
Cross Party Group on the Active Travel Act 

Minutes of the meeting held on the 6th February 2018 

9.30am Seminar Room 1 & 2, Pierhead Building. 

Present: see attached list 

Welcome and Introductions: Lee Waters AM (Chair) welcomed people to the meeting, expressing 

his pleasure that so many local advocacy groups were represented and extended them an invite to 

all future meetings of the CPG. 

Discussion on the implementation of the Active Travel Act at a local level 

In a wide ranging discussion the following issues were raised: 

The Integrated Network Map Process 

● The Act has given cycling groups important tools to work with, active travel now has its own 

processes that have to be gone through which has made it easier to have the provision of walking 

and cycling infrastructure taken seriously. 

● The Design Guidance was generally believed to be making a valuable contribution to improving 

the quality of the infrastructure, and in demonstrating innovative approaches.  However there 

was concern that because it is non-statutory it is too easy for local authorities to ignore its 

provisions.  There was a suggestion that Wales needs a “demonstration town” where 

comprehensive, high quality, active travel infrastructure can be examined in everyday operation 

as a model for other communities. 

● Some speakers were worried that the Act’s processes had used up time and resources that could 

otherwise have been used to put new infrastructure in place. 

● Many local authorities have few staff with expertise in this field, often just one member of staff in 

the entire authority and that official would often be quite junior in the council’s hierarchy.  

However it should be noted that there was considerable praise for many of the individual 

officers.  Concern was expressed about how little training had been provided by Welsh 

Government in the operation of the Act. 

● Many commuting routes cross local authority boundaries, it is not clear that effective cross 

boundary planning has taken place. 

● The process was often mired in jargon and very formal, questions such as “which is the worst part 

of the town to walk in” might have engaged the interest of more people.   

● There seemed to be little evidence of local authorities working across their departments, with the 

whole process being seen as the sole responsibility of transport.  Particular concern was 

expressed about the lack of liaison with education and schools, given the emphasis the Act placed 

on getting children to walk and cycle to school.  There is little evidence that active travel is a 

significant consideration when new schools are being built. 

● Whilst the Act does not require an accompanying strategy, setting out the non-infrastructure 

measures the council would be undertaking, it was felt that such provision was essential if we are 

to achieve the behaviour change the Act envisaged. 

● General feeling that few people had been actively involved in the consultation and concern at 

how effectively the consultation processes had been publicised. 

● The INMs were meant to be ambitious plans for the best possible networks but many have been 

confined to a few new routes.  It was widely felt that this was due to councils only mapping 

infrastructure they felt confident they would have the resources to deliver.  Contrary to the 



intent of the Act, many local authorities were trying to avoid raising expectations.  Serious 

concerns in local government as to whether Welsh Government will be prepared to fund the 

networks. 

● The CPG has conducted a survey of local authorities’ approach to the INMs and once the 

responses have been received an analysis of the results will be distributed. 

Active Travel and the Planning System 

● The absence of effective active travel guidance was seen as a major handicap in having provision 

built into new developments at the earliest stage. 

● Equally, there was very little reference in the Act’s Delivery Guidance and Design Guidance to the 

general planning system. 

 

Duties on Highways Authorities 

● The Act placed a number of duties on Welsh Government and highways authorities in respect of 

the need to consider active travel when building or maintaining highways.  There was 

considerable concern that these provisions of the Act were being ignored or given only superficial 

consideration.  The new Caernarfon bypass was cited as an example, as was the failure to 

improve provision for active travellers when re-surfacing of a road took place and effective 

measures could be included at minimum cost. 

Active Travel Board 

● The effectiveness of the board was discussed.  It was felt that the appointment of an 

independent chair who was well versed in the field and had access to the minister was essential if 

the board was to play a useful role. 

Funding for Active Travel 

● The meeting discussed the level of funding required to build the infrastructure set out in the 

network maps.  The previous cycle campaigners’ target of £10 per head of population was felt to 

be inadequate, especially as pedestrian infrastructure was now included.  Scotland are spending 

£13.50 per head; Wales’ current figure of £5m, which has been promised for network design 

projects, amounted to £1.66 per head though it was understood more was to be announced. 

● The Chair undertook to seek a meeting with the minister to discuss funding.   

● It was suggested that more information needed to be made available on other sources of funding 

available for active travel projects, such as regeneration funding. 

● Concern was expressed at the amount of the active travel budget that was spent on expensive 

paving designs rather than focussing on effective infrastructure.  More consideration needed to 

be given to innovative, cheaper means of segregating active travellers from motor vehicles such 

as planters and wands. 

● The one year funding cycle was a major problem in dealing with what should be long term 

projects of network development. 

Minutes of the Previous Meeting 

The minutes were accepted with the correction of an error in the attendance list (see below). 

The Chair thanked everyone for their attendance and closed the meeting.  



 

Attendees: 

First Name Surname Organisation 

Jenny Rathbone AM 

Lee Waters (Chair) AM 

Ioan Bellin (Representing Simon Thomas AM) 

Meryl James (Representing Julie Morgan AM) 

Craig Lawton (Representing Suzy Davies AM) 

Thomas Pinder (Representing David Melding AM) 

Darren Price (Representing Dai Lloyd AM)* 

Peter  Wong (Representing Jenny Rathbone AM) 

Anne Adams-King Welsh Cycling 

Gail Bodley Scott Cardiff County Council 

Roger Geffen Cycling UK 

Nick Guy Wheelwrights 

Ryland Jones Sustrans Cymru 

Richard Keatinge Beicio Bangor 

Hugh Mackay Cycling UK Vale of Glamorgan 

Craig Mitchell WLGA 

Gwenda Owen Cardiff Cycle City 

Matt Price Cardiff County Council 

Chris Roberts  Secretary of the CPG 

Phil Snaith Carmarthenshire Cycle Forum 

Jack Thurston Abergavenny Cycle Group 

Tom Wells Cycling UK Cardigan 

Caro Wild Cardiff County Council 
 

In the minutes of the previous meeting Darren Price was listed as representing Dai Davies AM, this 

should of course have read Dai Lloyd AM.  Apologies to both. 


