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London Cycling Campaign Policy Forum 
 

Minutes of Meeting of 29 April 2015, 
at 6.30pm in Room M205, Westminster University, 35 Marylebone Rd, London NW1 5LS 

 

Present: 
Forum Members: 
Rachel Aldred, chair (Hackney, Board), Philip Loy (Lambeth, inner boroughs), Kristy Revell 
(Camden, non-borough groups), George Coulouris (Camden, inner boroughs), David Arditti 
(Brent, outer boroughs), Gareth Redmond (Croydon, Board), and Anthony Gilmour, secretary 
(Lambeth, general membership). 
 
LCC staff:  Charlie Lloyd (Campaigns Officer). 
 
Other LCC Members (observers):  Steven Edwards (Camden), Tom Harrison (Islington), 
Anita Frizzarin (Islington), and John Wood (Bromley). 
 

Agenda  

 
1. Welcome, Apologies (Standing Item) 
2. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising (Standing Item) 
3. Short Debate: Would We Ever Support New Roads? (opening a discussion; can be continued 
next meeting) 
4. Discussion: Can one-way streets be used to create space for cycling? (follow-up from last 
meeting’s debate: see circulated document) 
5. Discussion: LCC Policy & Governance Papers – for comment (see circulated documents) 
6. Updates on other current policy projects (Standing Item) 

6.1 Filtering/Motoring Grid (see link circulated from Andrea) – Tom H 
6.2 Inclusive cycling – Rachel 
6.3 Modelling –Rachel 
6.4 Motor vehicle enforcement – Anthony 

7. Possible new policy projects (Standing Item) 
8. Recent & Upcoming Seminars (Standing Item) 
9. AOB (Standing Item) 
10. Close; next meeting Weds 29th July at LCC offices 
 

 

Actions Summary 

 
(1) Item 3 (new roads capacity):  RA would talk to Ashok, summarising our views, and see if 
more was needed (such as a written statement). 
 
(2) Item 4 (one-way streets):  GR to lead in drafting some general principles, and co-ordinate 
a discussion on the email list about it. 
 
(3) Item 3 (LCC policy & governance papers):  RA to give some feedback to the Board. 
 
(4) Item 6.1 (Filtering/Motoring Grid):  RA would liaise with TH and others about drafting a 
short briefing paper. 
 
(5) Item 7 (Seminars):  RA to go ahead with the proposed 4 June seminar with Andy Clarke. 
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Minutes 

1. Welcome, apologies 

1.1 The chair welcomed those present. 

 

1.2 There were apologies from Tom Bogdanowicz, Andrea Casalotti, Spencer Harradine, 

Kevin Hickman, and Oliver Schick. 

 

2. Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising  

2.1 The minutes for 25 February 2015 were agreed as circulated, with corrections in action 

(5)(b) and in items 3.1, 3.3, and 5.3. 

 

2.2 Update on Action Points Summary: 

(1) Uploading minutes:  Done for the last three meetings. 

(2) Drafting a policy note on one-way streets:  Done, and discussed in 4 below. 

(3) Redrafting response to TfL’s transparency policy consultation:  Done. 

(4) Training for LCC in Cycling Level of Service (CLOS) standards:  Rachel had 

been discussing support from Brian Deegan.1 

(5) Inclusive cycling: 

(a) Passing the redrafted statement to the Board to adopt:  Done. 

(b) Cascading about inclusive cycling:  Rachel would ask for that to be done. 

(6) Andrew Gilligan and information on modelling:  Rachel had emailed about that, 

but had had no response yet. 

(7) Filtering and the Motoring Grid: 

(a) Still waiting for information from Oliver on evidence on filtering and motoring.2 

(b) Tom to present more at the next meeting:  Being done today, at 6.1 below. 

(c) Talking to Mustafa Arif about joining up our work with Campaigns:  Done. 

(d) Circulating the link to the Google map:  Done. 

(8) To consider working on whether LCC might ever support new roads:  Being done 

today, at 3 below. 

 

2.3 Other things arising not otherwise on the agenda:  Further to item 5.2.3 (CLOS), Rachel 

Aldred and John Chamberlain had done some CLOS assessments at Parliament Hill School.  

The CLOS system was much better than the Cycling Environment Review System. 

 

 

                                                             
1  Brian Deegan has since given training on CLOS for the LCC, at Westminster University on 30 June 2015.  See also 2.3 in 
these minutes. 

