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B1.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises copies of consultation reports relating to formal
consultation undertaken on the Mayors Transport Strategy in:
 18 May 2009 to 13 July 2009,
 12 October 2009 to 12 January 2010
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1.

Introduction

1.1

Overview and purpose of this Report

1.1.1 The Mayor of London has decided to produce a new Mayor‟s Transport Strategy
(MTS), which is the principal policy tool through which the Mayor exercises his
responsibilities for the planning, management and development of transport in
London. The development of this strategy has been delegated to Transport for
London (TfL), although the Mayor retains responsibility for the approval of the
documents consulted upon. TfL has also been delegated responsibility for
undertaking the necessary consultation exercises.
1.1.2 The Mayor is required to consult the London Assembly and the four Functional
Bodies (the London Development Agency, the London Fire and Emergency Planning
Authority, the Metropolitan Police Authority and TfL) before undertaking wider
consultation. The Mayor is also under a duty to consult with the Olympic Delivery
Authority (ODA). The first phase of consultation, with the Assembly and Functional
Bodies lasted eight weeks, and it will be followed by a wider public and stakeholder
consultation, lasting 13 weeks, to commence in autumn 2009.
1.1.3 For the first phase of the consultation, TfL, on behalf of the Mayor, produced a draft
MTS Statement of Intent (the “Statement of Intent”), which set out the guiding
principles and broad policy statements for the development of the new MTS. This
was consulted on with the Assembly and Functional Bodies in summer 2009. In
addition, a number of other bodies were informally consulted over this period as preengagement to the statutory public and stakeholder consultation, planned for autumn
2009.
1.1.4 TfL has considered the consultation responses received from the Assembly, the
Functional Bodies and the stakeholders who responded to the consultation. This
report is TfL‟s analysis of the responses from the Functional Bodies, Olympic
Delivery Authority and stakeholders. It highlights the key issues raised in these
responses and addresses briefly how these have been considered in the
development of the draft MTS. The Assembly‟s response is dealt with in the statutory
Mayor‟s Statement to the Assembly Chair (see Section 1.5 below). Copies of all the
responses to the consultation have been made available to the Mayor.
1.1.5 In parallel, the Mayor has also consulted the Assembly and Functional Bodies on
Statements of Intent for a draft Economic Development Strategy (EDS) and London
Plan.

1.2

Formal consultation with the London Assembly and Functional Bodies

1.2.1 On behalf of the Mayor, TfL conducted a consultation on the Statement of Intent from
18 May 2009 to 13 July 2009, with the London Assembly and with the four GLA
Functional Bodies, namely: the London Development Agency (LDA), Transport for
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London, the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA) and the London Fire and
Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA). In addition, the Olympic Delivery Authority
(ODA) was consulted, in line with the Olympics legislation.
1.2.2 At the start of the eight week consultation, TfL distributed the Statement of Intent to
the 25 members of the London Assembly, the Chairs and Chief Executives of the
GLA Functional Bodies, and the Chairs and Chief Executives of the ODA and GLA
Commissions. The covering letter from the Mayor of London described the
consultation process and invited consultees to contact TfL for further information or
to request a meeting. It also provided details of how to obtain a copy of the Scoping
Report for the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) which is being carried out on the
draft MTS.
1.2.3 Consultees were invited to frame their responses around six questions contained
within the Statement of Intent. These are listed at Appendix 3 and form the structure
of Chapter 3 of this report.
1.2.4 The Assembly Transport Committee questioned Daniel Moylan (Deputy Chairman of
TfL), Kulveer Ranger (Director for Transport Policy, GLA) and Michèle Dix (Managing
Director Planning, TfL) on the MTS Statement of Intent on 26 May 2009. TfL offered
a briefing to the Committee prior to the publication of the Statement of Intent which
was not taken up. There was a meeting of the full Assembly to question the Mayor
on the development of the MTS and also the London Plan and EDS on 22 July.
1.2.5 Formal responses were received from the following:
London Assembly (whose response was delegated to its Transport Committee)
Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA)
London Development Agency (LDA)
Transport for London (TfL)
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA)
Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA)

1.3

Informal consultation with stakeholders and pre-engagement activity to
inform the development of the draft MTS

1.3.1 The consultation on the Statement of Intent was primarily intended for the Assembly
and Functional Bodies, in accordance with the Mayor‟s duties under the GLA Act.
However, in order to raise awareness of the development of the strategy, and
provide an opportunity to pre-engage in advance of the later phase of the statutory
consultation with public and stakeholders, TfL contacted by email a wider group of
stakeholders at the start of the consultation. These included the two GLA
Commissions (London Health Commission, London Sustainable Development
Commission), the London boroughs, London TravelWatch, Visit London and
London‟s economic and regeneration partnerships, disability and mobility
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organisations, transport and environment organisations, community representative
organisations and business representative organisations.
1.3.2 The email described the approach taken in the Statement of Intent. It outlined the
dates and process for the Assembly and Functional Bodies consultation and
highlighted that there would be a further public and stakeholder consultation later in
the year. It also indicated that the Statement of Intent could be downloaded from the
TfL website and gave details of how to obtain a copy of the Scoping Report for the
Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA).
1.3.3 The email also invited a number of these stakeholders to attend briefings on the
issues raised in the Statement of Intent and the development of the draft MTS. While
these meetings mostly took place during the period of consultation on the Statement
of Intent, their principal focus was the development of the draft MTS, and in effect
they were pre-engagement for the public and stakeholder consultation which will take
in autumn 2009. These meetings were hosted by TfL but some included
representation from GLA and LDA officers to enable attendees to consider the initial
proposals for the London Plan, EDS and MTS in an integrated way, and to make
best use of people‟s time. As indicated above, the consultation on the Statement of
Intent was primarily intended for the Assembly and Functional Bodies, although the
Statement was publicly available and a range of other organisations, members of the
public and businesses also responded.
1.3.4 In addition, TfL engaged the London boroughs on the development of the draft MTS
through London Councils and the sub-regional partnerships. TfL provided briefings
and presented at London Councils and sub-regional partnership meetings. Five
workshops were also held for the boroughs on the second round of the Local
Implementation Plans (LIPs), setting the policy context for the draft LIPs guidance
and process.
1.3.5 In total, 97 responses to the consultation on the Statement of Intent were received.
This included 71 responses from stakeholder organisations, which are listed in
Appendix 1. The table below sets out the numbers of responses received, by type of
organisation.

Respondent Type
Assembly, GLA Functional Bodies and ODA

Number of responses
received
6

London Boroughs

22

London political representatives (eg Assembly
Members)

3

Transport and environment representative
organisations

9
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Business representative organisations/
Economic and regeneration partnerships

9

Non Departmental Public Bodies

4

GLA Commissions

2

Aviation / motoring organisations

4

Local health/ community representative
organisations
Partnerships

1

Disability and mobility organisations

2

Other

7

Total

71

2

1.3.6 In addition, TfL received a number of responses by letter and email from members of
the public, businesses and other organisations, as set out in the table below:

Number of responses
Public

6

Businesses

16

Other organisations

4

1.3.7 The Statement of Intent was published on the GLA and TfL websites at the start of
the consultation, and paper copies were sent out on request. By publishing on the
web, rather than printing and distributing large numbers of hard copies, TfL was able
to reduce costs and environmental impact. Additionally, this reflected that, for the first
phase of consultation, the consultation was primarily intended for a relatively small
group, namely the Assembly and Functional Bodies. The Statement of Intent could
be downloaded as a pdf from: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/11610.aspx

1.4

TfL’s Report to the Mayor and the structure of this report

1.4.1 In accordance with the GLA Act 2007, the Mayor must have regard to any comments
submitted in response to this consultation by the Assembly or any of the Functional
Bodies. This Report is TfL‟s analysis of the responses received from the Functional
Bodies (together with the ODA) for consideration by the Mayor, and full copies of the

6

Report to the Mayor on the Consultation on the Draft MTS Statement of Intent

responses have also been made available to him. The response from the London
Assembly will be considered in a separate Statement from the Mayor to the Chair of
the Assembly (see Section 1.5 below), which is issued alongside this report
1.4.2

Chapter 2 of this Report considers the issues raised by the Functional Bodies and
the ODA, and provides a TfL response to these, considering the comments from
each body in turn. The comments made by the Functional Bodies and other
stakeholders as set out in this Report have been used by TfL and the Mayor in the
development of the draft MTS. There will be further consultation with stakeholders
and the public on the draft MTS in autumn 2009, at which time the Assembly and
Functional Bodies will also have the opportunity to make further comments.

1.4.3 This report also describes the responses received from other key stakeholders who
sent in a response to the informal consultation.
1.4.4 Chapter 3 summarises the issues raised by stakeholders, and sets out a brief TfL
response to the most commonly-raised issues, including how these have been
considered in the development of the draft MTS. The Mayor is under no statutory
obligation to have regard to the responses submitted to the informal consultation.
However, given the Statement of Intent was publicly available and a range of
stakeholders, other organisations and members of the public responded to the
consultation, these responses have also been considered. Copies of all these
responses have been made available to the Mayor.
1.4.5 The structure of Chapter 3 reflects the six questions set out in the Statement of Intent
(see Appendix 3), but also identifies those issues beyond the scope of the questions
which were most often raised by respondents. Question 6 is organised by the six
themes as set out in the Statement of Intent. These were:
Supporting population and employment growth
Providing a better quality of life for all Londoners
Ensuring the safety and security of all Londoners
Improving transport opportunities for all Londoners
Tackling climate change
Delivering the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games

1.5

The Mayor’s Statement to the Assembly Chair

1.5.1 The GLA Act 2007 governs how the Mayor responds to the Assembly. It requires the
Mayor to submit a written statement to the Chair of the Assembly prior to undertaking
the public and stakeholder consultation on the draft Transport Strategy. This must
identify which of the Assembly‟s submitted comments are accepted by the Mayor for
implementation in the strategy and which are not, and must set out the reasons why
any comments so submitted were not accepted.
1.5.2 The statement to the Chair of the Assembly (including the Assembly response) is set
out in Appendix 4.

7

Report to the Mayor on the Consultation on the Draft MTS Statement of Intent

1.5.3 This statement will be submitted to the Assembly Chair prior to the publication of the
draft MTS for public and stakeholder consultation. It will be available to the public on
the GLA website.

The legislative framework for the Mayor’s Transport Strategy

1.6

1.6.1 The legislative framework for the MTS is specified by the GLA Act 1999 as amended
by the GLA Act 2007. The Act sets out the general transport duties of the Mayor and
the GLA. The MTS is required to contain policies and proposals as to how the Mayor
will discharge his general transport duty to promote and encourage safe, integrated,
efficient and economic transport facilities and services to, from and within Greater
London.
1.6.2

The MTS must also contain the Mayor‟s proposals for providing transport that is
accessible to mobility-impaired people. Mobility issues will be addressed in the
Accessibility Plan, which will be incorporated into the draft MTS.

1.6.3 It is a statutory requirement that the Mayor, in preparing or revising any of his eight
statutory strategies, must have regard to the need to ensure that it is consistent with
each of his other statutory and non-statutory strategies. In addition, the GLA Act also
requires the Mayor to have regard to the need to ensure that the new MTS is
consistent with national policies and with such international obligations as the
Secretary of State notifies to the Mayor.
1.6.4 In preparing the MTS, the Mayor must also have regard to:
Equality
Planning out crime and disorder
The use of the Thames for passengers and freight
The resources available for implementation
and the GLA‟s principal purposes of:
Promoting economic development and wealth creation in Greater London;
Promoting social development in Greater London;
Promoting the improvement of the environment in Greater London.
and each of the following on the four statutory cross-cutting themes:
The health of persons in Greater London;
Health inequalities between persons living in Greater London;
The achievement of sustainable development in the UK;
Climate change prevention and mitigation, and the consequences of climate change;

8

Report to the Mayor on the Consultation on the Draft MTS Statement of Intent

1.7

Background to the development of the new Mayor’s Transport Strategy

1.7.1 The first Mayor published his Transport Strategy in July 2001 (“2001 MTS”), with a
10 year timeframe, and this strategy has been successful in helping to drive the
delivery of an improved and better integrated transport system in London. Limited
revisions to the 2001 MTS were made in 2004 to provide for the implementation of
the Western Extension to the Central London Congestion Charging Zone. Further
revisions were made to the MTS and to the Mayor‟s Air Quality Strategy in July 2006
to allow for the introduction of a London-wide Low Emission Zone.
1.7.2 However, there remain major challenges for transport in London which cannot be
adequately addressed within the current Strategy. A number of significant events
have also occurred since the 2001 MTS was published including the successful bid
to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games, Parliament‟s approval for the
commencement of work on Crossrail, the implementation of the Public Private
Partnership for the renewal of the Underground and the election of a new Mayor in
May 2008.
1.7.3 The MTS builds on TfL‟s ten-year Business Plan as published in November 2008,
which sets out funded projects in the short and medium term, and the government‟s
High Level Output Strategy for railway investment and service improvements for the
period 2009-14 (HLOS 1). TfL will publish an updated Business Plan in late autumn
2009.
1.7.4 The Mayor set out his principles for the development of the new MTS in the
consultation document, Way to Go! Planning for Better Transport, published in
November 2008, namely:
Respecting choice
Keeping people Informed
Developing outer London
Connecting transport and planning
Working with the Boroughs
Providing transport for all
Delivering value for money
1.7.5 The Statement of Intent built on these principles and also reflected the Mayor‟s
intention to take a new approach to strategic transport planning for London. This
looks beyond transport outputs to the outcomes for London as a city and
understanding London‟s transport needs and priorities in a wider spatial context. To
this end, the development of the new MTS has been closely aligned with the
development of other Mayoral strategies, in particular the London Plan.
1.7.6 The Statement of Intent has formed a framework for developing the new MTS. It
outlined, at a high level, potential policies and proposals which could be developed
further in the new strategy. Primarily, it allowed the Mayor to invite and consider the
views of the Assembly, Functional Bodies and ODA on key issues, but it also
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enabled integration with the development of the Mayor‟s spatial strategy and
economic development strategy.

1.8

The ‘Strategy for London’ / The Mayor’s Vision for London: The London
Plan, the Economic Development Strategy and the Outer London
Commission

1.8.1 The new MTS is being developed in parallel with the revision of the London Plan (the
Mayor‟s spatial strategy for London) and that of the Economic Development
Strategy, using a shared evidence base. This alignment provides an opportunity to
facilitate the integration of strategic land use, transport and economic development
planning decisions affecting London. The three documents together set out an
integrated „Strategy for London‟ with a single, long-term vision for the Capital.
1.8.2 The MTS will support the Mayor‟s vision for London, as set out in the initial proposals
for the London Plan. Hence, the Transport Strategy Statement of Intent outlined
potential land-use and economic development options for London, as well as the
potential transport approaches.
1.8.3 The approach to the London Plan, and by extension to the MTS, is informed by the
findings of the Outer London Commission. The Commission considered two broad
land use options (without excluding other possible configurations):
A focus on employment growth in central London, with population growth largely
in inner and east London;
A more dispersed growth, with higher levels of growth in outer London, possibly
centred on several „strategic hubs.‟
1.8.4 The Commission concluded in its interim findings, that, while growth should be
supported in outer London town centres, this should be focussed on existing town
centres, rather than on a smaller number of strategic hubs.
1.8.5 The Assembly and Functional Bodies were also consulted on initial proposals for
both the London Plan (A new plan for London – Proposals for the Mayor‟s London
Plan) and the Economic Development Strategy (Rising to the Challenge – Proposals
for the Mayor‟s Economic Development Strategy) in a similar timeframe as for the
MTS Statement of Intent. It is intended that the wider public and stakeholder
consultation phases for both MTS and EDS will also take place within a similar
timescale, and for both new strategies to be in place in 2010. However, the specific
legal requirements for the London Plan mean that there will be a longer process,
including an Examination in Public, with the London Plan expected to be finalised in
2011.
1.8.6 Also of relevance here is the development of the new Mayor‟s Air Quality Strategy,
which will consider transport emissions within the overall London context. A draft
Strategy is planned for consultation with the Assembly and Functional Bodies in
autumn 2009, with a public consultation planned to follow in winter/spring 2010.
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1.9

London boroughs and London regional strategy development

1.9.1 London boroughs set out how they propose to deliver the MTS and address their
local priorities in their Local Implementation Plans (LIPs). The way that TfL allocates
money for LIPs has recently been reformed. With the publication of the new MTS,
boroughs will be under a duty to revise their LIPs. The timetable for completion of
this process is also aligned with the development of the MTS and other key
strategies Guidance on LIPs is currently being discussed with the boroughs and will
be issued with the published MTS in the spring
1.9.2 TfL, with the GLA and LDA, has also been working closely with the London boroughs
and other partners to develop an integrated approach to sub-regional transport
development and land-use planning based around five London regions (central,
north, south, east and west London). In addition to the LIPs, Sub-regional Transport
Plans will be put in place for each sub-region, to assist in the delivery of the new
MTS. The MTS and the Sub-regional Transport Plans form a framework for the
development of LIPs.

1.10 Integrated Impact Assessment of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy
1.10.1 When revising his strategies, the Mayor is required to have regard to the effect which
the proposed strategy or revision will have on the health of persons in Greater
London, community safety, climate change and the achievement of sustainable
development in the United Kingdom.
1.10.2 TfL has been delegated responsibility for preparing and consulting on a strategic
environmental assessment, in accordance with the Environmental Assessment of the
Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (colloquially known as “the SEA
Regulations”). The revision of the 2001 MTS must comply with a number of legal
requirements concerning the preparation of environmental and other assessments of
how the policies and proposals in the new MTS would be likely to affect people,
places, habitats and the environment in Greater London. TfL engaged consultants to
undertake an Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) of the policies and proposals
contained in the Consultation Document.
1.10.3 The IIA will integrate the following assessments to take into account all aspects of
sustainability: Strategic Environment Assessment, Health Impact Assessment (HIA),
Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) and Economic Impact Assessment.
Community safety, including crime and disorder, will be considered as part of the HIA
and EqIA. A Habitats Regulations Assessment screening exercise is also being
undertaken to determine if there is potential for impacts to the integrity of Natura
2000 sites within the impacted area, and this will inform the IIA.
1.10.4 The consultants engaged by TfL produced a “scoping report” setting out the context
and objectives of the assessment and setting baselines. Natural England, English
Heritage and the Environment Agency were consulted on the report over a 5 week
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period, from 25 February to 1 April 2009. As outlined above, copies of the Scoping
Report were made available to other organisations on request during the
consultation on the Statement of Intent.
1.10.5 The Integrated Impact Assessment report process has informed the development of
the draft MTS itself and the report will be publicly available during the public and
stakeholder consultation.
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2.

TfL’s analysis of responses from the Functional Bodies

2.1

Introduction

2.1.1 This chapter sets out the main issues raised in the responses from the GLA
Functional Bodies. Responses were received from all four Functional Bodies: the
London Development Agency (LDA); Transport for London (TfL); the Metropolitan
Police Authority (MPA); and the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority
(LFEPA). The response from the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) will also be
considered with the responses from the Functional Bodies.
2.1.2 This chapter sets out the relevant comments from each organisation in turn,
identifying the key issues raised. Following each comment, a response from TfL (in
bold type) is provided for the key issues, where this is considered appropriate. Each
organisation‟s response is summarised in Appendix 1, and the copies of the
responses have also been made available to the Mayor.
2.1.3 The Mayor is required to have regard to the comments from the Functional Bodies in
the development of the draft MTS. There will also be further opportunity for these
bodies to comment during the public and stakeholder consultation on the draft MTS
in autumn 2009.

2.2

Summary of Functional Bodies’ responses and TfL response
London Development Agency (LDA)

2.2.1 TfL needs to be part of the investment and regeneration solution and, where
appropriate, a participant in Homes and Communities Agency‟s Single
Conversations to ensure that our investments are aligned and we maximise the
benefits of our investments.
TfL Response
2.2.2 The MTS supports the London Plan. It sets out a number of transport
interventions to support economic growth and regeneration, with specific
reference to enhanced accessibility to opportunity and regeneration areas. It
highlights that the Mayor and TfL will work with the LDA, boroughs and others
to prioritise measures in London’s most deprived areas, as well as
‘opportunity areas’ and ‘areas for intensification’ as described in the London
Plan, to support wider regeneration initiative across the city. TfL looks forward
to working with LDA and organisations such as the Homes and Communities
Agency, to ensure investment is aligned appropriately.
2.2.3 MTS should look beyond 2017 and provide policy hooks and reference to TfL's subregional work, to develop projects that will support growth in the period within the
newly aligned Mayoral strategies between 2017 and 2031
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2.2.4 LDA supports the London Plan approach to accommodating growth. The MTS and
sub-regional transport work will need to set out how key locations outside the CAZ
which are identified for growth, might need a different and better transport offer, the
economic changes which transport might create (or help to create) in these places,
and how the delivery of new services and capacity might be achieved.
2.2.5 LDA is keen to work further with TfL and the London Plan team on the thinking
evolving from the access to opportunities and services (ATOS) accessibility
measures work led by TfL.
2.2.6 It is important that the MTS advocates regeneration, land use planning and
behavioural change. The LDA will be working with partners to better understand the
issues with accessing employment and other opportunities where worklessness is
high but access to transport is still good.
TfL Response
2.2.7 The draft MTS includes policies and potential schemes to 2031, and these are
set out in the short, medium and long term in the Implementation Plan. This
includes committed expenditure as per the Business Plan, but also additional
schemes and initiatives needed beyond this to support growth and
regeneration. The development of the MTS will continue to take place in
parallel with the development of the London Plan and the EDS. Interventions
for outer London town centres and areas of potential growth, including
opportunity and regeneration areas, have been identified in the draft MTS. TfL
is also working closely with the London boroughs and other agencies,
including the LDA, to develop Sub-regional Transport Plans, which will provide
more detail on potential interventions at the sub-regional level for central,
south, north, east and west London. TfL welcomes the commitment from LDA
to work together on ATOS and the issue of access to work more generally.
2.2.8 The objective that refers to delivering the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic
Games should be extended to refer to 'securing and spreading the Olympic legacy'
TfL Response
2.2.9 The ODA has produced a Transport Plan for the 2012 Games, which includes
ways in which the Olympic legacy will be secured, including infrastructure,
regeneration and changing behaviour so that people are more likely to walk,
cycle or use public transport. The draft MTS supports these aims and outlines
how the Mayor will maximise the benefits of the Olympic and Paralympic
physical and behavioural legacy.
2.2.10 It will be important for the GLA family to provide policy support for the provision of
adequate infrastructure and land toward sustainable growth in freight and logistics.
Freight and logistics are important not only to London's growth but as a sector in
itself. The LDA is working with East of England Development Agency and the South
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East England Development Agency on initiatives to support the sector, roll out best
practice on sustainability and better understand the sector's green credentials
2.2.11 The LDA is working with partners to develop practical proposals to encourage the
use of the river and canals for freight. This, together with the work being carried out
by the Port of London Authority on its Port Masterplan, will contribute to the evidence
base for work on safeguarded wharves and the use of river transport for freight.
TfL Response
2.2.12 The draft MTS recognises the importance of the freight and logistics sector to
London’s economy but also seeks to minimise the environmental impact of
freight. It includes proposals to support the freight and logistics sector in a
sustainable way, including enhanced use of the Thames and canals. It seeks to
achieve increased freight movement efficiency and highlights that the Mayor
will support freight industry land requirements for locally focussed
consolidation break-bulk facilities and access to waterways and railways.
2.2.13 The LDA is investigating whether we should get more involved in the strategic issues
of the supply and management of energy to the grid and the technology required to
do this effectively to support the roll out of electric vehicles in the capital and how this
links to the work we lead on delivering the decentralised energy network.
TfL Response
2.2.14 The draft MTS sets out a number of policies and proposals for encouraging the
uptake of electric vehicles in the capital. The draft MTS seeks to enable and
support the development and mass market uptake of low carbon transport
through, for example, the delivery of infrastructure required for the distribution
of alternative transport fuel sources (including at least 25,000 electric vehicle
charging points by 2015) to meet the needs of users and further development
of the London Electric Vehicle Centre of Excellence and Electric Vehicle
Partnership.
2.2.15 It is important that the benefits of electric vehicles in terms of carbonefficiency are maximised by ensuring that the energy supply is renewable. The
Mayor has a target of 25 per cent decentralised energy supply for heat and
power in the Capital by 2025. TfL will continue to work with other members of
the GLA family to achieve this.

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA)
2.2.16 The London Fire Brigade attends road traffic incidents when requested by police...
the Brigade has significant investment in the effectiveness of road safety initiatives
and measures and always welcomes the opportunity to be engaged at an early stage
about such plans.
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TfL Response
2.2.17 The London Road Safety Unit works with partners to develop and implement
effective road safety initiatives and this is set out in the policies and
proposals. TfL looks forward to ongoing engagement with LFEPA in the
development and delivery of the draft MTS.
2.2.18 Particularly in the area of accessibility, adaptations to access and egress at
Underground and rail stations is something to which the Brigade can make a very
positive contribution in terms of fire safety, escape plans and crowd control.
TfL Response
2.2.19 TfL looks forward to continuing to work with LFEPA and other partners in
maintaining and improving the operational safety of London’s transport
network. The draft MTS contains proposals to ensure that safety management
systems are in place across the transport network and regularly reviewed and
that there are plans in place to respond to major incidents. Contingency
planning for crowd control and emergency access will also be important for
the 2012 London Olympic & Paralympic Games, and this is reflected in the text
of the draft MTS.
2.2.20 In promoting walking and cycling, and delivering better conditions for pedestrians in
London, there will be a need to ensure that the provision of suitable arrangement for
access by emergency vehicles is taken fully into account in the design of individual
schemes.
2.2.21 Safety needs to be in-built from the outset for new transport infrastructure projects in
both the construction and usage phases. It will be important that the Brigade is fully
involved from the earliest stage of project development.
2.2.22 The polycentric approach may have direct implications for strategic emergency cover
arrangements for surrounding localities and the early involvement of the Brigade will
enable timely and appropriate plans to be developed to reflect both the benefits that
new transport facilities will provide and any additional demands they create.
TfL Response
2.2.23 Changes to the physical environment are already subject to various Building
and Planning Regulations, and the Fire Brigade (and other partners) would be
included among the consultees for planning applications, so this is not
covered specifically in the draft MTS. The Outer London Commission has
recommended that growth should be supported across existing town centres
in outer London rather than focused on ‘strategic outer London development
centres’ as they were originally envisaged , and the draft MTS incorporates
this recommendation.

16

Report to the Mayor on the Consultation on the Draft MTS Statement of Intent

2.2.24 The aspiration to reduce congestion is welcome and is shared by the Brigade, for
several reasons. The impact of traffic congestion on the ability of emergency
services vehicles to deliver speedy attendance has been demonstrated and London
Fire Brigade, like other urban fire services, has experienced a progressive (if small)
deterioration in attendance times which it is unable to fully arrest without supporting
measures from other agencies.
TfL Response
2.2.25 Smoothing traffic flow is one of the Mayor’s key priorities for transport and
this is reflected in the draft MTS. In particular, the London Fire Brigade would
benefit from the proposals in the draft MTS which seek to smooth traffic flows
to manage congestion and improve journey time reliability.
2.2.26 The Brigade‟s fleet of fire engines and other vehicles has been converted to be
compliant with LEZ standards...The Brigade‟s current fleet is predominantly diesel in
support of climate change actions and operational requirements. While the Brigade
meets current LEZ requirements through to 2010, more stringent requirements such
as those proposed for 2012 would require significant fleet alterations at considerable
cost.
TfL Response
2.2.27 TfL will continue to work with LFEPA to explore the options for ensuring that
affected vehicles are compliant with Phase 4 of the London Low Emission
Zone, which will be introduced in January 2012.
Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA)
2.2.28 The Metropolitan Police Authority stated that it supports the objective of ensuring the
safety and security of all Londoners, and wishes to work with the GLA on reducing
crime and antisocial behaviour and improving safety and security on London's
transport services. It supports the policy of reducing crime by allocating resources
between different policing units and notes that Police Community Support Officers
(PCSOs) working in the Metropolitan Police Service‟s (MPS) 'Safer Transport Teams'
will work alongside British Transport Police in achieving these objectives on the
public transport system.
TfL Response
2.2.29 The MPA’s support for the objectives of ensuring the safety and security of
Londoners is welcomed. The Mayor, through TfL, is committed to working with
policing partners and other agencies to build on the success of recent years in
crime reduction and community safety work across London’s transport
system. The draft MTS sets out how the Mayor and TfL propose to further
improve safety and security and to reduce anti-social behaviour across the
transport system.
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Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA)
2.2.30 The Olympic Delivery Authority commented that there will be London 2012
competition venues in central, inner and outer London and that the MTS should
reflect this.
TfL Response
2.2.31 The draft MTS reflects the spread of Olympic and Paralympic activities across
central, inner and outer London. It addresses different transport needs and
priorities across all areas of London. More detail on transport priorities at the
sub-regional level will be set out in the Sub-regional Transport Plans.

Transport for London (TfL)
2.2.32 Transport for London highlighted three issues which will shape the public
consultation of the draft MTS: the outcome of the Outer London Commission and its
influence on the pattern and extent of spatial growth contained within the public
consultation draft for the London Plan; the likely availability of funding from both
public and private sector sources in the MTS timeframe; and the level of detail that
will be appropriate in the final MTS.
2.2.33 It notes that, as a long term strategy, the MTS should reflect the scale of growth set
out in the London Plan, identify the challenges this presents and the solutions
necessary. This entails delivering successfully the essential schemes which are
already being progressed as well as identifying further interventions to enable a
maximisation of the investments made by TfL, Network Rail and others.
2.2.34 The draft MTS should also emphasise the importance of effective bus services,
especially for outer London, and there is a need for an agreed relationship between
subsidies, fares and levels of service.
2.2.35 It states that this is an opportunity to set out the longer term investment priorities
needed to meet the challenges, such as the need for additional river crossings in
east London, and additional rail capacity, as well as longer term demand
management measures.
TfL Response
2.2.36 These issues have been reflected in the draft MTS.
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3.

TfL’s analysis of responses from stakeholders

3.1

Introduction

3.1.1 This chapter sets out TfL‟s analysis of stakeholders‟ responses to the consultation. It
is not intended to be exhaustive, but seeks to summarise the key issues raised.
Comments made by the Functional Bodies are covered in Chapter 2; the response
from the Assembly will be covered in the Mayor‟s Statement to the Chair of the
Assembly. Appendix 2 provides summaries of the stakeholder responses received.
The Mayor has been provided with copies of all of the responses received.
Responses from individual businesses, other organisations and the public are not
covered in this Report.
3.1.2 There are three main sections to this chapter:
Section 3.2 provides an analysis of the responses to the consultation questions
Section 3.3 identifies the additional issues raised by stakeholders
Section 3.4 sets out TfL‟s response to these key issues.
3.1.3 For the sake of clarity, the consultation questions have in some cases been reordered and abbreviated in the sections below. Many respondents set out their
responses so that several questions were answered together, and the approach
below reflects this. For example, Question 4 posed a number of related subquestions about outer London and it makes sense to consider the answers together.
Appendix 3 of this report sets out the consultation questions from the Statement of
Intent in full.
3.1.4 It is also worth noting that some of the issues raised by respondents address a
number of different questions and areas. Comments about staffing at stations, say,
apply to questions about rail services, safety and security and quality of life.
3.1.5 As described in Chapter 4, stakeholders and the public will have an opportunity to
comment on the draft MTS during the 13 week consultation which is planned to take
place from autumn 2009.

