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Executive Summary

This report will a) examine the processes currentjylace for communication between emergency
services and individual London boroughs and look at thereliftees across the boroughs; b) develop
a questionnaire to assess what procedures currepiyce are working effectively and those which
do not work; c) create a final document which suggestethmcedures which work best for both
groups.

Objectives
The Association of London Governments (ALG) would likeobtain a deeper knowledge of:
* The methods used by boroughs across London to liaiseheitbrbergency services;
» Boroughs’ opinions of what works and what doesn’t and wiebarriers are to effective
liaison;
* Emergency services’ opinions of what works and what doesd'twhat the barriers are to
effective liaison;
* The identification of practices and processes that etlyrbinder the work of emergency
services and boroughs and therefore should be avoided;
» The mechanisms for ensuring effective liaison and dialdigaiecould be developed into
protocol for borough / emergency service liaison.

Interviews

A set of interviews was conducted with a small numberemiple to discover and understand the
issues behind the existing communication and liaison methidésissues raised were then used as
the basis for drafting the questionnaire. A small grouypeoiple from the emergency services and
local authorities were interviewed about their rolehimittheir organisation and their role in liaising
with the other organisations. All sides acknowledge probjer a tradition of problems with

liaison between the London boroughs and the emergendgese Similarly, all groups are eager to
reduce this.

Questionnaire

Using the variables from the interviews and the litemreview a questionnaire was developed to
investigate the project objectives. The questionwvaae delivered to 174 people in all the London
boroughs and emergency services.

Table 1: Response rate to questionnaire by organisation

Organisation Number of Number of %
Responses Questionnaires Sent of Reponses

London Borough 25 85 29

LAS 9 25 36

LFB 10 39 26

Police Service 18 20 90

Other 4 5 80

» Atotal of 21% stated that they had a written policy imisbn. The London Fire Brigade
(LFB) were the most likely to have a written policy wé2% of LFB respondents saying
they had a written policy.
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» 86% of those who responded said they had traffic liaiseetimys. Almost all that had these
meetings found them to be beneficial (98%). Generhaéige meetings are held every 3
months (39%).

» A substantial majority of people (89%) thought that theiffic liaison meetings were held
as often as needed.

* Most cited not enough attendance (58%) as the main réarstheir cessation

* The most commonly cited reason for holding trafficstien meetings was that they provided
people with a direct contact to a person with whom toayld liaise. They are also found to
be useful because they allow quick decisions to be reactted forum to get opinions on
schemes at an early stage.

» Almost half (46%) of emergency services respondentstsaydhave emergency service
priority routes.

» Most of the borough respondents had not received emgrgendce priority routes from
any of the emergency services (50%)

* Most respondents felt that copies of these routes sheudgven to the boroughs (80% of
emergency services respondents and 93% of borough respgndents

* A number of emergency service respondents would like to ¢@vies of the other
emergency service priority routes.

« The majority of respondents found that statutory coasaits have enough detail (82%).

* The majority of respondents said that they receivedut@mi®ns with enough time to
comment (79%). While this proportion is high it also mei#was one in five consultations is
not reaching their target in time.

» All the respondents from the boroughs and from Trandpottondon said the feedback
they received from these consultation notices wasiliaatl all of those who didn’t receive
feedback said some would be useful.

» Ofthe responses 58% said they had completed joint site. i those who did 57%
occurred when difficulties had been raised while 25%ued on complex schemes. Of
those respondents who didn’t have site visits 71% gblpexaid they would be beneficial.

* The less general communication there was the magly l[pjeople were to want more
communication with the other organisations. Over half (5&J6}he other organisation(s)
needed to communicate more internally.

* 51% felt their own organisation needed to communicate mtamally.

» 37% felt their own organisation needed to communicate mibinethe other organisations.

* 51% wanted more feedback.

» Most people felt their suggestions were being listened to X57%

* Most respondents were satisfied with how they commtedcaith 54% “agreeing” or
“strongly agreeing”. However a substantial proportialhfeit that the way they
communicate needed to be improved with 43% agreeing or Stragqgeing with the
statement.

Seminar

The purpose of the seminar was to discuss the feasttilitye draft recommendations and to
redefine them so that they would be broadly acceptetddsetwho will use them. The seminar was
carried out in a combined group so that the opinions of eBitte organisations involved could be
heard by other members and practical solutions could refleat all groups could achieve.
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Recommendations for good practice

The interviews, questionnaire and seminar all raised bycadilar issues regarding barriers and
facilitators to more effective working. The seminar \wasgticularly helpful in bringing issues out
into the open and allowing all sides to discuss theiiqudatr problems. The recommendations
presented here emanated from the wide ranging discusgitims seminar and as such should be
broadly acceptable to the boroughs and emergency sercioes dondon.

There is a case for providing outside groups informaticeedy as is practicable. The earlier
information is given out the more feedback is reagiand the more likely an acceptable solution
to all could be reached. The more often this occurs tire tikely similarly good communication
practices will occur again in the future. The more thbghs and the emergency services
communicate with each other the better the communicatiol the more effective their work.
Where boroughs and emergency services have good relationghipsttiods they use should be
continued. If traffic liaison meetings don’t work wblit they use other methods to communicate
then there is no reason to force a strategy thatndofi their situation. These recommendations are
suggestions for those who feel their communicationccbalimproved.

An Annual Special Traffic Liaison Meeting
An annual traffic management meeting could be held by atiughs. This meeting should be
attended by at least one representative from each emegrgervice and by both road safety
officers and engineers from a borough. The meeting wouldeptace future normal meetings or
other methods of communication but be an additionalteVéwe purpose of the meeting would be
to:

1. Review how liaison has been working over the past year.

2. Discuss any ways in which methods could be revised.

3. Let each of the other organisations know of any new/aoatis initiatives and targets that
exist for them.
Revise the frequency of the regular traffic liaison nmggs.
Revise the length of time currently given for statutcopsultations.
Let the boroughs and emergency services meet face-tovidcthe relevant contacts they
correspond with during the year.
7. Introduce any new people who have joined within the year.
8. Update strategic route maps.
9.
1

oo bk

Update/check contact details of people.
0.Pass on any other relevant information.

One of the reasons for areas with previously good camwation methods going downhill is
changes to staff. This happens in all organisations.affttangeover there need to be good
handover procedures in operation so that contact hstgassed on and introductions made. Whilst
an annual meeting will help new staff meet these ctsfarsonally, changes do occur in the
interim and efforts should be made to make contacts direngear.

Obtaining contacts

A central resource, perhaps web based, giving out casetants for staff in each area of road
safety could prove useful. Currently boroughs have webgitere the public can access
information. Some of these websites have detailgotacts in each department. Other
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organisations have relevant websites as well. Thellfaghority Road Safety Officers Association
(LARSOA) lists all the road safety officers for ealthority in England, Wales and Northern
Ireland. The London Fire Brigade website lists allhbeough commanders and their contact
details. These websites are listed in Appendix 4. THetals and similar lists of contacts for the
police and for the LAS could be listed on a central Wwelzccessible to those from the relevant
organisations. If updated regularly by all this could be ag @@y of quickly finding the relevant
person with whom to talk.

