
LCC Policy Forum 
Minutes of meeting 6 pm, 6 April 2016 at University of Westminster 
 
Present: Andrew Larssen, Kristy Revell, Anthony Gilmour, George Coulouris, Isabelle 
Clement, Gareth Redmond-King, Anita Frizzarin, Philip Loy, Rachel Aldred, Alastair 
Hanlon 
Apologies: Tom Harrison 
 
Actions summary 

● Isabel to participate in future Media Group meetings (Item 4(i)) 
● Tom to pass on basics on principles for defining motoring grid (Item 4(ii)) 
● Philip to convene a Modelling Working Group (electronically) 
● Rachel to discuss the consultation rubric on CLOS with Simon Munk  

Minutes 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item)  
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 
All Action points resolved except: 
* Tom to pass on basics on principles for defining motoring grid – collate evidence and 
communicate to Policy Forum 
 - to follow, Rachel will send some additional source material to Tom 
* Event with other groups on Liveable Communities? Buy in from Living Streets, disabled, 
BIDs – think about 
 - See below under item 8 Seminars 
* Philip to produce draft on modelling issues before next Policy Forum meeting 
 - action on Phil as under Item 4 below 
* Anthony to look at proposed Pedicabs legislation 
 - Anthony had identified some of the issues, on which he reported. He will carry the 
action forward to the next meeting. 
* Philip to look at motor traffic capacity case for far east (of) London river crossings 
 - action carried forward 
3. Policy projects general discussion: how to progress these best 
 - agreed that the use of working parties was to be encouraged. WP’s should have 
defined goals and a fixed lifetime. 
4. Updates on current ongoing policy projects (Standing Item)  
(i) Media Working Group 
The group has been formed and met (twice?) and is making good progress. Gareth 
reminded us that one of the objectives is to produce a ’data/fact/infographic sheet’ for use 
in writing media material.  Isabel asked to be included in future meetings. 
(ii) Filtering/motoring grid 
Held over for Tom’s participation. 
(iii) Modelling 
Phil reviewed an incomplete draft for a Briefing Note and this was welcomed. It was 
suggested that the completion of this, extended to include a statement of objectives should 
be regarded as a first step in a programme of work to establish LCC’s expertise on traffic 
modelling.  
It was agreed that a Working Party should be set up to complete the document. Phil would 
lead the WG and Rachel, Kristy and George would constitute the group (which is open 
others with an interest/expertise). The WP will proceed by commenting and contributing to 
a shared document. E.g. a Google Doc. George agreed to interact with Phil over the best 
choice of software. 
(iv) Inclusive cycling 
Nothing to report other than a possible joint project. 



(v) Cyclists and disabled pedestrians 
Isabel outlined the content of a draft document that is near to completion. She outlined a 
proposed action that aims to get pedestrians and cyclists working together to review the 
impact of cycling infrastructure for disabled pedestrians. Action would be to hold an on-site 
workshop at one of the CSH’s and to produce a video of the results. 
5. Possible new policy projects (Standing Item) 
No new projects were proposed. 
 
8. Seminars (Standing Item)  
Rachel is working to set up a seminar on on Liveable Communities (for 9 June, day before 
Hackney Cycling Conference).  
A Seminar is planned on the ‘Propensity to Cycle tool’ on 23 May. 
 
9. AOB (Standing Item) 
Anthony raised some questions about the use of CLOS in assessing cycling infrastructure 
proposals. He mentioned: 

1. A particular instance in which Sustrans reps working on a Quietway proposal in 
Lambeth. The original design had included a critical fail in carriageway width. They 
had modified the design in a formulaic way by removing the central white line 
without actually improving the safety. It was suggested that Brian Deegan can be 
contacted about such issues/problems. 

2. He questioned the validity of the rubric stating that schemes should not be funded 
unless they achieve a CLOS score of 70, which is now being included in LCC’s 
consultation responses. It was suggested that the score of 70 would perhaps more 
appropriately be mentioned as an aspiration without the statement that schemes 
should not otherwise be funded. Rachel offered to discuss this with Simon Munk 
although it might be interpreted as potentially more a matter for CAMS than policy. 

 
10. next meeting 6 pm Wed 8 June – venue TBC; the following meeting will be on Tue 9 
August 
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