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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The findings of this study are considered in foategories; cycling in Medway, what
types of provision are preferred, priorities of fliespondents and how to encourage
cycling within Medway, areas for improvement.

Cycling in Medway:

* The number of cyclists within Medway has a seaswaahtion.

« The needs of the cyclists vary in accordance vidirtreason for cycling.
* The vast majority of respondents cycle for leisure.

» Safety is the main reason for the respondentsyuding.

Preferences regarding cycle facility type:

« Itis clear that the type of provision preferreddlygroups of respondents is a
designated cycle lane, either on the road or op#vement.

e Age is not a factor in provision preference.

« Cycling frequency does appear to be a factor irvipran preference, with
infrequent cyclists preferring pavements to roadd anequent cyclists
preferring roads to pavements.

« The membership of a cycle club indicates a prefaxeior designated cycle
lane on roads, inline with the preferences of feagicyclists.

Cycling Priorities:

« Safety is a major concern across all groups andidns.

« Low traffic levels and directness of route are dmdy high in priority with
all respondents.

« Regular cyclists and cycle club members highlidte tfew stops’ issue as
being particularly important, in opposition to thmiorities ranked by
schoolchildren.

« The lack of facilities such as secure cycle parkiwas a priority for the
schoolchildren who responded.

« The age and cycling frequency of the respondentsnea considered to be a
major factor in the identification of cycling prites.

Encouraging Cycling in Medway:

* Cycle security was the most popular issue raisatl iadluded the need to
build new facilities and improve existing ones.

« Safer routes to school encompassing more diredesowith lower traffic
levels and fewer hills was also considered to Imeagor factor in preventing
schoolchildren cycling to school.

* Poor image was not considered to be a major factor.

* The Medway tunnel was considered to be a barriend@ement by most of
the adult respondents.

e The extent to which the tunnel is a barrier depdnd@on where the
respondent lives.



* Age was also seen to be a factor in the extentiohwthe Medway tunnel is a
barrier, the age groups at either end of the spectlid not consider the tunnel
to represent a major barrier.

» The provision of an off-road mountain bike facilfaised considerable interest
across a broad spectrum of respondents. Howeweng sconsidered the
improvement of the current cycling network to beadfigher priority.

Areas for Improvement:

* The A2 and other major routes through Medway weresitlered to be in need
of improvement.

« Improvements need to consider the connection ofrthan shopping centres
with major routes via a network of unbroken cydates.

e Concern was raised regarding the condition and tex@@amce of the current
cycle routes.

» There were some requests for more rural cycle soute

» Extra cycle parking has been requested for alltben centres in Medway,
with Chatham being the highest priority.



INTRODUCTION

The following report produced by Medway Councikpring 2002 outlines the results
of a survey of the cycling needs and provisiondqiwitMedway. This data has been
collected by the distribution of 15,000 questiomegiasking for the public’s opinion
of the adequacy of the current cycling provisiond ahat people would require in
order to cycle more. The guestionnaires wereidiged in and around Medway in
local schools, libraries, recreational facilitiesdawas also published in Medway
Matters. This report considers the rationale fondrecting a cycling survey and
outlines the analysis of the data followed by aterpretation of the results. The
report closes with a summary of the results, wiatlisions can be drawn from this
study and provides recommendations on how theraycietworks in Medway can be
developed to encourage cycling as a means of toaingund Medway.

2.1 Aims and Objectives

The aims of this study were to determine barriersyicling and the effectiveness of
the current cycling provisions and how facilities €yclists should be improved.

This aim was to be met by the completion of a nunolb@bjectives:

* The formulation of a cycling questionnaire coverthg main cycling
issues.

* The distribution of the questionnaires to key lamad around the
Medway Towns frequented by all members of society.

* The analysis of the questionnaires returned.

* The interpretation of the results.

* The identification of key issues raised by the Magwesidents.

» Recommendations as to how the current provisiong Ipeareviewed
or improved in order to increase the effectiveraddbese provisions.

