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PRESENT 
 
Committee members: Councillors Iain Cassidy, Larry Culhane (Chair), 
Steve Hamilton, Sharon Holder and Harry Phibbs 
 
Other Councillors: Councillors Michael Cartwright, Stephen Cowan and Wesley 
Harcourt  
 
Officers: Chris Bainbridge (Head of Transport Policy and Network Management), 
Craig Bowdery (Scrutiny Manager), Pat Cox (Head of Policy & Spatial Planning), 
David Gawthorpe (Policy & Projects Officer), Sue Harris (Bi-Borough Director for 
Cleaner Greener & Cultural Services) and Kathy May (Acting Director and Bi-
borough Head of Waste and Street Enforcement) 
 

 
41. MINUTES  

 
RESOLVED –  
That the minutes of the meeting held on 13th January 2015 be approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chair.  
 
 

42. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
There were no apologies for absence.  
 
 

43. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest.  
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44. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  
 
The Chair invited members of the public present to make any comments in 
relation to issues on the agenda as part of that item.  
 
 

45. CYCLING IN THE BOROUGH  
 
The Committee received a report from the Head of Transport Policy & 
Network Management outlining the developments in cycling in the borough 
since the Committee last considered the issue at its meeting in July 2014. 
Officers explained that the Council’s draft Cycling Strategy had been 
consulted upon and gave a verbal report on the initial results. The Council 
had received approximately 80 responses, around 70 of which supported the 
aims of the Strategy. Roughly 70% of respondents described themselves as 
regular cyclists and they gave broad support for the challenges and 
opportunities identified in the Strategy. Some of the comments received had 
been more critical, ranging from anti-cycling sentiment to a desire for the 
Strategy to go further and do more to promote cycling. There was also a 
general feeling that there should be increased segregation between cyclists 
and other forms of transport.  
 
The Chair welcomed John Griffiths, chair of hfcyclists and part of the London 
Cycling Campaign, to the meeting. Mr Griffiths explained that he would have 
liked to have seen more progress made improving the Hammersmith 
Broadway gyratory and Hammersmith Bridge for cyclists, arguing that until 
measures were taken to improve safety people would be too scared to cycle 
across them. It was the view of hfcyclists that there should be signage across 
the bridge to either give cyclists priority or to prevent overtaking at the pinch 
points. Mr Griffiths invited Council officers and members to attend a site visit 
at the bridge with their families so that the risks to cyclists could be 
experienced first-hand. It was also highlighted that no overtaking signs were 
used effectively when there were roadworks which restricted the width of the 
road and that the draft Strategy advocated similar signs and a 20mph speed 
limit when carriageways were less than 3.2m wide, which the bridge was in 
places.  
 
A member of the public also expressed concern at the poor road surface on 
the bridge, which added another hazard that cyclists needed to be aware of. It 
also made it difficult for a cyclist to safely look behind them when they 
approached the pinch points. It was also argued that the accident statistics 
did not include the many ‘near misses’ which occurred daily or take into 
account the ‘fear factor’ which dissuaded potential cyclists from using the 
route.  
 
Officers explained that the Council was not necessarily opposed to signage 
on the bridge, but that it needed to be wary of over-cluttering with too many 
signs which would reduce their effectiveness and confuse drivers. In order to 
establish a 20mph zone across the bridge, the Council was required to 
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consult and make legal orders, which it was currently prioritising over 
signage. Officers also acknowledged the concerns regarding the road surface 
on the bridge and reported that there were plans to reconstruct the surface. 
The timescale of this work was dependent upon TfL funds and would require 
the bridge to be closed for several weeks. It was confirmed that the Council 
owned the bridge and would carry out any works needed, but using funds 
from TfL and that as part of the strategic road network, no work could be 
carried out without TfL’s consent.  
 
Members asked if the number of bikes being stolen was decreasing. Mr 
Griffiths and members of the public present explained that this remained a 
significant issue and theft rates were as high as ever. Bicycle theft used to be 
priority for the Police, but this no longer seemed to be the case. Hfcyclists 
would welcome any assistance raising this issue with the Police locally.  
 
The Committee also discussed the expansion of the ‘Boris bike’ cycle hire 
scheme. Officers reported that the Council had agreed to contribute £2million 
of s106 developer contributions and that there were plans to install more 
docking stations and bikes in the borough, but these would be dependent on 
the funds from developments materialising. TfL was seeking to expand the 
scheme by whole networks rather than in piecemeal, isolated locations that 
were too far away from the existing network. The Committee agreed that the 
Council should continue working with TfL to expand the scheme across as 
much of the borough as possible.  
 
A member of the public raised concern at the cycle route at Talgarth 
Road/Shortlands  where westbound cyclists had to cross the road to reach a 
segregated cycle track, but sightlines were  impeded by vegetation. Officers 
explained that the Council had proposals to redesign the area to bring the 
cycle path away from the road and segregated with a green partition, however 
this would be dependent on securing the necessary funding. In the meantime, 
officers undertook to explore whether the shrubs and vegetation could be cut 
back to make it easier to pass.  
 