2  Here there was a brief discussion on the effect of modal filtering. 
• Not much evidence seemed to be available. 
• Some of the evidence in Cities Safer by Design might be applicable. 
• Andrea C and Tom H had been talking to an academic and to the air quality officer at Islington Council on how it 

might improve air quality. 
• Others, too, were now looking at that, including Sustrans and officers at Hackney Council. 

https://trlsoftware.co.uk/products/street_auditing/cers
http://www.wricities.org/sites/default/files/CitiesSaferByDesign_final.pdf
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3. Short Debate: Would We Ever Support New Roads?  (See 7 in the minutes for 25 February) 

3.1 Several kinds of cases were suggested to consider:  new river crossings;  new roads in 

developments like Brent Cross;  ones in developments like the Olympic Park (where the 

worst provisions were near the Westgate Shopping Centre);  and bypasses in the green belt.  

There followed a general discussion. 

3.2 Some thought we should sometimes say Yes to new roads, for the benefit sometimes 

outweighed the cost and harm.  Thus, in the green belt, bypasses on the A410 road might 

allow the present road to be filtered in some town centres. 

3.3 The Forum discussed some problems with new roads: 

(a) Design mattered.  Thus bypasses could feed motor traffic back, allow longer 

journeys, and have other wider traffic effects, as shown (at different scales) by the 

M25 and Bromley town centre. 

(b) Developments on new roads led to still more motor traffic. 

(c) Another issue was developments on them that one couldn’t cycle to.  (The Dutch 

didn’t seem to allow such developments.) 

(d) More road capacity and so more motor traffic brought more pollution. 

(e) And was building more roads a good use of resources anyway? 

 

3.4 There were various reactions to such problems: 

(a) Much the same might apply to any infrastructure proposal, not just roads.  The 

decision should depend on the effects of the particular proposal. 

(b) We should deal with each proposal against evidence of its effects. 

(c) Harm often came from poor policy (such as planning policies on out-of-town 

developments) rather than from the roads themselves.  Some thought that it might 

be best to oppose such roads until planning policies changed.  Others thought that 

we should campaign for better conditions for cycling, without assuming bad 

planning results.  Were the planning policies right, there would be no conflict. 

(d) New roads need not mean more motor traffic.  Silvertown Tunnel would have a toll, 

which could be carefully managed to handle the existing volumes.3 

 

3.5 It was pointed out that those qualms were not arguments against ever agreeing to new 

roads or road capacity.  It would always turn on the context.  The question was, rather, how 

readily we should accept such a proposal, and how we should deal with uncertainties and 

the effects of wider policies.  There views differed. 

 

3.6 We agreed that we would not oppose all new roads or road capacity, but were sceptical 

in general, and it would depend on the context.  Put another way, we were against new 

motor traffic capacity unless it had enough benefit for cycling. 

 

Action:  Rachel would talk to Ashok Sinha (who originally raised this), summarising our 

views, and see if more was needed (such as a written statement). 

 

 

                                                             
3  This prompted a discussion of the ‘peak car’ phenomenon, and how it might relate to road capacity. 
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4. Discussion:  Can one-way streets be used to create space for cycling?  (See 3 in the 

minutes for 25 February, & Rachel’s draft policy note circulated earlier and set out in the appendix below) 

4.1 Rachel went through her draft policy statement, now down to two pages: 

(a) The meeting discussed point 5 there (smaller streets). 

(b) Some found trite the point about allowing contra-flow cycling:  others disagreed. 

(c) There was little comment otherwise on the details of the draft paper. 

(d) However, there were various worries about its form and purpose. 

 

4.2 There were worries about: 

(a) The growing amounts of LCC policy (and related AGM motions). 

(b) Laying down detailed policy positions in such complex and fluid areas.  It might be 

better to lay down some general principles to guide campaigners on the 

complexities, allowing more judgment in how to apply it in particular circumstances. 

(c) Risking ending up with policies on everything.  (Why not on roundabouts, say?) 

(d) Making policy in a piecemeal way.  Rather, we should produce guidance across 

wider issues. 

 

4.3 Some were happier with the approach of the paper. 

• Some thought that it was reasonable and the process gave more force to the AGM. 

• Some saw a purpose as to help ease some of the disagreement in parts of the LCC. 

