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LCC Policy Forum 

25 June 2014, 6.30pm-8:50pm 

London Cycling Campaign, 2 Newhams Row, London, SE1 3UZ 

Present: 

Policy Forum Members: Anthony Gilmour, Oliver Schick, Rachel Aldred, Kristy Revell, Philip 
Loy, Andrea Casalotti, David Arditti, Spencer Harradine, George Colouris 

Others: Charlie Fernandez (Brent), Sabine Mosner (Lambeth), Kevin Hickman (Inclusive 
Cycling), Charlie Lloyd (LCC Staff), Alex Ingram (Hammersmith and Fulham), Mark Treasure 
(Cycling Embassy), Jonathan Fingland (Greater Manchester Cycling Campaign), Tom 
Bogdanowicz (LCC Staff), Anita Frizzarin (Islington) 

Apologies: Ruth Bradshaw, John Wood, Brenda Puech, Jane Davies, Alastair Hanton 

Actions Summary 

A. Policy forum to work with borough groups (by speaking to the local groups, ahead of 
their upcoming forum) about how to collaboratively develop a best practice guide. 
Rachel will lead on this action, initially via Local Groups Forum. 

B. The motoring grid. Andrea to re-circulate his policy note for discussion by email, with 
a view to further debate next meeting. 

C. Buses and bikes. The meeting voted to agree the policy paper subject to a number of 
further amendments recorded at the meeting, to be made by Rachel. A related 
motion will be put to the LCC AGM this year. 

D. Inclusive cycling: Charlie and Spencer to assist Kevin in sourcing legal advice re: the 
implications of the Equality Act. 

E. Work on motoring offences and enforcement (Anthony) to be brought forward via a 
seminar in Autumn. Anthony to liaise with Rachel on this. 

F. One-way systems - Mark Treasure to redraft proposed motion as a policy paper for 
further discussion by the Forum, by email and at next meeting. Alex and Philip 
expressed interest in contributing to this. 

G. Seminars. As well as the motoring offences seminar, proposed events for Autumn 
include a Women's Cycling Forum, a forum sharing current academic cycling 
research, and one on the impacts of new motor vehicle technologies. 

Detailed Minutes (combined from Kristy’s and Anthony’s notes) 

LCC Policy Forum 

25 June 2014, 6.30pm 

1. Minutes and matters arising. 
Minutes of the previous meeting were agreed. Matters arising included policy projects 
on inclusive cycling and the motoring grid, which were included in later agenda items. 
 

2. The meeting discussed what the Forum has contributed to the 2014 campaign 
and lessons learnt. 
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2.1 CTC have published a heat map of responses. 
2.2 The CTC tool helps identify where there are high levels of cycling, this 

could be used to tailor campaigns and target action. 
2.3 LCC achieved a very high level of engagement. 
2.4 It appears that people want to engage on local issues that are relevant to 

them – this may have been why the campaign was so successful. 
2.5 The IT campaign was incredibly well developed and well organised. 
2.6 The campaign helped educate councillors about cycling. 
2.7 However, the only measure of success of the campaign was whether the 

councillor supported the ‘ask’, rather than the overall concept of space for 
cycling. 

2.8 Some of the campaign volunteers lacked knowledge and training required 
to be most effective. 

2.9 It was suggested that it may be possible to identify LCC members who 
had taken part in the campaign (sent an email to their councillor) and live 
near the ‘ask’, to get targeted assistance on campaigns. 

2.10 It would be good to develop a guide of best practice to support 
councillors in delivering the ‘ask’. 

2.11 Spencer spoke about how the ward ‘ask’ in Bromley had been used to 
obtain funding through safer routes to schools. 

Current Policy Projects #1 

3. Buses and bikes 
The revised paper was discussed and agreed subject to amendments which 
would refer to: 

3.1 How many PCUs is a bus? This should be made apparent in the paper. 
3.2 PCUs are flawed, for example, a van is the equal to a car in PCUs but not 

in terms of impact on cycle safety. They do not present the same risk. 
3.3 Bendy buses could return to London and should therefore be covered in 

the paper. 
3.4 May be helpful to include advantages and disadvantages of the different 

bus types. 
3.5 Paper should include detail on bus lanes and optimum design width; this 

should be 4.4m rather than 4m. This information is included within the 
LCDS. 

3.6 The Dutch differentiate on the type of cycle provision required dependent 
on cyclist flows, maybe we should do this too? 

3.7 Suggestion that there is a corporate governance issue with responsibility 
for safety and bus companies. This could be covered by broadening the 
section on training and education. 

3.8 Might be helpful to highlight that bus users tend to come from lower socio-
economic groups. 

3.9 The paper could include more on bus stop bypasses and in what 
circumstances they are suitable. Suggested that bus stop bypasses must 
be used where there are protected cycle lanes, but could be considered in 
other situations. 