3.2

Analysis of responses to the consultation questions
Question 1: Other challenges facing London

3.2.1 Generally there was support for the high level transport outcomes and challenges as
set out in the Statement of Intent however several stakeholders called for the
challenges to be prioritised, especially when lobbying for government funding.
3.2.2 Most respondents felt that the Statement of Intent had identified the correct
challenges, although there were comments about the detail within the six challenges.
In particular, respondents stated that they would like more emphasis placed on
regeneration within the challenge of economic growth; and some felt that there
should be greater weight given to addressing the challenge of climate change.
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3.2.3 With regard to identifying other challenges, reducing car use and car dependency
was often identified as a potential additional challenge, and one respondent stated
that there should be targets for traffic reduction. There was recognition that, in a time
of constrained funding and conflicting demands, there is a need for financially
sustainable transport provision. Another stakeholder stated that the MTS should
recognise that one of the challenges is making choices and resolving conflicting
demands.
3.2.4 Several respondents commented that regeneration and tackling deprivation should
be part of the economic growth challenge, and noted that better transport can be a
catalyst for regeneration through improved access to jobs and opportunities. Other
challenges identified included maintaining London‟s role as a World City, and
recognising that it is not only Londoners who travel in London. One respondent
noted the fact of an ageing population, which might need to be addressed in terms of
transport provision.
3.2.5 A few respondents stated that the needs of business, including freight and delivery
services, needed to be explicitly considered in the development of the draft MTS and
highlighted the relative importance of commercial vehicles on the road network.
3.2.6 Climate change, already identified as one of the key challenges facing London,
attracted many comments, including the need to live within environmental limits.
Some stakeholders emphasised that bridging the gulf between projected CO2
emissions and the 60 per cent target reduction, from transport and other sectors,
would be a major challenge.
3.2.7 Finally, a number of stakeholders commented on the issue of people‟s choice of
modes and modal hierarchy. Some stakeholders had concerns about not having a
modal hierarchy and how to achieve a reduction in CO2 emissions while respecting
people‟s choice of mode.
3.2.8 Many London boroughs and other stakeholders identified area specific challenges.
These are not covered here but will be addressed as part of the second phase of
consultation, and as part of the ongoing process to agree LIPs and the London Subregional Transport Plans once the final MTS is published.
Question 2: the DASTS approach and London
3.2.9 Several comments concerned the need to strike a balance between the different
levels of transport networks as set out in the Department for Transport‟s Delivering a
Sustainable Transport System (DASTS). While there was general support for the
using the DASTS approach, there were a number of areas where respondents felt
that the model did not fully meet London‟s needs. One respondent drew attention to
the fact that many of the international, national and inter-regional networks identified
in the national model had their key origin/destination in London, and stated that
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access to airports, for example, needed to be considered on a London as well as a
national level.
3.2.10 A number of respondents argued strongly that more attention should be paid to local
trips, with some stating that more emphasis should be given to trips which take place
within boroughs and between town centres. Some commented that local streets
should be considered the most important category of network. Stakeholders stated
that „greenway‟ corridors should be included in the MTS and that water corridors, for
example the Thames and London‟s canals, should not be overlooked. There was
also a view that the focus on transport networks potentially excluded the beneficial
effects that transport can have on particular locations, for example in achieving
regeneration.
3.2.11 Some stakeholders stated that the spatial approach to transport planning should
complement the national strategy where possible, but that London‟s needs should
take precedence as there are some specific areas such as air travel and road user
charging where there is not a coherent national strategy. Other stakeholders stated
that clarification was needed on how the MTS will link to relevant strategies outside
London. Another respondent stated that strategic transport projects in London should
be controlled by TfL, and another called for clarification on how shared
responsibilities work in the DASTS model. There was also a comment regarding the
need to engage with boroughs outside London since many journeys cross the
Capital‟s boundary.
3.2.12 Comments on the topic of spatial policies and planning related primarily to practical
issues such as the fact that the Transport Strategy would be finalised before the
spatial policies for the London Plan had been considered by the Examination in
Public, and the need for the MTS to deliver a degree of certainty which will allow long
term planning for infrastructure investment.
Question 3: Implementation of the MTS with boroughs and other stakeholders
through London Sub-regional Transport Plans and LIPs
3.2.13 There was strong support for the Mayor and TfL working in partnership with the
boroughs and other stakeholders, particularly with regard to recognising the need to
identify and address local issues and priorities. Respondents stated that the MTS
should seek to identify and achieve strategic goals while reflecting the boroughs‟
local priorities.
3.2.14 With regard to monitoring the implementation of the MTS in the Local Implementation
Plans (LIPs) and London Regional Transport Plans, there were a number of
comments on their potential content, format and publication. Some respondents
suggested specific items that should be monitored, for example CO2 emissions,
project costs, uptake of cycling and local increases in greenspace. One respondent
commented that monitoring should focus on the issues that matter most to
Londoners; another suggested that it could include social and regeneration
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outcomes such as access to and creation of jobs and homes. There was agreement
that any system needed to allow for local flexibility in identifying local priorities within
the overall strategy.
3.2.15 It was suggested that a small number of straightforward targets and performance
indicators should be set in order to monitor progress. One respondent stated that the
focus should be on measuring outcomes rather than seeking to achieve a consistent
level of progress across London, recognising that boroughs have different startingpoints and priorities. With regard to publishing the results, there was a suggestion
that borough data could be included in TfL‟s annual Travel in London report or that
London boroughs could produce their own brief annual reports. There was a
consensus that data collection should not be overly bureaucratic or onerous.
3.2.16 Respondents made several comments on the relationship between the MTS and the
LIPs. There was a view that the Strategy should set out overarching targets but allow
for flexible implementation locally by the boroughs. Also, the Strategy should be
specific about what the Mayor intends to fund, what funding has already been
secured, what projects are still in development and where alternative sources of
funding might be used. With regard to the LIPs, again there was a call for clarity
about what funding was available to boroughs. One respondent stated that it was
important to have certainty about the funding for maintenance work; another
suggested having 3-5 year budgets for each topic area; another asked for funding for
consultations on local Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs). It was suggested that
specific funds could be set aside for urban realm improvements and projects to
encourage walking and cycling. There was recognition of the need to prioritise
projects, and respondents stated that TfL needed to engage with boroughs on
implementing the Strategy locally. The LIPs guidance should be clear in order to
deliver MTS, but should not be prescriptive as to how outcomes were achieved
locally.
3.2.17 One respondent queried how the timescale for LIPs would take into account the
introduction of Sub-regional Transport Plans. Generally, respondents stated that,
while they welcomed the introduction of a regional approach to transport planning,
they would like more clarity on how the process would work. In particular,
respondents asked how Sub-regional Transport Plans would be funded, and whether
they would require Mayoral approval, or act as advisory documents. The „fuzzy
boundary‟ approach was seen as appropriate. Several noted that boroughs and
regional stakeholders already work successfully in partnership to deliver local
projects, for example in regeneration.
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Question 4: What is the balance between the three broad policy approaches:
changing land use assumptions, managing demand and providing further
transport capacity?
What transport interventions are required to support economic development
focused on ‘strategic outer London development centres’?
Where is additional transport capacity and connectivity most needed, in the
context of proposals to alter land use assumptions and manage demand?
What transport interventions are required to support more growth in outer
London generally?
3.2.18 Respondents welcomed the mix of three policy approaches, although they stated
that there would need to be more detail on specific schemes and measures. In terms
of balance, a number of respondents commented that it would depend on local
circumstances. In the shorter term, managing demand is an important tool, but there
should also be priority given to additional capacity and connectivity in the longer term
through investment.
3.2.19 There was little support from respondents for „strategic Outer London development
centres‟ as originally envisaged, especially where respondents were located in areas
which had not been identified as potential locations. This aligns with the initial
findings of the Outer London Commission, which have been released since the
publication of the Statement of Intent, and are set out in Section 3.4.
3.2.20 Respondents suggested that public transport investment is needed to improve orbital
travel in outer London. Suggestions included light rail and tram schemes, express
bus services, Crossrail feeder- bus services, as well as greater capacity and
frequency on the suburban rail system (particularly in south London). It was
suggested that these connections would relieve pressure on existing radial links to
central London as well as supporting growth in town centres. Town centres were
suggested as a key focus for investment, particularly for the expansion of walking
and cycling schemes for shorter journeys. Respondents made it clear that improving
the interchange between modes is a priority for outer London. It was also suggested
that links to airports from outer London were important.
3.2.21
3.2.22 Some respondents commented that the car is likely to remain the dominant mode of
travel in outer London and therefore should be considered adequately in planning.
They said that this should be done in a sustainable way without increasing car use,
traffic congestion and emissions. Suggestions included running major road schemes
underground to reduce severance and release land for development. Meanwhile
other respondents suggested measures to manage demand, through car-free
developments and by ensuring that housing growth takes place where there is
sufficient public transport capacity to support it.
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If there were to be a greater focus on economic development in Outer London,
what additional transport interventions would still be required to maintain
central London’s economic vitality?
3.2.23 Respondents, particularly those from central London boroughs, emphasised the
crucial role that central London plays in the London economy and stated that it must
continue to be supported. Stakeholders emphasised that capacity would still need to
be supported for central London routes as there would still be high demand for travel
to central/inner London regardless of the focus on economic development in outer
London. Proposed interventions focused on the delivery of committed transport
schemes such as Crossrail and the East London Line extension and improvements
to the London Overground network. They also suggested reconsideration of the
Cross River Tram proposal and consideration of future schemes such as Crossrail 2,
to provide a south-west to north-east public transport link.
3.2.24 A number of schemes to improve accessibility and support regeneration and growth
were also highlighted, such as the Northern Line extension to Battersea. In addition,
the importance of capacity at termini and interchanges within central London was
emphasised, along with the need to cater properly for onward distribution of
passengers. The need to improve the public realm and support walking was also
stressed.
Question 4b: For managing demand, your views would be welcomed on the
following:
What is the role of pricing (eg targeted local road pricing or London-wide road
pricing) to help manage demand?
Would your view of pricing change if there was more economic development in
Outer London where car usage is higher and public transport less pervasive?
3.2.25 Many stakeholders were supportive of road pricing schemes in principle, but
specified a number of conditions that would need to be met before any such
schemes were introduced. Among the main considerations was the availability of
sufficient and suitable public transport alternatives in the area. Respondents also
highlighted the need to include any road pricing as part of a package of measures to
encourage people to reduce their need to travel, and support them in choosing more
sustainable modes, such as public transport, walking and cycling.
3.2.26 Some respondents said that they would like to see more detail about potential road
pricing schemes in the draft MTS, and information about the circumstances in which
it would be considered, and the potential aims of any such scheme. Among those
who favoured road pricing, some stated that it should be just one component of a
comprehensive approach to managing demand, reducing the need to travel and
encouraging the use of sustainable modes. Advocates commented that road pricing
could bring benefits in terms of reducing congestion and emissions of air pollutants,
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as well as encouraging active travel. In turn, these effects could be beneficial for
health. A few respondents opposed road pricing in principle, however.
3.2.27 Respondents stated that in designing any scheme, attention would have to be paid
to any potential boundary effects and the need for complementary measures. One
respondent indicated that the charging structure for any such scheme could be
linked to emissions levels, thereby helping to reduce emissions of CO 2 and air
pollutants. A few stated that any road pricing scheme would need to be sophisticated
and use technology to charge according to usage, time of day, and vehicles‟ impact
on congestion. Technologies such as „tag and beacon‟ (which could allow more
sophisticated charging policies to be implemented) and chargepayer accounts were
mentioned. Those who commented on the use of charging income preferred that
such a scheme be either revenue-neutral or the proceeds be ring-fenced for
improving public transport.
3.2.28 There was a clear message that boroughs must retain the flexibility and power to use
pricing schemes that would be appropriate for their locality. Boroughs should be
involved in developing any schemes and could help to identify where schemes were
most needed. That said, some respondents said that local schemes should operate
within the context of a national or London-wide scheme.
3.2.29 With regard to managing demand for transport more generally, some respondents
advocated measures to „spread the peak‟ of public transport demand, for example
via changes to ticketing and fares. In terms of incentivisation, some respondents
supported the promotion of car clubs as a way of reducing overall car journeys.
Respondents noted that parking charges, including a workplace parking levy, could
also be used to manage demand, but there were concerns about the potential impact
on economic competitiveness.
3.2.30 Several respondents made reference to making good use of the existing road
network, which for some included having priority measures, such as bus lanes for
high-capacity modes, or those with a less adverse environmental impact.
3.2.31 Many respondents noted that car use is higher in outer London because of a lack of
public transport alternatives; however there was a strong view that increased
development in outer London must not lead to increased car use and traffic volumes.
Providing the necessary public transport infrastructure to accompany economic
growth was seen as the main solution; and there was also recognition that enabling
people to access employment and services locally could help to reduce the need to
travel, and make walking and cycling a more viable option.
3.2.32 However, there was also a concern that road pricing, and parking charges, could
make outer London relatively less attractive for businesses than out of London
competitors. Again, respondents stressed the need to provide public transport
alternatives, and to consider local circumstances.
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Question 4d: What role can be played by new technologies, for example
electric vehicles, in tackling challenges such as climate change, air quality and
noise? What steps should be taken to support their development and use?
3.2.33 There was general support for electric vehicles, although respondents were keen to
emphasise that they were only part of the solution to the problem of vehicle
emissions, and not a panacea. Some stated that, given the growing number of light
goods vehicles (vans) in London, a priority should be to develop electric (or hybrid or
LPG) commercial vehicles. Developing a taxi with lower emissions was also
identified as a priority, as was the need for a heavy goods vehicle (lorry) which was
quieter and less polluting.
3.2.34 Many stakeholders indicated that there was a need to ensure the electricity to power
electric vehicles came from renewable sources, because otherwise the overall
impact on CO2 emissions would be small. One stakeholder was concerned about the
potential costs to local authorities of supplying power, while another noted that since
the technology for electric vehicles is developing quickly, there should be care not to
invest in charging points which may become obsolete once batteries are a more
feasible option.
3.2.35 To support the uptake of electric vehicles, respondents suggested differential parking
charges with lower charges for lower-emission vehicles; subsidies for purchase
(although one questioned whether this was within the Mayor‟s remit); and the setaside of specific parking bays.
3.2.36 Respondents raised some caution about electric vehicles, including the fact that they
still require parking spaces and contribute to congestion. It was also suggested that
since electric vehicle charging bays and charging points would use up road space,
off-street charging facilities were preferable. There was concern about the impact on
boroughs‟ parking spaces if concessions were made for electric vehicles and a
desire that boroughs should be given the freedom to decide how electric vehicle
incentivisation was implemented locally. Some concern was also raised about the
safety of electric vehicles because their quietness means that pedestrians may not
be aware of them.
3.2.37 Some respondents stated that electricity was not the only route for „greener‟ fuels
and that other vehicle and fuel technologies, such as LPG, hydrogen and biofuels,
should also be promoted. Some said that there should also be a focus on improving
the environmental performance of the conventional (diesel and petrol-powered) fleet,
for example by greater use of hybrids and fuel-saving technologies.
3.2.38 Some noted that private vehicle use, even if with electric cars, is still a relatively less
sustainable mode, and felt that overall the draft MTS should continue to make the
case for reducing the need to travel and encouraging the use of public transport,
walking and cycling.
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3.2.39 Apart from electric vehicles, respondents were keen to see greater use of technology
in both reducing the need to travel and improving journeys across all modes. Some
respondents advocated greater use of traffic management technology (such as
SCOOT), in-car navigation technology, and the provision of real-time information
about the road network. Similarly, real-time information at public transport sites,
including the bus countdown system, was welcomed. Some noted that the use of
communications technology could reduce the need to travel by allowing people to
work or shop from home, for example. Those who supported road pricing stated that
technology could be used to implement a more sophisticated system of charging.
Question 5: Land-use options and transport
3.2.40 The vast majority of respondents, with the exception of some central London
boroughs, supported the approach of more dispersed growth across London (Option
2). However, respondents made it clear that this should not necessarily be based
around „strategic Outer London development centres‟ as envisaged in the OLC‟s
consultation, and that car dependency must not increase. This led to various
recommendations for an associated improvement in public transport provision and
connectivity in outer London.
3.2.41 As highlighted in Question 4a, in its initial findings the Outer London Commission
does not recommend that the „strategic outer London development centre‟ approach
as originally envisaged is pursued. Instead, it recommends dispersed growth across
town centres, based around a “hub and spoke” network between town centres, the
areas surrounding them and other centres.
Question 6
What are the policy priorities for each of the six themes set out in Chapter 4?
Are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under these
themes?
6a: Economic development and population growth
3.2.42 There were a very large number of comments in response to this question, so for the
sake of clarity, these have been grouped into themes below: regional, national and
international links; freight; public transport; use of the Thames and river crossings;
Crossrail; connectivity and interchange; managing the road network and the
efficiency of transport operations. Where respondents made comments about
schemes and policies specific to a particular area, these have been noted in the
context of the development of LIPs and Sub-regional Transport Plans.
Regional, national and international links
Runways/Airports
3.2.43 Generally respondents were cautious about an expansion of air travel. Respondents
stated that any increase in airport capacity should be considered very carefully,
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particularly with regards to CO2 emissions and other environmental impacts. A
number of stakeholders opposed the idea of airport expansion in principle, stating
that the „predict and provide‟ approach is outdated and induces additional demand,
also having an adverse effect on the historic and natural environment. Opinion was
divided on the expansion of Heathrow Airport; there was support for the Mayor‟s
opposition to the third runway from some stakeholders while others stated that it was
necessary for economic growth. There was some support for considering the option
of an alternative airport in the South East (for example the „Thames Estuary Airport‟
idea). There was also concern about the impact on the demand for local transport
services as existing facilities are expanded, with the expansion of Stansted Airport
given as an example.
3.2.44 A number of respondents stated the importance of improving access to airports by
road and rail, and there was some support for Airtrack (a scheme to provide direct
rail access to Heathrow from Waterloo); meanwhile, one respondent stated that if
Gatwick were to be expanded, it would need increased rail access from Victoria.
3.2.45 Other comments relating to air travel included a suggestion that the Mayor should
commit to extending the curfew on night flights at Heathrow; one stakeholder said
that a heliport closer to the City was needed; another suggested that local airports
such as Biggin Hill could have a greater role to play in terms of both national and
international links.
3.2.46 Promoting rail alternatives to domestic and short-haul flights was identified as a
priority by many respondents: the section below on High Speed Rail provides more
detail.
Freight transport
3.2.47 Respondents were keen to minimise the adverse effects of freight traffic, while
recognising that efficient distribution of goods was vital to London‟s economy. Some
respondents stated that there should be an effort to reduce the volume of lorries on
the network, in particular on residential roads. Increasing the use of rail to move
freight was seen as an effective way to address this; as was increasing the use of
the Thames and other waterways for freight transport. One respondent made the
suggestion that rail heads should not be confined to bulk loads such as aggregates,
but should instead be made available for other cargoes such as waste and container
traffic. Several comments were made about the importance of having adequate
consolidation centres, and that suitably-located land should be set aside for these.
Comments relating to loading and deliveries are set out in a separate section below.
Public transport
Trams and transit schemes
3.2.48 Some respondents suggested that previously proposed schemes such as the Cross
River Tram, the Tramlink extension to Crystal Palace, Greenwich Waterfront Transit,
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the DLR extension to Dagenham Dock and the additional phases of the East London
Transit should be reinstated in the draft MTS, or that alternatives should be
considered. There was particularly strong support for Tramlink extensions. There
was a concern that potential funding for such schemes could be lost if these were not
proposed in the Strategy.
High Speed Rail
3.2.49 There was broad support for promoting high speed rail as an alternative to flying.
Many respondents advocated the progression of High Speed 2, providing a rail link
between London and the Midlands/North, although there were a number of options
put forward for the location of the London hub. Generally, respondents said that
airports should be accessible by high speed rail to discourage the use of domestic
flights to connect to international flights, although stakeholders emphasised that high
speed rail should not have an adverse impact on local services.
London Underground
3.2.50 Various suggestions were made for specific Underground line extensions, including
potential links to Catford, Battersea and Camberwell, and there were a number of
comments on the paucity of the Underground network in South London.
3.2.51 Some concern was raised as to whether TfL could be expected to manage the
challenge of line upgrades given limited funding, and some speculation as to the
length of time it would realistically take to complete these. Some representations
suggested that TfL ought to demonstrate that the Metronet management contract is
cost effective and that vital work will be completed within the available funding.
Rail Services: London Overground and National Rail services into and within London
3.2.52 Some stakeholders drew attention to the range of rail provision in London, where
overground services are provided both by TfL and a number of different operators
holding franchises for National Rail services. One stakeholder commented on the
relatively greater dependence of South London on National Rail services and stated
that the Mayor should seek greater control over these, and better integration with
TfL-provided services. Another commented on how this system affected fares and
zoning; while there was support for integrating fares and the widespread acceptance
of Oyster card, there was a comment that commuter fares also needed to be
safeguarded.
3.2.53 Suggestions for improvements to rail services included four-tracking on the Lea
Valley / Stansted line, further line electrification, and improvements to station
accessibility. There was a comment about enabling cycles to be carried on trains.
Comments were also made about stations, including the need for more secure cycle
parking, better information, and increased platform capacity.
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Buses
3.2.54 A number of stakeholders called for a review of bus services, stating that existing
routes and services had been in operation for a very long time. Boroughs and others
stated that they would be keen to be involved in any such review. There was wide
support for increased bus priority measures including bus lanes, bus gates and
priority traffic signals; one respondent suggested extending bus lanes onto certain
motorways. There was some concern about the noise impacts of buses and a call for
the development of quieter and less polluting buses.
3.2.55 Some stakeholders suggested that the Oyster card system should be used to
provide more flexible bus ticketing: for example a system whereby a validated Oyster
card would be accepted to board any number of buses for a period of one hour
starting from the time it was validated, as opposed to the existing single-journey
system. Others questioned whether the policy of providing free bus travel to children
should be reviewed over concerns about the number of children using buses, and
their behaviour onboard.
3.2.56 A number of issues were raised concerning bus accessibility including the need to
improve staff training in the use of ramps and other equipment and in taking
appropriate time and care when at bus stops. Respondents hoped that the New Bus
for London would be designed with accessibility and environmental concerns in
mind. Finally, some respondents noted that the introduction of express buses, or
coaches, in outer London could provide a cheap and fast solution to the demand for
orbital transport.
Use of the Thames River and river crossings
3.2.57 There was strong support for one or more new river crossings in the lower Thames,
although opinion was divided with regard to the Thames Gateway Bridge, and there
was some opposition to crossing options at Silvertown.
3.2.58 There was a general feeling that the potential of the river has been neglected and
that the Thames, canals and other waterways should feature more prominently in the
draft Transport Strategy.
3.2.59 To increase passenger usage of the Thames, it was suggested that Oyster Pay-asyou-go should be made available on river boat services, and that transport maps
should include river routes and piers. It was also suggested that the river could also
be more widely used for freight distribution, and has the advantage of relatively lower
CO2 emissions. Another respondent noted the need to balance the different needs of
leisure and business users on waterways, and to manage the impacts on
biodiversity.
Crossrail 1&2
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3.2.60 The implementation of Crossrail was welcomed by stakeholders, although some
expressed concern about whether government funding would continue. One borough
suggested that Crossrail‟s potential to regenerate the Thames Gateway could only
be reached if the route was extended to Ebbsfleet. The need to minimise disruption
during the construction of Crossrail was also mentioned; as well as the need to
maximise access to Crossrail once it is in place, for example via „feeder‟ bus
services.
3.2.61 A number of stakeholders felt strongly that “Crossrail 2”/the Chelsea-Hackney line
should be a priority for the future.
Connectivity and Interchange
Outer London connectivity
3.2.62 There was broad support for a more polycentric approach to London‟s development.
However, stakeholders considered that there was a need for greater clarity regarding
how improvements to orbital transport corridors would be achieved. Many
stakeholders argued that polycentric growth would require a significant increase in
and improvement in the public transport network, because car-based growth was
seen as unsustainable; this was considered by many to be a priority. New rail links
(including “Crossrail 2”) were suggested by a number of stakeholders as a means to
improve connectivity. It was also suggested that express buses and new Cycle
Superhighway routes would be necessary to improve non car-based orbital transport
in outer London.
Radial corridors into metropolitan town centres
3.2.63 There was general support for improving transport on radial corridors into London‟s
metropolitan town centres, with some stakeholders commenting that improving both
orbital and radial corridors in outer London should be a priority. The need to link town
centres with areas outside London was also mentioned. Comments were also made
about improving transport links to housing and employment sites.
3.2.64 As was the case regarding connectivity improvements in outer London, many
stakeholders emphasised that improving public transport and cycle routes should be
a priority. Specific mention was made of cycle priority and a “web” of rail lines
providing radial and orbital connections between outer London stations.
Integration of services / interchange
3.2.65 There was strong support for better integration of transport modes, including
between London Overground and National Rail, as well as bus, Underground and
taxis and private hire vehicles. There was also particular emphasis on secure cycle
parking and well-signposted walking routes.
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Managing the road network
Parking
3.2.66 There were mixed views on parking, with some stakeholders commenting that onstreet parking is a barrier to smooth traffic flows and should therefore be further
restricted, while others stressed the importance of ensuring parking is better able to
meet the needs of residents and businesses. It was felt by some respondents that
parking policies should be consistent across London. However, others had mixed
views on whether more guidance on parking policy was needed or whether boroughs
should be given freedom to determine their own policies. Some stakeholders
commented that London‟s policy should more closely reflect policy outside London,
because this could make outer London more attractive to businesses.
3.2.67 There was support for increased cycle parking facilities on the street, at stations and
at new developments. Some also commented on the need for better short term
parking arrangements for coaches and more motorcycle parking.
Smoothing traffic flow
3.2.68 Some stakeholders considered that bus lane enforcement, pedestrian zones and
traffic calming measures should be halted in favour of encouraging the traffic flow,
but more were concerned that smoothing flow should not lead to increased traffic
volumes or speeds which would increase vehicle emissions or disadvantage
pedestrians.
3.2.69 A large proportion of stakeholders stressed that work to smooth traffic flow would
have to be undertaken alongside efforts to reduce car use, and that any additional
capacity created should be used for bus priority and cyclists.
3.2.70 Some stakeholders commented on the role of technology in smoothing the flow of
traffic, for instance through intelligent traffic control, providing real-time traffic
information and in-vehicle information.
3.2.71 Reference was made to the significant problem of road congestion and its cost to the
economy. Two stakeholders called for improvements to the road network in order to
cope with this, but most stakeholders commented on the need to reduce
unnecessary traffic and reduce private car use. There was a suggestion that the
responsibility for the Transport for London Road Network should be transferred to the
boroughs; but there was also support for TfL retaining this responsibility.
3.2.72 There was support for the proposal to charge operators undertaking road or street
works who do not take measures to bring roads or footpaths back into use as quickly
as possible.
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Loading and deliveries
3.2.73 Some stakeholders emphasised the importance of considering the role of kerbside
deliveries in road planning and design and called for a review of policy for loading
and unloading on the Capital‟s roads. Some also said that lorries were not
appropriate for use in London and that smaller vehicles should be introduced, with
the potential for introducing electric vans
Efficiency of transport operations
3.2.74 Several respondents noted that, especially given constrained financial
circumstances, it was important to maintain and get best use from the existing
infrastructure in relation to both public transport and the road network. One
respondent was concerned that the budget for road maintenance had been cut which
could potentially have an impact on road safety, while another called for more
funding to be made available to boroughs, including funding for the maintenance of
non-principal roads. It was also suggested that if further growth is to be supported in
outer London, its existing infrastructure would require both enhancement and greater
maintenance.
Question 6b: Quality of Life
3.2.75 With regard to improving journey experience, many stakeholders stated that they
would like to see an improvement in the provision of passenger information, in
particular real time information about the network, including delays to services and
information about the road network. The „Countdown‟ bus information panels were
cited as a good example. Respondents were also keen to see more wayfinding
information such as Legible London, and more use of GPS and mobile phone
technology to help people navigate the Capital. It was noted that these measures
could help to encourage people to choose public transport, walking and cycling.
3.2.76 There was also support for fairer and more flexible ticketing: a number of
stakeholders proposed that the Oyster card to be extended to cover all rail services
and river transport.
3.2.77 Many respondents highlighted the need for better management of the road network.
This included support for the removal of traffic signals on certain junctions, removing
barriers for cyclists and prompt road maintenance.
3.2.78 With regard to the built and natural environment, many respondents suggested
focusing on streets as „places‟ where people want to be rather than just the „link‟
functions of roads. This included such measures as shared space; getting rid of
street clutter; the removal of gyratories; and making streets two-way. One
respondent noted the importance of good street lighting. Again, it was suggested that
these measures could have a positive effect in terms of promoting walking and
cycling.
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3.2.79 Also suggested was the concept of „filtered permeability‟, with road closures at
certain points to allow access for cycles, buses and pedestrians but restrict car
access. In addition, there was mention of improving access to greenspace and
introducing more 20 mph zones in residential areas, in order to create a safer and
more pleasant environment. Some stakeholders were keen to ensure that
development took place in a way that enhanced and respected the natural and built
heritage of the area.
3.2.80 With regard to improving air quality, greater use of “green” vehicle technologies and
fuels was suggested by a large number of stakeholders. This included the use of
biofuels, hydrogen and electric power as well as improving the environmental
performance of conventional vehicles, for example via hybrid engines or eco-driving.
Many stated that reducing congestion and reducing absolute traffic volumes were
policies that should be used to improve air quality. Moving journeys from road to rail
was seen as an important approach, similarly, offering alternatives to air travel,
particularly over short distances, could be beneficial to air quality. Local low emission
zones, or defined areas that seek to restrict or deter access by vehicles that produce
emissions over a specified level, were seen as important by some. Lastly, some
stakeholders were concerned about the levels of particulate matter (PM) and oxides
of nitrogen (NOx) in London and the need to meet EU limit values for air pollutant
emissions, and stated that this was a matter that should be addressed urgently.
3.2.81 There were a number of suggestions for reducing the noise impacts of transport,
Most of these concerned road traffic but there was also concern about the noise
created by aircraft. Suggestions included the use of new technologies such as
electric vehicles; new bus design; encouraging a shift to non-motorised modes;
alternative forms of noise barriers; „whispering tarmac‟ to reduce aircraft noise; and
the development of appropriate commercial vehicles for residential roads.
3.2.82 With regard to improving the health impacts of transport, the general view was that
measures that encourage active travel such as walking and cycling, and discourage
private car use, were vital. One respondent stated that there should be guidance on
how to improve the physical environment in order to facilitate walking and cycling;
others suggested greater support for cycling projects and cycle training.
Question 6c: Safety & Security
3.2.83 With regard to improving safety and security on and around the transport network,
many comments related to the fear and perception of crime and anti-social behaviour
as being as much of a problem as actual levels of crime. There were a number of
suggestions made as to how to address this on the public transport network. For
example, all stations could be staffed, or staffed for longer periods of time; it was
also suggested that having shops and services at stations could help to provide a
sense of security.
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3.2.84 With regard to reducing crime and the fear of crime, measures related to policing
were raised by a number of stakeholders. Better integration of London‟s police forces
and more visible policing on streets were seen as important. Some stated that police
should help with the enforcement of parking rules and regulations (including Blue
Badge parking infringements) and that more resources should be put towards
tackling uninsured drivers.
3.2.85 There were many comments about improving road safety and reducing the number
of road casualties, particularly among vulnerable road users. There was also a
suggestion that there should be a focus on road safety in areas of deprivation. Many
stakeholders said that there should be more 20mph zones in London, for example in
shopping or residential areas, although one respondent stated that this limit should
apply London-wide. Linked to speed reduction was a suggestion to include
mandatory speed limiters on all buses in London. There was also a call for more
road safety engineering measures (including alternatives to the speed hump); and
the removal of railings and gyratories to create a safer environment.
3.2.86 Respondents also saw a role for education and training: children should be given
road safety education and cycle training and encouraged to use safe cycling and
walking routes. They should also be educated about the dangers of railway lines.
Also identified was the issue of safety around lorries and cyclists, and the need to
ensure that „blindspots‟ at junctions are avoided. Creating an environment where
people choose to walk and cycle would, overall, help to improve perceptions of
safety.
Question 6d: Transport Opportunities for All
3.2.87 There were a large number of comments on the importance of improving all forms of
transport accessibility and addressing physical and other barriers. Many
stakeholders regarded step-free access as essential, and called for the step-free
programme on the Underground to be extended or brought forward, while some felt
that the programme should be accelerated at major interchanges or major tourist
destinations. Stakeholders also urged the Mayor to ensure that all bus stops are
upgraded to step-free access standards which complement the fully accessible bus
fleet.
3.2.88 According to a number of respondents, the attitudes of transport staff to disabled
passengers could be improved, as could the attitudes of other travellers. This could
be achieved by raising awareness amongst other travellers, for example of the need
to give up seats to others or ensure that the wheelchair space is not blocked, and by
enhanced training for staff, particularly bus drivers.
3.2.89 A number of stakeholders also commented on the need to take disabled people‟s
requirements into account when considering the use of shared space and other
urban realm improvements, particularly with regard to the blind and visually impaired.
A number of responses suggested that standards should be set to ensure that new
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stations are fully accessible. Ensuring that the „New Bus for London‟ is designed to
meet the needs of all Londoners was also raised by a number of stakeholders. There
was a comment that disabled people should not be overlooked in the promotion of
walking and cycling schemes. Finally, one respondent noted that development in
outer London will need to be accompanied by improved accessibility in local town
centres.
3.2.90 The cost and affordability of public transport fares attracted many comments.
According to many stakeholders these should be made more equitable across
London and across different modes and set at levels that make public transport
attractive and affordable for all Londoners. Stakeholders requested clearer policies in
the MTS regarding fares and concessions, and whether there was a commitment to
maintain existing schemes such as the Freedom Pass.
3.2.91 Several stakeholders indicated that access to services could be improved through
changed land use, which could make journeys shorter and easier by enabling people
to live, work and access services in the same place, as well as allowing local
services to remain viable.
3.2.92 There were some comments regarding services such as Dial-a-Ride and the
Taxicard scheme. These suggested that access to these services should be
improved, and that there could be better co-ordination and integration of these
schemes with community transport provision.
3.2.93 Finally, a number of respondents affirmed the importance of transport in achieving
regeneration and improving access to key services. Ensuring that transport provision
fitted in with the reconfiguration of health services was also highlighted.
Question 6e: Climate Change
3.2.94 With regard to reducing CO2 emissions, some respondents highlighted that radical
and proactive measures will be required to meet the Mayor‟s 60 per cent overall
reduction target as only a 10 per cent reduction in CO2 will be achieved by current
measures. Respondents focused on three main potential approaches to reduce CO2
emissions from transport: behavioural change; managing demand for travel and
developing technological solutions.
3.2.95 In terms of behavioural change, many respondents advocated encouraging people to
switch to more sustainable modes, such as public transport, walking and cycling, and
were keen to reduce car use overall. In order to realise modal shift away from the car
and to manage demand, suggestions ranged from road pricing to using education to
promote the environmental benefits of walking and cycling. Some respondents
supported the promotion of electric vehicles and suggested ways that this could be
achieved, for example CO2 banded parking charges (with lower charges for lower
emission vehicles); allowing electric vehicles to use bus lanes; tax subsidies; and
establishing convenient charging points. In terms of technological solutions, cleaner

36

Report to the Mayor on the Consultation on the Draft MTS Statement of Intent

fuels and the „greening‟ of the bus and taxi fleets were suggested. There were also
calls for the greater use of sustainable energy sources to power the transport
system.
3.2.96 Freight transport‟s contribution to CO2 emissions was a concern to some
stakeholders, and they suggested that this could be addressed with greater use of
waterways; developing cleaner freight vehicles; and further use of freight
consolidation centres.
3.2.97 Other respondents called for the prioritisation of climate change measures with
cross-over benefits into other areas such as health and urban realm, for example
walking and cycling initiatives. They also proposed borough wide carbon footprint
monitors; carbon trading for surface transport and aviation; smaller, less centralised
development; and milestones for achieving climate change targets. There was
concern that smoothing traffic flow must not result in an increase in vehicle speeds
and volumes.
3.2.98 With regard to climate change adaptation, specific measures suggested by
stakeholders were new trees for shade; green roofs for substations; and source heat
pumps. Another stakeholder stated that measures should be taken to ensure that
adaptation measures must not add to the problem, for example air conditioning on
the Underground could be supplemented by more sustainable measures.
Additionally, it was stated that the risk of flooding on the public transport network
should be addressed and there should be sufficient investment and contingency
planning to ensure that the transport system is better able to cope with extreme
weather events.
3.3

Other key issues raised by respondents
Walking and cycling

3.3.1 Respondents welcomed the emphasis on walking and cycling in the Statement of
Intent and noted that these approaches could bring manifold benefits in terms of
improving health and air quality and, since they are very low-cost options, increasing
access to transport. Some of these benefits are alluded to in the previous sections
on Quality of Life, Climate Change and Transport Opportunities for All. There was,
however, a call for greater detail in the draft MTS about how the ambitious targets to
increase uptake would be achieved.
3.3.2 With regard to walking, there were a number of suggestions for making this a more
attractive choice. These included widening pavements; addressing pedestrian
congestion „hot spots‟, for example at Waterloo Station; more use of Legible London;
and increasing the use of traffic restrictions, including pedestrianisation of specific
zones. One stakeholder called for the production of a London Walking Plan.
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3.3.3 Proposals to increase cycling attracted a large number of comments, particularly with
regard to ensuring that opportunities to increase cycling were available across the
Capital, including in outer London. The cycle hire scheme was welcomed, and it was
suggested that it should be expanded to Zone 2, the Olympic Park and town centres
as appropriate. Boroughs in particular were keen to be involved in the development
of cycle superhighways but there was concern about not completing the London
Cycle Network Plus (LCN+). The need for more, secure cycle parking, both on the
network and at interchanges, was repeatedly raised and there were various
suggestions for encouraging people to try cycling, including car-free days and cycle
training for children. It was also suggested that an increase in walking and cycling
would be a fitting legacy from the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.
Urban realm
3.3.4 A number of stakeholders indicated that they supported the Mayor‟s commitment to
improving the urban realm although it was suggested that the draft MTS should
contain more detail on this. Some stakeholders indicated that they were already
implementing similar policies. The importance of the urban realm on walking and
cycling (and public transport) was raised by many stakeholders. A number of
respondents suggested that road space be re-allocated or traffic free zones be
created. Increased permeability such as two-way cycling on some one-way roads
was also raised. Several stakeholders identified the removal of street clutter as a
way of improving the public realm and one identified key interchanges as of
particular importance. Cycle hubs, the removal of gyratory systems and public
engagement in the design process were also mentioned by stakeholders.
Road user hierarchy / reducing private car use
3.3.5 A number of respondents were critical of the move away from the road user
hierarchy, which seeks to prioritise higher capacity and more sustainable modes and
users over others. Typically, such a model would give priority to buses by, for
example, allocating part of the road space for their exclusive use (bus lanes). Also,
measures may be built in to protect more vulnerable road users, for example
Advanced Stop Lines for cyclists.
3.3.6 Respondents understood and often welcomed the Mayor‟s commitment to respecting
choice, but noted that this could undermine other stated aims such as reducing the
need to travel and encouraging the use of more sustainable, low-carbon modes.
Many preferred the use of „carrots‟ over „sticks‟, for example making public transport,
walking and cycling more attractive options and removing barriers to their uptake, but
there was some doubt as to how effective such an approach would be in terms of
changing behaviour. Many argued that using disincentives to achieve modal shift
away from the car (such as road user charging, covered in Question 4b) was the
most effective way. This was seen as particularly important given the pressure to
reduce CO2 emissions and help to meet targets for air quality improvements; and as
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described earlier there was a concern to avoid increased employment growth in
outer London leading to increased car usage. There was some comment that the
draft Transport Strategy should provide some clarity about the Mayor‟s objectives
with regard to different modes of travel.
Smarter Travel
3.3.7 There was strong advocacy for the greater promotion of the Smarter Travel
programme, which uses marketing and information to help people make use of
sustainable transport options. Respondents pointed to the success of existing
schemes which help to put in place travel plans for schools and workplaces and raise
people‟s awareness about public transport options. Car clubs, and potential
restrictions on parking spaces at new developments were also identified as options
to help to reduce overall car usage.
Removal of the Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Zone
3.3.8 A small number of stakeholders raised the issue of the removal of the Western
Extension with some supporting its removal and some opposing. Additional issues
regarding its removal were also raised, including the impact of the removal on traffic
levels, congestion, bus journey times and air pollution and the need to find other
ways of addressing these. One stakeholder asked for a review of the buffer zones for
residents and another considered that the Mayor‟s office could have proceeded with
the removal more quickly.
Suspension of Phase 3 of the London Low Emission Zone
3.3.9 A small number of stakeholders opposed the suspension of Phase 3 of the London
Low Emission Zone and expressed concern about the impact of this on air quality,
particularly given the growth in the number of light goods vehicles on London‟s
roads. One stakeholder stated that environmental policies should not be deprioritised during economic downturns. Other stakeholders welcomed consideration
of future low emission zone schemes, stating that local air quality should be
improved through their promotion, and that an extension of the London Low
Emission Zone could be investigated along the A3.
2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games
3.3.10 Many respondents stated that the Olympic and Paralympic Games should provide a
lasting legacy that would benefit London. This legacy could include more cycling and
adequate cycle parking provision in homes and workplaces as well as an extension
of the cycle hire scheme to the Olympic park. Other respondents noted the
opportunity to use the river to transport construction materials for the Olympics.
Some respondents also wanted increased step free access at key tube stations near
tourist attractions and an improved urban realm for visitors in London for the Games.
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3.4