Once all the objectives had been met it was pasdiblpresent the findings in a
Cycling Forum Report to be circulated to key staitéérs involved in developing
cycling networks and provisions within Medway.

2.2 Sampling Overview and Data Analysis

The returned questionnaires were statisticallyyseal to take into consideration the
age and place of residents of the main respondefitse effect of the age and
demographic profile was considered in any integirehs made.

In total, 1,322 usable responses were receivethetisas a few blank or otherwise
non-valid responses, which have been discountedh®mpurposes of this analysis.
The sample includes non-local people including &iBa tourist. Males make up
54%, (713) and females 46% (609) of questionnagrsned.



The age distribution of the respondents primardynprised people from the ten to
fifteen years old age group (67%). The remaindesevover 16 years old with 2% of
respondents not giving their age.

Age Distribution of Respondents
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Fig 1. Age Distribution of Respondents

There are two primary reasons for this distributslew, both arising from the
necessary non-random sampling methods used. Fiegily is a direct factor as the
questionnaires were distributed to many local sihamargeting a key area of the
population. The adult respondents however were asoeffectively targeted and
reflect the members of society who attended theeational facilities or amenities at
which the questionnaires had been distributed.arheunt of leisure time available to
the different members of society would indirectffeat the amount of questionnaires
returned. A key factor is that keen cyclists wolbdédmore likely to pick up, complete
and return the questionnaires. There is alsagathli skewed response by gender and
age combined, the majority of the female resporglemre schoolchildren, and the
majority of adult respondents were male. Howevieeseé differences are small and
should not adversely skew the conclusions of thialysis. In most cases
schoolchildren are considered separately due talig@@oportionately high level of
responses received from this age group.

2.3 Cycling Frequency

In order to consider the current cycling provisiahsvas necessary to assess the
frequency with which Medway residents cycled anedushe cycling facilities
currently provided. The effect of seasonal changas considered and almost all
respondents said that they cycled more in sumnaer it winter, even so, there are
still a considerable number of people cycling regylin winter. Of people who gave
details of cycling frequency, 23% said that theg dot cycle atall in the winter
months In general, the respondents comprised a fair mixegtlar cyclists, non-
cyclists, and a broad spectrum in between the wtr@me ends of the sample.



How Often Respondents Cycle
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Fig 2. How Often Respondents Cycle.

The graph demonstrates the change in distributiarydists in accordance with the seasons
and that more regular cycling takes place in themar. The graph also demonstrates a
decrease in the frequency of cycling during thetevirperiod. This data provides key

information regarding the cycling habits of the pmsdents and should be taken into
consideration when reviewing cycling provisions.hose who cycle during the summer

months may do so for a variety of reasons andrtaraber of recreational and work venues
within the Medway Towns. Those who cycle in thexter may represent commuters and
those who are ardent cyclists. Therefore the groms, which these different groups require
should be tailored accordingly and this factor $ticae considered in any future research.
The following section on the research questionsiges in more detail on the reasons why
people cycle, the provisions they require and thearities of respondents.



Responses

3.0 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research questions aims to identify the keyed@spof cycling as a means of
transport as well as a leisure activity. The goastwere targeted at the positive and
the negative aspects of cycling in Medway with awito identifying peoples
preferences and those facilities that were inaffeatr restrictive in nature.

3.1 For which purposes do peoplein Medway cycle?

This question needed to identify why the resporglegitled, and the options offered
were:

* To get to work,

* Cycle for leisure

* To get to leisure facilities

» To get to school/college

* To go shopping’

* Other uses.

The most popular other uses were ‘for fun’ (whies been included with ‘leisure’ in
the results), ‘for exercise’, and ‘visiting’. A fewchoolchildren mentioned paper
rounds and some commuters mentioned cycling to sttions; some people also
mentioned charity or sponsored cycling. The graglow (Fig 3.) clearly shows the
most popular reason for cycling within Medway.
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Fig 3. Reasons given for cycling in Medway.

