Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan (LTP3) 

Response to the Consultation by St Albans Cycle Campaign

We have set out our response under the headings:

· Additional Policies needed

· Vision and Goals

· The Approach

· Challenges

· Interventions

· Targets and Indicators

· Policies

· Top 5 interventions
Additional Policies needed

We found insufficient emphasis in the Plan on:

· The need for resources, particularly staff, to achieve the modal shift mentioned under so many of the Challenges and Policies.  The County Council has one half-time member of staff dedicated to cycling. This is inadequate to deliver a significant shift to cycling in a population of over 1 million. 

· The need to link with the health service, or those responsible for public health, in promoting the need for active travel such as walking and cycling.
· The need to create a partnership with users, or groups representing users, in the development of policies and interventions.  Cycling groups have a wealth of expertise that could be tapped to ensure that resources are spent wisely and effectively.

· The benefit to cost ratios of various interventions as a basis for resource allocation.  Investments in cycling, if done properly, have very high benefit to cost ratios. 
· The contribution of poor road and footway surfaces to injuries to cyclists and pedestrians.  Potholes, uneven footways, skid inducing materials and icy surfaces all discourage people from cycling and walking. More priority needs to be given to the part of the carriageway used by cyclists and to the minor roads, footways and off-road routes used by pedestrians and cyclists. 
· Applying a user hierarchy to the design process with pedestrians at the top, followed by cyclists with private motor vehicles last.  This is one of the principal changes to practice set out in Manual for Streets (MfS), Manual for Streets 2 (Mfs2) and endorsed by the Government.  
Vision and Goals

The Vision as written is:

To provide a safe, efficient and resilient transport system that serves the needs of business and residents across Hertfordshire and minimises its impact on the environment.

We have three reservations about the way this Vision is written.

1. Business as normally understood would not include the NHS, social services or schools
2. Whilst no priority is implied it seems strange to put “business” before “residents”.
3. “minimises its impact on the environment” is hardly inspiring. What about enhancing the quality of the streets where people live, work and play as well as travel?
Consider re-phrasing as:

To provide a safe, efficient and resilient transport system that serves the needs of residents, employers and employees and to improve the quality and liveability of the roads, streets and other highway spaces where people live, work, play and travel. 

When the Plan talks about a “transport network to benefit local business, encourage further economic growth and allow access for all to everyday facilities.” can it be made clear that access for all includes schoolchildren who need independent access to everyday facilities such as playgrounds, parks and their own streets in complete safety from motor traffic whether they be walking or using their bicycles.

We are disappointed that the Plan accepts that there will be a growth in motor traffic. We believe that this growth will jeopardise the achievement of the Vision and the Challenges in the Plan. We would wish the council to take steps to curtail, and preferably reduce, the amount of car traffic.

The Approach

The second bullet point reads 
“Small scale improvements to the road network to improve travel conditions including addressing congestion hotspots.”  
Can it be re-written to make it clear that the small scale improvements will also be used to improve conditions for cyclists and pedestrians?  Also that schemes do not disadvantage pedestrians and cyclists. Along the lines:

· “Small scale improvements to the road and footway network to improve travel conditions including making cycling and walking more pleasant and more convenient and addressing congestion hotspots.
One of the elements of the preferred approach is the 7th bullet point: 
· “improving facilities for walking and cycling particularly on routes identified for these modes “

We are worried that the phrase “routes identified for these modes” seems to imply that the Council does not recognise that most walking takes place, and will always take place, on the footways alongside roads and streets and not on “routes identified for walking”.  Similarly for cycling: advice endorsed by the Department for Transport says that “Cyclists should be accommodated on the carriageway” and “If traffic conditions are inappropriate for on-street cycling, they should be addressed to make on-street cycling satisfactory.”  (MfS2).  We would suggest deleting the offending phrase and leaving the bullet point to read:
· improving facilities for walking and cycling 

The final bullet point reads “Promoting and, where appropriate, funding new infrastructure where necessary, particularly for passenger transport improvements.”  We feel that this should also cover walking and cycling and so read:
· “Promoting and, where appropriate, funding new infrastructure where necessary, particularly for passenger transport, pedestrian and cycling improvements.”

Challenges

We would like to see some of the Challenges re-worded.

Challenge 1.1 Keep the county moving through efficient management of the road network to improve journey time, reliability and resilience and manage congestion to minimise its impact on the economy. (p57)

Does this mean?: 

Challenge 1.1  Improve journey time, reliability and resilience by efficient management of the road network and tackle congestion to minimise its impact on the economy.