Emergency Service Priority Routes

Those emergency services that have strategic rom@riest should give boroughs a copy.
Boroughs are entitled to place traffic calming schemefese roads but because they are of high
importance to emergency services alternative stratefieuld be considered and consultation
should begin at the earliest possible stage.

On the part of the boroughs, those boroughs that hape/plans of current traffic calming
schemes/one-way streets should make these available ¢émnergency services. Whilst it would be
useful if all boroughs had such plans, it is recognisetthigadoes take time and resources.
However, it would be helpful for a list of roads witich schemes to be created.

Statutory Consultations

Emergency services should aim to return statutory cotisméawith feedback. If they disagree
with a scheme then reasons and alternative suggestaurid be helpful. Boroughs need to give
emergency services time to comment (a time limit o¥ kang is needed to provide notice needs to
be jointly agreed by each individual area). Ideally ont&ssue has reached formal consultation
stage, the emergency services should have already beenamare of it.

Joint Site Visits

Joint site visits work well where they are used. Whieeed is time and the resources these could be
used to find solutions where schemes are particularptax or objections to them have been
raised and alternative solutions need to be found. Howa\s#e visit is not always appropriate for
all emergency services. Perhaps a list of criteriwwhen a site visit is needed could be created.

Workshops

One of the strongest messages to come out of the sttityt ihe relationship between the LAS at a
local level and the boroughs is often poor. From infaionegathered at all stages of the study there
still appears to be a degree of tension over traffieire schemes. It would be helpful if this could
be brought out into the open at a workshop designed sbdtiasides can learn more about the
operational needs of the other. The workshops, suggedtesl sgminar, could be broadened so that
the boroughs, the police, the LFB and the LAS all powéod their operational difficulties.

Personal relationships

The key issue to emerge from the study was that of parsslationships. Many of the people
consulted felt that they had more effective liaisdrere they knew the people they were liaising
with. Rather than only have letter or email contaith & person from another organisation good
liaison includes having met people on more than one oetasi being comfortable enough to
contact them outside of statutory requirements and pthnreetings. One of the purposes of traffic
liaison meetings is to build contacts through which infdromecan be communicated between
meetings. In this manner information would reach peoplerédéomal consultation.
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However, where there is already poor communicatiemetzen more difficult to foster positive
relationships. For example, if the emergency service doeeceive a consultation in time to
comment it could be because the borough is not sendimghie tcorrect person and it is getting
stuck on the wrong person’s desk who fails to pass i ¢ime. This highlights how important it is
for the borough to know the correct person to senddhsudtation to.

When communication is poor there is a tendency of padly to have a negative image of the
other. This makes it more difficult to find a way torstenproving communication. Perhaps people
from all groups need a central contact within the daffitrorganisations to break down the barriers

that contribute to the poor communication.

Therefore, one the most important facilitators tedike liaison is the creation and maintenance of
personal relationships. This needs to be encouraged.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background and Objectives

The Government has introduced road casualty reductiortsarfya 40 per cent reduction in the
number of killed or seriously injured casualties and a 50epereduction in the number of children
killed or seriously injured by 2010. Over and above the ndt@asualty reduction targets the
Mayor of London has introduced targets aimed at addressing specific casualty groups within
London. These are to reduce by 40 percent in each groupritger of killed or seriously injured
pedestrians, pedal cyclists and powered two wheeler uders.tfie ever present need for design
and implementation of effective casualty reduction messtogether with increased emphasis on
partnership working is helping to highlight the need for impdolisason and communication across
a wide range of road safety issues and stakeholders.

1.1.1 The players in casualty reduction

The Road Traffic Act 1988 (Section 39) specifies that lbaggthway authorities must provide a road
safety service aimed at road accident prevention whidbdes road safety engineering schemes,
education, publicity and training. In London, Transport fond@n (TfL) is the funding provider for
highway matters and is responsible for the safety ofrizi@ road network throughout the capital
whilst the boroughs are responsible for local roads.

The two police forces in London have a wide rangexpédence in both traffic management and
road safety and play a key role in the delivery of raddtg through enforcement and education.
Liaison between the police and boroughs is ongoing onaenter fronts with joint road safety
campaigns and investigation of problems affecting theasatierough audits as part of the
requirements of the Crime and Disorder Act (1998).

The London Fire Brigade (LFB) and The London Ambulanees/iBe (LAS) are often present at
road traffic accidents and have insights into locabgms. They are also operationally affected by
TfL and borough traffic management and road safety engmngeschemes in the way they can
respond to emergencies and their ability to manoeuvreuvégicles around, and over scheme
elements.

1.1.2 The need for effective communication

Vital to the development and implementation of effectoad safety schemes is good communication
between the London Boroughs and the emergency serkitigesften lack of effective early dialogue

in the planning phases of schemes and strategic poliejagements that leads to difficulties at the
stage of the required formal consultation process. Lidisdween London boroughs and their
corresponding emergency services has at times beeultliff

A variety of communication styles with differing degse# effectiveness is not unique to London.
Capita Symonds (2004) in their report to the Departmenitrfansport on assessing the casualty
reduction performance of local highway authorities, founrad the better performing local
authorities maintained closer relationships and soughdoueage more dialogue with police and
other relevant groups than the lower performing ones.
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1.1.3 Types of consultation

There are effectively two types of consultation. Whawad safety scheme is planned informal
liaison should start early with the police and emecgeservices (and others as appropriate)
especially where it might affect their operationsanis of routeing or response times.

A good practice guide for fire and ambulance servicesstaat the emergency services and
highway authorities need to keep a good level of discuggiong and consultation should be
started as early as possible in the design and implate@nbf all types of schemes.

For some schemes this is all that is needed but thédathority is required to make Traffic
Regulation Orders when it is necessary to regulatepseds movement and parking of vehicles,
and to regulate pedestrian movement (see Department aipbratocal Authority Circular 5/96).
When an Order needs to be made the proper process niakbwed and this includes

consultation with the police, fire, and ambulanceises. This consultation is by formal letter to
the appropriate officer in each service. There isme faid down in the circular for this process but
when notices are posted on the street they mussp&aged for a minimum of 21 days. It seems
reasonable that the emergency services should be giveasathis much time.

Featherstone’s (2004) report on the effectiveness of roagdand their impact highlighted a
number of issues of liaison between the London boroagtishe emergency services.

“The Metropolitan Police Authority, London Fire and Emergency Planning Autharitl
Department of Health should ensure that the emergency services résfhpia borough
consultations on traffic calming and consistently attend and take part inttaéfad
management meetings held by the borotighs

1.2 Study objectives

Featherstone (2004) suggested that the Pan London Road Raiaty could issue best practice
guidance on the consultation process and investigate wtackices work effectively and which of
these can be recommended to all London boroughs.

Following from this, the Association of London Goveen(ALG) has commissioned the Centre for
Transport Studies at University College London to devaldpaft protocol (for voluntary adoption)
which reflects best practice in liaison in road safeatters between the London Boroughs and the
emergency services. The objectives and scope oésleaurch are:
To identify:
* The methods used by boroughs across London to liaise drsafety issues with the
emergency services;
* Boroughs’ opinions of what works and what doesn’t and wiebarriers are to effective
liaison;
* Emergency services’ opinions of what works and what doasd'twhat the barriers are to
effective liaison;
» The identification of practices and processes that etlyrbinder the work of emergency
services and boroughs and therefore should be avoided;
* The mechanisms for ensuring effective liaison and dialtigatecould be developed into
protocol for borough / emergency service liaison.
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Good practice methods may differ both in and outsideootlon and around London. Methods that
work well in one area may not be practicable somesvhise.

