietway investment will consist of the construction of sections of segregated 
cycle path along a route between the north and south of the city centre, providing connection 
between several radial quietways. Segregated cycle paths are likely to run alongside Prince Street 
(linking Commercial Road to the city centre), alongside Quay Street and Nelson Street (linking the city 
centre and Fairfax Street), alongside Fairfax Street itself and Broad Weir. In all, this is a distance of 
1.5km, but in practice cyclists may be more likely to use short sections rather than using it end-to-end.  

Data availability and quality 
There are no ACCs located on the probable route of the North-South Quietway, so historic cycling 
trends along the route cannot be determined. Manual counts have been collected at a number of sites 
along the route. Counts were collected at various dates between June 2013 and November 2015. All 
counts were collected over one day between the hours of 0700 and 1900.  

Follow-up manual counts are planned along the North-South Quietway in 2018/2019, after the 
scheme is completed. As with the Filwood Quietway, it will be important to collect these follow-up 
counts in the same locations, and at the same times of year as baseline counts, to enable comparisons 
to be made. For the longer term (beyond the timescale of the CCA evaluation) it would be highly 
desirable to install an ACC on the route to collect robust data on cycling trends. 

Pre-intervention manual count data 
Table 10.3 shows the daily volume of cyclists as recorded by manual counts at different locations along 
the North-South Quietway. 

Table 10.3: Daily volumes of cyclists along the North-South Quietway, from manual counts 
Site No. Site location Cycle count Date of survey 

Site 1a Colston Avenue 1453 26/06/2013 
Site 1b Colston Avenue 928 26/06/2013 
Site 1c St. Augustines Parade 551 26/06/2013 
Site 2a Rupert Street/Lewins Mead 1107 26/06/2013 
Site 2b Quay Street 133 26/06/2013 
Site 2c Small Street 21 26/06/2013 
Site 2d Colston Avenue 1255 26/06/2013 
Site 3a Wapping Road 2457 06/05/2015 
Site 3b Bathurst Parade 51 06/05/2015 
Site 3c Commercial Road 771 06/05/2015 
Site 3d Cumberland Road 2199 06/05/2015 
Site 4 Nelson Street (west of All Saints Street) 919 29/09/2015 
Site 5 Wapping Road (south of Prince Street Bridge) 707 04/11/2015 
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10.4 CCA intervention 3: East-West Quietway 
Scheme description 
CCA investment on the (partly pre-existing) East-West Quietway will link the city centre to the Bristol 
Bath Railway Path. The segregated Baldwin Street cycle path will be extended westwards to the 
bottom of Baldwin Street, linking it with the city centre’s Metrobus works. There will be an improved 
crossing at Bristol Bridge linking Baldwin Street with Castle Park. Within the park, treatment of the 
historic cobbles, footpath-widening and improvements to route legibility have already been 
completed. Old Market’s stairway structure will be removed to allow the installation of a cycle route 
along Bond Street South to link the existing Castle Park route to St. Matthias Park. Beyond St. Matthias 
Park, a shared use path alongside Trinity Street, linking to the Bristol Bath Railway Path, has already 
been delivered.  

Data availability and quality 
There is one ACC located on the East-West Quietway at Castle Park, with data available for 2015 and 
201617.  

Manual counts were collected at nine sites along the route, prior to works commencing. All counts 
were collected over one day in December 2015 between the hours of 0700 and 1900. 

Follow-up manual counts are planned along the East -West Quietway in 2018/2019, after the scheme 
is completed. As with the other Quietways, it will be important to collect these follow-up counts in 
the same locations and at the same time of year as baseline counts, to enable comparison to be made.  

Pre-intervention ACC and manual count data 
Between 2015 and 2016, a 6.4% increase in cyclist AUE was recorded at the Castle Park ACC. 

Figure 10.3 and Table 10.4 show the daily volume of cyclists at different manual count locations along 
the East-West Quietway, and their distance from the city centre. The manual counts in November 
2014 show higher volumes of cyclists closer to the city centre.  

Table 10.4: Daily volumes of cyclists along the East-West Quietway, from manual counts 
Site No. Site location Distance from 

city centre (km) 
Cycle count Date of survey 

Site 1a City Road (east) 0.52 417 20/11/2014 
Site 1b Brigstocke Road (south) 0.50 438 20/11/2014 
Site 1c City Road (west) 0.50 426 20/11/2014 
Site 1d Brigstocke Road (north) 0.52 397 20/11/2014 
Site 2a Easton Way 1.39 153 20/11/2014 
Site 2b Lawrence Hill (A420) 1.49 335 20/11/2014 
Site 2c St. Philips Causeway 1.37 219 20/11/2014 
Site 2d Clarence Rd (A420) 1.24 229 20/11/2014 
Site 3a Temple Way Underpass (northbound) 0.58 579 20/11/2014 
Site 3b Old Market Street 0.69 453 20/11/2014 
Site 3c Temple Way Underpass (southbound) 0.70 699 20/11/2014 
Site 3d Castle Street 0.61 543 20/11/2014 
Site 4a Lawford Street 0.80 278 27/11/2014 
Site 4b West Street 0.84 322 27/11/2014 

                                                           

17 There is also an existing ACC at Temple Way, but the proposed East-West Quietway is planned to miss the Temple Way 
counter. 



Cycle City Ambition Programme: Baseline and Interim Report             86 | P a g e  
 

Site 4c Midland Road 0.83 393 27/11/2014 
Site 4d Old Market Street 0.81 333 27/11/2014 
Site 5a Stapleton Road 0.99 521 27/11/2014 
Site 5b Trinity Road 0.98 219 27/11/2014 
Site 5c Lawfords Gate 0.95 426 27/11/2014 
Site 6a Trinity Road 0.99 227 27/11/2014 
Site 6b Clarence Road 1.05 456 27/11/2014 
Site 6c Trinity Street 1.04 340 27/11/2014 
Site 6d West Street 0.98 413 27/11/2014 
Site 6e Bragg’s Lane 0.97 364 27/11/2014 
Site 7 Baldwin Street 0.70 1030 15/01/2015 
Site 8a York Road (east) 1.62 389 09/12/2015 
Site 8b Whitehouse Street 1.63 253 09/12/2015 
Site 8c York Road (west) 1.61 542 09/12/2015 
Site 9 Trinity Street 1.06 647 09/12/2015 

Figure 10.3: Daily volumes of cyclists and the distance of the manual count location from the city 
centre on the East-West Quietway 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.5 Identification of comparison sites 
Selection of comparison ACC sites 
We have tried to identify comparison ACC sites for the Castle Park counter on the E-W Quietway, but 
after extensive checking have concluded that there are no ACCs that are in comparable locations and 
that will not be affected by other cycling schemes. 
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Selection of comparison manual count sites 
We have also tried to identify manual count sites that will offer suitable non-intervention comparisons 
to the numerous manual count sites on the Filwood, N-S and E-W Quietways. We attempted to match 
manual count locations based on similar distance from the city centre. However, despite the fact that 
a very large number of manual counts are undertaken in Bristol, we have concluded that the high 
variability of count dates and lack of similarity of route type, coupled with the inherent variability of 
one-day counts, makes it impossible to select a group of manual count sites that we can be confident 
offer a valid non-intervention comparison. 

10.6 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline assessment: 

 A maximum of 17 ACCs are available for examination of indexed change in AUE at the city-wide 
level within Bristol. Between 2010 and 2012, ACC data shows a year-on-year increase in city-wide 
volumes of cycling. After 2012, there is insufficient data to estimate change from ACCs with data 
in successive year-pairs, until 2015. Estimates have therefore been calculated between 2011 and 
2015, and 2012 and 2015. Between the baseline year of 2011 (AUE index 100) and 2015, the city-
wide increase in cycling AUE is estimated at 52% (n=11). Between 2012 (AUE index 114) and 2015, 
the city-wide increase in cycling AUE is estimated at 84% (n=6). 

 Once the Quietways are completed, it should be possible to compare post-intervention manual 
counts with pre-intervention counts. However, for this to be feasible, it will be essential that post-
intervention counts are undertaken in the same locations, and at the same times of year, as the 
pre-intervention counts. It has not been possible to identify a comparison group of manual count 
sites for any of the manual count locations on the Quietways. This means that it will only be 
possible to report a pre/post comparison. 

 There is one ACC located on the proposed E-W Quietway route, but no ACCs on either the Filwood 
or N-S Quietways. The ACC on the proposed E-W Quietway route shows a 6.4% increase in cycle 
AUE between 2015 and 2016. It has not been possible to identify a comparison group of ACCs for 
this site, and this means it will only be possible to report a pre/post comparison. 
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11. Levels of cycling in West Yorkshire 

11.1 City-wide trends in cycling 
Definition of ‘city-wide’ 
Based on the location of cycling schemes undertaken in CCA Phase 1 and planned for CCA Phase 2, we 
define the Leeds City metropolitan district as our ‘city-wide’ unit of analysis.  

West Yorkshire’s five other districts already have, or are due to receive, CCA investment, but 
interventions are less ambitious and more diffuse18.  

Data availability and quality 
Twenty automatic cycle counters (ACCs) have been installed across Leeds. The number of ACCs with 
sufficient data continuity over two successive years (100 days minimum in each year) for estimation 
of year-to-year change in annual cycling volumes rose from one in 2010/11 to ten in 2015/16. 

Of the 20 ACCs across Leeds, two are located on the Leeds – Liverpool Canal towpath, nine on the 
Leeds – Bradford cycle superhighway, and nine away from CCA schemes. 

Six of the ACCs away from CCA schemes have data since 2012, and three have data for 2015 and 2016. 
The nine ACCs on the cycle superhighway were all installed in 2016 or 2017, about the same time as 
construction. One of the ACCs on the Leeds – Liverpool Canal towpath has data from 2010, and the 
other from 2016. 

Annual peak-hour manual counts have taken place on a cordon around Leeds city centre between May 
and July since 2010. Inbound counts are collected on four19 weekdays, Monday to Thursday, between 
the hours of 0700 and 1000, while outbound counts are collected on a single day, between the hours 
of 1400 and 1800. The cordon counts do not capture all cycle routes into the city centre (e.g. Dewsbury 
Road cycle path is not counted). Of the 37 count locations on the cordon, the analysis uses data on 
inbound counts for 33 locations and data on outbound counts for 32 locations20. For almost all of these 
sites, we have data for every year since 201021. 

Trends in ACC data 
Figure 11.1 and Table 11.1 show city-wide trends in cycling, from Annual Usage Estimates (AUEs) 
calculated from ACC data. Data is indexed to 2013 (rather than 2012) because the volume of cycling 
in 2012 appears unusually low22. 

The dashed line shows the trend for all of the city-wide counters. The solid line shows the effect of 
removing two year-pairs from counters where volume changed very suddenly from year to year. In 
each case, monthly data (MMDT) revealed a sudden change in cycling volumes followed by 
continuation at the new level, probably due to changes in local circumstances near the counter.  

                                                           

18 We have also not yet obtained cycle count data for the other West Yorkshire districts. If this data becomes available for 
Bradford, at the western end of the superhighway, or Shipley, at the northwestern end of the Leeds-Liverpool canal, we may 
include it in our evaluation of ‘city-wide’ change for the interim report in 2018. Note that at this stage, the area we are using 
for analysis of cycle count data (Leeds) is smaller than the area we are using for analysis of Active People Survey and Census 
data (Leeds and Bradford). 
19 This excludes Leeds – Liverpool Canal Armley (Oddys Lock), where data was only collected on a single day in each year. 
20 This excludes counts on the M621 (3 locations) and the River Aire Towpath/Atkinson Hill (inbound and outbound) because 
there are few or no cyclists counted at these locations; it also excludes Abbey Street (outbound) because no positive count 
data was reported in four consecutive years. 
21 Because of a road closure in 2011, no data was collected for Lovell Park Road – inbound in that year. No data was collected 
for the Leeds Liverpool Canal Armley (Oddys Lock) – outbound in 2015. 
22 This is probably because the indexed change between 2011 and 2012 is based on just two counters. 
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Both lines show a rise in cycling since 2013. After removal of the anomalous data, city-wide cycling 
rose by 26% between 2013 and 2016. However, this trend is almost entirely driven by very strong 
growth at a single site (on a canal towpath at Armley Mills), and if this site is excluded, the pattern 
shows growth of 8% elsewhere between 2013 and 2016; between 2014-2015 the pattern elsewhere 
is essentially flat. 

Figure 11.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2013=100) 

 
 

Table 11.1: City-wide trend in cycling, from AUEs based on ACC data (indexed 2013=100) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

City wide AUE index 
87 

 
86 

(n=1) 
70 

(n=2) 
100 

(n=7) 
108 

(n=6) 
114 

(n=6) 
115 

(n=10) 
City wide AUE index  
(anomalies removed) 

87 
 

86 
(n=1) 

70 
(n=2) 

100 
(n=7) 

108 
(n=6) 

120 
(n=5) 

126 
(n=8) 

City wide AUE index (anomalies 
and Armley Mills canal towpath 
ACC removed)  

128 
 

96 
(n=1) 

100 
(n=6) 

107 
(n=5) 

109 
(n=4) 

108 
(n=7) 

n = number of ACCs with enough data to calculate AUEs for both that year and the previous year, showing the basis for the 
AUE totals from which year-on-year change in the AUE index was calculated. 

Trends in manual count data 
Figure 11.2 (absolute numbers of cyclists) and Figure 11.3 (numbers of cyclists indexed to 2012=100) 
show the trends in cycling to and from Leeds city centre as recorded at the manual count sites with 
continuous data since 2010. Source data is given in Table 11.2. Outbound counts (collected over an 
inter-peak period of four hours on one day) show a rising trend, increasing by 48% between 2012 and 
2016. The pattern for inbound counts (collected over a peak period of three hours on four days) is also 
of a generally rising trend, of 24% between 2012 and 2016. Inbound counts show a drop in the last 
year. Outbound counts do not show a drop in the last year, but this is in part because of the absence 
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of outbound count data for the Leeds – Liverpool Canal Armley (Oddys Lock) site in 2015. At the same 
time, it is likely that aggregate outbound count data is only partially affected by the lack of a count at 
that site in 2015, because some cyclists may have transferred to other routes out of the city centre. 

Figure 11.2: Trends in absolute numbers of cyclists counted at city cordon manual count sites with 
continuous data since 2010 

 
 Inbound count data is divided in each year (at each count site) by the total number of days over which counts were collected 
in that year. 

Figure 11.3: Trends in number of cyclists counted at city cordon manual count sites with 
continuous data since 2010 (indexed 2012=100) 
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Table 11.2: Absolute and indexed (2012=100) numbers of cyclists at district centre cordon counts 
for sites which have consistent data between 2010 and 2016 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

In 
1592 

(n=33) 
1599 

(n=32) 
1773 

(n=33) 
1923 

(n=33) 
2249 

(n=33) 
2370 

(n=33) 
2194 

(n=33) 
Indexed 90 90 100 108 127 134 124 

Out 
1426 

(n=32) 
1603 

(n=32) 
1447 

(n=32) 
1401 

(n=32) 
1890 

(n=32) 
2112 

(n=31) 
2136 

(n=32) 
Indexed 99 111 100 97 131 146 148 

 

11.2 CCA intervention: Leeds-Bradford Cycle Superhighway 
Scheme description 
The Leeds-Bradford cycle superhighway is a 23km route stretching from Leeds to Bradford to the west, 
and from Leeds to Seacroft to the east. Improvements include cycle lanes which are physically 
segregated from the carriageway by raised strips or kerbs; bus stop islands / bypasses (more than four 
per km); and upgraded road crossings (toucans, zebras and cycle phases at existing signals).  

The scheme was built in two phases. Phase 1, the 14km segregated route between Bradford and Leeds 
city centres, was completed in June 2016. Phase 2 between Leeds and Seacroft was completed by the 
end of 2016.  

Data availability and quality 
Table 11.3 describes the nine ACCs along the Leeds – Bradford superhighway. Seven have data from 
July or August 2016, enabling calculation of an AUE for 2016. Another two counters, on York Road in 
Killingbeck, will be installed once the surfacing work on the superhighway has been completed. None 
of these counters have data prior to scheme construction. 

Before scheme construction, in spring 2014, manual counts were undertaken at five screenlines across 
the superhighway: three to the west of Leeds city centre and two to the east. Each screenline included 
all viable alternative routes parallel to the cycle superhighway within a 2km buffer zone. The 
screenlines were spaced a maximum distance of 6km apart. Counting took place over seven weekdays 
on screenlines 1, 4 and 5, and over eight weekdays on screenlines 2 and 3. Counts were collected for 
the AM peak period (0700-1000), the inter-peak (1000-1600) and the PM peak period (1600-1900). 
The screenline counts will be repeated in spring 2017 (one year after completion of the cycle 
superhighway) and in spring 2021 (five years after completion). Table 11.4 describes the five 
screenlines.  
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Table 11.3: ‘Intervention’ ACCs on Leeds-Bradford superhighway, from west to east 
ACC name & 
location 

Data available AUE 2016 
 

Comments  

Phase 1    
Bradford Road - 
westbound 

Since 31 August 2016. 
No data gaps. 

34,000 Western end of superhighway, about 10km 
west of Leeds city centre 

Bradford Road - 
eastbound 

Since 31 August 2016. 
No data gaps. 

28,500 Western end of superhighway, about 10km 
west of Leeds city centre 

Stanningley Road - 
eastbound 

Since 6 July 2016.  
No data gaps. 

47,400 Half-way between Leeds and Bradford, 
about 5km west of Leeds city centre 

Stanningley Road - 
westbound 

Since 6 July 2016. No 
data gaps. 

51,200 Half-way between Leeds and Bradford, 
about 5km west of Leeds city centre 

Armley Road Since 5 July 2016. No 
data gaps. 

84,400 About 2km west of Leeds city centre 

Phase 2    

York Road 
(Burmantofts) – 
westbound 

Since July 2016* 31,900 About 2km east of Leeds city centre. 
* Superhighway became operational in 
September 2016.   

York Road 
(Burmantofts) – 
eastbound 

Since July 2016* 18,900 Approx. 2km east of Leeds city centre. 
* Superhighway became operational in 
September 2016. 

York Road 
(Killingbeck) – 
westbound 

n/a* n/a Eastern end of superhighway, close to 
Seacroft and 6km east of Leeds city centre. 
* to be installed once surfacing work is 
completed. 

York Road 
(Killingbeck) – 
eastbound 

n/a* n/a Eastern end of superhighway, close to 
Seacroft and 6km east of Leeds city centre. 
* to be installed once surfacing work is 
completed. 