Challenge 2.1 Improve accessibility for all and particularly for non car users and the disadvantaged (disabled, elderly, low income etc). 
We thought that the Council tried to avoid terms such as “the disabled” when referring to people with mobility or other problems.

Challenge 2.2 Achieve behavioural change as regards choice of transport mode increasing awareness of the advantages of walking, cycling and public transport, and of information on facilities and services available. 
Does this mean?:

“Challenge 2.2 Get more people walking, cycling and using public transport by increasing awareness of their advantages and by providing information on facilities and services.”
Challenge 3.3 Maintain and enhance the natural, built and historic environment managing the streetscape and improving integration and connections of streets and neighbourhoods and minimising the adverse impacts of transport on the natural environment, heritage and landscape.
Could it be made clear that improving connections of streets is for walking and cycling and not for cars along the lines?
Challenge 3.3 Maintain and enhance the natural, built and historic environment by managing the streetscape and improving integration and connections of streets and neighbourhoods for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport and by minimising the adverse impacts of transport on the built and natural environment, heritage and landscape.

Challenge 4.1 Improve road safety in the county reducing the risk of death and injury due to traffic accidents 
The word “collisions” should be used instead of “accidents” as it has in most of the rest of the document.
A significant number of injuries on our roads and footways are not a result of traffic collisions. They occur when people slip or fall on icy or uneven footway or fall off their bikes when they hit a pothole or an icy patch on the roads.   They are frequently not recorded in police accident statistics.  However, any road safety Challenge needs to include them.  We suggest rewording the Challenge:
Challenge 4.1.  Improve road safety by reducing the risk of death and injury due to traffic collisions or caused by slipping or falling on roads and footways.
Interventions

Challenge 1.2

One of the Interventions (p62) under this challenge is “Focused on new developments”.
There should be some reference here to Manual for Streets (MfS). 

The other Interventions under this challenge are “Focused on sustainable routes”.  

We are concerned that sustainable infrastructure is seen to be “pedestrian routes” and “cycling routes”.  We fear that this might encourage the sort of cycling routes that we have seen in recent new developments in St Albans which are unsafe, inconvenient and a complete waste of money.  We would like a clear statement in the LTP that Hertfordshire will, in line with MfS, expect that “Pedestrians and cyclists should generally be accommodated on streets rather than routes segregated from motor traffic.”   

Challenge 2.1

The proposed Interventions relating to this challenge almost totally ignore the needs of children (and others) for safe access to the facilities that they use such as playgrounds, bus stops, parks and shops.  No amount of improved information about buses will make these destinations accessible if the child, their parent or older person feels it is unsafe to walk to it.  

Challenge 2.2 
“Infrastructure” gets a brief mention under this challenge in terms of “infrastructure provision to facilitate the use of sustainable modes such as walking and cycling journeys.”  The biggest barrier to getting people cycling is the perceived, and sometimes real, danger from motor traffic.  Reducing the amount of motor traffic and reducing traffic speeds on roads used by cyclist needs to a much more prominent feature of the LTP.  Unless this is tackled much of the money spend on propaganda will be wasted.

Challenge 3.1
The document tells us that this challenge is focused on improving the journey experience particularly for users of sustainable modes.  We are surprised to see “ability to park” as one of the features unless this refers to cycle parking as bus users don’t usually have a problem parking their buses.

We welcome the recognition on p74 that:
“Traffic levels and inappropriate speeds can impact on pedestrians and cyclists making these journeys more uncomfortable, so where appropriate, traffic management measures can improve conditions.”

but, if speeds are inappropriate it would seem appropriate to do something about it not just tell us that measures can improve conditions.  So, why not say 

“Traffic levels and inappropriate speeds can impact on pedestrians and cyclists making their journeys more uncomfortable so, wherever possible, traffic management measures will be introduced to improve conditions.”

Environmental/sustainable modes infrastructure (p75)

The first bullet point which reads

Improved pedestrian and cycle routes to create a more established and connected sustainable mode network which is easier and safer to use; 

should be amended to reflect the reality that the main cycling network is, and will remain, the existing road network.  Re-phrase as:

Improve facilities for cyclists at junctions and at other potential hazards on the road network and, where no other solution is feasible, provide cycle routes separated from motor traffic.  Develop measures to increase the permeability of the network for cyclists  e.g. contraflow arrangements on one-way streets, frequent and easy access off cycle routes, cycle and pedestrian routes on no through roads.   Extend signing and mapping of recommended routes for cyclists.

The requirements of pedestrians are somewhat different from those of cyclists and, given the importance of walking as a mode of transport, they deserve at least their own bullet point.

