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1. Introduction 
 

The CBP (Comprehensive Bicycle Plan for Pune) is a masterplan that provides information about the kind 

of cycling infrastructure that is needed at each road of the road network, but does not provide detailed 

designs for roads. These design guidelines are not a complete cycling design manual, but provide concise 

guidance for a proper design of cycling infrastructure in Pune. Existing cycling infrastructure in Pune, is 

of such quality that the majority of cycle tracks is barely used by cyclists. These guidelines, therefore, 

include a focus on some of the typical challenges for the design of cycle tracks (and lanes) in Pune with 

the objective to increase cycling-infrastructure usage and cycling in the city. 

 

These guidelines should be seen as a more detailed specification of the Urban Street Design Guidelines. 

Regarding cycle track design, the USDG is very short and without a lot of specific guidance on 

dimensions or design details. These design guidelines aim to fill those gaps. On the other hand, the 

USDG provides many cross-sections for different roads with different right of way. These design 

guidelines, however, provide design principles that can then be applied at different roads.  

 

Above all, these design guidelines are meant to be a tool to assist consultants in the design of good 

quality cycling infrastructure. Like any manual or guidelines, they are not a replacement for expertise 

and should, in time, be accompanied by proper capacity building to consultants who will use these 

guidelines.  

 

This document has been prepared and complied by JB Mobility and PDA in close cooperation with CEE 

and iTrans.  
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2. Cycling-inclusive planning and design 
 

2.1 Introduction 
 

To make cycling safer and more attractive, much more needs to be done than providing cycle tracks and 

cycle lanes. In the case of Pune and other Indian cities, there are many aspects of road planning and 

design that discourage cycling and make it less safe. Cycling-inclusive planning and design makes cycling 

more attractive and safer. Underneath a number of key cycling-inclusive planning and design measures 

are explained together with references to the less cycling-inclusive practices today. Cycling-inclusive 

planning and design is essential to enable Pune to reach its ambitious targets for cycling (25% of 

journeys) which have only been met in (European) cities that have implemented all of the following 

cycling-inclusive planning and design measures.  

 

2.2 Demotorization of the core city 
 

Car-free city-centres 

One of the factors that has contributed enormously in making cycling a success in the world's most 

cycling-friendly cities (for instance in the Netherlands or Denmark) is the development of car-free city-

centres. By closing off, or severely limiting access to these areas a situation is created where cycling (and 

public transport) becomes a more attractive mode of transport to reach the city-centre than the car. 

Experience in many European cities show that the creation of bicycle and pedestrian-friendly city-

centres with limited access for motorised vehicles has many advantages: 

-  The quality of life improves and real-estate prices go up. 

-  Tourism flourishes. This leads to more spending in hotels, restaurants and shops in the city-centre.  

-  Air quality improves and accident rates drop drastically.  

 
Fig. 2.1 De-motorization of 'Nyhavn' in Copenhagen has led to a flourishing local economy and increased spending 

by tourists and visitors of the city (Left:  1970, Right: present situation) 
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Decongestion 

Experiences in countless cities in Europe and elsewhere show that the most successful measures in 

reducing congestion in a city are to make it impossible to cross the city-centre by making certain streets 

and areas in the city-centre car-free.  The figure below explains this clearly:  

1. Picture on the left: While streets in the city-centre are often narrow, they attract the greatest 

amount of traffic (see picture on the left) and thus are subject to serious congestion. Also in 

Pune, the combination of a lot of through traffic and many people that want to access the many 

destinations in the core city, leads to serious congestion in the core city. 

2. Picture on the right: By taking out through traffic and make city-centre streets pedestrian and 

cycling-only streets (as has been done in cities in The Netherlands, Denmark, Germany , France 

and many other countries since the 1970's) traffic volumes reduce significantly and congestion 

improves.  

 
Fig. 2.2 Congested city with city-centre open for motorised traffic (left) and decongested car-free city-centre 

 

 

De-motorization of the core city of Pune 

The only way to resolve the congestion in and improve the livability of the core city is to make, at least 

certain streets in the core city, car and motor cycle free to remove through traffic from the core city. 

Countless cities in Europe and the United States saw the economies of their inner cities dying because of 

congestion and pollution and discovered that only de-motorization helped to bring back businesses, 

residents and clients.  

 

For a successful de-motorization of the core city the following needs to be done: 

-  Create an inner ring road around the core city. 

-  Make it impossible to cross the core city by car or motorcycle by creating streets that are only 

open to non-motorized transport in such a way that cars and motorcycles cannot cross the core 

city, but instead go around it by using the inner ring road (see figure below). 

-  Create a parking plan and policy that requires all visitors with motor vehicles to pay for parking 

(see section 2.3). 

The figure below shows the de-motorization of the city-centre of the city of Groningen. 



8 
 

 
Fig. 2.3 The yellow streets in the Dutch city of Groningen are car- (and motorcycle) free.  

 

Inside Groningen more than 50% of all journeys is done by bicycle 

 

Challenges for Pune Core city 

A challenge for Pune is the high motorcycle use. It is probably neither possible nor necessary to ban 

these in the majority of the core city. However, creating a limited amount of streets where only non-

motorised traffic can pass and which can also not be crossed by cars and auto-rickshaws is 

recommended. One of these streets, as proposed in the Comprehensive Mobility Plan (CMP) could be 

Lakshmi Road, which is an excellent choice to start the de-motorization of the core city.  

 

Auto-rickshaws can easily be kept out of certain de-motorized areas or streets with bollards. Where to 

allow auto-rickshaws, should be the outcome of a detailed study since auto-rickshaws can play an 

important role in keeping a de-motorized core city accessible. The same is true for public transport. 

