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London Cycling Campaign Policy Forum 
 

Minutes of Meeting of 24 September 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, 
outer boroughs), Oliver Schick (Hackney, Board), Andrea Casalotti (Islington, general 
membership), Kristy Revell (Camden, non-borough groups), David Arditti (Brent, outer 
boroughs), Philip Loy (Lambeth, inner boroughs), and Anthony Gilmour, secretary 
(Lambeth, general membership). 
 
LCC staff:  Charlie Lloyd (Campaigns Officer) and Rosie Downes (Campaigns Manager). 
 
Other LCC Members (observers):  Francis Bernstein (Southwark), Tom Harrison (Islington), 
Alastair Hanton (Southwark), and Anita Frizzarin (Islington). 
 
Agenda 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item) 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 
3. The Motoring Grid – developing our position (Andrea) 
4. Lobbying for modal filtering – producing a guide/support for member groups 
5. Keeping members informed about what the PF does (held over from last time) 
6. What might the LCC campaign on for the 2015 general election? 
7. Updates on other policy projects (Standing Item) 
8. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) – including new ideas for seminars 
9. AOB (Standing Item) 
10. Close 

 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item 

• Welcome:  Rachel welcomed those attending, who introduced themselves. 
• Apologies:  There were apologies from Tom Bogdanowicz, Brenda Puech, 

Kevin Hickman, John Wood, and George Coulouris. 
 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item)  
 
2.1 The Minutes of the meeting of 25 June 2014:  The draft minutes as circulated for this 
meeting were agreed as a true and accurate record of the last meeting (with item 3.15 
corrected to read ‘taxis’). 
 
2.2 Matters arising (not already on the agenda): Buses and bikes (Action C and point 3):  
A motion was being put to upcoming AGM.  One way systems (Action F and point 8):  
Philip  had not heard further, and Rachel would chase that up with Mark Treasure.  
(For  other points arising, see 7.2.2 & 7.3 below.) 

 
 
3 Motoring Grid (see 7 in the minutes for 25 June and 5.2 in those for 26 March;  the draft 
circulated again on 16 August;  and the discussion of item 4 below): 
 
3.1 Andrea explained again the purpose of the approach.  It helped show where to build 
cycling infrastructure, and how to deal with objections.  It could be backed up with work on 
traffic evaporation, to counter arguments from capacity.  Now, cars could go anywhere, but 
not cycles because of obstacles and dangers.  It should, rather, be the opposite. 
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3.2 We discussed the paper, and broadly supported it.  Points made included these: 
• There were two main things:  the concept, and the lines on the map. 
• Some thought the paper gave too much priority to quiet routes. 
• We wanted a cellular, granular approach to the road system in London, and not 

continental-style ring roads.  Indeed, the approach fitted well with our support for 
Areas Without Through Motor Traffic. 

• However, routes on the cycling grid needed to be direct, safe, and convenient.  It 
was not just a matter of identifying the cells. 

• There had been a worry about how the proposal dealt with cycling on main roads 
such as in town centres, but this draft dealt better with that. 

 
3.3 The Forum discussed how the ideas should be presented.  It was suggested that: 

• The paper’s title needed to be considered carefully:  the name should be simple 
and easily understood. 

• Important also was the paper’s structure. 
• We should adjust the draft to make it easier for local groups to understand. 
• There should be campaigning tips about how to apply the policy. 

 

3.4 The meeting discussed how such a policy might be developed and applied. 
• Should the LCC office work on a map showing the motoring grid, with input from 

local groups?  Most thought not:  we needed, rather, a systematic approach to 
network management, to be applied locally and piecemeal as chance arose, and 
particularly where there was local political support. 

• So it should be flexible and cascadable.  It should help direct local campaigning, but 
not be too restrictive.  (Compare the policy on Space For Cycling.)  

• Local groups could work on proposals with help from the LCC centrally, with the 
Policy Forum helping hold LCC HQ and policy to account. 

• Did we want to put a duty on local groups to help define such a grid in their area? 
• Hackney Cyclists already had an outline drawing of where through motor traffic 

should be allowed or barred, and were talking with Hackney Council about that.  
They had found it easier to get support among affluent residents, so easier to make 
progress in better-off areas. 

• But the work in developing such a grid would vary greatly between areas.  Thus 
Bromley had one ward that was bigger than some inner London Boroughs.  Yet 
LCC had far fewer active members in most outer London Boroughs. 

• Should we hone the policy now, or go out sooner to ask for views of local groups? 
 

3.5 Other points made: 

• Past measures to filter out through motor traffic, such as in housing estates, had 
been done badly, with modal filters impermeable to cycling. 

• This approach would mean much less motor traffic on local streets, and so less 
feeding onto arterial roads. 

• Some councils like Southwark seemed to be going the other way:  they were trying 
to increase motor traffic permeability, though with much traffic calming. 

• The road-building plans now aired were a threat, and we had to guard against 
trade-offs argued for by TfL and others who wanted motor traffic capacity. 

