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London Cycling Campaign Policy Forum 
 

Minutes of Meeting of 25 February, 2015, 
at 6.30pm at the LCC's offices at 2 Newhams Row, London SE1 3UZ  

 

Present: 
Forum Members: 
Rachel Aldred, chair (Hackney, Board), Philip Loy (Lambeth, inner boroughs), Kristy Revell 
(Camden, non-borough groups), Andrea Casalotti (Islington, general membership), Gareth 
Redmond (Croydon, Board), David Arditti (Brent, outer boroughs), and Anthony Gilmour, 
secretary (Lambeth, general membership). 
 
LCC staff:  Rosie Downes, (Campaigns Manager) (for item 4). 
 
Other LCC Members (observers):  Tom Harrison (Islington), Anita Frizzarin (Islington), Kevin 
Hickman (Inclusive Cycling), and Gerry Matthews (Tower Hamlets). 
 

Agenda  

 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item) 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 

3. Debate: Can one-way streets be used to create space for cycling? 
4. Responding to TfL’s Transparency Strategy consultation (for discussion) 
5. Cycling Level of Service standards (short discussion, to be continued by email) 
6. Updates on other current policy projects (Standing Item) 

6.1 Inclusive cycling (see short document)  
6.2 Modelling  
6.3 Filtering/Motoring Grid [and air quality] 
6.4 Motor vehicle enforcement  

7. Possible new policy projects (Standing Item) 
8. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) 
9. AOB (Standing Item) 

10. Close 

 

Actions Summary 

 
(1) Item 2 (Minutes):  Rachel to upload all minutes from the Yahoo group to website 
 
(2) Item 3 (discussion on one-way streets):  RA to draft a policy note on one-way streets and 
categorise the different options available for different types of road/street, with the view of 
putting something to the AGM 
 
(3) Item 4 (TfL’s transparency policy consultation):  Rosie to redraft the LCC response to 
take account of suggestions made in the Forum, and share with us. 
 
(4) Item 5 (Cycling Level of Service standards):  Rachel to look into whether Brian Deegan 
could do group training for LCC on cycling level of service. 
 
(5) Item 6.1 (Inclusive cycling): 
(a) Rachel to pass the redrafted statement to the Board to adopt.  
(b) Rachel to ensure that information on inclusive cycling was cascaded down to the borough 
groups. 
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(6) Item 6.2 (Modelling):  Rachel to follow up on cases referred to by Andrew Gilligan of post-
scheme assessment of modelling accuracy.  
 
(7) Item 6.3 (Filtering/Motoring Grid):  
(a) Action points 2(c) and (d) from the last meeting:  Rachel to chase filtering and motoring 
information from Oliver 
(b) Tom H to present more on this at the next meeting;  
(c) Rachel to speak to Mustafa Arif to ensure that this work is joined up with LCC’s 
campaigns work; 
(d) Tom to circulate the link to the Google map.  
 
(8) Item 7 (Possible new policy projects):  The Forum to consider further working on the 
question whether LCC might ever support new roads in particular situations. 
 

 

Minutes 

1. Welcome, apologies 

1.1 The chair welcomed those present. 

 

1.2 There were apologies from Brenda Puech, George Coulouris, Oliver Schick, John Wood, 

Tom Bogdanowicz, Charlie Lloyd, Mark Treasure, Alastair Hanton, and Spencer Harradine. 

 

2. Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising  

2.1 The minutes for 26 November 2014 were agreed as circulated, with the date in item 2.1 

corrected to 2014. 

 

2.2 Update on Action Points Summary: 

(1) E-bikes work was complete. 

(2) Filtering and motoring work by Oliver was still in progress – Rachel to chase up;  

the other actions had been done. 

(3) Inclusive cycling – RA had adjusted the short policy statement and got that 

quality-assured.  (See 6.1 below.)  Andrea was still working on the aspect of 

access at stations. 

(4) Modelling was to be discussed today. 

(5) Motor vehicle enforcement – Anthony reported that this was still in progress 

(6) One-way systems was to be discussed today 

(7) Andrea had completed his air quality actions 

(8) On the seminar – Rachel had had no reply from Philippe Crist. 

