LONDON CYCLING CAMPAIGN                                                                             [image: image1.jpg]‘e

LONDON
CYCLING

o ¥ Sl




2 Newham's Row
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15th July 2011

Garrett Emmerson,

Chief Operating Officer

Transport for London

STEngagement@tfl.gov.uk

Dear Mr. Emmerson,

London Cycling Campaign welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft Network Operating Strategy for managing and operating London's street network.

London Cycling Campaign is a charity with a membership of over 11,000 Londoners with representation in every borough. London Cycling Campaign promotes the interests of all cyclists in London.

Introduction

LCC found the draft Network Operating Strategy a profoundly disappointing document.  It covers some aspects of street and traffic management in fine detail but misses out several fundamental issues and does not represent a balanced approach to serving the needs of all road users.

We are reminded of section 31 of the Traffic Management Act 2004 which states that traffic includes all road users, including pedestrians. We are also reminded of the schedule to the Act and the binding guidance from the Department for Transport which states that an authority's Network Duty " is placed alongside all the other things that an authority has to consider, and it does not take precedence. So, for example, securing the expeditious movement of vehicles should not be at the expense of an authority’s road safety objectives."

We are concerned that the strategy is based on a poor estimate of the modal split of journies on the network.  The breakdown of journey stages in the Foreward to the strategy fails to include any walking trip stages to and from public transport, nor any whole walk journeys made by visitiors to London.  We estimate that the real number of walking stages would be at least double the 6 million stated and could be three times that figure.

We also believe that the cycling journey stages are under estimated as the LTDS does not have sufficient sample size in each area of London to produce reliable data which is consistent year by year.  This data may exclude short stages and stages linking to other modes.  In addition the growth in cycle use as evidenced by automatic counters on the TLRN and some borough roads suggests that actual journey stage numbers are much higher than 0.5 million.

The growth in cycle traffic has been concentrated in the inner and central areas, as evidenced by the cordon count data which shows more than a quarter of passenger vehicles entering the central area in the morning peak are cycles and on some bridges this proportion rises to between 30% and 42% of all vehicles.   .We could find no reference in the draft NOS of the variations in mode share in different parts of London nor any consideration of the implications for road management which follow.

The draft NOS appears to take no account of the likely increases in cycling mode share, not least due to the expressed policy of the current and previous Mayor to rapidly increase cycle use.  We note that TfL's Analysis of Cycling Potential document concludes that "In total, 4.3 million trips per average day have been identified as potentially cyclable, equivalent to 23 per cent of trips (major journey stage) by all modes and 35 per cent of trips (major journey stages) by mechanised modes". Analysis of the characteristics of these trips (major journey stages) shows that: "Nearly two thirds of potentially cyclable trips (major journey stage) are currently made by car with the remainder largely made by bus".
Similarly the draft NOS does not seem to take account of the observed decline in private motor transport in London over recent years.
Chapter 2  Managing the Network
LCC supports the MTS key high level transport outcomes that fall under the NOS.

· Public Transport Capacity and Reliability

· Reducing Road Casualties

· An Increase in Walking and Cycling

· Smoothing Traffic Flow (managing delay, improving journey time reliability and resilience)

· Improving Road User Satisfaction (for drivers, pedestrians and cyclists)

LCC welcomes on P11

“The Mayor’s aim in smoothing traffic flow is to increase the reliability and predictability of all journeys. (This includes) tackling ‘stop-start’ traffic conditions, which increase emissions of harmful pollutants. The aim is to improve conditions for all existing road users (including cyclists and pedestrians), not to create additional car journeys”.

Particularly the commitment “not to create additional car journeys”

However the main reason that Londoners give for not cycling is fear of motor traffic (Cycle Safety Action Plan p.8). Maintaining existing levels of motor traffic means that the MTS commitment to increase cycling won’t be achieved.

Chapter 3 Measuring the performance of the road network

LCC notes on P14 that

“TfL has identified a set of key performance measures that collectively quantify the performance of the road network: 

• Journey time reliability (the strategic MTS outcome measure)

• Journey time/(motor)traffic speed

• Volume of demand

• Volume of delay and disruption (to motor traffic) due to planned and unplanned events

• Numbers of road works and other events or recorded incidents (eg ones

that impact on the availability of the network (to motor vehicles))

• Satisfaction with road network performance

LCC notes on the above:
Journey time reliability, the strategic MTS outcome measure, is one of the main reasons people give for cycling.  It is unacceptable that the only metric for this indicator is:  "light goods vehicles, heavy goods vehicles and cars". That precludes any comparison with other modes and prevents strategies to promote mode shift being included in the TfL plan.

Planned and unplanned events, and roadworks rarely affect journey time reliability for cycling.  Where they do it usually is the result of poor planning by the undertakers and failure to follow DfT guidance on the management of cycling at roadworks.

We note that injury collisions are the cause of the largest category of serious and severe network disruption.   It is disappointing that in the rest of the network strategy there is only one paragraph dealing with measures to reduce the number and severity of injury collisions and a very few pages on measures to improve the traffic management and notification to reduce the impact of these collision on congestion.

We note that the lowest level of user satisfaction on the TLRN comes from cyclists. This is no surprise yet the draft NOS has no specific measures to remedy this. The majority of the NOS is dedicated to strategies for alleviating motor traffic congestion. There are no similar strategies for maintaining and developing cycle infrastructure, such as cycle lanes.
Chapter 4 Maximising the efficient and reliable operation of the network.

As noted above there is no analysis of mode shift towards more reliable and space efficient modes as a remedy for poor network performance.  

We note that the metrics for measuring traffic signal efficiency are inappropriate for pedestrian and cycle crossing movements.   The only suitable metric would be to measure the overall delay to these modes, which by their nature clear the junction on a single green phase almost all the time.  To ignore the lengths of red phases distorts any conclusions from current method of junction analysis.

We further note that the discussion of allowing motorcycles in bus lanes on the TLRN down plays the major result of the TfL trials. Namely the significant increase in the number and rate of motorcyclist injury collisons on road where motorcyclists used bus lanes and the relative increase in the rate of cyclist injury collisons compared to roads where motorcycles did not use bus lanes.  The intended purpose of the 2008 -10 trial was to measure the impact on traffic but no competent analysis was made of those impacts. It is very likely that the increase in injury collisons would lead to an increase in congestion on those roads.

Chapter 5 Minimising the impact of planned interventions.

As noted above cycles are mainly disadvanted at roadworks due to the failure of untertakers to follow DfT guidance on the safe management of roadworks.

Chapter 6 Minimising the occurence of unplanned events.

As injury collisons are the most disruptive category of unplanned event and the most costly in financial and social terms it is disappointing that this chapter concentrates on infrastructure and system failures instead of addressing measures to reduce the number of injury collisons on the network.    A significant opportunity to improve network performance is being missed.

Chapter 7 Managing demand at key pinch points, valves and hot spots.

It is particulary disappointing that there is no analysis of managing demand across the whole network.  That should be at the forefront of this whole document.  It is incredible that there is no mention of the congestion charging zone except as a data collection point.

London Cycling Campaign welcomes the recognition that cycling specific interventions and other mode shift interventions can be used to reduce the demand for motorised traffic at pinch points, thus reducing congestion.  If it works at these points surely it would work throughout the network.  As evidenced in the few areas of London with the most dramatic uptake in cycling, mode shift is an extremely cost effective way of removing congestion and increasing network transport efficiency.
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