Initial comments on LIP 2010
SUMMARY
This looks at two pdf files, LIP mandatory Indicators, presumably for 2010, and a report on how LBHF have done on the performance indicators used over the last 3 years.

Then there are conclusions that something has to be done to improve the safety record for cyclists, and use better Performance Indicators.
Then there are 3 appendices on

1
London Travel Demand Survey – used to give figures of say 3% cycling, but not very significant figures if using to compare yearly change

2
Statistics 

3 
Screen line data for Hammersmith Bridge and Olympia Bridge, which may be preferable to use.
LIP MANDATORY INDICATORS
http://www.hfcyclists.org.uk/LIP mandatory indicators_Final.pdf
This is presumably what LBHF have to report on in this round of LIPs. 

Performance Indicators are used to measure how well the Council is doing, and if it is NOT ON TRACK, then perhaps the Council HAS to do something to improve things.

Main problem in these Mandatory Indicators for cyclists is the mode share. Should it be calculated by traffic counts ie screen line counts, or from household survey data , the London Travel Demand Survey [LTDS[. The survey data does not look like a very reliable source on which base findings as it has a low number of cyclists.

LBHF MTS IMPLEMENTATION TARGETS - DATA REPORTS 2008 (2008/09)

http://www.hfcyclists.org.uk/Final_Hammersmith  Fulham Data Report 2009.pdf
How LBHF has done on the Performance Indicators it has used.

I. Improving road safety
Target 1a_1: No. of people killed and seriously injured overall 1994/98 average 

-26% Not On Track
Target  1a_2: No. of pedestrians killed and seriously injured 1994/98 average 

-33% Not On Track
Target  1a_3: No. of cyclists killed and seriously injured 1994/98 average 


-6% Not On Track
Target  1a_4: No. of motorcyclists killed and seriously injured 1994/98 average 


21% Not On Track
Target  1a_3:
Graph shows casualties to be around 20 for the last 3 years, whereas the target is for this number to be reduced to about 13.

Hammersmith & Fulham has recorded a 6% decrease in the number of cyclists killed and seriously injured, compared with the average for 1994-98. However it is currently 'not on track' to meet the target of 50% set by the Mayor for 2010. The linear trajectory line indicates that a reduction of 42% by 2008, was required in order for the progress to be 'on track'.
Target 7 Proportion of personal travel made by each mode

Pedal cycles has gone from 3% to 4% in the reporting period 2008 (2006- 2008) to 2009 (2007- 2009)
Performance Indicators

The LIP Guidance requires boroughs to report on performance against these indicators, but no targets have been set. Data provided for this target is based on three year average LTDS data, e.g. 2007-2009, and refers to the main mode used per trip. Data for this target has been available since 2008.

The results are based on responses from 605 households across the borough over the three year period.

VII. Encourage cycling by improving the street environment

Target 13 Cycling trips in borough

LIP Target: TfL and boroughs are to achieve an increase of at least 80% in cycling in London between 2001 and 2015

[Do not know if increase in cycling comes from improving street environment.]
Performance Indicators

The LIP Guidance requires boroughs to report on performance against these indicators, but no targets have been set.
[from LTDS, but do not know how reliable this is]

VIII. Bringing transport infrastructure to a state of good repair

Target 14

LIP Target: Road condition: % of A Roads and Busy Bus Routes with a UKPMS score lower than 70 
Not On Track
Q] To what extent does this reflect conditions that are dangerous to cyclists? 

How emphasis is given to the road condition of the 0.5m / 1m or so nearest the kerb, which if it is in a poor state means a cyclist has to swerve out into traffic?

++++++++++++++++
CONCLUSION

In light of the poor safety record for cyclists in LBHF over the last 3 years more needs to be done than hitherto.

At least the following should be emphasised in the LIP 2010

Road design should be prioritised for the safety of cyclists. This is especially important in the redesign of the Hammersmith Gyratory as a bus priority scheme.

20 mph speed limit on all residential roads. This would also help pedestrian casualties.