 

4.4 Conclusions. 

4.4.1 The meeting considered whether to vote on the paper.  However, the consensus was 

that we should instead try setting out some general principles to help resolve questions. 

4.4.2 We agreed that Gareth should try drafting some short principles and co-ordinate a 

discussion on the email list before the next meeting. 

Action: Gareth 

 

5. Discussion: LCC Policy & Governance Papers – for comment  (see circulated documents) 

5.1. Rachel referred to the papers, out for consultation, which proposed changes to the 

LCC’s Articles and the AGM Standing Orders: 

• Paper Policy 1 put forward changes to the Articles, to make Board and AGM resolutions bind 

anyone when speaking for the LCC. 

• Paper Policy 2 was on changing the Articles to lay down a process for policy motions to go 

through before they could be put to an AGM.  That included being put to this Forum and the 

Local Groups Forum for comments and suggested amendments. 

• Paper Policy 3 was on changes to the LCC’s AGM Standing Orders, arising from the 

proposals in Policy 2. 

5.2 A few points were made and discussed: 

5.2.1 Mightn’t Paper 1 be a matter of discipline?  It could be put in by-laws.  (Others 

thought not, because it was making a substantial change.) 

5.2.2 Would the process in Paper 2 apply to all motions?  Who would decide whether 

one was a policy motion?  As drafted, the process would apply only to policy 

motions, and the Board would decide which were policy motions.  But the Local 

Groups Forum had decided that every motion needed to go to the forums, and they 
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(rather than the Board) would decide whether it was policy.  That would also hasten 

things by cutting out one stage. 

5.2.3 If it applied to all motions, that raised concerns.  (What about a motion on IT?)  

However, this Forum was concerned only with outward-facing matters, not 

governance, so would shun a motion on the LCC’s IT. 

5.2.4 The aim of Papers 2 and 3 was to produce better motions, and more agreement 

between parties.  It was no good, as now, trying to make policy on the floor of the 

AGM by amending resolutions on the spot.  Even so, some were worried by the 

long timescale proposed for motions, which could lessen democratic accountability. 

5.3 Rachel would give some feedback to the Board. 

Action: Rachel 

 

6. Updates on other current policy projects 

6.1 Filtering and the Motoring Grid (See 2.2(7) above, and 2.2 & 6.3 in the minutes for 25 February): 

6.1.1 Oliver was not there to speak on his work on filtering and the motoring grid. 

6.1.2 Tom explained further his ideas and questions on the Motoring Grid, against the 
background of the work in Islington.  Policy gave a vision of what we wanted, and 
directed us on what to say.  The Motoring Grid did that, and allowed us to be 
proactive.  It was a long-term plan.  However, would it ever be agreed?  How would 
it be changed?  How would we react to proposals to pedestrianize part of it?  

6.1.3 We noted that the detail of the Grid was a matter of practice.  If a proposal to 
change came along, we would ask, How does this fit with the idea of the Grid?  
That didn’t mean that we could deal with all questions as they came up simply by 
referring to our grid.  The grid could be developed in different ways. 

6.1.4 One worry was that it wasn’t, perhaps, our job to say where cars couldn’t go.  We 
needed, rather, to garner support for changes that might restrict cars.  But most 
thought that it was reasonable and proper for us to argue to restrict cars as part of 
wider aims: 
• The Motoring Grid was much the same as Areas Without Through Motor Traffic. 

• The LCDS likewise had cells, and by implication a wider grid where through 

motor traffic was allowed. 

• Also, we had a policy on the congestion charge, or at least our consultation 

response, based on the principle of road use charging for motor traffic. 

• The Motoring Grid idea was good because we were working in the wider sphere 

of transport, rather than just cycling. 

• And it could help with local politicians because of public health, safe routes to 

schools, and so forth. 

6.1.5 However, there was a problem about the name.  “Motoring Grid” seemed a 
questionable way to present a wider scheme dealing with all traffic, and 
encouraged worries like 6.1.4.  Philip suggested “traffic grid” as the title.  Other 
names could be suggested. 

6.1.6 It was suggested that we might have a short briefing paper, say two pages, dealing 
with principles here.  It could draw from our AWTMTs briefing paper and Andrea 
Casalotti’s Motoring Grid paper. 

