
London Cycling Campaign Policy Forum 
 

Minutes of Meeting of 26 March 2014, 
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), Andrea Casalotti 
(Islington, general membership), Philip Loy (Lambeth, inner boroughs), and 
Anthony Gilmour, secretary (Lambeth, general membership). 
 
LCC staff: 
Charlie Lloyd (Campaigns Officer). 
 
Other LCC Members (observers): 
Kevin Hickman, Jane Davis, (Lewisham), John Wood (Bromley), Ruth Bradshaw, Alastair 
Hanton (Southwark), and Anita Frizzarin (Islington). 
 
 
Agenda 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item) 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 
3. 2014 Campaign - updates on asks & activity 
4. Buses and Bikes - comments, process, discussion, next steps 
5. Updates on other policy projects (Standing Item):  Inclusive Cycling;  Motoring Grid;  
Motor Vehicle Offences – Enforcement;  Transport Modelling 
6. Software tools for modelling route changes 
7. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) 
8. Policy Forum Election Process 
9. Future Meeting Venues 
10. AOB (Standing Item) 
11. Close 

 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item), including election update and welcome for new 
Policy Forum members 
 
1.1 Welcome, and new Forum members:  Rachel welcomed those attending, who 
introduced themselves.  Three new members had been elected to the Forum:  Spencer 
Harradine and David Arditti as the two outer borough groups’ representatives, and Kristy 
Revell as the non-borough groups’ representative. 
 
1.2 Apologies:  There were apologies from Kristy Revell, David Arditti, Tom Bogdanowicz, 
Oliver Schick, Brenda Puech, and George Coulouris. 
 
 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item)  
 
2.1 The Minutes of the meeting of 29 January 2014:  The draft minutes as circulated for 
this meeting were agreed as a true and accurate record of the last meeting (with item 7.3 
corrected to read ‘Dave Horton’). 
 
2.2 Matters arising (not already on the agenda):  None raised. 



 
3. 2014 Campaign - updates on asks & activity 
(See 3 in the minutes for 29 January.) 
 
3.1 The campaign was to be launched on 7 April.  Those leading on the ask summaries, if 
they had not already done so, should still send revised versions (with more references to 
supporting evidence) to Amy Summers and Mike Cavenett, as that would still be useful. 
 
3.2 The meeting ran through how things stood on the summaries of the ‘asks’: 

• AWTMTs:  George and Anthony had agreed some revisions. 
• Rachel had dealt with those for Greenways and 20mph. 
• Jane Davis had looked further at the summary for Safe Routes to School, but not 

yet sent in a revised version.  She was to send a revised version to Amy and Mike. 
• Philip had updated the Protected Space and Liveable High Streets summaries. 

 
Action: Jane (and anyone else yet to send in a revised version of their ‘ask’)  
 
3.3 The meeting noted the current consultation on redeveloping the area of the main 
Elephant and Castle roundabout.  It was suggested that the LCC locally should consider 
how that fitted into the ‘asks’ for the wards affected. 
 
3.4 Car-parking:  
 

3.4.1 For the Protected Space ask, in particular, we needed suggestions on how to 
deal with car-parking issues.  (But one could have both, in which case the car-parking 
should be outside the protected space, with a buffer strip to stop ‘dooring’.) 
 

3.4.2 Alastair suggested building alliances around civilizing streets, and had used the 
video on a road in Oxford where different groups had worked together.  He was to send 
a link.1 
 
3.4.3 Anyone with suggestions could email the Forum elist. 
 
3.4.4 Car-parking was also a problem for existing cycling facilities, such as in parts of 
outer London where commuters park on parts of the LCN near railway stations.  
(Controlled parking zones might deal with that.) 

 
 
4. Buses and Bikes - comments, process, discussion, next steps  
(See 3 in the minutes for 27 November last, and 5.2 in those for 29 January.) 
We would discuss the draft paper.  Rachel would then redraft it, taking account of that, and 
of comments already made (such as by Rik Andrew and George Coulouris), and put out a 
revised draft on the elist for comments. 
 
