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London Cycling Campaign Policy Forum 
 

Minutes of Meeting of 26 November, 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), and Anthony Gilmour, 
secretary (Lambeth, general membership). 
 
LCC staff: 
Tom Bogdanowicz (Senior Policy and Development Officer). 
 
Other LCC Members (observers):  None. 
 
 
Agenda  

 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item) 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 
3. E-bikes (for discussion – see short document) 
4. Updates on other current policy projects (Standing Item) 

4.1 Filtering/Motoring Grid  
4.2 Inclusive cycling (see short document)  
4.3 Modelling  
4.4 Motor vehicle enforcement  
4.5 One way systems  

5. Possible new policy projects (Standing Item) 
6. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) 
7. Dates for next meetings 
8. AOB (Standing Item) 
9. Close 

 

 

Actions Summary 

[Possible, rather than definite, actions are in square brackets.] 

1. Item 3 (E-Bikes):  Rachel was to send the draft statement and the Forum’s comments to 

the LCC Office to inform responses to consultations etc. 

2. Item 4.1 (Filtering/Motoring Grid):  

(a) Oliver was to put a longer paper, when ready, on Hackpad. 

(b) Forum members were to contribute to the work on Hackpad. 

(c) Oliver was still to circulate a list of references on how modal filtering on back streets 

affected traffic on main roads. 

(d) Oliver was to send some Spanish work on the effect of soft filtering in Seville to Aurora 

(in the LCC office) to find out whether it was worth getting translated. 

(e) Tom was to give references to work dealing with Groningen and Houten.1 

                                                           
1
  Since done:  See footnote to 4.1.3 below. 
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(f) Andrea was to ask Tom Harrison in Islington to work with the Hackney group, and maybe 

the Camden group, on a wider proposed grid covering their boroughs. 

3. Item 4.2 (inclusive cycling): 

(a) Rachel was to adjust the short draft policy statement as agreed. 

(b) Andrea was to set out for Tom Bogdanowicz what he wanted the LCC to say to Network 

Rail about improving all-ability access at stations. 

(c) Rachel was to put on the list some Wheels for Wellbeing responses to consultations. 

[(d) Rachel might mention to Martin Key at British Cycling the suggestion that they should 

improve inclusivity, such as at hubs.] 

4. Item 4.3 (modelling): 

(a) The Forum should choose a road scheme in London which had been modelled 

beforehand, to study how its effects compared with the model;  (if we chose the closing of 

Hammersmith Bridge we should approach John Griffiths for information). 

5. Item 4.4 (motor-vehicle enforcement): 

(a) Anthony was to work with Rachel on the seminar proposed for early next year. 

(b) Rachel would approach Martin Porter as one potential speaker. 

6. Item 4.5 (one-way systems): 

(a) Rachel was still to chase up Mark Treasure on revising his paper. 

(b) At the next meeting the Forum would discuss: “Can one-way streets for motor vehicles 

be a useful tool?”. 

7. Item 5 (possible new policy projects): 

(a) Monitoring air quality: 

(1) Andrea would pass to the Forum the results (once mapped) of the work the 

Islington group was doing with Client Earth. 

(2) Other LCC groups were to be told that Client Earth would be happy to do projects 

with them, too. 

(3) Andrea would try to find out more from Healthy Air on the complexities of 

monitoring air quality. 

[(b) Oliver was working on the economic effects of local cycling and so on. He might bring 

that to the Policy Forum later.] 

8. Item 6 (Seminars):  Possible events on cycling facilities and commuters: 

(a) Tom would ask Philippe Crist about doing an international comparison of the benefits of 

cycling facilities to commuters.2 

(b) Tom and Spencer would think about an event in outer London, with a suitable speaker, 

on better cycle parking at, and better routes to, stations. 

