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LOCAL CYCLING & WALKING INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN (LCWIP) 
 
The following observations were submitted to West Berkshire Council, following a meeting of 
this Committee on 10th November 2020 (PH/2020/135). West Berkshire Council’s response 
is detailed below: 

 
1)   TTC: For cycling, the routes C4 and C5 together include the majority of National Cycle 
Route NC4 through Thatcham. Route C4 goes from Lower Way to the Station via The Moors 
and Urquhart Road, whereas NC4 goes via Church Gate and Station Road. There may be 
good reason for the route choice for C4 and there are difficulties with NC4 (for example, 
heading east, it crosses a no entry sign at the south end of The Broadway). We would 
therefore suggest that both routes are given a complete audit. If it is found that the route of 
C4 is preferable, this would provide an objective basis for re-routing of NC4. 
 
WBC: Sustrans audited Route 4 as part of their national cycle network audit in 2019. 

Following the audit it was suggested that the alignment was changed to a similar route to the 

proposed C5 and they agreed in principle but it was not actioned. We have consulted them 

on the LCWIP proposals and hopefully they will align their route to match our audit. Please 

be aware we are to add a layer of secondary routes (which will be signposted quietways, 

and not require major civils works) to be identified by the LCWIP and we will approach the 

town council for input on our proposals. 

 
 
2)   TTC: For walking, only one route in Thatcham is prioritised. The portion south of the 
town centre provides a strategic link to the Station, which will hopefully encourage use of 
public transport. However, the section north of the Station along Park Lane seems arbitrary, 
especially north of Sagecroft Road where it will serve only a small number of houses. Park 
Lane is very constrained by property boundaries so, if the audit finds little opportunity for 
improvement, there will be little to show for pedestrians in Thatcham. We therefore suggest 
that this portion is modified to have a fork, with one branch continuing from Park Lane into 
Sagecroft Road and the other following Footpath THAT/8 into Dunston Park. This would 
support a larger number of households and gain experience of a wider range of types of 
route. 
 
WBC: Yes, we agree and the walking route audit will be altered to follow the suggested 

alignments (see further note overleaf*). 

 

 

3)   TTC: If possible, more walking routes in Thatcham should be prioritised. The single 
walking route that is currently proposed would only benefit a small minority of residents of 
Thatcham, which undermines the purpose of an LCWIP. 

 
WBC: Unlike the cycle route audits the walking route audit is to serve an example of what 

can be done using one route as a case in point because we cannot expect to capture and 

audit all issues on all manner of routes. We need to update our current walking and cycling 

map and I suggest that this can be done after the LCWIP. 



* The following additional correspondence has subsequently been received from the 

consultant, WSP: 

Hi Josh, 

Since my last email, I’ve had a chat with James about the two additional walking route spurs 

in north Thatcham.  

James has a slightly different interpretation of the routes, suggesting that we audit the 

sections shown in orange below: 

 

Park Avenue 

Masefield 

Road 

Shakespeare 

Road 

Sagecroft 

Road 



We note that there is a more direct spur to the west of Park Lane (image below). However, 

as this appears to use a private street, we don’t propose to use it for our walking route 

network. 

  

 

  

  

I look forward to hearing your thoughts. 

David Lawrence BA (Hons) MSc MCIHT 

 

 

Committee is asked to confirm that its submission in response No. 2 above, 

corresponds with the proposed routes highlighted in orange above. 