Mr Griffiths described his disappointment that the redesign of Hammersmith 
Gyratory had been developing over some time now but it was still not clear 
what would be done. Officers explained that the project was being led by TfL 
and that it was looking at options such as peninsularisation or 
pedestrianisation, but without detailed transport modelling these remained 
ideas only. Before any firms plans could be developed, the modelling would 
be required so that the wider impacts could be fully understood. If, for 
example, the modelling suggested that changes to make the junction safer for 
cyclists led to increased bus journey times, then it would be a political 
decision to decide which would be prioritised.  
 
A member of the public raised the issue of cycle racks being installed outside 
of people’s homes, with some residents supporting their installation while 
others opposed it. It was asked therefore whether the Council could consult 
residents prior to installation. Officers explained that the Council did not 
consult on such installations as they were not felt to be harmful or detrimental 
to homeowners in any way as they were very minimalist and didn’t obstruct 
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views or restrict movement. Cllr Harcourt stated that in his experience 
residents were sometimes split between opposition and wholehearted support 
and offered to attend any local meetings with residents to discuss the cycle 
racks. He also argued that installation of the racks were necessary to help 
increase cycling in the borough and that without them, people were more 
likely to lock their bikes to railings or fences that were then obstructive. Some 
members argued that they felt that most people wouldn’t object, but that the 
Council should still consult residents before installing racks outside of private 
homes. Officers explained that the Council had a ‘blank canvass’ consultation 
that could be used to collect views on features such as trees and cycle racks, 
which could then be fed back to local members.  
 
Mr Griffiths voiced concern regarding the air quality in the borough, 
particularly around Shepherds Bush Green and the Holland Park roundabout, 
which would likely be exacerbated by the coming developments at Old Oak 
Common. He argued that the borough should be included in the central 
London Ultra Low Emission Zone which would charge higher polluting 
vehicles. Officers explained that such decisions were outside of the Council’s 
remit, but that the Council had made the same argument when it responded 
to TfL’s consultation.  
 
Members of the Committee supported the Strategy, but felt it placed too much 
emphasis on improving provision for existing cyclists rather than encouraging 
new cyclists. It was asked how the quality of the modal shift could be 
assessed, rather than just the quantity. It was also argued that rather than 
seeking to ‘improve’ interactions between cyclists and other road users, the 
Strategy should aim reduce interactions through segregation similar to the 
approach used in Holland. Officers responded that encouraging new cyclists 
was a key aim of the Strategy and undertook to explore how this could be 
made more evident in the final document. It was also explained that the 
Quietways across the borough would feature minimal interactions.  
 
The Chair thanked officers and members of the public for their contributions 
and requested that a further update be brought before the Committee in the 
autumn.  
 
RESOLVED –  
That the report be noted.  
 
 

46. DRAFT LOCAL PLAN  
 
The Committee received a report from the Head of Policy & Spatial Planning 
on the Council’s draft Local Plan, which combined the existing Core Strategy 
and Development Management Local Plan.  
 
Noting the proposed policy regarding betting and pay day loan shops, it was 
asked what weight this would have. Officers explained that the current rules 
meant that under permitted development rights, shops could convert to 
betting or pay day loan shops without seeking planning permission. The 
proposed Local Plan would allow the Council to consider the wider impact on 
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an area, particularly in terms of the concentration of such shops. The 
Committee was also informed that the Government had announced its 
intention to revise the change of use rules and remove the permitted 
development rights to control the increase in betting and pay day loan shops. 
Without a change in national policy, the Council could explore the use of an 
Article 4 direction to remove the permitted development rights, and the 
inclusion of the policy in the draft Local Plan would give more weight to such 
a direction.  
 
A member of the public asked if the draft Plan included a policy on double-
storey basements. Officers explained that the policies monitoring 
subterranean basements had been included in the Plan as despite there 
being very few in the borough so far, the Council was keen to prevent them 
becoming an issue. RBKC had a similar policy which was only just coming 
into effect and had set a precedent by the Planning Inspectorate so officers 
were confident that LBHF’s policy would be judged sound. This was key 
because the only evidence supporting the policy was the potential disruption 
caused by construction traffic, as structural stability was not a relevant 
consideration in planning policy.  
 
Some members questioned the length of the draft Local Plan, arguing that at 
296 pages it could be off-putting for residents and highlighting that the 
National Planning Policy Framework was just 50 pages long. Officers 
explained that the draft Local Plan was an amalgamation of two documents 
and that the total page number had been decreased. It was also a reflection 
of the nature of the document that it needed to be sufficiently robust to be a 
useful tool in development management, and so the detail was necessary. 
Pages such as the local context and descriptions of the area were important 
as they framed the policies contained in the Plan and were necessary if the 
document was to be considered sound. The Committee also asked about 
public consultation and officers explained that a wide range of activity had 
been undertaken, including press releases, the Council news site, direct 
mailings to 1,200 interested people and organisations and workshops for 
Housing Associations and the Youth Council.  
 