4.1 Were wide shared lanes a reasonable option, at least if powered two-wheelers and 
taxis were excluded (as they are from some lanes in the City of London, though TfL were 
difficult about that on their roads)?  On the whole the meeting was against having to share 
lanes with buses, especially where that ran counter to the policy on Protected Space for 
Cycling.  Subject to that, the meeting agreed with the general thrust of the paper. 
 

                                                           
1
  [It is Beechcroft Road.  He has provided this link:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WawJKtvVHKs] 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WawJKtvVHKs


4.2 A particular case raised was the redesign of the Nag’s Head one-way system at 
Holloway, to return it to two-way working.  All private motor traffic might run along Isledon 
Road and Tollington Road, allowing a more thorough redesign of Parkhust Road and the 
relevant part of Seven Sisters Road.  There, LCC had said they would prefer a two-way 
cycle track and a one-way bus lane;  while TfL wanted bus lanes both ways.  So we 
needed to decide whether there was an acceptable trade-off in terms of shared lanes. 
 
4.3 Andrea suggested having some case studies from across London.  Rachel said that 
the paper was more about the general principle of greater priority for cycling, but agreed to 
consider including something about specifics. 
 
4.4 There was much discussion, and views differed, on how far cycle-use should be 
replacing bus use, or instead accommodating it.  (One point was the sheer scale of bus 
use in London.)  There was more agreement that active travel should be replacing short-
distance bus travel, and that we should be addressing the need to travel.  One suggestion 
was to cut the number of bus stops, though that would cause problems for disabled users.  
Another was that trams might help, but the Mayor had ditched the tram plans. 
 
4.5 The meeting agreed that we could properly take a different view from Living Streets on 
floating bus stops;  but that we should add to the paper to say that they could be handled 
better for walkers.  (They were fairly new to most people in the UK, but were found in 
some 1930s developments.) 
 
4.6 Also, it was agreed to add something about bendy-buses, though London’s had been 
sold to Bristol and York. 
 
Action: Rachel 
 
5. Updates on other policy projects (Standing Item)  
 
5.1 Inclusive Cycling (see 5.1 in the minutes for 29 January): 
 

5.1.1 Kevin reported on the position.  Since our Inclusive Cycling Policy seminar on 12 
February, the group had done a presentation to borough cycling officers.  And they had 
been trying to get material taken into TfL and local authority documents. 
 
5.1.2 How far could they use the equality duty 2 to press for changes?  Had others 
managed that?  The Department for Transport was meant to have reviewed their 
policies, but it seemed hadn’t.  The group could ask the Equality and Human Rights 
Commission for guidance, but could do with having someone on board who knew about 
that area of law. 
 
5.13 The meeting discussed those issues and several points were made. 

• Someone had got a barrier removed under the old DDA (somewhere like Mitcham 
Common), which had benefited all cyclists. 

• Southwark B C saw that kind of thing as relevant to arguments about streetscape.3 

                                                           
2
  [That is the equality duty in the Equality Act 2010.  It replaced the separate equality duties in earlier acts, including 

the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.  The Equality and Human Rights Commission have some guidance, such as at: 
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/public-sector-equality-duty and 
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/publication/services-public-functions-and-associations-statutory-code-practice ] 
3
  [See DS 213 at http://www.southwark.gov.uk/downloads/download/3339/design_standards_-_accessibility ] 

http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/public-sector-equality-duty
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/publication/services-public-functions-and-associations-statutory-code-practice
http://www.southwark.gov.uk/downloads/download/3339/design_standards_-_accessibility


• The LCC could look for help from lawyers interested in this area of law.  If Kevin 
prepared a succinct ‘ask’, Charlie would put that out. 

 
Action: Kevin and Charlie. 
 
5.2 Motoring Grid (see 6 in the minutes for 29 January): 
 
5.2.1 Andrea introduced this as a strategy for removing through motor traffic from non-
arterial roads.  It was (he said) the Dutch principle of classifying roads as distributor roads, 
non-distributor roads, and so on, and treating them accordingly.  Whereas TfL and other 
British highway authorities tended to treat roads as ways where anyone could go.  That 
approach stopped highway authorities (such as his council in Islington) from putting in a 
cycling grid on their roads.  Why not press TfL etc. to follow Dutch-style practice there? 
 
