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London Cycling Campaign Policy Forum 
 

Minutes of Meeting of 28 October 2015, 
at 6.30pm at the LCC's offices at 2 Newhams Row, London SE1 3UZ 

 
Present: 
Forum Members: 
Rachel Aldred, chair (Hackney, Board), Spencer Harradine (Bromley, outer boroughs), 
George Coulouris (Camden, inner boroughs), Philip Loy (Lambeth, inner boroughs), and 
Anthony Gilmour, secretary (Lambeth, general membership). 
 
LCC staff:  Tom Bogdanowicz (Senior Policy and Development Officer) and Charlie Lloyd 
(Campaigns Officer). 
 
Other LCC Members etc (observers):  Kevin Hickman, Anita Frizzarin (Islington), and 
Steven Edwards (Camden). 
 

Agenda  

 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item) 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 
3. Upcoming Policy Forum Elections (For discussion) 
4. Reflections on policy process, role of PF and governance changes (For discussion) 
5. Updates on other current policy projects (Standing Item) 

5.1 Inclusive cycling 
5.2 Modelling 
5.3 Filtering/Motoring Grid 
5.4 Motor vehicle enforcement 

6. Possible new policy projects (Standing Item) 
7. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) – including ideas for new Autumn seminars, for 
discussion 
8. Arranging dates of upcoming meetings over the next year 
9. AOB (Standing Item) 
10. Close 
 

 

Actions Summary 

 
(1) Item 3 (Policy Forum elections):  
  (a) RA to frame some questions and the word limit for candidates’ statements.  
  (b) RA and other Forum members to help publicize the elections widely to LCC members.  
 
(2) Item 4 (policy process):  The Forum to consider whether to take on the question how the 
policy process should work as a policy project.  
 
(3) Item 5.1 Modelling:  
  (a) AF to send PL her email exchange about framing questions to TfL on modelling 
  (b) PL to co-ordinate work on a briefing note on questions to ask on modelling. 
 
(4) Item 5.4 (motor-vehicle enforcement):  AG to liaise now with TB on a possible seminar. 
 
(5) Item 7 (future seminars): 
  (a) GC to put on the elist details of his question to be put to the Mayor on using CLOS.  
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  (b) TB perhaps to telephone Philippe Crist.  
  (c) The Forum to take further the idea of a seminar on linking cycling better with rail travel 
at stations on Outer London  
 
(6) Item 8 (dates for meetings in 2016):  RA to send round a Doodle Poll about dates.  
 
 

 

Minutes 

1. Welcome, apologies 

1.1 The chair welcomed those present. 

 

1.2 There were apologies from Gareth Redmond (now appointed as one of the Board’s 

members of the forum), Simon Munk, David Arditti, and John Wood. 

 

2. Minutes of the previous meeting and matters arising  

2.1 The minutes for 29 July 2015 were to be adjusted at end of 4.1:  the action was to go to 

the Board on those policies the Forum recommended to be retired 

2.2 Otherwise, they were agreed as a true record.  However, the secretary should add a 

footnote to item 8.2 on what was at issue. 

2.3 Matters arising not otherwise on the agenda:  The meeting discussed whether  the AGM 

motion on one-way streets had included the point about case-by-case (in item 3.6). 

2.4 Update on Action Points Summary: 

(1) Circulating some CLOS assessments:  Superseded by the 2 seminars / workshops 

with Brian Deegan [on30 June & 19 October 2015]. 

(2) Putting briefing on one-way streets on the LCC website:  Done. 

(3) (a) Giving feedback to the Board on the policies that should be retired:  Done. 

(b) Start an email discussion on defining a core cycle network:  That should be 

discussed instead now in relation to the relevant AGM motion.1 

(4)  AG to liaise with CL about a possible seminar on motor vehicle enforcement:  See 5.4 

below. 

(5) RA to consider suggestions for seminars, and TB to try contacting Philippe Crist:  See 

7 below. 

 

3. Upcoming Policy Forum Elections 

3.1 The LCC would soon be re-electing the members of the Forum, apart from the Board 

representatives.  Arrangements needed to be put in hand.  There was a discussion. 