AUEs reported to nearest 100 

Table 11.4: Five manual count screenlines along Leeds-Bradford Superhighway, from W to E 
Screen-
line  

Intervention 
Site 

Alternative route count 
locations 

Dates Comments  

Phase 1    
1 Leeds Old 

Road 
Dick Lane, Leeds Road, Gain 
Lane 

30 April -  
20 May 2014 

Western end of superhighway, 
about 11km west of Leeds city 
centre  

2 Stanningley 
Road 

Upper Town Street, Broad 
Lane, Bradford Road, 
Kirkstall Forge, A65 Abbey 
Road 

6 - 16 May 
2014 

Half way between Leeds and 
Bradford, about 5km west of 
Leeds city centre 

3 Armley Road Wellington Road, Towpath 
Route, Kirkstall Road 

6 - 16 May 
2014 

About 1.5km west of Leeds city 
centre 

Phase 2    
4 York Road – 

Burmantofts  
Beckett Street, Nippet Lane, 
East Park Parade, Pontefract 
Lane, Pontefract Road 

22 - 30 April 
2014 

About 2km east of Leeds city 
centre 

5 York Road – 
Killingbeck  

Easterly Road, Foundry 
Lane, Selby Road 

22 - 30 April 
2014 

Eastern end of superhighway, 
close to Seacroft and about 
5km east of Leeds city centre 
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Comparison of ACC and manual count data on the superhighway 
Figures 11.4 and 11.5 show AUEs calculated from the pre-scheme manual counts in 2014, and from 
the post-scheme ACC data in 2016. The AUEs from manual counts are only for the screenline count 
points on the route of the cycle superhighway (not for the parallel routes). 

It appears that there has been a significant increase in cycle flows on the route of the cycle 
superhighway at Stanningley Road (75,300 in 2014; 98,600 in 2016; +31%) and at Armley Road (59,000 
in 2014; 84,400 in 2016; +43%). These two sites are on the section of cycle superhighway west of 
Leeds, completed in June 2016.  

With regards to CCA Phase 2, the section of cycle superhighway east of Leeds, completed in September 
2016, does not show this pattern: at York Road (Burmantofts), the 2014 manual count suggests an 
AUE of 84,700 and the 2016 ACC data suggests an AUE of 50,800. 

At this stage it is too early to tell whether the apparent increase in cycling on the section of the 
superhighway west of Leeds is real23. The planned repeat of the screenline manual counts in spring 
2017 should help confirm whether cycle flows have gone up. 

Figure 11.4: Comparison of AUEs from pre-scheme manual counts (2014) and post-scheme ACC 
data (2016), on Cycle Superhighway west of Leeds  

 
AUEs reported for A647 Bradford Road and Stanningley Road are combined eastbound and westbound flows, each from two 
ACCs. It is assumed that the single ACC on Armley Road captures both eastbound and westbound flows. 

  

                                                           

23 AUEs estimated from seven or eight day manual counts are inevitably less robust than AUEs estimated from six months 
of ACC data. 
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Figure 11.5: Comparison of AUEs from pre-scheme manual counts (2014) and post-scheme ACC 
data (2016), on Cycle Superhighway east of Leeds  

 
AUE reported for A64 York Road Burmantofts is combined eastbound and westbound flows from two ACCs. 

Baseline for assessing degree of displacement from other routes to the Cycle Superhighway 
Figure 11.6 and Table 11.6 show cycling volumes (AUEs) as recorded by the manual counts at the five 
screenlines. According to this data, only two of the sites on the superhighway were the most popular 
route out of their screenline groups (the two sites on York Road, screenlines 4 and 5, which carried 
26% and 31% of the total flow across the screenline). The other three sites on the superhighway each 
carried between 12% and 19% of the total flow across their respective screenlines. 

The spring 2017 repeat of the screenline counts will enable an assessment to be made of the extent 
to which any increase in cycling volumes on the superhighway is due to diversion from parallel routes, 
as opposed to new cycle trips. 

Figure 11.6: Cycling volumes in 2014: AUEs based on screenline manual counts 

 

Count points on route of Cycle Superhighway are shown in yellow; count points on parallel routes in blue. 
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Table 11.5: Cycling volumes in 2014: AUEs based on screenline manual counts 

Road CCA? Screenline Counter AUE 2014 
% of screenline 

total 
Dick Lane  1 1a 29,000 37% 

A647 Leeds Road  1 1b 19,600 25% 

B6381 Leeds Old Road * 1 1c 11,500 15% 

Gain Lane  1 1d 19,000 24% 

Stanningley Road * 2 2a 75,300 19% 

Upper Town Street  2 2b 24,300 6% 

Broad Lane  2 2c 15,500 4% 

Leeds and Bradford Road  2 2d 59,900 15% 

Kirkstal Forge  2 2e 80,000 20% 

A65 Abbey Road  2 2f 135,900 35% 

Wellington Road  3 3a 25900 5% 

Armley Road * 3 3c 59,000 12% 

Towpath Route  3 3d 191,000 38% 

Kirkstal Road  3 3e 221,800 45% 

Pontefract Lane  4 4a 38,800 12% 

Pontefract Lane  4 4b 28,600 9% 

East Park Parade  4 4c 43,700 14% 

York Road (Burmantofts) * 4 4d 84,700 26% 

Nippet Lane  4 4e 63,500 20% 

Beckett Street  4 4f 61,800 19% 

A63 Selby Road  5 5a 64,000 26% 

A64 York Road (Killingbeck) * 5 5b 76,000 31% 

Foundry Lane  5 5c 59,600 24% 

Easterly Road  5 5d 45,800 19% 
AUEs reported to nearest 100. Count points on route of Cycle Superhighway are shown in yellow. 

Comparison group of ACC sites for Cycle Superhighway 
The ten ACCs that are not sited at cycle infrastructure improvements were checked to establish which 
might offer the most appropriate comparators to the ACCs on the superhighway. Table 11.6 describes 
the strengths and limitations of the most suitable seven ACC sites, in terms of location, type of road, 
and ratio of weekday to weekend use. Inspection of MMDT plots for these seven sites show that cycle 
volumes have been fairly static over the period they have been collecting data. 

The cycle superhighway ACCs do not provide pre-intervention data, but will provide evidence on the 
change in cycling volume from now on. In the interim and final evaluation reports, we will compare 
cycling volumes, as shown by AUEs and monthly data (MMDT), for the superhighway ACCs and this 
comparison group of ACCs. 

 
  



Cycle City Ambition Programme: Baseline and Interim Report             96 | P a g e  
 

Table 11.6: Full listing of potential comparator ACCs 
ACC name & 
location 

Years with data 
to calculate AUE 

AUE 
2016 

Comments 

Possible matches to Bradford Road ACC on superhighway 

Grape Street 2012-2013; 
2015-2016; 

16,800 City centre ACC on small road between A61 and M621. 
Similar type of road; similar weekday:weekend cycle count 
ratio. 

Hunslet Road Since 2012 30,000 Most comparable in terms of levels of cycling. 
City centre ACC on A61, making the road more comparable 
if the Bradford Road ACC is on the dual carriageway. 
Similar weekday:weekend cycle count ratio. 

Meanwood Road Since 2012 16,000 Further out of the city centre, making it more suitable as a 
comparator for Bradford Road.  
On small road that could be comparable if the Bradford 
Road ACC is not on the dual carriageway section of the 
road. Similar weekday:weekend cycle count ratio. 

Possible matches to Stanningly Road ACC on superhighway 
Cardigan Lane Since 2012 46,000 Most suitable in terms of distance from city centre. Similar 

type of road; similar weekday:weekend cycle count ratio. 
Meanswood 
Road, Sheepscar 

Since 2015 72,300 Closer to town centre, on small road at busy junction near 
city centre. Similar weekday: weekend cycle count ratio. 

Possible matches to Armley Road ACC on superhighway 
Regent Street 
(south of Gower 
Street) 

Since 2015 97,500 Similar level of cycling. However, a lot closer to city centre 
than Armley Road ACC, and a different type of road. 
Similar weekday: weekend cycle count ratio. 

Regent Street 
(south of Hope 
Road) 

Since 2015 75,300 Similar level of cycling. However, a lot closer to city centre 
than Armley Road ACC, and a different type of road. 
Similar weekday: weekend cycle count ratio. 

Meanwood 
Road, Sheepscar 

Since 2015 72,300 Similar level of cycling. Similar distance to city centre, and 
type of road. Similar weekday: weekend cycle count ratio. 

 

11.3 Summary points 
The following points emerge from this baseline assessment: 

 A group of eight ACCs located in the Leeds City metropolitan district form the basis of our city-
wide analysis of levels of cycling. These ACCs suggest that cycling may be increasing over time. 
This trend is mostly driven by a single ACC on a canal towpath, and if this counter is excluded, the 
trend from 2014-2016 is essentially flat. However, manual count data on a city centre cordon is 
suggestive of a rising trend in cycling volumes. 

 There are a number of ACCs located on the scheme that is the focus of our evaluation, the Leeds-
Bradford Cycle Superhighway. These ACCs do not provide pre-intervention data, but future (post-
intervention) trends will be compared with a group of ACCs at sites where there has been no cycle 
infrastructure improvement.  

 Manual count data at five screenlines across the Cycle Superhighway was collected prior to the 
scheme, and the counts will be repeated in 2017. This will provide evidence on pre / post-scheme 
change in cycling volumes, and also on the extent to which any changes in cycling volumes are 
attributable to route diversion, as opposed to new trips. 
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PART III: EVIDENCE FROM SECONDARY DATASETS 

12. Selection of comparison groups for routine datasets 

12.1  Definition of intervention local authorities 
The CCA cities include some local authority areas where investment will be particularly targeted, and 
other local authority areas which will still receive investment, but at a lower level. 

Table 12.1 shows the nine local authorities that, drawing on the Stage 1a report, we consider to be 
the primary beneficiaries of CCA investment.  We judge these nine local authorities to be the ones 
where CCA is most likely to have a detectable population-level impact on cycling, and we therefore 
propose to make these authorities the ‘intervention group’ in our analyses of secondary datasets, in 
particular the APS/ALS. 

Table 12.1 also shows a further seven local authorities that we consider may benefit to a less marked 
degree from CCA investment, but where we judge that a population-level impact on cycling is 
nevertheless still possible.  We plan to include these additional seven authorities as part of the 
intervention group in sensitivity analyses.  We do not intend to examine cycling trends in other local 
authorities where CCA investment is modest and/or small in geographical reach, and where we judge 
it implausible that CCA will have a detectable population-level impact on cycling. 

Table 12.1: Local authorities (LAs) to include as ‘intervention authorities’ in analyses of routine 
datasets 

CCA LAs that will benefit most from 
investment: to be included in the 
intervention group in primary analyses 

Additional LAs benefiting to a less 
marked degree: to be included in 
sensitivity analyses 

Birmingham Birmingham  
Cambridge Cambridge South Cambridgeshire 
Greater Manchester Manchester 

 
Salford  
Stockport 
Tameside 
Trafford 

Newcastle Newcastle-upon-Tyne  
Norwich Norwich  
Oxford Oxford  
West of England Bristol 

 
Bath & North East Somerset  
South Gloucestershire 

West Yorkshire 
Combined Authority 

Leeds 
Bradford  

 

The designation of local authorities in Table 12.1 is somewhat provisional. Specifically, in the course 
of the CCA evaluation we hope to get information on spending per head at the level of the local 
authority.  If so, we may use this to provide a sense-check on our designation of which local authorities 
to include in the primary analyses; which only in sensitivity analyses; and which should not be included 
in the intervention group at all.  If necessary, we may at that stage adjust the classification such that 
local authorities with similar levels of spending per head are classified in the same way. 

12.2  Definition of comparison groups  
We have identified three possible comparison groups for the CCA cities: a ‘national’ comparison group; 
a ‘matched’ comparison group; and an ‘unfunded’ comparison group. We also plan to compare the 
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intervention authorities to London local authorities. The local authorities included in each comparison 
group are described below. 

National comparison group 
All the nine local authorities that are part of our primary definition of the intervention group (Table 
12.1) meet the following criteria: 

 Are classified in the ‘2011 Rural-Urban Classification of Local Authority Districts’ as being a ‘major 
urban area’, ‘large urban area’, or ‘other urban area’24 

 Have a total urban population of at least 100,00025 
 Form part of one of the UK’s 63 largest towns and cities, defined as ‘Primary Urban Areas’26.  This 

criterion excludes local authorities like Thanet that contain several small towns rather than any 
single large town or city. 

 Are in England and outside London. 

Our ‘national comparison group’ will be the 68 local authorities in England that meet these four 
criteria, and are not listed in Table 12.1. These are listed in Table 12.2. The main advantages of this 
approach are that it provides national context for the changes observed in the intervention local 
authorities, and also that it increases statistical power to make contrasts because it is a large 
comparison group.  The main disadvantage is that it provides little or no control for confounding: 
although all the local authorities in the comparison group are similar to the CCA authorities in being 
in large urban areas, they may differ from the intervention local authorities in relation to other 
geographic, demographic or socio-economic factors. They may also differ in relation to factors (a) 
prompting application for CCA funding and (b) leading to success in the application. 

Table 12.2: Local authorities in the ‘national comparison group’ 
Ashfield Gloucester Preston Walsall 
Barnsley Havant Reading Warrington 
Basildon Ipswich Rochdale Wigan 
Blackburn with Darwen Kingston upon Hull Rotherham Wirral 
Blackpool Kirklees Sandwell Wokingham 
Bolton Knowsley Sefton Wolverhampton 
Bournemouth Leicester Sheffield Worthing 
Brighton and Hove Liverpool Slough York 
Broxtowe Luton Solihull  
Bury Medway South Ribble  
Coventry Middlesbrough South Tyneside  
Crawley Milton Keynes Southampton  
Derby North Tyneside Southend-on-Sea  
Doncaster Northampton St. Helens  
Dudley Nottingham Stockton-on-Tees  
Eastleigh Oldham Stoke-on-Trent  
Erewash Peterborough Sunderland  
Exeter Plymouth Swindon  
Fareham Poole Telford and Wrekin  
Gateshead Portsmouth Wakefield  

                                                           

24 DEFRA 2011 Rural-Urban Classification of Local Authorities and other geographies: Department for Environment, Food & 
Rural Affairs: accessed 28/11/2016 from https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/2011-rural-urban-classification-of-
local-authority-and-other-higher-level-geographies-for-statistical-purposes 2016. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Cities Cf. List of UK Primary Urban Areas: Centre for Cities: accessed 28/11/2016 from http://www.centreforcities.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/2016-PUA-Table.pdf 201. 
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Matched comparison group 
We matched the nine intervention local authorities with the nine ‘most similar’ English local 
authorities that did not receive CCA funding. For each intervention local authority, the ‘most similar’ 
local authority was identified using the National Statistics ‘2011 Area Classification for Local 
Authorities’, which measures the similarity of pairs of local authorities in terms of a range of 
demographic, socio-economic, employment and industry characteristics27. A comparable approach 
was used in previous evaluations of the Cycling Demonstration Towns and the Cycling City and Towns 
programme28 29.  The list of local authorities is shown in Table 12.3. 

The advantage of this approach is that it can potentially control for demographic and socio-economic 
factors. One disadvantage is the potential for confounding by factors (a) prompting application for 
CCA funding and (b) leading to success in the application.  Another disadvantage is that, as outlined in 
Table 12.3, several of the matched local authorities had themselves received substantial cycling 
investment in the period immediately prior to CCA (or, in the case of Kingston, during the CCA funding 
period).  As such it is debatable how far these are really ‘control’ local authorities.  On the other hand, 
one could argue that this in fact makes them a more appropriate comparison group given that several 
of the intervention local authorities had also received substantial funding in the period prior to the 
CCA award (e.g. Cambridge and Bristol were funded via the Cycling City and Towns programme). 

Table 12.3: Local authorities in the ‘matched comparison group’ 
Intervention 
LA 

Closest non-
duplicating, non-CCA 
match in England 

SED Known major cycling investment, plus other caveats with 
the match  

Birmingham Coventry 4.63 Coventry was reasonably active on cycling under the 
auspices of LSTF (2012-2015). 

Cambridge Kingston upon Thames 23.74 Kingston upon Thames is a mini-Holland (2015-2018).  It is 
also not a very good match (‘Less Similar’); and is in 
London. 

Manchester Nottingham 5.09 Nottingham was reasonably active on cycling as an LSTF 
Large Project (2011-2015). 

Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Liverpool 3.86 Liverpool was reasonably active on cycling as part of the 
Merseyside LSTF Large Project (2011-2015). 

Norwich Southampton 5.00  
Oxford Brighton and Hove 16.51 Brighton was a Cycling Demonstration Town (2005-2011); 

and invested in cycling as part of its LSTF Small Project 
(2011-2015).  It is also not a very good match (‘Less 
Similar’). 

Bristol, City 
of 

Reading 4.68 Reading was reasonably active on cycling as an LSTF Large 
Project (2011-2015). 

Bradford Blackburn with 
Darwen 

2.37 Blackburn with Darwen have received some funding from 
LEP for a 26km leisure cycling route. 

Leeds Sheffield 2.53 Sheffield was reasonably active on cycling as an LSTF Large 
Project (2011-2015) 

SED = ‘squared Euclidean distance’: a smaller value indicates greater similarity.  The creators define <1.63 as ‘extremely 
similar’, 1.64-4.08 as ‘very similar’, 4.09-8.16 as ‘similar’, 8.17-16.32 as ‘somewhat similar’, and > 16.33 as ‘less similar’.  
LEP= Local Enterprise Partnership. LSTF= Local Sustainable Transport Fund  

                                                           

27 Office for National Statistics. 2011 Area Classification for Local Authorities: accessed 28/11/2016 from  
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/geography/products/area-classifications/ns-area-classifications/ns-2011-area-
classifications/index.html 
28 Sloman L, Cavill N, Cope A, et al. Analysis and synthesis of evidence on the effects of investment in six cycling demonstration 
towns. England: Department for Transport and Cycling England 2009. 
29 Goodman A, Panter J, Sharp S, et al. Effectiveness and equity impacts of town-wide cycling initiatives in England: a 
longitudinal, controlled natural experimental study. Social Science or Medicine 2013; 97:228-37 
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Unfunded comparison group 
21 cities applied for CCA funding, of which only eight were funded. The remaining 13 applicant areas 
contain 17 urban local authorities that met our inclusion criteria to be in the national comparison 
group.  These are listed in Table 12.4, and represent our ‘unfunded comparison group’30.   