HAMMERSMITH BRIDGE - 20MPH 
The roadway of Hammersmith Bridge is considered particularly threatening by many cyclists, especially as it is on the route taken to get to several schools. We urge that a 20mph limit be imposed. It would also help maintain the life of the bridge. A study by TrL for TfL advised that all Thames bridges should be made 20mph, so that should be a help there.
HAMMERSMITH BRIDGE CYCLE PRIORITY/ NO OVERTAKING BETWEEN NARROWINGS
In the CRISP that took place on Hammersmith bridge it is believed that the consultants recommended restricting the width of the carriageway to that of the narrowest part for most of its length. This would be to avoid the problem of cyclists having to move out into the traffic flow at the narrowings.
A less drastic move which we would encourage would be to have and enforce a cycling priority zone, or a no overtaking cyclists zone, between each of the narrow 
SOME ON ROAD CYCLE PARKING TO BE PROVIDED
Cycle parking is often not allowed in communal areas of houses divided into flats. Sometimes the space on the pavement is insufficient to install cycle stands. We urge that you consider replacing some car parking bays with cycle stands. This would be in accordance with encouraging a modal shift away from car use, and encouraging cycling.
Action on cycle theft.

More 24 hour bus lanes, 

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Performance Indicators should be based on measurements that can be meaningful and statistically significant. And the indicator itself should be meaningful. And targets should be set. 

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR - NEW - for cycle lanes on bus routes and main roads, between any two adjacent junctions with side streets, that for 80% of the time, they should be completely clear of vehicles violating parking and loading regulations .
+++++++++++++

APPENDIX 1
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/termsandconditions/12354.aspx
London Travel Demand Survey

The London Travel Demand Survey (LTDS) provides TfL with a full picture of travel by people who live in London. If you or your household has been chosen, we hope that you will take part to help us improve travel and transport for all who live, work and travel in London.

Each year, a total of 8,000 randomly selected households in London and the surrounding area are interviewed at home. If you are chosen, you will be asked about:

· The trips you made on a particular day 

· Your access to transport 

· Your cars and public transport tickets 

· Other factors affecting your travel

· We would like to include everybody, whether you travel a lot or hardly at all

++++++++++++

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/LTDS-research-supplement.pdf
Discusses survey carried out Sept 05 to April 06

12, 000 people from 5000 households.

52% of selected households were successfully completed.

So not interviewed on same day.

APPENDIX 2
The Poisson Distribution, statistics for an integral number of low frequency events.

The LTDS has a low number of cyclists involved, in the region of 2% to 4%. There can be many other errors creeping onto these results, like the weather on the day that household was interviewed, but in dealing with small numbers of rare events the Poisson distribution covers the statistics. 
The LTDS data is based on 605 households in borough. 

In picking a population of 605 households, and if the expected number that cycled was 18, [ie 3%] there is a randomness in the number of cyclists that might have been selected.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poisson_distribution
Poisson distribution

N= 605 

Using lambda = 18, the hypothetical number, then
http://www.capdm.com/demos/software/html/capdm/qm/poissondist/usage.html
shows that the expected spread of cyclists picked could easily lie between 14 and 22, and values between 12 and 24 are not unreasonable. 
So basing any policy decisions on these statistics is not very reliable, especially when screen counts are available.

APPENDIX 3
MEANINGFUL STATISTICS
We would like to see meaningful statistics being used to measure modal proportions and cyclist numbers. These should be done from actual counts. If there are variations due to weather on a particular day, the counts could be done on further day, or a factor put in to adjust for expected weather conditions. We suggest statistics being taken for Hammersmith Bridge and Olympia Bridge for the morning peak. These 2 places are fairly representative in the morning of commuter cycling. By restricting the details to these 2 places figures can be obtained which can be repeated easily if there is some anomaly. This is better than generally talking about cycling figures from different sources.

The following figures are for 2003 for 7am - 10am Hammersmith bridge and Olympia Bridge. Similar figures from 2001 data should be used as base line and specify levels to be reached. The Household data seems not to be a very reliable measure of real increases. See note at end. Note this measurement of mode is by vehicle, rather than by person travelling.
Hammersmith Bridge North bound. 24 June 03 dry 
ped cycle all mode %
7 - 8am 135 1195 11.3
8 - 9am 296 1385 21.4
9 - 10am 168 1256 13.4
7 - 10am 599 3836 15.6
Hammersmith Road East of Olympia Way 
Eastbound 19 June 03 / dry 

ped cycle all mode %
7 - 8am 230 1029 22.4
8 - 9am 293 1094 26.8
9 - 10am 160 897 17.8
7 - 10am 683 3020 22.6
ie specify that the target in the PI is based upon these figures with the suitable  trajectory