Data Analysis and | nterpretation

Respondents usually gave multiple reasons for mgcknd, when they did so, leisure
was usually ticked as one of those reasons. Threralmost half as many responses
for ‘exercise’ as there are for ‘school/collegehid is surprising considering most
respondents to the questionnaire were schoolchildred ‘exercise’ was not a tick-
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box option; about seventy people went out of thely to explicitly mention it as a
reason for cycling. This is significant given tmaany people only filled in ‘box-tick’
parts of the questionnaire, with few willing to terin their own words. It is therefore
possible that exercise is a far more importantaedsr cycling in Medway than the
graph would at first indicate. Had it been a tickboption, it may have rivalled
‘leisure’ in popularity. One overriding point isshcommuting does not appear as one
of the main reasons people cycle. The main reestor recreation, whether that be
for leisure, exercise, or to get to leisure/recorat facilities. This could highlight
areas where cycling provision can be improved oeligped.

3.2 What prevents people from cycling?

As well as asking why people usually cycled, thedgionnaire also asked why they
didn’t. The question was phrased to apply only ém-nyclists, but many cyclists
answered it as well, as a means of highlighting twravented them from cycling
more. The options were:

» safety

* restricted mobility

e cars going too fast

* do not have a bicycle
* lack of confidence

* lack of facilities

* lack of suitable cycle paths
* lack of cycle parking
» steep hills

* poor image of cycling
» weather

» other

The main reason for this question was in orderddress to what extent the lack of
adequate cycling provisions prevents people froaglimy within the Medway area.
As can be seen from the graph (Fig 4.), the masae given for not cycling was the
weather however the next three top answers retateycle routes and safety issues.
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Fig 4. Reasons given for not cycling.
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Data Analysis and | nterpretation

The main concerns that fall within the remit of M&x council were the lack of cycle
paths, safety issues, and the speed of cars. tiecitnage and were not considered to
be major concern however lack of confidence issmue that may be addressed by
improved cycle training. There were two categoagsvritten-in ‘other’ reasons: one
person cited medical reasons, and three peopl# leit& of time. It is likely that many
people do not cycle because they feel that therddaoe insufficient time, or simply
because they find car use more convenient.

3.2.1 Isthisdifferent for schoolchildren?

Schoolchildren’s reasons for not cycling understdohgl matched fairly closely to the
‘raw’ results (not surprising given that the majprof the ‘raw’ results were the
responses of schoolchildren). They were more coecewith the speed of cars than
others, though, and poor image was a proportiongreater concern. In general, the
same rougtranking ofpriorities applies for school children as for otlage groups.
The same applies to non-cyclists, although a majeventative factor for that group
Is (somewhat unsurprisingly) a lack of a bike.
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Fig 5. Reasons given by schoolchildren for noniogcl

The results suggest that all groups of society lthgesame or similar concerns and
needs. Therefore by addressing these needs it vibeufbssible to reduce the current
restrictions that inhibit a large component of Megwesidents from cycling, and not
just non-cyclists but improved provisions may irage the frequency of current
cycling enthusiasts including children.
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Index of Desire

3.3 Which types of cycle provision are preferred?

This question asked people to grade five optiotes 3 in order of preference, 1 being
the most favoured option and 5 being the least. dpteons related to the type of
cycling provision desired:

e onroad

* onroad with cycle lane

* on pavement shared with pedestrians

e on pavement separated from pedestrians
» Off road trail.

* Other

There were a few lines for respondents to writang other types of cycling provision
they liked. This question provides the opportuniydetermine the preferences of all
cyclists and determine the preferences of varisasgs of cyclists such as members
and non-members of cycle organisations. It is irtgr that the results are analysed
In context as some provisions are highly favourgédme groups and not by others.
The use of an average score would provide a vdlaerhay be disproportionately
influenced by the age and type of respondents.

Preferred type of Cycle Route by Age
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Fig 6. Preferred type of cycle route by age.