3.10  In principle, LCC supports bus stop bypasses. 



LCC Policy Forum 
 

3 
 

3.11 There is a lack of clarity as to whether the paper implies that it is 
LCC’s position to affect the bus priority network – it was agreed that this is 
dependent on the nature of the route, the number of cyclists and the 
conflict in space. 

3.12 There was a question as to whether we should be encouraging the 
mixing of bikes with buses at all, is this something that LCC should 
advocate. 

3.13 The paper does not clearly identify that better design can benefit 
buses as well as cyclist safety, by speeding up bus flows (easier for buses 
to pull out of stops). 

3.14 The ‘cyclist stay back’ stickers are now to be removed from London 
buses, so this can be removed. 

3.15 The question of whether to advocate for a ban on taxi’s in cycle lanes 
was posed. It was felt that this maybe wasn’t a fight worth having however 
it was noted that taxis are banned from bus lanes in the City of London. 

3.16 Currently, black cabs are allowed in bus lanes because they need to 
be able to pull over to pick people up/drop them off. 

3.17 If LCC advocated a ban on taxi’s in bus lanes this could generate 
negative press coverage. 

3.18 However there is an increasing risk that other taxis will be allowed in 
bus lanes. 

3.19 TfL are not necessarily opposed to losing bus lanes to cycle space. In 
Shepherd’s Bush they did not protest to the loss of two bus lanes to make 
way for cycle facilities. They support schemes if the overall design is 
appropriate. 

3.20 It was proposed that the paper could suggest that where transport 
facilities such as rail is improved and road network space becomes 
available, this space could be reapportioned to cyclists and pedestrians. 
However it was felt that it is unlikely that spare road network would be 
available in coming years. For example, this did not happen with the 
opening of the Overground. 

3.21 Objection to reference to congestion benefits. 
3.22 Statement about taking space for cycling – should be made more 

positive, rewording along these lines agreed. 
3.23 It was agreed that a motion based on the paper should be taken to the 

AGM. 

Current Policy Projects #2 

4. Inclusive cycling 
4.1 There are shortcomings in DfT’s documents but it is not clear how these 

can be challenged. 
4.2 Advice was received from the equality and human rights commission but it 

was not particularly helpful. Further advice is required. 
4.3 The British Standard on disability and access may be extended to include 

the external urban environment. If this happened this could be used to 
press for more inclusive cycling facilities. 
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5. Motoring offences (Anthony). This will be covered in a seminar. 
 

6. Traffic modelling (Philip). This work is on-going. 
  

7. The motoring grid (Andrea). 
7.1 The motoring grid paper is intended as policy guidance for current policy 

projects. 
7.2 It could be used as a core part of how to solve and think about individual 

schemes. 
7.3 Andrea has looked at RTF classification.  Should be core part of thinking 

about answers to individual schemes:  logical hierarchy. 
7.4 Andrea will re-circulate his paper on the motoring grid for discussion via 

email. 
 

8. Possible new policy projects. We discussed Mark Treasure’s paper tabled at the 
meeting, Motion - one-way systems, and agreed that Mark would revise it as a longer 
policy note, with discussion by email and at the next meeting. 

8.1 Mark introduced his paper briefly. 
8.2 Several points were made and discussed. 

8.2.1 One was that the proposal needed to mesh with policy on 
filtered permeability (as in areas without through motor 
traffic). 

8.2.2 Another was that one-way systems (a) generally increased 
speed and (b) caused more complex junctions.  Not 
everyone was convinced there.  Mark said he would be 
happy to do some research on road width and speeds. 

8.2.3 Some thought that, at least for back roads, one-way 
systems might have the same effect as filtered 
permeability, and might not encourage fast driving. 

8.2.4 Some were, for various reasons, against the whole 
approach of one-way streets:  a better approach was 
needed to modal filtering. 

8.2.5 However, others thought the draft motion was right to leave 
one-way working for motor vehicles as an option.  The 
question was when to go two-way.  Main streets and small 
residential streets were different and might need to be 
treated differently.  The draft motion needed more on how 
to deal with complex facts, such as the current West End 
schemes. 

8.3 Mark clarified some points: His proposal was mainly about main roads. It 
was mainly about private motor traffic, which could be one-way while 
public transport was two-way. It reflected Dutch experience, where 
leaving only one lane open to private motor traffic gained space for other 
uses. 

8.4 The meeting discussed questions about applying that practice in London.  
Were there any one-way streets in London that were any good?  One 
explanation might be the intention of the road-arrangements.  In the UK 
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we had tended to design for motor traffic flow:  one-way streets designed 
on other principles might be better. 

 
9. Seminars 

9.1 Recently had seminars with Living Streets and the head of the Danish 
Cyclists Federation and former ‘cycling’ Mayor of Copenhagen  

9.2 Upcoming ideas include: 
9.2.1 Women’s cycle forum event 
9.2.2 On-going cycling research, talks from academics 
9.2.3 Motor vehicle offences – enforcement 
9.2.4 The role of technology in cycle safety 

 

 

 

 

 

 


