
Richmond Cycling Campaign 

 

Minutes of RCC Meeting held on 11 February 2013 

 

Present 

John Head (Chair), Guy Wheeler, Katherine Henry, Anthony Paish, Paul Luton, Jonathan Gurney, Tim 

Lennon, Alastair Barr. 

Apologies from Andrew Woodward 

 

1. The minutes of the meeting held on 14 January 2013 were agreed to be a correct record and there 

were no matters arising. 

 

2. Alastair was welcomed back on his return from foreign lands. 

 

3. Report on meeting of Cycling Liaison Group held 29 January 2013 (John) 

 

a) New TfL cycling initiative 

Chris Smith (CS), Manager Transportation Planning, said that TfL is about to introduce a new “cycling 

initiative” with a 10 year business plan and with a budget between £600m and £1b, some of which will 

be allocated to the boroughs. Money will be available for boroughs who wish to transform their town 

centres for cycling. Small schemes e.g. cycle lanes, will be supported as well as large schemes. 

Richmond’s LIP (Local Implementation Plan) will have to be changed to fit in with this new TfL 

programme.  The borough’s cycling strategy is “in place” but will have to be revised to comply with the 

new TfL policy.  

Other points made by CS: 

The council is taking over some responsibilities from the NHS and this will make it easier to implement 

the NHS wish to encourage cycling for health reasons. 

The current planning regulations make it difficult to provide cycle parking in residential areas, e.g. 

blocks of flats and these regulations need to be altered. 

The council will probably become responsible for policing moving offences.  

The new cycling strategy is to be published in the revised LIP (LIP3) which is scheduled for September 

2013. In reply to a question, CS undertook to consult cycling organisations formally and to invite 

written submissions. 

b) Consultation over schemes affecting cycling 

RCC had written asking for the council’s consultation procedures to be explained in view of the failure 

to inform cycling organisations about the Teddington railway bridge proposals.  In reply, CS offered to 

revive the “technical working group” which met formerly to discuss schemes. RCC agreed to provide an 

email contact to discuss this idea. 

Action RCC 

c) Twickenham town centre 

CS described the current state of the Twickenham scheme.  

Apart from summarising previous information, he said: 

- Holly Road is to have a contraflow for cyclists  

- Carriageways will consist of a lane in each direction each sub-divided into one main traffic lane 4.5m 

wide and one cycle lane 1.5m wide. The 4.5m lanes will accommodate two streams of cars or one 

larger vehicle. This arrangement will not be possible at the York St-London Rd-King St junction. 

- At traffic signals, the cycle lanes may be encroached upon. 

- A mandatory cycle lane may be possible along King St south side if loading can be arranged at the rear 

of the shops. 

- Cycling organisations will be consulted about the detailed design of cycle facilities “within a few 

weeks”. 

- Cycling organisations will be consulted about the detailed design of signalised junctions. 

- Re cycle parking, the council is open to suggestions. 

 

d) Hampton Court 



In reply to a question why cyclists have to dismount, CS undertook to consult the traffic order. 

 

e) Safer Lorries 

Cllr Elloy asked whether the council has signed up to the safer lorries pledge. CS said that new council 

vehicles comply with the latest standards. The council is “looking at” retrofitting older vehicles. 

 

f) Cllr Naylor wished to discuss cyclists crossing red traffic signals in view of an accident in Cross Deep, 

Twickenham. This was deferred until the next meeting. 

 

g) Upper Richmond Road consultation 

CS was asked what is currently happening on this matter. Answer: Consultation responses are currently 

being analysed. 

 

h) The meeting was attended by three women who appeared to be members of the public, each of 

who whom addressed the meeting about the very poor provision for cyclists on the roads in this 

borough. This unusual intervention made a strong impression on the meeting. 

 

Discussion on Consultation over Schemes arising from the CLG report 

It was agreed after discussion that we will inform the council that we prefer not to participate in 

another committee. We prefer to become a statutory consultee and to provide written submissions to 

the council’s proposals. We will undertake that our three organisations provide a single, agreed reply to 

consultation requests. 

Action 

 

Discussion on safe lorries arising from the CLG report 

Katharine will write to the council asking for a description of the present situation in Richmond and for 

the council to sign the LCC’s safe lorries pledge. 

Action - Katharine 

 

4. Report on Teddington railway bridge (Paul) 

- Paul and John met the engineers and have agreed with the council’s proposals. There will be a review 

of the accident situation within 12 months of the new scheme being implemented. We also requested 

that the off-road facilities should be extended and improved and were assured that this will be 

considered. 

- It is understood that Teddington Society has ‘called in’ the scheme for review (i.e. the council will be 

obliged to reconsider their proposals). It was agreed that we should inform the council that we support 

the scheme. 

Action 

 

5. Summer Events 

John said that Jonathan Rowland is now unable to act as events organiser. 

It was agreed that we should drop the Richmond May Fair and instead be present at an event one of 

the outlying districts where we need to build up our support. Ham appears suitable. Guy will bring 

some unconventional bikes. 

Action: John to book 

 

6. Cycling to School 

Tim described some ideas which have occurred so far: 

- “Mums or Dads want to be able to cycle with their kids to school” is a good theme. 

- People to talk at schools 

- RCC presence at school summer events 

- Funding from the council e.g. for bikes to lend to schools. 

 

7. RCC policy for elections 

There was some discussion about the value of this. 