3.3.1 Are different types of provision preferred by different age strands or user
segments?

For further analysis, the sample has been brokemndato three groups with a
number of subdivisions.

Age - the sample has been split into four:
» schoolchildren
* under-40s not attending school (younger adults)
* 40 to 60 year olds (the middle-aged)
* over-60s (pensioners)
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Data and I nterpretation

The general order of preference is that cycle laarepavements are most popular,
with cycle lanes on roads a close second. Muchpdesfgrable are off road routes and
routes located on the road without cycle paths or pavements shared with
pedestrians.

However, these results do not convey the wholeupact This is due to the grading
system utilised on the questionnaire, which allowexpondents to indicate their level
of preference. For example 251 people gave ‘on’r@&qj compared to 176 who gave
‘on pavement shared with pedestrians’ a 5. Of thdse gave a 1 for either option, 94
preferred to be on the road compared to only 37 ptederred the pavement. The
averages hide the fact that, of those who dislike-cycle-path routes, pavements are
preferred to roads, and of those who prefer nomeegath routes, roads are preferred
to pavements. Therefore more respondents prefecgeiing on the road in
comparison to on the pavement with pedestrians,eliery a large component do
prefer the pavement with pedestrians and to chonedype of provisions may be to
the detriment of other, therefore a compromisesuired. People generally dislike
the lack of cycle paths, and resort to cycling @ads rather than illegally on
pavements.

3.3.2 Do frequent cyclists have different opinions than non-cyclists and
infrequent cyclists?

The sample has also been split by cycling frequémicythree groups:

* non-cyclists
» frequent cyclists
* infrequent cyclists

Cycling frequency is decided by the respondentsiams and a ‘frequent’ cyclist is
taken as someone who said that they cycled ‘daily’‘weekly’ in Summer;
‘infrequent’ cyclists ‘monthly’ or ‘less than oneemonth’ and non-cyclists ‘never’.

The sample was then split by cycle-club membership,the following groups:
» all schoolchildren
* non-schoolchildren who were not members of a cgctiub or environmental
group
* Non-schoolchildren whavere members of a cycling club or environmental
group.

The results are shown on the following graphs. Thedex of desire’ is a figure
calculated for easy comparison, representing tbipnacal of: the total sum of all 1-5
gradings in a category, divided by the total sunalbi-5 gradings in all categories. A
higher value indicates a greater preference fdrapaon.

12



Index of Desire
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Fig 7. Preferred type of cycle route by cyclingginency.

Data Analysis and | nterpretation

The graphs (Fig 6, 7 and 8.) show several intergs$tends in cycle route preferences.
Firstly, consider the graph showing the sampld bpliage (Fig 6.). It seems clear that
there are no real trends in preferences for cymlger provision as people age, other
than an increased wish for separate cycle lanes.

Secondly, consider the graph of the sample splitym}ing frequency (Fig 7.). This
shows a very interesting feature. Infrequent ciglefer cycle lanes to be on the
pavement rather than on the road, for frequentisigclit is only a very mild
preference. In the absence of cycle lanes, infrelqogclists prefer to cycle on the
pavement than on the road (as would non-cyclietsygh this trend is even stronger
in that case); frequent cyclists, however, sligiptigfer the road to the pavement. This
generally suggests that the more frequently peaplele, the more they feel
comfortable on roads, up until a point where thegrestart to slightly prefer it. This
however may be due to increased competency, redspugcling and the nature of
the route taken, i.e. a more direct route with festeps.

This naturally has implications for policy decissonf a strategy of getting more
people to cycle is preferred, then resources migghtargeted towards cycling on
pavements in order to produce routes more attedtvnon-cyclists or infrequent
cyclists. If a strategy of getting existing cyddigb cycle more is preferred, resources
would be better spent extending road-based cydieanks, which could be done at a
far lower cost.

13



Preferred type of Cycle Route by Cycle Club Membership
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Fig 8. Preferred type of cycle route by cycle amémbership.