1.3 Method of working
There are three parts to this study:

(1) the development of a questionnaire through a litexateiarch and interviews with a range of
people from the emergency services and boroughs;

(2) the administration of a large-sample questionnaietergency services, TfL and borough staff
across London and the subsequent analysis of the respandes

(3) a seminar involving a range of people from all emergsecyices and a sample of boroughs to
discuss the feasibility of the recommendations.

1.4 Structure of the report

In section 2 the results of the questionnaire are descrithee structure of the interviews and the
guestionnaire are also briefly discussed.

In section 3 the purpose and findings of the seminangaired in detail. The issues that this has
raised link back to the results of the questionnaire antketoesicommendations for good practice.

In section 4, the final recommendations that we beligguld be broadly accepted by all parties are
described.

In section 5, a conclusion looking at the issues invoivedrrying out the research and further
suggestions as to what all groups can do to further encomn@geeffective liaison is described.
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2. Questionnaire

2.1 Interviews

The purpose of the interviews was to discover and undertangsues behind existing
communication and liaison methods. A small but represeetgroup of people from the
emergency services and local authorities were interdebeut their role within their organisation
and their role liaising with the other organisations.fkeérom numerous different boroughs and
services were approached for an interview. Most inteviwere conducted face-to-face (6) while
others were conducted by phone (4) or email (2).
A total of 12 interviews were conducted;

Four with police officers

One with an ambulance officer

Two with LFB officers

Five with borough officers

Interviewees were asked about their role in liaisindp Wie other organisations. They were asked
how they communicated, whether they thought it workdwtirer other methods had been used
previously and why they were changed, what difficultieytfaced in communicating and what
methods they recommended using. A list of questions ak@ntto each interview to act as a
prompting device but interviews were not structured to batickd.

2.1.1 Interview results

All sides acknowledge problems, or a tradition of problem&ison between the London boroughs
and the emergency services. Similarly, all groups are ¢ageduce this. Those boroughs which
have or had regular traffic liaison meetings found thatLondon Ambulance Services (LAS)
attendance was rare if at all. Comments received ant@taiconsultations were similarly rare. The
boroughs generally had the strongest and most positivdngaelationship with the police.
Communication between police and boroughs was not tiniitestatutory letters of consultation or
traffic liaison meetings. The police were in phond amail contact and, in the boroughs that held
them, were present at and sometimes asked for, sit® visi

During the interviews the LFB and LAS said they had fé¥icdlties with the consultation notices
and generally had enough detail on which to comment andysdithhot object. However, it was
noted that the consultation notices were sometimesegetved in time for them to raise questions
or objections.

A substantial proportion of the boroughs were dishearteitédive lack of response from the
emergency services to the consultation notices. Ormufjh noted that they never received any
replies, positive or negative to the notices given olis Was viewed as particularly frustrating.

The boroughs opinions were mixed regarding the quality ardteness of communication.
Some boroughs only send out the statutory letters cudt@tion and expressed frustration at the
lack of response, especially from the LAS. Other boroiglasa far more positive relationship with
emergency services. However no borough said theiraeddtip was perfect, all maintained it could
be improved.
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The emergency services perception of their relationshiptive boroughs was also mixed:

1. The police had the most positive relationship with thebghs, generally having
communication with borough contacts on a regular basiskly if not daily.

2. The LFB saw their relationship with the boroughs as gdiygrositive and thought they
received enough information

3. The LAS experienced a patchy relationship with the boraubiiere were two sources of
this problem. One was the perceived difficulties in briggogether the views of the LAS
regarding operational difficulties with some typesraffic calming and the needs of
boroughs to implement effective schemes. A second isaaehat lack of resources meant
that it was difficult to assign someone from LASitase with boroughs at a local level.

Several boroughs have traffic liaison meetings. Tleser from monthly to every three months.
An agenda is generally circulated before the meeting.nid&etings operate as a place to
communicate any concerns that the emergency servigehar the designs of a scheme. Those
who have the meetings regard them as a positive andl wsef to get feedback. One of the
benefits is that it can save time by being able to getifack on a scheme in its early stages rather
than when it has already had a lot of work put intdlite boroughs generally invite the
Metropolitan Police, the LFB, the LAS, the London lsesvice and members of TfL. Attendance at
these meetings varies. Those boroughs that do nothawveeetings now have often held them in
the past. The reasons cited for disbanding these meeiaigde lack of resources and lack of
attendance.

Featherstone (2004) suggested that the emergency servidbatféheir views of traffic calming
schemes were not being taken into account. This diffens what was found in the interviews
where the emergency services did think that the borougésdid to their concerns. In one of the
interviews with a LFB representative it was stated tin the rare occasions they raised a concern
about a scheme the designs were altered.

2.2 Questionnaire

Using the variables from the interviews and the litemreview a questionnaire was developed to
investigate the study objectives. The questionnaire didstofor participants names but questions
were included to identify occupation and location.

The questionnaire was delivered to all London borough emetlgeency service staff whose duties
involve liaising with each other. The questionnaire intended to be short and to take between 10
and 20 minutes to complete. The questionnaire was dediwgst email and post and could be
returned by either method. Those who received theitigunesire by post were given a post paid
addressed return envelope. A copy of the questionnaraible in Appendix 1.

2.3 Questionnaire results

The questionnaire was sent to 174 people and responsesaeired from 66 giving a 38%
response rate. Table 1 shows the distribution of respdrts® the different organisations. A copy
was sent to each contact in a borough and in sevesed this means that more than one was sent
(85 went to the boroughs). Reminders were sent by emagtaomk calls to chase up non-
respondents in the boroughs. Of those who did return quesires there was a good spread across

5
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the boroughs and when taken with the emergency servgsnges all boroughs were covered.
Appendix 5 gives a list of the boroughs and emergency ssrwbo responded.

Table 1: Response rate to questionnaire by organisation

Organisation Number of Number of %
Responses Questionnaires Sent of Reponses

London Borough 25 85 29

LAS 9 25 36

LFB 10 39 26

Police Service 18 20 90

TfL 4 5 80

The questionnaire asked whether respondents had a writiey foolliaising with the boroughs or
the emergency services. A total of 21% stated that theyaltwritten policy for liaison. The LFB
were the most likely to have a written policy with 62%_FB respondents reporting they had a
written policy. A total of 24% of police said they had atten policy for liaising with the boroughs.
None of the LAS staff said they had a written policg anly 5% of the borough respondents said
they had a written policy for liaison.

2.3.1 Traffic Liaison Meetings

86% of those who responded said they had traffic liaiseetimgs. Almost all that had these
meetings found them to be beneficial (98%). Only 14% Haesetevery month. Generally these
meetings are held every 3 months (39%).