 

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

3. Debate: Can one-way streets be used to create space for cycling?  (See 4.5 in the 

minutes for 26 November, and Rachel’s note circulated with the agenda and set out in the appendix below) 

3.1 Rachel started the discussion: 

(a) There was no current formal LCC policy position on one-way streets. 

(b) She had mustered some background in her note. 
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(c) There seemed to be no academic work showing that one-way streets need speed 

traffic:  it was a matter of context. 

(d) In the UK they had generally been used to help with the flow of motor traffic and so 

speed it up.  So the usual UK view was that they had that effect.  But they were 

sometimes used abroad for traffic calming, and could be useful, so we shouldn’t 

rule them out. 

 

3.2 The question was a challenge to the consensus in UK cycling circles that one-way 

streets were a bad thing.  The meeting discussed the question.  No-one there argued that 

one-way working for motor traffic should never be considered, but views varied on the 

reasonable scope for it. 

 

3.3 Some thought that one-way working for motor traffic should readily be considered when 

designing for cycling, or for walking and cycling.  That applied to both main roads and back 

streets. 

• Like the Dutch, we could use it to make space for cycling facilities on streets that were 

otherwise too narrow. 

• Within cells, we could, like the Dutch filter out through motor traffic with opposing one-

way streets (rather than barriers across streets) so that the motor traffic did not have 

to try to turn round - often hard on narrow roads.  This had been done at Whitfield 

Street, W1, and motor traffic flow on the roads involved was minimal. 

 

3.4 Some were doubtful about such one-way working on back streets, at least where it 

allowed through motor traffic, partly because of speeding traffic on rat runs.  However, it 

turned on the context. 

• On Torrington Place and Whitfield Street it might be still better to filter out through 

motor traffic.  However, what was achievable was not always what was best. 

• Another and more complex case discussed was Cable Street in the East End.  Some 

thought that it would be better to return that to two-way working for motor vehicles.  

But again the best option might be to filter out through motor traffic altogether. 

 

3.5 There was more support for challenging the consensus in in the case of main roads and 

gyratory systems.  Could the space be used better than by returning it to two-way working?  

However, there were various things to consider.  Points made included these: 

• Many-lane one-way systems were hostile, and did tend to speed motor traffic. 

• LCC activists had seen returning one-way systems in Westminster such as New 

Cavendish Street and Weymouth Street, Marylebone, to two-way working as a way of 

improving things for cycling.  But we could compromise, given enough reason. 

• A hard rule against one-way systems limited options.  It might sometimes, say, rule 

out cycle tracks.  Reapportioning space to cycling was an appealing option. 

• Sometimes, as at Aldgate, development pressure might help constrain the land 

available, and so the designs for the road system. 

• Buses were a factor to bear in mind, though it was not for us to campaign on buses.  

Should there be two-way working for buses (as on Oxford Street) rather than parallel 

one-way routes (like Tottenham Court Road and Gower Street)?  We noted that the 
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needs of bus-users varied in different contexts, and parallel routes might matter less 

in Central London that in smaller centres. 

 

3.6 Conclusions: 

• We agreed that it would be helpful to have some policy guidelines if enough of us 

could agree on them.  The chair was to try drafting something to put to the AGM. 

Action: Rachel 

• It might be useful compare the effect of filtering and one-way streets on motor traffic 

speeds.  (Rachel now had a speed gun.) 

 

4. Responding to TfL’s Transparency Strategy consultation (for discussion) 

4.1 Rosie went through LCC’s draft submission. 

4.2 There were these suggestions: 

4.2.1 The safety audits should be published.  (That might include Metropolitan Police 

reports on safety for schemes when held by TfL.) 

4.2.2 So should collision investigation reports and related information.  (That might miss 

dangerous bus drivers were investigated only by the bus company, not TfL.) 

4.2.3 Transparency should not be a one-off decision.  There should be a process such as 

an ongoing panel (on which LCC could be represented) to press for more 

openness and hold officials to account. 

4.2.4 TfL should engage stakeholders like the LCC from the start of projects, and not just 

towards the end.  They should share their plans before the consultation stage. 

4.2.5 TfL should be more transparent about the research that is being done. 

4.3 Rosie would redraft the LCC response to take account of suggestions made in the 

Forum, and share with us. 