Members asked about the draft Local Plan’s definition of affordable housing 
as being for households earning up to £60,000 and how this figure had been 
arrived at. Officers explained that this figure complied with Government 
guidance and the income limit was in line with that set by the Mayor of 
London in the London Plan, with which the borough’s Local Plans had to 
conform.  
 
Concern was expressed regarding the relatively weak policies regarding air 
quality in the draft Local Plan. Officers explained that as a key priority, air 
quality was covered in more detail in supplementary guidance which sat 
below the Local Plan and had around 30 pages of requirements and 
objectives.  
 
Members argued that residents needed to be involved in the design of 
developments at an earlier stage. Officers explained that such policies were 
beyond the scope of the draft Local Plan and were a matter for the 
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Development Management policy. The Leader reported that the 
administration was of the view that residents were excluded too early on in 
the process and would be reviewing the Design Review Panel to increase its 
influence and power with new independent members.  
 
RESOLVED –  
That the report be noted.  
 
 

47. STREET CLEANSING  
 
The Committee received a report from the Head of Waste Management & 
Street Enforcement presenting the Council’s current and proposed street 
cleansing initiatives. Officers highlighted that generally there was a disparity 
between the perception of street cleanliness and the measured performance 
of the service.  
 
Members sought confirmation from the Cabinet Member whether he still 
conducted regular walkabouts with Serco, the service provider. Cllr Harcourt 
confirmed that these still took place regularly, the most recent being less than 
two weeks ago. He also followed up complaints received by visiting affected 
himself.  
 
Some members of the Committee expressed concern that the Council 
appeared to consider littering a lower priority than previously, with the issuing 
of Fixed Penalty Notices dropping from around 100 a month to almost zero. It 
was also noted that the income from these fines was important in so much as 
it funded further enforcement activity. Cllr Harcourt explained that generally 
the amount of littering taking place was decreasing, and so it was natural that 
the number of fines being issued would also drop. He also emphasised that 
officers had been diverted from other roles to focus on enforcement to help 
ensure the borough’s streets were clean. Officers added that initiatives such 
as the focus on cigarette butts had been so effective that it had become 
known that the Council fined all offences, so people had learned not to drop 
their butts. The focus was now on tackling domestic littering rather than on 
the issuing of fines. Officers confirmed that the Council did not have targets 
for the number of fines issued, but were instructed to address specific issues 
identified by residents.  
 
A member of the public highlighted an ongoing problem he was experiencing 
on the Lakeside estate with rubbish persistently being dumped illegally. CCTV 
cameras had now been installed, but these had taken nine months to arrive. 
Cllr Harcourt reported that he had recently visited the estate and had seen it 
as its worst and he acknowledged the problem. He felt there were a number 
of contributory issues, such as where the bins were stored, which made it 
difficult for residents to access them. He undertook to instruct officers to make 
contact with the landlords to explore resolving the issues. The Committee was 
informed that the public bins in the road acted as a magnet for illegal dumping 
and that the designation of the area as hotspot had not appeared to help. 
Officers stated that the cycle of dumping needed to be broken with publicised 
prosecutions. The area had now been put onto Serco’s daily rounds to 
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monitor and the information gathered by the member of the public would help 
the Council prosecute offenders. It was also noted that the communication 
with landlords needed to improve and that officers were working with 
colleagues in the Housing department to address this. This was particularly 
important given the high turnover of tenants in the area.  
 
Members of the public argued that the Council should explore a different 
approach to domestic rubbish storage, such as underground storage or 
shared bins at the end of each road, which seemed to work well in Europe. 
Officers explained that in many countries in Europe, the local council had 
complete control over all aspects of waste collection and disposal, so it didn’t 
matter who put their rubbish in the bins. However using such an approach 
here could allow businesses to dispose of their waste illegally, so such factors 
needed to be taken into account. It was noted that a similar approach had 
been used in cities such as Brighton & Hove with mixed results, but  the 
Council could explore the feasibility of a small trial.  
 
Members of the public highlighted that London was a global city with many 
languages spoken, and as such many residents might not understand the 
term ‘flytipping’. Officers recognised this and explained that wherever possible 
Council communications used generic terms such as ‘rubbish’, but that the 
term ‘flytipping’ could sometimes not be avoided.  
 
RESOLVED –  
That the report be noted.  
 
 

48. RECYCLING UPDATE  
 
The Committee received a report from the Head of Waste & Street 
Enforcement updating the Committee on a number of issues following the 
Committee’s consideration of recycling at its November 2014 meeting. 
Members welcomed the progress made, especially the Council’s application 
to be a pilot for a recycling incentivisation scheme.  
 
RESOLVED –  
That the report be noted.  
 
 

49. WORK PROGRAMMING  
 
RESOLVED –  
That the proposed work programme for the remainder of the municipal year 
be agreed.  
 
 

50. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS  
 
The date of the next meeting was agreed as Tuesday 21st April 2015.  
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Meeting started: 7.00 pm 
Meeting ended: 9.18 pm 

 
 

Chairman   

 
 
 
 

Contact officer: Craig Bowdery 
Scrutiny Manager  
Governance and Scrutiny 

 : 020 8753 2278 
 E-mail: craig.bowdery@lbhf.gov.uk 
 


