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Comments: This is the response on behalf of Active Travel Crawley. Formed in 1995, we bring together the 
stakeholders and delivery partners involved in Active Travel within the area of Crawley 
Borough Council and the journeys to and from this area, including walking, wheeling, cycling 
and multi-modal journeys using Crawley's extensive bus and train network. 
We include the perspectives of local walkers, cyclists wheelers, bus users etc, elected 
representatives of West Sussex and Crawley Councils and relevant officers from the councils 
and other delivery partners such as Highways England. 
We find much to be commended in the plans. We note that the Transport Strategy Vision aims 
to follow adopted policy and priorities active travel. 
However, there are instances where the proposals do not support this.  
In line with the requirements of the Department for Transport Circular 01/2022 and the Cycle 
Infrastructure Design LTN 1/20, the West Sussex LCWIP and the Crawley Borough Council 
LCWIP (including proposed amendments to this reflecting the Kilnwood Vale and the West of 
Ifield Development), the overall masterplan must recognise the need for a clearly legible active 
travel corridor across the site, integrated into the wider active travel network. 
This is vital because this forms an essential part of a planned cycling and wheeling route 
between Horsham, Kilnwood Vale, Ifield West, this West of Ifield proposal, Langley Green (via 
LCWUIP route P) and Manor Royal, Gatwick Airport and route to the North. 
We therefore raise the following major objections 
 
A. We object to the scheme because there is no provision for a direct and legible cycling, 
wheeling and walking route from the multi-modal corridor into the existing Ifield West 
neighbourhood. Whilst the Transport Strategy document refers tin section 5.8 to a connection 
to Ifield West this does not form a legible link with routes 1 and 2 referred to in sections 5.6 
and 5.7 of that document and the link in the Strategy Document is not reflected in other 
drawings. In fact, drawings in other documents propose a layout that actively frustrates the 
provision of a direct and legible link. 
Further, this cycling and wheeling link must be made available as soon as the multi-modal link 
and the connection to Rusper Road are established, to ensure that the vision to prioritise 
active travel modes is adhered to.  
Ensuring that there is a direct and legible cycling and wheeling route connecting to Ifield West, 
joining to the multi-modal corridor, would appear to be a zero cost improvement with significant 
benefits. Given this, it is proposed that it be made a condition of acceptance of this application 
that housing cannot be occupied until a direct a legible cycling and wheeling link is established 
between Ifield West and the Multi-Modal corridor. 
 
 
B. Secondly, we object to the junction design shown in the document "WEST OF IFIELD 
PHASE 1B HIGHWAY GENERAL ARRANGEMENT SHEET 7 OF 7". 
This design has made the choice to disconnect the excellent segregated cycling provision on 
the south side of the multi-modal corridor from the Ifield Avenue Provision. (Travelling east and 
south using the cycleway and shared use path requires three carriageway crossings) This 
creates the desire for cyclists to use the carriageway, reducing capacity and introducing 
conflict. 
It is unclear how cyclists are expected to move from the carriageway to the shared use path on 
Ifield Avenue (and vice-versa) and between the carriageway and the dedicated cycleway on 
the multii-modal road). 
As cyclists (i.e. not a qualified traffic engineer) we make the following suggestions based on 
obvious (to us, as cyclists) desire lines. 
(a) Approaching the junction from the north (travelling south) give provision (drop kerb/ramp, 
with carriageway markings and signage) for cyclists to transition from the carriageway to the 
shared use path to continue south. 
(b) Provide an Advance Stop Line when exiting the multi-modal road from the west (travelling 
east), and provide a dropped kerb etc to allow cyclists to enter this area from the central 
refuge. This creates a legible safe route across the junction for cyclists to approach using the 
segregated cycle lane, use the crossing of the westbound carriageway and then cross the 
junction on the main carriageway (having used the proposed ASL facility). 
This would also allow more confident and faster cyclists to safely use the inside lane of the 
eastbound carriageway of multi-model corridor for the section where no segregated cycle path 
is provided. This is of particular benefit if combined with the reduction to 30mph of this section 
(see below). 
 