Challenge 3.3

We welcome the measures to promote active travel and access to recreational areas.  

However, the highway authority has responsibility for the streets where we live and these should be mentioned in this context.  Sustrans is leading a campaign for Quality Streets which aims to have streets designed around the needs of residents rather than of those driving through.  This will lead to streets where we are more likely to know our neighbours, children are more likely to be playing outside, and people are more likely to be walking and cycling.  Organisations supporting the Campaign include: Campaign for Better Transport, CTC, the national cyclists' organisation, Civic Voice, Men’s Health Forum, National Heart Forum, nef (the new economics foundation), Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport Safety (PACTS), Play England, Play Wales, Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA), Living Streets.  The LTP document should recognise and support this campaign.

Challenge 3.4

Environmental/Sustainable Modes Infrastructure 

We welcome the proposal that streets can be “decluttered” of unnecessary furniture to promote their use particularly for pedestrians and cyclists. However, we would like to see cycle parking introduced, on request, where residents do not have garages or off street space to park cycles.  As one member said “it is galling to have to store my two bicycles in my living room and then look outside and see a row of parked cars enjoying free or subsidised parking on the public highway”.

One simple and inexpensive measure to make streets more pedestrian and cycle friendly would be to make more streets “Access only” for motor traffic thus getting rid of through traffic.  

Challenge 4.1 
In our comment (above) on the wording of this Challenge we mentioned the need to address the problem of the injuries arising from slips and falls on the roads and footways.  The Interventions section needs to be expanded to deal with this.

There are two headings in the intervention section

1. Safety Education

2. Engineering and Enforcement

Distraction through use of mobile phones and, particularly, impairment through drink or drugs need to be in the Enforcement section rather than just in the Education section.

We would like to see some reference to, and preferably support for, area-wide 20mph limits as being trialled in St Albans and already introduced in towns and cities in other counties.  There is mounting evidence that this popular policy is one of the most cost-effective ways of reducing injuries and encouraging more people to walk and cycle instead of using the car for short journeys.
A significant proportion of fatal injuries to cyclists are caused by lorries.  We understand that in Denmark, all lorry drivers have cyclist awareness training and it would be useful if the Council could encourage this in Hertfordshire.

Challenge 5.1

There seems to be some confusion in what the Council is trying to achieve.  We have the following statements under this challenge:

· “The interventions ... are designed to reduce travel , particularly by car ...”

· “... to reduce the growth in car journeys .. “

· “The desired outcomes are ... Reduction in the mileage travelled by car.”

We prefer the first and third which aim to reduce the amount of car travel rather than the second which accepts further growth in car travel.

Targets and indicators

National Indicator 167 Congestion (p59)

This indicator measures the average journey time per mile during the morning peak for specific routes for the academic year.  If the council is to introduce bus priority measures it would seem essential to measure the journey times per mile of buses as a separate indicator to see how well the bus priority is working.  

However, we might want longer journey times per mile (i.e. slower speeds) for cars rather than shorter journey times if we want more people to walk and cycle on these routes.  The routes selected for this indicator should perhaps only be ones where there are very few pedestrians and cyclists and where there are adequate alternatives for pedestrians and cyclists.

Outcomes (p60)

We are told that it is a desired outcome that “... schoolchildren able to travel to ... school quickly and efficiently.”  We do not think that the council should be seeing it as a good thing that children can be driven quickly to school.  We want them to walk, cycle or go by bus and measures should be introduced to give these modes a speed and convenience advantage over the private car rather than the reverse. 

Road safety indicators and outcomes (p85-86)

We want more journeys by cycle.  However, if we achieve this it is likely that we will have more injuries to cyclists although not in proportion to the increase in the number of journeys. There is evidence that cycling is safer for the individual the more cyclists there are on the road.  A better safety indicator is the injury rate per mile cycled rather than the crude total of injuries. Travelling to school in a 4X4 may keep the injury rate down but make the roads less safe for those travelling by bicycle or walking.

Policies (Volume 2)

We have the following comments on the Policies.

3.1 Access to services

1. Schools, parks and playgrounds need to be added to the list of key services. The current list is too adult dominated.

2. On p10 measures to help people to walk and cycle are mentioned.  These should also include reducing vehicle speeds and making more and safer crossings as we need to reinforce constantly the message that lack of perceived safety is the main barrier to walking and cycling.

3.3 Casualty reduction and prevention

1. We would like an additional target to reduce the killed and injury rate per mile cycled (and also per mile walked) where our rates are much higher than our northern European neighbours.