TfL’s response to the key issues raised by stakeholders

3.4.1 This section lists the key issues which were most commonly raised by respondents,
and sets out TfL‟s response to them. More detail about each of these issues is given
Sections 3.2 and 3.3.
3.4.2 This is not intended to be an exhaustive set of issues and responses. This first phase
of consultation was primarily intended to provide an opportunity for the Assembly and
Functional Bodies to comment on the Statement of Intent. The wider public and
stakeholder consultation which follows the publication of the draft MTS will provide
an opportunity for stakeholders, other organisations, businesses and the public to
respond to a more developed set of policies and proposals. The Assembly and
Functional Bodies will also be invited to respond to the draft MTS in the wider
consultation. TfL will address the issues arising from the wider consultation in more
detail in the Report to the Mayor following that consultation and will make
recommendations to the Mayor for changes to the draft MTS arising from the
consultation. However, this section addresses the key issues that were raised in the
first phase of consultation and sets out how these issues have informed the
development of the draft MTS.
3.4.3 Many respondents, particularly boroughs and economic partnerships, made
comments or asked questions which were specific to their local area. These are not
included here but will be addressed following the second phase of consultation, and
as part of the ongoing process to agree LIPs and the London Sub-regional Transport
Plans.
Need to set out future plans, including unfunded schemes
3.4.4 The draft MTS sets out committed schemes in the short and medium term, as set out
in the TfL Business Plan, but it also sets out proposals for investment in long term
infrastructure projects to increase capacity where there is a belief that the schemes,
while unfunded, should be considered to support the population and employment
growth of the Capital. For example, a proposal to separate the Northern line, the
potential extension of the Northern line, and a review of the potential to extend the
Bakerloo line. In addition, it will set out how the Mayor proposes to safeguard the
Chelsea-Hackney line, which could provide additional capacity and improve
connectivity on a south west to north east axis through London. The Implementation
Plan sets out three timescales for potential implementation of the schemes identified
in the MTS: short term (up to and including 2012); medium term (2013 up to and
including 2020); and long term (2021 up to and including 2031).
3.4.5 The draft MTS highlights that the Mayor and TfL will make the case to Government
for long term investment in the transport network to secure the outcomes set out in
the MTS.
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3.4.6 The draft MTS presents projects and initiatives required to meet a range of
challenges and in the context of the long term population and economic growth
predicted for London; the consequences of not delivering the investment will also be
included.
The need to revisit or provide alternatives to cancelled schemes
3.4.7 The schemes most often referred to here were: the Thames Gateway Bridge, Cross
River Tram, the Tramlink extension, the DLR extension to Dagenham Dock,
Greenwich Waterfront Transit and the additional phases of the East London Transit.
3.4.8 Although Thames Gateway Bridge divided opinion, there was general support for an
additional river crossing in the east Thames. The draft MTS sets out the Mayor‟s
plans for river crossings and highlights the Mayor‟s support for greater access for
cyclists and pedestrians in the short term and a package of improved Thames
crossings in the longer term.
3.4.9 It is not proposed to progress Cross River Tram. However, TfL has been considering
options for better public transport connectivity between inner north and inner south
London. Some of these focus on the shorter term in relation to buses, but the draft
MTS also includes a longer term option in relation to an extension to the Bakerloo
line.
3.4.10 In relation to the DLR extension, the draft MTS sets out the plan for an extension of
the DLR to Dagenham Dock, as part of the housing proposals for Barking Riverside.
The draft MTS also highlights the scope to extend the DLR network in the longer
term to provide better links to Stratford, improved orbital links and connectivity in the
Thames Gateway, and better integration with the central London transport system.
3.4.11 In relation to alternatives to the Greenwich Waterfront Transit, a series of workshops
between TfL and the London Borough of Greenwich have now been scheduled to
look at alternatives following the cancellation of the route from North Greenwich to
Woolwich. The workshops are also intended to agree an approach for the
development sites where S106 monies have been secured for the transit scheme.
Crossrail 1 and 2
3.4.12 There was a very positive response to the advent of Crossrail and a concern that
access to it was maximised. While it is not yet practical to start looking in detail at
potential additional bus services, for example, the intention to get the best value from
Crossrail is reflected in the draft MTS and will remain an important focus for TfL.
3.4.13 Many stakeholders stressed that Crossrail 2 should be a priority for the future. The
draft MTS recognises that a new line may be needed in the longer term to reduce
crowding on existing routes but also to provide capacity to meet London‟s growth
and provide connections to the national rail network. While funding for any Crossrail
2 scheme is not yet available and would depend on a much more detailed
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assessment of its costs and benefits, the draft MTS sets out the Mayor‟s support for
new rail capacity in the south west to north east corridor, for example using the
Chelsea-Hackney safeguarded alignment. However, the nature of the transport
problem in London has changed since the line was first proposed and variants to the
scheme will be considered to ensure that the most effective solution is developed.
Therefore it is important that the route for the Chelsea-Hackney line is reviewed to
ensure that it is providing the maximum benefits and value for money.
High Speed 2
3.4.14 High Speed 2 is a national scheme and as such is the responsibility of Government
rather than the Mayor or TfL. However, the draft MTS highlights that the Mayor is
supportive in principle of the development of a new high-speed rail line to the North
and that locating the London terminus in central London would maximise access to
jobs and London‟s population, and enable efficient onwards dispersal of high-speed
line passengers. Integrating the line with the rest of the transport network in London
would in part be within TfL‟s remit.
3.4.15 The draft MTS highlights that the London terminal should be centrally located, well
connected to the existing public transport network and accessible to the whole of
London in order to maximise access to jobs and London‟s population. It also
recognises that there would need to be detailed consideration of the impact on the
networks within central London and how onward distribution of passengers to and
from the central terminal would be managed.
Transport in outer London
3.4.16 The Outer London Commission has now published its initial recommendations; these
and the ongoing work of the Commission have informed the development of the draft
London Plan. Since the draft MTS has been closely aligned with the development of
the spatial planning proposals, the initial findings of the Outer London Commission
have been reflected in the draft MTS. The Commission does not recommend
development centred on a few hubs in outer London, which was one of the scenarios
originally considered.
3.4.17 Instead, it has indicated that future growth in outer London should be based around
the existing town centres network. This will require improving connections to these,
rather than identifying new development centres. This approach is reflected in the
draft MTS which identifies the need for improvements to connectivity to local town
centres. More detailed development of this approach will be progressed through the
London Sub-regional Transport Plans, LIPs and the modal planning process.
3.4.18 Furthermore, the draft MTS contains measures to support growth in outer London
and provide access for people to opportunities and services as close as possible to
where they live. It also emphasises the importance of maximising access into and
between town centres, including by walking and cycling.
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Road user hierarchy
3.4.19 The draft MTS sets out the Mayor‟s guiding principles, including the need to respect
Londoner‟s choice. Whilst it does not advocate a generic road user hierarchy, the
draft MTS recognises that there are clear social, economic and environmental
imperatives to reduce the reliance on private car travel and to encourage the use of
more sustainable modes such as cycling, walking and public transport. This includes
a target of increasing the overall mode share of public transport, walking and cycling
to 64 per cent, or further should road user charging be required to meet the
strategy‟s goals. It aims to achieve this through a flexible approach which is
appropriate for the particular circumstances to deliver clear progress in improving
conditions for different types of travel.
3.4.20 The draft MTS highlights the importance of smoothing traffic (see section below). It
also sets out that the Mayor will seek to develop London‟s transport system and to
promote measures that encourage behavioural change in order to support
sustainable economic growth. It seeks to achieve an increase in public transport,
walking and cycling mode share by reducing the need to travel, encouraging the use
of more sustainable, less congesting, modes of transport (public transport, cycling
and walking), setting appropriate parking standards, and through investment in
infrastructure and service improvements and through promotion of smarter travel
initiatives. Any potential solution must be appropriate to the particular context.
Walking and cycling
3.4.21 The draft MTS sets out a range of measures to encourage walking and cycling, with
the aim of increasing the share of walking to 25 per cent and cycling to five per cent
over the strategy period. The draft MTS sets out the commitment to make it easier
for Londoners to walk and cycle and to encourage them to do so. There is scope for
„big wins‟ at local level; the draft MTS, while setting out a number of high-level
policies and proposals for walking and cycling, is still sufficiently non-prescriptive to
allow boroughs to identify what works best in their area, and put these measures in
place via their LIPs.
3.4.22 The draft MTS seeks to encourage walking by changing the way people think about
their transport options. Specific walking schemes include further roll-out of the
Legible London programme, improvements to the urban realm and the development
of the Key Walking Route approach in partnership with the boroughs. The draft MTS
also sets out the commitment to create major „balanced streets‟ initiatives in central
London and outer London town centres.
3.4.23 With regard to cycling, the draft MTS recognises that there is great potential to
increase cycling is in outer London. Consequently it makes clear that a variety of
cycling initiatives will be required to realise the cycling potential of the whole of
London, reflecting the different circumstances of people in central, inner and outer
areas. Plans include creating cycle hubs in town centres in outer London, and „Biking
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Boroughs‟ to help to realise this. While the cycle hire scheme is due to begin
operation in central London from 2010, in the future there is potential to extend the
approach to other parts of London.
Smoothing traffic flow
3.4.24 The draft MTS recognises that there is a need to maximise the efficient use of the
road network, through measures designed to smooth traffic, while also recognising
the need to encourage modal shift towards more sustainable and less congesting
modes of transport. It sets out measures to smooth traffic flows and improve journey
time reliability ensuring expeditious movement of people and goods. Measures
include:
Investment in intelligent traffic control systems
A trial period of allowing motorcycles and scooters in TLRN bus lanes
The continued roll out and development of SCOOT signal timing technology
Better management of planned interventions on the road network
Using LondonWorks to improve street works planning and coordination
Developing a road works permit system and potential “lane rental” charges.
3.4.25 A number of respondents highlighted that measures to smooth traffic must not lead
to increased traffic levels or speeds. The draft MTS allows for the flexible use of
several measures to help manage demand on the road network by reducing the
need to travel and encouraging modal shift to more sustainable and less congesting
modes. These include Smarter Travel initiatives, but also, if required, the use of
pricing, for example in relation to parking and road user charging. With regard to
road safety, the draft MTS sets out a number of measures to continue to improve
London‟s record on reducing road casualties.
3.4.26 London‟s road network serves a variety of purposes. It is the means by which people
travel from point to point; by foot, cycle, taxi, car, bus and also is of major importance
for freight. Therefore, the Mayor‟s focus on „smoothing traffic flow‟ applies to all of
these user groups. The draft MTS recognises that there needs to be a balance
between the needs of the different road users and to consider the need to smooth
traffic both for road traffic and for pedestrians.
Roads and parking/road maintenance
3.4.27 The draft MTS recognises the need for consultation when defining parking
regulations. It sets out that parking and loading provision and controls should be
managed through a balanced assessment of the economic, social and environmental
objectives set out in the London Plan, the EDS and the MTS.
Freight
3.4.28 The draft MTS recognises both the importance of the freight and logistics sector to
London‟s economy and the need to minimise the environmental impact of freight. It
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includes proposals to support the freight and logistics sector in a sustainable way,
including enhanced use of the river and canals. It seeks to achieve increased freight
movement efficiency and highlights that the Mayor will support freight industry land
requirements for locally focussed consolidation break-bulk facilities and access to
waterways and railways.
Road user charging
3.4.29 The draft MTS includes road user charging amongst the measures that can be used
to manage demand for transport. While pricing is a powerful tool for managing
demand, it is one of many possible options for addressing transport and
environmental issues. There are of course a number of complexities and
acceptability challenges associated with this measure, but further road pricing may
be considered if other measures at the Mayor‟s disposal were deemed insufficient to
meet the objectives set out in the Strategy. Any potential road user charging scheme
would be defined only once the specific aims of the scheme and the context within
which it may be taken forward were known.
3.4.30 The draft MTS provides flexibility for demand management measures to be
introduced in the future. It sets out that any road pricing scheme would need to be
fair, tailored to local conditions, and provide a reasonable balance between its
objectives, costs and other impacts. It also describes the types of benefit that a road
user charging scheme could be expected to bring.
3.4.31 Before any road pricing scheme could be introduced, or removed, there is a statutory
requirement to consult with the public and stakeholders. Additionally, the draft MTS
recognises the need to work in partnership with the boroughs to evaluate the
potential for road user charging schemes to support the delivery of the desired
outcomes set out in the Strategy. The draft MTS also highlights the need for a
sophisticated approach to any road pricing scheme.
Accessibility
3.4.32 While there are funding constraints, the draft MTS sets out the commitment to
improve access for mobility impaired and disabled passengers. Accessibility
improvements will be delivered as part of the Tube upgrades, as well as step-free
access at key LU 2012 Games stations (such as Stratford, Green Park and
Southfields) and through major interchange schemes such as Bank and Victoria.
Crossrail will also revolutionise step-free and gap-free access in central London.
However, the draft MTS highlights that accessibility is not exclusively about big
investment schemes. It takes a „whole journey‟ approach and proposes a range of
initiatives to improve the journey experience for all. This includes better safety and
security, information provision and staff training, developed in consultation with
disabled groups. The draft MTS includes a timetable for the implementation of
relevant proposals; TfL‟s Disability Equality Scheme (DES) also sets out what action
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TfL will take to ensure that its services are accessible to disabled people and a new
three-year DES will be in place by the end of 2009, following public consultation.
Regeneration
3.4.33 The MTS has a role in enhancing and protecting the built environment and
supporting regeneration. The draft strategy recognises that alignment between
transport and regeneration priorities is vital. Poor transport is often a significant
barrier, for example in restricting access to jobs, services, education and training
opportunities, and social networks. The draft MTS supports the London Plan to
expand opportunities for all and to help address the significant issue of deprivation in
London‟s poorest communities. It includes a policy to prioritise measures in London‟s
most deprived areas, as well as „opportunity areas‟ and „areas for intensification‟ as
described in the London Plan to support wider regeneration initiatives across the city.
It also recognises the potential regeneration benefits that can be achieved from
planned schemes, such as Crossrail, from the legacy of the Olympics and
Paralympics and from potential future schemes such as Crossrail 2.
Better streets/”shared space”
3.4.34 The draft MTS recognises that separating pedestrians and vehicular traffic for
perceived safety reasons, streets filled with clutter and the large number of traffic
signals have all resulted in pedestrians being marginalised. It recognises that
designing streets primarily for motor vehicles has a detrimental effect on the ability of
pedestrians to move, the setting and amenity value of the historic environment and
the enjoyment which people derive from them. The draft MTS therefore includes a
proposal to apply the principles of “better streets” in town centres, working closely
with the boroughs.
3.4.35 The underlying aim is to achieve a better balance between the needs of vehicles and
other road users and to improve the look, feel and quality of the urban realm. In all
cases, safety and the needs of different road users remains a key issue. It is vital
that all stakeholder groups, including groups representing blind and visually impaired
people, are consulted on better streets initiatives at every stage in the development
process to ensure there is community-wide buy in.
Electric vehicles
3.4.36 The promotion of electric road vehicles is a Mayoral priority. The draft MTS
recognises that the CO2 emissions associated with electric vehicles is ultimately
determined by electricity generation. First generation electric cars powered by
current National Grid electricity supply account for around 40 per cent less CO2 per
kilometre travelled when compared to the average of the current London car fleet. As
electricity generation becomes more efficient (through a combination of the Mayor‟s
target for 25 per cent decentralised energy supply in London by 2025 and
Government ambitions for expansion of renewable energy provision to the National
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Grid), the carbon efficiency of electric vehicles will improve further. In addition, the
draft MTS also recognises the additional benefits of electric vehicles in terms of
reduced air pollutant emissions and noise.
3.4.37 A framework, setting out the principles for new electric vehicle charge point
standards at new developments, is currently being developed for the London Plan
public consultation. These principles will link required provision at new developments
to the uptake of electric vehicles and will include standards for passive provision
(putting electricity distribution cabling in place to provide electricity supply to parking
spaces in the future). They will also be responsive to future technological advances.
There will be higher standards for residential locations to encourage night-time
charging (and avoid „peak‟ electricity usage periods).
3.4.38 However, the draft MTS also recognises that promoting a switch to electric vehicles
must also go hand in hand with policies to reduce the need to travel and to
encourage the use of more sustainable and less congesting modes, as set out
above. Electric vehicles are therefore just one part of a wider package of measures.
Specific local schemes
3.4.39 Many London boroughs and other organisations highlighted a number of
interventions which they identified as important for their area. These are set out in
the individual summaries in Appendix 2. They are not summarised here but will be
addressed in the draft MTS, the LIPs and the Sub-regional Transport Plans.
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4.

Next Steps

4.1

Introduction

4.1.1 TfL has been delegated to prepare the revision to the MTS. The MTS Statement of
Intent set out a framework for developing the new Strategy, outlining potential
policies and proposals which could be developed further in the draft MTS. This
Statement of Intent allowed the Mayor to fulfil his duty to consult with the Assembly
and Functional Bodies in advance of a wider public and stakeholder consultation on
a draft Strategy.
4.1.2 The Mayor is required to have regard to the comments submitted to him by the
Assembly and the Functional Bodies (alongside the ODA), in developing his draft
MTS. The Mayor is also required to submit a Statement to the Chair of the London
Assembly, setting out which of the Assembly‟s comments are accepted for
implementation, and set out the reasons why any comments so submitted are not so
accepted. The Statement is a discrete document which emanates from the Mayor
rather than TfL, and is subject to particular legal requirements. The Statement will be
made publicly available once it has been submitted to the Chair of the Assembly.
4.1.3 Initial proposals for both the London Plan (A new plan for London – Proposals for the
Mayor‟s London Plan) and the Economic Development Strategy (Rising to the
Challenge – Proposals for the Mayor‟s Economic Development Strategy) were
consulted on with the Assembly and Functional Bodies on a similar timeframe as for
the MTS Statement of Intent. This was intended to enable the integration of strategic
land use, transport and economic development planning decisions affecting London.
It is to be expected that the Mayor will wish to consider the responses to all three
strategies before proceeding with the consultation on the draft MTS.
4.1.4 This report is intended to assist the Mayor in the development of MTS by presenting
TfL‟s analysis of the responses received to the first phase of the consultation, and
outlining TfL‟s recommended approach for proceeding with the draft MTS in light of
the key issues raised.
4.1.5 As described in Chapter 1, it is planned to consult with the public and stakeholders
on the draft MTS in autumn 2009. The draft MTS will contain more detailed policies
and proposals. However, given that MTS will cover the period up to 2031, these will
still be set at a relatively high level in order to maximise the Strategy‟s relevance over
time. The public consultation will provide another opportunity for the Assembly and
Functional Bodies to comment on the draft MTS, as well as inviting comments from a
wider range of stakeholders, members of the public, organisations and businesses.
TfL will provide detailed responses to the issues raised in public consultation in its
report to the Mayor following the consultation, including recommendations to the
Mayor for alterations to the draft MTS.
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4.2

Next Steps for the draft MTS

4.3

The public and stakeholder consultation on the draft MTS will take place for 13
weeks from autumn 2009. TfL will then analyse the responses submitted and present
the results to the Mayor. The Mayor will consider comments made by the public,
businesses, other organisations, stakeholders, and the Assembly and Functional
Bodies on the draft MTS. The development of the MTS will also be considered in
light of the consultations on the draft London Plan, Economic Development Strategy
and Mayoral environmental strategies.

4.3.1 The development of the Mayor‟s Air Quality Strategy and MTS will also need to be
aligned. The Air Quality Strategy is being revised and will consider how to address
London‟s air quality challenges. Reducing emissions from transport will play a key
role in this. Any impacts on air quality emissions from the proposed removal of the
Western Extension to the Congestion Charging zone will be considered as part of
this broader approach to reducing emissions and improving London‟s air quality.
4.3.2 Subject to the outcome of the public consultation, the MTS is expected to be
published in spring 2010.
4.3.3 TfL‟s Business Plan will be revised annually (the next publication will be in late
autumn 2009) to reflect the MTS priorities.
4.3.4 In summer 2010, detailed London Sub-regional Transport Plans will be produced for
each sub-region, to assist in the delivery of the new MTS.
4.3.5 London boroughs will need to draft new Local Implementation Plans (LIPs) which
demonstrate how they will tackle local priorities in compliance with the new MTS.
The MTS and Sub-regional Transport Plans will provide the overarching framework
for the development of LIPs. However, it is important that the LIPs also link with other
documents and mechanisms, for instance, Local Area Agreements, Local
Development Frameworks and Local Strategic Partnerships to ensure integration
with wider community and economic development priorities. Detailed guidance for
boroughs on funding and how to prepare their LIP will be contained in the Second
London LIP Guidance, to be published following consultation with the boroughs and
key partners.
4.3.6 Transport outcomes will be monitored and reported annually in the Travel in London
report. Subsequent revisions of the strategy may be required to ensure outcomes are
achieved.

4.4

Next steps for the Western Extension Zone and Low Emission Zone
The Western Extension of the Congestion Charging zone

4.4.1 Following an informal, non-statutory consultation in autumn 2008, the Mayor
confirmed his intention to proceed with the legal processes required to remove the
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Western Extension of the Congestion Charging zone. It is intended that the draft
MTS published for public and stakeholder consultation will contain provisions
allowing for its removal. Subject to this revision to the Transport Strategy, a Variation
Order would be consulted on from spring 2010, which will include detailed proposals
for its removal.
The Low Emission Zone Phase Three
4.4.2 The Mayor has also announced his intention to suspend Phase 3 of the London Low
Emission Zone (LEZ). LEZ Phase 3 was scheduled to come into force from
September 2010, and would have imposed emission limits on Light Goods Vehicles
(LGVs) and minibuses. The intention is to defer the implementation of Phase 3 to
2012. This will require a revision both to the MTS and the Mayor‟s Air Quality
Strategy. Subject to these revisions, TfL would consult on a draft Variation Order to
amend the current LEZ Scheme Order to defer Phase 3. It is expected this
consultation would take place broadly in parallel with the consultation on the Western
Extension removal.
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Appendix 1: List of respondents to the consultation

Respondent Type
Assembly, GLA Functional Bodies and ODA

Number of responses
received
6

London Boroughs

22

London political representatives
(eg Assembly Members)

3

Transport and environment representative
organisations

9

Business representative organisations &
Economic and regeneration partnerships

9

Non Departmental Public Bodies

4

GLA Commissions

2

Aviation / motoring organisations

4

Local health/ community representative
organisations
Partnerships

1

Disability and mobility organisations

2

Other

7

Total

71

Public

6

Businesses

16

Other organisations

4

Total

26

2
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Statutory consultees (6)
London Assembly (response delegated to its Transport Committee)*
London Development Agency (LDA)
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA)
Metropolitan Police Authority
Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA)
Transport for London (TfL)
* The response from the London Assembly is responded to by the Mayor in his Statement
to the Chair of the Assembly (see Introduction). It is listed here for completeness.
Informal consultees
London Boroughs (22)
City of London
City of Westminster
London Borough of Barking & Dagenham
London Borough of Bexley
London Borough of Bromley
London Borough of Ealing
London Borough of Enfield
London Borough of Hackney
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham
London Borough of Haringey
London Borough of Havering
London Borough of Hillingdon
London Borough of Islington
London Borough of Lambeth
London Borough of Merton
London Borough of Sutton
London Borough of Tower Hamlets
London Borough of Waltham Forest
London Borough of Wandsworth
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames
London Councils
London Political Representatives (3)
Jenny Jones, AM (Green Party)
London Assembly Labour Group
London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group
Transport and Environment Representative Organisations (9)
Campaign for Better Transport
East London Line Group
Energy Saving Trust
Friends of the Earth
Living Streets
London Cycling Campaign
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Railfuture
Southwark Rail Users Group
Sustrans
Business Representative Groups & Economic and Regeneration Partnerships (9)
Association of International Courier & Express Services (AICES)
Central London Forward
Central London Freight Quality Partnership
Federation of Small Businesses
London First
London Thames Gateway Development Corporation (LTGDC)
Motorcycle Industry Association (MCI)
Park Royal Partnership
South Bank Employers Group
Non-departmental Public Bodies (4)
English Heritage
Environment Agency
Highways Agency
Network Rail
GLA Commissions (2)
London TravelWatch
London Sustainable Development Commission (LSDC)
Aviation / motoring organisations (4)
Association of British Drivers (ABD)
BAA Gatwick
BAA Heathrow
RAC Foundation for Motoring
Local health / community representatives (1)
Enfield PCT
Partnerships (2)
South London Partnership (SLP)
West London Partnership (WLP)
Disability and Mobility organisations (2)
Croydon Mobility Forum
London Visual Impairment Forum (LVIF)
Others (7)
Age Concern
British Telecom (BT)
British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association (BVRLA)
Institute of Civil Engineers (ICE) London
London Forum of Amenity and Civic Services
Port of London Authority (PLA)
Tandridge District Council
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Appendix 2: Summaries of responses to the consultation from the Functional Bodies
and stakeholders
1. GLA Functional Bodies and Olympic Delivery Authority (5)
London Development Agency (LDA)
The LDA welcomes the emphasis on delivering growth identified in the Statement of Intent.
It notes the increased emphasis on TfL, the Homes and Communities Agency and the LDA
working together in supporting economic and population growth, stating that TfL should be
a key partner in investment and regeneration work. The LDA states that the MTS will need
to set out which projects are needed beyond 2017 and both the MTS and sub-regional
plans should describe the transport needed to support growth in identified areas. More
specifically, the LDA states that the transport system must accommodate growth in central
London and facilitate outer London realising its full economic potential. The LDA sees the
funding of infrastructure to support growth as a key challenge. It states that an efficient
logistics sector is the key to supporting London's economy and calls for the Greater London
Authority family to provide policy support for the provision of adequate infrastructure and
land for the sustainable growth of freight and logistics, including ways to encourage the use
of the river and canals for freight movement. It also states that the MTS should advocate
regeneration, land-use planning and behavioural change in addition to new infrastructure.
Employment variety should be supported in accessible locations close to people with
appropriate skills. Regarding the Olympics, the LDA believes that one of the key objectives
is to secure and spread the Olympic legacy. The LDA is keen to work with TfL and the
London Plan team in developing measures of accessibility to services and facilities, for
example via the ATOS (Access to Opportunities and Services) tool. Finally, with regard to
electric vehicles, the LDA notes the need for appropriate infrastructure and states that it is
investigating whether to become more involved in the issue of supply and demand of
energy, and how this might link to work on decentralised energy provision.
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA)
LFEPA states that the inclusion of safety in MTS and the focus on reducing congestion are
welcomed as less congestion can potentially benefit emergency vehicle response and
attendance times. It also states that the role of the Fire Brigade could be highlighted more
in the MTS especially in relation to accessibility and Underground stations, with specific
mention of fire safety and suitable access for emergency vehicles. LFEPA has made a
number of changes to its fleet in order to improve environmental standards related to air
quality and CO₂ emissions, and is keen to work with TfL about future Low Emission Zone
requirements.
Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA)
The MPA supports the objective of ensuring the safety and security of all Londoners, and
wishes to work with the GLA on reducing crime and antisocial behaviour and improving
safety and security on London's transport services. The MPA states that it supports the
policy of reducing crime by allocating resources between different policing units and notes
that Police Community Support Officers working in the 'Safer Transport Teams' will work
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alongside British Transport Police in achieving these objectives on the public transport
system.
Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA)
The ODA comments that the draft MTS should be clear that Olympic events will be held
across London, including in central, inner and outer London.
Transport for London (TfL)
TfL states that MTS should be ambitious in seeking to meet the six challenges identified in
the Statement of Intent, and that the draft MTS for public consultation will need to provide
more detail on specific policy proposals. With regard to shaping the draft MTS, it notes the
influence of the Outer London Commission's review and the spatial growth patterns
identified in the draft London Plan; as well as the issue of the likely funding available from
both public and private sources. In addition to emphasising essential schemes which are
already being progressed, such as the tube upgrade and Crossrail, TfL states that the draft
strategy will need to set out further investments in order to maximise the benefits of these
schemes and should also stress the importance of effective bus services. For bus services,
it will also need to set out the relationship between subsidies, fares and levels of service.
TfL notes that the MTS also provides an opportunity to set out longer term investment
priorities such as the need for additional river crossings in east London, additional rail
capacity, and longer term demand management measures.
2. London boroughs (22)
City of London
City of London believes that the Statement of Intent has captured the major challenges,
though a greater emphasis on defining their relative importance would be helpful. It
considers that consistent outcomes across London are not necessarily appropriate and that
London wide and sub regional partnerships can provide a means of coordinating regional
and cross-borough schemes providing adequate funding is available. The City of London
considers that developing outer London centres based mainly on private vehicle usage is
not viable in the long term, and that there is not enough money available to undertake the
necessary investment in public transport to provide an orbital network that will support
major investment in outer London. It is also concerned that emphasising outer London as
the main growth area could affect the transport investment required in central London post
2017, and states that the strategy should set out what investment there will be in this area.
City of London states that there is a need for continued transport investment including
upgrading the Tube network and infrastructure and the completion of Crossrail; it also
considers that projects such as Cross River Tram and the Chelsea-Hackney line will be
essential in order to encourage businesses to retain offices in central London and assist
with the regeneration of inner London. The City of London considers that new technologies
may mean that more selective and sophisticated methods of road pricing may be
appropriate in the future. Of the three policy approaches the City is cautious about land use
changes and states that priority should be given to providing additional transport capacity
and connectivity. It considers demand management may be a useful tool in the short term.