Action:  Rachel would liaise with Tom H and others about drafting such a paper. 
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6.2 Inclusive Cycling (See 2.2(5) above, and 6.1 in the minutes for 25 February):  Rachel mentioned 

the seminar coming up on 6 May, which was very popular.  It was good to have a joint event 

with CIHT. 

6.2 Modelling (See 6.2 in the minutes for 25 February):  There was not much to report, but work 

was ongoing 

6.4 Motor-vehicle enforcement (See 2.2 & 6.4 in the minutes for 25 February):  Anthony had nothing 

more to report. 

7. Possible new policy projects:  Not discussed for lack of time. 

8. Recent & Upcoming Seminars  (See also 6.2 above); 

8.1 Rachel had in mind a presentation by Andy Clarke4 on 4 June, piggy-backing on the 

Hackney Cycling Conference:  “Are we ready for a new golden age of cycling?”.  We agreed. 

Action:  Rachel 

8.2 Rachel invited other ideas for future seminars. 

9. Any Other Business:  Not discussed for lack of time. 

10. Close:  The meeting ended at 8.37pm.  Next meeting:  29th July at the LCC offices.  

                                                             
4  President of the League of American Bicyclists. 

http://www.ciht.org.uk/
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Appendix 

Draft policy paper circulated for the meeting – see item 4 above 

Rachel Aldred – draft for discussion, PF meeting 29/4/15.  

One-way streets  

Background: It’s the context that counts  

UK local authority guidance often recommends against the use of one-way streets. They are strongly 

associated with post-war motor-centric road systems hostile for walking and cycling. Many documents 

from local authorities make the general assertion that 'One-way streets often lead to an increase in traffic 

speed'; and indeed post-war one-way systems have often sought to increase motor traffic flow and/or 

speeds.  

Yet many other European countries, the use of one-way streets is seen as a traffic calming/motor traffic 

reduction technique. Elvik (2001), based in Norway, wrote in a systematic meta-analysis of studies 

(emphasis added):  

'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.'  

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

potential traffic calming techniques (Bunn et al 2003). This suggests that neither system in itself will 

always either calm motor traffic or raise speeds and capacity.  

In similar vein – although portraying this negatively – some UK sources associate one-way operation 

with worsened conditions for 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'. 

An ITS Leeds review (Harvey 1992) criticised both modal filtering and one-way operation because of 

negative impacts on motor vehicle permeability, describing both 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.'  

One-way operation has been used to regenerate urban neighbourhoods: a recent Californian study 

examined one such programme. Here one-way operation was used specifically as a means 'to reduce 

traffic volume and to slow speeds' (Day et al 2007). The authors acknowledged success will be context-

specific. In this case, following the change to one-way operation, motor speeds dropped from 19mph to 

17mph, and pedestrians found the street more legible and easier to cross. 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.'  

In other contexts, one-way operation can – as British planners have often feared – be deeply hostile to 

pedestrian environments, an in an example from Jordan where modellers have recommended two rings 

of one-way streets to speed motor traffic flow (Al-Omari et al 2013). However, a current major scheme to 

make Epsom town centre two-way has a similar headline aim: ‘Reducing congestion … It currently takes 

around 10 minutes to travel through the town centre [by car] from one side to the other and it is 

estimated that journey times will improve by 1-2 minutes [with two-way operation].’  

Therefore the impacts of streets being two-way or one-way will vary, depending on context, goals, 

scheme design and broader area traffic management.  
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LCC’s position  
1. Contraflow Cycling. We believe contraflow cycling should be the default on any one-way streets in 

London. Permitting this in many City of London streets has proved successful, even in very narrow 

streets.  

2. Neutrality. LCC will not necessarily oppose or support changes from one- to two-way, or vice versa. 

Our position will depend on scheme-specific impacts on cycling, in line with LCC policy.  

3. Cycling Space. In particular, LCC believes we need to create more space for cycling (defined as per our 

policy; either very quiet streets with slow motor speeds, or separated tracks on busier roads) in London, 

preferably through re-allocating space allocated to motor traffic or otherwise poorly used (e.g. hatched 

areas).  

4. Busier Roads. In principle, then, we may support creating space for cycling by removing one direction 

of motor traffic. In such cases – as generally – LCC would also recommend speed reduction techniques 

and facilitation of easy pedestrian crossing movements.  

5. Smaller Streets. It may be acceptable to make smaller or residential streets one-way as part of a 

traffic management programme, rather than filtering them – provided cycle contraflows are provided.  
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