• We needed to be careful not to let cycling get trapped in a set grid. 
• We needed to think about mass transit systems, to go with such a policy. 
• This approach would generally benefit pedestrians.  Such a grid would be fine-

grained for those on cycle and foot, but coarse-grained for motor vehicles. 
• We discussed again how this approach might link with existing road classifications 

such as those of the Mayor’s Roads Task Force and of national transport policy. 
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3. Rachel:  We could consider the name further and where the grid should be.  We should 

work on developing the document between now and November. 

 

Action: See at the end of 4 below 
 

4.  Lobbying for modal filtering – producing a guide/support for member groups 

(see also the discussion of item 3 above): 

 

4.1 Tom explained the problem in Islington which lay behind this.  Officers and councillors 

tended to object on all kinds of grounds to proposals to bar through motor traffic, such as 

that buses on diversion needed to go that way.  How should we deal with those?  Local 

campaigners wanted a best-practice document to cover points such as: 

* Evidence of costs 

* Legal considerations 

* Frequently-asked questions. 

One problem was that the standard of plans for Quietways varied so much across TfL and 

the boroughs.  Accepting lower standards in one area was used against granting something 

better elsewhere.  Another was that a few motoring voters in Islington seemed to have an 

outsize voice, and councillors were loath to go against them. 

 

4.2 The meeting discussed how to gather support: 

• One approach was to find areas where residents would or might support such 
proposals, and then work on the ground to build support locally for something 
better.  Just writing letters to the council might bring a defensive reaction. 

• We should be able to work from some of the ward asks in our Space for Cycling 
campaign, such as where there was a good case already identified. 

• Funding was limited.  (Thus there wasn’t enough to pay for the all the routes put 
forward for Quietways and the Central London Cycling Grid.)  Could we use support 
of locals over where to spend the money? 

• We should look for cases nearby of good modal filtering and point to those. 
• Discuss things early with Living Streets.  It was such an obvious win-win situation 

for walking and cycling advocates to work together.  (The Islington group had been 
talking to Bruce McVean and Caroline Russell of Living Streets.) 

• Some of this was a campaigning issue rather than a policy issue.  We needed to 
build support to overcome dinosaurs. 

 
4.3 We discussed the local political context. 

• Modal filtering raised real questions for overworked officers and councillors.  Their 
objections were not all rubbish, and needed to be answered in a helpful way. 

• Officers generally opposed change, and drew up proposals supporting the status 
quo.  And councillors were too busy to look into and overrule those proposals.  We 
should find any examples in the borough where such measures had been done, 
and point out that the residents had not campaigned to undo them.  So residents’ 
views were very important. 

• Officers were bound by the council’s policy:  so we should look at the policy and 
plans, and get parts of them changed. 

• Cycling activity was long-haul.  (Hackney Cyclists had worked hard to increase 
contact with their council.) 
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4.4 We discussed how to deal with arguments and evidence.  Where councils make 

arguments that are wrong, shouldn’t we be able to show that they are wrong? 

• Oliver pointed to a Wolverhampton study, which showed that modal filtering in back 
streets led to less traffic on the main roads;  and to other work referred to by Phil 
Goodwin.  He agreed to circulate a list of those case studies. 

• While there needed to be arguments, we could deal with intricacies in meetings with 
the authority.  There needed a simple narrative for public discussion. 

• The meeting discussed whether evidence was always important. 
 
4.5 What of legal requirements? 

• There was something on process in the London Cycling Design Standards. 
• See also the Government’s Local Transport Notes. 

 

4.6 We noted that the Campaigns Forum was meeting the next day on Quietways, and 

would be setting up a working group.  That group would need to bear in mind that the 

question had wider resonance and importance. 

 

4.7 It was agreed that: 

• The Working Group on Quietways would probably help with this problem. 
• Meanwhile, the Policy Forum could respond by developing the work on the Motoring 

Grid and drawing also on our ‘ask’ paper, Areas Without Through Motor Traffic, and 
on work we are doing on traffic capacity. 

• We needed evidence on the effect on traffic, health, and so forth. 
• We would include something to answer objections that “you can’t do that”. 
• Oliver would lead in developing the paper:  he would do that, with others 

contributing, on Hackpad. 
 

4.8 It was suggested that the questions should be put on the email list. 

 

Action:  Oliver and others 

 

5. Keeping members informed about what the Policy Forum does 

The Forum discussed several points arising.  They included these: 

5.1 There was still wide misunderstanding among LCC members about what happened in 

the Policy Forum.  Many thought that it just happened.  We needed to get LCC members to 

understand what it did and why more should get involved. 

5.2 The Forum part of the website could be more prominent, and more easily navigated.  

Also, the website could have an accessible events page.  Rosie was keen to overhaul the 

whole campaigning side of the website.  Also, the LCC was doing a digital review.  (Some 

wanted to know more of that.) 

5.3 The LCC should go back to putting news about the Forum in the email newsletter, and 

in the regular messages to local groups.  Rosie would see that the newsletter did that. 