5

Report to the Mayor on the Consultation on the Draft MTS Statement of Intent
In terms of other policies, the City would like to see more on reducing traffic congestion,
improving radial links, improving journey experience, air quality and the public realm,
improving road safety, actual and perceived levels of crime and increasing accessibility. It is
particularly keen to see more on safe forms of public transport at night, including more
licensed taxis. The City welcomes the measures to tackle climate change, particularly the
changeover of the Greater London Assembly family to electric vehicles and the
encouragement of cleaner vehicles. It opposes the suspension of Phase 3 of the Low
Emission Zone.
City of Westminster
City of Westminster welcomes the broad approach and identifies a number of issues which
are particularly important to the borough, including Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs) and
the need for them to better meet the needs of residents and local businesses; better coordination of street works; the need to convert traffic signalled junctions to include green
man phases; stronger emphasis on road safety for pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists;
addressing the noise impacts of buses and an overall review of the bus network to ensure it
is fit for the 21st century, including considering reducing the provision of free travel for
children. The City of Westminster welcomes the Cycle Hire scheme and would like MTS to
provide guidance to boroughs on improving cycling facilities as well as measures to
address unsafe cycling. It also welcomes any reduction in the number of bus services
travelling along Oxford Street and considers Legible London information should be provided
at all TfL infrastructures and there should be clear policies for improving the public realm,
an approach to which the City Council has already shown its commitment. Similarly the City
of Westminster welcomes and shares the commitment to electric vehicles, charging points
and car clubs. The City of Westminster considers that management of the Transport for
London Road Network (TLRN) should be devolved to the boroughs, and in any case there
is a need to improve the network. The City of Westminster recognises the need to increase
airport capacity and there should be improved Underground and surface rail routes to major
airports: the MTS should include a commitment to press the Government and National Rail
for investment in this. With regard to the Local Implementation Plans (LIPs) 2 process, the
City of Westminster welcomes streamlining of the programme but there should be cost
monitoring of project delivery and local transport trends should be monitored in each
borough and reported on in TfL's annual reports. The City of Westminster supports land use
policies which encourage outer London development centres but since the Central Activity
Zone is and will remain the most economically productive part of the Capital, development
of road and rail corridors into the centre is imperative. Overall the City of Westminster
prefers the option of focussing economic development in the centre. The City of
Westminster supports managing demand and smoothing the traffic flow (so long as it does
not lead to increased traffic speeds and volumes) by removing traffic signals but notes that
TfL does not provide funds to help boroughs do this. With regard to capacity, there is a
need to adopt 'capacity spreading solutions' in order to meet increasing population growth
and transport demand, including longer Underground operating times, helping businesses
to implement home working, underwriting freight consolidation schemes and a graded fare
structure to encourage a greater use of spare capacity in the interpeak periods. The City of
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Westminster states the Congestion Charge should operate 7am to 1pm Mondays to Fridays
and that there should be 'buffer zones' for some residents once the Western Extension is
removed. For improving quality of life, the City of Westminster suggests the following policy
priorities: smoother traffic flow; less crowded buses (for example bus route 18); safer
cycling conditions; improved Underground stock; extension of Oyster card onto the surface
rail network, promotion of the Low Emission Zone and more efficient engine technology and
more on-street parking for residents. The City of Westminster notes that Westminster
experiences poor air quality and noise nuisance, much of which can be attributed to traffic
and congestion and both of which should be addressed in the MTS. Lastly the City of
Westminster states that the car when used for certain essential journeys, should be
recognised as a sustainable mode.
London Borough of Barking & Dagenham
London Borough of Barking & Dagenham supports the emphasis on developing outer
London and states that there needs to be significant investment in transport infrastructure in
the Thames Gateway area, including: Dagenham Dock DLR extension; East London
Transit Phases 2 and 3; a new Thames Crossing; rail links to Stratford; and improving the
flow of traffic on the A13. It also suggests an expansion of the bus network and the
introduction of feeder buses to maximise the potential of Crossrail, as well as expansion of
walking and cycling networks. There is more scope to use the Thames and other rivers and
expand the Thames Gateway ports to include passenger services. In terms of borough
funding, there needs to be more certainty around future maintenance funding. It states that
there is a need to consider other major policy areas such as the delivery of new homes in
the Thames Gateway area, and the need to encourage modal shift.
London Borough of Bexley
London Borough of Bexley considers a specific challenge to be meeting the transport gaps
in outer London boroughs without access to the Tube. With regard to the different levels of
transport, it considers that local airports have a role to play and that the role of the river in
freight distribution should not be underestimated. Bexley believes Local Implementation
Plans are the most appropriate way to ensure consistency across London. While it supports
polycentric development, „super hubs‟ should not be developed at the expense of existing
major town centres, such as Bexleyheath, which needs to have better north-south links to
the rest of the borough. The first transport priority for outer London would be to link outer
London town centres by high quality public transport connections. A polycentric growth
scenario is unlikely to have adverse impacts on central London and therefore no particular
transport interventions would be required to safeguard central London. In terms of
balancing the policy approaches of changes to land-use, managing travel demand and
expanding capacity, Bexley states that the key issue is to provide and promote public
transport alternatives that will encourage people out of their cars. Providing more
comprehensive and reliable passenger information on stations or at bus stops should also
be a key priority. Bexley would be pleased to work with the Mayor in promoting electric
vehicles though notes that locally there is not yet much demand. Enhancement and
improvement of public transport infrastructure in outer London boroughs is the key to a
successful shift to more polycentric growth. The London Borough of Bexley does not
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support road pricing in principle. Additional transport accessibility is needed in the Thames
Gateway region. There should be more extensive use of hybrid and electric vehicles in the
bus and taxi fleets. Incentives should be provided for the continued development and use of
electric cars. The London Borough of Bexley welcomes proposals on safety and security
and climate change and with regard to quality of life and transport for all, Bexley considers
that improved and affordable public transport in outer London should be a priority.
London Borough of Bromley
London Borough of Bromley states that MTS should provide more information on how the
projections for population, employment and daily trips were calculated. It suggests keeping
the MTS at a sufficiently high level that the process of modifying it need not be
cumbersome. It states that the role, form and content (and the relationship between) the
MTS, Regional Transport Plans and Local Implementation Plans is unclear; it considers that
London Regional Transport Plans should remain advisory only. Bromley supports
smoothing of traffic and easing of pinch points and would also like to see a review of bus
routes, consideration of express buses and extensions to trams and the Docklands Light
Railway as well as rail based park and ride within the M25. Bromley does not consider that
a greater focus on outer London would adversely impact other parts of the Capital. It does
not consider the case has been made for any form of London-wide road pricing and rejects
it as a solution for its own borough and states that other demand management proposals
should be brought forward, with road pricing only as a last resort. Bromley acknowledges
the benefits that new technology can bring, but cautions that the promotion of electric
vehicles should try to avoid significant investment in new technologies which quickly
become obsolete. The London Borough of Bromley strongly supports the economic
development of outer London but urges against concentrating this on strategic outer
London development centres. It supports instead the development of all metropolitan town
centres. The London Borough of Bromley states that the objective of the strategy should be
to work towards removing the real and perceived barriers to greater uptake of non-car
modes. With regard to the proposals to tackle climate change, Bromley would like to see
explicitly laid out what forms of pricing interventions are regarded as appropriate, and the
circumstances in which the Mayor would believe each type of intervention to be justified.
The London Borough of Bromley also urges clarity on the CO₂ benefits of each of the
proposed measures.
London Borough of Ealing
The London Borough of Ealing states that the Mayor's policies are broadly in line with its
own transport strategy (particularly “respecting choice”, “Developing Outer London”,
smoothing traffic flow and improving journey time reliability), and notes that it supports the
response of the West London Partnership. With regard to ensuring consistent outcomes
across London, the London Borough of Ealing notes that boroughs continue to have
flexibility in deciding priorities and that there should be careful scrutiny of the Local
Implementation Plans following the issue of the LIPs 2 guidance. The London Borough of
Ealing notes that there is no mechanism suggested for dealing with existing pinch points on
the road network, for example on the Uxbridge Road corridor which requires land-take for
which there is no funding available. It considers that in supporting outer London
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development, there will need to be a collaborative approach to bus service planning, in
particular to develop express bus services and there is a need for higher investment in
transport infrastructure in west London's radial links, as Crossrail will be insufficient
according to the modelling shown. In regard to the broad land use options proposed, the
London Borough of Ealing states its preference for option 2 – a more dispersed growth
pattern – and states that all urban and metropolitan town centres hold considerable
potential for economic development. The London Borough of Ealing notes that while the
policies set out cover all the priorities, there will always be a need for local prioritisation of
schemes and approaches.
London Borough of Enfield
The London Borough of Enfield states that access to healthcare should be included in the
evaluation criteria for bus services. It is concerned about car parking space availability in
the context of increasing car ownership, and states that a consistent policy perspective
should be developed. The London Borough of Enfield would like more attention given to
orbital transport, as it believes orbital routes are poor or nonexistent in Enfield and North
London. It states that too much emphasis has been placed on radial routes and that
reliance on radial networks discourages the development of a polycentric city. The London
Borough of Enfield calls for a review of investment in the bus network and also suggests
that interchange improvements are important. There is a need to tackle congestion on the
road network and it considers that road-based connectivity should be improved by focusing
on the development of orbital links through the joining up of existing radial corridors. While
calling for a shift in priority from radial to orbital routes, Enfield also believes that
improvements to the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough growth corridor are
required to ensure ease of movement to central London and between outer London growth
centres. It also considers that there should be investment in new corridors and services
particularly to town centres. It calls for the recognition of the Upper Lee Valley as a strategic
corridor. Enfield opposes any further increases in the fiscal burden on motorists but
suggests that certain specific and clearly defined demand management proposals may be
considered to keep traffic moving. Enfield states that every effort should be made to
maximise the potential of Intelligent Transport Systems to make travel safer and more
efficient. With regard to land-use options, Enfield strongly favours a dispersed growth
scenario and supports the development of „outer London strategic growth corridors‟, which
it states have the potential to reduce the need to travel in to central London. Enfield
welcomes the intention to promote economic growth in outer London but states that this
should not be at the cost of generating additional car trips and congestion in outer London.
London Borough of Hackney
London Borough of Hackney supports measures to reduce the need to travel and supports
the use of a road user hierarchy and road space reallocation to encourage the use of more
sustainable modes. It supports smoothing traffic flows as long as it does not generate
additional traffic growth and would like to see mention of the Principal Road Network. It
would like the Mayor to consider a 20mph limit and the use of average speed cameras for
residential roads and encourage boroughs to consider traffic-free zones. The London
Borough of Hackney states that there should be a focus on road safety initiatives in areas of
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high deprivation and also a focus on providing access from deprived areas to employment
opportunities. It is keen to secure interchange improvements between Hackney Central and
Hackney Downs stations, and, in the longer term, Crossrail 2. It strongly supports measures
to encourage walking and cycling and states that the cycling target is too modest and
should differ between inner and outer London. Hackney also supports greater use of the
River, but states that interchange with other modes is important and suggests looking at
making use of other waterways in London. With regard to parking, the London Borough of
Hackney states that differential charges should be used to encourage less-polluting
vehicles and there should be some alignment of London parking policies and notes that
changes to land-use and employment could lead to more parking demand in outer London.
The London Borough of Hackney welcomes electric vehicles, but notes that the energy
source should be renewable and the overall volumes of traffic should not increase and that
policies associated with these vehicles will need to be kept under review and boroughs
must have control over how charging points are introduced. The London Borough of
Hackney believes that road pricing has a role to play in reducing the impact of through
traffic on its residents.
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham states that the west London boroughs do not
support the concept of outer London development centres and notes that there is potential
to develop Brownfield sites in the inner boroughs where it would be more efficient to
improve existing transport links. Hammersmith & Fulham identifies improving the District
Line as an immediate priority, while Crossrail 2 would help relieve congestion in the longer
term. With regard to managing demand, the London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham is
not opposed to road pricing at congested times and locations but states any scheme must
be sophisticated, avoid adverse boundary effects and must be in the context of good public
transport alternatives. Hammersmith & Fulham states that electric vehicles have a limited
role to play but suggests that electric buses and freight vehicles might be viable, and that
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) powered vehicles should be encouraged in the context of
improving overall existing vehicle technology. Hammersmith & Fulham advocates traffic
signal technology and in-vehicle information as a way of smoothing traffic flow. It considers
quality of life and safety could be improved by making London's streets more 'liveable', for
example by reducing air pollution and aircraft noise and encouraging more people to use
streets. It suggests targeted interventions to improve road safety, such as resolving the
conflict between Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV) and cyclists. In promoting transport for all, it
says step-free access at major interchanges should be a priority and smaller buses, with
shorter routes, should be considered. With regard to boroughs' duty to deliver policies set
out in the MTS, the Hammersmith & Fulham suggests that boroughs should produce short
annual reports on what they are doing, and TfL management should be light touch. It would
like the mayor to make a commitment to extending the curfew on night flights at Heathrow
beyond 2012 and also to support Old Oak Common as the location for the high speed rail
hub for this airport.
London Borough of Haringey
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The London Borough of Haringey states that the policies in the Statement of Intent are
broadly in line with its own for land use and transport planning, including reducing the need
for travel, supporting public transport and the promotion of sustainable modes such as
walking and cycling. Haringey supports the focus on developing outer London town centres
and encouraging employment growth there, identifying Tottenham Hale and Wood Green
as local centres and Haringey Heartlands as an area of intensification. It identifies a need to
address capacity issues particularly in the north east corridor, and welcomes recognition of
the need to improve orbital transport and links to town centres in outer London. It considers
there are problems of crowding on public transport and road congestion locally and states
that road pricing should be considered as part of an overall strategy for outer London
centres. While the Haringey supports the approach of encouraging people to choose
sustainable modes, it considers there is also a role for formal road space allocation to
achieve this. Haringey supports cycle highways in principle but would like more
engagement on this; it also supports car club bays, electric vehicles and railway
electrification.
London Borough of Havering
The London Borough of Havering identifies two additional challenges for the MTS to
address: the growth of an ageing population and achieving higher levels of travel
awareness by everyone in the community so that people can be encouraged to adopt
sustainable travelling habits. It welcomes closer TfL engagement with highway authorities
outside London and suggests that, with regard to borough implementation of the strategy, it
would be logical to publish London-wide monitoring results annually, including results at
borough and sub-regional level, although the need for local prioritisation should be
acknowledged. Havering, however, does warn that the new local flexibility, entwined with
the new strategy, could lead to uneven progress towards achieving MTS objectives. With
regard to future land-use planning, it favours an approach which rejuvenates outer London
through concentrating on growth corridors. For Havering this would be north-south orbital
links as well as radial links - for example the Crossrail Corridor and the Riverside Corridor.
It identifies the Romford Gateway project, which is a new interchange to adjoin Romford
Station, as a priority, as well as reiterating the need for an extension of the East London
Transit toward Rainham and Romford and the provision of a new station at Beam Park and
capacity enhancements on the Tilbury Loop line. It also notes the regeneration project
providing a 'learning village' at Harold Hill, and the planned access improvements there. To
support outer London development, it advocates more use of Urban Traffic Control and
Intelligent Transport Systems to smooth traffic flow around town centres, real time
information at all bus stops and enhanced pedestrian and cycling linkages from
developments to open and leisure areas. With regard to road pricing, it states that this
should not be introduced in more areas of London unless the relevant boroughs are
supportive; it is concerned that road or parking charges do not act to make outer London
locations less competitive compared to sites outside London. It states that electric vehicles
have a role but has concerns about sourcing renewable electricity, the provision of charging
points and that 'free at point of use' charging facilities will have to be paid for by local
authorities. Havering notes that the regeneration of Thames Gateway has been identified
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as a priority in the London Plan and that there is a need to maximise the benefits of
transport schemes such as Crossrail. It states that additional connectivity and capacity
enhancements should be focussed on sustainable transport corridors in outer London.
Finally, it concludes that management of the road network for all users needs to be made
clearer on what it means in practice.
London Borough of Hillingdon
London Borough of Hillingdon states that there is under provision of public transport links
between the north and south of the borough, which has adverse impacts on access to
employment and opportunities for modal shift from the private car. It also states that there is
a lack of accessibility to Uxbridge. Hillingdon would welcome a fast link from High Speed 2
rail services to Heathrow airport, and states that Heathrow should be treated as a special
case of international importance rather than as a local super-hub. Hillingdon welcomes the
Mayor's opposition to further expansion of Heathrow but, even without expansion, considers
there is a need to address the congested routes to the airport and the negative impacts on
air and noise pollution. Hillingdon is concerned about poor air quality locally and notes that
the numbers of Light Goods Vehicles are projected to grow and without Phase 3 of the Low
Emission Zone, there is a need to find another approach to managing emissions from this
source; it also notes the potential adverse impact on air quality of the removal of the
Western Extension of the Congestion Charging zone. The London Borough of Hillingdon
states that MTS should ensure that the mandatory legal limits for local air quality pollutants
are met. With regard to monitoring the boroughs' implementation of the MTS, The London
Borough of Hillingdon suggests that the Mayor could specify a number of performance
indicators, which should include measurement of CO₂ emissions. It also suggests a
borough wide carbon footprint monitor. Hillingdon identified two specific opportunities for
encouraging more sustainable travel locally: an upgrade of Uxbridge station and a number
of routes for express bus services. It also states that most of the interchanges in Hillingdon
need upgrading. The London Borough of Hillingdon supports the aim of improving the
public realm and would like better walking and cycling links to its town centres. However, it
does have concerns about the practical installation of additional dedicated cycle routes
along Hillingdon‟s arterial routes and think the Grand Union Canal could be developed as a
major pedestrian/cycle facility. In addition, Hillingdon would be keen to act as a pilot for any
carbon-trading scheme for aviation and surface transport. Hillingdon suggests a review of
Dial-a-Ride and offers to act as a pilot for the rationalisation of mobility impaired travel. With
regard to future land-use options, Hillingdon states that existing town and district centres
should be considered as more important than promoting new „super hubs‟ in outer London.
London Borough of Islington
London Borough of Islington states that the MTS should identify key regeneration
opportunities in London with a view to working with boroughs to prioritise the transport
investment that would help to realise these opportunities; it would also like more attention
given to the needs of mobility impaired people, including a review of door-to-door travel;
and more information on proposals to potentially devolve certain responsibilities for the
Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) to the boroughs. Islington sees improving the
distribution of freight around London as a key priority. It supports the use of new
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technologies but believes that walking and cycling and high-density mixed-use
developments are the best means of reducing the environmental impact of travel. With
regard to the spatial approach proposed, the London Borough of Islington considers there is
not sufficient emphasis to the many local journeys made, particularly on foot or by bicycle.
In implementing the strategy, TfL should agree a strategic investment framework with the
boroughs and a limited number of performance indicators and targets should be set (and
included in boroughs' Local Implementation Plans), but boroughs should then have
absolute discretion as to how these were achieved; borough funding should take the form of
an equal payment for all plus a further payment to be based on performance. The London
Borough of Islington states that the Mayor must set challenging targets for reducing
demand for motorised travel and increasing the proportion of walking and cycling trips. It
says investment in outer London should not be at the expense of investment in inner and
central London and the London Borough of Islington remains unconvinced about the
benefits of directing employment growth to outer London. In line with this view, it prefers the
broad land-use transport option 1: the focus of economic development in central London.
Islington would like the Mayor to examine the introduction of a London-wide road user
charging scheme. Working with the boroughs, there should be action to improve road safety
and there should be a greater range of policies to address climate change and deliver a
more sustainable transport system. With regard to local transport, the London Borough of
Islington sets out priorities for the short, medium and long term in the borough. Among the
first tranche are improvements to Highbury and Islington Station, removal of the gyratory at
Highbury Corner and an interchange for Crossrail and Thameslink at Farringdon. Over the
next five to ten years, the London Borough of Islington would like to see improvements at
Old Street and Archway and increased connectivity through and to large scale social
housing estates; beyond this it lists the implementation of proposals for Holloway
Road/Seven Sisters, Cross River Tram, Crossrail 2 and rail improvements to reduce
demand for short haul flights.
London Borough of Lambeth
London Borough of Lambeth states that the MTS should contain specific targets, for
example for increased cycling and reduced traffic, and that the Strategy should focus on
increasing the capacity and frequency of public transport services. The London Borough of
Lambeth is concerned that there is a move away from a road user hierarchy, and states
that there should be more emphasis on road safety and a 20mph speed limit on all roads.
Lambeth supports improving rail connections as an alternative to air travel, supports road
pricing in principle if certain conditions are met and considers the detrimental effects of a
new airport including air quality, noise, climate change, outweigh the potential benefits.
Lambeth states that the strategy should prioritise projects in areas with high stress levels
and describes a number of schemes that would benefit the borough: Cross River Tram (or
its alternatives), extensions to Tramlink and East London Line, and improvements to
capacity at Vauxhall, Waterloo and on the Victoria Line. It also states that the borough
requires significant improvements in orbital east-west rail and bus service provision and
refers to extensions to the East London Line as a possible scheme. The London Borough of
Lambeth advocates a new Brixton rail station on the East London Line extension but
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opposes the Thameslink Blackfriars proposal. The London Borough of Lambeth is keen to
prioritise sustainable modes of travel and reduce private car use and notes that growth in
outer London must be accompanied by public transport provision, walking and cycling. It
advocates holistic area based schemes in outer London, complemented by robust smarter
travel programmes, to stimulate shorter trips and alternative modes to the car. The London
Borough of Lambeth acknowledges the role of technology in improving services (eg iBus,
Countdown) and welcomes electric vehicles while noting that they also cause parking
stress and road safety problems; it suggests that there should be an emphasis on shifting
fleets to electric rather than just creating additional electric vehicles. The London Borough
of Lambeth promotes a road danger reduction approach locally and urges the Mayor to
adopt this; and also notes that fear of crime can be a barrier and measures such as staffed
stations can address this. It says transport should enable people to access key services like
health, education and employment as well as providing employers access to labour markets
and freight movements.
London Borough of Merton
London Borough of Merton favours polycentric growth and believes there should be
investment in orbital services in addition to extra capacity on all transport networks. Merton
considers the Croydon Tramlink extension should go ahead and there should be a tram
extension through Mitcham town centre, and in addition National Rail‟s proposal to stop the
Wimbledon loop at Blackfriars should be challenged. It notes that Oyster Pay As You Go
(PAYG) should be extended to the wider south area, as well as continual improvements in
the Underground service such as reliability, and regeneration and capacity enhancement of
Morden Underground station and town centre generally. Merton states that buses have an
extensive role to play in the shorter term to accommodate future growth and to improve
orbital services and cross boundary trips. It supports more flexible car parking standards
where there is poor public transport accessibility, and supports road pricing policies and
electric vehicles alongside a reduction in non essential car trips generally. The London
Borough of Merton supports the removal of dysfunctional gyratories and unnecessary
signalised junctions, improved urban realm, including mixed priority spaces, and
optimisation of airport links and capacity.
London Borough of Sutton
London Borough of Sutton states that MTS should contain overarching policies with which
boroughs must comply whilst allowing flexibility to adapt policies locally. The London
Borough of Sutton considers demand management to be a policy priority, which will include
some elements of land use planning. It considers there will be a need for some expanded
public transport capacity in outer London including more emphasis on using the Thames
and canals, but additional road capacity should be avoided. Sutton supports polycentric
development over the development of „super hubs‟. It considers greater capacity and
frequency on suburban rail, particularly in south London is needed, as well as improved bus
priority and frequency, especially during the off peak and more late night services. Sutton
also supports a future Tramlink extension to Sutton; improved interchange between public
transport modes and better access for freight vehicles. It opposes the third runway at
Heathrow and instead supports measures to high speed rail alternatives. The London
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Borough of Sutton believes major interventions are needed to achieve a „step change‟ in
cycling and walking facilities. With regard to road user charging, it suggests that a
sophisticated system which reflected traffic conditions and other factors could be rolled out
across London, focussing on congestion hot spots and busy times of day, with funds ring
fenced for transport improvements and a proportion going to the relevant borough. Sutton
also considers that if car use increased in outer London as a result of economic
development, road pricing may be necessary. Sutton says boroughs can encourage and
facilitate electric vehicles by the provision of charging infrastructure and parking
concessions. Other policies Sutton would like to see included in the MTS include: powered
two wheelers, water transport, parking, car clubs, leisure and tourist transport requirements,
the need for a 24 hour public transport system, a potential one-hour bus ticket and a greater
emphasis on Smarter Travel.
London Borough of Tower Hamlets
London Borough of Tower Hamlets states that there should be quantifiable measures for
tackling climate change in the MTS and more emphasis on the integration of land-use and
transport policies. Tower Hamlets would like more detail on ensuring the affordability of
public transport fares and reassurance that step-free access to railways is achieved in a
shorter timescale. It also states that the access needs of the mobility impaired should be
considered in public realm and public transport improvements. Tower Hamlets would like a
London tram network to relieve overcapacity on bus routes, more use of the river and a
further river crossing and welcomes the cycle hire scheme and cycle superhighways,
though it has concerns about the proposed route of the pilot superhighway that goes
through Tower Hamlets. Tower Hamlets is concerned about the removal of articulated
buses and considers the New Bus for London should have more space for wheelchairs and
pushchairs. It welcomes the emphasis on electric vehicles but questions some of the
delivery plans. While Tower Hamlets welcomes Crossrail it notes the potential adverse
impact of the levy and says Crossrail 2 should interchange with Hackney Wick stations and
states that it has had discussions about the possibility of an enhanced interchange at
Hackney Wick to support regeneration and relieve crowding elsewhere. It has also been
looking at the potential for addressing the 'barrier' created by the A12.
London Borough of Waltham Forest
London Borough of Waltham Forest welcomes plans to expand transport capacity but
would like MTS to tackle the need to reduce car dependency in outer London, for example
by road pricing and the use of parking charges as well promoting sustainable modes. The
benefits of traffic smoothing measures must be used to give more capacity to buses,
pedestrians and cyclists and not to encourage car use. Waltham Forest supports
polycentric development but says the initial emphasis should be on expanding capacity and
managing demand, with changing land-use as a longer term goal. It has reservations about
airport expansion and favours high-speed rail alternatives to air travel. It states there should
be more focus on achieving social and regeneration goals through transport, enabling
access to jobs and services regardless of access to a car. The council is drawing up a
proposal for a Chingford to Stratford rail line. The London Borough of Waltham Forest
would like to see more attention given to climate change and a consideration of this issue
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alongside air quality and measures to meet limit values in the absence of Low Emission
Zone Phase 3. Waltham Forest is concerned that small, local trips might be overlooked in
the framework and has concerns about the funding process for boroughs; it is also
concerned about its location within the sub-region. The London Borough of Waltham Forest
considers it is important not to overstate the case of technological solutions and recognise
that they will not work without behavioural change.
London Borough of Wandsworth
London Borough of Wandsworth considers that the greatest challenge for the MTS to
address will be the gap between projected and target CO₂ emissions, and while it is
supportive of the policy approaches set out in MTS, states that it would be unwise to rely on
technological fixes when behavioural change and demand management approaches are
more under the Mayor's control. It states that Local Implementation Plans guidance should
not be over prescriptive and the borough councils should be key consultees in developing
Regional Transport Plans. Overall, it thinks the focus of the MTS should be on demand
management and provision of more public transport capacity, particularly extensions to the
Tramlink and enhancing capacity on south west radial routes and more investment in Nine
Elms and Battersea. It considers orbital routes between new outer London destinations will
also be needed and extra highway capacity could be considered to alleviate stress on key
bus corridors and provide more space for pedestrians and cyclists. Wandsworth states
there should also be an emphasis on enabling people to live, work and shop locally
wherever this may be and that even if further growth in outer London is prioritised, there will
still be the need to meet strong demand for transport to and from Central London, because
of existing business, tourism and leisure activities. The London Borough of Wandsworth
supports the consideration of pricing options if they are the best means of managing
demand and do not harm economic vitality; schemes should be revenue neutral, fair, and
with the revenue ring-fenced for transport improvements. Pricing might also be acceptable
for the use of specific new infrastructure such as a road or a bridge. It also states that new
mechanisms to raise funds are needed. The London Borough of Wandsworth is supportive
of Airtrack, but not capacity expansion at Heathrow, and identifies enhancing the urban
realm, action to reduce road casualties and the removal of real and perceived barriers as
priorities. With regard to electric vehicles, the London Borough of Wandsworth states that
since the technology is developing rapidly, there should be care about supporting measures
that could soon become obsolete.
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea states that there is a need for a full review of
bus network, a review of the cost of public transport fares, a long-term commitment to the
Chelsea-Hackney line (Crossrail 2), more step-free access and better use of existing
infrastructure, for example having more entrances to tube stations and increased frequency
on the Circle Line. Kensington and Chelsea favour a dispersed growth scenario and
advocate an orbital rail network. With regard to new technologies, it advocates better
provision of information to help modal shift as well as using technology to reduce air and
noise pollution. It considers electric vehicles have a role but has concerns about parking
stress, the impact of charging points on streetscape (these should be off-street) and the risk
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of encouraging car use at the expense of more sustainable modes. The Royal Borough of
Kensington & Chelsea states that road pricing may be appropriate in managing demand but
must be sensitive and not penalise very short trips, encourage increased driving or displace
traffic onto side roads. It welcomes the development of hybrid vehicles, particularly buses,
and states that all buses should have mandatory speed limiters. In terms of TfL working
with boroughs, the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea states that there should be
monitoring of outcomes rather than consistent progress, since the need for particular
improvements is not uniform across London. It hopes that TfL will address the issue of the
Earls Court one-way system. It would like West London Line services to Gatwick Airport to
be restored, a station reopened in the North Pole Road area, a Crossrail station near
Ladbroke Grove and the Crossrail 'turnback' facility from Westbourne Grove relocated to
North Kensington.
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames supports polycentric development and considers
Kingston Town would be an ideal strategic outer London development centre. It says there
is a pressing need for improved orbital transport links and increased service frequencies in
south west London and around Kingston Town in particular - including links to centres
outside London, to airports and the Channel Tunnel as well as the reclassification of
Kingston and Surbiton stations to Zone 5. The Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames
would like to see more emphasis on Smarter Travel, bus priority, accessibility (and
affordability) of public transport, better integration of transport modes and funding for road
maintenance. It also suggests investigating opportunities to extend the Low Emission Zone.
The Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames would like TfL and the boroughs to develop
five-year transport infrastructure plans. It would like to see cycling schemes extended to
outer London and considers that road pricing should only be considered where there are
sufficient public transport, walking and cycling alternatives to car use. The Royal Borough of
Kingston upon Thames states that electric vehicles have a role to play in reducing air
pollution and should be subsidised, but overall there should be a preference for shifting
away from private vehicle use, and the bus fleet should be made more environmentally
friendly. The Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames would strongly oppose any reduction
in bus services and says there should be more consistent parking policies across borough
boundaries. It considers there should be equal priority given to investing in orbital transport
in inner and outer London, and that real-time travel information and signage could help to
smooth traffic flow.
London Councils
London Councils supports the development of outer London around existing town centres
rather than a few 'strategic outer London development centres' and states that there is a
need to improve orbital public transport in outer London and connections to centres beyond
the Capital's boundary. It also states that transport improvements should be focused on
high growth areas and areas of deprivation. London Councils states that the draft MTS
should set out clearly which schemes are funded, timescales and costs for new proposals
and estimates of funds available. MTS needs to be explicit about how the Regional
Transport Plans will be used for this, and may require a resetting of the Local
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Implementation Plans process timescale. London Councils also believes that the MTS
should set out priority unfunded schemes and states that Crossrail 2 and a new Thames
Crossing would be its priorities. London Councils would like assurance about funding for
maintenance of the road network and a full strategic review of the bus network, involving
the boroughs, to include ticketing options, use of smaller vehicles and shorter routes.
Linked to this, London Councils believes that there should be more focus on local journeys
and measures that encourage walking and cycling. Non-car based transport should be
planned for in all new development. The Strategy should encourage people to make
Smarter Travel choices following a sustainable hierarchy of transport modes; London
Councils would like a review of the approach to road safety and traffic calming schemes
and states that this would help support the planned increase in walking and cycling. London
Councils calls for a London Walking Plan and stronger support for car clubs. With regard to
road pricing, London Councils states that it would like to see a set of clear objectives for
congestion charging and a framework for developing options which would fully involve the
boroughs, and set out safeguards for any borough-led consultation on road pricing
proposals. London Councils welcomes initiatives to address climate change, particularly
encouraging fuel-efficient driving and influence modal choice, but wishes to know how the
Mayor will determine if current approaches are sufficient. Similarly, London Councils would
like the Mayor to outline what steps he would take to tackle the issue of London not meeting
air quality targets. London Councils supports electric vehicles as long as they do not add to
parking pressures and congestion and do not detract from the encouragement of walking
and cycling. With regard to transport opportunities, it suggests that a more flexible approach
may be taken to accessibility, but there should be prioritisation of step-free access at major
interchanges, and affordability of public transport is also important. London Councils notes
south London's dependence on National Rail networks and states that the Strategy should
contain measures for further integrating the rail network into the London system, and
developing a common fares policy. Finally the MTS should make clear how it will take into
account changes in health, education and business policy.

3. London political representatives (3)
Jenny Jones, AM (Green Party)
Ms Jones states that MTS should outline how boroughs will be supported to conduct and
evaluate pilot schemes that have been developed to help meet the goals set out in the
Strategy. Ms Jones also states that there is a challenge in marrying localism with strategic
goals and there is a need to ensure big priorities such as cycling are delivered locally and
boroughs and TfL should identify sub-regional problems and target resources at them. Ms
Jones considers MTS needs ideas on how to increase capacity or reduce demand and
should reinstate various cancelled schemes such as Greenwich Waterfront Transit and help
to reduce the overall levels of traffic. She also states there needs to be more promotion of
public transport, walking and cycling, air quality and to improve the feel of the city, and is
opposed to the removal of the Western Extension Zone as it will lead to increase in traffic
and air pollution. Ms Jones states that cycling could have a major role in outer London for
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short trips and also that there is no clear plan for cycling in the suburbs. She believes that
20mph zones will help increase cycling and that these should be implemented on all
residential roads in London. Ms Jones states that there is also a need for large scale
investment in walking such as Legible London, traffic free zones, signage, infrastructure for
pedestrians and that delaying Phase 3 of Low Emission Zone will be a backward step for air
quality. Ms Jones also notes that parking standards should be tightened and that car free
developments should be set up in areas with good public transport. Ms Jones considers
there should be greater clarity over options for reducing traffic demand through road and
parking pricing. Ms Jones also identifies a need for more freight measures especially on
light goods vehicles and no expansion of aviation capacity. Ms Jones states plans for stepfree access should be reinstated and there should be a reduction of energy use on the
Underground and rail, as well as stating the need for the TfL fleet to be hybrid before
progressing to zero carbon by 2025. In terms of land-use planning, Ms Jones advocates the
dispersal of economic activity to centres of inner and suburban London, but the shift to a
more polycentric city should not be done at the expense of investment in the Thames
Gateway. Ms Jones adds that these policies will require employment centres outside
central London to have better public transport, including orbital links. Light rail and transit
should be considered for many areas of outer London and Ms Jones advocates a web-like
rail network. Ms Jones opposes any new bridge or tunnel at Silvertown, a New Gallions
Reach Bridge, and improvements to the Dartford Crossing.
London Assembly Labour Group
The London Assembly Labour Group states that the Mayor should set out a longer-term
vision for transport in London, which would include reinstating schemes such as Cross
River Tram, East London Transit, Greenwich Waterfront Transit and extensions to the DLR
and Tramlink. It also states that further tram options for outer London should be explored,
that there should also be a commitment to Crossrail 2, High Speed 2 and further
Underground extensions including the Northern Line to Battersea and the Bakerloo Line to
Camberwell and Catford. It is opposed to any airport expansion. The London Assembly
Labour Group calls for more public transport investment along outer London 'growth
corridors' and at town centres such as Croydon, Brent Cross and Dagenham. There should
be more emphasis on climate change in the strategy and ways to improve London's air
quality, in particular by decreasing car use, for which there should be a specific TfL target.
Electric vehicles are to be welcomed but are a small proportion of the overall fleet and their
energy needs to come from renewable sources; it is also important to encourage other
forms of transport to reduce their emissions. The London Assembly Labour Group says
step-free access must be given a higher priority and is concerned that smoothing traffic flow
means that car users have a higher priority than pedestrians and could reverse the
achievements made in reducing car use. The Assembly Labour Group also notes that traffic
light rephasing must always ensure that there is sufficient time for pedestrians to cross the
road. There needs to be greater investment in walking and cycling: addressing problems of
pedestrian congestion in London and ensuring shared space is acceptable to disabled
people; setting a higher target for cycling; a 20mph default speed limit and removal of
gyratories and guard rails. The London Assembly Labour Group encourages the Mayor to
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lobby for greater control over the National Rail network and an equalisation of fares on the
Overground and Underground as well as further electrification of rail lines and action to
address pinch points. On buses, it calls for a full review of the bus map, more bus lanes and
bus priority measures, a consideration of how to provide express routes and 'hail and ride'
services in outer London and expresses concerns over the safety of the „new Routemaster.‟
The London Assembly Labour Group calls for coordination of complementary transport
services such as Dial-a-Ride, Taxicard and local community transport services and would
like competitively priced fares and a commitment to continued concessionary fares and
passes; better information provision to travellers and more investment in Legible London
and Way Finding. The London Assembly Labour Group highlights a number of ways to
address the needs of freight and business operators, including use of waterways, use of
cleaner vehicles, better loading and unloading arrangements and promotion of freight by
rail. There should be greater use of London's rivers and canals, improved river crossings
including a reinstatement of Thames Gateway Bridge or a new crossing for the area; there
should be measures to improve the environmental performance of taxis; motorcycle safety
and parking should be improved and quieter and cleaner motorcycles should be promoted.
The London Assembly Labour Group is concerned about the congestion and air quality
pollution effects of cars and states that there should be an overall reduction in car reliance
and the need to travel, and supports measures such as congestion and road user charging
as well as incentives for using sustainable modes and car clubs. The London Assembly
Labour Group states that in MTS there should be plans for transport to support London‟s
regeneration, with the focus of investment being on car dependent communities. There
should be incentives and technological support to help change travel and working patterns.
Public transport services should be improved at weekends and there should be incentives
and better parking provision for visitor coaches.
London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group
The London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group states that the MTS should set out which
schemes have been funded, which are in development and which the Mayor intends to reintroduce at the end of the current ten year investment cycle, including a consideration of
how to secure alternative funding for schemes such as Cross River Tram. The London
Assembly Liberal Democrat Group states that all cancelled schemes should be retained for
consideration in future spending reviews and states that the Mayor should cease work on
the Thames Estuary airport scheme. The London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group
identifies as its first priority the funding gap for upgrading the Tube, including accessibility
enhancements which should be prioritised at London‟s most popular visitor attractions; the
second challenge is funding Crossrail 1. The London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group
would like to see more detail on encouraging people out of their cars and reducing the need
to travel and notes that measures to promote cycling and walking can be very costeffective. It suggests the wider roll-out of personalised travel plans. The London Assembly
Liberal Democrat Group supports the development of outer London, connecting town
centres, and notes that situating employment, housing and services close together can help
reduce the need to travel. As an example, it suggests that more housing should be provided
in the Docklands. It also states that the development of outer London centres requires
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considerable improvements to public transport and walking and cycling along orbital
corridors. It is not convinced by the chordal link proposals, and thinks a London-wide car
club should be considered, and it calls for the introduction of express coach services in
outer London such as between Woolwich and Croydon. It also advocates the Fastbus
scheme proposed between Wembley and Ealing. With regard to road pricing, the London
Assembly Liberal Democrat Group says that boroughs should be invited to identify 'hot
spots' with a view to developing tag-and-beacon congestion charging schemes. To improve
quality of life for Londoners, it suggests that there needs to be action on air quality,
including the pedestrianisation of more of central London, and that a one-hour bus ticket
would help to improve fare affordability. It considers there is scope to 'green' the fleet,
including diesel buses, taxis and rail trains, and the next stage of the Low Emission Zone
should be implemented. The London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group opposes the third
runway at Heathrow and supports High Speed 2. To improve safety and security, it states
that there should be high visible policing on streets and the transport networks. It states that
TfL should be more open with the boroughs and other stakeholders and publish information
about how decisions are made, for example on bus routing. The London Assembly Liberal
Democrat Group also advocates further development of freight consolidation centres, the
promotion of electric vehicles for deliveries and greater use of the Thames for both freight
and passengers. Lastly, it states that Dial-a-Ride needs to be improved and that bus costs
need to be reduced.
4. Transport and environment representative organisations (9)