Action:  Rosie 

 

5. Cycling Level of Service (CLOS) standards  (See the Excel spreadsheet of CLOS tool circulated 

for the meeting.) 

5.1. Rachel began a short discussion, which would be continued in email  The question 

arose from The use in a scheme on Camden of a poor assessment tool1 had caused LCC 

members to ask what the minimum level of service should be. 

5.2 The meeting made a few points: 

5.2.1 There were problems over big road schemes, where features might be assessed 

regardless of their real impact. 

5.2.2 Also, the assessment process could get too complex:  A simple tool (like our 

junction review tool) was useful. 

5.2.3 Scoring training for borough group members would be useful.  (Gerry had had 

training through Urban Design London.)  Rachel would look into whether Brian 

Deegan of TfL might run a training scheme for LCC staff and activists. 

Action: Rachel 

                                                             
1  The Cycling Environment Review System. 

https://trlsoftware.co.uk/products/street_auditing/cers
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5.3 It was noted that CLOS was helpful, but we did not have scores of what constituted a 

good or bad road. 

 

 

6. Updates on other current policy projects 

 

6.1 Inclusive Cycling  (See 4.2 in the minutes for 26 November and the revised draft policy statement 

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

6.1.1 Kevin (for the All-Ability Cycling group2) gave an update. 

(1) They and the LCC had swapped responses on recent TfL consultations.  They were 
broadly consistent and the LCC responses were largely inclusive. 

(2) However, LCC’s responses had not dealt properly with the concerns of blind and 
partially-sighted pedestrians who needed to cross cycle tracks and get to bus stops 
with cycle bypasses.  Kevin noted that those issues were a challenge and there 
was a need to work with the blind community on solving them. 

(3) Wheels for Wellbeing (WfW) had various problems with ASLs, barriers on cycle 
routes, speed humps, and measures to slow cyclists down, including those below. 

(4) They were looking to develop a profile of sinusoidal road hump, which could be 
used comfortably by disabled cyclists. 

(5) The group went to TfL to discuss chamfered kerbs on the new east-west and north-
south cycle superhighways.  WfW would be testing with hand-cycles different 
proposed kerb heights and profiles, to ensure that they were accessible. 

(6) ASLs were seen as a particular risk for hand-cyclists with their low profile.  For the 
same reason, they had a problem filtering through motor traffic. 

6.1.2 Rachel had added bits on inclusivity to the revised draft inclusive cycling policy 
statement.  The Forum agreed the statement in that form, and that it should now be 
sent to the Board.  Once agreed by the Board, Rachel would see that the message 
was put out to borough groups.  (Some transferable guidance would be useful.) 

Action:  Rachel 

6.1.3 Kevin said that the LCC needed to ensure that borough group rides were 
accessible.  Also, borough groups should be looking at borough cycle strategies, as 
well as road schemes and other consultations;  and they should challenge local 
authorities who organise non-inclusive local rides.  It would be good to have an 
inclusive cycling centre in every borough or nearby. 

6.1.4 Rachel said that the 6 May seminar (Inclusive Design for Cycling) was fullish, but 
names could still be added. 

 

6.2 Modelling  (See 4.3 in the minutes for 26 November) 

6.2.1 We couldn’t use the Hammersmith Bridge closure for a case study:  John Griffiths 
had said that there was no useful information there. 

6.2.2 What of the cases mentioned by Andrew Gilligan at a meeting last December?  He 
had again identified cases where the forecasts of the modelling had turned out to 
be wrong. 

Action:  Rachel would look those cases up. 

 

                                                             
2  Which included Brenda Puech and Isabelle Clément, the Director of Wheels for Wellbeing. 
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6.3 Filtering/Motoring Grid & Air Quality  (See 2.2 above;  4.1 & 5.1 in the minutes for 26 November;  

and the draft report on ICAG’s South Islington air quality study circulated for the meeting) 

6.3.1 Oliver was not present to speak on his work on filtering and the motoring grid. 

6.3.2 Andrea reported on his air quality study with Healthy Air.  It had led to the creation 
of a map which would be effective in campaigning, and showed that air quality was 
legal only in the filtered areas.  Air quality was becoming a big issue and fitted well 
with the idea of the motoring grid.  Also, it was a reason to encourage cycling on 
back routes even if we had to provide also for cycling on main roads.  And we 
needed to think of networks (for cycling and for motoring) rather than routes. 

