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Principles 
 
Cycle Infrastructure Design (CID) brings together previously scattered DfT guidance on 

provision for cyclists. It applies to England, Scotland and Wales. It does not specifically 

state the documents that it supersedes, but it is deemed to be THE government cycling 

design guide that replaces previous cycle related information.  

 

The document gives guidance to transform the existing highway network into a suitable 

environment for cyclists and pedestrians. Traffic-free high standard greenways are seen as 

ideal for cyclists but rarely possible in an urban context (para 1.3.2 and 8.1.2), and are not 

covered by CID.  

 

The approach for provision on highways is summarised in this table (table 1.1):  

 

Factor (road situation) On-road or off-road cycling provision? 

High traffic volume / speed 

routes 

Off-road generally preferred but see next item 

Large number or side road 

junctions or property accesses 

along route 

Makes on-road more attractive, as it reduces the 

potential for conflict at these locations 

Busy pedestrian traffic along the 

route 

On-road preferred, as it reduces the potential for conflict 

High levels of on-street parking 

High levels of HGV traffic 

Makes on-road less attractive, but needs careful 

consideration in view of the potential for increased 

conflict using off-road provision 

 

The underlying principles for a suitable cycling environment are to create positive provision 

that reduces delay or diversion and improves safety (para 1.3.1). These principles are 

summarised by these five headlines (para 1.3.5): 

• Convenience 

• Accessibility 

• Safety / perceived safety 
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• Comfort 

• Attractiveness 

 

CID realises that there are different types of cyclists, with different demands on and 

requirements for any cycling provision.  

 

The “hierarchy of provision” (consider first: traffic volume reduction, then traffic speed 

reduction, then junction treatment / hazard site treatment, then cycle tracks away from 

roads, lastly conversion of footways into shared use routes) is included in this document to 

“offer guidance on steps for the improvement of existing cycle infrastructure” (para 1.3.1). 

This is a reduction in the scope of the hierarchy from previous documents, and can be seen 

as therefore not applying to new infrastructure. The principle that cycling in urban areas 

takes place primarily on roads and that therefore conditions on roads need to be made 

suitable for cycling still applies (para 1.3.2). Routes into parks and vehicle restricted areas 

etc are encouraged (para 1.3.5) 

 

CID provides a guide to the type of cycle provision on highways, based on 85th percentile 

motor vehicle speeds and traffic flow, similar to the graph Sustrans adopted from CROW. 

The main difference between the CID and the Sustrans guidance is that CID promotes 

“cycle tracks” instead of “segregated cycle facility” and that the area where “cycle lanes” 

are acceptable is expanded.  

 

CID Is written in plain English, and explains jargon where necessary. Overall it is a pro-

cycling document that covers all aspects of designing for cyclists on highways.  

 

 

Summary of content 
 
The Introduction outlines the principles of designing for cyclists, as before.  

 

Section 2 (Cycle design parameters) gives necessary information on sizes of cycles, 

turning circles, the “dynamic envelope” of cyclists when riding and minimum overtaking 

distances / road widths. This section outlines different dimensions of different types of 

bicycles, and is clear about allowing access for all.  

 

Section 3 (Signing issues) briefly covers coloured surfaces (and where they are useful to 
highlight cycle facilities), and makes clear statements on the very limited situations on 

where “cyclists dismount” and “end” / “end of route” signs may be appropriate. In this 

section it is also pointed out that authorisation of non-prescribed signs is devolved – the 

DfT only give authorisation for England, Transport Wales gives authorisation for Wales and 

the Transport Directorate gives authorisation for non-prescribed signs in Scotland.  

 

Section 4 (Network management) acknowledges with a brief mention that cycling 

infrastructure is only one step towards encouraging cycling, and that other (soft and hard) 

measures are also important. This section also looks at opportunities for cyclists by 

opening up vehicle restricted areas, and by creating cycle gaps in road closures. Planning 

and development opportunities are briefly mentioned, unfortunately this includes the 

statement that “to exploit security advantages arising from human activity, pedestrian and 

cycle routes within new developments may best be planned to follow the road network” 

and that off-road routes in these areas should be “short and wide” and “overlooked and 

well-lit” (para 4.4.6).  