 

  

                                                           
2
  Done in January, though by Rachel. 
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Minutes 

1. Welcome, apologies 

1.1  The chair welcomed those present. 

 

1.2  There were apologies from George Coulouris, Philip Loy, Gareth Redmond, John Wood, 

Kevin Hickman, and Brenda Puech. 

 

2. Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising  

2.1 The minutes for 24 September, 2014 were agreed as circulated, with 2 corrections: 

page1:  “Board” added after Oliver’s name; 

page 3:  Point 4.2, 3rd bullet point, may have been referring to Quietways rather than the 

Central London Cycling Grid, though the same applied to both. 

 

2.2 Actions arising (not otherwise on the agenda3): 

• Item 5.3:  Rosie had put a note on the forum in the Friday Post last week. 

• Item 6:  The forum’s comments on an LCC campaign in the run-up to the general 

election had been passed to the campaigns committee. 

• Item 9.2:  Guidance on local groups and following policy was more a Campaigns 

issue, and was being dealt with there. 

 

2.3 Other matters arising not otherwise on the agenda:  None raised. 

3. E-Bikes  (See the draft statement circulated with the agenda and set out in the appendix below.) 

3.1 Rachel gave some background.  There was a consultation now4 on harmonising GB 

regulations with EU ones, making these changes: 

(a) including bikes which can go without pedalling (‘twist-and-go’);  and 

(b) a change on cargo bikes. 

 

3.2 The meeting discussed the draft statement.  There was general support for it, though 

some dissent over what was now covered by the UK regulations. 

 

3.3 These points were made about change (a): 

• It would benefit marginal users (such as those unfit or not used to cycling) in hilly 

environments like Bristol. 

• It would help people to travel further by cycle, which would help in country areas and 

in spread-out urban areas like outer London. 

• Some feared that in towns much cycle commuting might be replaced by e-bike trips, 

but others doubted that. 

• Rachel pointed to interesting evidence from the U.S. that it might not mean less 

exercise:  people would go up more hills and so on with the confidence of having a 

motor in case. 

                                                           
3
  For actions arising that were on the agenda, see 4.1.1, 4.1.3, and 4.4 below. 

4
  “Consultation – Electrically Assisted Pedal Cycles (EAPC) Deregulation” 

 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/electrically-assisted-pedal-cycles-changes-to-regulations  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/electrically-assisted-pedal-cycles-changes-to-regulations
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• On the continent some authorities were planning on the assumption that many more 

10km trips would be made by e-bikes. 

• It was unlikely that e-bikes could use the electric-car-charging points which were now 

spreading, because the power output would be too high.  So those would not boost 

the use of e-bikes. 

 

3.3 These points were made about change (b): 

• Removing the weight limits for such cycles would allow heavier cargo bikes, such as 

those used by carers for old and disabled people. 

• Nowadays rickshaw-riders wanted to add electric motors to assist them. 

• Westminster Council had been using the present weight limit in the regulations 

against cycle-rickshaws, forcing them to remove the motors.  That Borough might 

therefore be against that change. 

• There might still be some rickshaws elsewhere with electric motors. 

• There might be a health risk from faster, motor-assisted rickshaws. 

4. Updates on other current policy projects 

4.1 Filtering/Motoring Grid  (See 3 and 4 in the minutes for 24 September.) 

4.1.1 The policy paper 

• Oliver had started by putting the motoring grid paper on Hackpad.  He was working off 

Hackpad for now.  He hoped soon to put a longer paper on Hackpad. 

• The chair urged forum members to contribute to the work on Hackpad. 

 

4.1.2 We discussed the issues again.  Points raised included these: 

• The motoring grid meant identifying arterial roads, but we agreed that the 

classification of ‘A’ and ‘B’ roads had little bearing there. 

• How should we treat the arterial roads.  Various measures would be needed on roads 

like City Road.  However, the Chair warned against getting drawn here into much 

detail on main roads, as we already had some relevant policies there and the 

questions were partly engineering ones. 