The advantage of this approach is that it can control for factors prompting application for CCA funding. 
One disadvantage is that it does not control for factors leading to success in the application. Another 
is that, with regard to demographic and socio-economic factors, the unfunded local authorities differ 
more from the intervention local authorities than the matched local authorities. 

Table 12.4: Local authorities in the ‘unfunded comparison group’ 
Applicant areas Local authorities 
Black Country Dudley; Sandwell; Walsall 
Brighton and Hove Brighton and Hove 
Ipswich Ipswich 
Leicester Leicester 
Liverpool Liverpool 
Nottingham Nottingham 
Plymouth Plymouth 
Portsmouth & Southampton Portsmouth; Southampton 
Preston Preston 
Reading Reading 
Stoke-on-Trent Stoke-on-Trent 
Swindon Swindon 
Tees Valley Middlesbrough; Stockton-on-Tees 

London as a comparison group 
Finally, we propose using the 33 local authorities in London as a comparison group.  We plan to do 
this because London has experienced substantial cycling increase (and cycling investment) over the 
past decade, and therefore can provide a benchmark and context for interpreting any changes in 
cycling in the CCA cities. 

12.3 Similarities of comparison groups to the intervention group in pre-CCA 
trends 

Having identified these various comparison groups, we then examined how similar they were to the 
intervention group in terms of cycling levels in the period prior to CCA funding. We did this in order to 
decide whether one or more of the comparison groups provided a better match.   

Cycling in the Active People Survey, 2010/11 to 2012/13 
Figure 12.1 shows Active People Survey data on the proportion of adults reporting cycling in the past 
four weeks, and the mean number of days cycled in the past four weeks.  It presents data from 
2010/11 (when this question was first asked) to 2012/13, weighting each local authority according to 
its population size.31 As it shows, average levels of cycling were far higher in the intervention group 

                                                           

30 Note that some of these authorities may have used funding from other sources (e.g. LSTF, LEP etc.) for cycle infrastructure 
schemes. However, their level of per capita expenditure on cycle infrastructure is likely to have been substantially lower than 
in the CCA cities. 
31  Weights calculated by taking the local authority-level weights provided by APS, which adjust for differential response 
rates by demographic factors such as age and gender, and multiplying these by the mid-year population of the local authority 
in question.  Our analyses additionally adjust for the fact that the APS sample is stratified by local authority. 
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than in any of the comparison groups, reflecting the inclusion in the intervention group of high-cycling 
cities Cambridge, Oxford, Norwich and Bristol.  As Figure 12.1 also shows, cycling levels in the 
intervention group of local authorities were fairly flat over the 3-year period preceding the start of 
CCA funding, with the observed fluctuations occurring within the margin of error indicated by the 
confidence intervals. The same was generally also true of the four comparison groups, with the 
exception that in the matched comparison group cycling levels were notably lower in 2010/11 than in 
the other two years.  This lower level of cycling in 2010/11 was plausibly due to chance as the 
difference is only weakly significant (p=0.06 for any cycling, p=0.01 for mean number of days cycled). 
Nevertheless, it complicates the inclusion of this year in the baseline period since one would ideally 
wish the baseline period to capture cycling levels as close to the 2013 start of CCA as possible. One 
solution would be to only use the years 2011/12-2012/13 as a baseline period for the matched 
comparison group when making comparisons with the CCA cities. 

Figure 12.1: Active People Survey data on a) the proportion of adults doing any cycling and b) the 
mean number of days cycled in the past four weeks, in intervention & comparison groups 

 

Cycling, walking and driving to work in the Census, 1981 to 2011 
Figure 12.2 shows Census 1981-2011 data on the proportion of commuters cycling to work. As Figure 
12.2 shows, since 1991 cycling has remained stable in the unfunded group and decreased in the 
national comparison group, whereas it has increased in the intervention group, the matched 
comparison group and in London.  Although the intervention group again has the highest level of 
cycling in 2001 and 2011, the shape of the curve is relatively similar to the matched comparison group, 
as is the relative increase between 2001 and 2011 (26% increase in the intervention group, 19% 
increase in the matched comparison group: see Table 12.5).  The matched comparison group is also 
most similar to the intervention group in terms of the changes since 1981 in the commute mode share 
of walking and travelling by car (as a driver or passenger) (Figure 12.3), and in terms of the relative 
change in those modes between 2001 and 2011 (Table 12.5). 
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Figure 12.2: Census data on the proportion of commuters cycling to work, in intervention & 
comparison groups 

 

Here and for Figure 12.3, confidence intervals are not shown because they are too narrow to be visible. 

Figure 12.3: Census data on the proportion of commuters walking to work or travelling by car (as a 
driver or passenger), in intervention & comparison groups 
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Table 12.5: Census data on the proportion of commuters cycling, walking and travelling by car to 
work, in intervention & comparison groups 

 
 

1981 1991 2001 2011 
Relative change 2011 
vs. 2001 (2011/2001) 

Cycling CCA intervention group 3.6% 3.4% 3.8% 4.8% 25.7% 

 National comparison group 3.9% 3.2% 3.1% 2.9% -5.7% 

 Matched comparison group 2.7% 2.3% 2.7% 3.2% 19.0% 

 Unfunded group 3.8% 3.1% 3.3% 3.3% 0.8% 

 London 2.5% 2.2% 2.5% 4.3% 68.6% 

Walking CCA intervention group 15.5% 12.9% 12.5% 13.9% 11.3% 

 National comparison group 15.5% 12.0% 11.3% 11.5% 1.4% 

 Matched comparison group 15.0% 12.6% 13.4% 14.9% 11.4% 

 Unfunded group 16.4% 13.7% 13.3% 13.9% 4.0% 

 London 13.6% 10.3% 9.2% 9.0% -2.2% 

Car (as  CCA intervention group 48.9% 59.5% 61.2% 59.4% -3.0% 

driver or  National comparison group 53.6% 66.4% 69.3% 69.6% 0.4% 

passenger) Matched comparison group 46.4% 59.7% 60.4% 57.9% -4.0% 

 Unfunded group 50.9% 63.4% 65.1% 64.5% -0.9% 

 London 40.3% 46.0% 39.4% 31.0% -21.4% 

12.4  Recommendations regarding use of comparison groups 
We suggest that all these four comparison groups are useful and should be presented to provide 
context for any changes in cycling across the CCA cities as a whole. Based on our analyses of Census 
data, the matched comparison group is most similar to the intervention group in terms of long-term 
pre-intervention trends, which suggests its possible value as a primary comparator.  There are, 
however, two caveats. First comparisons with the matched comparison group are potentially 
complicated by the fact that this group may have had unusually low cycling levels in 2010/11 in the 
Active People Survey.  We therefore propose only to use the years 2011/12-2012/13 as a baseline for 
the matched comparison group where conducting difference-in-difference analyses. Second, it is 
currently unclear whether per capita cycling expenditure in the matched comparison group will be 
substantially lower than in the intervention group across the CCA funding period32. We therefore 
propose to postpone a final decision on whether the matched comparison group should be the 
primary comparison group until early 2018, at which point the funding situation should be clearer.

                                                           

32 Cycle spending per capita is certain to be higher in the CCA cities than in the national comparison group and the unfunded 
comparison group, but this is less clear with respect to the matched comparison group as some of the component local 
authorities may also make considerable investment in cycling, e.g. Brighton, Kingston, Nottingham and possibly Reading. 
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13. Active People Survey: baseline results and preliminary trend 

13.1  Baseline cycling levels across the eight cities  
Across the eight CCA cities, 4.8% of commuters cycled to work in the 2011 Census, and 15.5% of adults 
reported having cycled in the past four weeks33.  These proportions varied dramatically between cities, 
however, with the lowest levels of cycling observed in West Yorkshire (1.5% of commuters cycling to 
work, 10.7% of adults cycling in the past four weeks) and the highest in Cambridge (32.5% of 
commuters cycling to work, 55.0% of adults cycling in the past four weeks).  There was a near-perfect 
correlation between the cycle commute modal share in the Census and the proportion of adults 
cycling in the past four weeks in APS (r>0.99, see Figure 13.1). This is in line with previous evidence 
that, at the population level, the cycle mode share among commuters is well correlated with the total 
volume of adult cycling.34 This high correlation strengthens our confidence in using APS to measure 
city-level cycling, suggesting that it is generating reliable results if sufficient years are pooled together, 
despite its much smaller sample and lower response rate than the Census. 

Figure 13.1: Cycling levels in the Census and in APS, across the eight CCA cities 

 

Bir= Birmingham, Cam= Cambridge, New= Newcastle, Man= Manchester, Nor= Norwich, Ox= Oxford, WofE= West of England, 
WYCA= West Yorkshire. Results for APS tabulated in Table 13.1, results for Census tabulated in Appendix B, Table B.1. 

                                                           

33 APS years 2010/11-2012/13, proportions calculated weighting each local authority by its population size 

34 Goodman, A. (2013). Walking, cycling and driving to work in the English and Welsh 2011 census: trends, socio-economic 
patterning and relevance to travel behaviour in general. Plos One 8(8): e71790 
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13.2  Methods for looking at trends in the Active People Survey  
Outcome variables and outcome metrics  
Our outcome variables were a) the percentage of adults who said they had done any cycling in the 
past four weeks and b) the average number of cycling days per adult in the past four weeks.   

As well as plotting the average for these variables across time, we also compared the baseline years 
(2010/11 - 2012/13) with the two available follow-up years (2013/14 - 2014/15)35.  We made these 
comparisons for the eight cities separately and combined into a group, and we calculated both 
absolute differences and ratios of relative change.  We then compared the CCA cities with the four 
comparison groups, calculating for each comparison the difference in absolute change (‘difference-in-
differences’), and the ratio of relative change (‘ratio-of-ratios’).  The equations were as follows: 

Absolute difference: [%CCAT1 – %CCAT0] 

Ratio: [%CCAT1 / %CCAT0] 

Difference-in-differences: [%CCAT1 – %CCAT0]   –  [%CompT1 – %CompT0] 

Ratio-of ratios: [%CCAT1  /  %CCAT0]   /  [%CompT1  /  %CompT0] 

where %CCAT0 is the proportion of adults cycling in the CCA cities at baseline; %CCAT1 is the proportion 
in the CCA cities at follow-up; %CompT0 is the proportion in the comparison group at baseline; and 
%CompT1 is the proportion in the comparison group at follow-up.  Equivalent equations were used for 
comparisons of the average number of cycling days per adult.  We calculated bias-corrected 
confidence intervals using bootstrapping (1000 repetitions).36 

Presentation of results a) weighting by population size, and b) weighting each CCA equally 
We present findings from the APS in two different ways. First, we present results weighted by the 
population of each local authority, i.e. giving more weight to large local authorities like Birmingham 
than to small local authorities like Norwich (and likewise, within West Yorkshire, giving Leeds more 
weight than Bradford).  This provides an estimate of the effect of what the CCA programme has been 
across the population of the eight cities, and is appropriate insofar as CCA spending per capita was 
designed to be broadly similar across the cities. In interpreting these results, however, it should be 
remembered that larger local authorities do not typically get a larger sample size in APS. Each 

                                                           

35 Surveys completed in 2013/14 (running October 2013 – September 2014) were undertaken after the start of CCA funding 
in August 2013.  In practice, however, it is unlikely that any significant CCA-funded schemes would have completed design, 
planning, procurement and construction stages and have been ‘on the ground’ and useable by cyclists until the following 
year, 2014/15. 

36 It is not straightforward to estimate confidence intervals around proportions and means in conjunction with a complex 
sampling design (stratification and weighting) and given the highly non-normal distribution for the mean number of cycling 
days. The challenge is even greater when estimating a difference, ratio, difference-in-differences and ratio-of ratios.  For 
example, even without a complex sampling design, we are not aware of a theoretical solution to estimating the confidence 
interval for a ratio-of-ratios for proportions.  In such situations, bootstrapping is very useful. Bootstrapping refers to the 
estimation of a metric (e.g. a ratio-of-ratios) using random sampling with replacement from the total set of observations.  
For example, if one has 10,000 observations, one could take from that a random sample (with replacement) of 5000 and 
estimate the ratio-of-ratios in that sample. Repeating this 1000 times would give you 1000 different estimates of the ratio-
of-ratios, from which one can estimate the 95% confidence interval around that metric. We chose to present the ‘bias-
corrected’ confidence intervals, as these correct for the right-skew of some of our sampling statistics e.g. mean number of 
cycling days.  In practice, the results were very similar when choosing alternative standard methods to estimate the 
confidence interval, e.g. under the assumption that the test statistic was distributed normally, or using a percentile approach. 
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participant in a large local authority therefore gets a relatively high weight, which makes the results 
more prone to random fluctuation.37 

Second, we additionally present analyses in which each of the CCA cities was given equal weight.38  
This analysis captures the idea that each CCA city represents a separate ‘experiment’, and the average 
across them may be useful in capturing the ‘typical’ effect of the CCA programme on a city. Giving the 
CCA cities equal weight may therefore provide more insight into what the typical effect of the CCA-
like programme would be on future cities, as opposed to weighting by population which estimates 
what the effect of the programme has been on the population of the current eight cities. 

13.3  Results: preliminary trends in the Active People Survey  
Preliminary trends in the CCA cities 
Across the first two years of follow-up, the proportion of people cycling in the past four weeks in the 
CCA cities decreased slightly relative to the pre-intervention period, although the change was 
relatively small and within the margins indicated by the confidence intervals (Figure 13.2). When the 
cities were weighted by population size, the proportion of people cycling decreased from 15.5% in the 
three baseline years to 14.4% in the two follow-up years, corresponding to an absolute decrease of 
1.1% and a relative decrease of 7% (Table 13.139). This change is not statistically significant, however, 
i.e. it may well reflect a chance fluctuation.  Across the individual cities, four had a non-significant 
decrease (Birmingham, Manchester, Norwich and West Yorkshire), one had no change (West of 
England), and three had a non-significant increase (Cambridge, Newcastle and Oxford) (Table 13.1 and 
Figure 13.4). Thus the overall negative trend shown in Figure 13.2 results from the fact that the 
decreases tended to be seen in the larger cities: when the cities were weighted equally, the proportion 
cycling at follow-up was almost identical to the proportion cycling at baseline (23.4% vs. 23.5%: Table 
13.1).  

In relation to the mean number of cycling days per adult in the past four weeks, this showed very little 
change across the first two years of follow-up relative to the previous three years (Figure 13.3, see 
also Table 13.3).  In other words, the small (and non-significant) decrease in the proportion of adults 
cycling in the CCA cities was offset by a small (and non-significant) increase in the number of cycling 
days reported by cyclists. This finding of little change in the mean number of cycling days was very 
similar when weighting each of the eight CCA cities equally.  Both the findings for the proportion of 
adults doing any cycling and for the number of cycling days were similar in sensitivity analyses 
including the seven additional local authorities receiving a lower ‘dose’ of the intervention. 

Preliminary comparisons between the CCA cities and the comparison groups 
During the first two years of follow-up, cycling levels remained fairly stable in the national comparison 
group, showed a non-significant increase in the matched comparison group and the unfunded 
comparison group, and a non-significant decrease in London (see Figure 13.3, Table 13.2 and Table 
13.4).  This was true regardless of whether the level of cycling was measured in terms of the proportion 
of adults doing any cycling, or the mean number of cycling days. Difference-in-difference analyses and 

                                                           

37 This problem will become less acute for datasets after 2015/16 when the larger CCA cities were given a boost sample. 

38 In calculating these ‘equal weight’ CCA averages across the eight cities we weighted each city equally, e.g. treating Leeds 
and Bradford as a single ‘West Yorkshire’ local authority.  We likewise treated Sheffield and Blackburn with Darwen, the 
matched local authorities for Leeds and Bradford, as a single local authority when making ‘equal weight’ comparisons to the 
matched group. Otherwise each local authority in the National, Unfunded and London comparison groups was weighted 
equally in these ‘equal weight’ comparisons. 

39 Tables 13.1 – 13.4 are at the end of chapter 13. 
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ratio-of-ratios analyses indicated a trend towards cycling decreasing in the CCA local authorities 
relative to these comparison groups, although the difference was never statistically significant. 

Summary  
Across the first two years of follow-up, there was a modest decrease in the proportion of adults cycling 
in the CCA cities, driven by non-significant decreases in the largest cities (Birmingham, Manchester 
and West Yorkshire). This modest decrease was not statistically significant, and nor did it differ 
significantly compared to the trends in the four comparison groups. This decrease was also not 
observed with respect to the mean number of cycling days, which showed little change. In other 
words, these preliminary findings do not provide convincing evidence of any group-level changes in 
cycling levels since the start of the CCA programme - instead it will be necessary to wait until further 
years of APS/ALS data are available (including the boost samples that will increase study power).  
These preliminary findings do, however, serve to illustrate the methods by which we will examine 
trends in cycling in these future waves. 

Figure 13.2: Percent of adults doing any cycling in the past four weeks in the eight CCA cities, 
2010/11 – 2014/15 
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Figure 13.3: Mean days cycling in the past four weeks in the eight CCA cities, 2010/11 – 2014/15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Here and for Figure 13.2, lines not shown for the Unfunded comparison group or for London to make the graph easier to 
read. 
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Figure 13.4: Percent of adults cycling, and mean number of days cycling, in the past four weeks, by 
CCA city 
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Table 13.1: Percent of adults doing any cycling in the past four weeks, across the eight CCA cities 
 Baseline 

(2010/11 to 
2012/13) 

Follow-up 
(2013/14 to 

2014/15) 

Difference 
(follow-up - 

baseline) 

Ratio 
(follow-up/ 

baseline) 

Birmingham 
10.9%  

(8.9%, 12.9%) 
9.0%  

(6.8%, 11.8%) 
-1.9%  

(-4.7%, 1.6%) 
0.82  

(0.60, 1.16) 

Cambridge 
55.0%  

(49.5%, 58.4%) 
57.0%  

(51.9%, 62.3%) 
2.0%  

(-3.5%, 9.3%) 
1.04  

(0.94, 1.18) 

Manchester 
14.1%  

(11.4%, 16.7%) 
12.0%  

(9.5%, 14.9%) 
-2.1%  

(-5.7%, 1.8%) 
0.85  

(0.64, 1.15) 

Newcastle 
13.5%  

(10.8%, 16.0%) 
14.1%  

(10.7%, 17.3%) 
0.6%  

(-3.6%, 5.0%) 
1.04  

(0.76, 1.44) 

Norwich 
25.2%  

(21.9%, 28.7%) 
23.2%  

(19.8%, 27.8%) 
-2.0%  

(-6.8%, 3.5%) 
0.92  

(0.75, 1.16) 

Oxford 
36.0%  

(29.9%, 40.0%) 
40.4%  

(34.3%, 46.8%) 
4.5%  

(-2.9%, 13.5%) 
1.12  

(0.93, 1.42) 

West of England 
22.5%  

(19.3%, 25.6%) 
22.5%  

(18.4%, 25.8%) 
0.0%  

(-4.6%, 5.1%) 
1.00  

(0.82, 1.24) 

West Yorkshire 10.7%  
(9.0%, 12.1%) 

8.8%  
(6.9%, 10.4%) 

-1.9%  
(-4.4%, 0.4%) 

0.82  
(0.63, 1.03) 

     

All CCA, weighted by 
population size 

15.5%  
(14.4%, 16.3%) 

14.4%  
(13.3%, 15.6%) 

-1.1%  
(-2.5%, 0.4%) 

0.93  
(0.85, 1.03) 

All CCA, weighted equally 
23.5%  

(22.0%, 24.5%) 
23.4%  

(21.9%, 25.0%) 
-0.1%  

(-1.7%, 2.8%) 
1.00  

(0.93, 1.13) 
     

All CCA extended groupA, 
weighted by population size 

15.6%  
(14.7%, 16.1%) 

14.9%  
(14.0%, 15.8%) 

-0.7%  
(-1.7%, 0.6%) 

0.96  
(0.89, 1.04) 

All CCA extended group, 
weighted equally 

21.3%  
(20.2%, 22.2%) 

21.5%  
(20.3%, 23.1%) 

0.2%  
(-1.2%, 2.5%) 

1.01  
(0.95, 1.12) 

A: The extended grouping contains seven additional local authorities, as a sensitivity analysis. 
 