6.3.3 Tom noted that the motoring grid brought a useful shift in focus.  We moved from 
focusing only on cycling to talk of where to allow motor traffic.  That would make it 
easier for us to work with others, such as pedestrian lobby groups. 

6.3.4 Tom presented the motoring grid that he had developed for Islington.  It had cycle 
tracks on cell boundaries, but not within cells.  It gave a good long-term plan for the 
area that was coherent and easy enough to create with local knowledge;  and it 
could be achieved by steps, as chance arose.  Local groups could develop such 
plans for their areas which could be amalgamated to give a complete London plan 
which all could work towards. 

6.3.5 The Forum noted that Andrea had done a map for Camden, while Oliver had been 
working separately in Hackney;  that there was an issue about co-ordinating 
between such borough maps;  that the Forum was interested in the proof of 
concept rather than the detail;  and that such plans gave a helpful way of talking to 
businesses and others about how areas might be changed. 

 

6.3.6 The Forum agreed these Actions: 
i. Tom was to present more at the next meeting. 

ii. Tom was to circulate the Google Maps links. 

iii. Rachel would talk to Mustafa Arif about how this work related to Campaigns. 

 

6.4 Motor-vehicle enforcement:  See 2.2 above. 

 

 

7. Possible new policy projects 

Ashok Sinha had asked whether the Forum would be interested in discussing this question:  

Are there any circumstances in which we would accept new road building or increases in 

road capacity? 

7.1 The Forum discussed that suggestion.  These points were made: 

• A Thames bridge in East London might be one case – if it made good provision for 

public transport and cycling. 

• Another might be a bypass in the green belt, if it removed through motor traffic from  a 

town centre. 

7.2 We agreed that we would be interested, against the background of particular situations. 

Action:  Rachel and other Forum members 
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8. Recent & Upcoming Seminars 

8.1 That on 27 January 2015 on ‘Transport and Health’ with Lucy Saunders, of the Greater 

London Authority, had gone well. 

 

8.2 These were coming up: 

• On Monday 16th March:  one by Skype with US academics on their research 

evaluating recently-installed protected bikeways in Portland and other US cities 

• On Wednesday 6 May:  the one on inclusive cycling design mentioned in see 6.1.4 

above. 

 

8.3 Rachel invited new ideas.  There were these suggestions: 

• Junction design (but that was more for the Junction Review Group. 

• Modal filtering. 

 

9. Any Other Business:  none raised. 

 

10. Close:  The meeting ended at 8.47pm.  The next meeting was on 29 April 2015.  
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Appendix 

Some papers circulated for the meeting 

 

[For Item 3 above:] 

Rachel Aldred – draft notes to get discussion going re: one-way streets, for PF meeting 25/2/15. 

Some thoughts on one-way streets and impact on speeds / street environments  

Doing a very brief literature review on the topic was interesting. It became clear that in the UK, one-way streets are seen 
as strongly associated with an 'old' predict-and-provide paradigm, where the priority is speed and motor vehicle 
throughput. This can be seen from a simple Google search:  

 

Many documents from local authorities make this assertion 'One-way streets often lead to an increase in traffic speed' 
(often followed by similarly worded claims about difficulty enforcing short stretches); however, I found it difficult to find 
academic studies evidencing this point.  

What is clear is that in the UK, one way streets have often (generally in the immediate post-war period) been used to 
facilitate and speed motor traffic.  

By contrast in some other countries, they are seen within a traffic calming/motor traffic reduction paradigm. See for 
example Rune Elvik (2001),based in Norway, conducting a systematic meta-analysis of studies, who writes (my emphasis):  

'Area-wide urban traffic calming schemes are typically implemented in residential areas in towns in order to reduce the 
environmental and safety problems caused by road traffic. A hierarchical road system is established and through traffic is 
removed from residential streets by means of, for example, street closures or one-way systems. Speed reducing devices 
are often installed in residential streets.'  

