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About the London Cycling Campaign

London Cycling Campaign (LCC) is a charity with more than 40,000 supporters of whom 12,000 are
fully paidup members. We spealp on behalf of everyone who cycles or wants to cycle in Greater
London; and we speak up for a greener, healthier, happier and bettenected capital.

This response was developed with input from LCC’
General comments:

The reclassificatin of exi sting roads to create a “Major R
particularly troubling. However, both the tone and the detail of this spepifiposalindicatesit is

being thought of and couched in the narrowest terms possiselely focusig on private motor

vehicle usage.

Overly focusing oprivate motortraffic to the detriment of other modes and approaches to

transport, risks undermining thB®epartmentf or Tr ansport’'s ( DfQytlimg) own p
and Walking Investmerft r at egy document was subtitled: “ We v
natur al choices for shorter journeys, or as part

In his forewordo the document the Secretary of State for Transport, Chris Grayling, not only

repeats the above stament butalsosays: For t oo | ong, some have seen
rather than a normal activity for all. If we can increase levels of walking and cycling, the benefits are
substantial. For people, it means cheaper travel and better heatthbésinesses, it means

increased productivity and increased footfall in shops. And for society as a whole it means lower
congestion, better air quality, and vibrant, att

The Minister also state$: We ai m t o ctivity byl 2625 ang eathiyeagredace the rate of
cyclists killed or s e Mhisaiomeddystronggndactvedsuppant frdgnn g | i s h
all sections ofjovernment,in the broadest possible sensi¢it is to be realisedThat means

considering active travel and other maglen a regionabasis,andin astrategic senselt also means

a change of attitudecross governmerdwayfrom consideringmprovingroad capaciy for private

motor vehiclesas beneficigland towardsscheme by schemand strategicallyenabling alternatives

to private motor vehicle usage

In this proposal howeverhe vast majority of the approach proposed, the examples given, and the
language used all pati towards an assumption that the road network is primarily used by and

designed for motor vehicles and always wil| bet more, that there will not be substantial
“rebalancing” away from motor vehiclessofo ot her
for instance, how people access housing developments.
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Given the clear evidence, and international approaches that play in stark contrast to the current
governmental approach and this document, it is difficult to see how this proposal, and appraach, ¢
contribute positively to attempts to reduce pollution, avoid climateanging emissions and tackle

the inactivity crises, much less simply enable more people to walk, cycle and use public transport
more and drive less.

Of particular note, the governmettias recently beetold its actionand proposal®n pollution and

illegal air quality levelare unlawfullyinsufficient for thethird time. This has led to an
unprecedented joint inquiry of four Parliamentar
health emergency’”, with Lilian Greenwood MP, Ch s
“Transport is the key to improving air quality, but it requires real political leadership and co

ordinated action from the Government and local authorities. $akition isn't just about reducing

the pollution each vehicle produces, we also need policies that will reduce our reliance on cars. This
requires more urgency, imagination and innovation than is being demonstrated by the Government,

local councils or trasport service providets ( s e e
https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-z/commonsselect/environment
food-andrural-affairscommittee/newsparliament2017/joint-improvingair-qguality-report-

publication17-19/). This proposal, as it currently stands, would be likelwtorsen air quality

significantly, rather than improve,iandgoes directly against the kind of joinegh approach to

transport the inquiry calls for.

For these reasonshé London Cycling Campaign cannot support thespgsals in theicurrent

form. It is essential that they amnodified to place the MRN in a broader trgost context, where

alternatives toprivate motor vehicle capacity improvements are prioritised. This broader approach

would also be in keepingith the localism agenda of government and help ensure that areas of the

country such as London, that take a different approach to trangplarining haveaccess to funding

to move forward their plangvi t hout embracing the *“ @aannentt and p
appears to endorse here

Proposals and evidence basasstbe compiled and assessed on a broader range of criteria that
includes shift tacycling and public transpgrteduction of pollution, increased activity levedad
reducedcarbon emissionsThe MRN proposal and all schemes arising from it should be subject to a
rigorous Strategic Environmental Assessment (SE&)séhemes should not be held to a £20 million
minimum threshold.

London Cycling Campaign also supports tkeeemme ndat i ons made i n Cycling
these proposals.

Specific points about the proposal:

- Given recent legal action against the government over air quality, and given ongoing
concerns over lack of governmental action on climate change, inadévitys, active travel
etc. then the proposal should be subject to a rigorous and broad SEA before approval,
assessing the proposal and likely associated schemes against alternative approaches that
prioritise active and public travel modes ahead of privaigtor vehicle capacity
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improvements. If the MRN does move forward, then each scheme should be subject to
similar assessment on its impact to the environmeravel by mode air quality, activity
levels etc

Much ofour criticismof this proposal isireiterationofL ondon Cycl i ng Campaig
response on the “Shaping the Future of Engl al
February 2018, and viewable here:

https://s3.amazonaws.com/lcc_production bucket/files/12459/original.pdf?1518030591

The governmeninust prioritise other modes of transport aradternative approaches to

enabling movement of goods and people as a priority above private motor vehicles. These
proposals do the oppositein examples given and approach taken they prioritise private

motor vehicle capacityyet the wellestablishedcorept s of “i nduced demand
evaporation” ar e puilding &nd eshidleestrigionsadhemessacres§é r o a d
the UK. Rather than “predict and provide” fol
to avoid any private motor vehicle pacity increases on any roads as the priofity,

enablingalternative mode capacity improvements instead.