Table 2: Frequency of Traffic Liaison Meetings (TLM)

How often do you London Borough LAS LFB Police TfL  Total
have TLM? Service
% within Organisation

monthly 4 33 10 18 25 14
every six week 12 0 20 6 0 9
every two months 20 11 10 24 25 19
every quarter 40 44 40 35 25 39
less than 3 monthly 8 0 0 6 25 6
don't occur 16 11 20 12 0 14

A substantial majority of people (89%) thought that theiffic liaison meetings were held as often
as needed, although 9% thought that they were not helteasas needed. Of those who no longer
hold traffic liaison meetings most cited not enough a@ene (58%) as the main reason for their
cessation Other reasons cited were not enough itediscgss; people attending had no power to
make decisions and fixed schedule meetings too inflexiblesassconstantly changing. Those
who had traffic liaison meetings found them usefuldarumber of reasons. The most commonly
cited reason was that they provided people with a dieutiact to a person with whom they could
liaise. Traffic liaison meetings are also found taubeful because they allow quick decisions to be
reached and a forum to get opinions on schemes at arsesgl Also mentioned was that they
gave the viewpoint of the other organisations and thestcaints and they gave an overview of
local issues. The main reason traffic liaison meetimge not found to be useful was that some
respondents from the emergency services, the LAS iicplar, found many of the issues not to be
relevant (bus schemes). One suggestion given wagaffat liaison meetings should not always be
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held at the local council but could be held at emergseacyice locations as well on a rotating
schedule.

Table 3: Responses to whether TLM occur often enough

London Borough LAS LFB Police TfL  Total
Service
% within Organisation
too often 0 0 0 7 0 2
as often as needed 95 88 88 87 75 89
not often enough 5 13 13 7 25 9

2.3.2 Emergency Service Priority Routes

Almost half (46%) of emergency services respondentstBaydhave emergency service priority
routes, 38% said they did not have them while 16% did nowkRolice were the least likely to
know if they had these routes. Most of the borough medgats had not received emergency service
priority routes from any of the emergency services (5@%)e only 29% of boroughs have copies
of emergency service priority routes from some oemiergency services. Of the emergency
services respondents 23% said they had given copies toghsrgust under half of those
emergency services who said they had emergency servickypaaites. Most respondents felt that
copies of these routes should be given to the bordi8§8s of emergency services respondents and
93% of borough respondents). A number of emergency seespendents wrote on the
guestionnaire that they would like to have copies of ther @imergency service priority routes.

2.3.3 Statutory Consultations
The response from the emergency service respondentdirggstatutory consultation was largely
positive. All respondents said the consultations weedulisThe majority of respondents found that
consultations have enough detail (82%). One response feoemntargency services said they would
appreciate the details of scheme consultations to inchedpurpose of the schemes and the
advantages and disadvantages associated with it. Satrenwesponses from the emergency
services showed some problems with the detail of cat&uris including feeling as though
schemes are already agreed upon before they reachtatinsudtage;
“Many times the scheme has already been implemented or is in thepaideeing
implemented prior to consultation notices being sent to me. It skersuncils treat the
consultation process with contempt.”

“Some boroughs table schemes that will go before the council just tdegtat our views.
Others table schemes that are already funded and agreed by Council and aaskimgn
our views. They always still go in regardless of objections.”

The majority of respondents said that they receivedulmt®ns with enough time to comment
(79%). While this proportion is high it also means tha o five consultations are not reaching
their target in time. This is an example of one ef¢cbmments from one of the respondents who felt
consultations were not being sent with enough time.
“If a borough or TfL do not provide enough information at consultation... | wit thek for
that information to be provided. The trouble with not being furnished wihgh
information at the formal consultation stage is that once that informatiobéers provided
the time limit for reply has often expired.... Early informal caia$ian is an important
effective way of communication prior to formal consultation.”
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All the respondents from the boroughs and from Trangpottondon said the feedback they
received from these consultation notices was usetlb#irof those who didn't receive feedback
said some would be useful. The response from the borovagisomewhat positive; with 86% said
they received some feedback, although many noted thatabkisi@t from all groups. The LAS was
the main group cited as not giving feedback and the LFB wess@nally cited. The police were
praised a number of times for consistently providing lieet.

2.3.4 Joint Site Visits

Of the responses 58% said they had completed joint site. ¥ those who did 57% occurred
when difficulties had been raised while 25% occurred onpdex schemes. Of those respondents
who didn’t have site visits 71% of people said they woultbdageficial. In written responses site
visits were thought to be a good idea but the reasons ¥arghénem would need to be specific so
groups only attended where it was relevant.

2.3.5 Overall Effectiveness of Communication and Liaison Strategies

In general it was found that the less general communictiere was the more likely people were
to want more communication with the other organisati®espondents were quite divided as to the
quality of communication both in their own organisatn in the other organisation(s)

» Over half (53%) felt the other organisation(s) needed taxuomicate more internally.

* 51% felt their own organisation need to communicate nmbeenally.

» 37% felt their own organisation needed to communicate mibhnethe other organisation(s).

* 51% wanted more feedback.

» Most people felt their suggestions were being listened to X57%

* Most respondents were satisfied with how they commtedcaith 54% ‘agreeing” or
“strongly agreeing. However a substantial proportion still felt thhey way they
communicate needed to be improved with 43% agreeing or Stragqgeing with the
statement.

One question asked was what methods of communicationusede mail, email, phone call and
meetings. Answers were separated by whether all thetb®dsewere ticked or whether only some
of these methods were ticked. When all methods of conmaumn were used the more effective
communication is. Respondents who used all methods ve=sréldely to agree that there was need
for improvement, less likely to agree there was neednbre communication, more likely to agree
there was a lot of communication, less likely to thimé other organisation(s) needed to
communicate more internally or externally and lelsslyi to think the other organisation(s) should
provide more feedback. These results are available bleitaAppendix 3.
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3. Seminar

3.1 Purpose and outline of the seminar

The purpose of the seminar was to discuss the feasttilitye draft recommendations and to
redefine them so that they would be broadly acceptetddsetwho will use them. The seminar was
carried out in a combined group so that the opinions of eBitte organisations involved could be
heard by other members and practical solutions could refleat all groups could achieve.

The seminar was held at University College London betw8e30 and 12:30 on Thursday"10
March 2005. A total of 17 people attended from a varietyedsacross London and included
members of all the emergency services and six diffé@mtughs. A list of where the attendees
were from is in Appendix 6.

The seminar started with an oral presentation to thepgreminding them of the study objectives,
its background and a brief of the results to date. Appehtixs a summary of the results presented
at the seminar. The draft recommendations arising thenguestionnaire response was given
followed by a discussion on the suggested methods fooriaighe group did not raise any
guestions of accuracy or interpretation of the questioemagponses.