• The scale of the grid was important.  How far was it reasonable to expect people to 

drive to go round the closures? 

• Another question was where to put road closures within the cells.  They should 

generally be near the middle of cells, to cut down on distance motored and speed. 

• Early road closures5 tended to be easier to carry out:  as rat runs in an area were 

blocked, it got harder to shut the ones left.  So areas that acted early did best (and 

house prices rose there). 

• In places like Bromley, such questions were best approached at ward level, as that 

made more sense to councillors and some services were organized at that level. 

 

4.1.3 Supporting evidence 

• Oliver had been asked to circulate a list of references (studies) on the effect of modal 

filtering on back streets on traffic on main roads (see 4.4 in the minutes for 24 

September).  He hoped to do that before Christmas. 

                                                           
5
  Such as Tudor Road, Hackney, now being consulted on. 
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• Modal filtering was general on the continent, but often with car parking around it, like 

Oxford’s Park and Ride system. 

• We wanted examples that we could use in talking to councils about local cases. 

• Oliver mentioned Spanish work on the effect of soft filtering in Seville.  He was to 

send that to Aurora (in the LCC office) to check if it was worth getting translated. 

• We discussed the Dutch evidence.  The Hague had been dealt with in the seminar 

presentation on modelling by Tiemans.6  Tom said there was work on Groningen and 

Houten, which had fairly full modal filtering:  he would give references to that work.7 

 

4.1.4 Applying the ideas:  We agreed that work across more than one borough would help 

prove the concept;  and that our groups in Hackney, Islington, and perhaps Camden, could 

usefully work together to produce a wider proposed grid covering those boroughs.  Andrea 

would ask Tom Harrison to work with the Hackney group, and maybe the Camden group. 

 

4.2 Inclusive cycling  (See 7.2 in the minutes for 24 September, and the short draft policy statement 

circulated with the agenda and set out in the appendix below.) 

• We discussed the statement, which came out a meeting Rachel had with Brenda 

Puech, Kevin Hickman, and Isabelle Clement. 

• There were problems over some of the measures mentioned in the third sentence.  

Contractors seemed to have problems in making sinusoidal speed humps – whether 

or not they should have.  It might be better to filter out through motor traffic, and 

largely get rid of humps, apart perhaps from speed tables. 

• We agreed to remove “such as non-sinusoidal …” and the other examples later in the 

same sentence.  Otherwise, the statement might do as it stood. 

• Andrea wanted the LCC to press Network Rail to improve all-ability access at stations 

(such as providing parking spaces for cargo-bikes).  He was to draft for Tom 

Bogdanowicz a note on what he wanted the LCC to say to Network Rail.  (We noted 

that the Westminster Group might be interested in that question.) 

• The LCC had some Wheels for Wellbeing responses to consultations.  Rachel was to 

put some of those on the email list, for us to compare our own with and see how far 

we were saying the same thing. 

• We might have a seminar next year let by CIHT, on designing for all-ability cycling. 

• Spencer suggested that British Cycling should be pushed to improve inclusivity, such 

as at hubs.  Rachel said that she could mention that to Martin Key.  

 

4.3 Modelling  (See 7.1 in the minutes for 24 September.) 

• Members of the forum and others had met with open data people and discussed 

general and specific issues. 

• It had been suggested that the Forum should do a case study where the effect of a 

scheme in London had been modelled, to see what had happened – how the effects  

                                                           
6
  “Impacts of Re-allocating Space Away from Motor Traffic: lessons from The Hague”, Herbert Tiemens, Dutch Cycling 

Embassy, presented to presentation to Cycling & Transport Modelling (Modelling on the Move, seminar 6), on 22 January 
2014– slides, audio 
7
  Tom has since given these details.  An easy-to-read Houten article is at: 

http://www.cyclingweekly.co.uk/news/latest-news/a-town-built-for-bikes-32377 
And a video about Groningen is at: http://vimeo.com/76207227  

http://modellingonthemove.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Herbert_The_Hague.pdf
http://modellingonthemove.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Herbert-Tiemens.mp3
http://www.cyclingweekly.co.uk/news/latest-news/a-town-built-for-bikes-32377
http://vimeo.com/76207227
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compared with the model.  We needed to choose a case to work on. 

