
1. Introduction 

The London Borough of Richmond upon Thames Second Local Implementation Plan for Transport is 

a useful document that brings together in one place a wide range of policies, although their link to 
transport in general, and cycling in particular, is not always apparent or explicitly stated in Sections 2 
and 3.  However, in 3.1.6 Employment and Commuting we get sight of the perceived problem. 
 
2. The Problem 
“...the Borough has high levels of both in and out commuting.  In 2001 
 

 62% of all employed residents [55,500 people] commuted out of the Borough to work; 

 38% [34,000] lived and worked in the Borough; 

 50% of Borough’s workforce [34,500] commuted into the Borough to work. 
 
This represents a considerable amount of travel.” [Pages 18-19] 
 
What does LIP2 tell us about how these journeys are made? 
 
“Out-commuters...are more likely to use public transport.  In-commuters...are much more likely to 
travel to work by car.” 
 
“Hounslow...is...the largest supplier of labour to the Borough.  Other neighbouring London Boroughs 
and Surrey districts are also key sources...This has implications for both the road and rail networks, 
the former being subject to heavy congestion along key routes in the morning and evening rush 
hours.” [p19] 
 
“Heathrow airport...is a major traffic generator.” [p20] 
 
It’s no surprise that 3rd of four Transport Objectives is “Enhancing travel choice and reducing 
congestion” [p29], particularly as “the thing most in need of improving” is traffic congestion according 
to 34% of respondents to the All in One Survey in 2010.  So,  “After road safety, easing congestion on 
our road network is our top priority” [p34] 
 
Now the problem of congestion has been identified, including who’s contributing to it, what are the 
proposed solutions and what role does cycling play? 
 
3. The Solutions 
“Around 24% of households do not have a car” [p20]  We don’t know how many cars the others have 
or how their use may contribute to the congestion problem.  If 24% are not part of the problem are 
they part of the solution: who are they, where are they and how do they get around?  We know from 
giving away lights at Teddington Lock that people cycle because it’s quick and convenient if you live in 
Ham, want to cross the river and don’t want to, or can’t, go to Twickenham or Kingston.  Perhaps 
more people cycle when the car isn’t the easy option but there’s nothing in LIP2 to make using the car 
more difficult. 
 
“...providing our residents with the freedom to choose the mode of transport that suits their needs 
best.” [All Modes of Transport are Important p29] 
 
“Humane parking enforcement” and “Parking in local high streets” [p30] 
 
“Efforts will be made to ensure that our transport proposals accept the importance of access to 
private means of transport in the daily life of our residents.” [Enhancing accessibility by supporting 
choice in transport p31] 
 
LIP2 has no targets for reducing car use so if there is no “push” what is the plan relying on to “pull” 
people out of cars onto other means of transport, like cycling? 
 
“Both Central Government and the Mayor for London are looking to local authorities to build on 
existing efforts to increase the numbers and safety of cycling and programmes of engineering, 
encouragement, education and enforcement have been identified to increase the levels of cycling.  
The Council is promoting and improving facilities for cycling as a utility and leisure form of 
transport.” [p26] 

http://www.richmond.gov.uk/consultation_main_body.pdf?2


Richmond Cycling Campaign agrees with the proposition that an increase in the number of people 
cycling will reduce congestion.  Therefore RCC welcomes the commitment to increase cycling by 400% 
by 2026, in line with the aim of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  However, it’s possible that both 
cycling and vehicle use increase, or at least vehicle use remains the same, so there’s a need for a 
measure of proportion, or ratio, of transport types. 
 
The Mayor’s Strategy also aims to increase the proportion of all journeys in London made by bike, 
“modal share”, from the London average of 1% to 5%.  We note “% of trips by cycling” is a mandatory 
indicator [p49] but are disappointed the target is not more clearly stated on page 46.  The London 
Travel Demand Survey, 2006 to 2009, lists the average number of people living in Richmond Borough 
with “cycle” as their main mode of travel to work at 3,900, a 6% share.  This, as well as the numbers of 
bikes outside train stations indicating many commuters are “multi-modal”, encourages us to ask the 
Council to apply the Mayor’s multiplier of 4 to set a strategic aim of 20% of all journeys made by bike: 
1 in 5 rather than 1 in 20.  This is the target set by the London Cycling Campaign and while ambitious 
in those boroughs with 1% there are reasons to believe it is achievable in Richmond. 
 