Table 13.2: Percent of adults doing any cycling in the past four weeks, comparing the CCA cities to 
the four comparison groups  

  Baseline 
(2010/11 to 

2012/13) 

Follow-up 
(2013/14 to 

2014/15) 

Difference 
(follow-up - 

baseline) 

Ratio 
(follow-up/ 

baseline) 

Difference in 
differences 

Ratio of ratios 

Weighting 
by 

CCA local 
authorities 

15.5%  
(14.4%, 16.3%) 

14.4%  
(13.3%, 15.6%) 

-1.1%  
(-2.5%, 0.4%) 

0.93  
(0.85, 1.03) 

- - 

population 
size 

National 
group 

13.0%  
(12.7%, 13.3%) 

13.2%  
(12.7%, 13.6%) 

0.2%  
(-0.3%, 0.7%) 

1.02  
(0.98, 1.06) 

-1.3%  
(-2.7%, 0.3%) 

0.91  
(0.83, 1.02) 

 Matched 
group† 

13.3%  
(12.2%, 14.3%) 

13.7%  
(12.2%, 14.8%) 

0.4%  
(-1.4%, 2.0%) 

1.03  
(0.90, 1.15) 

-1.5%  
(-3.5%, 0.9%) 

0.90  
(0.78, 1.06) 

 Unfunded 
group 

12.6%  
(11.9%, 13.0%) 

13.3%  
(12.4%, 14.1%) 

0.8%  
(-0.2%, 1.9%) 

1.06  
(0.99, 1.15) 

-1.9%  
(-3.5%, 0.0%) 

0.88  
(0.78, 1.00) 

 
London 

14.5%  
(13.9%, 14.8%) 

14.1%  
(13.4%, 14.5%) 

-0.4%  
(-1.1%, 0.4%) 

0.97  
(0.93, 1.02) 

-0.7%  
(-2.2%, 1.0%) 

0.96  
(0.87, 1.07) 

Equal 
weighting  

CCA local 
authorities 

23.5%  
(22.0%, 24.5%) 

23.4%  
(21.9%, 25.0%) 

-0.1%  
(-1.7%, 2.8%) 

1.00  
(0.93, 1.13) 

- - 

to all CCA/ 
all local  

National 
group 

13.7%  
(13.4%, 14.0%) 

14.0%  
(13.5%, 14.3%) 

0.2%  
(-0.3%, 0.8%) 

1.02  
(0.98, 1.06) 

-0.3%  
(-2.0%, 1.9%) 

0.98  
(0.91, 1.08) 

authorities Matched 
groupA 

14.0%  
(12.9%, 14.9%) 

14.8%  
(13.5%, 15.8%) 

0.8%  
(-0.8%, 2.3%) 

1.05  
(0.94, 1.17) 

-0.9%  
(-3.0%, 2.1%) 

0.94  
(0.83, 1.09) 

 Unfunded 
group 

13.3%  
(12.6%, 13.7%) 

13.8%  
(12.9%, 14.5%) 

0.5%  
(-0.4%, 1.5%) 

1.04  
(0.97, 1.12) 

-0.6%  
(-2.5%, 1.8%) 

0.96  
(0.87, 1.07) 

 
London 

14.9%  
(14.3%, 15.2%) 

14.5%  
(13.7%, 14.9%) 

-0.4%  
(-1.1%, 0.4%) 

0.97 
(0.93, 1.03) 

0.3%  
(-1.3%, 2.7%) 

1.02  
(0.94, 1.14) 

A: Matched comparison group uses baseline 2011/12 to 2012/13 
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Table 13.3: Average number of cycling days among adults in the past four weeks, across the eight 
CCA cities 

 Baseline 
(2010/11 to 

2012/13) 

Follow-up 
(2013/14 to 

2014/15) 

Difference 
(follow-up - 

baseline) 

Ratio 
(follow-up/ 

baseline) 

Birmingham 
0.89  

(0.66, 1.16) 
0.86  

(0.56, 1.21) 
-0.03  

(-0.45, 0.40) 
0.97  

(0.59, 1.50) 

Cambridge 
9.34  

(8.22, 10.22) 
8.97  

(7.93, 10.13) 
-0.38  

(-1.68, 1.38) 
0.96  

(0.83, 1.15) 

Manchester 
1.19  

(0.93, 1.54) 
1.23  

(0.98, 1.67) 
0.04  

(-0.37, 0.55) 
1.03  

(0.74, 1.53) 

Newcastle 
1.16  

(0.84, 1.57) 
1.40  

(0.97, 2.13) 
0.23  

(-0.34, 1.03) 
1.20  

(0.75, 2.05) 

Norwich 
2.66  

(2.20, 3.11) 
2.75  

(2.17, 3.35) 
0.08  

(-0.69, 0.81) 
1.03  

(0.77, 1.34) 

Oxford 
4.94  

(4.03, 5.82) 
4.92  

(3.93, 5.93) 
-0.02  

(-1.27, 1.51) 
1.00  

(0.77, 1.34) 

West of England 
2.55  

(2.02, 3.17) 
2.28  

(1.80, 2.77) 
-0.26  

(-1.12, 0.51) 
0.90  

(0.64, 1.23) 

West Yorkshire 
0.84  

(0.66, 1.04) 
0.80  

(0.57, 1.06) 
-0.03  

(-0.35, 0.28) 
0.96  

(0.64, 1.38) 
     

All CCA, weighted by population 
size 

1.59  
(1.46, 1.72) 

1.57  
(1.40, 1.73) 

-0.02  
(-0.23, 0.20) 

0.99  
(0.87, 1.13) 

All CCA, weighted equally 
2.95  

(2.68, 3.16) 
2.91  

(2.65, 3.18) 
-0.04  

(-0.35, 0.34) 
0.99  

(0.89, 1.13) 
     

All CCA extended groupA, 
weighted by population size 

1.51  
(1.40, 1.60) 

1.50  
(1.37, 1.62) 

-0.01  
(-0.17, 0.15) 

0.99  
(0.89, 1.10) 

All CCA extended group, 
weighted equally 

2.43  
(2.23, 2.60) 

2.43  
(2.25, 2.67) 

0.00  
(-0.23, 0.31) 

1.00  
(0.91, 1.14) 

A: The extended grouping contains seven additional local authorities, as a sensitivity analysis. 
 

Table 13.4: Average number of cycling days among adults in the past four weeks, comparing the 
CCA cities to the four comparison groups  

  Baseline 
(2010/11 to 

2012/13) 

Follow-up 
(2013/14 to 

2014/15) 

Difference 
(follow-up - 

baseline) 

Ratio 
(follow-up/ 

baseline) 

Difference in 
differences 

Ratio of ratios 

Weighting 
by 

CCA local 
authorities 

1.59  
(1.46, 1.72) 

1.57  
(1.40, 1.73) 

-0.02  
(-0.23, 0.20) 

0.99  
(0.87, 1.13) 

- - 

population 
size 

National group 1.13  
(1.09, 1.17) 

1.13  
(1.08, 1.18) 

0.00  
(-0.06, 0.06) 

1.00  
(0.95, 1.05) 

-0.02  
(-0.21, 0.21) 

0.99  
(0.86, 1.14) 

 Matched 
group† 

1.19  
(1.07, 1.33) 

1.26  
(1.08, 1.41) 

0.07  
(-0.15, 0.25) 

1.06  
(0.88, 1.22) 

-0.09  
(-0.34, 0.22) 

0.93  
(0.77, 1.15) 

 Unfunded 
group 

1.09  
(1.02, 1.15) 

1.15  
(1.04, 1.25) 

0.06  
(-0.06, 0.18) 

1.05  
(0.94, 1.17) 

-0.08  
(-0.31, 0.18) 

0.94  
(0.79, 1.12) 

 London 1.42  
(1.32, 1.46) 

1.39  
(1.31, 1.45) 

-0.02  
(-0.12, 0.08) 

0.98  
(0.92, 1.06) 

0.00  
(-0.21, 0.28) 

1.00  
(0.87, 1.19) 

Equal 
weighting  

CCA local 
authorities 

2.95  
(2.68, 3.16) 

2.91  
(2.65, 3.18) 

-0.04  
(-0.35, 0.34) 

0.99  
(0.89, 1.13) 

- - 

to all CCA/ 
all local  

National group 
1.21  

(1.17, 1.24) 
1.22  

(1.16, 1.26) 
0.00  

(-0.06, 0.07) 
1.00  

(0.95, 1.06) 
-0.05  

(-0.36, 0.31) 
0.98  

(0.87, 1.12) 
authorities Matched 

groupA 
1.28  

(1.15, 1.42) 
1.41  

(1.22, 1.57) 
0.13  

(-0.09, 0.34) 
1.10  

(0.94, 1.28) 
-0.18  

(-0.51, 0.28) 
0.89  

(0.75, 1.09) 
 Unfunded 

group 
1.16  

(1.09, 1.22) 
1.18  

(1.08, 1.28) 
0.02  

(-0.09, 0.14) 
1.02  

(0.92, 1.12) 
-0.07  

(-0.39, 0.31) 
0.97  

(0.83, 1.13) 
 

London 
1.46  

(1.37, 1.51) 
1.45  

(1.36, 1.51) 
-0.01  

(-0.12, 0.08) 
0.99  

(0.92, 1.06) 
-0.03  

(-0.34, 0.37) 
1.00  

(0.88, 1.17) 
A: Matched comparison group uses baseline 2011/12 to 2012/13
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14. Propensity to cycle across demographic and socio-economic 
groups 

14.1 Decision to focus on ‘propensity to cycle’ rather than ‘proportion of 
cyclists’ 

We sought to examine how far cycling participation was equitable across demographic and socio-
economic groups in the eight CCA cities.  In doing this, we made the decision to focus on ‘propensity 
to cycle’ rather than ‘proportion of cyclists’.  Propensity to cycle analyses examine the proportion of 
individuals in a certain group who engage in cycling - for example, 5% of white people and 2% of non-
white people cycle to work. Propensity to cycle therefore provides a direct measure of equality of 
participation in cycling. By contrast, ‘proportion of cyclists’ analyses examine the demographic 
breakdown of cyclists – for example, 90% of commuter cyclists are white and 10% are non-white.  
These proportions depend in part on the propensity to cycle of different groups, but also depend on 
how large each group is in the population in question.  This makes it hard to make comparisons 
between cities, which vary in their demographic and socio-economic profile - for example, an 
observation that 10% of cyclists were non-white would indicate that non-white individuals have 
above-average cycling participation in Norwich (where only 7% of commuters are non-white) but 
below-average cycling participation in Birmingham (where 34% of commuters are non-white).  In the 
same way, comparing the proportion of cyclists from different groups across time would be 
complicated by changes in the demographic and socio-economic make-up of the population and by 
random variation in the profile of participants in the Active People Survey.   

We therefore decided to focus on propensity to cycle analyses in our description of cycling 
participation at baseline, and analyses looking at changes across time. We do, however, present in 
Appendix B (Table B.7) the proportion of cyclists belonging to different groups as we recognise that 
this may be useful for some purposes, e.g. comparison with the characteristics of cyclists participating 
in user intercept surveys. 

14.2  Summary of methods  
We examined how baseline propensity to cycle varied according to six characteristics: sex, age, 
ethnicity, car ownership, highest educational level, and small-area income deprivation.  Highest 
educational qualification was categorised as ‘low’ (Levels 1 or 2 (GCSE-level) or below, or ‘other’), 
‘intermediate’ (Level 3 (A-Level-equivalent) or apprenticeship), or ‘high’ (Level 4 upwards).   

We examined baseline propensities in two data sources, which measured cycling in different ways.  
First, the 2011 Census provided information on the propensity of commuters (aged 16+) to cycle to 
work.  Second, the Active People Survey (APS) provided information on the propensity of adults (aged 
16+) to do any cycling, for utility or recreation purposes, in the past four weeks. APS also provided 
information on the number of days doing any cycling in the past four weeks.  For our baseline analyses 
we combined three years of data from APS, 2010/11-2012/13. Note that income deprivation data was 
not available in APS, but we are hoping to liaise with the data providers to merge this into the dataset 
later in 2017. 

We initially examined propensity to cycle in analyses that combined the eight CCA cities, weighting 
each local authority by its population size (i.e. giving a larger weight to larger local authorities).  Our 
substantive findings were all similar in sensitivity analyses that combined the eight CCA cities by 
weighting each of the nine intervention local authorities equally.  We then repeated the propensity to 
cycle analyses separately for each of the eight cities.  
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14.3 Baseline results: propensity to cycle by demographic and socio-economic 
characteristics 

As shown in Table 14.1, across the eight CCA cities as a whole, 6.2% of male commuters but only 3.3% 
of female commuters cycled to work in the 2011 Census.  This corresponds to an unadjusted risk ratio 
of 6.2/3.3=1.88, i.e. men are 1.88 times more likely to cycle to work as women.  A similar large gender 
difference was seen in the APS baseline (21.5% men and 9.7% women doing any cycling in the past 
four weeks, ratio 2.2).  The same pattern, for this and all the other variables considered, was seen in 
APS in relation to the number of days cycled in the past four weeks (2.3 in men versus 0.9 in women). 
Thus, a large gender gap in propensity to cycle existed at baseline across the eight CCA cities as a 
whole. Stratifying by CCA city, however, indicated that this gender difference was much larger in some 
cities than in others, with men being over 4.5 times more likely to cycle to work than women in West 
Yorkshire, but only 1.04 times more likely in Cambridge (Figure 14.1: results tabulated in full in 
Appendix B, Tables B.3 – B.6). Across the eight cities, the gender gap in cycling to work progressively 
fell with increasing cycle mode share, as illustrated in Figure 14.1 which orders the cities from left to 
right according to overall cycle mode share.  The results from APS were similar, although the 
confidence intervals were considerably wider and, perhaps for that reason, the relationship between 
the overall cycle mode share and the gender gap was less clear-cut. 

Differences in propensity to cycle were also observed in relation to age and ethnicity, with higher 
propensities observed among those aged under 50 and among white individuals (Table 14.1).  The 
decrease in propensity to cycle above age 65 was particularly marked in APS, reflecting the fact that 
APS covers all adults and not just commuters, and so includes a higher proportion of individuals in 
their 70s and 80s.  By contrast the effect of ethnicity was somewhat smaller in APS than in the Census 
(ratio 1.6 in APS versus 2.3 in the Census for propensity to cycle among white versus non-white 
individuals). The higher propensities to cycle among younger people and among white people were 
observed in all eight CCA cities in the Census and were also generally observed in APS, although in the 
latter data source the differences were not always significant (Figure 14.1). The magnitude of the 
differences varied, however, with cities with a higher modal share again tending to have smaller age 
and ethnic differences (although the relatively large age difference in the West of England is somewhat 
anomalous in this respect). 
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Figure 14.1: Propensity to cycle according to demographic characteristics, across the eight CCA 
cities 

 

Bir= Birmingham, Cam= Cambridge, New= Newcastle, Man= Manchester, Nor= Norwich, Ox= Oxford, WofE= West of England, 
WYCA= West Yorkshire.  The horizontal grey lines, where the ratio is one, corresponds to no difference between the groups 
compared. 
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Table 14.1: Propensity to cycle across demographic and socio-economic groups in the eight CCA 
cities 

  % commuters 
cycling to work 
(Census 2011) 

% adults cycling in 
the past four weeks 

(APS) 

Mean days cycling 
in past four weeks 

(APS) 
All commuters  4.8% 15.5% 1.59 
Sex Male 6.2% 21.5% 2.27 
 Female 3.3% 9.7% 0.93 
Age 16-34 5.3% 21.0% 2.21 
 35-49 5.0% 18.0% 1.75 
 50-64 3.6% 10.7% 1.13 
 65+ 3.4% 3.8% 0.35 
Ethnicity White 5.4% 17.0% 1.79 
 Non-white 2.4% 10.3% 0.86 
No. cars/vans 0 7.1% 14.6% 1.74 
in household 1 5.6% 16.7% 1.99 
 2+ 2.8% 16.6% 1.32 
Highest High 7.4% 20.4% 2.21 
education Intermediate  3.5% 15.1% 1.33 
 Low 3.2% 10.9% 1.11 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 7.4% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 5.8% - - 
 Fifth 3 5.6% - - 
 Fifth 4 4.7% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 2.7% - - 

In these analyses the nine CCA local authorities were all weighted by their population size.  See Table B.2 in Appendix B for 
equivalent analyses that weight the nine local authorities equally. 