The draft recommendations presented were:
* An annual traffic management meeting could be held by all boroughs. Tétisgr&hould be
attended by at least one representative from each emergency séhigcmeeting would;
Let boroughs meet contacts from each service
Let boroughs and emergency services know what tanggtare required to make in
short term
Update strategic route maps
Pass on any other information
Those ES that have strategic route networks should give boroughs a copy
While boroughs are entitled to place traffic calming schemes on thads, because they are
of high importance to emergency services alternative strategiesdshewonsidered and
consultation should begin at the earliest possible stage
» Those boroughs who have maps/plans of current traffic calming schemes/orteseigy s
should make these available to the emergency services
» Emergency services should aim to return statutory consultations widbdek
Boroughs should give emergency services adequate time to commentlig@itiofehow long
is needed to provide notice needs to be jointly agreed)

3.2 Seminar outcomes

3.2.1 Statutory Consultations

Statutory consultations were an issue for all orgawisatiWhere personal relationships were
already good no problems were mentioned. However,emi@ipersonal relationships existed a
number of problems occurred. On the side of the emergamgices some people found that they
were not being given a suitable length of time to réplgonsultation notices (i.e. receiving a
consultation letter two days before a closing datejabrreceiving any consultation at all. On the
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other hand boroughs said they experienced a degree oéfiustwhere a continual standard
objection to a scheme was given with no explanaiwdior no alternative suggestion included. It
was suggested that stock answers are given where @timgutime is too short to consider each
scheme on its own merits.

3.2.2 Traffic Liaison Meetings

Traffic Liaison meetings had varying degrees of succeddferent areas. Some boroughs found
these a useful aid to liaison in conjunction with otimethods. They were thought to be useful to
have a point of contact and to flag up issues at ay stage. Police officers said that they generally
had better liaison with boroughs that held these mgéhan boroughs that didn’'t. The LAS
appreciated the importance of these meetings but exgrigasération at their length and relevancy.
One borough said they were phasing out these meetingsyag/¢re too inflexible to incorporate

all issues. For example, they stated that they ccadd B meeting on one week but need to consult
the emergency services a week later where unforesers isad been raised. In this borough
meetings were now being fixed on more short term notica “need to know” basis.

The conclusion was that where traffic liaison maggiare working they should be continued.
Whilst each borough has different amounts of time betweeetings it seems that however often
they are held works. Traffic liaison meetings shouldb®tsed alone to replace all other methods
but should be used as an additional method of commumnic#isuggestion was raised that
meetings could have a concise agenda consisting ofretite are specifically relevant to the
emergency services who then could be excused from remahdeeting.

3.2.3 An Annual Special Traffic Liaison Meeting

The idea of an annual special traffic liaison meeting naa®d. This idea had positive feedback.
Participants in the seminar were particularly kee wieeting face to face with other people,
particularly in areas where there were no regular imgtlt was commented on that people should
know each other if the regular traffic liaison megsinvere attended. However a meeting where
everybody was recommended to meet, with an agendangtlevall, could spark better attendance
for the regular meetings and better relations ovesaline boroughs produced a document with an
overview of what the schemes may be included in theviatlg year as well as time scale. The
delivery of this document where it is used could coincide aitlannual meeting.

3.2.4 Emergency Service Priority Routes

There was some confusion (as has been in all stégeis project) as to who had these routes. The
police seemed not to have these, whereas the LFB andA® often did. One borough approached
each of the emergency services for these. They etenaps from the LFB and the LAS. The
police said they were happy to use the recommenddtimmsthese services rather than produce
their own as they are often on the road rather wanking out of a station. This borough found
these maps particularly useful in helping in decide wherse traffic calming devices. The only
difficulty raised with these maps was that the detilanged frequently.

3.2.5 Joint site visits

These had been found to be very useful in some pla@ewed organisations to see the

difficulties of all sides. The issue of when thesanldde appropriate was raised. This type of
exercise is time consuming and therefore people do ndttwattend where it may not be relevant
to them. It was thought that a criterion for when a gisit was need could be created. This could be
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a list of when a certain number of conditions ocalireejoint site visit would be highly
recommended.

3.2.6 Workshops

An idea was raised that might be helpful if a workskh@s held from time to time to allow borough
engineers to discuss scheme types and their particulgndesi implementation issues with the
LFB and LAS so that they are aware of the obstdbltsmust be overcome in order to implement
new schemes.

3.2.7 Relationships
Personal communication was felt to be key to creatitigheelationships between the boroughs
and the emergency services.

The boroughs noted that they found it easier to get Had-@ad safety person in another borough
than to get hold of an emergency services person indti borough. They said this was partly
because of the uniformity of the personnel systems satm®ughs and the differences between
boroughs and each emergency service. The police wereodaedhe easiest to reach with LFB and
LAS being harder. However, the boroughs were awareedditficulties for the emergency services
in having enough time to attend to matters outside theirgpyim@sponsibilities.

The LFB representatives said that each borough shouldahaeninated LFB officer to talk to.
Similarly an LAS representative said there should peraon from the LAS for each borough but
as this was only a small part of their responsibilitiegas often difficult for them to
attend/respond.

People from all the organisations present felt it wage# communicate when they had a
personal contact whom they knew. This made it eésidiscuss new schemes or ideas at the
earliest stages and to encourage feedback on any issuesh&bbroughs and the emergency
services found difficulty in finding the right person tikten. In many cases the person whom they
dealt with was merelfa name at the top of a letterOnce a good relationship was built across
organisations it could easily deteriorate when an indivich@led positions. When this occurred
previously good relationships often diminished.

11
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4. Recommendations for good practice

The interviews, questionnaire and seminar all raised bycadilar issues regarding barriers and
facilitators to more effective working. The seminar \wasgticularly helpful in bringing issues out
into the open and allowing all sides to discuss theiiqudatr problems. The recommendations
presented here emanated from the wide ranging discusgitims seminar and as such should be
broadly acceptable to the boroughs and emergency sercioess dondon.

There is a case for providing outside groups with informaa® early as is practicable. The earlier
information is given out the more feedback is reagivand the more likely a solution acceptable to
all could be reached. The more often this occurs the tik@ly similarly good communication
practices will occur again in the future. The more thbghs and the emergency services
communicate with each other the better the communicatio the more effective their work.
Where boroughs and emergency services have good relationghipsttiods they use should be
continued. If traffic liaison meetings don’t work wblit other methods are used to communicate
then there is no reason to force a strategy thasndofi the situation. These recommendations are
suggestions for those who feel their communicationccbalimproved.

4.1 An Annual Special Traffic Liaison Meeting

An annual traffic management meeting could be held by atiughs. This meeting should be
attended by at least one representative from each emegrgervice and by both road safety
officers and engineers from a borough. The meeting wouldeptace future normal meetings or
other methods of communication but be an additionalteVéwe purpose of the meeting would be
to:

1. Review how liaison has been working over the past year.

2. Discuss any ways in which methods could be revised.

3. Let each of the other organisations know of any new/aoatis initiatives and targets that
exist for them.
Revise the frequency of the regular traffic liaison nmggs.
Revise the length of time currently given for statutoopsultations.
Let the boroughs and emergency services meet face-tovidcthe relevant contacts they
correspond with during the year.
7. Introduce any new people who have joined within the year.
8. Update strategic route maps.
9.
1

o ab

Update/check contact details of people.
0.Pass on any other relevant information.

One of the reasons for areas with previously good camwation methods going downhill is
changes to staff. This happens in all organisations.afftttangeover there needs to be good
handover procedures in operation so that contact hstgassed on and introductions made. Whilst
an annual meeting will help new staff meet these ctsfsrsonally, changes do occur in the
interim and efforts should be made to make contacts direngear.