 



Section 5 (Reducing vehicle speeds on cycle routes) deals with traffic calming features 

(humps, chicanes, central islands, central road hatching, cushions, centre line removal) and 

their effects on cyclists and how to incorporate safe cycle routes at each of these features.  

 

Section 6 deals with bus and tram facilities and how they can be exploited for cyclists. 

While this section in general is helpful, the statement that “cyclists prefer bus lanes to off-

road facilities” (para 6.1.1) is not entirely helpful but is intended to compare bus-lanes to 

roadside cycle tracks where priority is given to motorists at side road junctions. There is 

hardly any advice on dealing with tram lines and stops.  

 

Section 7 deals with cycle lanes. There is a clear statement that cycle lanes are not 

appropriate for all situations, and that a poor cycle lane design is detrimental to 

encouraging cycling. Alignment of cycle lanes should reflect guidance given to cyclists in 

Franklin’s book “Cyclecraft”. Normal cycle lane width is 2.0m and the minimum given is 

1.5m (except for approaches to advanced stop lines, where 1.2m might be acceptable). The 

document is clear that at pinch points the motor vehicle lane width should be reduced 

rather than the cycle lane width.  

 

Section 8 (off road cycle routes) covers a number of aspects concerning cycle tracks (next 

to the carriageway) as well as independent greenway-style routes. The distinction between 

these two options is sometimes not particularly clear. This is further confused by the 

assumption that in urban areas all traffic-free routes are next to highways and that “urban 

cyclist” equates to “confident urban cyclist”. This leads to the statement (para 8.1.2) that 

“off-road cycle routes in urban areas tend to be the least desired option”.  

 

This section is very technical in its approach, and considers the design of traffic-free routes 

on the basis of visibility, design speed, drainage requirements, gradients, surface materials, 

etc. The section also includes paragraphs on dropped kerbs (“should be flush”), street 

furniture, lighting, user conflict with pedestrians, access controls, speed control and 

segregation of users and maintenance.  

 

Section 9 covers junctions. For larger junctions signalisation is preferred. For smaller 

junctions, raised table designs are described. Safety issues at roundabouts are described, 

and practitioners are urged to use continental style roundabouts.  

 

Section 10 deals with cycle track crossings. The guide tends to prioritise solutions where 

cyclists crossing a carriageway give way to road users, and indicates that cycle priority 

solutions are only adequate for busy cycle routes. Cycle track crossings of minor side roads 

are discussed, and CID recommends that designers must carefully consider whether 

cycling on the main carriageway or providing multiple cycle crossings of minor road is the 

safer option overall for cyclists before using such designs. Providing a temporary cycle lane 

across side road junctions is the preferred solution.  

 

Section 11 (cycle parking) is very general. While it does point towards the use of Sheffield 

stands, it does not offer much guidance as to the layout and location of larger cycle parking 

facilities, or accommodating cycle parking in vehicle restricted areas.  

 

The final section of the guide considers public transport. It provides a general overview of 

the deficiencies in cycle carriage by operators, and offers some solutions to making stops 

and stations more attractive to cyclists.  

 

 

 



Useful features 

 
1. Cycle facilities required at various highway flows and speeds (Table 1.3): 

 

 
 

 

2. Cycling in parks and pedestrian areas 

Routes should be provided into and through areas normally inaccessible to motor vehicles, 

such as parks and vehicle restricted areas (para 1.3.5 – Accessibility). Cyclists can usually 

mix safely with pedestrians (1.3.13) 
 

 

3. Minimum width for two-way cycle track (figure 2.2) 

 
 

4. Signs 

END road marking / “End of route” sign  

• Neither sign is mandatory, and are very rarely required 

• Where a cycle route ends and it is obvious, no sign is required 



• Where a cycle route ends and the cyclist must cede priority to others, use “Give 

Way” 

• Where a cycle route ends at a hazardous location, “Slow” might be more 

appropriate 

 

For “Give Way” signing & marking the following priority is advised: 

1. Use only double broken line (sign diagram 1003) 

2. Use also triangle road marking (diagram 1023) 

3. Use also “give way” sign (diagram 602) 

 

Cyclist dismount: 

“On a well designed cycle facility it is very rarely appropriate” (paragraph 3.6.1). It should 

only be used in the rare situations where it would be unsafe or impracticable for cyclists to 

continue cycling. Designers are required to see whether the hazard can be “designed out” 

before referring to this sign as the last resort.  