5.4 The LCC could have more about the work of its forums at its AGM. 

Action:  Rosie and Rachel 
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6.  What might the LCC campaign on for the 2015 general election? 

The chair said that this issue had been raised at the last minute, and asked for thoughts. 

 

6.1 It was noted that most groups nationally wanted more money for cycling to match 

spending in London.  So we needed a different narrative to campaign here. 

 

6.2 It was agreed that HGVs would be a good topic.  Safer lorries would help in London, as 

well as having a benefit nationally.  (David thought that the HGVs problem was a symptom 

that we didn’t have separate infrastructure for cycling.) 

 

6.3 Another good topic would be better spatial planning policy.  Rachel would start an email 

string about that. 

 

6.4 However, we needed to react to national issues.  Thus, if the NHS became a general 

election issue, we could push cycling’s role in public health.  Air quality and health might be 

a good topic anyway, leading back to such issues as planning and HGVs. 

 

6.5 Oliver warned that targeting general election candidates might not work as well as had 

targeting local election candidates;  and that we must not tread too far on the CTC’s toes, 

such as over the content of party manifestos. 

 

Action:  Rachel 

 

 

7. Updates on other policy projects (Standing Item)  
 
7.1 Transport modelling (see 6 in the minutes for 25 June):  

7.1.1 Philip was still working on that.  Meanwhile, George and Rachel had been doing 
some work.  In particular, using a publicly available program, George had been modelling 
simultaneous green phases at traffic lights.  Philip would take account of that. 

 
7.1.2 Urban Design London were holding a conference on 1 October, and Phil Jones 
would be speaking there. 1 

 
7.2 Inclusive Cycling (see 4 in the minutes for 25 June and 5.1 in those for 26 March): 

7.2.1 We noted that Kevin had lately given a presentation to a conference in Newcastle 2 
showing how few images of non-standard cycles appeared in official guidance such as 
the LCDS, and very few mentions of disabled cycling. 

 
7.2.2 There had been no more progress in finding legal help on the equality duty.  Rachel 
would be seeing Kevin the next day and would raise that. 

 
Action: Charlie/Rachel. 
 

                                                           
1
  “Managing Street Projects:  Using Transport Models”.  See:  http://www.urbandesignlondon.com/ 

2
  The Cycling & Society Annual Symposium 2014, 14-16 September 2014 

http://www.urbandesignlondon.com/
http://newcycling.org/events/20131130/cycling-society-annual-symposium-2014
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7.3 Motor Vehicle Offences - Enforcement (see 5 in the minutes for 25 June and 5.3 in 
those for 26 March): 
The LCC and others were holding a conference on 1 November on Traffic Law 
Enforcement3.  Anthony would work with Rachel to arrange a seminar early next year, 
taking account of what was said and covered at that conference. 
 
Action: Anthony 
 
 
8. Recent & Upcoming Seminars: 
 
8.1 The seminar the day before had gone well.  There had been about 40 people there. 
 
8.2 Rachel mentioned these coming seminars: 

• Next month’s (23rd October) would be a joint one with the Women’s Cycle Forum. 
• November’s (27 November) would be on mini-Hollands. 

Links would go up on the website. 
 
8.3 She invited ideas for seminars from December onwards.  There were these 
suggestions:4 

• As Living Streets had the pedestrian pound, what about one on harnessing how 
cyclists and cycling fed into the economy?  There were good arguments there:  
cycling allowed people easily to work and shop locally (and cycling hubs worked 
well).  Charlie said that there was good new data from New York on that.5) 

• What about transport and health was a good topic for the new year?  Speakers 
might include people such as Lucy Saunders and Phil Jones, who would be 
speaking at a meeting on 26 November.6 

 
Action:  Rachel 
 
 
9. Any other business: 
 

9.1 Oliver suggested a policy project on reducing the need to travel.  Others supported 
that (though one member queried that, as we wanted people to cycle).  However, 
we could start, rather, with a seminar to help raise awareness.  Rachel would think 
about possible speakers. 

 
9.2 Tom asked if there was guidance on sticking to policy.  One member suggested 

being flexible and adapting it to local conditions.  Rachel would email about that. 
 
Action:  Rachel 
 
10. The meeting closed at 20:38.  Next meeting:  Wednesday 26th November. 

                                                           
3
  Road Danger reduction and enforcement:  How policing can support walking and cycling in London  

4
  See also 7.3 above and 9.1 below. 

5
  See:  Measuring the Street:  New Metrics for 21st Century Streets, New York City DOT: 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/2012-10-measuring-the-street.pdf  
6
  “Health and Transport - the role transport has to play in a healthy society”, run by the CIHT: 

http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/events/events-listing.cfm/health-and-transport--the-role-transport-has-to-play-in-a-healthy-society 

(Philip had to give apologies for the next Policy Forum meeting, because it clashed with that meeting.) 

http://lcc.org.uk/articles/london-traffic-law-enforcement-conference-2014
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/2012-10-measuring-the-street.pdf
http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/events/events-listing.cfm/health-and-transport--the-role-transport-has-to-play-in-a-healthy-society