3.2 The Forum discussed statements for candidates, and agreed that:  

3.2.1 Candidates should again make a personal statement, up to (say) 150 words. 

3.2.2 Besides saying something about themselves, they should answer some questions 

such as about their interests and the difference they would make to the Forum.  

                                                           
1
  See Resolution 4 (“Creating LCC’s Vision for a Cyclised City”) passed at the 2015 AGM. 
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3.2.3 Rachel should set the questions and the word limit. 

Action:  Rachel 

3.3 The meeting discussed publicity for the elections.  Various points were made: 

3.3.1 We needed to get more people standing. 

3.3.2 We needed to keep a broad membership. 

3.3.3 We needed to get local groups to take more interest in the Forum and policy. 

3.3.4 We should make use of the LCC’s website and magazine. 

3.4 Rachel would ask LCC staff (Amy Summers and Charlie Tittle) to inform LCC Groups 

and members about the elections in the Friday Post and the newsletter, and so forth.  She 

asked others involved with the Forum to put the message out quickly on social media. 

Action:  Rachel and other Forum members 

3.5 The meeting noted that: 

3.5.1 There was nothing to stop George, now a trustee, from standing again as a group 

or members’ representative; 

3.5.2 Some LCC members wanted to come to meetings but not to stand for election. 

 

4. Reflections on policy process, role of PF and governance changes (see 3.2 – 3.5 in the 

minutes for 29 July and the email string on the Forum’s e-list, starting with Mustafa Arif’s email of yesterday) 

4.1 Rachel began the discussion.  There were different views on how well the Forum had 

worked, and on how the policy process should work.  She noted Ashok’s points (in his email 

of that day in the above string) on the background to the governance changes. 

4.2 The meeting discussed how the Forum and current processes had fared in framing 

policy.  There was a range of views.  Points made included these: 

4.2.1  It was a hard task.  We were coming up with individual policies.  The process had 

failed so far if it was meant to achieve a coherent worked-out set of policies. 

4.2.2 A coherent detailed set of policies would be too much to expect.  Rather, we 

should keep policies broad, with a background note. 

4.2.3 We did not need a policy handbook such as the CTC’s. 

4.2.4 Some thought that it was a flawed process producing flawed policies.  Agreeing 

policies through AGM motions cut across the Policy Forum process, and was one 

cause of problems.  Thus our last meeting had voted not to put a motion on one-

way streets to the AGM, leaving that open to more work.  But then a motion had 

come forward anyway.  And we ended up saddled with policies imposed by AGM 

motions, with all the problems that there had been over such motions (complexity, 

muddled discussion, muddles over amendments, the advantage given to good 

speakers, and so on). 

4.2.5 Others had been frustrated at our last meeting about that decision on one-way 

streets, and so had put a motion to the AGM. 

4.2.6 One problem some saw was that such motions settled policy, so cut short 

discussion.  Even so, we could review new motions, as we had old ones under 

item 4 at the last meeting. 
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4.2.7 Now the Board merely noted papers.  Board meetings did not have room to 

consider such matters in detail or approve them.  Indeed, the Policy Forum’s notes 

had not yet been put to the Board. 

 

4.3 The meeting discussed whether the new process for AGM policy motions would resolve 

things.  Some thought not.  But we needed to see how it bedded in.  

 

4.4 We discussed also the new arrangement making policy binding.  Would that conflict with 

our wish for policy to be flexible?  There might be no tension, because making it binding was 

only about the position of local groups as parts of the LCC. 

 

4.5 The meeting discussed how the policy process should or might work.  There was broad 

agreement that the process needed to involve the wider LCC membership, but less on how 

that should happen.  There were various suggestions and views. 

4.5.1 If policy was not set by the AGM, then how would LCC members have input, – 

how would policy have democratic legitimacy?  More upward flow of ideas to our 

framing of notes and so forth would widen accountability. 

4.5.2 Spencer quoted John Wood on two viable ways of setting policy (see the 

appendix below for the full text).  It could be set either (a) by the Board, with wider 

input, probably largely through the Policy Forum;  or ( b) through motions to the 

AGM (perhaps from the Policy Forum), but with wide engagement first and no 

amendment at the AGM.  Of the two processes, John thought the first better.  

Some agreed with that;  some disagreed. 