 

5. Speed reducing measures for motorists 

Schemes that reduce the impact of motor traffic can help deliver a pleasant environment for 

cyclists, pedestrians and disabled users, as well as meeting other policy objectives such as 

increasing walking and cycling as well as improving health and the environment. They can 

also reduce the need for cycle specific infrastructure (4.1.1). CID discusses road closures, 

turning restrictions, parking control, vehicle restricted areas, and reducing vehicle speeds 

(see table below).  

 

 
 



6. Cycle lane widths (paragraph 7.4.2) 

Busy roads or where traffic is faster than 40mph – 2m cycle lane 

Minimum acceptable for 30mph roads – 1.5m cycle lane 

Feeder to advanced stop line – 1.2m minimum 

 

7. Contraflow cycle lanes 

These can be separated cycle lanes, marked cycle lanes or where traffic speeds are low 

they may be unmarked. Where one-way systems are introduced, consideration should 

always be given to maintaining two-way working for cycles through contraflow working 

(7.6.1). Cycling contraflow can be safer as well as more convenient than cycling along an 

alternative route, which is likely to involve longer distances and may be more hazardous 

(7.6.2) 

 

8. Traffic free cycle paths 
Minimum width is 3m. Where there are pathside upstands, walls, guardrails or fences, this 

needs to be increased (see table 8.2) 

 

9. Cycle track surfaces 

The guide specifies high quality smooth riding surfaces that require regular maintenance 

and repair (section 8.8). Most preferred are machine laid asphalt or bituminous surfaces. 

Where paths are shared with horses, a parallel horse route is recommended.  

 

10. Cycle route crossings of highways 

Raised table junctions and raised side road entries across carriageway junctions are 

recommended as the safe option (para 9.5.1). A design detail is shown in figure 10.1 for a 

non-priority crossing and figure 10.2 for a priority crossing.  

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

11. Gradients 

The normal max gradient = 3%. It is possible to raise this to 5% over distances up to 100m, 

and up to 7% for 30m max.  

 

Steeper gradients are not recommended, except for short distances. Designers are urged 

to not to adhere rigidly to numbers, but to make an assessment of what is possible in the 

circumstances. Routes should not be ruled out due to gradients (8.7.3) 

 

12. Parapet heights and undercrossings 

For existing bridges an existing parapet height of 1.2m should “not necessarily preclude 

their use as cycle crossings” (para 10.8.2). The normal parapet height is 1.4m (1.8m if 

equestrians are present).  

 

“Restricted height or width available (at existing undercrossings) should not lead to 

automatic rejection to a proposal to permit cycling” (para 10.10.2). The ideal height would 

normally be 2.4m.  

 

13. Sight distances at junctions 

Where cycle tracks meet roads, minimum sight distances ensure that cyclists and drivers 

can see each other, and stop in time (should this be necessary). The required sight 

distances are shown in the picture below.  



 

A minimum X – distance of 2m is given, however longer sight distances are recommended 

to allow the cyclist to assess traffic conditions while still riding. A longer x – distance also 

makes a cyclist more visible to drivers.  

 

Y – distances are taken from Manual for Streets (table 7.1) and are relative to 85th percentile 

vehicle speeds.  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Summary 
 
Cycle Infrastructure Design (CID) is a useful document for the design of cycle facilities on 

roads, and also offers guidance to the design of traffic-free routes. It is a pro-cycling 

document, written with the understanding of the (safety) issues that come with cycling on 

the highway. Where cycling on the road (particularly in urban areas) is concerned, Sustrans’ 

staff can turn to CID for adequate solutions.  

 

Cycle Infrastructure Design is cautious about the use and requirement of traffic-free routes 

– it appears to target the needs of more confident urban cyclists rather than new cyclists or 

vulnerable cyclists. When promoting traffic-free greenways therefore CID does not offer 

convincing guidance, and should only be referred to for the design of sections of on-road 

provision, particularly for the feeder network.  

 

Cycle Infrastructure Design does not offer guidance on the development and layout of 

urban cycling networks, on routes used by high volumes of cyclists, issues related to young 

cyclists (to school), cycle promotion and leisure cycling. See Sustrans Connect2 and 

Greenway Design guide, the NCN Guidelines and practical details, the Cycling England 

design checklists, Manual for Streets or the London Cycling Design Standard for such 

information.  