Although the Census and APS showed similar findings with respect to propensity to cycle across 
demographic groups, there were some differences in the two data sources in relation to associations 
between cycling and car ownership.  Specifically, in the Census the probability of cycling to work was 
higher among those who did not own a car than among those who did - this was true both when 
combining the eight cities (Table 14.1) and when examining each city individually (Figure 14.2).  In APS, 
by contrast, there was a trend in the opposite direction when examining the eight cities as a whole, 
and in four of the eight cities when examined individually (although only in the West of England was 
this difference statistically significant).  Further analysis of APS indicated that this reflected offsetting 
trends between car ownership and different types of cycling. Specifically, owning a car was negatively 
associated with utility cycling (across the eight CCA cities 8% of car owners reported doing any utility 
cycling in the past four weeks versus 11% of non-car owners), but positively associated with 
recreational cycling (10% of car owners reported doing any recreational cycling in the past four weeks 
versus 6% of non-car owners).40  This is in line with previous work in the iConnect study showing a 
positive association between recreational cycling and motor vehicle use, plausibly reflecting some 
individuals driving out of the city to the start of a recreational cycling route.41 

Finally, with respect to socio-economic position, higher education and living in a more affluent area 
were generally associated with higher levels of cycling to work in the Census. This difference was 
particularly marked when considering the eight CCA cities as a whole, with roughly 2.5-fold differences 
                                                           

40 Utility cycling estimated by subtracting the number of days of recreational cycling in the past 4 weeks from the number 
of days of any cycling in the past 4 weeks. Analyses restricted to 2011/12, as that year both collected data on car ownership 
(discontinued in 2011/12) and covered all recreational cycling (new questions introduced in 2011/12). 
41 Goodman A, Brand C, Ogilvie D (2012) Associations of health, physical activity and weight status with motorised travel 
and transport carbon dioxide emissions: a cross-sectional, observational study. Environmental Health 11: 52. 
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in the Census between those of high versus low or intermediate education, or between those in the 
most affluent fifth versus those in the most deprived fifth for income deprivation (Table 14.1, Figure 
14.2).  In APS, the difference was smaller but in the same direction, with a 1.7-fold difference in cycling 
between those with high versus low/intermediate education. To some extent these differences in the 
combined sample of all eight CCA reflected city-level socio-economic differences, i.e. the fact that 
education and affluence levels are higher in high-cycling CCA cities like Oxford and Cambridge than in 
low-cycling cities like Leeds, Bradford and Birmingham.  After stratifying by city, these differences 
therefore became smaller, although the effect still generally remained positive, i.e. greater than 1 
(range 1.2-2.3 for education, range 1.0-2.7 for income deprivation).  It was noticeable that for the 
socio-economic factors, unlike for the demographic factors, there was no trend towards smaller 
differences being observed in cities with a higher cycle mode share. Indeed, the two cities that showed 
least evidence of socio-economic differences – Birmingham and Manchester – were two of the lower-
cycling cities. 

This higher propensity to cycle to work among people living in richer areas might at first seem 
surprising given that cycling to work is also more common among those who do not own a car, a group 
that disproportionately lives in poorer areas.  Additional investigation indicated that these two factors 
were indeed to some extent cancelling each other out in the analyses shown in Figure 14.2, which only 
consider one variable at a time.  In other words, if you were to take into account car ownership, the 
positive effect of living in an affluent area on cycling to work becomes even stronger.  Likewise, if you 
take into account area deprivation, the negative effect of owning a car on cycling to work becomes 
even stronger. 

In conclusion, propensities to cycle vary markedly with respect to demographic and socio-economic 
factors when considering the eight CCA cities as a whole, with higher levels of cycling associated with 
being male, younger, white, more educated and more affluent.  High levels of cycling for utility 
purposes (including commuting) were also observed for individuals that did not own a car, although 
the reverse trend was seen with respect to recreational cycling. The same trends were generally 
observed when considering the eight CCA cities individually.  The magnitude of the differentials varied 
considerably, however, and low-cycling cities tended to have larger differences with respect to 
gender, age and ethnicity. 
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Figure 14.2: Propensity to cycle according to socio-economic characteristics, across the eight CCA 
cities 

 

Bir= Birmingham, Cam= Cambridge, New= Newcastle, Man= Manchester, Nor= Norwich, Ox= Oxford, WofE= West of England, 
WYCA= West Yorkshire.  The horizontal grey lines, where the ratio is one, corresponds to no difference between the groups 
compared. 
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14.4  Propensity to cycle across demographic groups: trend over time 
Summary of methods  
We examined changes in propensity to cycle across time in APS, using methods similar to those used 
for the baseline analysis, at the programme level and for individual CCA cities.  Specifically, in the 
baseline years 2010/11-2012/13, we calculated the propensity to cycle of different groups (equivalent 
to the values shown in Table 14.1) and calculated the ratio of propensity to cycle between different 
groups (e.g. the propensity of males divided by the propensity of females, equivalent to the value 
shown in Figure 14.1).  We then repeated this for the follow-up period 2013/14-2014/15. We present 
p-values for difference in the proportion of cyclists, calculated by testing for an interaction in between 
the demographic variable in question (e.g. sex) and the time period (baseline versus follow-up) in a 
regression analysis with cycling in the past four weeks as the outcome variable. 

At present, it is only possible to make these comparisons for age, sex, and ethnicity. This is because 
APS did not collect information on car ownership after 2011/12 or education after March 2014, and 
has never released data on income deprivation. If the Active Lives Survey (ALS) does cover car 
ownership and education we will add these variables back in, and we also hope later in 2017 to get 
income deprivation data for APS for 2010/11 onwards. As such, although the current analyses only 
cover demographic characteristics, we hope to add in at least one measure of socio-economic status 
by the next report. 

Results  
As shown in Table 14.2, marked inequalities in cycling were observed during both the baseline and 
follow-up years: in both time periods, cycling was much higher among men, younger people and white 
individuals. Nevertheless, there was a trend towards a decrease between baseline and follow-up in 
the magnitude of this ratio with respect to gender and age: for example, the ratio for male versus 
female cycling declined from 21.5%/9.7%=2.2 to 18.3%/10.7%=1.7 (i.e. the cycling propensity of men 
went from being slightly more than double the propensity of women to slightly less than double). 
Moreover, in the case of the gender ratio, this change was weakly statistically significant (p=0.01), 
suggesting the apparent reduction in the gender inequality is relatively unlikely to be a chance finding. 
Further years of follow-up will, however, be necessary to see if this trend continues. 

With respect to the individual CCA cities, in no city was there significant evidence of a change in 
propensity to cycle in any of these three demographic characteristics (Appendix B, Table B.11).  This 
is not surprising given the relatively low power for these kind of statistical tests, and confirms our 
previous plan to focus on results combining all cities when examining changes in propensity to cycle 
over time. 

Table 14.2: Change in cycling propensities between baseline and follow-up for demographic 
groups across the eight CCA cities 

  Cycling propensity (% cycling 
in past 4 weeks) 

Ratio for cycling propensity 

  Baseline Follow-up Baseline Follow-up p-value 
Sex Male 21.5% 18.3% 2.2 1.7 0.01 
 Female 9.7% 10.7%    
Age Age <50 20.0% 18.1% 2.6 2.3 0.15 
 Age 50+ 7.6% 8.0%    
Ethnicity White 17.0% 15.7% 1.6 1.6 0.77 
 Non-white 10.3% 10.1%    

Ratios present the ratio of cycling propensity in males versus females; younger versus older individuals; and white versus 
non-white individuals. In these analyses the nine CCA local authorities were all weighted by their population size.  See Table 
B.10 in Appendix B for equivalent analyses that weight the nine local authorities equally. 
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15. Total physical activity levels among cyclists 

15.1  Summary of methods  
The Active People Survey (APS) collects information on whether respondents have, in the past four 
weeks, participated in walking, cycling or 420 other separate sports and recreational activities.  For 
each of these 422 activities, APS records the number of days in the past four weeks on which the 
person participated in the activity; and the average duration of participation in that activity on each 
of those days. For over 95% of activities, additional information is collected regarding the intensity of 
participation in that physical activity – e.g. for cycling APS asks whether the effort put in was usually 
enough 1) to raise the person’s breathing rate, and 2) to make the person out of breath or sweaty. 

Using this information, we estimated average weekly physical activity energy expenditure for each 
APS participant for cycling, for walking, and for all other sports and recreational activities.  We did this 
at the CCA programme level and for individual CCA cities, for APS participants interviewed between 
January 2012 and September 2013, i.e. the latter half of the baseline period (before January 2012 
there were differences in the walking and cycling questions collected). We used the following, three-
step process: 

1. We estimated the average weekly duration of participation in each of the 422 activities, 
calculating this as: 1/4 * number of days participating in the activity in question in the past four 
weeks * average duration of participation on each of those participating days).  

2. We estimated the physical activity intensity of the activity in question.  We did so using ‘marginal 
METs’ as our units.  A MET or ‘Metabolic Equivalent Task’ is a measure of energy expenditure, 
with a value of 1 corresponding to resting.  For each of the 422 activities, we looked up standard 
MET values using the 2011 Compendium of Physical Activities.42  We assigned higher MET values 
to activities if the participant reported that it raised their breathing rate or made them out of 
breath or sweaty. For example, the MET rate given for cycling was 4 (corresponding to the 
compendium code 1010 for ‘bicycling, <10 mph, leisure, to work or for pleasure’), but this rose 
to 5 if they said the cycling raised their breathing rate, and to 6 if the cycling made them out of 
breath or sweaty. We then converted these MET values into ‘marginal METs (mMETs)’ by 
subtracting 1, in order to generate a measure of additional energy expenditure above resting. 

3. Finally, we calculated the volume of physical activity for each of the 422 activities across the week 
in ‘marginal MET hours’ or ‘mMET hours’, by multiplying the average weekly duration of each 
activity by its mMET intensity.  This generated the mMET hours for cycling and for walking.  
Summing the mMET hours across the remaining 420 activities provided an estimate of energy 
expenditure across all other sports and recreational activities. 

We then used the average energy expenditure of each participant to estimate whether they met the 
physical activity guidelines of the World Health Organization (WHO). The WHO guidelines for adults 
aged 18-64 are for 150 minutes of moderate intensity per week.43 The World Health Organisation 
                                                           

42 Ainsworth BE, Haskell WL, Herrmann SD, Meckes N, Bassett Jr DR, Tudor-Locke C, Greer JL, Vezina J, Whitt-Glover MC, 
Leon AS. 2011 Compendium of Physical Activities: a second update of codes and MET values. Medicine and Science in Sports 
and Exercise, 2011;43(8):1575-1581.  MET values retrieved December 2016 from 
https://sites.google.com/site/compendiumofphysicalactivities/. Many thanks to colleagues in Cambridge, and particularly 
Kate Westgate, for leading the large amount of work required to look up MET values for each of these 422 activities, and for 
designing the process to calibrate them according to self-reported intensity. 
43 World Health Organisation ‘Information sheet: global recommendations on physical activity for health 18 - 64 years old’', 
Accessed 06/02/2017 from http://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/publications/recommendations18_64yearsold/en/  
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defines moderate physical activity as corresponding to ‘approximately 3-6 METs’.44  We took the 
midpoint of this range i.e. 4.5 METs, or 3.5 mMETs.  Using this value, the physical activity target is 
equivalent to 2.5 hours (150 minutes) at an intensity of 3.5 mMETs, or 2.5*3.5=8.75 mMET hours 
across the week. 

15.2  Results: physical activity levels among cyclists 
Table 15.1 presents the energy expenditure for APS participants across different types of physical 
activity, according to the person’s cycling level. As shown in the first two rows, those who reported no 
cycling accumulated, by definition, zero mMET hours from cycling, while those who reported any 
cycling accumulated an average of 11.5 mMET hours per week. Unsurprisingly, this average varied 
considerably according to the average number of days spent cycling, from 3.3 mMET among those 
who cycled at most once a week, to 22.2 mMET hours among those who cycled more than three times 
a week. 

Table 15.1: Physical activity from different activity domains, and proportion of individuals meeting 
physical activity guidelines, for cyclists and non-cyclists: combined results across the eight CCA 
cities 

 N* Marginal MET hours per week % total % individuals 
  Cycling 

(A) 
Walking 

(B) 
Sports/ 

recreation 
(C) 

Total 
(A+B+C) 

activity 
from 

cycling 

meeting 
physical activity 

guidelines 
No cycling 6558 0.0 9.8 7.6 17.4 0.0% 49.4% 
Any cycling 1422 11.5 16.3 17.1 44.9 33.1% 85.6% 
 Cycle ≤1 time/wk 484 3.3 14.4 15.4 33.1 21.1% 72.9% 
 Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  377 12.2 14.4 22.1 48.6 33.5% 91.6% 
 Cycle >3 times/wk 561 22.2 20.6 14.8 57.6 49.4% 97.6% 

* Unweighted number of individuals.  Analyses weight by the population of each CCA, results are very similar in analyses 
giving equal weight to each local authority.   

 

Importantly, there was no indication that individuals who cycled more compensated by walking less 
or spending less time doing other sports and recreational activities. When simply comparing those 
doing any cycling versus those doing none, cyclists actually reported considerably more physical 
activity for walking and from sports and recreation (16.3 versus 9.8 mMET hours for walking, 17.1 
versus 7.6 mMET hours for sports and recreation). This comparison should be interpreted with 
considerable caution, however, as it is likely to be substantially confounded by demographic and 
health characteristics – e.g. the fact that cyclists are on average younger and less likely to have a 
physical disability than non-cyclists. More convincingly, levels of walking, sports and recreation were 
similar among cyclists regardless of how much cycling was done (total mMETS from these domains 
were 29.8 for those cycling up to once a week, 36.5 for those cycling one to three times a week, 35.4 
for those cycling more than three times a week). This suggests that physical activity from cycling does 
not displace physical activity in other domains, which is in line with previous evidence that an increase 
in active travel translates into a corresponding increase in total physical activity energy expenditure.45  
The importance of this for the purposes of the CCA evaluation is that it provides additional justification 
for our proposal to estimate the mortality benefits arising from any observed uplift in cycling, under 
                                                           

44 World Health Organisation ‘What is Moderate-intensity and Vigorous-intensity Physical Activity?', Accessed 06/02/2017 
from http://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/physical_activity_intensity/en/  

45 Sahlqvist, S., et al., Change in active travel and changes in recreational and total physical activity in adults: longitudinal 
findings from the iConnect study. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 2013. 10(1): p. 28. 
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the assumption that the additional cycling represents a corresponding increase in total physical 
activity. 

Finally, Table 15.1 is of interest in indicating the substantial role that cycling can play in helping adults 
meet the World Health Organisation physical activity guidelines.  Among individuals who did any 
cycling in the past four weeks, cycling accounted on average for 33% of their total energy expenditure 
from walking, cycling, sports and recreation. This proportion rose to 49% for those cycling more than 
three times a week. This increase in total physical activity meant that 86% of cyclists in the APS sample 
were estimated to meet the physical activity guidelines, compared to only 49% of non-cyclists. Among 
those cycling more than three times a week, the proportion meeting the physical activity guidelines 
rose to 97%.  These proportions were similar when examining the eight CCA cities separately (results 
tabulated in Table C.1, Appendix C): in all eight cities, the proportion of cyclists meeting the physical 
activity guidelines was between 77% and 91% (or 91%-100% among those cycling more than three 
times a week), whereas the proportion of non-cyclists meeting the guidelines was between 45% and 
57%. 

Note that we do not propose to repeat these analyses using data from the ALS.  Unfortunately, the 
ALS does not include information that would allow us to answer the question of how physical activity 
changes among people who are new to cycling.  Instead it would only allow us to repeat for later time 
periods the current analyses, i.e. comparing the total physical activity of cyclists and non-cyclists. We 
would not expect these findings from this comparison to change over the course of the CCA funding 
period, and so do not believe the repetition would add any new information.  If the APS were 
continuing unchanged, then repeating the analyses would be a relatively small amount of work, and 
so we might nonetheless have included a repeat set of analyses ‘for completeness’.  The transition to 
the ALS, however, means that the work involved would be very large - it would probably essentially 
require repeating the process we have gone through here of matching up 422 separate activity types 
to their corresponding physical activity intensity.  In addition, the results generated would be even 
less useful because changes to the survey would mean the results were not comparable between 
baseline and intervention period. 

We therefore do not plan to revisit ‘total physical activity’ in subsequent CCA reports using the 
APS/ALS, although activity levels will be considered in our analysis of user surveys. We will, however, 
make use of the results of this chapter in future reports.  Specifically, as outlined above, we will draw 
on these results as providing additional justification for our proposal to estimate the mortality benefits 
arising from any observed uplift in cycling, under the assumption that the additional cycling represents 
a corresponding increase in total physical activity.
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PART IV: REVIEW OF CYCLIST USER SURVEYS 

16. Preparation for analysis of Cyclist User Surveys 

16.1  Introduction 
All eight cities have conducted or plan to conduct user surveys at CCAG scheme locations, the number 
and broad location of which are summarised in Table 16.1. Evaluation of the results from the user 
surveys to date will be included in the Interim Evaluation Report in 2018. For this report we have done 
some initial analysis to show how the questions in the user surveys will help address Research 
Questions (RQs) 1, 3 and 4, which may also be helpful to the cities that are planning to conduct user 
surveys later this year. 

The majority of the user surveys are manual intercept surveys (sometimes supplemented with on-line 
surveys or postcards completed by users later). The exception is Oxford which has a wholly on-line 
survey for one specific intervention, focussed largely on safety improvements, and is therefore not 
strictly comparable with the other surveys.  

Table 16.1 shows the cities are conducting a mixture of pre-and post-intervention surveys. All cities 
are conducting post-intervention surveys at CCA scheme locations. Many have also conducted pre-
intervention surveys (where the interventions consist of upgrades to existing routes) or are doing 
surveys at non-CCA locations. 

In terms of location, the existing or proposed user surveys provide a reasonably representative 
coverage of the key interventions. 