4.5.3 The Love London, Go Dutch campaign had been adopted after wide consultation 

on four options.  Though somewhat flawed, the process worked quite well to get 

engagement from the membership.  We wanted more engagement, even if not 

quite on those lines. 

4.5.4 We should use the existing structure of groups and committees.  Indeed, there 

had been calls for the local groups to be more involved.  For instance, motions 

could start in local groups, and go up to relevant Forums (Groups, Policy, & so 

forth). 

4.5.5 We should canvas supporters, too, and needed a web-based process for that. 

4.5.6 We couldn’t engage the whole membership on every policy or proposal.  But this 

forum was representative, and a reasonable process.  Papers could be put out 

and seen widely.  

4.5.7 Greater representation would come better through this Forum, the Board, and 

other processes, than through the AGM with all its problems (4.2.3 above). 

4.5.8 Making the Policy Forum bigger would help, but that would involve a changing its 

constitution (the founding motion). 

4.5.9 On some issues such as all-ability cycling we could go to specialist groups for 

advice and there was less need to consult the general membership. 

4.5.10 We needed to have more links in the magazine, the Friday Post, and so on, to 

Policy Forum papers and information:  we should keep reminding them. 

4.5.11 We could go out to local group meetings. 

4.5.12 The whole issue showed how urgent it was to get the message to local groups 

about the elections to the Forum. 
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4.6. Rachel said that we needed a process with the Board, and the Forum discussed that 

aspect. 

4.6.1 Some thought that, after a wide process, a policy should go to the Board to adopt, 

and then be put up on the website.  If Board meetings didn’t have time to deal with 

such matters, then they should delegate that to the Campaigns & Active 

Membership Committee (or another committee separate from the Policy Forum). 

4.6.2 Putting papers to the Board would nevertheless allow interested members to read 

them and ask questions. 

4.6.3 We needed flexibility:  perhaps putting up drafts and allowing the Board to come 

back in various ways. 

 

4.7 Rachel asked whether we should now have the policy process as a policy project. 

Action:  The Forum to consider that. 

 

5. Updates on other current policy projects 

5.1 Inclusive Cycling (See 5.2 in the minutes for 29 July and earlier references there): 

Kevin Hickman gave an update, reporting on problems: 

5.1.1 An LCC members’ survey had had an issue of language:  it didn’t mention hand-
cycles or tricycles.  He had talked to Ashok about getting in some more inclusive 
language.  (There was a discussion.  Kevin considered ‘bike’ alright, but not 
‘bicycle’.) 

5.1.2 A new barrier had appeared in Harefield (in Hillingdon) of the kind that slowed 
cycles, and blocked hand-cycles and the like altogether.  So there was an issue 
about new decisions.  (We discussed whether one could have electronic keys to 
such a barrier.) 

5.1.3 At Trinity Street, SE1, a long barrier stopped trikes, but even when that had been 
pointed out the residents still refused to change it. 

5.1.4 In consultations, especially on Quietways, there had been a problem with some 
Advance Stop Lines.  The LCDS made allowance for hand-cycles and so forth, but 
then allowed designs that didn’t cater for them.  The TRL studies used by TfL hadn’t 
tried out nonstandard cycles. 

5.1.5 At the junction of Baylis Road and Waterloo Road, a feeder lane in the middle of 
the road was a problem for non-standard cycles like trikes. 

5.2 Modelling (See 5.3 in the minutes for 29 July and earlier references there):   

5.2.1 Rachel was too busy to do anything much now, so should this drop off our list of 
current projects?  The main aim was to give activists the tools to challenge the 
modelling, though she had thought of more ambitious aims. 

5.2.2 Philip suggested a briefing note on the options, and offered to lead on that.  
Modelling itself was not the problem, but rather the policy context. 

5.2.3 Some groups did have problems contradicting what TfL or the Boroughs said about 
modelling.  The meeting discussed how to get details of TfL’s modelling for a 
scheme:  one did that by FOI, but had to ask for a specific document or information. 
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5.2.4 Philip should contact Alex Santacreu in Islington (ICAG) who knew about this area, 
and could help with the kinds of questions to ask. 