Campaign for Better Transport
The Campaign for Better Transport states that for CO₂ reduction to be successful there
needs to be a consistent message regarding traffic reduction; promoting active and „healthy‟
travel; reducing the need to travel and improving air quality and the public realm. It notes
that the Accessibility Plan is also an opportunity to help reduce the need to travel. The
Campaign for Better Transport also states that there is concern over car traffic and
congestion especially if „super hubs‟ are pursued and to help remedy this Smarter Travel
and travel plans should be increased. It states that there should be road pricing as well as
an enhanced public transport system and improved public realm to encourage use of other
modes. The Campaign for Better Transport also states that car parking and new road
standards must be more rigorous and there should be the establishment of exemplars of
low car dependency areas or transport eco-quarters in order to persuade people out of
cars. The Campaign for Better Transport also states that local employment, working from
home and raising demand for local services should be encouraged in order to reduce the
need to travel. The Campaign for Better Transport states that they support consolidation
centres for freight and appropriately sized vehicles as well as an integration of transport and
land use policy for the purpose of traffic avoidance.
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East London Line Group
The East London Line Group states that there should be more orbital to outer services with
improved frequencies and capacity. The East London Line Group also states that there
should be an identification of greater opportunity for higher density spatial developments in
the neighbourhood of orbital railway stations. The East London Line Group is concerned
about the focus on outer London, as it risks ignoring the need to redress social and
regeneration shortcomings in inner London. The East London Line Group wants the
consequences and timescales of new elements of the MTS to be outlined, as well as stating
that each sub-region should be able to fine tune spatial and transport options.
Energy Saving Trust
The Energy Saving Trust strongly supports the promotion of cycling and suggests the
following measures to support this: traffic-calming measures; provision of parking and
storage facilities; and separate cycling paths and rights of way. It states that new
developments should be mixed-use and restrict car parking spaces in favour of cycle
spaces and that cycle highways should be well-lit to encourage use. It also supports
Smarter Travel initiatives and better provision of information to encourage people to use
public transport. The Energy Saving Trust says pricing mechanisms should be used to
incentivise the choice of more sustainable and low carbon modes of travel, and while it
strongly supports the uptake of electric vehicles, notes that there are a number of barriers
and that tariffs should be set to encourage re-charging at off-peak times.
Friends of the Earth
Friends of the Earth states that alternatives to cars need to be sufficiently available in order
to encourage mode shift however this will require funding and road space priority, and
greater clarity is requested over the Mayor‟s CO₂ targets. Friends of the Earth also states
that they like the idea of reducing the need to travel and believe value for money is key but
only where it contributes to environmental goals as well. It states that reduced traffic levels
must be achieved by whatever means necessary. Friends of the Earth considers that
sustainable development and better integrated land use planning must underpin the whole
London plan, and that targets for climate change and air quality need to be based on
science and adapted when necessary as well as contributions from each sector being
specified. Friends of the Earth also state there should be a presumption against aviation
growth; accessibility should be improved for local people without contributing to climate
change and that there should be a diversification of London‟s economic base and
expansion of „green‟ jobs. It also states that the use of existing public transport and the river
should be maximised, and that there should be a recognition that green areas and open
spaces have a part to play in improving health.
Living Streets
Living Streets states that journey length reduction and demand management are needed;
however there should also be a shift to sustainable modes and this commitment is absent
from the Statement of Intent (SoI). It states that measures for reducing motor vehicle use
and modes that are not economically productive need to be enacted in order for smoothing
traffic and demand management to be successful. Living Streets also states that Local
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Implementation Plans (LIPs) funding for town centre improvements should include explicit
requirements that a certain proportion is allocated to walking and public realm
improvements. Living Streets says that there needs to be more explicit proposals to smooth
the flow of people on foot and treat pedestrians as part of traffic - which links into support
for shared space and taking into account the needs of disabled people - all as part of traffic
smoothing. It considers modal shift in relation to climate change should be a primary policy
initiative, serious and proactive measures are needed in order to shift London‟s travel
patterns in favour of less polluting public and active travel needs. Living Streets also states
that 20mph speed limits on restricted roads should be added to Safety and Security and
Quality of Life priorities as well as stating that modal shift should be considered in terms of
air quality as well as CO₂, and that it should be noted that electric vehicles still have a large
carbon footprint and contribute to congestion. It believes that new technologies are not a
panacea and there needs to be a range of measures to tackle challenges such as climate
change, including a shift to sustainable and public transport modes and a gradual shift to
more environmentally friendly vehicles. Living Streets also states that road pricing is
suitable for urban and national networks as well as city centres, and that it should be used
to encourage people to undertake journeys in ways that are most sustainable and less likely
to add to congestion, as well as managing demand.
London Cycling Campaign
London Cycling Campaign (LCC) states that the modal share target for cycling should be
ten per cent by 2026; that the health sector should match the funding that TfL puts into
cycling and walking and policies should help to attract and support new cycle users in order
to help reach the target for increased mode share. LCC also states an effective system of
road pricing should be implemented beyond the current Congestion Charging Zone, but
believes there should also be continued integration of transport and land use planning as
well as more speed enforcement and reduction policies. LCC states that motorbikes on bus
lanes can have a negative impact on the safety of cyclists; Heavy Goods Vehicles are also
identified as a potential danger to the safety of cyclists and pedestrians and LCC states that
there should be a task force to address this, and the impacts of increased lorry mileage due
to construction projects. LCC welcomes the cycle hire scheme but wants it to be extended
beyond central London before the Olympics; the development of cycle superhighways is
also welcomed. LCC also states that a mechanism whereby boroughs are incentivised to
deliver a cycle hub is missing from MTS and that the MTS should direct boroughs to
collaborate on walking and cycling routes. LCC also states that the London Cycle Network+
should not be abandoned, and that TfL should improve cycling conditions on all of its roads
and use green spaces as a cycling resource.
Railfuture
Railfuture states that there should be a modal balance rather than shift, as well as cross
boundary and cross suburb services. Railfuture also states that the MTS must ensure
transport is good value for money, seamless and efficient. It considers that land use
management provides balanced development throughout London, and that the MTS must
mirror priorities set out in the revision to the London Plan.
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Southwark Rail Users Group
Southwark Rail Users Group states that there are severe gaps in public transport services
in inner South London, and states that they can be helped by Overground rail services.
Southwark Rail Users Group also states there is a need for direct rail services into Central
London rather than orbital links as well as stating any deterioration in radial transport would
add to crowding and congestion.
Sustrans
Sustrans states the MTS should seek to address current inequalities in take up and access
to cycling and would like an emphasis on improving the environment and the quality of life
around homes and offices. Sustrans also states that the Local Implementation Plans
process and Regional Transport Strategy should be used consistently across London; the
MTS should set delivery targets in key areas (including mode shift) and should promote
travel demand management through a London-wide road pricing scheme. Sustrans
considers that the MTS should prioritise climate change measures with cross-over benefits,
for example active travel to improve health. It supports a dispersed growth approach in
order to reduce journey distances and make it easier for people to use sustainable modes.
It states that the MTS should not encourage further runway capacity in the south east and
should promote alternatives to air travel. Sustrans notes that the MTS should promote
walking and cycling for journeys to and from outer London town centres and promote the
reduction of traffic on residential streets and active travel routes. It would like to see the
reallocation of road space to sustainable modes, and the reduction of traffic speeds
especially in residential areas; it is in favour of more Smarter Travel initiatives, including its
own TravelSmart programme, and supports the promotion of cycling to school.
5. Business representative organisations & economic and regeneration
partnerships (9)
Association of International Courier and Express Services (AICES)
AICES welcomes the approach of smoothing traffic flow and reducing congestion, because
congestion has an adverse impact on the industry. It is concerned that there is no explicit
mention of express services or air freight and does not believe high speed rail can be a
substitute for regional air transport. It would like to see the inclusion of policies related to
kerbside and bay loading and unloading; and better administration of penalty charges with
regard to freight and delivery services. AICES supports the removal of the Western
Extension of the Congestion Charging Zone and states that any wider road charging
schemes should not result in additional road costs for those using the roads for business.
Central London Forward
Central London Forward shares the high level strategic priorities set out in the Statement of
Intent. It identifies as its four key priorities for central London: increased reliability of public
transport; continued investment, particularly in areas where public transport access is poor;
the need to provide suitable transport in opportunity areas and areas for intensification; and
the increasing demands placed on London as a 24-hour city, and the need to ensure that
public transport and the public realm are suitable for this. It acknowledges the agenda to
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spread economic growth to outer London but notes that central London remains
fundamental to the Capital‟s success. It welcomes Crossrail, the Tube upgrade and plans to
promote walking, and states that is important for TfL and the boroughs to work together on
enhancing interchanges and stations in inner London. Central London Forward identifies a
number of areas where regeneration opportunities should be supported by public transport
investment, including Elephant & Castle, Vauxhall/Nine Elms; and states that there should
be an East London Line interchange in Brixton. It notes its ongoing discussions with the
Mayor regarding the Crossrail levy and would like a consideration of this and other
contributions, for example CIL and Section 106. It calls for a systematic review of bus
routes and services, stating that there is crowding on some routes and that there is more
scope to use mobile and internet services for passenger information. Central London
Forward states that, although traffic has reduced, congestion has not improved and notes
the effects of roadspace re-allocation and the promotion of cycling; it also highlights the
potential future effects of public realm schemes in central London. It would like
improvements at some of the main rail termini, in conjunction with Network Rail and DfT. It
states that there needs to be an effective reward and penalty scheme in addition to the
Permit Scheme for roadworks, and it would like to discuss with TfL alternatives to weekend
closures for Tube upgrade works. Finally, to improve air quality, priority should be given to
cleaning up the bus and taxi fleets.
Central London Freight Quality Partnership
The Central London Freight Quality Partnership states that strategic rail freight
interchanges, multimodal freight and break-bulk facilities should be promoted and there
should also be a distribution of the latest freight 'best practice' across boroughs to help
produce consistent initiatives. More specifically it states the need to safeguard inner city rail
freight as well as potential multimodal interchange sites. The Central London Freight
Quality Partnership also states that there should be an increased sharing of knowledge,
costs and use between all London boroughs on the matter of electric and low emissions
vehicles as well as attempting to increase the efficiency of freight movement through freight
consolidation (however there should be also be a London-wide review). The Central
London Freight Quality Partnership also states that ways to encourage electrical vehicle
uptake in the Large Goods Vehicles sector should be investigated and implemented as well
as stating that there should be a kerbside delivery policy across London.
The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB)
The FSB believes it is important to recognise the difference between essential and nonessential journeys made by private vehicles. It strongly supports the expansion of public
transport, but not at the expense of essential road journeys. The FSB is concerned that the
Mayor's commitment to respecting choice is not compatible with a desire to reduce carbon
emissions. With regard to implementing the MTS across London, the FSB does not believe
that a series of consistent outcomes is essential and that London's diversity should be
reflected in these outcomes. The FSB also states that it would be helpful to see these
proposals in light of the Outer London Commission's findings. The FSB welcomes the new
working relationship with the boroughs and would like the see the influence of the MTS
diminish as it reaches a local level. The FSB supports the dispersed growth option and
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states that economic development should be enabled in all parts of London, which will
require greater provision for the private vehicle user, and a standardised approach to
deliveries or new peripheral transport routes in order to enable businesses to operate,
however, a „one size fits all‟ approach is not appropriate. The FSB states that parking is
also a key issue which affects businesses and provision for parking must be made in MTS.
The FSB believes that road pricing cannot be justified without a significant increase in
public transport provision, and that in the current economic climate the additional burden on
business cannot be justified. The FSB supports moves to encourage the use of public
transport and walking and cycling, but believes there should be a distinction between
business vehicles for essential journeys, and private vehicles making non essential
journeys. The FSB recognises the need for improved orbital transport, but in the current
economic situation thinks there should be a focus on increased provision for bicycle and car
parking near rail stations to encourage use of public transport. The FSB would also like to
see the end of bus lane enforcement, pedestrian zones and traffic calming measures and
supports measures to smooth traffic flow. The FSB supports new technology and incentives
to move to electric vehicles and would like the MTS to pay greater attention to the transport
needs of businesses.
London First
London First welcomes many of the plans outlined in the Statement of Intent, particularly
improvements to public transport capacity; the linking of transport and land-use planning;
the need to improve road network conditions and the intention to develop demand
management measures. In the final strategy London First would like to see a list of projects
to 2031 and notes that a major challenge is achieving value for money in constrained times,
calling for investment to be targeted where it can achieve maximum economic benefit,
finding sustainable ways to fund transport including the use of revenue from road user
charging; and a wholesale review of the bus network to ensure that supply matches
demand. London First is particularly concerned about road network management and
congestion and recommends measures such as holistic planning of all major routes and
improved rapid response facilities. London First welcomes the proposal to explore road
user charging more fully and also calls for better management of disruption and approaches
to freight and servicing, including use of freight and waste consolidation centres, use of outof-hours deliveries and consolidation of the large numbers of light goods vehicles. London
First states that it will be impossible to meet climate change and air quality targets without
significantly reducing congestion. London First is also keen to improve end-to-end journey
experience through improved interchanges, aligned multi-modal timetables, better provision
of information, flexible, unified ticketing and the integration of TfL and non-TfL services; also
there should be an emphasis on integration of modes, including taxis and river transport.
London First states that there is a need for more airport capacity (including Heathrow
expansion), and that there should be a new heliport closer to the City and Canary Wharf.
Other policy priorities include the completion of Overground rail upgrades, future work on
Crossrail 2 and new river crossings in East London. With regard to land-use options,
London First notes that central London is at the heart of the UK economy and states that its
growth must be supported through improvements to public transport networks but also
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states that where improvements to transport in outer London can achieve comparable
economic benefits, these should be given equal priority. London First also states that
development should be promoted in accessible areas which maximises density. It also
advocates the enhancement of the urban realm; integrated policing; and safe transport at
night. Lastly it supports implementing electric vehicles on a supplementary, not additional,
basis.
London Thames Gateway Development Corporation (LTGDC)
LTGDC favours the option of encouraging outer London growth and notes that there is
enthusiasm for this in east London. Growth should be concentrated on key town centres (as
long as it is not at the expense of other centres), and orbital connectivity is the key to
achieving regeneration and community living. LTGDC states growth needs to be matched
with higher levels of investment and sub-regional plans should be co-ordinated with Local
Implementation Plans to monitor the outcomes. In terms of managing demand, it would like
to see policies that encourage a shift from the car to public transport, and urban realm
improvements to support cycling and walking. It highlights the Blackwall Tunnel and A12
corridor as areas where these policies should be applied. LTGDC strongly supports the
approach of increasing transport capacity and calls for a reinstatement of the Docklands
Light Railway extension to Dagenham Dock; a Barking to Royal Docks bus corridor; a new
C2C rail station at Beam Park and a further bus corridor to Rainham. The LTGDC was
disappointed about the cancellation of projects such as Greenwich Waterfront Transit and
would like to ensure that the policy behind these projects is not lost. It strongly supports a
new river crossing and increased north-south access. LTGDC would support targeted road
pricing as a package of measures to reduce demand and also to fund major transport
projects; but a London-wide scheme would need greater consideration. LTGDC believes
improving the natural and built environment is the greatest priority for improving quality of
life and that it will have many beneficial effects in terms of air quality, noise and health and
it is also important to reduce crime and the fear of crime in order to improve an area's
image. The LTGDC states that there should be greater emphasis on regeneration as it is
key to all issues and would like to know more about the policies to achieve regeneration in
the opportunity areas; and would also like to know more about the Mayor's ideas for a
Thames Estuary airport. The LTGDC supports the use of SCOOT in managing traffic and
supports the provision of electric vehicle charging points.
Motorcycle Industry Association (MCI)
The MCI welcomes access to bus lanes for motorcycles however is concerned about the
lack of mention of Powered Two Wheelers (PTWs) or any policies towards PTWs in the
MTS. The MCI also states that there needs to be a London wide motorcycle strategy in the
MTS which encourages safer riding and introducing measures to reduce rider vulnerability
as well as stating that the MCI is opposed to 'demand management‟. The MCI believes that
transport needs to be responsive to the demand placed on it by users and should be
managed to cater for individual choice in transport. It supports traffic smoothing measures,
low cost parking and removal of traffic calming measures and considers there is no role for
road pricing at the current time. The MCI supports the promotion of a shift from
conventionally-powered vehicles to electric vehicles and powered two wheelers.
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Park Royal Partnership
Park Royal Partnership is concerned about the adverse impact of road traffic congestion on
growth, and is also concerned about a potential imbalance between investment in east and
west London, the former benefiting from, for example, more access to Crossrail. It states
that there should be implementation of the Fastbus concept, as well as improved access to
rail and Tube stations including Crossrail. Park Royal Partnership also states that there
needs to be better local bus services and London Overground improvements as well as
improved ticketing, travel planning and smoothing of traffic flows. Park Royal Partnership
also states there should be a smoothing of traffic flow and the development of a new
transport hub at Old Oak, which should also act as an access point for High Speed 2 rail.
South Bank Employers Group
The South Bank Employers‟ Group states that there needs to be investment in pier capacity
and promotion and considers that there is not enough clarity about integration between
National Rail and TfL modes. The South Bank Employers‟ Group also states that the MTS
has to be clear about national and regional priorities, as well as pressure points which may
require a more prescriptive approach. It also notes the needs for stronger input
mechanisms for business in strategic transport issues. The South Bank Employers Group
also states that they welcome the walking and cycling initiatives and the Legible London
initiative.
6. Non-departmental public bodies (4)
English Heritage
English Heritage states that any future development of London should have regard to the
historic environment and that this should be a key outcome for the built and natural
environment objective. For this, proposals for transport schemes (e.g. Cycle hire and
Crossrail) should be considered in the light of their potential impact on this environment. It
says enhancement of the historic environment should be recognised as a key contributor to
quality of life and English Heritage considered a key partner in the delivery of projects that
have an impact on the character of places. Understanding should also be sought, of how
the existing network of centres has developed. This would help sustain and reinforce the
heritage value and distinctiveness of places. Finally, English Heritage would like greater
clarity on shared spaces and assurance that, in considering sites for new airport capacity,
the impact on the historic environment will be addressed.
Environment Agency
The Environment Agency supports the emphasis on environment and climate change and
the intention to consider issues across the Mayoral strategies in parallel. The Environment
Agency believes that wide-spread behavioural changes are needed to reduce reliance on
private passenger road transport. It supports measures to tackle climate change and
acknowledges that adaptation measures are also necessary, but urges that these do not
contribute to CO₂ emissions. The Environment Agency is concerned about airport
expansion and would welcome early engagement on any proposal for a Thames Estuary
Airport. It supports High Speed 2 in principle. The Environment Agency would like to see
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local planning targets included in the MTS and the sub-regional strategies. It generally
supports greater sustainable use of the River Thames but says awareness is needed of
potential conflicts between transport, leisure uses and bio-diversity. As well as supporting
electric vehicles, The Environment Agency would like to see support for development of
other alternative fuels such as hydrogen and biofuels. It questions how existing measures
will deliver a 20% reduction in ground based transport emissions given current monitored
trends in air pollution and encourages serious consideration of all demand management
measures.
Highways Agency
The Highways Agency is already working to increase capacity on the M25 and will look to
both the MTS and London Development Agency strategy to lock in the benefits of this work
by managing the demand for private car use. The Highways Agency will support proposals
that reduce the existing demand on the network by implementing a range of measures
aimed at influencing travel behaviour combined with measures to manage residual traffic.
Network Rail
Network Rail states that the Mayor needs to adopt a long term view about challenges and
wants promotion of modal shift away from less sustainable modes towards rail. It would like
long-term investment to address issues of crowding on the network, noting that despite its
planned enhancement, there will still be issues of capacity. Network Rail also states that
more information is needed on the Mayor‟s approach to orbital and radial routes. It supports
High Speed Rail and notes the need to accommodate increasing freight on rail. Network
Rail says it would like London Regional Transport Plan and Local Implementation Plan
partners to engage in the development of the London and South East Route Utilisation
Strategy, as well as stating a commitment to climate change and safety and security.
7. GLA commissions (2)
London TravelWatch
London TravelWatch would like the MTS to acknowledge that there will be little new road
capacity and indicate how best use is to be made of the existing rail and road networks.
London TravelWatch cites interchanges as another issue to be addressed, as well as stepfree access, cycle parking provision and additional rail infrastructure, with electrification of
London's National Rail network. London TravelWatch states that there should be more in
the MTS on reallocation of road space and the use of pricing to manage demand. London
TravelWatch states that respecting choice may not be a workable solution on the road
network and advocates the introduction of new more sophisticated and flexible pricing
schemes and increased bus priority. London TravelWatch states that the strategy also
needs to be clear about what funding is available and where funding is coming from. It
considers journeys to health services should also be considered, in the context of NHS
reconfiguration. London TravelWatch is concerned that any focus on growing outer London
is supported by additional capacity on public transport networks. London TravelWatch
advises land planning be designed around cycling, walking and the bus rather than around
private vehicles. In terms of consistency, London TravelWatch states that the MTS needs to
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set out clear policies that boroughs will implement in order to ensure consistency of service,
for example in providing bus priority across borough boundaries. London TravelWatch
welcomes additional capacity on the rail network, but does not see this as an option with
the road network, believing instead that greater use of road pricing will be necessary, either
as part of a London wide scheme or in discrete zones. London TravelWatch states that new
technology would be useful as a way to introduce a more sophisticated road pricing
scheme. London TravelWatch also warns of the importance of 'future proofing' new
technology policy proposals. London TravelWatch wants to see a greater emphasis on
buses and bus priority, and notes their status as the only universally accessible form of
transport, suggesting that marketing could help improve bus ridership, especially in outer
London. London TravelWatch also says that Dial-a-Ride should be improved. London
TravelWatch would like to see some flexibility in the Strategy and different scenarios
addressed as much could change in the period to 2031; it also seeks reassurance that the
public consultation will engage a wide audience.
London Sustainable Development Commission (LSDC)
The LSDC supports the vision set out in the Statement of Intent but states that more
emphasis should be given to how the strategy will support the energy, biodiversity, air
quality and noise strategies. It considers that the strategy could go further in trying to
reduce the demand for travel. The LSDC states that reducing car use, particularly in outer
London, will need specific action and it is not clear how this will be achieved. The LSDC
supports the fuzzy boundaries of the sub regions but wants more clarity on how the strategy
will be delivered through Local Implementation Plans. The LSDC considers that it should be
clearer that all transport policy should reflect the overriding need to reduce CO₂, including
the contribution made by shifting to walking and cycling. Finally, LSDC states that it should
also be clear how TfL's own policies and procurement will support this, for example by
using hydrogen fuel cells in the bus fleet.
8. Aviation/ motoring organisations (4)
Association of British Drivers (ABD)
The ABD welcomes development of the outer London transport network, linking transport
and planning more closely and enabling more local borough involvement. It also supports a
more dispersed growth scenario. The ABD questions if there is scientific evidence to
support expensive measures to control emissions, states that there is no need to manage
demand and opposes all road user charging including the Congestion Charge. The ABD
also states that there should be a development of an improved road network and supports
smoothing traffic flows. It says new transport capacity should be determined by economic
benefits and their impact on other transport modes and generally opposes tram schemes. It
supports walking and cycling but not a blanket replacement of subways and footbridges
with surface crossings. The ABD states that transport measures for the Olympics must
have long term benefits; says there is a need for improvement in air quality; and supports
electric vehicles. The ABD also states that the SoI phrases, 'removing dysfunctional
gyratories' and 'one way streets' are blanket statements and inappropriate for some areas.
It considers there should be more orbital routes and higher volume routes between regional
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centres. Lastly it states that there should be less direction from TfL and much more support
and advice on best practice.
BAA Gatwick
BAA Gatwick states that public transport should be affordable to encourage people to use
it, and that the Oyster card should be acceptable on London to Gatwick routes. It welcomes
the focus on addressing road congestion and seeks a focus on improving routes to
Gatwick, particularly the A23. BAA Gatwick would like to see greater emphasis on the
importance of airports to London and the need to ensure surface access, including the
potential to link Gatwick with a future High Speed rail link connecting London to the North.
BAA Heathrow
BAA Heathrow supports the overarching goals of the MTS, particularly the recognition that
London is an international hub and that continuing economic growth depends on expanding
access to markets, which depends on excellent transport connections. It considers that the
development of the Thames Valley Corridor is of fundamental importance. BAA Heathrow
welcomes the acknowledgment of the fact that a shortage of airport capacity could limit
London‟s economic growth but is concerned about the Mayor‟s opposition to a third runway
at Heathrow, which it states is inconsistent with national transport policy. BAA Heathrow
asserts that air congestion is a cost to business in the same way that road congestion is;
demonstrating the need for extra capacity at Heathrow. BAA Heathrow supports plans to
increase London‟s national connectivity by rail and states that High Speed 2 should be
directly connected to Heathrow; it also advocates the Airtrack scheme. BAA Heathrow
believes the challenge in outer London is to achieve better connectivity between bus, road
and Underground services; orbital routes could take the form of „zig-zag‟ links to enable
short journeys. It recognises that some form of road pricing will be necessary in the long
term in order to control congestion and reduce emissions. BAA Heathrow states that
schemes aimed at increasing public transport access to Heathrow should emphasise coach
services and enhanced rail capacity; there should be further evaluation of tram schemes in
outer London; and bus lanes should be extended onto the motorway network coming into
outer London. With regard to electric vehicles, BAA Heathrow believes there is a need to
manufacture vehicles which meet speed, cost and distance requirements, and provide
sufficient charging points.
RAC Foundation for Motoring
The RAC considers that the car is not given appropriate priority in the Statement of Intent
and that measures to reduce car use should be limited as the car will continue to be an
important mode, especially in outer London. It also states that there will always be a need
for moving freight by road. The RAC also states that proposed increases in bus provision
will not meet objectives if the road network is subject to congestion and so suggest
improvement to the road network.
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9. Local health / community representative organisations (1)
Enfield PCT
Enfield PCT states that reducing health inequalities through improvement to public transport
and access to healthcare facilities should be explicit in the MTS.
10. Partnerships (2)
South London Partnership (SLP)
The SLP agrees that there will need to be a robust transport solution to meet the challenges
identified. While the SLP agrees that the DfT‟s DASTS approach is logical it emphasises
the need to strike a balance between providing for long distance commuter journeys and
short local trips as south London boroughs should not end up as transit corridors for
neighbouring counties. The SLP welcomes the proposed Regional Transport Plans and
states that these plans should provide a consistent framework which reflects sub regional
variation without leading to a lowest common denominator, „one size fits all‟ approach. It
considers the MTS will need to address the practical development of these plans and new
style Local Implementation Plans in some detail to ensure that the new transport planning
framework will be equitable and deliverable. The SLP state that key determinants of the
balance of the three key policy approaches will be financial viability and social acceptance
and in setting priorities, a high degree of pragmatism is required. The SLP is pleased to see
the use of technology to increase capacity, although it must be seen primarily as a medium
to long term investment. The SLP believes for outer London development centres to work,
there needs to be a step change in transport provision and quality. In mode terms it sees
this as requiring major investment in rail capacity, frequency and quality, tram extensions
where possible and significant bus priority to improve local bus corridors. It says care
should be taken in introducing additional highway capacity because of the risk of
unconstrained demand from adjoining regions. It says whilst there is little enthusiasm in
south London for road pricing measures per se, there is a recognition that through demand
management tools, including pricing, it may be possible to influence travel choice. The SLP
welcomes new technology but says there is also a need for traditional solutions as we wait
for the technology to become available. The SLP favours a more dispersed growth scenario
and says connecting major centres and local centres in south London should be a priority.
The SLP considers that strategic outer London development centres and orbital
connectivity should be prioritised. It is not appropriate to prioritise one policy over another
with regard to quality of life, journey experience or safety and security. The SLP would like
to see more detail on emissions controls and other possible restraints to address the issue
of climate change, and says that regeneration should be included in the theme of transport
opportunities for all.
West London Partnership (WLP)
The WLP welcomes the focus on developing outer London and the sub regional approach
to planning but would like greater clarity with regard to strategic development and
metropolitan town centres in west London, and how they should be connected by public
transport, as well as recognition of the characteristics that differentiate west London. The
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West London Partnership states there is a need for improved public transport services and
infrastructure to serve Heathrow. It would like the Strategy to consider providing boroughs
with the flexibility to set parking standards and believes that road schemes and traffic
management schemes may be needed to ensure no further deterioration in journey time
reliability on key spokes and orbital connections. The West London Partnership would like
clarification on how the Mayoral strategies will work together and with stakeholders and
would like to be consulted on how to handle cross – boundary issues. It emphasises the
importance of smooth interchange and proposes an outer London Oyster card be offered at
a reduced price as well as suggesting express buses as a way to improve orbital
connectivity. The West London Partnership considers road traffic congestion to be a major
concern and seeks to encourage more sustainable choices through travel planning,
although it would also review road user charging options as Government and TfL policy
becomes clearer. It also seeks to improve the efficiency of freight services to west London
business whilst limiting the impact on the community and the environment.
11. Disability and mobility organisations (2)
Croydon Mobility Forum
Croydon Mobility Forum states that railings can help the visually impaired to move around
and so should not be removed; street clutter is a barrier to accessibility and the strategy
should include references to Scootability. It states that the Freedom Pass for the disabled
should be maintained and access to priority bus seats and wheelchair spaces should be
given priority over buggies on buses; there needs to be full integration and accessibility of
all transport.
London Visual Impairment Forum (LVIF)
LVIF comments that transport planning needs to take into account the increasing number of
visually impaired and disabled people, and that accessibility of Underground and
Overground stations needs to be improved. LVIF also states that they are concerned over
shared surface streets for safety reasons; they are also concerned about uneven
pavements and overhanging trees as obstacles for the visually impaired. LVIF also states
that they oppose the Mayor‟s proposal for cyclists to turn left on red as it will render
pedestrian crossings at traffic lights unusable, however LVIF supports cycle highways. LVIF
also states that hydrogen and hybrid vehicles may be a danger to partially sighted or blind
people because they make little noise.
12. Others (7)
Age Concern (London)
Age Concern is concerned that initiatives to make transport more accessible will be
undermined by public expenditure constraints in the new economic climate. It would like to
see more safety measures to enable older people to use buses, such as: buses stopping
for enough time; buses pulling up close to the kerb; drivers being able to operate the ramp;
addressing the problem of crowding at school travel times and leaving space for
wheelchairs. Age Concern recommends more training for drivers and that enough time for
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stops should be built into bus timetables. Age Concern believes it is important to ensure a
joined up approach where all modes of transport combine to ensure accessible journeys for
older people across London, including specialist door to door and community transport.
This integration should include NHS patient transport in order to avoid the situation where
older people have to use their transport allowances to access healthcare. Finally, it stresses
the importance of consulting with older and disabled people before taking transport
decisions at local, sub-regional and regional levels.
British Telecom (BT)
BT states that there should be a greater emphasis on smoothing traffic flows, using
methods such as flexible working, supports real time information services and suggesting
expansion. BT also supports electric charging points, and suggests the possibility of using
their payphones to further the scheme. BT believes that subsidising the development of
electric industrial vehicles would help deliver a wider range of fleets to London in a
meaningful number as well as suggesting more effective systems integration and sharing of
services across and within TfL and the Greater London Authority family. BT also notes that
a London wide integrated CCTV network that is interchangeable between BT Police,
Metropolitan Police Service, TfL and London boroughs would be a step forward.
British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association (BVRLA)
The BVRLA states that rental and fleet cars can help to achieve a number of the objectives
outlined in the Statement of Intent: reduced need for private car ownership; reduced overall
mileage and, because these cars are newer, reduced CO₂ emissions as well. It states that
car rental facilities should be part of transport hubs in outer London, with parking spaces set
aside for these vehicles. With regard to road pricing, it states that this should be used to
encourage off-peak car usage, it should place a minimal burden on businesses in terms of
payment and management and schemes should be sophisticated and inter-operable; and
any scheme must recognise the role of commercial vehicles and not unnecessarily penalise
them. It supports the policy on electric vehicles and comments that car rental has a role to
play in enabling people to become accustomed to this new technology without the costs of
ownership; it suggests London-wide free parking would assist with their uptake.
Institute of Civil Engineers (ICE)
The Institute of Civil Engineers states that the main aim of the Transport Strategy should be
to build on the modal shift to public transport that has already been achieved and that
targets should be set for this. Demand management measures may also be appropriate. It
notes a number of cancelled projects and states that enhanced bus services can increase
capacity: buses should be given priority on the road and there should be better information
(for example bus maps) to encourage greater use of this mode. It welcomes the emphasis
on cycling but states that safety concerns prevent greater uptake; it supports the
commitment to a new river crossing.
London Forum of Amenity and Civic Services
The London Forum of Amenity and Civic Services states that increasing road capacity is
not a realistic option, there is a pressing need to reduce the demand for road space and
that pricing should be used because it is the most flexible and least arbitrary form of
demand management, with local schemes fitting into a London-wide system. It also
supports reducing the overall need to travel and encouraging people to use more
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sustainable modes. It advocates the development of a 'London Lorry' which is smaller and
less polluting; this could now be electric and it also suggests ways of encouraging electric
vehicle uptake, including reduced parking charges and allowing them to use bus lanes.
London Forum of Amenity and Civic Services states that more consideration is needed over
airport expansion and its CO₂ effects and that, in order to encourage people to adopt
measures to reduce emissions, there should be interim targets of five years within the
Strategy.
Port of London Authority (PLA)
The Port of London Authority (PLA) is disappointed that river transport, particularly with
regard to freight, has not been given more consideration in the Statement of Intent (SoI),
and notes that the London Plan SoI includes an objective of making better use of the
Thames. The PLA notes that river transport is sustainable and could help to achieve CO₂
reduction targets; its emission levels compare favourably with road transport and there is
planning policy in place to achieve modal shift to rail and water freight transport. There is
scope to use the river to transport materials for building Crossrail and support should be
given, in the MTS, to using the river for Freight. The PLA would like to see a reference to
the draft MTS for the Olympics and notes that river transport is key to achieving the aim of
the „greenest ever‟ Olympics. While there are references to London‟s sea ports in the SoI,
there is insufficient reference to water transport at other levels of the transport network
including the Blue Ribbon Network and the Port of London itself. Piers should be included in
multi-modal strategic corridors and Murphy‟s Wharf and Ford‟s Dagenham Wharf should be
considered as major logistics nodes. There should be reference to river use in morning
peak travel and reference should be made to the aim of achieving a five per cent increase
in passengers and freight on the Blue Ribbon Network between 2001 and 2011.
Tandridge District Council
Tandridge District Council states that the MTS should take into account the negative
impacts of further runway capacity on areas surrounding London such as Gatwick and the
Tandridge District. Tandridge District Council states that the MTS should take into account
cross boundary implications such as the effects of park and ride schemes, the contribution
of improved rail facilities and cross boundary for improved real time information. Tandridge
District Council states that there should be consideration for an extension of the tram link
(Purley/Streatham). It also emphasises the importance of having sufficient cycle hire and
parking facilities at central London Termini enabling visitors and commuters to access
cycles in central London. Tandridge District Council also raises concerns about the
environmental impact of widening the M25.
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Appendix 3: Statement of Intent consultation questions
Question 1
Referring to chapters one and two, are there any other transport challenges facing London
that the MTS should address?