Thirdly, consider the graph of the sample splitdygle-club status (Fig. 8.). This
shows that schoolchildren seem to be more indifteedout cycle route provision
than adults. The most interesting feature is #seilt that members of cycling clubs
far prefer cycling provision on roads to provisimm pavements, whereas the opposite
opinion (albeit slightly less emphatically) is hélg those adults who are not members
of cycling or environmental groups. This differenseone of the strongest trends
revealed by these graphs, showing that cycle-clembers have different provision
requirements to the non-club members. In genecaleler, the response is clear and
unanimous: people far prefer cycle lanes to a thekeof, but the difference between
roads and pavements in that respect is only srh@8 (1’ grades for cycle lanes on
pavements, 170 ‘1’ grades for cycle lanes on rodds only major advantage of on-
pavement cycle lanes over on-road ones is that Hppeal to cyclists lacking
confidence, infrequent cyclists, and therefore magourage more people to cycle in
Medway.

3.4 What do people want from cycleroutes?

This question asked respondents to numerically egraight options in order of
preference. The options were:

e adirect route

» suitable for disabled access

* pleasant scenery

« facilities on the route

e safety

* |ow traffic levels

¢ |imited number of hills

« limited number of places where you are requirestop/dismount
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Again, the same limitations apply to the statidtmacessing of this data as did for
the previous question. However, the results produéeg. 8.) has been far more
forceful, highlighting greater differences betwethre different groups and also
highlighting distinct priorities.

3.4.11sthisdifferent for different age strandsand user segments?

In order to meet the requirements of all the mgjaups it was necessary to consider
each component separately when asking for detéitsyding priorities. It would
therefore be possible to assess the possibilifinding a solution that is of benefit to
the majority of cycle network users.

Cycle Route Priorities by Age
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Fig.9. Cycling route priorities by age.

For comparative purposes the priorities of différ@ype groups were compared with
the priorities of the major cycling groups i.e. @spondents, schoolchildren, adult
cycle club members and adult cycle club non-membé&he graphs (Fig. 8. and 9)
show very similar trends and disparity in the levepriority of each category.
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Fig. 10. Cycle route priorities by cycle club mesrdhip.

Data Analysisand I nterpretation

The most important priority by far was safety. O®&% of all those who made a
valid response to Q6 listed safety, as they're mimgtortant, grade 1 priority. Of

lower priority are low traffic levels and the diteess of the route. The facilities, lack
of hills, scenery and disabled access, howevem fmuch lower level of priority,

being of greater importance to some groups thaarstiThe ‘few stops’ option falls

in an interesting category being of considerabledrtance to some groups whilst
being of low priority to others.

3.4.2 Isthisdifferent depending on how frequently people cycle?

Cycle Route Priorities by Cycling Frequency
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Fig 11. Cycle route priorities by cycling frequency

The data reveals that the skewed age distributidheosample has effected the result
for this question. For schoolchildren, ‘few stopkefinitely ranks as a low priority
issue, for non-schoolchildren; however, ‘few stops’one of the more important
issues along with low traffic levels. This is arsfgcant result and highlights a key
area that can be addressed when considering tledopevent and improvement of the
current cycling provisions, which could benefit@siderable portion of the frequent
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cyclists and cycling club members, Fig 11 shows rémults if the distribution of
respondents had been more representative.

There does not seem to be much disagreement befwezprent cyclists, infrequent
cyclists and non-cyclists; there is greater disagwent between age bands and a
surprising amount of disagreement based upon ©jule-membership status. Non-
schoolchildren as a whole share some common cleaistats, but in some categories,
adult cycle-club members are more similar to sotfutdren than adult cycle-club
non-members, e.g. safety. Cycle-club members aregthup that give this option
least priority (though it is still very importararfthem), with schoolchildren valuing it
a bit more, and cycle-club non-member adults vaglitithe most.

The older groups list safety as a high prioritywkweer the pensioners don’'t mind

indirect routes quite as much as other age growpsreas schoolchildren have a
distinct disinterest in ‘few stops’, interest ighifor other groups, but decreases with
age. Across all categories, schoolchildren areotieegroup with the most distinctive

set of priorities, and should to some extent besictamed separately from other

cyclists.