Clean buses, trams or metros should be able to still cross the core city to allow for maximum 

accessibility without the use of private motorised vehicles.  

 

2.3 Restrictive parking policies 
 

Between 1990 and 2010 Amsterdam saw cycle trips to the city-centre increase from 15 to 25% of all 

journeys, mostly at the expense of the car1.In this period, a relatively lesser number of new cycle tracks 

to the city-centre were constructed, instead it was particularly an increase of the price of paid parking in 

the city-centre, that made that more and more visitors came to the city-centre by bicycle instead of by 

car. Currently (2016), parking a car in the city-centre of Amsterdam costs 5 Euros (Rs. 375) per hour.  

 

Paid parking reduces the demand for motorised trips and makes alternative modes of transport more 

attractive. In the case of Pune it is essential that both cars and motorcycles pay for parking.  

 

                                                           
1
 Source: The Netherlands mobility survey and Periodical travel survey Amsterdam  
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For car-free city-centres - such as shown below, with all streets within the yellow lines being NMT-only 

streets - parking garages or parking lots with paid parking at the periphery of the demotorized area 

allow access to the area.   

 
Fig. 2.4 Demotorized city-centre with car parking at the periphery (Nijmegen, The Netherlands) 

 

 

2.4 Dismantling multi -lane one-way roads 
 

One-way roads with more than one traffic lane per direction (multi-lane one-way roads) are negative for 

cycling and road safety and should therefore be avoided. Particularly in centrally located areas (such as 

FC Road and JM Road), a one-way traffic system is not appropriate because of the following reasons: 

-  Road safety:The (maximum) speeds of motorised traffic at one-way roads with more than one 

lane of traffic increase. This leads to a worsening of the road safety (one of the main problems 

mentioned in the CMP) particularly for pedestrians and cyclists crossing the road. This means 

that in highly commercial areas with many pedestrians, one-way roads should be removed.2 

-  Road safety and directness:Cyclists still will move (and want to move) in two directions. Even 

when this is provided for in the designs, cyclists moving against traffic on one-ways creates 

serious problems at intersections - where motorised traffic has free turns, and where traffic 

does not stop. This leads to problems for road safety and directness for cyclists. Therefore multi-

lane one-way roads should be avoided.  

                                                           
2 Note that because of road safety problems with cyclists and pedestrians multi-lane one-way roads 

have been removed everywhere in cities in The Netherlands in the 1970's.  

800 m. 

700 m. 
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-  Road safety: For pedestrians and cyclists crossing the road, on one-way roads, traffic does not 

always come from the same direction like on two ways (where you always look right first). This 

leads to more accidents with cyclists and pedestrians crossing the street.  

-  Road safety and directness: Right-turns on multi-lane one-way roads are almost impossible to 

negotiate for cyclists because they need to cross several lanes of fast moving traffic (see photo 

below). 

-  Road safety: On multi-lane one-way roads application of central traffic islands to make it easier 

and safer for pedestrians and cyclists to cross cannot (safely) be applied.  

-  Directness: One-way roads lead to detours for motorised traffic and thus more kilometres 

travelled on urban roads. This also leads to higher traffic volumes at intersections where 

vehicles would not need to come if they could reach their destination without having to make a 

loop.  

 
Fig. 2.5 JM Road in Pune: Cyclists that want to turn right here must weave across 4 lanes of traffic 

 

To conclude: One-way roads are an American invention that was meant to 'improve the flow of 

motorised traffic'. In car-country, the US, with very limited numbers of pedestrians and cyclists, this 

seemed to work relatively well. However, since the 2000's, because of the negative effects for cycling, 

walking and road safety, many cities in the US are also changing their one-way streets back to two-way 

streets.3 

 

  

                                                           
3See the article One Way? Wrong Way? here: http://articles.courant.com/2009-12-27/news/hc-plc-
condon-one-way-streets.artdec27_1_two-way-streets-downtown-traffic. Quote: "Will it be time to 
remove some or all of the one-ways? That seems to be the trend across the country." 
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Recommendations: 

 

As mentioned above, multi-lane one-way roads should be avoided in urban areas. This leads to the 

following recommendations for design on existing one-way roads: 

-  At one-way roads with more than 2 traffic lanes, such as in figure 2.5, it is recommended to 

convert the road into a two-way road with - depending on connectivity needs for cyclists - in 

most cases one-way cycle tracks (or in some cases lanes) on either side of the carriageway.  

-  On one-way roads with two traffic lanes (5.00-8.00 m. carriageway width), there are two 

options:  

1. Remove one lane and provide cycling infrastructure using the available extra space, as is 

done in fig. 2.6. 

2. Keep both lanes and make the road two-way. This allows for shared use of the road in 

two directions. Of course, in some cases, enough space is available to still provide cycle 

tracks or cycle lanes at either side of the carriageway. 

 
Fig. 2.6 One-way, one lane road with two-way cycle track (this road used to have two traffic lanes) 

 

It is, of course, possible to provide cycle tracks even on multi-lane one-way roads. In this case one-way 

cycle tracks on either side, or a one-way cycle track on one side of the road is possible. However, such a 

solution creates serious road safety and traffic flow problems at intersections and should therefore be 

avoided at all costs. The construction of cycle tracks is a great opportunity to replace an outdated one-

way traffic system with a cycling- and pedestrian-inclusive two-way alternative. 

 

Of course, new roads should not be designed as one-way roads. With one exception: In those cases 

where the one-way road only has one traffic lane as shown in figure 2.6, there is no problem to make 

the road one-way. On the contrary, this can be a great way to provide space for cycling infrastructure, 

where otherwise no space would be available. 

 










































































































