Table 16.1: Summary of user surveys in the eight cities 
City Pre-intervention surveys Post-intervention surveys Repeat surveys 
Birmingham 9 CCA locations A, B 

June 2015 
5 CCA locations B 

May / June 2016 

6 CCA locations B  
June 2015 

10 CCA locations B 
May/June 2016 

June 2017 

Cambridge 1 CCA location C  
Sep 2015 

2 CCA locations D and 1 
non-CCA location 

Oct 2016 

None planned 

Greater 
Manchester 

5 CCA locations E & 4 station 
user surveys 

Sep 2015-Oct 2015 

3 CCA locations F & 5 
station user surveys  
July 2015-June 2016 

 

Planned at CCA2 locations 

Newcastle 1 CCA location G & 1 non-
CCA location 

April 2017 

4 CCA locations H 
April 2017 

2019/20 

Norwich 4 CCA locations I & 5 non-
CCA locations 

Oct 2016 

8 CCA locations J (different 
to those for pre surveys) & 

3 non-CCA locations 
Sep 2015 

Pre-survey locations 2018 
Post-survey locations in 

Autumn 2017 

Oxford None 1 CCA location K  
Online survey only 

Sep 2016 

Sep 2018 

West of 
England 

None 5 CCA locations L 
June 2016 

 

Under consideration 
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City Pre-intervention surveys Post-intervention surveys Repeat surveys 
West Yorkshire None 3 CCA locations M 

Planned June 2017 
2 CCA locations M 

Planned 2018 

2020/21 & 2023/24 

A: ‘CCA locations’ refers to places where there have been interventions funded by the CCAG. ‘Non-CCA locations’ largely 
refers to places where there was an intervention prior to 2013 or places where there is no special provision for cycling. 
B: Surveys carried out at 15 locations (5 canal routes; 4 road routes; 3 shared use routes; 3 green routes) with a mixture of 
pre-intervention and post-intervention surveys depending on the location. All the road route locations are pre-intervention 
surveys; all the green route locations are post-intervention surveys and the canals and shared use route locations are a 
mixture of pre- and post-intervention surveys. 
C: Trumpington Road 
D: Hills Road and Huntingdon Road 
E: Mersey Valley and Stockport Cycleway (Stockport); Ashton Canal Cycleway (Manchester/Tameside); Port Salford 
Greenway (Manchester); Manchester Bolton & Bury Canal (Bolton); Roe Green Loop Line (Salford) 
F: Ashton Canal Cycleway (Manchester/Tameside); Port Salford Greenway (Manchester); Bridgewater Way (Manchester) 
G: Corporation Street 
H: City Stadium; John Dobson St; Little Moor; and Tyne Bridge 
I: 2 on yellow pedalway; 2 on blue pedalway 
J: 8 on pink pedalway 
K: Plain Roundabout 
L: Vauxhall Bridge; Bristol Bath Railway Path; Easton Way; Baldwin St; Clarence Rd 
M: 3 locations along the Leeds-Bradford cycle superhighway west of Leeds planned in 2017 and 2 locations east of Leeds 
planned in 2018. 

16.2  Research Question 1 
What impact has the CCAG investment had upon levels of cycling in the cities and how these have 
changed over time? Specifically, what have the impacts been on: 

(i) Total levels of cycling in intervention areas and the cities as a whole (including generation of new 
cyclists/new cycling trips and increased cycling amongst those who already cycled). 

(ii) Levels of mode switch from other modes to bicycle, including robust estimations of the number 
of additional cycle trips that would otherwise have been made by car. 

The user surveys have a number of questions which can be used to evaluate part (ii) of RQ1, 
complementing other evidence from manual cordon and screenline counts of all modes.  

All eight cities have included a question on modal shift in their user surveys, although there is some 
variation in the question used. Table 16.2 summarises the questions relating to mode shift from the 
user surveys in each of the cities.  

Four of the cities (Newcastle; Norwich; West of England; West Yorkshire) have an existing question 
that will allow a satisfactory assessment of levels of mode shift to cycling as a direct result of the 
intervention. Birmingham and Greater Manchester plan to add a similar question to any future 
surveys. Results from their post-intervention surveys will be used to estimate the proportion of cyclists 
that would have used a car if the particular scheme had not been available. These results can then be 
combined with the annual usage estimates, obtained from either automatic or manual count data, to 
provide estimates of the number of cycle trips that would otherwise have been made by car for 
individual schemes (where there are sufficient survey responses) as well as aggregated for the cities 
as a whole. Oxford also has a suitable question for estimating modal shift to cycling which can be 
reported though as this is an online survey this is not strictly comparable with the results from the 
other cities. 
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Table 16.2: Variations in questions about modal shift in user surveys (shading indicates questions 
that best enable response to RQ1) 

City Question on mode shift in user surveys 

Cambridge If you have NOT used a car, could you have used a car for this trip instead of 
cycling/walking? (Yes, could have used a car but chose not to; No, car was not an 
available option; No, recreation by cycling/walking is the main purpose of this trip) 

Birmingham A  
Greater Manchester A 
Newcastle 
Norwich B  
West Yorkshire 

If this scheme was not available for your journey today how would you travel? 
(Would not make this journey; Same mode of transport, same route; Same mode 
of transport, different route; Public transport; Car (includes all motor vehicles) as 
driver; Car (includes all motor vehicles) as passenger; Other) 

Oxford If the recent improvements to The Plain were not completed, how would you 
travel? (Same mode of transport, same route; Same mode of transport, different 
route; Would not make the journey; Different mode of transport same route; 
Different mode of transport different route.) 

West of England If the NEW WALKING AND CYCLING ROUTE did not exist would how would you 
change your trip? (Driven a car or van instead; Got a lift in a car or van instead; 
Got public transport instead; Walked instead (if cycle); Cycled instead (if walk); 
Used another mode of transport instead (please specify); Cycled using another 
route; Not made this trip; No change (Would have used this route anyway); Other) 

A: Question in post-2017 surveys only 
B: Question in post-2016 surveys only 

 16.3  Research Question 3 
What is the profile of those who already cycled in the cities, and those who have taken up cycling 
since the awarding of the CCAG funding? These profiles should consider both key demographics and 
individuals' current levels of physical activity. 

All eight cities have included questions on physical activity/health, and key demographic information 
in their user surveys which can be used to profile cyclists in response to RQ3.  

In the Stage 1c Evaluation Approach report we suggested that we would segment user responses 
according to current frequency/status of cycling (experienced regular bike rider; occasional bike rider; 
new or returning to a bike) and report key demographic information and current levels of physical 
activity for each sub-group. 

Table 16.3 shows the variation in the questions about cycling frequency/status between the eight 
cities. Four of the cities (Birmingham, Cambridge, Greater Manchester and West Yorkshire) have 
questions in their existing user surveys which will allow us to segment user responses according to 
current frequency of cycling. Newcastle, Norwich, Oxford and the West of England plan to add a similar 
question to future surveys. For all eight cities we will be able to report demographic information and 
levels of physical activity by sub-group.  
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Table 16.3: Variations in questions about cyclist status in user surveys (shading indicates question 
that best enables response to RQ3) 

City Question on cyclist status 

Birmingham 
Cambridge 
Greater Manchester, 
Newcastle A 

Norwich A 

Oxford A 

West of England A 

West Yorkshire 

What sort of cyclist would you say you were? (New to cycling; Starting to cycle 
again; Occasional cyclist; Experienced, occasional cyclist; Experienced, regular 
cyclist) 

Newcastle How long have you been cycling on this route for the journey you are making 
today? (This is the first time; <3 months; 3-6 months; 7-12 months; 1-2 year; 3-
5 years; >5 years) 

Norwich How long have you been using the bicycle for this type of journey? (Less than 
12 months; Between 1 and 2 years; 2 years or more) 

Oxford How would you describe yourself as a cyclist? (Confident to be able to cycle on 
all roads; Confident to cycle on quiet roads, but less confident on busy roads; 
Not confident cycling on any road.) 

West of England How often do you walk/cycle? (Daily; 5-6 days a week; 2-4 days a week; At 
least once a week; At least once a fortnight; At least once a month; Less often.) 

A: Question in post-2017 surveys only. 

For the cycling population in the individual cities we will be able to profile gender and age for all eight 
cities and ethnicity for six cities (Birmingham, Cambridge, Greater Manchester, Newcastle, West of 
England and West Yorkshire) since the award of CCAG funding, and compare this with results from the 
Active People Survey / Active Lives Survey. Results from user surveys at pre-intervention or non-CCAG 
locations representing a ‘no-intervention’ group of routes can also be used for comparison with results 
from the CCAG-funded intervention group of routes. Most of the cities intend to conduct repeat 
surveys in future which will allow any change in cyclist profile over time to be evaluated.  While gender 
and ethnicity of cyclists can be reported at a city and programme level the variation in questions and 
categories used for each city will mean the age profile will be reported at a city level only.  

Table 16.4 shows the variation in the questions about physical activity/health for each of the eight 
cities. Five of the cities (Greater Manchester, Newcastle, Norwich, Oxford and West Yorkshire) have a 
comparable question about changes in physical activity which will allow the results to be reported at 
both a city and programme level. Birmingham and West of England both have questions asking about 
changes in levels of cycling activity over the last year. Four of the cities (Cambridge, Newcastle, 
Norwich and West Yorkshire) also have a comparable question about self-reported improvements in 
physical health since the award of CCAG funding.  

We can also look at types of routes (e.g. segregated routes) to see if there is any absolute difference 
in terms of user profile (e.g. proportions of new cyclists or women) compared to other types of route 
as well as changes over time.  
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Table 16.4: Variations in questions about physical activity/health in user surveys (shading 
indicates question that best enables response to RQ3) 

City Question on physical activity/health  

Birmingham In the past 12 months have you increased or decreased how often you (a) cycle (b) 
walk? (Significantly increased, Slightly increased, No change, Slightly decreased, 
Significantly decreased, N/A). 

Greater Manchester, 
Newcastle, Norwich, 
Oxford, West 
Yorkshire 

Has the presence of this route helped you to increase the amount of physical 
activity [or cycling journeys] that you regularly take? (Yes, by a large amount; Yes, 
by a small amount; No.) 

Cambridge, Newcastle, 
Norwich, West 
Yorkshire 

How strongly would you agree or disagree that using this scheme has improved 
your … (Physical health; Mood; Well-being) 

West of England Have you changed how often you walk/cycle in the past year? (Yes; No.) If yes 
then: 

Has this change in how often you walk/cycle affected your health and wellbeing? 
(Yes, large improvement; Yes, small improvement; No change; No, it has got 
worse) 

 

16.4  Research Question 4 
What impacts has the CCAG investment had on the perceptions of cyclists and the public in the cities 
and how has this changed over time? What specific impacts have been found on: 

(i) Perceptions of cycling safety 

(ii) The convenience of cycling 

(iii) Perceptions of public spaces 

All eight cities have questions in their user surveys about perceptions of cycling safety although, as 
noted in the Stage 1c evaluation report, there is some variation in the question(s) asked, as shown in 
Table 16.5. The most common question asks cyclists the extent to which they agree that the route is 
safe in five aspects (well lit; safe for children; safe from motorised traffic; safe in terms of personal 
safety and security; has clear lines of sight) on a five point scale. The other main question variant asks 
cyclists to what extent a series of factors (safety of the route, its convenience, its directness, and the 
surroundings of the route) have influenced their decision to cycle on the day of the survey, on a five-
point scale. The comparison of results from pre-intervention or non-CCAG user surveys with post 
intervention user surveys, will allow the impacts of CCAG investment on any changes in cyclists’ 
perception of safety to be evaluated. Comparison of results from repeat surveys will allow evaluation 
of how these perceptions change over time. 

Five of the cities (Birmingham, Greater Manchester, Norwich, Oxford and West Yorkshire) include 
questions on convenience of cycling in their user surveys which can be used to answer part (ii) of RQ4.  
Three of the cities (Birmingham, Greater Manchester and West Yorkshire) also have questions on 
cyclists’ perceptions of the influence of the surroundings on their decision to cycle or whether the 
scheme helps to make cycling more attractive which can be used to inform part (iii) of RQ4. Data from 
the Sustrans Bike Life surveys in four cities (Birmingham, Bristol, Greater Manchester and Newcastle) 
will be used to supplement this information. 
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Table 16.5: Variations in questions about perceptions of safety in user surveys (shading indicates 
questions that best enable response to RQ4) 

City Questions on perception of safety  

Birmingham, 
Greater 
ManchesterA  

To what extent have the following factors influenced your decision to walk, cycle or use 
wheelchair today? (Directness of route to destination; It's the best transport option 
available; Convenience; Financial reasons; Surroundings of the route; Safety of the route; 
Getting exercise; Environmental benefits) 

Cambridge, 
Newcastle, 
Norwich, West 
Yorkshire  

Thinking specifically about safety on this scheme. How strongly would you agree with the 
following statements? This scheme… (Is well lit; Is safe for children; Is safe from motorised 
traffic; Is safe in terms of personal safety and security; Has clear lines of sight) 

Oxford Thinking specifically about road safety at The Plain roundabout. How strongly would you 
agree with the following statements? This scheme is…(Safe for children (Under 18); Safe 
for cyclists; Safe for pedestrians)  

Thinking specifically about The Plain roundabout. How strongly would you agree with the 
following statements? This scheme is…(Well lit; Safe in terms of personal safety and 
security; Has clear lines of sight; Easy to negotiate) 

West of 
England 

How safe do you feel on this route? (Very safe; Fairly safe; Fairly unsafe; Very unsafe; 
Don’t know.)  

Has the NEW WALKING AND CYCLING ROUTE improved the safety of your trip? (Yes, large 
improvement; Yes, small improvement; No change; No, it has decreased safety) 

A: Greater Manchester also has option of “Lack of access to a car” 

Table 16.6 summarises the extent to which the questions in the cities’ user surveys can be used to 
address RQs 1, 3 and 4 and where there are possible gaps. 
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Table 16.6: Summary of the extent to which questions in the user surveys can be used to respond to Research Questions 1, 3 and 4, where √√ indicates a 
full response to the RQ; √ indicates a partial response to the RQ and X indicates no response to the RQ due to the lack of a question on that topic 

City RQ1 RQ3: Cyclist profile  RQ4: Cyclist perceptions 

 
Modal 
shift 

Cycling 
status 

Change in 
physical 

activity/health 

Purpose of 
journey 

Gender  AgeA EthnicityB  Safety Convenience 
Quality of 

surroundings 

Birmingham √√C √√ √ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ 

Cambridge √ √√ √ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ X X 

Greater 
Manchester 

√√C √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ 

Newcastle √√ √√C √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ X X 

Norwich √√D √√C √√ √√ √√ √√ X √√ √√ XE 

Oxford √√ √√C √√ X √√ √√ X √√ √√ X 

West of 
England 

√√ √√ √ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ X X 

West 
Yorkshire 

√√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √√ √ 

A: There are many variants in age categories making it difficult to find common groupings at programme level. 
B: There are many variants in the number of categories so only possible to group by White/BME at programme level. 
C: This question is included in post-2017 questionnaires only. 
D: This question is included in post-2016 questionnaires only. 
E: Norwich also has well-being surveys from 2014 and 2015 with a question which asks users to rate the quality of surroundings for the Norwich cycle network as a whole. 
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17. Conclusions and early findings 
The CCA programme is at too early a stage for it to be possible to report large changes, and most of 
our findings simply provide a baseline against which the impact of CCA investment on levels of cycling 
in the cities (RQ1) and the demographic profile of cyclists (RQ3) will be measured in future reports. 
Our interim report in 2018 will look at changes in these metrics, and will also assemble evidence 
relating to growth or decay of effects (RQ2), cyclists’ and public perceptions of safety, convenience 
etc. (RQ4), and wider impacts (RQ5). However, a few initial findings emerge from the analysis of data 
for cycling volumes and APS / Census data, and these are described below. 

City-wide cycling volumes and participation in cycling (RQ1) 
Data for cycling volumes (ACCs and in some cities manual counts) suggests that there is an underlying 
upward trend in cycling volumes in Birmingham, Cambridge, Greater Manchester, Norwich, Oxford 
and West of England (Bristol), which pre-dates the CCA programme. In Newcastle, cycling volumes 
appear to have risen between 2010 and 2014, but since 2014 have been approximately level. In West 
Yorkshire (Leeds), there may have been a slight increase in cycling since 2010, but the evidence is less 
clear than for the other cities. 

However, analysis of baseline data from the Active People Survey does not provide convincing 
evidence of any programme-level increase in cycling participation, and in fact, between 2010/11 – 
2012/13 and 2013/14 – 2014/15 there was a non-significant decrease in the proportion of adults 
cycling, while the mean number of cycling days showed little change. 

Scheme-level cycling volumes (RQ1) 
There are a few early results to report for the schemes that are being evaluated in depth, although all 
of these findings should be considered provisional: 

 In Birmingham, a comprehensive package of canal towpath upgrades has demonstrably led to 
more cycling on these routes. The rate of increase in cycling volumes on the canal towpaths (as 
measured by ACCs) is greater than for the city as a whole, and also greater than the rate of 
increase for a comparison set of ACCs. The timing of the uptick in cycling volumes coincides with 
the timing of completion of the canal towpath works. However, it is not possible to tell whether 
the growth in cycling on these routes is due to existing cyclists changing their route to take 
advantage of the new infrastructure, or due to more cycle trips being made. 

 In Greater Manchester, there are possible indications of increasing volumes of cycling on one of 
the schemes being evaluated in depth, the Broughton Cycleway, but with significant uncertainty 
at this early stage. 

 In Norwich, evidence on cycling trends on the scheme being evaluated in depth is ambiguous: 
some sites appear to show growth in cycling volumes, but others show changes in cycling volumes 
which are similar to, or less good than, the trend for a comparison group of count sites. 

 In Oxford, manual count data is suggestive of a possible increase in cycling at The Plain 
roundabout, the scheme being evaluated in depth. The timing of the uplift, as shown by 
automatic count data, coincides with completion of the scheme. However, further evidence in 
future years will be needed to confirm this initial trend. 

 In West Yorkshire (Leeds), comparison of pre-intervention manual count data and post-
intervention ACC data is suggestive of a possible increase in cycling on the cycle superhighway 
(the scheme being evaluated in depth), but further manual counts and more ACC data will be 
needed to confirm this. Manual count data on five screenlines across the cycle superhighway 
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should enable an assessment to be made of the extent to which any increase in cycling is the 
result of new trips, as opposed to existing cyclists changing their route. 

There are no post-intervention results to report as yet for Cambridge, Newcastle, or the West of 
England (Bristol). 

Propensity to cycle (RQ3) 
When considering the eight cities as a whole, analysis of the Active People Survey and 2011 Census 
shows that higher levels of cycling are associated with being male, younger, white, more educated 
and more affluent. However, there are clear differences between the eight cities in the propensity of 
different demographic and socio-economic groups to cycle, and the low-cycling cities have larger 
differences with respect to age, gender and ethnicity. For example, men are over 4.5 times more likely 
to cycle to work than women in West Yorkshire, but only 1.04 times more likely in Cambridge. One 
aim of future evaluation of the CCA programme will be to track whether the propensity of different 
groups to cycle changes over time. 

Physical activity amongst cyclists (RQ3, RQ5) 
Analysis of APS data at baseline for the eight cities taken together suggested that physical activity from 
cycling did not displace physical activity in other domains. It also pointed to the significant role that 
cycling played in enabling adults to meet physical activity guidelines: among individuals who had done 
any cycling in the past four weeks, cycling accounted for on average 33% of their total energy 
expenditure from walking, cycling, sports and recreation. In all eight cities, the proportion of cyclists 
who met the World Health Organisation physical activity guidelines was between 77% and 91%, 
whereas the proportion of non-cyclists meeting the guidelines was between 45% and 57%. 