However, it is useful to generalise the level abpty for these issues. Safety is the
main priority for all groups irrespective of agengler and experience; low traffic and
directness of route tend to be of a lower prioiRgducing the requirement to stop is
an issue for everyone, however it is given a lowwniy by schoolchildren. The others
provisions considered are desirable, but are reghtal be of the lowest priority by all
groups

3.5 What would encour age schoolchildren to cycle to school?

This question was specifically for schoolchildrendathere were a total of 596
responses. Some answers gave multiple responselsialf, some of these requested
payment for cycling, others stated that they ditl eyzle because they walked, and
would only cycle to school if they lived further ayw By far the most popular
response (82) regarded cycle security. This cbeladtonsidered in combination 43
requests for bike sheds or cycle parking at scfinoluding both construction of new
facilities, and the expansion and/or upgradingxiéterg ones). The responses made it
clear that cycle parking once at school was a defipriority in the minds of
schoolchildren.

A major concern was also cycle routes to schoolithWW8 schoolchildren wanting
more cycle lanes, 48 wanted safer routes, 44 taff&ct 26 a quicker and easier route,
9 shorter routes, 6 wider paths and 41 wantedHhglss(bearing in mind that some
individual schoolchildren wanted many or all of $be and so are being counted
several times). Routing issues were considerecetasbimportant as parking issues,
with distance raising around 60 complaints.

Only 13 respondents expressed a poor image ofyitlest; whereas 36 respondents
expressed the sentiment that they would cycle ifenad their friends cycled in. This
encouragingly suggests that peer pressure is nwtajar factor in discouraging
cycling. However, there is the possibility thatcifcling to school increased in the
future, it would begin to encourage cycling to sahdhe only other significant issue
raised was that of school uniform. When the schosists on its pupils wearing
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impractical attire (e.g. skirts and uncomfortalilees), it can have a noticeable affect
and has been mentioned more than ten times ascdisp@pediment. Thus, a very
cheap way of encouraging cycling to school wouldfdreschools to change their
regulations, either permitting pupils to wear trenss or allowing them to wear non-
regulation uniform on their way to and from school.

Perhaps of more relevance is the statistical aisalylsschoolchildren’s responses,
which provided the ability to assess the desirgbdi differing forms of cycle-route
provision and the facilities provided thereon.

3.6 Istherestriction to cycling through the Medway Tunnel abarrier to cycling
in Medway?

The cycling restriction on Medway Tunnel was clgabmething that affected local
people and found it to be barrier to movement adotire Medway Towns. This
question was formulated as a simple yes/no tick#iesponse. However, this question
was perhaps the one that inspired the most emplesponses. It was the one tick-
box question that people were most likely to elab®on in the margin. This took the
form of underlining the tick for ‘yes’ multiple ties, or squeezing upwards of five
ticks in the ‘yes’ box area, or expressing extremefusion and some anger as to why
the Medway Tunnel had a cycling restriction.

The Medway Tunnel was also a popular response dthan question regarding the
areas of the cycle network in Medway needed imprer@, which was mentioned
more than fifty times by respondents before thedssf the Medway tunnel access
had even been raised, later in the survey. Thespecially significant given that only
a small proportion of respondents bothered with thiestion at all. Some respondents
even mentioned specific journeys they could makeywe, were they able to use the
Tunnel, e.g. people living in Cuxton wanting to ley¢o work in Gillingham and
currently unable to do so, or people wishing toitvislatives. Of the responses
received nearly 50% (645) found the Medway Tunaddd a barrier, with 46% (603)
stating that they did not. However, there are a memof considerations to be
accounted for.