Question 2
Referring to chapter three, the MTS Statement of Intent proposes adopting a spatial
approach similar to that set out by the DfT‟s Delivering a Sustainable Transport System
(see Figure 1).
Does anything need to be added or improved to ensure this approach fully complements
the national strategy while meeting London‟s needs?

Question 3
Referring to chapter three, the MTS will be implemented in partnership with boroughs and
other stakeholders through London Regional Transport Plans and LIPs.
With this in mind, how should the MTS ensure consistent outcomes and progress across
London?

Question 4
Referring to chapter four, what is the right balance between the three broad policy
approaches:
changing land use assumptions
managing demand and
providing further transport capacity?
What role can new technologies play in tackling London‟s transport challenges?
a. For land use assumptions, your views would be welcomed on the following:
What transport interventions are required to support economic development focused
on „strategic Outer London development centres‟?
What transport interventions are required to support more growth in Outer London
generally?
If there were to be a greater focus on economic development in Outer London, what
additional transport interventions would still be required to maintain central London‟s
economic vitality?
b. For managing demand, your views would be welcomed on the following:
What is the role of pricing (eg targeted local road pricing or London-wide road
pricing) to help manage demand?
Would your view of pricing change if there was more economic development in Outer
London where car usage is higher and public transport less pervasive?
c. For providing further transport capacity and connectivity your views would be welcomed
on the following:
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Where is additional transport capacity and connectivity most needed, in the context
of proposals to alter land user assumptions and manage demand?
d. For using new technologies your views would be welcomed on the following:
What role can be played by new technologies, for example electric vehicles, in
tackling challenges such as climate change, air quality and noise?
What steps should be taken to support their development and use?

Question 5
In chapter four, two broad land use transport options are identified:
Option 1 prioritises focused economic development in central London, with more
emphasis on radial transport capacity and connectivity improvements into central
London and transport improvements within central London itself
Option 2 prioritises a more dispersed growth scenario, with more radial transport
capacity and connectivity improvements into potential „strategic Outer London
development centres‟ and other metropolitan town centres
Any final decision about which option is taken forward will be strongly influenced by
economic viability. With this proviso, what are your views on the two broad options given
the transport and economic challenges London faces?

Question 6
Referring to chapter four:
a) To support economic development and population growth a number of broad policies
have been outlined to improve London‟s national and international links, capacity and
efficiency London-wide, radial links into central London and „strategic Outer London
development centres‟ and orbital connectivity. What are the policy priorities?
Are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under the economy theme?
b) To enhance quality of life a number of broad policies have been outlined to improve
journey experience, the built and natural environment, air quality, reduce noise impacts and
improve health.
What are the policy priorities?
Are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under the quality of life
theme?
c) To improve safety and security a number of broad policies have been outlined to reduce
crime, the fear of crime and antisocial behaviour, and to improve road safety and public
transport safety.
What are the policy priorities?
Are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under the safety and
security theme?
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d) To improve transport opportunities for all a number of broad policies have been outlined
to increase accessibility, support regeneration and enhance access to opportunities and
services.
What are the policy priorities?
Are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under the transport
opportunities for all theme?
e) To tackle climate change a number of broad policies have been outlined.
What are the policy priorities?
Are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under the climate change
theme?

38

The Mayor’s Transport
Strategy – Public
Consultation
Draft Report
March 2010

TfL project number: 08006

Prepared by:

Prepared for:

Accent
Chiswick Gate
598-608 Chiswick High Road
London
W4 5RT

Transport For London
Windsor House
50 Victoria Street
London
SW1H 0TL

CONTENTS
Executive Summary .................................................................................................................... i
1.
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................. 1
Background ....................................................................................................................... 1
The MTS............................................................................................................................ 1
The Consultation ............................................................................................................... 2
Objectives .......................................................................................................................... 5

2.
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9

METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................ 6
Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 6
Nature of Responses to the Consultation........................................................................... 6
Other Organisations Responses ......................................................................................... 6
Return of Responses .......................................................................................................... 6
Coding ............................................................................................................................... 7
Code Frame Structure ........................................................................................................ 8
Data Processing ................................................................................................................. 9
Context to the Analysis ..................................................................................................... 9
‘Independent’ Campaigns................................................................................................ 10

3.

RESPONSES – VOLUMES ........................................................................................... 12

4.
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.8
4.9

QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS ..................................................................................... 14
Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 14
Description of the Consultation Questions ...................................................................... 14
Analysis of Q2: Attitudes towards a Range of Measures to Improve Travelling in
London............................................................................................................................. 16
Overview of Responses to Question 2............................................................................. 33
Open Responses to Question 2 ........................................................................................ 35
Demand Management...................................................................................................... 39
Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Scheme ................................................ 41
Additional Comments about Any Aspect of the Draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy ....... 45
Questions about the Respondents .................................................................................... 49

5.
5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4

OPEN RESPONSES ....................................................................................................... 53
Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 53
Other Organisations ......................................................................................................... 53
General Public ................................................................................................................. 64
Business ........................................................................................................................... 70

Appendix A:
Appendix B:

Questionnaire
Code Frame

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction and Background
This report is on the public, business and Other Organisation responses received as part
of the public and stakeholder consultation on the new draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy
(MTS).
The first phase was a consultation with the London Assembly and Functional Bodies on
a ‘Statement of Intent’ for the new draft MTS. This took place in summer 2009.
The second phase of consultation on the new draft MTS is with public and stakeholders,
and took place between 12 October 2009 and 12 January 2010. Accent accepted for
analysis all responses received up to 20 January 2010; those received after this date
were forwarded to TfL for separate analysis.
Response
There were 5,578 responses to the consultation received by January 2010.
•
•
•

Paper questionnaires
On line questionnaire
Open responses:
1
−
Other organisations
−
Businesses
−
General public
Total

2,937
2,011
55
24
551
5,578

Responses from Questionnaires
The main body of the questionnaire invited respondents to identify which measures to
improve travelling in London would bring most benefit. These measures were grouped
into 10 themes, as set out below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tube
Rail
Buses
Walking
Interchange
Better streets
Cycling
The Thames
Freight
Information

91%
88%
83%
81%
80%
77%
73%
73%
72%
71%

1

‘Other Organisations’ were those organisations that responded to the public consultation exercise on
behalf of the interests of a wider group.
Accent
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Across these ten sections the ten most ticked measures are shown below along with the
sections they are in. Percentages show the proportion of respondents selecting this
option.
Section
Rail
The Thames
Interchange
Tube
Freight
Walking
Better streets
Tube
Freight
Buses

Response
Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as you go across all rail in
London
Introducing Oyster on passenger services
Reducing the need to come in to central London to interchange for
journeys to other places
Delivering a more reliable service
Promoting use of the Thames and other waterways for freight
Tackling crime and fear of crime
Removing unnecessary signage and clutter
Providing air conditioning on trains
Encouraging out-of-hours delivery
Providing more information at bus stops

%
54
51
50
49
49
47
47
44
43
42

Demand Management
The questionnaire asked whether respondents agreed that a fair system of managing
demand for road use should be used if necessary. Overall, 39% agreed and 29%
disagreed.
Figure 1: Whether agree or disagree that a fair system of managing demand for road use
should be used if necessary

No response
14%
Don’t know
8%

Strongly
agree
21%

Strongly
disagree
18%

Agree
18%

Disagree
11%

Neither
agree nor
disagree
10%

Base: 4,948 all questionnaire respondents

Western Extension (WEZ) of the Congestion Charging Scheme
The questionnaire also asked whether respondents agreed or disagreed with the proposal
to remove the Western Extension. Overall, over half (58%) of all questionnaire
respondents agreed to the proposal to remove the Western Extension. A quarter of the
consultation respondents disagreed.
Accent
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Figure 2: Whether agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the Western Extension

Don’t know
4%

No response
5%

Strongly
disagree
18%

Strongly
agree
49%

Disagree
7%
Neither
agree nor
disagree
7%

Agree
9%

Base: 4,948 all questionnaire respondents

General Public – ‘Open’ Responses
The 551 respondents made 2,347 codeable comments, an average of 4.3 per respondent.
For the general public the five topics most frequently commented on were 2:
•
•
•
•
•

Fares and ticketing
Opposes removal of WEZ
CO2 emissions general
Supports removal of WEZ
Road safety.

Business 'Open' Responses
For the 24 business responses the four topics most frequently commented on were 3:
•
•
•
•

2
3

Accent

Financing transport schemes
Integrating London’s transport system and services
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
Crossrail 1 & 2.

See Table 34: Comments made by general public respondents
See Table 35: Comments made by business respondents
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Other Organisations
For the 55 Other Organisations the five 4 topics most frequently commented on were 5:
•
•
•
•
•

physical accessibility improvements eg step-free tube, bus ramps
bus service/route issues
CO2 emissions general
Financing transport schemes
Orbital connectivity.

4

The following two categories for comments that could not be coded under a theme were fourth and fifth
‘Other - better streets/roads’ and ‘ Other – rail’. We show the top five specific areas
5 See Table 33: Comments made by Other Organisations
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background
The Mayor of London, Boris Johnson, has decided to produce a new Mayor’s Transport
Strategy (MTS), which is the principal policy tool through which the Mayor exercises
his responsibilities for the planning, management and development of transport in
London. The development of this strategy has been delegated to Transport for London
(TfL), although the Mayor retains responsibility for the approval of the documents
consulted upon. TfL has also been delegated responsibility for undertaking the
necessary consultation exercises.
In line with statutory requirements, two phases of consultation were required before the
Mayor could publish a revised Transport Strategy. The first phase was consultation with
the London Assembly and Functional Bodies on a ‘Statement of Intent’ for the new
draft MTS. This took place in summer 2009.
The second phase of consultation on the new draft MTS was with public and
stakeholders, and took place between 12 October 2009 and 12 January 2010. TfL
commissioned Accent to analyse and report on the public, business and other
organisation responses received during this phase of the consultation. TfL officers
analysed responses from stakeholders and their analysis will be presented in a separate
Report to the Mayor.
Following the completion of this consultation, and the Mayor’s consideration of the
responses received, it is anticipated that a new MTS will be in place in Spring 2010.
This report is on the qualitative and quantitative analysis of the public representations
(comprising public, business and other organisations’ responses) received during the
public consultation on the MTS.

1.2

The MTS
The MTS is the principal legal tool through which the Mayor exercises his
responsibilities for the planning, management and development of transport in London.
The MTS supports the London Plan, provides the context for the more detailed plans of
the various transport related implementation bodies and constitutes the overall policy
framework within which London transport services are planned and delivered.
As set out in the Greater London Authority Act 1999 the MTS should contain policies
for “the promotion and encouragement of safe, integrated, efficient and economic
transport facilities and services to, from and within Greater London” and proposals for
securing the facilities and services (both people and goods) needed to implement the
Mayor’s policies over the lifetime of the Strategy. The Act also requires that the
following four cross-cutting themes are addressed to:
•
•
•
•

Accent

promote improvements in health (including mitigating detriments to health)
promote the reduction in health inequalities
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development
contribute towards the mitigation of, or adaptation to, climate change.
Annex A Accent Report 170310 v5•V•12.03.10

Page 1 of 76

The MTS must also include an Accessibility Plan and timetable and requires the Mayor
to consider the promotion of equality and to have regard to the River Thames in the
development of the Strategy.
This is the first new MTS since the original one was published in 2001 and was twice
revised. These revisions took place in 2004 and 2006 to enable the Western Extension
to the Congestion Charging Zone (WEZ) and the introduction of the London Low
Emission Zone (LEZ) respectively.
A new MTS is required, rather than further revisions to the 2001 MTS, as the future
major challenges for transport in London cannot be adequately addressed within the
current MTS. Further drivers for a new MTS are the recent changes in political direction
for London with the election of Boris Johnson in May 2008; London’s successful bid to
host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games; the commencement of work on
Crossrail; and the implementation of the Public Private Partnership for work on the
Underground.
In addition, as set out in the public consultation draft MTS, the continued growth of
London post-2017 will put greater pressure on the transport system and present
challenges in terms of road congestion, air quality, CO2 emissions and quality of life.
The investment set out in TfL’s ten year Business Plan as published in November 2008,
and the government’s High Level Output Strategy for railway investment and service
improvements for the period 2009-14 (HLOS 1) will deliver significant benefits in
terms of increased capacity and service improvements, but will not address all of the
challenges facing London.
The draft MTS sets out policies and proposals for transport in London to 2031. It is
structured around six overarching goals:
•
•
•
•
•
•
1.3

supporting economic development and population growth
enhancing the quality of life for all Londoners
improving the safety and security of all Londoners
improving transport opportunities for all Londoners
reducing transport’s contribution to climate change, and improving its resilience
supporting delivery of the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.

The Consultation
The Mayor’s Vision for London
The new MTS is being developed in parallel with the revision of the London Plan (the
Mayor’s spatial strategy for London) and the Economic Development Strategy, using a
shared evidence base. This alignment provides an opportunity to facilitate the
integration of strategic land use, transport and economic development planning
decisions affecting London. The three documents together set out an integrated
‘Strategy for London’ with a single, long-term vision for the Capital.
The MTS will support the Mayor’s vision for London, as set out in the initial proposals
for the London Plan. Hence, the Transport Strategy Statement of Intent, which was
consulted on during the consultation with the Assembly and Functional Bodies in
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summer 2009, outlined potential land-use and economic development options for
London, as well as the potential transport approaches.
As far as possible, the consultations for the three strategies have been aligned, although
the London Plan is subject to different legal requirements (including an Examination in
Public) which affect its timetable.
The development of the London Plan and, by extension the MTS, has been informed by
the findings of the Outer London Commission, which was set up by the Mayor early in
2009 to explore the land-use options for encouraging greater economic growth in outer
London. In its interim report of July 2009, the Commission recommended that, while
growth should be supported in outer London town centres, this should be focused on
existing town centres rather than a smaller number of strategic ‘hubs’. The public
consultation draft of MTS therefore included policies and proposals to support further
growth around town centres and corridors, as well as other growth and intervention
areas as identified in the London Plan.
Soon after the public consultation on the draft MTS began, the Mayor made his annual
announcement on the fare levels for 2010. In November 2009, TfL published its annual
update to the ten year Business Plan (2009/10-2017/18).
The Consultation phases: with Assembly and Functional Bodies; with
public and stakeholders
There were two phases of statutory consultation associated with the preparation of a
new Strategy. In the first phase, the Mayor was required to consult the London
Assembly and the four Functional Bodies (the London Development Agency, the
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority, the Metropolitan Police Authority and
TfL) before undertaking wider consultation. The Mayor was also under a duty to
consult with the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA). For the first phase of the
consultation, TfL, on behalf of the Mayor, produced a draft MTS Statement of Intent,
which set out the guiding principles and broad policy statements for the development of
the new MTS. This consultation phase lasted eight weeks and took place between 18
May and 13 July 2009. Responses from other organisations and the public were also
accepted.
TfL presented its analysis of these responses in its Report to the Mayor of October
2009. The Mayor also wrote to the Chair of the Assembly to identify which of the
Assembly’s submitted comments were accepted by the Mayor for implementation in the
strategy and which were not, and set out the reasons why any comments so submitted
were not accepted. Both the Report to the Mayor and the Mayor’s Statement to the
Chair of the Assembly may be downloaded from:
http://mts.tfl.gov.uk/Read-the-strategy/Supporting-documents.aspx
The second phase of consultation was with the public and stakeholders on a draft MTS,
which incorporated changes made as a result of the Assembly & Functional Bodies
consultation. The consultation took place between 12 October 2009 and 12 January
2010. Extra time was added to the usual 12 week consultation period because of the
holiday period. The following section describes how the consultation was promoted to
the public and how they could respond. The remainder of this report presents Accent’s
analysis of the responses received from the public, businesses and other organisations.
Accent
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Engagement with stakeholders, and the Assembly and Functional Bodies, was
undertaken by TfL. An analysis of their responses, and recommendations to the Mayor,
can be found in TfL’s Report to the Mayor, to which the present Report is an appendix.
Process for Public & Stakeholder Consultation
In order to make good use of resources, and to effectively communicate the Mayor’s
overarching Vision for London, much of the communication activity for the MTS was
integrated with the activities to raise awareness of the consultations on the London Plan
and the Economic Development Strategy.
Accordingly, the consultations on the three strategies were branded together under the
tagline ‘Help Shape London’s Future’, and shared resources and approaches. The GLA
hosted a dedicated website with a joint landing page for the three consultations at the
following address: http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/
Visitors to the site could read and download the full version of the draft MTS as well as
view summaries and maps. Supporting documents were also available for download
online: the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) of the draft MTS; the economic
evidence base and documents related to the first phase of consultation on the Statement
of Intent. TfL produced a public information leaflet with an integral questionnaire
which could be downloaded from the website or requested from TfL’s call centre. The
questionnaire (which is reproduced in Appendix A of this report) presented a number of
questions about the options for improvement to London’s transport and also provided
space for free text comments. The questionnaire could be detached from the leaflet and
sent to Accent using a postage-paid address.
Respondents could also use this address for letter responses and an email address
(mts@london.gov.uk) was also provided.
The questionnaire was also available to complete online, following verification of the
respondent’s email address. Respondents were asked to provide their email address
before accessing the questionnaire; an automatic email containing a hyperlink to the
questionnaire was then sent to the respondent. This process was intended to prevent
automated submissions and also to enable monitoring for duplicate submissions.
In addition, 21 ‘Shaping London’ roadshows were jointly run by TfL, LDA and GLA at
venues around London. Members of the public could view the draft Strategies, pick up
leaflets, complete and return the questionnaire and speak to officers about the
consultations.
Editorial pieces were placed in a number of London titles to encourage people to take
part in the consultation by visiting the Shaping London website to find out about the
roadshows or complete the questionnaire online. There was also some advertising of the
consultation in the London press. A poster advertising the consultation was placed in
Tube stations and bus shelters in Zone 1, and leaflets were available from racks in
selected Tube stations. Further information about the promotional activity for the
consultation is provided in Chapter 2 of TfL’s Report to the Mayor.
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1.4

Objectives
The objectives of the Consultation were to inform Londoners and other interested
parties about the Mayor’s proposed strategy for transport, and seek their views on the
policies and proposals contained within it. These views would then inform TfL’s Report
to the Mayor and any recommendations for amendments to the proposed revisions to
MTS.
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2.

METHODOLOGY

2.1

Introduction
This section describes the methodology of the processing and analysis of the responses
to the consultation.

2.2

Nature of Responses to the Consultation
The following types of submissions were received:
•
•
•

Paper questionnaires
On-line questionnaires
Open responses (ie letters or emails) from:
−
the general public
−
businesses
−
Other Organisations.

Any Stakeholder responses were forwarded to TfL for analysis by them.
2.3

Other Organisations Responses
‘Other Organisations’ were those organisations that responded to the public consultation
exercise on behalf of the interests of a wider group; for example, local business
representative groups, residents’ associations etc.

2.4

Return of Responses
The paper questionnaires included a postage-paid address:
Mayor of London Transport Strategy
PO Box 65064
London
SE1P 5GE
As set out in Section 1.3 above, the paper questionnaire was available at roadshows, on
request from TfL’s call centre, and at certain Tube stations. It could also be filled in
online at http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/

Accent

•

Web survey responses were collated by TfL and sent to Accent on a weekly basis by
secure FTP

•

Emails and letters that were sent to TfL were forwarded to Accent on a weekly
basis;

•

Responses were received throughout the consultation period – 12 October 2009 to
12 January 2010 – and up to 20 January 2010. Those received after this date were
sent to TfL for analysis.
Annex A Accent Report 170310 v5•V•12.03.10

Page 6 of 76

Logging
All responses were logged prior to processing and analysis.
•

On receipt the responses were numbered and batched ready for coding and analysis;

•

All responses were assigned a unique record number so that they could be identified
in the data set;

•

A different series of record numbers was assigned according to the source of the
response: questionnaires, other organisations, business and public open responses.

Freedom of Information Act
All responses were opened within two days of receipt and initially checked to see if
there were any requests for information under the terms of the Freedom of Information
Act. The Freedom of Information Act gives people a general right of access to
information held by or on behalf of public authorities, promoting a culture of openness
and accountability across the public sector. If there were such requests these would have
been immediately forwarded to TfL. There were no such requests.
2.5

Coding
The open response questions were individually analysed.
Most of these responses were written within the boxes provided in the questionnaire.
Some respondents also attached a note with additional comments. These were included
in the analysis and separately typed or scanned and appended to the appropriate
questionnaire in the database.
The open responses were coded with up to four codes using a code frame. The initial
code frame was developed after coding the first 1,000 questionnaires. A copy of the
final code frame is included as Appendix B.
Obscene comments were coded ‘rude/irrelevant’. General comments not relevant to the
draft MTS were coded as irrelevant.
As a check on the consistency of coding staff and to ensure that all elements of
responses were correctly coded and included, rigorous quality checks were applied. This
included:
•
•
•

a 10% back check of all coding undertaken
a 10% back check of all data entry undertaken
checking of the first 50 questionnaires coded for each coder.

Any errors identified as a result of miscoding were corrected.
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Coding of Open Submissions
Open submissions from other organisations, the general public and businesses were
received as letters (both handwritten and typed), emails, faxes, petitions and documents,
some of substantial length.
All typed responses were scanned using optical character recognition (OCR) software
and the responses proofed before being entered into the appropriate Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet (ie other organisation, business etc).
The open text was then individually analysed to the code frame.
2.6

Code Frame Structure
The code frame (see Appendix B) was structured to follow the questionnaire with the
following groups of codes for the free text sections of Q2 and Q3 as follows:
•

Q2
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

•

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J

Tube
Rail
Interchange
Cycling
Walking
Buses
Information
Better Streets
Freight
The Thames

R
O

Demand Management
Western Extension

Q3
−
−

In addition, other categories of codes were created as follows:
L
M
N
P
Q
S
T

Taxis, private hire and coaches
Airports/access to airports
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Accessibility
Crime, Safety & Security
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Links to other Strategies/Finances/General.

The appropriate code was used wherever the comment was made. In other words a
comment about buses in the open text for the Tube question would be coded with the
relevant bus code.
Therefore, ‘irrelevant’ would only be used for a comment completely unrelated to
transport.
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Format of Tables on Open Responses
In this report we report on the open responses in three distinct areas:
•
•
•

Open responses to Q2 of the questionnaire
Open responses to Q4 of the questionnaire
Open submissions.

There was a different approach used in the format of the tables for reporting these three
areas as described in the box below.
Table format for tables 12-14 (Open responses to Q2 of the questionnaire)
Open responses to Q2 were only made if respondents chose to tick the ‘other’ option for one or
more of the improvements listed. Many respondents did not do this but did tick one or more of
the improvements listed. Therefore, in the analysis of these comments we present them as
proportions of those who made one or more comments.
Table format for tables 22-24 (Open responses to Q4 of the questionnaire)
This approach contrasts with the analysis of the open responses to Q4 where everyone was
invited to make a comment. For Q4, therefore, we present the data as proportions of all
respondents.
Note on table format for tables 33-35 (Open submissions)
Table 33 for Other Organisations and Table 35 for businesses show numbers and not
percentages as the sample sizes are small. In table 34 we present the data as proportions of all
general public respondents who submitted an open response.

2.7

Data Processing
All open responses from the paper questionnaires were typed into a Microsoft Access
database along with the postcodes.
Open responses were then spell checked. To ensure that the integrity of the response
was maintained, no changes were made to the grammar or content of submissions.
The data was exported into SPSS. Range and logic error checks and data edits were
undertaken. Edit checks covered multiple responses to single code questions.
Analysis was undertaken using SPSS and output was in the form of tables (SPSS for
Windows analysis files and Excel).

2.8

Context to the Analysis
It is important to note that the findings reported in this document are from a consultation
and not an opinion poll or referendum. A consultation is intended to seek information
and views relating to the proposal and is not intended to elicit representative samples of
opinion.
With consultations there can be a tendency for responses to come from those more
likely to consider themselves affected and more motivated to express their views. The
nature of public consultation is that respondents are self selecting and therefore not
necessarily representative of opinion across London.
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2.9

‘Independent’ Campaigns
In terms of the questionnaires or open responses (letters or emails) received for analysis,
the following independent campaigns were identified.
Portobello Road Market traders
There were 31 questionnaires returned which stated the questionnaire had been handed
out in Portobello Road Market.
Questionnaires from Ibero-American respondents
208 questionnaires were received from respondents at the end of the consultation which
sought to highlight their ethnic origin:
•

71 had ‘ibero-american’, ‘latino americano’ or ‘latina americana’ written in the
ethnic background question (in the English-language version of the questionnaire)

•

In the translated version of the questionnaire (Spanish or Portuguese language), a
new question had been added on ethnic origin, with ‘Hispano o portugués hablante’
replacing ‘Mixed ethnic background’. 137 questionnaires were received with this
option ticked. Other than that the questionnaire was the same as the consultation
questionnaire except that it did not have the question on whether it was a response
from an individual or a business. These responses were entered onto blank
questionnaires and included in the analysis. The open responses were in English and
Spanish.

Campaign for Better Transport
There were 92 emails forwarded by Campaign for Better Transport. These included a
number of emails which included the same text; for example, there were 24 emails
which contained the following suggestions for the MTS: 6
“• Keeps the western extension of the congestion zone. The western
extension provides vital income for Transport for London and helps
reduce traffic in the city but the Mayor intends to abolish it
• Reverses the plan to increase bus and tube fares above inflation. The
Mayor is planning to increase fares by RPI+2 every year. Keeping the
western extension would help avoid such steep rises in fares
• Contains a target for reducing traffic. Targets for reducing traffic have
been dropped but they are essential to close the gap of two million
tonnes a year between what the Strategy proposes and the Mayor’s
target of reducing emissions by 60% by 2025. This is in line with the
Committee on Climate Change’s call for traffic reduction year on year
• Firmly commits to planning transport projects after Crossrail is
completed, including expanding the tram network to provide more
alternatives to the car in outer London.”

6
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Some others included a subset of these suggestions.
Other campaigns
There were 19 emails with the following text:
“Dear Boris,
Why did you institute an above inflation increase for Transport for
London services for the second year running?
You appear to suggest that this is to plug a hole in Transport for
London’s finances, but why then did you scrap the Western Extension of
the Congestion Charge (worth £70 million a year) and why did you
scrap the levy on gas guzzling vehicles (worth £50 million a year)?
Do you realise that your transport policies have resulted in the most
affluent Londoners benefiting at the expense of ordinary Londoners?
Do you think that is fair?”
Each of these coordinated responses represented less than one per cent of the open
responses.
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3.

RESPONSES – VOLUMES
Accent accepted for analysis all responses received up to 20 January 2010, those
received after this date were forwarded to TfL for separate analysis.
The responses received by 20 January 2010 are shown below:
•
•
•

Paper questionnaires
On line questionnaire
Open responses:
8
−
Other organisations
−
Businesses
−
General public
Total

2,937
2,011 7
55
24
551
5,578

The 55 other organisations responses were from:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Action Disability Kensington & Chelsea (ADKC)
airTEXT consortium
Barnet Labour Group
Bexley LA21 Natural Environment Focus Group (NEFG)
Bromley Borough Roads Action Group (BBRAG)
Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users Group
Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment
Cheltenham Terrace Residents Association
Chelsea Society
Chris Nicholson, Liberal Democrat Parliamentary Candidate for Streatham
Chuka Umunna, Parliamentary Candidate, Streatham Labour Party
ClientEarth
Connect
Croydon Mobility Forum
Drivers Alliance
Driver-Guides Association (DGA)
Duncan Terrace Association
Ealing Liberal Democrats
Earls Court and Olympia Group (submitted by Capital and Counties and WSP
Group)
East Surrey Transport Committee
Evolution Quarter Residents Association (EQRA)
Friends of the North Kent Marshes
Green Chain Working Party
Greenwich Action to Stop Pollution (GASP)
Greenwich and Lewisham Friends of the Earth
HACAN ClearSkies
Hackney and Tower Hamlets Friends of the Earth

7

175 duplicates were removed
‘Other Organisations’ are those organisations that responded to the public consultation exercise on
behalf of the interests of a wider group.

8

Accent

Annex A Accent Report 170310 v5•V•12.03.10

Page 12 of 76

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Accent

Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum (DF)
Harrow Friends of the Earth
Harrow Public Transport Users Association
InHolborn
Islington Living Streets
Kensington Society
King’s Health Partners
Lambeth Liberal Democrat Group
Liftshare
Loanna Morrison, PPC for Bermondsey and Old Southwark
London Autism Rights Movement
London Environmental Education
London to Luton Coordination Corridor Group
Mark Clarke Conservative Parliamentary Spokesman, Tooting
Metropolitan Tabernacle Baptist Church
Neasden Residents’ Association
Oxford and Cambridge Square Residents and Leaseholders Association
Progressive London
Redbridge Disability Association
RSPB
South Bank Employers’ Group
South East London Chamber of Commerce
Southwark Living Streets
Southwark Rail Users’ Group
Team London Bridge (London Bridge Business Improvement District (BID))
West London Friends of the Earth
Windsor Lines Passengers Association.
Zac Goldsmith, PPC Richmond Park and North Kingston.
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4.

QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS

4.1

Introduction
There were 4,948 consultation questionnaires received by 20 January 2010:
•
•

2,937 paper questionnaires
2,011 online questionnaires 9.

The findings for the consultation show analysis by response channel (whether Paper or
Web questionnaire used).
The rest of the chapter is structured as follows:
Section 4.2 describes the consultation questions.
Sections 4.3-4.5 discusses Q2 ‘Attitudes towards a Range of Measures to improve
travelling in London’
Section 4.6 discusses Q3 ‘Demand Management’
Section 4.7 discusses Q3 ‘Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Scheme’
Section 4.8 discusses Q4 ‘Any additional comments’
Section 4.9 discusses Q1 ‘questions about the respondent’.
4.2

Description of the Consultation Questions
The questionnaire contained four main questions, the first of which collected some basic
demographic data about the respondent in order to both facilitate further analysis of
responses and to ascertain the reach of the consultation. In Question 2, respondents were
asked to identify which measures would being most benefit to travelling in London.
These measures were grouped into ten broad themes, as set out below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tube
Rail
Interchange
Cycling
Walking
Buses
Information
Better streets
Freight
The Thames.

Each of these closed sub-questions was accompanied by space for the respondent to
write their own additional response, if he or she wished to do so.
Question 3 sought views on two specific issues: the potential use of demand
management measures, including road user charging; and the proposed removal of the
Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Zone, both of which were included as
9
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proposals in the draft MTS for public consultation. For each, respondents were asked
how far they agreed with the proposal. It may be useful to provide some context to these
proposals in order to better understand the analysis of question responses that follows,
and to set out the potential next steps, following the Mayor’s consideration of the
responses to the consultation.
Demand Management
The first sub-question of Question 3 concerns Proposal 129 of the public draft MTS,
which states that the Mayor may consider managing the demand for travel through
pricing incentives in order to meet the overall objectives of the transport strategy. These
pricing incentives may include, for example, a fair system of road user charging. It is
important to note here that this proposal, and the question included in the public
questionnaire, does not relate to a specific potential road user charging scheme. Both in
the draft MTS, and in subsequent comments concerning the proposal (for example, in
his Letter to the Chair of the London Assembly of October 2009), the Mayor has stated
that these measures would only be considered if the other measures at the Mayor’s
disposal were deemed insufficient to meet the objectives set out in the Strategy, and that
there would need to be a balance between the objectives of any such scheme and its
impacts. Only at this point would a specific scheme be developed and consulted on. The
first sub-question in Question 3, then, is intended to seek views on demand management
in principle, not on a specific charging scheme. It is particularly important to
understand this in the context of the second part of Question 3, which does concern a
specific proposal, and which is described below.
The Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Zone (WEZ)
The Mayor of London, Boris Johnson, made a commitment in his election manifesto to
consult on the future of the Western Extension. In autumn 2008, TfL carried out an
informal consultation on this matter on behalf of the Mayor. The majority of the public
and businesses who responded to this informal consultation supported the removal of
the Western Extension (69% overall; with 67% of members of the public and 86% of
business respondents selecting this option). Following this informal consultation the
Mayor announced that he was minded to remove the WEZ and would begin the
statutory processes needed in order to do this. But while the informal consultation
provided an opportunity for the Mayor to hear Londoners’ views on the future of the
WEZ, it was made clear at the time that any subsequent change to the scheme would be
subject to further statutory processes. Firstly, any proposed variation to the central
London Congestion Charging Scheme must be in conformity with the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy (MTS). The Strategy which applied at the time of the informal
consultation (and continues to apply), states that there will be a Western Extension.
Hence, any future removal of the WEZ would require a modification to the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy. The public draft of the MTS which has just undergone public
consultation therefore included a proposal (Proposal 127) to remove the WEZ, subject
to the outcome of the consultation. The second sub-question in Question 3 is intended to
help inform the Mayor’s decision on this matter, by inviting respondents to state how
far they agree or disagree with the proposal.
Should the Mayor decide, following this MTS consultation, to proceed with the
proposal to remove the WEZ, there would need to be a further stage of public and
stakeholder consultation on a draft Variation Order (VO) for the Congestion Charging
Accent
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Scheme. This consultation could not take place until a revised MTS is in place, so that
the changes proposed within the VO would be in conformity with the overarching
Transport Strategy.
4.3

Analysis of Q2: Attitudes towards a Range of Measures to
Improve Travelling in London
In Question 2, respondents were asked to tick measures that they considered would
bring most benefit from a list of measures under the following headings:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tube
Rail
Interchange
Cycling
Walking
Buses
Information
Better streets
Freight
The Thames.

Each of these had between three and five measures as well as an ‘other’ category which
invited respondents to state another measure or measures. Respondents could tick as
many measures as they wished – or, indeed, none. In the following charts, therefore,
pecentages will usually add up to more than 100%.
The question heading was:
Q2 Transport for London is proposing a range of measures to improve travelling
in London. For each aspect listed below please tick all those that you consider
would bring most benefit:
Tube
There were six measures in the Tube section:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Providing air conditioning on trains
Expanding step free access
Building more Tube lines
Providing more frequent trains
Delivering a more reliable service
Other (please specify) 10.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Delivering a more reliable service’ with
nearly half (49%) of the total consultation respondents ticking it.