APS/ALS data does not allow us to answer the question of how physical activity changes among people 
who are new to cycling. However, the evidence that physical activity from cycling did not displace 
physical activity in other domains means that in future reports we will be able to estimate the 
mortality benefits arising from any observed uplift in cycling in the CCA cities, under the assumption 
that the additional cycling represents a corresponding increase in total physical activity. 

 



Cycle City Ambition Programme: Baseline and Interim Report             132 | P a g e  
 

Appendix A: ACC data availability in the CCA cities 

A.1 Birmingham 
Table A.1: ACCs in Birmingham and years with calculated AUEs  

Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
CY11 Y Y      
CY12 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
CY13 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
CY15 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
CY16 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
CY17 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
CY18 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
CY46    Y Y Y Y 
CY47   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY49   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY52   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY53N   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY53S   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY54   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY55   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY56   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY57   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY58   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY59   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY60   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY64   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY65A   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY66   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY67   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY68   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY69   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY70   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY71   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY72   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY73   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY74   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY75   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY76   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY77   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY78   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY79   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY80   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY81   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY82   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY83   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY90   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY91   Y Y Y Y Y 
CY92    Y Y Y Y 
CY95      Y Y 
CY96      Y Y 
CY97      Y Y 
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Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
CY98      Y Y 
CY99      Y Y 

A: CY65 showed an unusual trend between April 2015 and April 2016. During this time, the counts dropped considerably (by 
more than 50%), before returning to levels comparable to before this anomaly. Discussion with the city showed that, during 
this time, the route was being resurfaced with the counter probably having been cut and not fully reinstated until the 
following year. Data collected over this period was therefore removed, and AUEs calculated based on reliable data either 
side of the anomalous period.  

CY48 showed a doubling of cycling volume in the months of April and May 2014, before returning to normal. Following 
discussion with the city, this anomalous period was removed and AUEs calculated from the reliable data either side of this 
period. After further scrutiny, it was decided that CY48 would be removed from all evaluation analyses due to the very low 
average volume of cycling overall (average AMDT below 20). 

 A.2 Cambridge 
Table A.2: ACCs in Cambridge and years with calculated AUEs 

Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
1000001 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000002 Y Y Y Y Y Y  
1000003 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000004 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000006 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000007 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000013  Y Y Y Y Y  
1000014  Y Y Y    
1000015  Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000016  Y Y Y Y Y Y 
1000018  Y Y Y Y   
1000020  Y Y Y Y Y Y 
22 Y Y Y Y Y Y  
3  Y Y Y Y Y Y 
3000001     Y Y Y 
3000002     Y Y Y 
3000005     Y Y Y 
4  Y Y Y Y Y Y 
6000001        
6000002        

Note: ACCs in South Cambridgeshire (i.e. outside Cambridge city) are not included in this table. 
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A.3 Greater Manchester 

Table A.3: ACCs in Greater Manchester districts (Manchester, Salford, Stockport, Tameside and Trafford) and years with calculated AUEs 
Site Number Counter ID (description) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
MANCHESTER         
2418 Wilmslow Rd (A6010) / 5m N Brighton Grove, Rusholme, Manchester (Cycle) 

     
Y Y 

2190 Altrincham Rd (A560) / 10m W of Hall Ln, Wythenshawe, Manchester (Cycle) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2189 Alexandra Park / 25m S of Claremont Rd, Whalley Range, Manchester (Cycle) Y Y 

   
Y Y 

2369 Kincardine Rd / 40m SE of Dryden St, Brunswick, Manchester (Cycle) Y Y   Y Y Y 
2388 Princess Rd (A5103) / 80m S of Platt Ln, Whalley Range, Manchester (Cycle) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2184 London Rd (A6) / 80m S of Fairfield St, Manchester (Cycle) 

 
 

  
Y Y Y 

2177 Fallowfield Loop / 30m E of Yew Tree Rd, Fallowfield, Manchester (Cycle) 
 

Y Y 
 

Y Y Y 
2414 Simonsway / 80m W of Styal Rd, Wythenshawe, Manchester (Cycle) 

     
Y 

 

2372 Platt Fields Park / 10m N of Grangethorpe Rd, Rusholme, Manchester (Cycle)   Y   Y Y 
NB Totem Oxford Rd       Y 
SB Totem Oxford Rd       Y 
SALFORD         
2424 Great Clowes St (A5066) / 10m N of Elton St, Salford (Cycle) 

      
Y 

2425 Roe Green Loop, Worsley, Salford (Cycle) 
      

Y 
2429 Liverpool Rd (B5320) / New Moss Ln, Cadishead, Salford (Cycle) 

      
Y 

2430 Blackfriars Rd (A6041) / 100m SE of Silk St, Salford (Cycle) 
      

Y 
2204 Liverpool Rd (B5320) / 50m SW of Cutnook Ln, Irlam, Salford (Cycle) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2185 Cross Ln / 25m N of Culverwell Dr, Salford (Cycle) 

 
 Y 

  
Y Y 

2188 Redclyffe Rd (B5211) / 45m S of Barton Ln, Eccles, Salford (Cycle) 
 

 Y Y Y Y Y 
2409 Broadway / 10m SE of Columbus Way, Salford (Cycle) 

   
Y Y Y Y 

2412 The Crescent (A6) / 60m SE of University Rd, Salford (Cycle) 
    

Y Y Y 
STOCKPORT         
2206 Wellington Rd N (A6) / 30m S of Parsonage St, Stockport (Cycle)      Y Y 
2207 Shield St / 70m NE of King St W, Stockport (Cycle) Y Y  Y Y Y  
2208 Macclesfield Rd (A523) / 130m S of Haddon Rd, Hazel Grove, Stockport (Cycle)  Y  Y Y Y Y 
2209 Adswood Rd / 45m S of Stockholm Rd, Adswood, Stockport (Cycle) Y Y  Y Y Y Y 
2210 Middlewood Way / 30m S of Railway Rd, Marple, Stockport (Cycle) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
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Site Number Counter ID (description) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
2255 Lancashire Hill (B6167) / 30m S of Penny Ln, Stockport (Cycle) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2405 Mill Ln / 95m S of Otterspool Rd, Marple, Stockport (Cycle)   Y Y Y Y Y 
2406 River Goyt Bridge / 80m E of Vale Rd, Marple, Stockport (Cycle)   Y Y Y Y Y 
2411 Tivot Dale / 40m E of Tivot Way, Portwood, Stockport (Cycle)     Y Y Y 
2434 River Mersey Path, 20m west of Vale Rd, Heaton Mersey, Stockport       Y 
TAMESIDE         
2187 Manchester Rd (A57) / 80m E of Stanley Rd, Denton, Tameside (Cycle)   Y Y Y Y Y 
2417 Manchester Rd (A635) / 5m E of Charles Ave, Audenshaw, Tameside (Cycle)      Y Y 
2419 Ashton Canal / 10m W of Kershaw Ln, Audenshaw, Tameside (Cycle)       Y 
2423 Cavendish St (A627) / Newman St, Ashton-U-Lyne (Cycle)       Y 
2431 Guide Ln (A6017) / 25m N of Martin St, Audenshaw, Tameside (Cycle)       Y 
TRAFFORD         
2426 Bridgewater Canal / Pomona Stand, Stretford, Trafford (Cycle)       Y 
2428 Brooks Dr / 25m S of Shaftesbury Ave, Timperley, Trafford (Cycle) 

      
Y 

2246 Cross St (A56) / 200m N of Booth Rd, Stretford, Trafford (Cycle) Y Y 
  

Y Y Y 
2363 Bridgewater Canal / 60m S of Edge Ln, Stretford, Trafford (Cycle)    Y Y Y Y 
2365 Bridgewater Canal / 40m N of Edge Ln, Stretford, Trafford (Cycle) Y Y Y   Y Y 
2368 Sir Matt Busby Way / 50m S of Wharfside Way, Old Trafford, Trafford (Cycle) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2395 Parkway (A5081) / 170m N of Moss Ln, Urmston, Trafford (Cycle) 

 
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

2191 Chester Rd (A5014) / 40m N of City Rd, Hulme, Trafford (Cycle) 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 
2413 Cross St (A56) / 180m S of Bradley Ln, Stretford, Trafford (Cycle) 

    
Y Y Y 

BURY*         
2192 Bury New Rd (A56) / 60m N of Chandos Rd, Sedgley Park, Bury (Cycle)   Y Y Y Y  

Note: ACCs in other boroughs of Greater Manchester are not included in this table, except for ACC2192 which is just outside the MSSTT districts in the south of Bury district, considered by 
Transport for Greater Manchester to have a comparable geographical situation to the CCA intervention sites under evaluation. 
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A.4 Newcastle 

Table A.4: ACCs in Newcastle and years with calculated AUEs 
Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

9755    Y Y Y Y 

9760 
  

Y 
 

Y Y Y 

9762   Y Y Y Y Y 

9763    Y  Y Y 

9764 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9765 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9767   Y Y Y Y Y 

9768   Y Y Y Y Y 

9769   Y Y Y Y Y 

9770   Y Y Y Y Y 

9771   Y Y Y Y Y 

9772 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9773 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9774 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9775 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9776 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9777 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9778 
  

Y Y Y 
  

9779 
  

Y Y Y 
 

Y 

9780 
  

Y Y Y Y 
 

9782 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9783 
  

Y 
  

Y 
 

9784 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 

9787 
 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9788   Y Y Y Y Y 

9793 
 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9822 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9842 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9843 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9859 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9866 Y Y Y 
    

9883 Y Y Y Y Y 
 

Y 

9885 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9886     Y Y Y 

9902 
       

9907 
 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9930 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9955 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9956 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
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A.5 Norwich 
Table A.5: ACCs in Norwich and years with calculated AUEs  

Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
A1042 Ring Rd  Y Y Y Y    
A1242 Thorpe Road EB Y Y Y     
Lakenham Brazengate  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Marriotts Way  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Old Catton Cycle Track Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Cow_Drive     Y Y Y 
Valley Drive     Y Y Y 
Vauxhall St      Y Y 
Lishman Rd      Y Y 
Cannell Green      Y Y 
Pottergate Underpass       Y 
Magdalen Road       Y 

A.6 Oxford 
Table A.6: ACCs in Oxford and years with calculated AUEs 

Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
99000005 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
99000019   Y Y Y Y Y 
99000020   Y Y Y Y Y 
99000021   Y Y Y Y Y 
99000027  

  
Y Y Y Y 

99000031   Y Y Y Y Y 
99000038 

   
   Y 

 

A.7 West of England 
Table A.7: ACCs in Bristol and years with calculated AUEs  

Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016A 
Ashton - Pill Cycle Path Y Y    Y  
Ashton Avenue Bridge      Y  
Ashton Court Y       
BBRPB - Hockeys Lane Y Y    Y  
BBRP - Railway Passage Y Y      
BBRP - Railway Terrace Y Y  Y  Y  
Castle Park      Y Y 
Chocolate Path (Extension) Y Y Y   Y  
Chocolate Path Y Y Y   Y  
College Green Y Y      
Concorde Way Y Y Y   Y  
Eastville Park Y Y    Y  
Hartcliffe Way Y Y Y   Y  
Hotwell Road Y Y    Y  
Malago Greenway Y Y Y   Y  
Temple Way Underpass  Y Y Y   Y  
Whitchurch Railway Path      Y  

A: It has not been possible for Bristol to provide the 2016 data at this stage, but it is understood to exist and will be included 
in the analysis for the 2018 Interim Report. 
B: BBRP refers to the Bristol and Bath Railway Path cycle route.  
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A.8 West Yorkshire Combined Authority 

Table A.8: ACCs in Leeds and years with calculated AUEs 
Counter ID 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
I241 Cardigan La 

 
 Y Y Y Y Y 

I811 Wellington Rd 
  

Y Y Y Y Y 
J122 Meanwood Rd cycle path  

 
Y Y Y Y Y 

J123 Meanwood Rd Sheepscar  
    

Y Y 
J217 Wykebeck Woods 

 
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

J628 Grape St 
  

Y Y  Y Y 
J629 Hunslet Rd 

  
Y Y Y Y Y 

J633 Regent St (Gower St) 
     

Y Y 
J634 Regent St (Hope Rd) 

     
Y Y 

Canal Tow Path Armley Mills Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Kirkstall Forge Canal Towpath       Y 
Cycle Superhighway        
A64 York Road Burmantofts EB       Y 
A64 York Road Burmantofts WB       Y 
A64 York Road Killingbeck EB        
A64 York Road Killingbeck WB        
A647 Bradford Road EB       Y 
A647 Bradford Road WB       Y 
Armley Road        Y 
Stanningley Road EB       Y 
Stanningley Road WB       Y 

Note: only Leeds ACCs are included in this table, not ACCs in Bradford or other local authorities within West Yorkshire 
Combined Authority. 
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Appendix B:  Supplementary data on ‘propensity to cycle’ and 
‘proportion of cyclists’ analyses 

B.1 ‘Propensity to cycle’ baseline results 

Table B.1: Propensity to cycle at baseline in the eight CCA cities 
 % commuters 

cycling to work 
(Census 2011) 

% adults cycling 
in the past 4 
weeks (APS) 

Birmingham 1.6% 10.9% 
Cambridge 32.5% 55.0% 
Newcastle 4.2% 14.1% 
Manchester 2.9% 13.5% 
Norwich 9.5% 25.2% 
Oxford 19.0% 36.0% 
West of England 8.2% 22.5% 
West Yorkshire 1.5% 10.7% 
All eight CCA  4.8% 15.5% 

Results for all eight CCA are weighted by population size 

 

Table B.2: Propensity to cycle across demographic and socio-economic groups in the eight CCA 
cities: sensitivity analysis weighting each of the eight CCA cities equally 

  % commuters 
cycling to work 
(Census 2011) 

% adults cycling 
in the past 4 
weeks (APS) 

Mean days cycling 
in past 4 weeks 

(APS) 
All commuters  9.9% 23.5% 2.95 
Sex Male 11.5% 29.3% 3.74 
 Female 8.2% 17.7% 2.16 
Age 16-34 10.2% 29.3% 3.69 
 35-49 10.4% 26.5% 3.16 
 50-64 8.8% 19.3% 2.54 
 65+ 7.2% 7.3% 0.87 
Ethnicity White 10.6% 24.5% 3.09 
 Non-white 6.8% 19.2% 2.08 
No. cars/vans 0 13.5% 22.1% 3.41 
in household 1 10.9% 26.2% 3.67 
 2+ 6.6% 24.4% 2.73 
Highest High 12.1% 27.9% 3.56 
education Intermediate  8.1% 23.0% 2.61 
 Low 7.8% 17.3% 2.15 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 11.4% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 10.8% - - 
 Fifth 3 9.8% - - 
 Fifth 4 9.4% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 7.1% - - 

In these analyses the nine CCA local authorities were all weighted equally - i.e. Birmingham had the same weight as 
Cambridge despite being over eight times larger. 
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Table B.3: Propensity to cycle across groups in Birmingham and Cambridge 
  Birmingham Cambridge 
  % cycling to 

work 
(Census) 

% adults 
cycling in past 

4 wks (APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 

% cycling to 
work 

(Census) 

% adults cycling 
in past 4 wks 

(APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 
All commuters  1.6% 10.9% 0.89 32.5% 55.0% 9.34 
Sex Male 2.5% 17.7% 1.54 33.1% 61.9% 10.73 
 Female 0.6% 4.6% 0.28 31.8% 47.6% 7.86 
Age 16-34 1.7% 14.7% 1.14 33.9% 62.3% 11.24 
 35-49 1.8% 14.2% 1.11 32.2% 60.0% 9.45 
 50-64 1.2% 6.4% 0.81 30.4% 54.4% 8.86 
 65+ 1.0% 2.8% 0.14 27.5% 24.2% 3.24 
Ethnicity White 2.1% 12.2% 1.12 34.0% 55.1% 9.41 
 Non-white 0.8% 8.9% 0.52 23.8% 53.4% 7.88 
No. cars/vans 0 2.7% 8.0% 0.59 42.2% 64.3% 14.51 
in household 1 1.9% 11.7% 1.22 34.5% 54.3% 9.82 
 2+ 0.9% 13.2% 0.49 22.7% 55.9% 8.90 
Highest High 2.1% 12.2% 0.85 35.6% 61.7% 10.96 
education Intermediate  1.4% 12.0% 0.58 27.3% 49.6% 6.72 
 Low 1.4% 9.6% 0.98 28.2% 40.2% 7.18 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 1.5% - - 34.4% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 1.8% - - 31.1% - - 
 Fifth 3 2.0% - - 31.6% - - 
 Fifth 4 1.7% - - 31.7% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 1.5% - - 23.4% - - 

Cyclists in APS defined as those doing any cycling in the past four weeks 
  

Table B.4: Propensity to cycle across groups in Manchester and Newcastle 
  Manchester Newcastle upon Tyne 
  % cycling to 

work 
(Census) 

% adults cycling 
in past 4 wks 

(APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 

% cycling to 
work 

(Census) 

% adults 
cycling in past 

4 wks (APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 
All commuters  4.2% 14.1% 1.19 2.9% 13.5% 1.16 
Sex Male 5.9% 17.3% 1.54 4.4% 18.9% 1.86 
 Female 2.4% 10.9% 0.83 1.3% 8.2% 0.48 
Age 16-34 4.4% 19.7% 1.72 2.9% 16.9% 1.56 
 35-49 4.5% 14.4% 1.14 3.5% 16.8% 1.41 
 50-64 3.3% 6.3% 0.38 2.2% 11.0% 0.68 
 65+ 2.3% 2.0% 0.16 1.1% 4.2% 0.45 
Ethnicity White 4.9% 15.5% 1.47 3.1% 14.6% 1.26 
 Non-white 2.3% 10.3% 0.57 1.6% 5.3% 0.47 
No. cars/vans 0 6.1% 16.5% 1.21 3.4% 16.0% 1.76 
in household 1 4.3% 11.1% 0.85 3.4% 12.0% 1.50 
 2+ 2.5% 13.6% 1.16 2.0% 14.8% 1.13 
Highest High 5.3% 16.2% 1.39 4.4% 19.2% 1.64 
education Intermediate  3.6% 15.7% 1.16 2.4% 14.0% 1.24 
 Low 3.5% 12.2% 1.07 1.8% 8.3% 0.94 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 3.7% - - 4.1% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 6.0% - - 3.6% - - 
 Fifth 3 4.5% - - 3.3% - - 
 Fifth 4 4.9% - - 2.4% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 3.7% - - 1.8% - - 