The geographical distribution of questionnaire oegfents: The questionnaire
required the completion of the respondents postcioden which it is possible to get

idea of how many people per thousand answeredubstignnaire for each postcode
area. On average, five people in every thousandgliin Medway answered. This

rose to nine per thousand for ME1 (Rochester), sine@ht per thousand for MES8
(Rainham), and there was only two to two and a pelf thousand for the Hoo

peninsula and everyone living on the Strood sidéhefriver. In other words, people
living in Rainham or Rochester were more than thiieges as likely to have

responded to the questionnaire than people livin§trood or Hoo, and people living
in these areas are most likely to find the cyclregtriction in the tunnel to be a
barrief. Indeed, out of the people who had given ME2 or3\Bstcodes, 69% (85)

found the Medway Tunnel to be a barrier, and o8%6436) did not, and as before, a
few respondents did not answer either way.

1 N.b. it is entirely possible — even probable — that pedapRainham or Rochester may simply be more
likely to cycle than people in Strood or Hoo, ahid tmay fairly account for some of the geographical
skew in the questionnaire responses — but it ikelglto fairly account for all of this skew.
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3.6.1 Towhomisitabarrier for?

It is necessary to consider the age distributionoof respondents. Most of the
responses came from schoolchildren; most schodtemlwill not need to cross the
river, especially if they live on the South sidéey are less likely to travel to school
too far from their homes (in contrast to adults whay live and work on different

sides of the river), and when visiting any relagia the other side they will often be
taken by car with their parents. Only 354 schodditbkn found the Medway Tunnel to
be a barrier; 498 did not.

This equates to ratio of 0.7 stating that the MedWwannel is a barrier, for every one
that does not find it a barrier. Younger adultsrfd the Tunnel restriction to be far
more of a problem, with 113 to 48, producing aoati 2.4indicating that the Tunnel
is a barrier. The Medway Tunnel was the greatesidvafor the middle-aged: 163
found it a barrier compared to only 40 who did paiducing a ratio of 4.1 confirming
that in about 80% of middle-aged cyclists in Medvi@ynd the Tunnel to be a barrier
to their movement. For pensioners there were omdy daffirmatives per negative,
possibly because pensioners are on average lesgoalnhdertake long cycle journeys.

These age specific results are significant when osasider that over half of
Medway’s populace is between the ages of 20 and 6€. the group that finds the
Medway Tunnel restriction to be most obstructiviee 50/50 response returned by the
raw data is due to the massive respondent biasrdswshoolchildren, who are the
only age group in Medway that are less likely tadfthe Medway tunnel a barrier
than not. It is also skewed by the geographicatriligion of respondents, as
relatively few people from the North side of theer have answered. It is concluded
that the restriction to cycling through Medway Tehns perceived as quite a
significant barrier to cycling in Medway, with noome than thirty-five percent of
actual or potential cyclists not considering itaarier at all.

Note: the restriction is not just a physical barrierjsitalso a psychological one.
Many respondents considered the deliberate barydmg to be a deliberate affront
to cyclists; it was felt that lifting the ban woulte a significant symbolic indicator
that Medway Council was committed to encouragingliog and making Medway
cyclist-friendly. Its symbolic value affected eveng, not just those wishing to cross
the river.

3.7 Isthere a big enough market for a mountain bike facility in Medway?

This question was also a simple yes/no tickboxinasieople whether they would use
an off road mountain bike facility. The raw resuttame out strongly in favour, with

62% (816) in favour and 34% (451) saying that tiveyuld not use this facility. The

results are different from the Medway Tunnel questresults, though, in several
important respects. Many people expressed the mpithat it was a much more
pressing concern to fund the general cycle network.

3.7.1 What would the demographic profile of its users be?
The demographic skew of the respondents also skevsesponse towards. In which

620 schoolchildren said they would use it, compaoed45 who said they would not
(a ratio of 2.5). Younger adults (non-schoolchifdkelow the age of 40) replied with
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Responses

95 saying ‘yes’ and 67 saying ‘no’. Given the messbver-representation of
schoolchildren in the sample, it is reasonableptralate that a realistic cross-section
of Medway'’s cyclists would have returned more ob@50 result. There are also,
potentially, issues with understanding what anroffd mountain bike facility is. In
the over-sixties who filled in the questionnaire df346 said that they would use the
facility. The positive response is overwhelmingd aven if less than half of the
people who said they would use the facility actualWould, there is still a
considerable market for it.