Similarly a Cochrane review of traffic calming included both one-way and two-way conversions as potential traffic 
calming techniques:  

'Redistribution of traffic or alteration to road hierarchy, (e.g. permanent or temporary blocking of road, diagonal blocks, 
gateways, creation of one-way streets, re-introduction of two-way streets, four-way stops)' (Bunn et al 2003, my 
emphasis)  

Intriguingly, some UK sources criticising one-way operation argue against it on the basis that it restricts access to through 
motor traffic. Manual for Streets (DCLG/DfT 2007: 42) argues against one-way operation because such streets 'require 
additional signing and result in longer vehicular journeys'. A review by ITS Leeds from 1992 (Harvey 1992) criticised both 
modal filtering and one-way operation because of negative impacts on motor vehicle permeability:  

'Road closures and one-way streets are regarded as very much a last resort in terms of traffic calming as they restrict the 
choice of routes available for local access traffic. However, they can be very effective in removing through traffic. '  
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One study from California of the revitalisation of an urban neighbourhood (Minnie Street) involved conversion to one-way 
operation specifically as a means 'to reduce traffic volume and to slow speeds' (Day et al 2007). The authors acknowledge 
that the success of different types of traffic calming will be context-specific (in their case speeds dropped from 19mph to 
17mph, and pedestrians found the street more legible and easier to cross). However in this specific case a change to one-
way operation, as part of a neighbourhood regeneration strategy, seemed to be associated with place and speed-
reducing benefits.  

Talking about a very different context, San Diego's arterial roads, Peter Calthorpe (undated) suggests that there, 'Splitting 
the arterials into one-way couplets allowed an urban grid to organize the site and provided for a pedestrian scaled 
environment.' By contrast, in other contexts one-way operation can be deeply hostile to pedestrian environments, an in 
an example from Jordan where two rings of one-way streets are recommended to speed motor traffic flow (Al-Omari et al 
2013).  

This latter case is the kind of design that puts people in the UK off one-way streets, but this short review has suggested 
that elsewhere, the targeted use of one-way systems has been seen as having place benefits and as associated with 
motor traffic and speed reduction, if used appropriately. This can then free up space for cycle infrastructure (or wider 
pavements, green space etc.)  

Al-Omari, B. Gharaybeh, F.A. and Alomari, A.H. (2013) Evaluation of Traffic IImprovement Options Using Traffic 
Simulation, Journal of Control Science and Engineering, pp. 38-45, 
http://www.davidpublishing.com/davidpublishing/Upfile/6/9/2014/2014060901335812.pdf  

Bunn, F. et al (2003) Area-wide traffic calming for preventing traffic related injuries, Cochrane Intervention Review, 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD003110/full  

Calthorpe, P. (undated) THE URBAN NETWORK: A NEW FRAMEWORK FOR GROWTH, 
http://www.calthorpe.com/files/Urban%20Network%20Paper.pdf  

Day, K.et al (2007) Remaking Minnie Street The Impacts of Urban Revitalization on Crime and Pedestrian Safety, 
http://jpe.sagepub.com/content/26/3/315.full.pdf+html Journal of Planning Education and Research March 2007 vol. 26 
no. 3 315-331  

DCLG/DfT (2006) Manual for Streets. London: HMSO, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf  

Elvik, R. (2001) Area-wide urban traffic calming schemes: a meta-analysis of safety effects, Accident Analysis & 
Prevention, Volume 33, Issue 3, May 2001, Pages 327–336, 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001457500000464  

Harvey, T. (1992) A REVIEW OF CURRENT TRAFFIC CALMING TECHNIQUES, Leeds: ITS Leeds, 

http://www.its.leeds.ac.uk/projects/primavera/p_calming.html 

 

---------------------------------- 

Inclusive cycling policy  [see item 6.1 above] 

 

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

abilities. Many of the organisations that we seek to influence have obligations to consider how they can 

advance equality and cycling infrastructure can contribute to building inclusive communities and accessible 

transport. 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, not least to take account of disability – a 

legal requirement for public bodies responsible for transport infrastructure. Badly designed interventions 

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. 

 

http://www.its.leeds.ac.uk/projects/primavera/p_calming.html