Cyclists in APS defined as those doing any cycling in the past four weeks 
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Table B.5: Propensity to cycle across groups in Norwich and Oxford 
  Norwich Oxford 
  % cycling to 

work 
(Census) 

% adults cycling 
in past 4 wks 

(APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 

% cycling to 
work 

(Census) 

% adults 
cycling in past 

4 wks (APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 
All commuters  9.5% 25.2% 2.66 19.0% 36.0% 4.94 
Sex Male 11.8% 33.0% 3.65 21.1% 38.5% 5.39 
 Female 6.9% 17.6% 1.69 16.8% 33.6% 4.51 
Age 16-34 9.3% 31.8% 3.09 19.0% 42.3% 5.97 
 35-49 10.4% 27.8% 3.05 19.7% 40.1% 5.03 
 50-64 8.9% 24.1% 3.25 18.5% 32.2% 4.58 
 65+ 5.5% 6.8% 0.64 16.1% 11.5% 1.69 
Ethnicity White 9.6% 25.3% 2.73 20.6% 38.5% 5.21 
 Non-white 7.8% 26.8% 1.40 12.3% 23.6% 3.52 
No. cars/vans 0 15.4% 19.9% 2.16 24.2% 28.1% 4.46 
in household 1 9.8% 31.2% 3.22 21.4% 46.6% 7.36 
 2+ 6.0% 29.6% 3.18 12.7% 33.0% 4.05 
Highest High 11.7% 34.5% 4.01 23.9% 36.9% 5.20 
education Intermediate  8.1% 24.3% 2.69 13.9% 31.8% 4.47 
 Low 8.2% 18.6% 1.89 13.3% 29.6% 3.14 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 13.1% - - 22.8% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 10.3% - - 21.9% - - 
 Fifth 3 9.8% - - 18.2% - - 
 Fifth 4 8.1% - - 17.2% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 8.7% - - 10.0% - - 

Cyclists in APS defined as those doing any cycling in the past four weeks 
 

Table B.6: Propensity to cycle across groups in West of England and West Yorkshire 
  West of England West Yorkshire 
  % cycling to 

work 
(Census) 

% adults cycling 
in past 4 wks 

(APS) 

Mean days 
in past 4 

weeks (APS) 

% cycling to 
work 

(Census) 

% adults 
cycling in past 

4 wks (APS) 

Mean days in 
past 4 weeks 

(APS) 
All commuters  8.2% 22.5% 2.55 1.5% 10.7% 0.84 
Sex Male 11.1% 31.1% 3.84 2.4% 16.3% 1.33 
 Female 5.0% 14.0% 1.27 0.5% 5.5% 0.37 
Age 16-34 9.1% 33.3% 3.68 1.7% 13.6% 1.13 
 35-49 9.2% 24.2% 2.97 1.7% 14.4% 1.11 
 50-64 5.0% 11.4% 1.19 1.0% 8.5% 0.56 
 65+ 3.1% 4.3% 0.46 0.7% 2.4% 0.14 
Ethnicity White 8.6% 23.4% 2.71 1.7% 11.4% 0.84 
 Non-white 5.4% 18.9% 1.52 0.7% 6.8% 0.77 
No. cars/vans 0 11.7% 12.1% 1.32 2.6% 11.6% 1.32 
in household 1 9.9% 33.1% 4.64 1.8% 9.4% 0.73 
 2+ 5.3% 23.1% 2.22 0.9% 12.0% 0.70 
Highest High 12.0% 28.1% 3.25 2.1% 14.7% 1.20 
education Intermediate  6.3% 27.7% 3.45 1.4% 9.2% 0.59 
 Low 4.9% 12.1% 1.49 1.2% 7.6% 0.53 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 9.7% - - 1.7% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 9.8% - - 1.7% - - 
 Fifth 3 7.3% - - 1.4% - - 
 Fifth 4 7.7% - - 1.5% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 6.5% - - 1.4% - - 

Cyclists in APS defined as those doing any cycling in the past four weeks  
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B.2: Demographic and socio-economic characteristics of cyclists at baseline 
(‘proportion of cyclists’ analyses) 

Table B.7: Demographic and socio-economic characteristics of cyclists in the eight CCA cities 
  Cycle commuters (Census 

2011) 
Adults doing any cycling in the 

past four weeks (APS) 
  Weighted by 

population 
Equal 

weighting 
Weighted by 
population 

Equal 
weighting 

All adults  100% 100% 100% 100% 
Sex Male 67.4% 70.6% 68.1% 65.9% 
 Female 32.6% 29.4% 31.9% 34.1% 
Age 16-34 48.4% 47.5% 56.9% 57.7% 
 35-49 34.5% 35.4% 26.6% 25.1% 
 50-64 15.5% 15.7% 12.8% 13.2% 
 65+ 1.5% 1.4% 3.8% 4.0% 
Ethnicity White 89.7% 89.9% 85.3% 87.1% 
 Non-white 10.3% 10.1% 14.7% 12.9% 
No. cars/vans 0 27.8% 28.5% 20.1% 21.8% 
in household 1 49.0% 48.6% 45.4% 45.3% 
 2+ 23.2% 22.9% 34.5% 32.9% 
Highest High 57.6% 54.4% 51.2% 52.7% 
education Intermediate  13.0% 13.9% 19.8% 19.3% 
 Low 29.4% 31.7% 28.9% 28.0% 
Area income Fifth 1 (richest) 24.6% 22.4% - - 
deprivation Fifth 2 18.2% 17.2% - - 
IMD Fifth 3 19.6% 18.7% - - 
 Fifth 4 18.9% 18.6% - - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 18.6% 23.1% - - 

In the ‘weighted by population’ columns, local authorities are weighted by population size.  In the ‘equal weighting’ columns, 
the nine CCA local authorities were all weighted equally - i.e. Birmingham had the same weight as Cambridge despite being 
over eight times larger.



Cycle City Ambition Programme: Baseline and Interim Report                 143 | P a g e  
 

Table B.8: Characteristics of cyclists in Birmingham, Cambridge, Manchester and Newcastle 
  Birmingham Cambridge Manchester Newcastle 
  Cycle 

commuters 
(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

Cycle 
commuters 

(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

Cycle 
commuters 

(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

Cycle 
commuters 

(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

All cyclists  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Sex Male 81.4% 78.3% 54.6% 58.1% 73.7% 61.5% 78.1% 69.3% 
 Female 18.6% 21.7% 45.4% 41.9% 26.3% 38.5% 21.9% 30.7% 
Age 16-34 43.8% 53.0% 48.4% 57.3% 55.1% 70.8% 43.7% 53.2% 
 35-49 39.2% 32.2% 31.5% 20.4% 31.8% 19.9% 38.7% 25.8% 
 50-64 15.5% 10.7% 17.7% 16.8% 12.2% 7.5% 16.9% 15.7% 
 65+ 1.4% 4.1% 2.4% 5.5% 0.9% 1.8% 0.7% 5.3% 
Ethnicity White 83.6% 71.6% 89.4% 88.0% 86.0% 78.3% 94.1% 95.6% 
 Non-white 16.4% 28.4% 10.6% 12.0% 14.0% 21.7% 5.9% 4.4% 
No. cars/  0 29.9% 14.8% 28.7% 27.2% 39.6% 33.9% 27.0% 33.6% 
vans in 1 46.1% 45.3% 49.4% 44.0% 44.3% 39.2% 49.0% 37.6% 
household 2+ 23.9% 39.9% 21.8% 28.8% 16.0% 27.0% 24.0% 28.8% 
Highest High 42.7% 40.4% 64.8% 68.8% 51.3% 42.9% 57.0% 53.9% 
education Intermediate  14.6% 20.8% 10.3% 13.1% 14.2% 23.5% 16.2% 20.9% 
 Low 42.7% 38.8% 25.0% 18.1% 34.5% 33.6% 26.8% 25.1% 
Area  Fifth 1 (richest) 6.4% - 40.0% - 10.0% - 33.8% - 
income Fifth 2 9.0% - 14.4% - 15.0% - 15.6% - 
deprivation Fifth 3 22.3% - 29.9% - 11.9% - 17.6% - 
IMD Fifth 4 20.8% - 14.7% - 22.0% - 12.9% - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 41.5% - 1.0% - 41.1% - 20.1% - 

Cyclists in APS defined as those doing any cycling in the past four weeks  
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Table B.9: Characteristics of cyclists in Norwich, Oxford, West of England and West Yorkshire 
  Norwich Oxford West of England West Yorkshire 
  Cycle 

commuters 
(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

Cycle 
commuters 

(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

Cycle 
commuters 

(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

Cycle 
commuters 

(Census) 

Cyclists 
(APS) 

All cyclists  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Sex Male 65.3% 64.9% 57.1% 52.6% 70.7% 68.7% 83.5% 74.0% 
 Female 34.7% 35.1% 42.9% 47.4% 29.3% 31.3% 16.5% 26.0% 
Age 16-34 46.0% 56.4% 47.5% 59.9% 51.1% 63.0% 44.5% 48.3% 
 35-49 34.0% 22.5% 32.1% 22.6% 35.9% 25.6% 40.0% 31.8% 
 50-64 18.5% 16.4% 18.1% 13.6% 12.1% 8.6% 14.5% 16.1% 
 65+ 1.4% 4.6% 2.3% 4.0% 0.9% 2.8% 1.0% 3.8% 
Ethnicity White 94.1% 94.1% 87.9% 88.9% 92.3% 91.5% 92.2% 88.6% 
 Non-white 5.9% 5.9% 12.1% 11.1% 7.7% 8.5% 7.8% 11.4% 
No. cars/  0 28.3% 14.6% 26.0% 19.9% 20.9% 7.6% 27.6% 23.1% 
vans in 1 50.3% 51.0% 50.8% 50.3% 51.3% 58.7% 47.2% 36.4% 
household 2+ 21.4% 34.3% 23.1% 29.8% 27.8% 33.7% 25.2% 40.5% 
Highest High 44.2% 52.2% 67.1% 59.4% 62.8% 54.5% 45.5% 49.8% 
education Intermediate  15.7% 19.1% 9.5% 12.0% 13.3% 25.1% 17.6% 19.4% 
 Low 40.1% 28.7% 23.4% 28.6% 23.9% 20.4% 36.9% 30.7% 
Area  Fifth 1 (richest) 16.3% - 30.2% - 21.8% - 20.9% - 
income Fifth 2 14.5% - 23.2% - 24.1% - 22.0% - 
deprivation Fifth 3 16.9% - 24.3% - 10.9% - 16.1% - 
IMD Fifth 4 20.0% - 16.6% - 25.1% - 16.3% - 
 Fifth 5 (poorest) 32.3% - 5.7% - 18.1% - 24.6% - 

Cyclists in APS defined as those doing any cycling in the past four weeks
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B.3: Supplementary ‘propensity to cycle’ longitudinal results 

Table B.10: Change in cycling propensities between baseline and follow-up for demographic 
groups across the eight CCA cities, weighting each CCA equally 

  Cycling propensity (% 
cycling in past 4 weeks) 

Ratio for cycling propensity 

  Baseline Follow-up Baseline Follow-up p-value 
Sex Male 29.3% 26.7% 1.7 1.3 0.01 
 Female 17.7% 20.2%    
Age Age <50 28.4% 27.7% 2.2 2.0 0.36 
 Age 50+ 13.9% 14.7%    
Ethnicity White 24.5% 24.3% 1.6 1.6 0.86 
 Non-white 19.2% 17.4%    

Ratios present the ratio of cycling propensity in males versus females; younger versus older individuals; and white versus 
non-white individuals. In these analyses the nine CCA local authorities were all weighted equally. 
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Table B.11: Change in cycling propensities across the eight CCA cities individually 
   Cycling propensity (% 

cycling in past 4 weeks) 
Ratio for cycling propensity 

   Baseline Follow-up Baseline Follow-up p-value 
Birmingham Sex Male 17.7% 14.0% 3.8 3.3 0.68 
  Female 4.6% 4.3%    
 Age Age <50 14.5% 11.6% 3.1 2.8 0.81 
  Age 50+ 4.7% 4.1%    
 Ethnicity White 12.2% 8.5% 1.4 0.9 0.27 
  Non-white 8.9% 9.5%    
Cambridge Sex Male 61.9% 58.5% 1.3 1.1 0.09 
  Female 47.6% 55.3%    
 Age Age <50 61.7% 63.0% 1.5 1.5 0.83 
  Age 50+ 41.7% 41.6%    
 Ethnicity White 55.1% 58.3% 1.0 1.3 0.41 
  Non-white 53.4% 46.6%    
Manchester Sex Male 17.3% 14.0% 1.6 1.4 0.70 
  Female 10.9% 10.0%    
 Age Age <50 18.2% 14.3% 4.0 2.5 0.20 
  Age 50+ 4.5% 5.7%    
 Ethnicity White 15.5% 12.8% 1.5 1.3 0.68 
  Non-white 10.3% 10.0%    
Newcastle Sex Male 18.9% 18.0% 2.3 1.8 0.44 
  Female 8.2% 10.1%    
 Age Age <50 16.9% 17.8% 2.2 2.1 0.97 
  Age 50+ 7.8% 8.3%    
 Ethnicity White 14.6% 15.1% 2.8 4.5 0.55 
  Non-white 5.3% 3.4%    
Norwich Sex Male 33.0% 29.9% 1.9 1.8 0.77 
  Female 17.6% 17.0%    
 Age Age <50 30.5% 28.1% 2.0 2.1 0.83 
  Age 50+ 15.5% 13.5%    
 Ethnicity White 25.3% 24.0% 0.9 1.6 0.36 
  Non-white 26.8% 14.8%    
Oxford Sex Male 38.5% 38.8% 1.1 0.9 0.31 
  Female 33.6% 42.1%    
 Age Age <50 41.7% 45.5% 1.8 1.6 0.41 
  Age 50+ 22.9% 29.0%    
 Ethnicity White 38.5% 41.4% 1.6 1.1 0.22 
  Non-white 23.6% 37.6%    
West of  Sex Male 31.1% 28.1% 2.2 1.7 0.20 
England  Female 14.0% 17.0%    
 Age Age <50 30.1% 30.1% 3.7 3.3 0.69 
  Age 50+ 8.1% 9.0%    
 Ethnicity White 23.4% 24.4% 1.2 2.0 0.32 
  Non-white 18.9% 12.0%    
West  Sex Male 16.3% 12.2% 3.0 2.2 0.23 
Yorkshire  Female 5.5% 5.6%    
 Age Age <50 13.9% 10.9% 2.4 1.8 0.24 
  Age 50+ 5.8% 6.2%    
 Ethnicity White 11.4% 9.8% 1.7 2.0 0.71 
  Non-white 6.8% 5.0%    

Ratios present the ratio of cycling propensity in males versus females; younger versus older individuals; and white versus 
non-white individuals. 
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Appendix C: Physical activity among cyclists, stratified by CCA city 

Table C.1: Physical activity from different activity domains, and proportion of individuals meeting 
physical activity guidelines, for cyclists and non-cyclists: results stratified across the eight CCA 

  N* Marginal MET hours per week % total % individuals 
   Cycling 

(A) 
Walking 

(B) 
Sports/ 

recreation 
(C) 

Total 
(A+B+C) 

activity 
from 

cycling 

meeting physical 
activity guidelines 

Birmingham No cycling 848 0.0 8.7 7.3 16.0 0.0% 45.1% 
 Any cycling 94 11.4 15.0 17.1 43.5 28.7% 76.6% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 56 2.7 10.2 12.1 25.0 23.3% 66.5% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  24 10.7 17.6 37.3 65.7 31.8% 90.8% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 14 53.8 33.3 6.2 93.2 49.6% 100.0% 
Cambridge No cycling 482 0.0 9.0 5.4 14.5 0.0% 53.1% 
 Any cycling 397 13.3 9.8 21.0 44.1 40.5% 85.3% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 72 2.1 8.9 9.3 20.3 20.0% 63.8% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  99 5.6 8.1 22.4 36.1 30.0% 77.0% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 226 19.5 10.7 23.7 54.0 50.5% 94.7% 
Manchester No cycling 776 0.0 10.5 7.8 18.3 0.0% 50.3% 
 Any cycling 96 9.5 10.8 19.8 40.1 29.5% 89.6% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 40 4.0 7.6 29.6 41.3 18.7% 80.8% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  26 6.9 11.9 17.7 36.6 25.7% 96.6% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 30 21.2 13.2 9.7 44.1 50.0% 90.9% 
Newcastle No cycling 756 0.0 10.6 8.4 18.9 0.0% 50.9% 
 Any cycling 101 12.8 18.0 14.7 45.4 29.8% 89.2% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 58 3.5 18.5 15.9 37.8 16.9% 84.5% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  20 14.9 15.0 19.9 49.8 35.2% 87.5% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 23 29.4 19.5 7.6 56.5 50.6% 100.0% 
Norwich No cycling 729 0.0 13.1 6.3 19.5 0.0% 56.8% 
 Any cycling 165 8.0 15.5 10.7 34.2 34.0% 86.4% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 59 1.9 10.0 12.2 24.0 20.9% 69.4% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  48 7.4 16.0 10.5 33.9 31.2% 91.6% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 58 15.1 20.8 9.2 45.1 50.4% 100.0% 
Oxford No cycling 640 0.0 9.7 6.4 16.1 0.0% 50.5% 
 Any cycling 253 9.9 11.7 12.3 34.0 37.4% 90.5% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 60 1.3 16.5 16.5 34.3 11.9% 75.3% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  72 5.2 11.9 11.1 28.2 27.1% 89.2% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 121 15.9 9.5 11.0 36.3 53.5% 97.9% 
West of  No cycling 710 0.0 9.7 6.5 16.2 0.0% 49.4% 
England Any cycling 144 10.8 22.4 15.4 48.6 33.3% 91.0% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 53 4.3 23.9 19.1 47.3 16.0% 85.2% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  32 10.5 21.1 13.7 45.3 36.0% 85.5% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 59 17.2 21.8 13.0 52.0 48.2% 100.0% 
West No cycling 1617 0.0 10.1 8.1 18.2 0.0% 50.8% 
Yorkshire Any cycling 172 13.5 21.4 19.0 53.9 34.3% 84.4% 
  Cycle ≤1 time/wk 86 4.2 15.9 13.2 33.3 25.6% 69.5% 
  Cycle >1 to ≤3 times/wk  56 20.8 13.0 24.5 58.3 41.9% 97.5% 
  Cycle >3 times/wk 30 24.9 49.9 24.3 99.1 43.5% 100.0% 

* Unweighted number of individuals.   

 