• Tom B suggested Hammersmith Bridge, and picking John Griffiths’s brains on that.  

(We noted the importance of cases where the road had to be shut anyway to allow 

work to be done:  as against cases where TfL’s modelling might have stopped the 

scheme going ahead.) 

• The Department for Transport had done post-opening project evaluation (POPE) 

studies of some road schemes showing unexpected induced motor traffic.8 

• There had been a meeting at TfL on general traffic modelling for cycle superhighways, 

which had not answered our concerns. 

• The group now formed would be taking that work forward. 

 

4.4 Motor-vehicle enforcement  (See 7.3 in the minutes for 24 September.) 

• Anthony said that the conference on 1 November had covered only some topics, and 

some of those not very fully.  Other such conferences were planned, but there was 

plenty pf scope for us to run a seminar or workshop. 

• Anthony was to work with Rachel on the seminar proposed for early next year.  

Anthony suggested a workshop with two or three topics for discussion, and two 

speakers on each, to give different views and provoke some thought and debate. 

• We could cover topics like (a) how the court process handled or mishandled such 

cases (note Martin Porter’s comments there on the Steven Petterson / David Irving 

case9);  and (b) zero-tolerance as an approach to enforcement10. 

• We agreed that Martin Porter would be a good speaker:  Rachel would ask him. 

 

4.5 One-way systems  (See 2.2 in the minutes for 24 September.) 

• Rachel had yet to chase up Mark Treasure on revising his paper, and would do so. 

• The forum discussed policy on one-way streets for motor traffic.  Some thought that 

they were too often the wrong answer, as they led to faster motor traffic, and other 

measures would be better (including sometimes filtering out through motor traffic).  

Others thought that one-way working for motor traffic might make space for cycling, 

and so should sometimes be considered. 

• As members disagreed there the forum agreed to have on the agenda next time, “Can 

one-way streets for motor vehicles be a useful tool?”.  We should try to get clear what 

the disagreement turned on, and try to reach a common view. 

• We might focus on a couple of situations.  (One suggestion was Whitfield Street WC1.  

Another was Abbey Road West, Hampstead.) 

5. Possible new policy projects 

5.1 Air quality:  Andrea suggested something in that area.  The UK had lost a case on that in 

the European Court of Justice11, so could not delay doing something about pollution.  The 

Islington group were working with Client Earth to monitor NO2 levels on some roads – 

                                                           
8
  [For some background, see the study for the CPRE & Countryside Agency at: 

www.cpre.org.uk/resources/transport/roads/item/download/2647 ] 
9
  [See:  http://thecyclingsilk.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/recent-cases.html#comment-form .  AJG.] 

10
  [Andrea has offered to speak for intelligent enforcement and against zero tolerance.  AJG.] 

11
  [See for instance the Select Committee Chair’s statement at: http://www.parliament.uk/Ambient-Air-Quality-Directive .] 

http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/transport/roads/item/download/2647
http://thecyclingsilk.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/recent-cases.html#comment-form
http://www.parliament.uk/Ambient-Air-Quality-Directive
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comparing arterial roads, rat runs, and quiet roads.  Client Earth were happy to do projects 

with other LCC groups, too. 

• We would see that that offer was put round to other LCC groups. 

• Could develop a toolkit for groups to use? 

• There were complexities in monitoring air quality and its effect on different kinds of 

passengers.  Andrea would ask Healthy Air for further information on that aspect. 

• The Islington group were expecting to get their results just after Christmas, and would 

then map them.  Once mapped, Andrea would put them round the Forum. 