3.8 Which portions of the cycle network in Medway need improving?

This question asked respondents to list particwlads, routes or areas where they felt
cycle routes need to be improved. Responses raffiged the general (e.g.
everywhere) to the very specif(e.g. specific tasks such as clearing glass, cutting
down weeds or filling potholes on particular roadBhere were, however, a few
strongly recurrent themes that emerged from the skett (Fig. 11).

Cycle Route Section Improvements suggested by >10 Respondents
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Fig 12. Cycle Route Section Improvement suggesyedlld respondents.

The A2 was a major concern for many people, butvas the Medway Tunnel, the
latter being perhaps the more important of the fwezause many people only voiced
concern over specific, short lengths of the A2. Thet that the Medway Tunnel
caused such a major response in comparison isrdgrsgnificant. After that, main
concerns are generally related to expected majaesahrough Medway.
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Due to the highly varied nature of the responsad (he fact that respondents could
write in any number of responses they wished), migaleanalysis is not necessarily
as meaningful as it would be for the other questidhis possible to establish that
there is a consensus of opinion in the need forakan cycle routes connecting the
main shopping centres of each of the Medway towrth, the A2 as the main spine of
this route.

Respondents also used this question to voice germreerns about the condition the
network with about 10 responses regarding the swgegycle lanes clear of glass or
litter and signing. Requests for more cycling pstam in country lanes or rural areas,
and concerns regarding cycle lane width, curbsspeed bumps were also raised.

3.9 Where must Cycle Parking be improved?

People listed those areas where they felt thakqyatking should be improved (either
in quantity or quality). A wide range of locationgre mentioned in varying degrees
of generality, sometimes people listed a specHsjgeat of a specific cycle park, such
as the lighting or a particular road. Sometimepoadents just gave a town name or
gave a general descriptor of a whole class ofifesl(eg. shops, leisure centres).

Areas where extra Cycle Parking is Requested
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Fig 13. Areas where extra cycle parking is requkste

As can be seen in Fig 12, by far the most commepamse was that cycle parking
needs to be improved in Chatham Town Centre (theagen was given particular

mention). Town-centre parking preferences wered@areasing order of importance)
Rochester, Gillingham, Rainham and Strood. Thisa dahould, however, be

considered in the light of the uneven geographdtstribution of the questionnaire

respondents and the bias towards those living iohBster and Rainham and away
from Chatham, Gillingham and, in particular, Strood
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The aim of the study was to determine the effeot#s of the current cycling
provisions and how they can be improved. This wadd achieved by reaching a
number of set objectives resulting in the productad this report outlining some
recommendations for improvement to the cycling oekwn Medway.

It is considered that the implementation of thipor® will encourage cycling and
increase the effectiveness of Medway’s cyclingtegg. In conclusion, this study has
highlighted a number of key areas and issues teguire addressing when
considering the type and location of future cyclprgvisions within Medway.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The following is a list of recommendations base@nussues and concerns raised
during this cycling survey:

e Separate designated cycle lanes to be provided ewpessible (roads /
pavements)

* Unbroken routes

» Safety issues such as reduction of traffic levalgyrle routes.

* General improvement of the current cycle network

* Anincrease in the cycling parking provision

* The full consideration of the mountain bike fagilit

* Removal of the restriction caused by the MedwaynBElito cyclists

These recommendations are considered to be anadeagepresentation of the needs

expressed by the 1322 respondents to the cyclimgeguconducted by Medway
Council in spring 2002.
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6.0 CONTACT DETAILS

For further information please contact:

Integrated Transport
Medway Council
Compass Centre
Chatham Maritime
Kent ME4 4YH

Email; LTP@medway.gov.uk

Telephone; 01634 331060
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