5.2.2 The meeting found much attractive in the paper.  Thus: 

• It challenged the assumption that cars should be able to go anywhere on the road 
grid. 

• It suggested a framework for a cycling grid that went beyond the proposed cycling 
grid for central London. 

• It would allow us to have fewer traffic lights on back roads. 
• The kind of classification needed was already used here (such as by the Mayor’s 

Roads Task Force), so we could latch onto that. 
 
5.2.3 But some saw problems from running different things together.  

• It was one thing to set a motoring grid and cut off through motor traffic on back 
roads, and another to decide how to treat the main roads of the motoring grid. 

• Cyclists would often want to cycle to somewhere on the motoring grid.  Indeed, 
some high streets would be on that grid. 

• With the motoring grid, would we be saying that some roads (such as Euston 
Road) were not for cycling? 

Andrea was not saying that.  (Some roads could be quietened, and others could have 
protected space for cycling.)  But he was to think further in the light of the discussion. 
 
Action: Andrea 
 
5.3 Motor Vehicle Offences - Enforcement (see 5.3 in the minutes for 29 January): 
 
5.3.1 Anthony had no news to report. However, he suggested holding a seminar or 
workshop on this area.  He was to discuss that with Rachel. 
 
5.3.2 Charlie said that TfL had set up a road safety steering group.  The policy aim was to 
enforce road rules rather than after crashes, - although enforcement should do both.  The 
group had representatives from, among others, Sustrans, LCC, Living Streets, and the 
Metropolitan Police and City Police (at various levels). 
 
Action: Anthony 
 
5.4 Transport Modelling (see 5.4 in the minutes for 29 January): 
Philip was working on that, and was collecting examples of traffic ‘evaporation’. 
 
Action: Philip 
 



6. Software tools for modelling route changes  
We discussed the tool suggested by George Coulouris, and agreed that it would be useful.  
Thus it would help with Andrea’s project (5.4 above), such as with the question, How 
would I drive to P on the motoring grid? 
 
 
7. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) 
 
7.1 Rachel reported that the two recent seminars/workshops, on inclusive cycling and 
victim-blaming, had gone quite well.  Presentations to the former were already available 
online.  There was also a transcript for much of the latter, which she agreed to put online. 
 
7.2 Rachel invited suggestions for other events.  (And see here 5.3 above.) 
 
Action: Rachel, and others involved with the Forum 
 
 
8. Policy Forum Election Process 
(See 8.1 in the minutes for 29 January.) 
 
8.1 The meeting discussed the election process.  There were some worries about the 
process for borough group representatives.  The nomination process might misfire, when 
one is asked to nominate someone not knowing how good they might be.  And there were 
questions about how some of the local groups were organised.  The meeting discussed 
how things might be changed.  If there were to be changes, then a motion would be 
needed to the LCC AGM in 2015, so there was no rush. 
 
8.2 The meeting dealt also with some other points about the Forum.  It was suggested that 
the Forum had helped the LCC make policy in a much more considered way;  and that the 
policy output of the Forum would help borough groups engage with some of the issues 
with more force and direction.  But how best to keep borough groups and members 
informed?  Thus: 

• Should we have Forum members speaking at borough group meetings? 
• Should the borough group representatives be doing more there? 
• Should more borough group e-lists give news about the Forum - perhaps a note 

giving feedback about the latest Forum meeting? 
• Should we be giving material to the LCC office to pass on to LCC members and 

others (as they have various tracks for communicating information)? 
It was agreed to discuss that kind of thing next time. 
 
Action:  Rachel to put on the agenda for the next meeting. 
 
 
9. Future Meeting Venues  
(See 8.2 in the minutes for 29 January.)  The Forum discussed this again.  We agreed that 
meetings should continue to be at the LCC’s office, as now, save when there was a good, 
specific reason (say, an issue about specific infrastructure) to hold a meeting elsewhere. 
 
 
10. AOB (Standing Item):  None raised. 
 
11. The meeting ended at 8.50pm:  next meeting Wednesday 25th June. 

http://lcc.org.uk/pages/inclusive-cycling-policy