 

5.2 Economic effects of local cycling etc.:  Oliver was working on this area.  He might bring 

that to the Policy Forum later. 

 

6 Recent & Upcoming Seminars 

6.1 The Chair mentioned those held lately. 

6.2 We discussed future seminars: 

• The one the next day, on Mini-Hollands, was full. 

• It was too late to arrange one in December. 

• We aimed to have one on traffic enforcement early next year.  (See 4.4 above.) 

• On all-ability cycling, see 4.2 above. 

• We discussed cycling facilities and commuters as a topic for future seminars. 

▫ Tom agreed to ask Philippe Crist12 about doing an international comparison of 

the benefits of cycling facilities to commuters, as a presentation to a seminar 

sometime when in London. 

▫ There was much scope, in commuting to stations, to replace car trips with cycle 

trips, especially in outer London.  Tom and Spencer were to think about an 

event somewhere like Orpington, with a suitable speaker, on the importance of 

better cycle parking at stations and better routes to stations.13  One point to 

cover was that modal-share statistics didn’t include cycle trips to stations:  

those were excluded from the census question. 

 

7. Dates for next meetings:  We agreed to pencil in these dates for meetings in 2015: 

28 January14 

29 April 

29 July 

28 October 

Rachel would need to check about some of those dates. 

 

8. Any Other Business:  Linked with the last point in 6 above, Andrea was to talk to Tom 

about the question of cycle parking at or near football grounds.  The Dutch experience was 

not encouraging, but there were good examples at Portsmouth and Southampton. 

 

9. Close:  The meeting ended at 8.40.  

                                                           
12

  [Researcher, Economist and Administrator, at the International Transport Forum, OECD.] 
13

  We noted that a scheme at Surbiton Station had been done very well and won the rail cycle-parking award. 
14

  [Since changed to 25 February.] 
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Appendix 

Draft statements circulated for the meeting 

 

For Item  

 

Electric cycles   [see item 3 above] 

 

Making a journey by electrically assisted cycle is, all else being equal, less good for health and the 

environment than making a similar journey by fully human-powered cycle.  However, like public 

transport, electric cycles (particularly pedelec-type cycles which require continuous pedalling effort) 

are better for health and the environment than making a journey by car or taxi, also providing some 

other benefits of cycling such as more efficient use of road space. 

 

Electric cycles can potentially extend range and be particularly useful for carrying goods and children, 

and for enabling disabled and older cyclists and those with more restricted mobility to experience at 

least some of the benefits of cycling.  In the London context they may also help those priced out of 

the inner city who otherwise would be unable to cycle to work. 

 

While for many people and journeys completely human-powered cycles are the best solution 

(individually and socially), they will not always be the answer.  As cycling becomes more mainstream, 

we expect greater take-up of electric cycles in a range of forms.  We support greater guidance on 

products (the quality of which is highly variable), better legislation and regulation as per other 

European countries, and would like to see further work to ensure potential health risks (due to 

potentially faster speeds) are mitigated.  People who use electric cycles are part of the cycling 

community and are welcome in the LCC.  This does not of course imply endorsement of any brand of 

electric cycle. 

 

 

Inclusive cycling policy   [see item 4.2 above] 

 

Policy passed at LCC’s 2013 AGM states that we believe in cycling environments suitable for all ages 

and abilities.  LCC will therefore seek to ensure that these considerations are embedded in our 

responses to consultation and in other policies that we pass.  Infrastructure should be suitable for 

safe and comfortable use by people using a range of cycles, including handcycles and tricycles. 

Badly designed interventions, such as non-sinusoidal traffic calming measures, most access control 

gates, inaccessible cycle parking, and too narrow segregated facilities, effectively restrict or exclude 

people using non-standard cycles.  By making sure any such problems are highlighted in our 

responses to consultations LCC will fulfil our stated policy and challenge the continued under-

representation of disabled and older people among London cyclists. 

 

 