“The existing levels of cycling are modest and surveys indicate there is still a large amount of 
suppressed demand to be met.” [p26] 
 
Commenting on Smarter Travel Richmond LIP2 notes: 
 
“6.5% increase in pupils cycling to school; 
 
Cycle count data showing a 20% rise in the volume of bicycles at count sites across the Borough 
compared to 12% growth in the TLRN as a whole” [p36] 
 
Cycling mode share suggests that cycling in LBRuT is at 3.7% compared with 1.5% in the Control 
Area” [NB: Raynes Park] [p36-37] 
 
We welcome and support the “pull” factors set out in the 4 Cycling Objectives, 6 Targets and 29 
Policies of the Cycling Strategy, including the commitment to install secure cycle parking and provide 
cycle training.  However, we note the absence of a working definition of secure and ask the Council to 
make explicit reference to the London Cycling Design Standard. 
 
We also acknowledge some attempt to “push” such as consideration of cycling in all highway 
engineering schemes and planning applications. 
 
“It is recognised that cycling specific budgets are unlikely to deliver the step change in the number of 
cycling trips that the Borough wishes to achieve and that the potential lies in maximising the benefits 
for cyclists and vulnerable road users generally from all traffic management schemes.” [26] 
 
4. The Money 
It would be helpful if Tables 2 and 5 in Appendix H: Delivery Plan 1 [p56 on] showed both annual and 
total spend.  It would also be helpful if one additional table showed the annual and total spends for the 
eight budget headings, allowing the allocation to be compared in this way. 
 

    2011-12 2011-13 2011-14 Total % total 

  Schemes and Programmes £k   

1 Road Safety 445 235 235 915 13 

2 Congestion Reduction 190 130 200 520 7 

3 Pedestrian 220 175 95 490 7 

4 Cycling 235 340 385 960 14 

5 Travel Choice 195 165 150 510 7 

6 Public Transport 135 155 130 420 6 

7 Environment and Public Realm 410 240 170 820 12 

8 Principal Road Maintenance 805 800 800 2405 34 

  Total  2635 2240 2165 7040 100 
 

http://www.london.gov.uk/publication/mayors-transport-strategy
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/businessandpartners/lcds_chapter8.pdf


We welcome the funding allocated to cycling, particularly in years 2 and 3.  We acknowledge the 

explicit schemes where cycling is the primary focus and the budget allocation clearly stated.  We also 

recognise schemes with an implied cycling element but an indeterminate budget and those with a 

potential cycle element, with no reference to cycling and no budget, but likely to impact on cyclists. 

5. Conclusion 
The test LIP2 must pass is does it make sense?  Is it coherent?  Having started to describe the 
perceived problem of congestion it’s not clear planned activity is aligned to the identified causes. 
 
If most in-commuters drive from Hounslow what are the specific solutions to that problem?  Neither 
are we sure the congestion participants are fully described.  How do the 38% who live and work in the 
Borough get around?  Is the school run real or imagined? 
 
We welcome the cycling specific activity but doubt it’s sufficiently strong to pull enough people out of 
cars to significantly increase modal share.  Figures from Smarter Travel Richmond show no 
appreciable change in the proportion of pupils cycling to school between 2007 and 2010 despite long-
standing and very high levels of cycle training.  The causes of resistance need to be understood and 
described.  Are children allowed to cycle to school when their parents or carers are sufficiently 
confident in their ability AND the route is safe AND there is sufficient secure cycle parking at school 
AND the school actively encourage it?  A quarter of pupils are driven to school.  Nearly half the staff 
drive and may be amongst that half of the workforce commuting in from neighbouring boroughs, like 
Hounslow, or the third who live and work in the borough.  This brings us back to understanding the 
problem we started with. 
 
Richmond Cycling Campaign looks forward to working in partnership with the London Borough of 
Richmond upon Thames to implement the Cycling Strategy in a way that ensures the safety and 
convenience of everyone who chooses to make a journey by bicycle.  However, we doubt LIP2 will pull 
significant numbers of people away from motor vehicles. 

http://www.richmond.gov.uk/home/transport_and_streets/transport_planning/school_travel_planning.htm
http://www.richmond.gov.uk/smarter_travel_richmond_upon_thames