10
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‘Providing air conditioning on trains’ (44%) and ‘Providing more frequent trains’ (41%)
also gained high levels of support. ‘Expanding step free access’ with 21% gained the
least support. See Figure 3.
Figure 3: Responses to section on Tube
Delivering a more
reliable service

49

Providing air
conditioning on trains

44
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41
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Base: 4,948 all questionnaire respondents

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Tube Section: 96% compared to
88%.
There were similar levels of support for the different measures in the Tube section by
response channel. The main differences were:
•

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Providing air conditioning on trains’: 48% compared
to 42%

•

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Building more Tube lines’: 36% compared to 25%

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 20% compared to 11%.
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Table 1: Responses to section on Tube by response channel

No response
Delivering a more reliable service
Providing air conditioning on trains
Providing more frequent trains
Building more Tube lines
Expanding step free access
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
9
49
44
41
29
21
15
4,948

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
4
12
50
49
48
42
41
40
36
25
21
20
20
11
2,011
2,937

Rail
There were six measures in the Rail section:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as you go across all rail in London
Providing more capacity on the DLR and Tramlink
Building more rail lines
Improving the cleanliness, security and quality of suburban rail stations
Creating an improved service for Inner and Outer London
Other (please specify) 11.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as
you go across all rail in London’ with over half (54%) of the total consultation
respondents ticking it.
Four tenths ticked both ‘Creating an improved service for Inner and Outer London’ and
‘Improving the cleanliness, security and quality of suburban rail stations’.
‘Providing more capacity on the DLR and Tramlink’ with 16% gained the least support.
See Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Responses to section on Rail
Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as you go
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Rail Section: 93% compared to
84%.
There were similar levels of support for the different measures in the Rail section by
response channel. The main differences were:
•

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as you go
across all rail in London’: 65% compared to 46%

•

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Creating an improved service for Inner and Outer
London’: 45% compared to 37%

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 15% compared to 9%.
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Table 2: Responses to section on Rail by response channel

No response
Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as you go
across all rail in London
Creating an improved service for Inner and Outer
London
Improving the cleanliness, security and quality of
suburban rail stations
Building more rail lines
Providing more capacity on the DLR and Tramlink
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
12

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
7
16

54

65

46

40

45

37

40

41

39

19
16
11
4,948

19
16
15
2,011

20
16
9
2,937

Interchange
There were five measures in the Interchange section:
•
•
•
•
•

Reducing the need to come in to central London to interchange for journeys to other
places
Improving the design and quality of areas around stations and termini
Redesigning stations to provide more capacity
Providing more facilities to drop off car passengers so they can continue their
journey by public transport
Other (please specify) 12.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Reducing the need to come in to central
London to interchange for journeys to other places’ with half of the total consultation
respondents ticking it. The other three measures gained similar and much lower levels
of support. See Figure 5.

12

Accent

This had a free text box next to it
Annex A Accent Report 170310 v5•V•12.03.10

Page 20 of 76

Figure 5: Responses to section on Interchange
Reducing the need to come in to central London to
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Interchange Section: 87%
compared to 75%.
There were similar levels of support for the different measures in the Interchange
section by response channel. The main difference was that respondents using the Web
questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the paper questionnaire to tick
‘Reducing the need to come in to central London to interchange for journeys to other
places’: 59% compared to 43%.
Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 9% compared to 4%.
Table 3: Responses to section on Interchange by response channel

No response
Reducing the need to come in to central London to
interchange for journeys to other places
Providing more facilities to drop off car passengers so
they can continue their journey by public transport
Redesigning stations to provide more capacity
Improving the design and quality of areas around
stations and termini
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Accent

Total
%
20

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
13
25

50

59

43

29

30

28

25

27

23

25

27

24

6
4,948

9
2,011

4
2,937
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Cycling
There were five measures in the Cycling section:
•
•
•
•
•

Providing more secure cycle parking
Introducing specially designated Cycle Superhighways
Introducing Cycle Hire Schemes
Providing more cycle training
Other (please specify) 13.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Providing more secure cycle parking’
with 37% of the total consultation respondents ticking it.
A third ticked ‘Introducing specially designated Cycle Superhighways’ and a quarter
ticked ‘Providing more cycle training’.
‘Introducing Cycle Hire Schemes’ was ticked by 20% and gained the least support. See
Figure 6.
Figure 6: Responses to section on Cycling
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Cycling Section: 83% compared
to 66%.
Respondents using the paper questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
Web questionnaire to tick ‘Providing more cycle training’: 28% compared to 22%. The
other three measures were more likely to be supported by respondents using the Web
questionnaire.
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 22% compared to 11%.
Table 4: Responses to section on Cycling by response channel

No response
Providing more secure cycle parking
Introducing specially designated Cycle Superhighways
Providing more cycle training
Introducing Cycle Hire Schemes
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
27
37
33
25
20
15
4,948

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
17
34
44
32
44
26
22
28
25
16
22
11
2,011
2,937

Walking
There were six measures in the Walking section:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Providing more information about journeys that could be undertaken by foot
Improving the quality and design of streets
Improving signs and other information to help people find their way better
Tackling crime and fear of crime
Improving pedestrian access to stations and improving safety in surrounding areas
Other (please specify) 14.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Tackling crime and fear of crime’ with
nearly half (47%) of the total consultation respondents ticking it.
The other four measures gained similar levels of support with between 33% and 27%
each. See Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Responses to section on Walking
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Walking Section: 87%
compared to 77%.
There were similar levels of support for the different measures in the Walking section
by response channel. The main differences were:
•

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Improving the quality and design of streets’: 33%
compared to 25%

•

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Improving signs and other information to help
people find their way better’: 38% compared to 30%.

Table 5: Responses to section on Walking by response channel

No response
Tackling crime and fear of crime
Improving signs and other information to help people
find their way better
Improving pedestrian access to stations and improving
safety in surrounding areas
Improving the quality and design of streets
Providing more information about journeys that could
be undertaken by foot
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Accent

Total
%
19
47

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
13
23
47
47

33

38

30

31

32

29

28

33

25

27

29

26

7
4,948

8
2,011

6
2,937
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Buses
There were five measures in the Buses section:
•
•
•
•
•

Providing more information at bus stops
Developing a New Bus for London
Phasing out the bendy bus
Ensuring all new buses from 2012 have environmentally friendly engines
Other (please specify) 15.

The top three measures gained similar levels of support. 42% ticked ‘Providing more
information at bus stops’, 38% ticked ‘Ensuring all new buses from 2012 have
environmentally friendly engines’ and 36% ticked ‘Phasing out the bendy bus’.
‘Developing a New Bus for London’ with 18% gained the least support. See Figure 8.
Figure 8: Responses to section on Buses
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were much more likely than respondents
using the paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Buses Section: 92%
compared to 77%.
There were similar levels of support between the web and paper response channels for
the following three measures in the Buses section by response channel: ‘Providing more
information at bus stops’, ‘Ensuring all new buses from 2012 have environmentally
friendly engines’ and ‘Phasing out the bendy bus.’
Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick the other two measures:
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•

‘Providing more information at bus stops’: 50% compared to 37%

•

‘Ensuring all new buses from 2012 have environmentally friendly engines’: 43%
compared to 34%

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 28% compared to 15%.
Table 6: Responses to section on Buses by response channel

No response
Providing more information at bus stops
Ensuring all new buses from 2012 have
environmentally friendly engines
Phasing out the bendy bus
Developing a New Bus for London
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
17
42

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
8
23
50
37

38

43

34

36
18
20
4,948

37
20
28
2,011

35
17
15
2,937

Information
There were six measures in the Information section:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in deciding how to travel
Enhancing the provision of up to the minute information, for instance online and by
text message
Improving the travel information assistance provided at stations
Introducing journey planning tools which are focused on specific areas, eg town
centres
Building consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians
Other (please specify) 16.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Improving the travel information
assistance provided at stations’ with a third of the total consultation respondents ticking
it.
The next three measures gained very similar levels of support (between 28% and 29%).
‘Introducing journey planning tools which are focused on specific areas, eg town
centres’ with 17% gained the least support. See Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Responses to section on Information
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at stations
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Information Section: 82%
compared to 63%.
Respondents using the Web questionnaire gave higher levels of support to all the
different measures in the Information section than respondents using the paper
questionnaire, particularly for:
•

‘Enhancing the provision of up to the minute information, for instance online and by
text message’: 41% compared to 20%

•

‘Building consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians’: 34%
compared to 25%.

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 7% compared to 4%.
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Table 7: Responses to section on Information by response channel

No response
Improving the travel information assistance provided at
stations
Building consistent signage and information for cyclists
and pedestrians
Enhancing the provision of up to the minute
information, for instance online and by text
message
Providing travel planning and guidance to assist
people in deciding how to travel
Introducing journey planning tools which are focused
on specific areas, eg town centres
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
29

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
18
37

33

37

30

29

34

25

28

41

20

28

31

26

17

21

15

5
4,948

7
2,011

4
2,937

Better Streets
There were five measures in the Better Streets section:
•
•
•
•
•

Encouraging the uptake of low emission vehicles
Removing unnecessary signage and clutter
Introducing shared space schemes to improve the look and feel of streets and make
them safer
Using high quality and attractive materials for pavements and streets
Other (please specify) 17.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Removing unnecessary signage and
clutter’ with nearly half (47%) of the total consultation respondents ticking it.
A third ticked both ‘Encouraging the uptake of low emission vehicles’ and 30% ticked
‘Using high quality and attractive materials for pavements and streets’.
‘Introducing shared space schemes to improve the look and feel of streets and make
them safer’ with 23% gained the least support. See Figure 10.
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Figure 10: Responses to section on Better Streets
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Better Streets Section: 88%
compared to 69%.
Respondents using the Web questionnaire gave higher levels of support to all the
different measures in the Better Streets section than respondents using the paper
questionnaire, particularly for:
•

‘Removing unnecessary signage and clutter’: 57% compared to 40%

•

‘Introducing shared space schemes to improve the look and feel of streets and make
them safer’: 29% compared to 19%.

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 17% compared to 9%.
Table 8: Responses to section on Better Streets by response channel
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
No response
23
12
31
Removing unnecessary signage and clutter
47
57
40
Encouraging the uptake of low emission vehicles
33
37
30
Using high quality and attractive materials for
30
36
27
pavements and streets
Introducing shared space schemes to improve the look
23
29
19
and feel of streets and make them safer
Other
12
17
9
Base (all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
2,011
2,937
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Freight
There were four measures in the Freight section:
•
•
•
•

Promoting use of the Thames and other waterways for freight
Encouraging out-of-hours delivery
Building more centres to transfer freight to cleaner vehicles for local deliveries
Other (please specify) 18.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Promoting use of the Thames and other
waterways for freight’ with nearly half (49%) of the total consultation respondents
ticking it.
Over four tenths (43%) ticked ‘Encouraging out-of-hours delivery’.
‘Building more centres to transfer freight to cleaner vehicles for local deliveries’ with
26% gained the least support. See Figure 11.
Figure 11: Responses to section on Freight
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in the Freight Section: 82% compared
to 65%.
Respondents using the Web questionnaire gave higher levels of support to all the
different measures in the Freight section than respondents using the paper questionnaire,
particularly for ‘Promoting use of the Thames and other waterways for freight’: 59%
compared to 43%.

18

Accent

This had a free text box next to it
Annex A Accent Report 170310 v5•V•12.03.10

Page 30 of 76

Respondents using the Web questionnaire were also more likely than respondents using
the paper questionnaire to tick ‘Other’: 7% compared to 4%.
Table 9: Responses to section on Freight by response channel

No response
Promoting use of the Thames and other waterways for
freight
Encouraging out-of-hours delivery
Building more centres to transfer freight to cleaner
vehicles for local deliveries
Other
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
28

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
18
35

49

59

43

43

48

40

26

31

23

5
4,948

7
2,011

4
2,937

The Thames
There were five measures in The Thames section:
•
•
•
•
•

Introducing Oyster on passenger services
Raising service standards and making them consistent with other public transport
Introducing more stops
Providing more environmentally friendly boats
Other (please specify) 19.

The measure which gained most support was ‘Introducing Oyster on passenger services’
with over half (51%) of the total consultation respondents ticking it.
Similar proportions ticked ‘Introducing more stops’ (37%) and ‘Raising service
standards and making them consistent with other public transport’ (35%).
‘Providing more environmentally friendly boats’ with 20% gained the least support. See
Figure 12.
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Figure 12: Responses to section on The Thames
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Respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely than respondents using the
paper questionnaire to tick one or more measures in The Thames Section: 82%
compared to 66%.
There were similar levels of support for one measure in The Thames section by
response channel: ‘Providing more environmentally friendly boats’.
Respondents using the Web questionnaire gave higher levels of support to three other
measures in The Thames section than respondents using the paper questionnaire,
particularly:
•

‘Introducing Oyster on passenger services’: 61% compared to 44%

•

‘Introducing more stops’: 45% compared to 32%

•

‘Raising service standards and making them consistent with other public transport’:
41% compared to 31%.

Table 10: Responses to section on The Thames by response channel
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
No response
27
18
34
Introducing Oyster on passenger services
51
61
44
Introducing more stops
37
45
32
Raising service standards and making them consistent
35
41
31
with other public transport
Providing more environmentally friendly boats
20
21
20
Other
6
7
6
Base (all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
2,011
2,937
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4.4

Overview of Responses to Question 2
Response rate by section
The section of Question 2 which had the highest proportion giving one or more answers
was Tube, followed by rail, buses and walking. The sections which attracted least
responses were Freight and Information. The list below shows the proportion giving one
or more answers to each section, sorted in descending order of response level.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tube
Rail
Buses
Walking
Interchange
Better streets
Cycling
The Thames
Freight
Information

Total
%
91
88
83
81
80
77
73
73
72
71

Web
%
96
93
92
87
87
88
83
82
82
82

Paper
%
88
84
77
77
75
69
66
66
65
63

For all sections, respondents using the Web questionnaire were more likely to answer
each section than respondents using the paper questionnaire.
Analysis of response by age group showed little difference by age group except for two
sections: cycling and The Thames where the response from the 65+ age group was
notably lower than for the other age groups:

Accent

•

72% of those aged 65+ years old gave one or more answers in the Cycling section
compared to between 77% and 81% for the other age groups

•

75% of those aged 65+ years old gave one or more answers in The Thames section
compared to between 80% and 81% for the other age groups
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Numbers of Sections Responded to
An analysis of how many of the ten sections in Q2 were answered shows that, overall,
nearly half the sample (48%) answered all ten sections, whereas 7% did not answer any.
The distribution of sections answered is shown below.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Total
%
48
14
9
6
6
4
3
2
1
1
7

All 10 sections
9 sections
8 sections
7 sections
6 sections
5 sections
4 sections
3 sections
2 sections
1 section
No sections

Web
%
59
16
9
5
3
2
2
1
1
1
2

Paper
%
40
13
9
6
7
5
4
3
1
1
10

Top 25 Measures
Across all ten sections of Q2 the most ticked measure was ‘Enabling passengers to use
Oyster pay as you go across all rail in London’ with 54%. Below we show the top 25
measures in Q2 along with the sections they are in.
Table 11: Top 25 measures
Section
Category
Enabling passengers to use Oyster pay as you go across all rail in
Rail
London
The Thames Introducing Oyster on passenger services
Reducing the need to come in to central London to interchange for
Interchange
journeys to other places
Tube
Delivering a more reliable service
Freight
Promoting use of the Thames and other waterways for freight
Walking
Tackling crime and fear of crime
Better streets Removing unnecessary signage and clutter
Tube
Providing air conditioning on trains
Freight
Encouraging out-of-hours delivery
Buses
Providing more information at bus stops
Tube
Providing more frequent trains
Rail
Improving the cleanliness, security and quality of suburban rail stations
Rail
Creating an improved service for Inner and Outer London
Ensuring all new buses from 2012 have environmentally friendly
Buses
engines
Cycling
Providing more secure cycle parking
The Thames Introducing more stops
Buses
Phasing out the bendy bus
Raising service standards and making them consistent with other public
The Thames
transport

20
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54
51
50
49
49
47
47
44
43
42
41
40
40
38
37
37
36
35
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Cycling
Walking
Information
Better streets
Walking
Better streets
Tube

4.5

Introducing specially designated Cycle Superhighways
Improving signs and other information to help people find their way
better
Improving the travel information assistance provided at stations
Encouraging the uptake of low emission vehicles
Improving pedestrian access to stations and improving safety in
surrounding areas
Using high quality and attractive materials for pavements and streets
Building more Tube lines

33
33
33
33
31
30
29

Open Responses to Question 2
As can be seen from the preceding tables, each sub section within Question 2 included a
space for the respondent to describe an improvement not listed in the options, using a
free text box. These open responses were coded to the code frame (which is at
Appendix B). The main comments (representing 2% or more of all respondents who
made one or more comments) are shown below for the overall sample by response
channel (Table 12) and by whether individual (Table 13) or business (Table 14). These
tables show the code reference (eg T3) and the code descriptions. The code reference is
made up of a letter which represents a theme (described in Section 2.6) and a number.
It should be noted that most respondents did not make comments in this section. Overall
61% did not make any comments (47% of Web and 71% of paper questionnaire
respondents).
Note on table format for tables 12-14
Open responses to Q2 were only made if respondents chose to tick the ‘other’ option for one or
more of the improvements listed. Many respondents did not do this but did tick one or more of
the improvements listed. Therefore, in the analysis of these comments we present them as
proportions of those who made one or more comments.
This approach contrasts with the analysis of the open responses to Q4 where everyone was
invited to make a comment. For Q4, therefore, we present the data as proportions of all
respondents.

Just under a quarter (23%) of those who made one or more comments made a comment
on ‘Fares and ticketing’. Bus service/route issues were raised by 16%. Other issues with
respect to Better Streets/Roads 21 and other issues with respect to Buses were mentioned
by 15% and 14% of people who made one or more comments respectively.
Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the road was
raised by 14% of people who completed a text box in Question 2.

21
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Table 12: Other comments by response channel 22

T3
F1
H7
F4
D9

Fares and ticketing
Bus Service/route issues
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Other (Buses)
Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to
the laws of the road
D7 Other (Cycling)
A6 Other (Tube)
D6 Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way
sts, gyratories etc)
F3 Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
G4 Other (Information)
P2 Physical accessibility improvements, e.g. step-free tube,
bus ramps
B11 Other (Rail)
H6 Making changes to how different road users use the
road/road space allocation (e.g. bus, cycle lanes)
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
Q3 Road Safety
H1 Parking
B2 Increased rail capacity
H5 Improving the appearance of streets
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
G3 Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in
deciding how to travel
I5 Rail freight
C4 Integrating London’s transport system and services
E5 Other (Walking)
A1 More reliable/longer hours tube service
I6 Other (Freight)
F2 iBus and information provision
C5 Other (Interchange)
A2 Improvements to tube stations/staffing
Q5 Other crime, safety comment
A4 Tube line extensions
B1 Improved service levels (staffing, clean, secure)
H4 Shared space/better streets
G1 Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists
and pedestrians (inc Legible London)
G2 Enhancing the provision of live information about transport
(eg online and text message)
D1 Cycle parking
Q1 Reducing crime and fear of crime in and around transport
H3 Roadworks (Permits, lane rental, control of)
A3 Tube frequency/capacity
D8 Introduce a compulsory license scheme for cyclists
I1 Delivery hours and loading issues
T2 Financing transport schemes
O4 Comment on Congestion Charge generally
P6 Concessionary fares
H2 Smoothing traffic flow
Other (sum of where proportion was less than 2%)
Irrelevant
Base (respondents who made one or more comments)
Proportion of respondents who made no comment
22

Accent

Total
%
23
16
15
14

Web
%
23
17
16
12

Paper
%
22
14
13
17

14

12

16

11
11

10
10

12
11

9

10

8

9
8

9
6

8
11

7

6

9

7

6

7

7

8

5

6
6
5
5
5
5

6
6
8
6
4
5

7
6
3
4
8
6

5

5

5

5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3

5
5
4
5
4
3
4
3
5
3
1
3

5
4
6
4
5
6
4
6
3
3
4
2

2

2

3

2

2

3

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
34
6
1,909
61%

3
2
2
1
2
1
3
3
2
2
36
5
1,064
47%

1
2
2
3
2
2
1
0
2
1
32
8
845
71%

Proportions are of respondents who made comments
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Individuals
Since individuals make up a large proportion of all comments 23 the comments from
individuals are very similar to those for the overall sample.
Table 13: Other comments – individuals 24
Total
%

T3
F1
H7
F4
D9
D7
A6
D6
F3
G4
P2
H6

Fares and ticketing
Bus Service/route issues
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Other (Buses)
Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the road
Other (Cycling)
Other (Tube)
Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way sts, gyratories etc)
Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
Other (Information)
Physical accessibility improvements, e.g. step-free tube, bus ramps
Making changes to how different road users use the road/road space allocation
(eg bus, cycle lanes)
B11 Other (Rail)
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
Q3 Road Safety
B2 Increased rail capacity
H5 Improving the appearance of streets
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
G3 Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in deciding how to travel
E5 Other (Walking)
I5 Rail freight
A1 More reliable/longer hours tube service
F2 iBus and information provision
C4 Integrating London’s transport system and services
H1 Parking
A2 Improvements to tube stations/staffing
C5 Other (Interchange)
I6 Other (Freight)
Q5 Other crime, safety comment
A4 Tube line extensions
B1 Improved service levels (staffing, clean, secure)
H4 Shared space/better streets
G1 Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians (inc
Legible London)
D1 Cycle parking
G2 Enhancing the provision of live information about transport (eg online and text
message)
H3 Roadworks (Permits, lane rental, control of)
Q1 Reducing crime and fear of crime in and around transport
A3 Tube frequency/capacity
T2 Financing transport schemes
I1 Delivery hours and loading issues
D8 Introduce a compulsory license scheme for cyclists
H2 Smoothing traffic flow
P6 Concessionary fares
Other (sum of where proportion was less than 2%)
Irrelevant
Base (individuals who made one or more comments)
Proportion of respondents who made no comment
23
24

Accent

22
16
15
15
14
11
11
9
9
8
7
7
7
7
6
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
34
5
1,699
54%

74% of those who answered whether they responded as an individual or a business
Proportions are of respondents who made comments
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Businesses
A quarter of business comments were about physical accessibility improvements, eg
step-free tube, bus ramps. 18% made a comment on fares and ticketing.
Table 14: Other comments – businesses 25

P2
T3
D7
H7
G4
B11
F1
D9

Physical accessibility improvements, e.g. step-free tube, bus ramps
Fares and ticketing
Other (Cycling)
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Other (Information)
Other (Rail)
Bus Service/route issues
Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the
road
F3 Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
N6 Low carbon infrastructure/tech
A6 Other (Tube)
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
N7 Electric vehicles
F4 Other (Buses)
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
Q3 Road Safety
I6 Other (Freight)
E5 Other (Walking)
D6 Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way streets, gyratories
etc)
B2 Increased rail capacity
H5 Improving the appearance of streets
I5 Rail freight
C4 Integrating London’s transport system and services
G1 Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians (inc
Legible London)
J4 River crossings
E2 Pedestrian access to PT and safety
H6 Making changes to how different road users use the road/road space
allocation (eg bus, cycle lanes)
G3 Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in deciding how to
travel
A1 More reliable/longer hours tube service
C5 Other (Interchange)
B1 Improved service levels (staffing, clean, secure)
G2 Enhancing the provision of live information about transport (eg online and text
message)
D8 Introduce a compulsory license scheme for cyclists
J1 Piers/ Wharves/Sea Ports/stopping points
Other (sum of where proportion was less than 2%)
Irrelevant
Base (businesses who made one or more comments)
Proportion of respondents who made no comment

25

Accent

Total
%
25
18
17
15
14
14
12
12
11
11
9
9
9
8
8
8
8
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
37
20
65
68%

Proportions are of respondents who made comments
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Analysis by Theme
The code frame was organised into thematic sections (See Section 2.6). The sections
which gained the highest proportions of distinct comments are Buses, Cycling and
Better Streets and Roads:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Buses
Cycling
Better Streets and Roads
Links to other Strategies/ Finances/General
Tube/London Underground
Rail (incl. National Rail services, TfL Overground, DLR and Tramlink)
Information
Crime, Safety & Security
Freight
Interchange
Accessibility
Thames/River Crossings/Blue Ribbon Network
Walking
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low Emission Zone
Demand Management/Road User Charging
Airports/access to airports
Taxis, private hire and coaches

43% 26
40%
38%
27%
25%
21%
18%
17%
14%
11%
10%
9%
8%
5%
4%
2%
2%
*
*

* = less than 0.5%

4.6

Demand Management
Q3 Additionally, there are some particular issues we would like your opinion on;
please consider the following two questions:
Despite all the improvements outlined in the draft Strategy, increasing
population and demand for travel mean congestion and CO2 emissions might
still be a significant problem for London. The draft Strategy proposes that in this
case it may be necessary to consider a fair system of road user charging to
reduce congestion.
To what extent do you agree or disagree that a fair system of managing
demand for road use should be used if necessary?
Overall, 39% of all questionnaire respondents agreed (18% agreed and 21% strongly
agreed) that a fair system of managing demand for road use should be used if necessary.
29% of the consultation respondents disagreed (11% disagreed and 18% strongly
disagreed).

26

Accent

Proportions are of comments
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Figure 13: Whether agree or disagree that a fair system of managing demand for road
use should be used if necessary

No response
14%
Don’t know
8%

Strongly
agree
21%

Strongly
disagree
18%

Agree
18%

Disagree
11%

Neither
agree nor
disagree
10%

Base: 4,948 all questionnaire respondents

Respondents using the Web questionnaire had more polarised views than respondents
using the paper questionnaire, with larger proportions both agreeing and disagreeing
that a fair system of managing demand for road use should be used if necessary:
•

48% of respondents using the Web questionnaire agree compared to 34% using the
paper questionnaire

•

33% of respondents using the Web questionnaire disagree compared to 25% using
the paper questionnaire.

Respondents using the paper questionnaire were much more likely than respondents
using the Web questionnaire to tick ‘don’t know’ or to give no response.
Table 15: Whether agree or disagree that a fair system of managing demand for road use
should be used if necessary by response channel
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
No response
14
7
20
Strongly agree
21
27
18
Agree
18
21
16
Neither agree nor disagree
10
10
10
Disagree
11
9
12
Strongly disagree
18
24
13
Don’t know
8
2
12
Base (all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
2,011
2,937
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

In Table 16 we show the proportions agreeing and disagreeing that a fair system of
managing demand for road use should be used if necessary (after excluding those who
did not respond to this particular question).
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Table 16: Whether agree or disagree that a fair system of managing demand for road use
should be used if necessary by response channel – only those who responded to this
question
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
Strongly agree
25
28
22
Agree
21
23
20
Neither agree nor disagree
12
11
12
Disagree
13
10
15
Strongly disagree
21
26
17
Don’t know
9
3
14
Base (those who responded to this question)
4,240
1,878
2,362
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

Analysis by whether resident or non-resident
Respondents to the consultation who lived in London were less likely to agree that a fair
system of managing demand for road use should be used if necessary than those who
lived outside of London: 44% compared to 50% agree or strongly agree.
Table 17: Whether agree or disagree that a fair system of managing demand for road use
should be used if necessary by whether live in London 27
Do you live in London?
Total
Yes
No
Not stated
%
%
%
%
No response
14
15
9
15
Strongly agree
21
24
29
5
Agree
18
20
21
6
Neither agree nor disagree
10
10
8
12
Disagree
11
9
5
21
Strongly disagree
18
17
24
18
Don’t know
8
6
3
22
Base (all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
3,791
394
763
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

Analysis by whether work in London or not
There was little difference in the answers to this question between respondents who
stated that they worked in London and those who stated they did not work in London:
46% of the former and 47% of the latter agreed or strongly agreed that a fair system of
managing demand for road use should be used if necessary.
4.7

Western Extension of the Congestion Charging Scheme
The draft Strategy proposes to remove the Western Extension of the
Congestion Charging scheme after introducing measures (including improved
traffic control systems and a Roadworks Permit Scheme) to mitigate as far as
possible the impact of its removal.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the
Western Extension?

27
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Overall, over half (58%) of all questionnaire respondents agreed to the proposal to
remove the Western Extension (9% agreed and 49% strongly agreed). A quarter of the
consultation respondents disagree (18% strongly disagreed and 7% agreed).
Figure 14: Whether agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the Western Extension

Don’t know
4%

No response
5%

Strongly
disagree
18%

Strongly
agree
49%

Disagree
7%
Neither
agree nor
disagree
7%

Agree
9%

Base: 4,948 all questionnaire respondents
Note: per cents do not add to 100% because of rounding

Respondents using the paper questionnaire were much more likely to agree to the
proposal to remove the Western Extension than respondents using the Web
questionnaire: 65% compared to 48%.
Table 18: Whether agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the Western Extension
by response channel
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
No response
5
3
7
Strongly agree
49
36
58
Agree
9
12
7
Neither agree nor disagree
7
10
5
Disagree
7
8
6
Strongly disagree
18
28
12
Don’t know
4
2
5
Base (all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
2,011
2,937
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

In Table 19 we show the proportion of respondents who agreed and disagreed with the
proposal to remove the Western Extension, after excluding those who did not respond to
this particular question.
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Table 19: Whether agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the Western Extension
by response channel – only those who responded to this question
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
Strongly agree
52
38
62
Agree
10
12
8
Neither agree nor disagree
8
10
6
Disagree
7
8
7
Strongly disagree
20
29
13
Don’t know
4
2
5
Base (those who responded to this question)
4,686
1,941
2,745
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

Analysis by whether resident or non-resident
Respondents to the consultation who lived in London were more likely to agree to the
proposal to remove the Western Extension than those who lived outside of London:
54% compared to 46% agree or strongly agree.
Table 20: Whether agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the Western Extension
by whether live in London 28
Do you live in London?
Total
Yes
No
Not stated
%
%
%
%
No response
5
5
5
7
Strongly agree
49
44
32
82
Agree
9
10
14
2
Neither agree nor disagree
7
8
11
1
Disagree
7
8
11
2
Strongly disagree
18
21
24
5
Don’t know
4
4
5
*
Base (all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
3,791
394
763
* = less than 0.5%
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

There was little difference in views on the proposal to remove the Western Extension
between those who worked in London and those who did not.
Analysis by area
71% of respondents gave postcodes which could be used to disaggregate the data by
area as follows:
•

WEZ/WEZ buffer (n=347)– Residents living within the Western Extension area
and within the area immediately adjacent to the Western Extension boundary who
are eligible for the Residents’ discount

•

OCZ/OCZ buffer (n=81) – Residents living within the original charging zone and
also within the area immediately adjacent to the original charging zone boundary
who are eligible for the Residents’ discount

28
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•

Rest of London (n=2,739) – Residents living outside both the original charging
zone and the Western Extension

•

Outside London (n=328) – Residents living outside the capital 29.

Respondents who live in the WEZ were much more likely to agree with the proposal to
remove the Western Extension than those who do not: 67% who lived in the WEZ
agreed or strongly agreed with the proposal to remove the Western Extension compared
to 21% who lived in the Original charging zone, 51% who lived in the rest of London
and 48% who lived outside London.
Table 21 show the response by area compared to the overall response.
Table 21: Whether agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the Western Extension
by area
area
WEZ/WEZ OCZ/OCZ
Rest of
Outside
Total
buffer
buffer
London
London
%
%
%
%
%
No response
5
4
4
5
5
Strongly agree
49
59
15
40
34
Agree
9
8
6
11
14
Neither agree nor disagree
7
2
6
10
9
Disagree
7
4
17
8
13
Strongly disagree
18
22
46
22
21
Don’t know
4
1
6
5
4
Base (all questionnaire
4,948
347
81
2,739
328
respondents)
Note: per cents may not add to 100% because of rounding

Single Issue Responses
There was a small but significant proportion of respondents (236 respondents, 5% of the
total sample) who answered this question but did not answer any part of Question 2.
Of these 236, 23 responded by Web and 213 by paper.
This group of single issue respondents were very much more likely to agree with the
proposal to remove the Western Extension with nearly 100% (all but one) strongly
agreeing to it compared to 49% for the whole sample (or 47% if these single issue
respondents are excluded from the overall sample).
Comparison with non-statutory consultation on the future of the Western
Extension
As described in Section 4.2 above, TfL undertook a non-statutory consultation on the
future of the Western Extension on behalf of the Mayor in autumn 2008. It may be
useful to briefly reiterate here the findings of this non-statutory consultation. In autumn
2008 30, respondents were asked to state whether the Western Extension should be kept
29

The consultation was primarily intended for Londoners. However, responses were received from
beyond the Capital.
30 The non-statutory consultation did not propose a modification to the Scheme Order. Instead it set out
to test opinion on a range of options to enable the Mayor to hear a range of views about the future of the
Western Extension. It took place over a five week period from 1 September to 5 October 2008 inclusive.
Accent
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as it is, be removed, or have changes made to the way it operates. There were 27,577
public, business and other organisation responses to this informal consultation. Of these,
69% chose Option 2 ‘Remove the WesternExtension’ 31, compared to 58% agreeing with
the proposal to remove the Western Extension in the public and stakeholder
consultation on the draft MTS, which is the subject of the present report.
The full report on the non-statutory consultation of 2008 is available on the TfL website
at:
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/roadusers/congestioncharging/westernextension/default.aspx
4.8

Additional Comments about Any Aspect of the Draft Mayor’s
Transport Strategy
Q4 Any additional comments about any aspect of the draft Mayor’s Transport
Strategy?
The open responses from the question asking if there were any additional comments
about any aspect of the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy were coded to the code frame.
The main comments (representing 1% or more of all respondents) by response channel
are shown in Table 22 for all comments. Table 23 shows responses from individuals and
Table 24 shows responses from businesses.
It should be noted that most respondents did not make comments in this section. Overall
60% did not make any comments (45% of Web and 70% of paper questionnaire
respondents).
Note on table format for tables 22-24
In Q4 everyone was invited to make a comment. Therefore, in tables 22-24 we present the data
as proportions of all respondents.
This approach contrasts with the analysis of the open responses to Q2 where we present the
data as proportions of those who made one or more comments. This is because comments in
Q2 were only made if respondents chose to tick the ‘other’ option for one or more of the
improvements listed. Many respondents did not do this but did tick one or more of the
improvements listed.

The main comments were in support of removing the WEZ (5%) and on Congestion
Charging generally (4%).