4.2 Obtaining contacts

A central resource, perhaps web based, giving out casetants for staff in each area of road
safety could prove useful. Currently boroughs have webgiteere the public can access
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information. Some of these websites have detailgotacts in each department. Other
organisations have relevant websites as well. Thellfaghority Road Safety Officers Association
(LARSOA) lists all the road safety officers for ealthority in England, Wales and Northern
Ireland. The London Fire Brigade website lists allhbeough commanders and their contact
details. These websites are listed in Appendix 4. THetals and similar lists of contacts for the
police and for the LAS could be listed on a central Wwelzccessible to those from the relevant
organisations. If updated regularly by all this could be ag eay of quickly finding the relevant
person with whom to talk.

4.3 Emergency Service Priority Routes

Those emergency services that have strategic rom@riest should give boroughs a copy.
Boroughs are entitled to place traffic calming schemefese roads but because they are of high
importance to emergency services alternative stratefieuld be considered and consultation
should begin at the earliest possible stage.

On the part of the boroughs, those boroughs that hape/plans of current traffic calming
schemes/one-way streets should make these available émnergency services. Whilst it would be
useful if all boroughs had such plans, it is recognisetthigadoes take time and resources.
However, where plans are not available, it would bpfakfor a list be created of roads with such
schemes.

4.4 Statutory Consultations

Emergency services should aim to return statutory cotismawith feedback. If they disagree
with a scheme then reasons and alternative suggestaurid be helpful. Boroughs need to give
emergency services time to comment (a time limit o¥ kang is needed to provide notice needs to
be jointly agreed by each individual area). Ideally ont&ssue has reached formal consultation
stage, the emergency services should have already beenamare of it.

4.5 Joint Site Visits

Joint site visits work well where they are used. Whieeed is time and the resources these could be
used to find solutions where schemes are particularptax or objections to them have been
raised and alternative solutions need to be found. Howa\s#e visit is not always appropriate for
all emergency services. Perhaps a list of criteriaviten a site visit is needed could be created.

4.6 Workshops

One of the strongest messages to come out of the sttigyt ihe relationship between the LAS at a
local level and the boroughs is often poor. From infaionegathered at all stages of the study there
still appears to be a degree of tension over traffinire) schemes. It would be helpful if this could
be brought out into the open at a workshop designed sbdtiasides can learn more about the
operational needs of the other. The workshops, suggedtesl sgminar, could be broadened so that
the boroughs, the police, the LFB and the LAS all powéwd their operational difficulties.
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4.7 Personal relationships

The key issue to emerge from the study was that of p&rsslationships. Many of the people
consulted felt that they had more effective liaisdrere they knew the people they were liaising
with. Rather than only have letter or email contaith & person from another organisation good
liaison includes having met people on more than one oetasi being comfortable enough to
contact them outside of statutory requirements and pthnreetings. One of the purposes of traffic
liaison meetings is to build contacts through which infdromecan be communicated between
meetings. In this manner information would reach peoplerédéomal consultation.

However, where there is already poor communicatiematzen more difficult to foster positive
relationships. For example, if the emergency service doeeceive a consultation in time to
comment it could be because the borough is not sendimghie tcorrect person and it is getting
stuck on the wrong person’s desk who fails to pass i ¢ime. This highlights how important it is
for the borough to know the correct person to senddhsudtation to.

When communication is poor there is a tendency of padly to have a negative image of the
other. This makes it more difficult to find a way torstenproving communication. Perhaps people
from all groups need a central contact within the daffitrorganisations to break down the barriers
that contribute to the poor communication. Some groups ae & central contact person
currently putting this into practice.

Therefore, one the most important facilitators tedike liaison is the creation and maintenance of
personal relationships. This needs to be encouraged.

5. Conclusion

This conclusion is in two parts. Firstly, it will look the issues involved in carrying out the
research. Secondly it will provide some further suggestas to what the boroughs, the ALG, TfL
and the emergency services can do to further encourageeffextve liaison. It is important to
note that these issues need to be raised and discusstapdtvel as well as at a local level.

5.1 Conclusions of the research procedure

5.1.1 Contact and Awareness

There was a lot of interest in the study from theobhghs and the emergency services. The exposure
it received through the Pan London Safety Forum and L& elped raise its profile so that many
people had already heard about the survey when theycartacted. Those that did respond were
very positive and willing to help.

However, it was often very difficult to find the rigperson to talk to in the boroughs. We were
fortunate to have a contact list which the ALG suppi#&tilst these were not necessarily the right
people they should have been aware of the study by tkeehenquestionnaires were sent out and
been able to forward it to the correct person in thegjanisation. Contact by phone often meant
having to go through four or five people before getting someadteecould only “partly” help.
Emails were often forwarded to people better placed tovddathe questionnaire than the contact
person. However, the relevant person often did npores If we had such difficulties imagine how
difficult it must be for the emergency services to find right person.
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The ALG asked us to try to contact as many non-respomd#ie boroughs as possible. We did
this by resending the questionnaire to the original comtaad the ALG also sent out reminders to
the non-responding boroughs. This brought forth about she msponses. Once the non-
responders had had a chance to reply to the questionnastanez telephoning them. To do this
we needed to find the telephone numbers as we only hadaddagsses. This was rather time
consuming. Once contact was made, we went through theaqueste on the phone. This added a
further six responses. In total 85 questionnaires werdaéme boroughs and by all methods, a
total of 23 responses were obtained from the boroughsnidass that 9 boroughs did not respond
at all and one responded after the analysis was caenplet

The police were very easy to liaise with. The ALG gasehe two main contacts and both these
people knew of the study beforehand. One of thesegedainterviews, seminar attendance and
guestionnaire administration to all relevant officersisiwas the reason that the response rate
among the police was so high (20 questionnaires sent dut8areplies received). The police place
a lot of importance on traffic and safety matters astitutionally are well organised with respect
to liaison with the boroughs. Although most dealings wreugh the two main contacts, some
other officers who were aware of the study contactedlitiisadditional information.

The ALG provided a contact for the London Ambulance Serfi,AS). This contact sent the
guestionnaire on our behalf to the relevant people withiS.L\e also sent the questionnaire to our
own contacts within the LAS. In total 25 questionnairesevgemt off and 9 were returned.

The ALG provided the two main contacts in the Londoe Birigade (LFB). However neither
contact responded to any emails sent. Therefore tlamceliof contact was on cold calling. We
found contact details for the borough commanders thro&ghviebsite. However, overall the
response from LFB, given their lack of awarenesf@fstudy, was satisfactory (39 questionnaires
were sent out 10 responses were received).

5.1.2 Personal Relationships

The main point learnt from the study was just howifeathe relationships between boroughs and
emergency services are as well as how vital theyoeeéicient function. Ensuring continued face-
to-face contact is key to maintaining positive usefdtiehships between these two groups.

A lack of attendance at traffic liaison meetings artack of comment in statutory consultations
were mentioned in all stages of this study. This was ysoedhtioned by the boroughs in relation

to the emergency services, particularly with refereandée LAS, and occasionally to the LFB as
well. It is thought that this lack of attendance maym major part in the relationships between the
organisations. A way needs to be found to encourage atismndad therefore closer relationships.
More effort needs to be made on all sides to make angtairarelationships. Perhaps the boroughs
need to think about what information they want from tmergency services and then work
towards making it easy for them to provide it.