The five core principles that the MRN wil/| de
consistent network”, “a aoaa@adrnoinmdt echdnetewyo rok’a,
focus on enhancement and major r SBRNeareadts” and

in themselves necessarily troublirgvhen applied to the broadest understanding of

transport, they make good sense. But this prop@sa document does not do thafny

MRN proposal must be seen and delivered within the context of those principles being

applied across the entire transport network encompassing all modes. That means not

funding and reaching for private motor vehicle caipaas the first priority. As per the point

above regarding “induced demand” amdand tr af fi ¢
other such schemes should be used as a last, not first, rd¥orate motor vehicle traffic

demand management, enabling me switch to other, more sustainable modes, and other

such approacheshould be used first.

The examples listed of schemes that will be eligible for MRN funding also demonstrate the

focus of this proposal “ by paxsissetsi’n g “MMARN srionagd
“major structural renewals”, “major junction
“traffic management and the use of smart tecl
i mprovements” again demonst r atisksoldypriorgiinnmi t me n t

movement of motor vehicles.

The use of average annual daily flows of motor vehiclesamly method of determining
which roads will be designated in the MiRNighly problematic in this contexdspecially

for London and other majasities This does not capture quantity of people or goods moved,
nor the potential change of mode share, nor the viability and many advantages gained by
removing space and capacity from private motor vehicles and delivering that to more
efficient and sustinable, healthy modes, particularly in urban and suburban settings (as
many schemes in London are demonstrating currenliyjhe same vein, it is therefore likely
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that schemes below £20 milliacouldhave hugepositiveimpacts on roads that movarge
numbers ofpeople and/or goods, ifthe focusf t he scheme i sndally j ust o
motor vehicle flow.

Given the aboveand the stark contrast currently visible betweerh e May or and Tf L°
policiesandthose of the national governmentit is clear that regional control of the MRN

and Regional Evidence Bases (REBs) withfigrtant in enablingthe prioritisation of active

travel modes and public transport over private motor vehigtegrban areasilt is therefore

vital that REB#nclude health (activity levelshe negtive impacts of air pollution, andss

of life via collision etc.), climate changadthe potential for modal shifto reduce motor

traffic volumes), i.e. that transportis consideredn the broadest possibleontext Regional
centresshouldb e abl e to unlock MRN funding without
narrow definition of appropriate schemes for these roads.

Similarly|t is both indicative and problematic that the sole example of walking and cycling
schemes in relation to the MRNa$atown that isbeing bypassed by an MRN roaiter

which itwill beimproved for walking and cycling. $hs an overly narrow approach to how
walking and cycling can be improved around the MRRN demonstrates the motor vehicle
focus of the MRN proposdt is well known that iHolland where a quarter of all journeys
are cycledmost major roads include cycling tracdengside Even this simple appach, as
suggestedn Interim Advice Notedl95/16“Cycle Traffic Andhe Srategic Road Netwoik is
missing here.

The five assessment criteria theed@®vernment ¢
congestiori , uppos economic growth andebalancing , upgorg housing delivery ,

“ @pport all road usefs ,  auppdrt thesStrategic RoadNetwork  ( SaR Acfeptable

criteria, if taken in the broadest possible transport conteBtit they must be appid in that

context, and it is likely other criteria such as reduce climate changing emissions, enable

modal transfer away from private motor vehicles of goods and people to alleviate motor

vehicle demand, reduce pollution, increase activity levels algiibe vital.

Using amotor vehicle volumenetric approactsolely to defingo the MRN also risks

creating or reinforcing inconsistencies in planning the existing roads network. In London, the
Df T"s map of the proposed MRN appears to higl
Examples include missing or extra links around Adbbangley and Leavesden around the

M1, Waltham Abbey, the A13 around Aveley and Purfleet, the Blackwall Tunnel itself and
the A23 north of Croydon. On top of that, the map highlights a broader, strategic difference
in historical planning of motor vehicteutes and the resulting traffic between north and

south London. In north London the MRN and indeed SRN etc. comes primarily in the shape
of radial routes in/out of the centre; in south London, the MRN etc. involves far less direct
routes (for instance, aund Croydon, Bromley, Epsom, Kingston, Twickenham, Hayes etc.).
Regional authorities should prepare REBs for all transport modes, with an overarching
transport plan, and then bid for money on proposals emerging from that plan, rather than
have their roadsind approach to those roads dictated by a government and/or transport



department that appears to view other modes ¢
as largely irrelevant.

General points about highways schemes:

1 LCC requires schemes to be des@jteaccommodate growth in cycling. Providing space for
cycling is a more efficient use of road space than providing space for driving private motor
vehicles, particularly for journeys of 5km or less. In terms of providing maximum efficiency
for space anenergy use, walking, cycling, then public transport are key.

1 As demonstrated by the success of recent Cycle Superhighways addatianid projects
etc., people cycle when they feel safe. For cycling to become mainstream, a network-of high
quality, directroutes separate from high volumes and/or speeds of motor vehicle traffic is
required to/from all key destinations and residential areas in an area. Schemes should be
planned, designed and implemented to maximise potential to increase journaith links
to nearby amenities, residential centres, transport hubs considered from the outset.

1 Spending money on cycling infrastructure has been shown to dramatically boost health
outcomes in an area. Spending on cycling schemes outranks all other transport mode for
return on investment according to a DfT stud)
“Heal thy Streets” checklist. A healthy street

1 All schemes should be designed to enable people of all ages and abilities tanojating
disabled people.

1 LCC wants, as a condition of funding, all highway development designed to London Cycling
Design Standards (LCDS), with a Cycling Level of Service (CLoS) rating of 70 or above, with all
“criticalissues el i mi nat ed.



