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Summary,p6.  “We have chosen to focus on outer London because this is where the biggest opportunities lie.1TfL has found that 64 per cent of London’s unmet potential for walking is in outer London, along with 61 per cent of its unmet potential for cycling. Despite this, successive Mayors have prioritised areas in inner London for walking and cycling investment.”
This is not really the case.  There is probably more potential in Inner London due to the many short journeys that are possible.  And Mayors did not prioritise Inner London, only inner London Boroughs bid for money.  And for Superhighways, these need to match the “density” of demand, which is clearly greater in Inner and Central London.
But probably by raising this canard were able to get cross-party support for doing the report.  Its findings are almost completely applicable to inner London.  And in the end 2 parties (Conservatives and UKIP) refused to sign up to the report!

Summary, bottom p6-top p7. “While the Mayor’s Healthy Streets approach makes it clear that TfL should prioritise people walking, cycling and using public transport, we found that this is not always how things work in practice.To date, TfL has prioritised motor traffic capacity.The Healthy Streets approach represents a big shift in emphasis, which will be a real challenge for TfL in terms of its culture change”

Summary p7. “We found that TfL does not always collect the right data to help it understand the impact of its spending on walking and cycling. It doesn’t consistently collect before and after data that would allow it to see what impact junction improvements have on the number of people walking and cycling. …. TfL should collect and publish this data as a matter of course”
Summary p7 bottom. “As an example, we recommend in this report that TfL should consider further research on pedestrian priority at turns. Earlier research, carried out by British Cycling, suggests that pedestrian priority at turns could shorten journey times…..” 
List of 10 Recommendations reflect above points and other matters such as 20mph and looking for junctions causing major severance, not just those with high collision rates.

Chapter 2 on “Hostile streets”

2.2 (p15) “76 per cent of the 9,718 pedestrians and cyclists who were injured on London’s roads in 2016 were involved in collisions at junctions. And 71 per cent of the 1,287 who were killed or seriously injured were injured at junctions.8 Department for Transport, Road safety data (STATS 19 accident reporting), 2016”
2.3 (p15) “On any journey –to school, to work, to the shops –the route is only as good as its weakest link.”
2.7 (p16) “Many of the streets we came across had junction geometry to help motorised vehicles maintain their speed around corners–for example,side streets and roundabouts with wide, curved entrances and exits.”
2.20.(p19) “In relation to good practice at Walthamstow Mini-Holland. “On top of this, they added over 40‘Copenhagen crossings’, where the pavement on the main road continues across side streets to give pedestrians priority” 

In 2.25 have long list of shortcomings fund on visits to just 3 locations, e.g. “A cycle lane which directs bikes onto oncoming traffic” and “A signed cycle route which was not completed and ran out midway down a 50mph road” 
Chapter 3.Creating the right culture at TfL

Key findings▪

· The Healthy Streets approach is not yet fully embedded at TfL.
· TfL’s performance metrics don’t incentivise it to get more people walking and cycling in outer London.
· TfL is allowing schemes to proceed which don’t fit with the Healthy Streets approach.
· TfL does not pick up junctions which are so dangerous that people avoid using them for junction improvement.
Key performance indicators that contradict Healthy Streets

(p24) 3.6 “TfL sets out its key performance indicators (KPIs) in its 2017-18 scorecard. It explains that the scorecard “will be used prominently inside TfL to drive business performance. It will be discussed throughout the year by senior staff... [and] have clear visibility at Board level”. [TfL, Performance scorecard 2017-18, March 2017]”
  3.7 “There is currently nothing in the scorecard to support the Healthy Streets agenda and incentivise TfL to increase levels of walking and cycling in outer London. The only KPI on walking and cycling numbers is on cycling trips in central London –there is nothing on cycling in outer London, and nothing at all on walking.”
 3.8 “KPIs are particularly important for walking and cycling because these modes make no money for TfL. Most of TfL’s projects, such as capacity upgrades on the Tube, help it to generate more revenue and do not require the incentive of a KPI. There is no such incentive for junction improvements or other walking and cycling infrastructure.”
(p25) 3.9 “There is some evidence that the KPIs may act as a disincentive for TfL to make changes that would boost active travel. On our site visits, senior members of TfL staff expressed concern that by enabling more people to walk and cycle, improving the facilities at big junctions could lead to an increase in the number of people killed and seriously injured.”
 3.10 “In the absence of KPIs on walking and cycling, KPIs on journey time reliability and bus speeds encourage TfL to prioritise motor traffic when making changes to the roads. “
Pp 29-30. Analysis of Croydon Fiveways Scheme.  £89 million. Ped routes indirect, staggered crossings.  No cycle protection at major junctions.

P 31. 3.21 “TfL published its new Healthy Streets check on 22November2017.” 

Better find out about this 31 item metric.

3.25 (p32) “We asked TfL for “before and after” data on pedestrian and cycle movements at Elephant & Castle and the Archway Gyratory –junctions which have recently undergone significant work. TfL was not able to provide data on either junction, arguing that it is too early to assess the Archway scheme, and that other factors, such as regeneration, would affect the numbers at Elephant & Castle. It does, however, collect equivalent data on motor traffic” (Correspondence from TfL, October 2017)
We of course did do this!  Maybe should remind Caroline Russel about our audit.

3.26 (p32) “In general, TfL has better data on cycling than walking. It carries out annual cycle counts in 2,500 locations across the Cycle Superhighways, Quietways, Central London Grid and Mini Hollands – although most of these are in inner London. For pedestrians, it only counts the number of people crossing the river bridges and foot tunnels, and is piloting a pedestrian count at two inner London town centres.34 “

Does not at this point note none of this published.

4.12, Recdn 10, p38. “As an example, we recommend that TfL should consider further research on the changes set out in British Cycling’s Turning the Corner campaign. Initially this would involve a traffic modelling study and then off-street trials. If this project were to go ahead, we would also recommend that TfL sets up an advisory group made up of key stakeholders such as the Department for Transport, Living Streets, the RAC Foundation and the Disabled Person’s Transport Advisory Committee.iv, v”
This is the Chris Boardman initiative where turning traffic gives way to pedestrians and cyclists at junctions.
Minority report by Conservatives.

No 20 mph on TLRN;

No investigation of turning corner idea – dismissed out of hand as not suitable for road with only one straight/left lane as would hold up straight on traffic.  I think they have missed the point….
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