One of the most useful aspects of the study was thmaeheld towards the end of the study. This
enabled us to see how information about the same issugen@sved by the different
organisations. It also allowed different organisationsetar the barriers and difficulties experienced
by others.
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5.1.3 Time

Essentially this was a big study that was packed into # smaframe. Whilst the timing of this
study was well managed the study could have yielded mateptih information if the timescale
had been longer.

The questionnaire had to be completed and returned in tasgpla@e of time. A few further replies
were received after analysis had already begun. Whdse could not be incorporated into the
guantitative results their written answers were takRenaccount. Further time would have allowed
for more responses to be received.

A larger study could produce more comprehensive resultseWbildon boroughs are unique in
the way that they are run it may have been helpfekemine the practices of local authorities
outside of London. In this manner, more effective mdghmay have been found.

5.2. Further suggestions

The seminar that was held as part of the study aimedrbine members from all groups so that
opinions from all sides could be heard. This succeededvay af raising issues of what pressures
and difficulties other groups faced in order to meet ttaegets. We would suggest that the ALG
could organise similar styled informal workshops. The oljeatould be to hold 4 or 5 different
workshops across London (perhaps North, South, East,ae<entral) where people from
boroughs and emergency services could meet and discusdiffibalties they face in the current
systems and what ways they could work together to makeri effective. The purpose of such a
workshop would be to reduce and diffuse tension between thpgrm encourage more open
dialogue and to allow the groups to get a better understandithe perspective of the other groups.

Good liaison between the boroughs and the LAS is vitdféoteve function and generally their
current relationship is fragile. Currently it seems thatboroughs dictate how the emergency
services communicate with them. It may be that pati@teason for the lack of satisfactory
relationships with the LAS is that the LAS have net¢ib involved in the way liaison is organised
between themselves and the boroughs. The LAS needsteberaged to take a bigger role in
deciding how it would be best for them to communicate Wghboroughs. The ALG could ask to
the LAS to suggest any changes to the way they cwyremthmunicate with the boroughs that
could make liaison easier for them. In turn the ALGdneencourage the boroughs to be receptive
to such suggestions.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Questionnaire
Borough Liaison with Emer gency
Services

This is a questionnaire looking at the communication aisblin strategies between individual
London boroughs and Emergency Services on road safetyg issp@rt of a project by the
Association of London Governments in conjunction itk Centre for Transport Studies,
University College London.

The aim of the research project is to find bettersmMay boroughs and emergency services to work
together, and it is not seeking to apportion blame to ary.par

This questionnaire is for people whose job it is todiais road safety issues. The questionnaire
looks at what makes the communication process betweeagrdlps difficult or easy. This will help
us to contribute to making communication between locadughs, police, ambulance, fire and
other groups interested in local road safety more ef¥fecti

We have asked which borough you work for or liaise wiithis is so that we know how wide a
response we receive and so we can compare similangimoHowever you will not be personally
identifiable. Please do not put your name on this form.

Please return this questionnaire using the stamped self seddsvelope enclosed.
Thank you in advance for participating in this questionnaire.

If you have any questions or enquiries please contactl®ose 020 7679 1597 or
roselle @transport.ucl.ac.uk
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Section 1. General I nformation

1 Do you work for:

" London borough [~ Ambulance Service

[ Fire Service [ Police Service

[ Other

Please state I
2. Which London borough(s) do you work in/ with?

Section 2. Methods of Communication

There are lots of different of ways to communicatit wther organisations. This section asks about

some of the different ways you communicate with borslgghergency services.

3. Why do you communicate with boroughs/emergency seraicesad safety schemes? (tick all
that apply)

[T Scheme consultations
[ Site visits
I Traffic iaison meetings

[T One-off events

I~ Other rJ
(please specifyl,
4, Do you have a written policy for liaising with loozduncil/emergency services?
I Yes " No
5. What is your preferred method of communicating?
I~ Mail I Phone call
I~ Email I Meeting
" Other

Please state
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6. How often do you communicate with someone from yourl lcgancil or the

emergency services on road safety issuiek2vhich fits best

" Daly I Twice weekly
I~ Weekly " Monthly

I Never

Statutory Requirements
By law, boroughs are required to consult the emergenwuicesron road safety schemes that are to be
implemented. This section looks at how this consultatiorksy

If you work for the emergency services, please answestiqne 7 to 11.

If you work for a borough please answer questions 12.to 16

7. Are the consultation notices useful?

I Yes " No
8. What details do the consultation notices provide?
9. Do the consultation notices provide enough detail?
I Yes " No

10.  If no, what details would you like the consultation noticeprovide?

11. Are the consultation notices delivered with enough fiongiou to provide comment?

I Yes " No
12. Do you get feedback from the emergency services?
I Yes " No
13. If you get any feedback, is it useful?
I Yes " No
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14. If yes, what sort of feedback do you get?

15.1f you don’t get any feedback, would some be useful?
I Yes " No

16. If yes, what sort of feedback would you like and why?

Traffic Liaison Meetings

Some boroughs hold traffic liaison meetings about trégfiaes that they invite the emergency services
and other relevant organisations to attend.

17. If you hold or attend a traffic liaison meeting how oftemthey occur?

" Monthly " Every six weeks

" Every two months [ Every quarter

" Less than every 3 months |

18. If you hold or attend a traffic liaison meeting do thegwo@

" Too often " As often as is needed [ Not often enough

19. If you hold or attend a traffic liaison meeting doeseiiphin liaising with local borough/emergency

services on road safety issues?

™ Yes " No

20. If you held or attended traffic liaison meetings in plast but they have ceased, why did this

happen?

I Not enough attendance " Not enough items to discuss

[” Other reason
Please state:
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21. If you have or have had traffic liaison meetings howeatbey useful/not useful? Why?

Emergency Service Priority Routes

Some emergency services have fixed strategic routes thewegs in order to reach
their destinations. This is a road hierarchy of main roadal distributor roads and
access from service base stations to all parts@f/a.

If you work for the emergency services please answetique2 to 24.
If you work for a London borough please answer questions@26.

22. Do you have emergency service priority routes?

™ Yes " No [~ Don't know

23. If yes, do your corresponding local councils hawepy?

I Yes " No I Don't know
24, Is it beneficial/would it be beneficial for your cesponding local councils to have a copy?
I Yes " No I Don't know

25. Do you have copies of emergency service priorityee from:

[~ Ambulance [ Fire [ Police

[~ Don't know [ None
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26. Is it beneficial/would it be beneficial to have a gad emergency service priority routes from:

[ Fire [ Police
[~ Ambulance

" None
[~ Don't know

Site Visits

27. Have you ever had joint visits to sites where schemebeaing proposed?

™ Yes [~ Don't know
" No [ No schemes

28. If yes, when do these occur?
I On every scheme

I On conplex schemes

I On schemes where a difficulty has been raised

[ Other

29. If you answered no to question 27 would joint site visgtsibeful?

™ Yes " No [~ Don't know
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Section 3. Effectiveness

Please think about the day-to-day communication you hakeyaur local council or with the

emergency services. Please circle the number thadss appropriate: Strongly agree =1, Agree = 2,
Neither agree nor disagree =3, Disagree = 4, Strongagdee =5.