2. Could the Strategic Road Safety Partnership have some representation from users of vulnerable modes of transport?
3. In our comment (above) on the wording of Challenge 4.1 on road safety we mentioned the need to address the problem of the injuries arising from slips and falls on the roads and footways.  This needs to be covered also under this policy.  As Police Stats 19 data does not cover this adequately, the County Council needs to collect the data (e.g. from hospitals) so that it can identify the problems and target its interventions.
3.4 Climate change

1. Could the county council give financial incentives to its employees who travel to work by cycling and walking?  Conversely, financial disincentives for travel by car (e.g. car parking charges) so that public funds are not used to subsidise car parking and hence travel by car?

3.5 Congestion

1. If congestion is reduced it is likely to encourage more people to travel by car.  This may, or may not, bring congestion back to its former level but it will certainly increase the number of journeys made by car which is contrary to the aims of the LTP.  We would like to see this issue addressed. One way is to ensure that all improvements are accompanied by measures to reduce the number of car journeys and improve the relative attraction of alternative sustainable modes.  

2. The Plan seems to focus on congestion on the routes between urban areas.  There are significant congestion problems within urban areas such as St Albans which require different types of solutions.

3.6 Cycling

1. The policy statement needs to include making the roads safer for cyclists as the key means by which the county council will encourage cycling.  Amend to read “The county council will promote cycling by making the roads safer for cyclists, improving infrastructure and by softer measures such as campaigns, information, education and training.  As far as is practicable all county council policies and programmes will work together to encourage modal shift to sustainable forms of transport including cycling”

2. We would like a Rights or Way policy included which would encourage the conversion of some of the footpaths in the county to dual use by walkers and cyclists.
3.9 Electric vehicles

1. Electric assisted bicycles and tricycles should be included in the Policies.

3.11 Highway signing

1. We support the policy to get rid of unnecessary signs.  These include the warning signs “Cycle route ahead”, as all of our highways should be regarded as cycle routes, and the signs “Cyclists Dismount” information signs at Toucan Crossings.

2. Many direction signs on cycle routes are useless or misleading because they have been turned round by vandals.   The council should use poles and signs which cannot be turned round e.g. square poles in square holes.

3.14 New roads and highway improvements

1. This Policy should mention the need to apply a user hierarchy to the design process as recommended by the DfT and the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation.  This has pedestrians at the top followed by cyclists with private motor vehicles last. 

3.15 Parking

1. We welcome the inclusion of cycle parking in the explanation of this policy but would like to see this included in the wording of the actual policy on the lines of: “The county council will implement controls for on and off street parking in line with the provisions and guidance in Roads in Hertfordshire and will ensure that there is adequate secure and accessible parking for cycles.

2. The explanation of the Policy should also make it clear that secure cycle parking should also be provided in existing residential areas where it is not feasible to park the cycle within the curtilage of the dwelling.

3.18  Quality of Life

1. We would like more emphasis on enhancing the quality of our existing residential areas to make our streets safer and pleasanter places for children and adults to walk, play and cycle.

2. It would be helpful if the county council could sign up to the Quality Streets campaign as mentioned earlier.

3.20 Road hierarchy

1. The explanation says that “The current hierarchy map is shown in Volume 1 Section 3”   This map shows only Motorway, Trunk and Principle (spelling?) Roads.  It does not show any of the hierarchy categories listed under this Policy.  

2. The strategy for Urban Main Distributor Roads does not have any commitment to improving conditions for cyclists other than allowing them to cross safely.  The reality in a place like St Albans is that cyclists use, and have to use, the urban main distributor roads.  These roads include: St Stephens Hill, London Road, Hatfield Road, Folly Lane, Verulam Road, King Harry Lane.  We do not accept that the council should make no effort to improve conditions for cyclists on these roads.

3. All junctions into urban local distributor and access roads should be designed so that traffic has to enter them slowly and where is clear that traffic has to give way to pedestrians crossing the minor road.

3.22  School travel

1. Cycle training and Bikeability need to be mentioned here.

3.24 Speed management

1. The council should commit to reviewing its policy on Speed Management if government guidance should change.
Top 5 interventions

1. Make the roads safer for cyclists and pedestrians by reducing the speed of motor traffic

2. Measures to make it faster, safer and more convenient to walk, cycle or use public transport rather than travelling by car.

3. Make all the streets where people live into Quality Streets which are pleasant and safe for children and adults.

4. Travel planning advice and promotion to encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport.

5. Demand management for motor traffic.
John Metcalf

(on behalf of St Albans Cycle Campaign)
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