5.2.5 Anita had had an email exchange with TfL after talking to Alex, and would send that 
to Philip. 

5.2.6 It was agreed that a briefing note would be helpful and that Philip should coordinate 
that. 

Action:  Philip and Anita 

5.3 Filtering and the Motoring Grid (See 5.1 in the minutes for 29 July, and 6.1 in those for 29 April and 

earlier references there): 

5.3.1 Those leading on this topic were not at the meeting, but the Forum discussed a few 
points. 

5.3.2 As policy here was now in an AGM motion, what should we do now? 

5.3.3 The meeting discussed problems about classifying roads.  One problem was that 
some roads did more than one kind of function.  Another was that roads could have 
very different characters at different times.  (The LCN could be more dangerous 
than the A road, when the latter was more or less at a standstill.) 

5.3.4 Did developing a grid involve modelling? – Rachel said that TfL might make their 
modelling available free to researchers and others. 

5.4 Motor-vehicle enforcement (See 5.4 in the minutes for 29 July, and 6.4 in those for 29 April and 

earlier references there): 

5.4.1 Charlie L was leaving the LCC and Anthony should liaise now with Tom B on a 
possible seminar. 

5.4.2 We noted that Sean Berry and Caroline Russell might make good speakers. 

Action:  Anthony 

6. Possible new policy projects:  See 4.7 above.  Otherwise, none were suggested. 

7. Recent & Upcoming Seminars  (See also 2.4 (5) above) 

7.1 We discussed Brian Deegan’s second workshop (on 19 October) on the Cycling Level of 

Service assessment process (CLOS).  Anita and Anthony had been there and found it useful.  

George, meanwhile, had asked Andrew Dismore to put a question to the Mayor about getting 

CLOS used more:  he would put that on the Policy Forum elist. 

7.2 Rachel had been in touch with Mark Strong about running a seminar on area porosity 

analysis (in the LCDS) 2 

7.3 Tom B had emailed Philippe Crist.  He could follow up with a phone call (if we could find 

a phone number for him). 

7.4 Rachel said that more seminar ideas were always welcome. 

7.5 Spencer suggested something on linking up cycling better with rail.  In outer London, the 

only way of getting big gains for cycle commuting was to get more journeys to stations.  The 

meeting discussed that, and several points were made. 

                                                           
2
  [See 7.2 in the minutes for 29 July.] 
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7.5.1 One aspect was cycle parking at stations.  To help deal with theft, the Metropolitan 
Police Service were looking at cycle parking.  

7.5.2 Cycle parking at outer London stations did attract more cyclists. 

7.5.3 Possible speakers for such a seminar were Philip Darnton (former Chair of Cycling 
England), Conrad Haigh (head of integrated transport for the Association of Train 
Operating Companies), and Mark Trevethan at TfL, who had now taken on cycling 
and rail there. 

Action: Rachel, George (on 7.1), and Tom B (on 7.3) 

8. Arranging dates of upcoming meetings over the next year 

8.1 Agreed:  The next meeting would be in three months’ time, just after the PF 
elections:  say Wednesday 27 January 2016. 

8.2 Rachel would send round a Doodle Poll about that and some later dates. 

Action: Rachel 

9. Any Other Business:  None raised. 

10. Close:  The meeting ended at 8.35pm.  Next meeting:  see 8 above. 

 

 

Appendix 

 
[John Wood’s suggestions about the policy process:  see Item 4.5.2 above] 
 

 . . . there are 2  ways that policy can . . . conveniently and in my view effectively be set.  

 

[a] The policy is set by the board, who will take advice and guidance from whomever they see fit. Members will 

be able to send ideas to the board (probably through the filter of the policy forum). The board can then adopt 

these suggestions as policy or reject them. The board is an elected body so if there is dissatisfaction with the 

policies being adopted then there is a mechanism to tackle this. 

 

[b] Policies are put forward to the AGM much as now either through the policy forum or some other filter. 

These suggestions are discussed and debated online or in face to face meetings before the AGM to thrash out 

the issues and a wording is then arrived at. This proposed policy is placed before the AGM for a ballot - 

proposed and seconded followed by a brief explanation if needed on why the policy is necessary then straight to 

a vote; no discussion, no debate, no amendments, the policy is adopted or fails.  

 

Personally I think the first suggestion is best.  

 