5

30. The way we communicate needs to be improved 1 2 3 4 5|-
|- |-

31. The amount of communication needs to be increased 1 2 3 4 5|-
(I I I I A Y

32. The other organisation(s) need to communicate mihenw 1 2 3 4 5|-
themselves - - - -

33. The other organisation(s) need to communicate miheus 1 2 3 4 5|-
|- |-

34. There is a lot of communication 12 3 4 5|-
|- |-

35. Suggestions we make are taken into consideration 1 2 3 4 5|-
(I I I I A Y

36. | think the methods used for communication we are ctiyren | 1 2 3 4 5|-
using need to be revised - - - -

37. | am satisfied with how we communicate 1 ]2 3 4 5|-
|- |-

38. The other organisation(s) needs to give us more fekdba 1 2 3 4 5|-
|- |-

39. Our organisation(s) needs to communicate more witbétf it 1 2 3 4 5|-
(I I I I A Y

40. Our organisation needs to communicate more with ter ot 1 2 3 4 5|-
41. organisation(s) - - - -

42. | think the communication and liaison strategies we hatle wi | 1 2 3 4 5|-
the local council/emergency services are effective - - - -

Finally,

43. Is there a method of communication that does or couldr ditween London boroughs and
emergency services that has not been mentioned hettbatrcould aid liaison?

24



ah
=
LCIL Centre for Transport Studies

University College

Comments

Many thanks for completing this questionnaire. If thereagpects of liaison that you think are missing
from this questionnaire or you want to add further commaetsse use the space provided below. |
would also welcome comments on how | can make thiegweasier to complete.
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Appendix 2: Summary of results given at March 10"
seminar

Traffic Liaison Meetings

* 89% of boroughs hold TLM

* Only 15% have these every month

» Generally held every 3 months (39%)

* Reasons for no longer having TLM- not enough attendance (58%)
* 98% of people felt that their TLM were beneficial

* 89% of people thought TLM were held as often as needed

* 9% thought they TLM were not held as often as needed

Emergency Service Priority Routes
* 46% of Emergency service have ESPR
0 16% did not know if they had them

* 29% of boroughs have ESPR from some or all emergeneigssr
0o 50% have no ESPR

* 22% of emergency services have given copies to boroughs

* 93% of boroughs said ESPR from all services would be useful

* 80% of emergency services said it would be useful if borouaghsbpies
* Emergency services want ESPR of other emergency services

Statutory Consultations
« Emergency service responses
0 100% said consultations useful
0 82% consultations have enough detalil
0 79% received with enough time to comment
» Borough responses
0 87% said they received some feedback (not from all groups)
0 96% said the feedback they received was useful
o0 100% of those who didn't get feedback said some would be useful

Joint Site Visits

* 58% of responses said they had completed joint site visits
0 57% of these held site visits when difficulties had bedsed
0 25% of these held them on complex schemes
e 71% of people who didn’t have site visits said they woeldéneficial

General Effectiveness

* The less general communication there was the magby lgeople were to want
more communication with the other organisations

* Most people felt their suggestions were being listened to

* 53% felt the other organisation(s) needed to communicate inmeraally
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51% felt their own organisation need to communicate nmbeenally
37% felt their own organisation needed to communicate wibhethe other
organisations
51% wanted more feedback
| am satisfied with how we communicate
o0 54% “agreed” or “strongly agreed”
0 21% “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed”
The way we communicate needs to be improved
o0 43%"agreed” or “strongly agreed”
0 24%"disagreed” or “strongly disagreed”
More methods of communication used the more effecowvensunication is
0 Less methods — more need for improvement
0 Less methods — less communication
0 More methods — more feedback

Conclusions from interviews and questionnaire

* Type and style of liaison differs across London

« Communication has improved

* People still want communication levels to improve

* Those people who communicate more are happier widohai
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Appendix 3: Summary of analysis of statements

Questionnaire Statements N | Mean | Std. Statistical
Dvtn Significance
| think the methods used for communication| All methods 10 | 3.60 .843
we are currently using need to be revised | Some methods | 51 | 3.04 | .916
The way we communicate needs to be All methods 11 | 3.36 .924 | t=2.322(61),
improved Some methods | 52 | 2.63 950 | p<.05
The amount of communication needs to be | All methods 10 | 3.50 .850 | t=2.496(58),
increased Some methods | 50 | 2.82 774 | p<.05
There is a lot of communication All methods 10 | 2.10 738 | t=-2.993(59),
Some methods 51 | 2.90 .78 p<.01
| think the communication and liaison All methods 10 | 2.30 .675
strategies we have with the local Some methods | 50 | 2.64 | .776
council/emergency services are effective
The other organisation(s) need to All methods 9 |[3.11 |.782 | t=2.684(59),
communicate more within themselves Some methods | 52 | 2.37 | .768 | p<.01
The other organisation(s) need to All methods 10 | 3.40 | .699 | t=3.244(59),
communicate more with us Some methods 51 | 2.51 .809 p<.01
The other organisation(s) needs to give us | All methods 10 | 3.10 | .738 | t=2.569(59),
more feedback Some methods 51 | 2.43 .755 p<.05
Our organisation needs to communicate maréll methods 10 | 3.20 .789
with the other Some methods | 50 | 2.84 .817
organisation(s)
Our organisation(s) needs to communicate | All methods 10 | 2.60 .966
more within itself Some methods 49 | 2.70 .918
Suggestions we make are taken into All methods 9 | 211 .601
consideration Some methods 51 | 2.53 1.007
| am satisfied with how we communicate All methods 10 | 2.30 .823
Some methods 511|271 .923
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Appendix 4. Internet addresses

+ Road Safety Officers:
http://www.larsoa.org.uk/rso_contact.htm

* London Fire Brigade:
http://www.london-fire.gov.uk/contact_us/borough_teams.asp

* London Ambulance Service:
http://www.londonambulance.nhs.uk
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Appendix 5: List of respondents

Police Boroughs:

Croydon / Bromley

Kingston / Hammersmith

Hounslow / Richmond

Southwark / Lewisham

Brent / Barnet

Camden / Islington

Kensington

Wandsworth / Sutton

Merton / Lambeth

Greenwich / Bexley

Hillingdon / Ealing

Westminster

Hackney / Redbridge /
Waltham Forest

Havering / Braking /
Newham

Harrow

Corp of London / Islington / Hackney / Tower Hamle&oluthwark / Westminster

LAS areas.

Lewisham /Greenwich| Bexley Hounslow /Richmond
Barking / Havering Lambeth Camden
Haringey / Enfield Croydon Ealing

LFB areas:

Southwark Hillingdon Haringey
Westminster Kingston Hounslow
Croydon Tower Hamlets

Ealing Havering

Boroughs:

Barnet Tower Hamlets Kensington
Enfield Wandsworth Havering
Croydon Redbridge Merton
Bromley Newham Greenwich
Hammersmith Hillingdon Harrow
Hackney Camden Islington
Brent Hounslow Richmond
Lewisham Sutton
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Appendix 6: List of organisations attending the
seminar

List of attendee organisations

London Borough of Bexley

London Borough of Camden

London Borough of Croydon

London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
London Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
London Borough of Tower Hamlets
Metropolitan Police (four attendees)

London Ambulance Service (two attendees)
London Fire Brigade (three attendees)
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