31

Just under a fifth (19%) chose Option 1 – Keep the Western Extension as it is and the remaining 12%
chose Option 3 – Change the way that the scheme operates.
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Table 22: Any additional comments about the MTS by response channel
Total
%
O1 Supports removal of WEZ
5
O4 Comment on Congestion Charge generally
4
T7 General comment on MTS
4
T8 Other re Mayor or TfL
4
T3 Fares and ticketing
3
F1 Bus Service/route issues
3
F3 Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
3
T2 Financing transport schemes
2
R1 Further road user charging in London
2
D7 Other (Cycling)
2
O2 Opposes removal of WEZ
2
A6 Other (Tube)
2
H7 Other (Better Streets/Roads)
2
F4 Other (Buses)
2
A4 Tube line extensions
1
H6 Making changes to how different road users use the road/road
1
space allocation (e.g. bus, cycle lanes)
H1 Parking
1
N5 CO2 Emissions (General)
1
P2 Physical accessibility improvements, eg step-free tube, bus
1
ramps
J4 River crossings
1
D6 Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way
1
streets, gyratories etc)
B11 Other (Rail)
1
B9 DLR comment
1
B10 Tramlink comment
1
P6 Concessionary fares
1
Q3 Road Safety
1
H2 Smoothing traffic flow
1
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
1
N10 Other environment/climate change comment
1
B2 Increased rail capacity
1
D9 Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the
1
laws of the road
T4 London Plan comment (planning issues)
1
Q5 Other crime, safety comment
1
B8 Crossrail 1 & 2 (inc Chelsea-Hackney line)
1
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
1
O3 Other WEZ (inc mitigation traffic, environment impacts)
1
D4 Cycle Superhighways
1
A3 Tube frequency/capacity
1
C4 Integrating London’s transport system and services
1
S8 Olympic Games 2012
1
A1 More reliable/longer hours tube service
1
N7 Electric vehicles
1
B6 Integration of TfL/NR services eg Oyster PAYG on all rail
1
G4 Other (Information)
1
N9 Transport impact on natural environment
1
H4 Shared space/better streets
1
A2 Improvements to tube stations/staffing
1
Other (sum of where proportion was less than 1%)
14
Irrelevant
1
No comments
60
Base (all respondents who answered the questionnaire)
4,948
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Web
%
7
6
6
5
4
3
4
3
4
4
4
2
2
2
3

Paper
%
4
3
2
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
2
1

3

1

2
3

1
1

1

1

3

0

2

1

1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1

1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0
0

1

1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
21
1
45
2,011

1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
9
1
70
2,937
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Individuals
Comments from individuals were very similar to those for the overall sample.
Table 23: Any additional comments about the MTS – individuals

O1
O4
T7
T3
T8
F1
F3
T2
R1
D7
O2
A6
H7
F4
A4
H6

Supports removal of WEZ
Comment on Congestion Charge generally
General comment on MTS
Fares and ticketing
Other re Mayor or TfL
Bus Service/route issues
Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
Financing transport schemes
Further road user charging in London
Other (Cycling)
Opposes removal of WEZ
Other (Tube)
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Other (Buses)
Tube line extensions
Making changes to how different road users use the road/road space
allocation (eg bus, cycle lanes)
H1 Parking
D6 Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way streets, gyratories
etc)
N5 CO2 Emissions (General)
B11 Other (Rail)
P2 Physical accessibility improvements, e.g. step-free tube, bus ramps
J4 River crossings
Q3 Road Safety
B9 DLR comment
B10 Tramlink comment
P6 Concessionary fares
Q5 Other crime, safety comment
H2 Smoothing traffic flow
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
B2 Increased rail capacity
T4 London Plan comment (planning issues)
D9 Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the
road
B8 Crossrail 1 & 2 (inc Chelsea-Hackney line)
N10 Other environment/climate change comment
S8 Olympic Games 2012
B6 Integration of TfL/NR services eg Oyster PAYG on all rail
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
A3 Tube frequency/capacity
C4 Integrating London’s transport system and services
D4 Cycle Superhighways
G4 Other (Information)
N9 Transport impact on natural environment
A1 More reliable/longer hours tube service
O3 Other WEZ (inc mitigation traffic, environment impacts)
N7 Electric vehicles
H4 Shared space/better streets
A2 Improvements to tube stations/staffing
S2 Radial Connectivity
R5 Other demand mgt/road user charging
D1 Cycle parking
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Total
%
5
5
5
4
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Other (sum of where proportion was less than 1%)
Irrelevant
No other comments
Base (all individuals who answered the questionnaire)

15
1
54
3,681

Businesses
The main comments from businesses were in support of removing the WEZ (11%), or
concerned the Mayor or TfL(7%).
Table 24: Any additional comments about the MTS – businesses

O1
T8
O4
T7
T2
T3
O2
P2
O3
A6
H7
F4
H2
Q2
D9

Supports removal of WEZ
Other re Mayor or TfL
Comment on Congestion Charge generally
General comment on MTS
Financing transport schemes
Fares and ticketing
Opposes removal of WEZ
Physical accessibility improvements, e.g. step-free tube, bus ramps
Other WEZ (inc mitigation traffic, environment impacts)
Other (Tube)
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Other (Buses)
Smoothing traffic flow
Public Transport Safety (general)
Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the
road
D4 Cycle Superhighways
N7 Electric vehicles
N6 Low carbon infrastructure/tech
F1 Bus Service/route issues
F3 Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
R1 Further road user charging in London
D7 Other (Cycling)
N5 CO2 Emissions (General)
J4 River crossings
N10 Other environment/climate change comment
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
S8 Olympic Games 2012
N9 Transport impact on natural environment
N3 Incentives for cleaner vehicles in private ownership (eg cars, road tax)
D8 Introduce a compulsory license scheme for cyclists
S3 Outer London comment
I6
Other (Freight)
N2 Regs & standards on GLA/public fleet for air quality/CO2/noise
P4 Accessibility Plan/Disability Equality Scheme
Other (sum of where proportion was less than 1%)
Irrelevant
No other comments
Base (all businesses who answered the questionnaire)

Total
%
11
7
4
4
3
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
12
3
56
205

Analysis by Theme
The code frame was organised into thematic sections (See Section 2.6). The sections
which gained the highest proportions of distinct comments were ‘Links to other
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Strategies/Finances/General’, ‘Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low
Emission Zone’, ‘Buses’, ‘Better Streets and Roads’ and ‘Rail’:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Links to other Strategies/ Finances/ General
Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low Emission Zone
Buses
Better Streets and Roads
Rail (incl. National Rail services, TfL Overground, DLR and Tramlink)
Cycling
Tube/London underground
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Demand Management/Road user charging
Accessibility
Crime, Safety & Security
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Thames/River Crossings/Blue Ribbon Network
Interchange
Information
Walking
Airports/access to airports
Freight
Taxis, private hire and coaches

15% 32
12%
7%
7%
7%
6%
5%
5%
4%
3%
3%
3%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
*

* = less than 0.5%

4.9

Questions about the Respondents
Whether Live in London
Over three quarters of the responses to the consultation were from those who identified
themselves as living in London: 77% compared to 8% who identified themselves as not
living in London. 15% did not respond to this question.
Respondents who used the Web questionnaire were more likely to identify themselves
as living in London than those who used the paper questionnaire (12% compared to
6% 33).
Table 25: Whether live in London by response channel

Not stated
Yes
No
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

32
33

Accent

Total
%
15
77
8
4,948

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
8
20
80
74
12
6
2,011
2,937

Proportions are of comments
13% and 7% after excluding non responses
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Whether work in London
Sixty per cent of the responses to the consultation were from those identified themselves
as working in London and 19% said they who did not work in London. 21% did not
respond to this question.
Respondents who used the Web questionnaire were more likely than those who used the
paper questionnaire to say that they worked in London (73% compared to 51% 34).
Table 26: Whether work in London by response channel

Not stated
Yes
No
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
21
60
19
4,948

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
10
28
73
51
17
21
2,011
2,937

Respondent Type
Most of the responses to the consultation were from respondents who identified
themselves as individuals rather than businesses: 74% individuals and 4% business.
Over a fifth did not respond to this question including 30% of respondents who used the
paper questionnaire.
Table 27: Whether answering as individual or business by response channel
Response channel
Total
Web
Paper
%
%
%
Not stated
21
9
30
As an individual
74
88
65
As a representative of a business or organisation
4
3
5
Base(all questionnaire respondents)
4,948
2,011
2,937

Gender
Overall, half of the respondents to the consultation who gave their gender identified
themselves as male and 31% said that they were female. A fifth did not respond to this
question.
Respondents who used the paper questionnaire were more likely say that they were
female than those who used the web questionnaire (33% compared to 27%).
Table 28: Gender by response channel

Not stated
Male
Female
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

34

Accent

Total
%
20
50
31
4,948

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
11
26
62
41
27
33
2,011
2,937

81% and 71% after excluding non responses
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Ethnic background
The respondents’ ethnic background was predominantly identified as White: 57% (or
76% after excluding the 26% who did not respond to this question).
Respondents who used the Web questionnaire were more likely to say that they were
White than those who used the web questionnaire (74% compared to 45% 35).
Table 29: Ethnic background by response channel

Not stated
Asian/Asian British
Chinese
White
Black/Black British
Mixed ethnic background
Other ethnic group
Base (all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
26
4
1
57
2
2
8
4,948

Response channel
Web
Paper
%
%
12
35
4
3
1
1
74
45
2
3
2
2
4
11
2,011
2,937

In Table 30 the data from the consultation has been re-percentaged after excluding non
responses to allow for comparison with the Census data. According to the 2001 Census,
71% of the London population is white.
Table 30: Ethnic background compared to 2001 Census
Total* of
respondents
2001Census
%
%
White
76
71
Asian/Asian British
5
12
Black/Black British
3
11
Mixed
3
3
Chinese
1
1
Other
11
2
Base
3,665
5,723,353
* data re-percentaged after excluding 26% who did not state their ethnic background

Age
The age distribution of those who responded is shown in Table 31. Thirty two per cent
of the respondents identified themselves as aged 25-44 years and 27% as aged between
45 and 64 years.
Respondents using the Web questionnaire had a younger age profile than those using
the paper questionnaire. As shown in Table 31, 56% of respondents using the web
questionnaire identified themselves as aged less than 45 years old, compared to 29% for
the paper questionnaire.

35

Accent

84% compared to 69% after excluding non response
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Table 31: Age group by response channel

Not stated
Under 16
16-24
25-44
45-64
65+
Base(all questionnaire respondents)

Total
%
22
1
7
32
27
10
4,948

Web
%
9
1
10
45
30
5
2,011

Paper
%
32
1
6
22
26
14
2,937

A comparison with the 2001 Census data for London is shown in Table 32. In this table
the data from the consultation has been re-percentaged after excluding under 16 year
olds and non responses to allow for comparison with the Census data.
Table 32: Age profile of respondents compared to 2001 Census
Total* of
respondents 2001 Census
%
%
16-24
10
15
25-44
41
44
45-64
36
25
65+
13
16
Base
3,796
5,723,353
* ‘Not stateds’ and those aged under 16 years old have been excluded and the remaining
respondents were re-percentaged up to 100%

Accent
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5.

OPEN RESPONSES

5.1

Introduction
This chapter reports on the open responses received to the MTS consultation from Other
Organisations, the general public and businesses.
There were 55 open responses from Other Organisations, 551 from the general public
and 25 from businesses.
The quotations shown in this chapter were chosen to provide a representative view of
the comments made and are not intended to be exhaustive.
Note on table format for tables 33-35
Table 33 for Other Organisations and Table 35 for businesses show numbers and not
percentages as the sample sizes are small. In table 34 we present the data as proportions of all
general public respondents who submitted an open response.
The approach used to present the data in table 34 is similar to that used for tables 22-24 for Q4
where everyone was invited to make a comment and the proportions are of all respondents.
This approach contrasts with the analysis of the open responses to Q2 where we present the
data as proportions of those who made one or more comments. This is because comments in
Q2 were only made if respondents chose to tick the ‘other’ option for one or more of the
improvements listed. Many respondents did not do this but did tick one or more of the
improvements listed.

5.2

Other Organisations
This section presents an analysis of the responses from the 55 Other Organisations who
made an open response to the consultation.
These were organisations that responded to the public consultation exercise on behalf of
the interests of a wider group; for example, business representative groups and
residents’ associations. These organisations were often limited to a particular locality, or
have a relatively small membership, compared to the stakeholder organisations that TfL
invited to respond to the consultation, and whose responses were analysed in TfL’s
Report to the Mayor.
Sample
There were 55 responses from Other organisations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Accent

Action Disability Kensington & Chelsea (ADKC)
airTEXT consortium
Barnet Labour Group
Bexley LA21 Natural Environment Focus Group (NEFG)
Bromley Borough Roads Action Group (BBRAG)
Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users Group
Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment
Cheltenham Terrace Residents Association
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Accent

Chelsea Society
Chris Nicholson, Liberal Democrat Parliamentary Candidate for Streatham
Chuka Umunna, Parliamentary Candidate, Streatham Labour Party
ClientEarth
Connect
Croydon Mobility Forum
Drivers Alliance
Driver-Guides Association (DGA)
Duncan Terrace Association
Ealing Liberal Democrats
Earls Court and Olympia Group (submitted by Capital and Counties and WSP
Group)
East Surrey Transport Committee
Evolution Quarter Residents Association (EQRA)
Friends of the North Kent Marshes
Green Chain Working Party
Greenwich Action to Stop Pollution (GASP)
Greenwich and Lewisham Friends of the Earth
HACAN ClearSkies
Hackney and Tower Hamlets Friends of the Earth
Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum (DF)
Harrow Friends of the Earth
Harrow Public Transport Users Association
InHolborn
Islington Living Streets
Kensington Society
King’s Health Partners
Lambeth Liberal Democrat Group
Liftshare
Loanna Morrison, PPC for Bermondsey and Old Southwark
London Autism Rights Movement
London Environmental Education
London to Luton Coordination Corridor Group
Mark Clarke Conservative Parliamentary Spokesman, Tooting
Metropolitan Tabernacle Baptist Church
Neasden Residents’ Association
Oxford and Cambridge Square Residents and Leaseholders Association
Progressive London
Redbridge Disability Association
RSPB
South Bank Employers’ Group
South East London Chamber of Commerce
Southwark Living Streets
Southwark Rail Users’ Group
Team London Bridge (London Bridge Business Improvement District (BID))
West London Friends of the Earth
Windsor Lines Passengers Association.
Zac Goldsmith, PPC Richmond Park and North Kingston.
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Response
All comments were coded to the code frame (see Appendix B).
The code frame was organised into thematic sections (See Section 2.6). The sections
which gained the highest proportions of distinct comments were ‘Links to other
Strategies/Finances/General’, ‘Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)’ and
‘Rail’:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Links to other Strategies/Finances/General
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Rail (incl. National Rail services, TfL Overground, DLR and Tramlink)
Better Streets and Roads
Accessibility
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Buses
Tube/London underground
Cycling
Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low Emission Zone
Demand Management/Road user charging
Interchange
Airports/access to airports
Thames/River Crossings/Blue Ribbon Network
Crime, Safety & Security
Information
Walking
Freight
Taxis, private hire and coaches

13% 36
11%
10%
7%
7%
7%
6%
6%
6%
5%
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
*
0%

* = less than 0.5%

Table 33 shows the coding of the comments made. Because of the small sample size the
table shows numbers of comments rather than percentages.
Table 33: Comments made by Other Organisations
P2 Physical accessibility improvements eg step free tube/bus ramps
F1 Bus Service/route issues
N5 CO2 emissions general
H7 Other - better streets/roads
B11 Other - rail
T2 Financing transport schemes
S1 Orbital connectivity
N10 Other environmental/climate change comment
O2 Opposes removal of WEZ
T3 Fares and ticketing
A6 Other - tube
T1 Working with Boroughs/LIPs process/Sub-regional plans
T7 General comments on MTS
B8 Crossrail 1 and 2

36

Accent

n
16
14
13
12
12
11
11
11
10
10
10
9
9
9

Percentages are of responses
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A3
T8
Q3
J4
N9
T4
T5
R1
N7
F4
C5
B2
M3
M2
M1
H6
H1
F3
E4
D7
B6
O4
S6
S3
P6
O7
N4
G1
D6
D4
C4
B10
A4
S7
R6
R5
N1
H4
D3
D1
S2
R3
R2
Q2
P4
P3
P1
O5
N2
J5
H5
G3
C2
C1
B9
Accent

Tube frequency/capacity
Other re Mayor or TfL
Road Safety
River crossings
Transport impact on natural environment
London Plan comment (planning issues)
EDS comment
Further road user charging in London
Electric vehicles
Other (Buses)
Other (Interchange)
Increased rail capacity
Aircraft and environment/noise
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
Airports general (inc Heathrow 3rd runway, Thames Estuary Airport)
Making changes to how different road users use the road/roadspace allocation (eg
bus, cycle lanes)
Parking
Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
Development of key walking routes
Other (Cycling)
Integration of TfL/NR services eg Oyster PAYG on all rail
Comment on Congestion Charge generally
Regeneration/ Economic downturn (general)
Outer London comment
Concessionary fares
Oppose Deferment/Suspension of Phase 3 of LEZ
Local air quality measures including local low emission zones
Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians (inc
Legible London)
Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way streets, gyratories etc)
Cycle Superhighways
Integrating London's transport system and services
Tramlink comment
Tube line extensions
Cancelled Schemes (eg Cross River Tram, Thames Gateway Bridge)
Introduce more Park and Ride schemes servicing Central London
Other demand mgt/road user charging
Noise Pollution (General)
Shared space/better streets
Cycle Hire Schemes
Cycle parking
Radial Connectivity
Smarter Travel (inc workplace and school travel plans)
Reducing the Need to Travel
Public Transport Safety (general)
Accessibility Plan/Disability Equality Scheme
Non-physical improvements eg information, attitudes
Public transport and access to services - eg health, education, jobs
LEZ (General)
Regs & standards on GLA/public fleet for air quality/CO2/noise
Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
Improving the appearance of streets
Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in deciding how to travel
Improving the design and quality of areas around stations and termini (inc car dropoff)
More capacity at interchanges
DLR comment
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9
8
8
8
8
8
7
7
7
7
7
7
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
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A2
S8
S5
Q5
P5
N3
I5
H2
G4
G2

Improvements to tube stations/staffing
Olympic Games 2012
Comment on local issue
Other crime, safety comment
Dial-a-Ride
Incentives for cleaner vehicles in private ownership (eg cars, road tax)
Rail freight
Smoothing traffic flow
Other (Information)
Enhancing the provision of live information about transport (eg online and text
message)
F2 iBus and information provision
E5 Other (Walking)
D2 Cycle training
B5 TfL Overground rail (inc East London Line, North LL)
B4 High Speed 1/ rail links to Europe
O6 Support Deferment/Suspension of Phase 3 of LEZ
O1 Supports removal of WEZ
N6 Low carbon infrastructure/tech
J2 Integrating Thames with other transport (including Oyster)
J1 Piers/ Wharves/Sea Ports/stopping points
H3 Roadworks (Permits, lane rental, control of)
E1 Health impacts of walking
E3 Improving the quality and design of streets, removing clutter
D9 Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the road
B7 Improved services inner + outer London
B1 Improved service levels (staffing, clean, secure)
A1 More reliable/longer hours tube service
Base: 55 Other Organisations; 482 comments

n
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Details of response
The three areas which attracted the most comments were:
•
•
•

physical accessibility improvements eg step-free tube, bus ramps
bus service/route issues
CO2 emissions general.

Physical accessibility improvements eg step-free tube, bus ramps
There were 16 responses under ‘Physical accessibility improvements eg step-free tube,
bus ramps’. Whilst there was support for the proposals within the MTS, there was also
disappointment that more was not being done. As one would expect, this was stated in
particular by mobility and disability groups. However, other groups also expressed
concern.
Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum responded:
“Whilst supporting the Mayor’s proposals the DF [Disability Forum]
are disappointed that the present proposals are a dilution of previous
promises in particular the percentage of stations on the tube network
with step-free access has been significantly reduced.”
Harrow Friends of the Earth also raised this concern:
Accent
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“Step-free access at stations should be a major priority for investment in
the Underground network. Harrow-on-the-Hill is an example of a very
busy station which those with mobility problems, young children or
heavy luggage cannot use, at least without the greatest difficulty. Yet we
are told there is no funding for improvements.”
Action Disability Kensington and Chelsea provided specific examples:
“Many plans to make tube stations step free have been deferred. Of
particular concern step-free access to South Kensington Station has been
deferred. There is a huge need for this station to be accessible. It is well
documented that disabled people have less access to goods and services
and are more likely to experience inequality across many areas (such as
health and education) as a result. It is also well documented that they
engage less with arts institutions as a result of this inequality . . .
. . . Plans to make Ladbroke Grove Tube station step-free have also been
deferred and we would ask for this to be re-considered as this area is of
North Kensington has high numbers of social housing and is a ‘hub’ of
activity.”
Progressive London called for similar improvements at bus stops:
“Improve the bus waiting environment – particularly tackling the fact
that while all buses themselves are step-free, only 45% of stops are fully
accessible.”
Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum noted that there were no commitments or
proposals to improve the effectiveness of ramps in terms of their deployment at bus
stops.
Croydon Mobility Forum suggested that the MTS should make the commitment that
“our future transportation systems are more accessible for disabled and older people,
together with greater focus in ensuring all forms of transport are better integrated.”
Other organisations expressing their views on this issue included Islington Living
Streets, Redbridge Disability Association, Kings Heath Partners, London Autistic
Rights Movement and Ealing Borough Liberal Democrats.
Bus service/route issues
‘Bus service/route issues’ also attracted a high level of response, with 14 mentions on
this issue. In particular, there was a perceived need for a further review of the bus
service in specific areas where it was considered inadequate, called for by the following
organisations: South Bank Employers Group, North London Strategic Alliance, South
East London Chamber of Commerce and Loanna Morrison PPC for Bermondsey and
Southwark.
The Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users group and Campaign for a Better
Harrow Environment wanted more bus lanes, the former recommended that:
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“Bus lanes should be improved, extended and all made effective for the
full 24 hours. This would remove any confusion among motorists as to
whether the lane is operational. Bus lanes should continue right up to
traffic signals. The law should be changed to ensure cars turning left
always give way to buses in a parallel bus lane.”
Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment also said:
“Fast orbital bus services with a high degree of bus lane provision are
therefore essential in outer London to ensure that the metropolitan town
centres do not become gridlocked as they already are for part of the
working day.”
Action Disability Kensington and Chelsea and Harrow Friends of the Earth expressed
concern that bus services may be reduced or altered detrimentally, whilst the East
London Transport Committee and Harrow Public Transport Users Association both
suggested improvements to the bus network within their areas.
CO2 emissions general
There were 13 comments on CO2 emissions. Overall, there was clear support for the
Mayor’s commitment to achieving a significant reduction in CO2 emissions. However, a
number of groups expressed concern that there was a policy gap between stating this
target and how it will be delivered. For example, Progressive London welcomed the
proposed Climate Change Action Plan, but noted that the strategy “fails to set out how a
60% cut in CO2 emissions from transport will be achieved by 2025”. Hackney and
Tower Hamlets Friends of the Earth, West London Friends of the Earth and Zac
Goldsmith PPC echoed this view.
Harrow Friends of the Earth and Greenwich Action Stop Pollution went further in
highlighting the need to target a reduction in road building and road traffic in order to
deliver the CO2 reduction target, whilst Friends of North Kent Marshes and HACAN
Clear Skies both called for reduced aviation growth.
Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users Group looked to other pollutants
besides CO2,
“The Mayor’s target for a 60% reduction in CO2 by 2025 is supported,
but there should be more concern about pollutants from diesel and
petrol-powered motor vehicles, including nitrous oxides and
particulates.”
The Bromley Borough Roads Action Group called into question the basis of the
Mayor’s commitment to the CO2 reduction target,
“Bearing in mind that the science associated with climate change is
dubious in the extreme, it is inappropriate for the Mayor to spend large
resources on trying to reduce CO2 emissions. In practice his proposals
are not going to even achieve his stated objective. If you really want to
reduce CO2 emissions the only solution would be to reduce the
Accent
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population and business activities in London, when your policies seem to
be the exact opposite!”
Other issues that were of particular concern
Financing transport schemes
There were eleven responses with comments on ‘financing transport schemes’.
Other organisations that raised concerns around funding included The Chelsea Society,
Bromley Borough Roads Action Group, The Campaign for a Better Harrow
Environment, London to Luton Coordination Corridor Group, South Bank Employers
Group, Hackney & Tower Hamlets Friends of the Earth and West London Friends of
the Earth.
London to Luton Coordination Corridor Group were concerned that as the “bulk of
Transport for London’s funding was concentrated on the implementation of Crossrail
and upgrades to the Underground” this left “little, if any, provision for the development
and implementation of other medium and large-scale schemes”.
The Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment thought that the MTS provided a
useful framework for detailed planning necessary to achieve a better Harrow
environment and that it was vital that it was “backed by adequate funding in order to
ensure that Harrow is able to deliver its targets”.
West London Friends of the Earth said that shortage of money was stated by the Mayor
“but not in the Strategy, as the reason for not enhancing buses (and also for raising
fares).”
Orbital connectivity
‘Orbital connectivity’ was raised in eleven responses. There was a generally positive
response to the MTS on this issue amongst groups such as Progressive London, West
London Friends of the Earth, Barnet Labour Group, Bromley Borough Roads Action
Group.
“Orbital transport links in Barnet are poor and they will come under
greatly increased pressure when major developments in the borough are
completed and predicted population growth occurs. Therefore we
welcome the intention in Policy 7 to ‘seek to improve orbital connectivity
in Outer London’.”
Barnet Labour Group

Southwark Rail Users’ Group said that many rail users welcomed “the now firm plan to
build the orbital Overground rail link via the East London Line Extension phase 2.”
They recognised that the Mayor and TfL do not have responsibility for the other radial
Overground rail services through this area but nevertheless stated that it was important
that the MTS should indicate the significant role that those radial Overground rail
services play in the local transport network for Zone 2 in inner south London.
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Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment called for “fast orbital bus services with a
high degree of bus lane provision” to relieve the pressure on town centre road systems
and car parks.
Croydon Disability Forum asked for “the possible funding, for an upgrade of the south
London orbital road system.”
Harrow Friends of the Earth asked for orbital tram services in outer London. The
London to Luton Coordination Corridor requested a clear focus on orbital public
transport improvements particularly along the A406 North Circular.
Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users Group said that the “connectivity of
Orbirail needs to be improved over the long term once the East London Line is open.”
Progressive London said that the MTS asked for new services, like orbital and
express bus routes to stimulate modal shift in Outer London.
Opposed removal of WEZ
Ten responses were opposed to the removal of WEZ. Progressive London said that the
MTS was confusing and contradictory on Congestion Charging as it notes that the
Mayor may consider road user charging schemes in future,
“…Yet, when it comes to a Congestion Charging scheme that is already
in place, proven to work and which a majority of Londoners support the Western Extension of the central London congestion zone, the
Strategy proposes to scrap it. This is despite noting that the result would
be "an increase in congestion in the area."
ClientEarth said that the removal of the WEZ failed to consider the health impacts of
the increased air pollution and said that the MTS contained no detailed quantified
mitigation measures to offset the disbenefits of removing the WEZ.
Others who wished the WEZ to be kept included Southwark Living Streets and
Islington Living Streets, The Chelsea Society, Harrow Friends of the Earth and West
London Friends of the Earth, The Kensington Society and Cheltenham Terrace
Residents Association.
“We support the retention of the Western Extension zone to the central
London Congestion charge. We believe that it delivers significant
benefits to the quality of life of local people through reduced congestion
and improved air quality and that its removal flies in the face of other
objectives such as climate change and a more liveable London.”
Southwark Living Streets

Only one Other Organisation (Bromley Borough Roads Action Group (BBRAG))
expressed support for the removal of the WEZ .
Fares and ticketing
There were ten comments on ‘fares and ticketing’. Most comments concerned high fares
or increases.
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Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users Group said that rail and bus fares
“should be held down as far as possible and any rises should be less than any increase
in motoring costs.”
Action Disability Kensington & Chelsea were concerned that as disabled people are
more likely to be unemployed and living in poverty they needed access to more
affordable public transport. “Huge fare rises will have a disproportionate impact on this
group already more likely to experience poverty.”
Others complaining about high fares or fare rises included Drivers Alliance, East Surrey
Transport Committee, Harrow Friends of the Earth and Progressive London.
Harrow Public Transport Users Association said that the fares increases levied on bus
passengers seem “disproportionate to those levied on the Tube.”
Barnet Labour Group said that fares increases will discourage people from using more
sustainable modes of transport like buses, tubes and trains.
The other comments in ‘fares and ticketing’ concerned increasing flexibility of Oyster.
Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment wanted Oyster to be used for a single
payment for a local park and ride scheme.
Cambridge Heath and London Fields Rail Users Group believed that Oyster should be
extended nationwide and for renting bicycles in the proposed London scheme.
East Surrey Transport Committee although welcoming the introduction of Oyster to
National Rail stated that by “its rigid nature” it was proving to be less flexible than
paper tickets for a number of types of journey such as when one journey is in the peak
and others are in the off-peak.
Crossrail 1 and 2
Nine responses concerned Crossrail 1 and 2. Six supported plans for Crossrail 1 and/or
2.
South East London Chamber of Commerce, Railwatch, West London Friends of the
Earth, Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum, Bexley Natural Environment Focus
Group supported Crossrail.
“Crossrail is good news for London. The Central Line has been
overcrowded for the past 30 years.”
Railwatch

Bexley Natural Environment Focus Group added the caveat that it was extended to
Abbey Wood station.
The Chelsea Society said that Crossrail 1 and 2 were “needed to reduce crowding on
existing Underground lines and establish new connections.” However, it was concerned
that:
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“…both the proposed Chelsea Station sites are heavily constrained by
being adjacent to Conservation Areas, listed buildings and established
residential streets. Neither is suited to the very large scale works
associated with, for instance, the station for Crossrail 1 at Tottenham
Court Road.”
It was also concerned about the routing of Crossrail 2. Two‘Other Organisations’ raised
concerns about Crossrail.
South Bank Employers’ Group were concerned that:
“…the commitment to Crossrail will hinder other very high priority
transport infrastructure investment, notably at Waterloo.”
Croydon Mobility Forum stated that there was too much emphasis on Crossrail.
With regard to Crossrail 2, Evolution Quarter Residents Association (EQRA) stated:
“We are concerned that references to a Crossrail 2 would drain
investment from South London so any funding must be ring fenced and
safe from political interference.”
Frequency and capacity
Nine responses related to ‘frequency and capacity’ and how much more could be done.
For example, Chris Nicholson, Liberal Democrat Parliamentary Candidate for
Streatham outlined his concerns:
“There is, as the document acknowledges, an urgent need to relieve the
current overcrowding on the Northern Line. Whilst the currently planned
upgrades and the further suggested upgrades, which are forecast to
increase capacity by more than 20%, are welcome this is still not
enough, given likely increasing demand and the current severe
overcrowding.”
The North London Strategic Alliance raised a similar concern:
“By 2025 the additional capacity from the PPP Underground
Programme will not be enough to mitigate congestion levels on the
Northern Line. In this context the proposed simplification and recasting
of service patterns by 2020 is welcomed. However more will need to be
done in the long term if planned growth is to be accommodated.”
The Campaign for a Better Harrow Environment raised the following concern:
“ . . . the replacement of trains on the Metropolitan Line (Proposal 20)
will increase capacity by providing more standing space and less
seating.”
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Other organisations expressing disquiet included Lambeth Democratic Group and
Islington Living Streets.
InHolborn and Harrow Public Transport Users Association also outlined their
requirements to improve existing capacity.
5.3

General Public
There were 551 general public written submissions in total. A majority of submissions
took the form of emails (517) and the rest were letters (34).
Response
All comments were coded to the code frame (see Appendix B). The 551 respondents
made 2,347 codeable comments, an average of 4.3 per respondent.
The code frame was organised into thematic sections (See Section 2.6). The sections
which gained the highest proportions of distinct comments are ‘Links to other
Strategies/Finances/General’, ‘Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low
Emission Zone’, ‘Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)’ and ‘Better
Streets and Roads’:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Links to other Strategies/Finances/General
Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low Emission Zone
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Better Streets and Roads
Rail (incl. National Rail services, TfL Overground, DLR and Tramlink)
Cycling
Buses
Tube/London underground
Crime, Safety & Security
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Demand Management/Road user charging
Thames/River Crossings/Blue Ribbon Network
Interchange
Accessibility
Information
Freight
Walking
Airports/access to airports
Taxis, private hire and coaches

19% 37
12%
11%
9%
8%
7%
5%
5%
5%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
*

* = less than 0.5%

Table 34 shows the coding of comments which were made by 3% or more of
respondents.
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Table 34: Comments made by general public respondents
T3
T8
O2
N5
N10
O1
H7
Q3
O4
H6

Fares and ticketing
Other re Mayor or TfL
Opposes removal of WEZ
CO2 Emissions (General)
Other environment/climate change comment
Supports removal of WEZ
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Road Safety
Comment on Congestion Charge generally
Making changes to how different road users use the road/roadspace
allocation (eg bus, cycle lanes)
B10 Tramlink comment
B8 Crossrail 1 & 2 (inc Chelsea-Hackney line)
D7 Other (Cycling)
A6 Other (Tube)
T7 General comment on MTS
R1 Further road user charging in London
T2 Financing transport schemes
F4 Other (Buses)
F1 Bus Service/route issues
B11 Other (Rail)
T4 London Plan comment (planning issues)
D6 Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way sts, gyratories etc)
F3 Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
H2 Smoothing traffic flow
S8 Olympic Games 2012
C4 Integrating London's transport system and services
H1 Parking
D4 Cycle Superhighways
J5 Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
N7 Electric vehicles
N9 Transport impact on natural environment
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
A3 Tube frequency/capacity
P6 Concessionary fares
Q5 Other crime, safety comment
H3 Roadworks (Permits, lane rental, control of)
A4 Tube line extensions
D1 Cycle parking
D9 Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the
road
S1 Orbital Connectivity
B2 Increased rail capacity
J4 River crossings
R2 Reducing the Need to Travel
Other (sum of where proportion was less than 3%)
Base: 551 general public respondents

% 38
31
22
20
18
16
14
13
13
12
11
11
11
11
10
10
9
9
8
8
6
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
83

Details of response
Some examples of the responses made by general public respondents are shown below
under the ten main response headings (excluding the other code categories such as
‘Other re Mayor or TfL’ or ‘Other (Better Streets/Roads)’ as these contained disparate
comments which otherwise did not fit into a specific category).
38
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For data protection reasons we have anonymised responses from members of the public.
Fares and ticketing (31% of respondents)
Almost all complained about fares increases. Some example responses are shown
below:
“20%? Why have Oyster Single bus journey gone up 20%. Interest rates
are 0.25%. Inflation is 2%.Oyster single bus journey 20%.”
“The present and future public transport fare increases at the levels
proposed are totally unacceptable. London’s fares are by far the highest
of any European city, especially considering that the services provided
are much superior and more reliable then in London.”
“Furthermore, please keep down fares to encourage use and increase
the number of people who choose to use cycles, buses, the tube and
trains - and their feet.”
Many linked the fares increases to removing the WEZ and/or removing bendy buses:
“Firstly you have made it more expensive, by not implementing the
congestion charge levy on larger cars, you have had to increase the fares
for everyone. By pushing through the ‘21st Century Routemaster’ at a
cost of around £60 million you have had to further increase the fare,
above inflation rate for ordinary people.”
“Reverse the plan to increase bus and tube fares above inflation. I
understand you are planning to increase fares by RPI+2% every year.
Keeping the western extension would help avoid such steep rises in
fares.”
Some also stated that the increase in fares ran counter to the aims of reducing carbon
emissions:
“The plans to reduce carbon emissions and traffic are laudable, but with
the increases in bus and tube fares, this will only encourage use of cars.”
Opposes the proposal to remove WEZ (20% of respondents)
The WEZ was the second most important theme with a large number of responses both
for and against its proposed removal. About a fifth of responses opposed the proposed
removal of the Western Extension of the Congestion Charging zone (14% supported its
proposed removal).
Many pointed out that as well as reducing congestion and pollution it was also a useful
source of revenue:
“I don’t understand why you want to get rid of the Western section of the
congestion zone: I have often cursed the congestion zone when I have to
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drive in London, but it is a useful source of revenue for Transport in
London and of course it reduces congestion which totally overides any
personal inconvenience because it is so vital to reduce emissions if our
children are to have a decent future. From reading your pieces in the
Telegraph I know that this concerns you too, so I hope you will try to
include targets to reduce traffic, and maybe hold off increasing public
transport fares (ie: by not scrapping the western extension).”
“I think that the western extension of the congestion zone is a good
thing, so please do not get rid of it. It helps reduce emissions,
encourages alternatives to the car and makes cycling safer in the area.”
One person argued that it was beneficial for London as a whole and that “it would be a
retrogressive step to withdraw it, and thus to placate a small interest group of K&C
residents and businesses.”
Some who lived in the WEZ asked for the zone to be kept:
“I live on Westbourne Terrace and often have to make necessary
journeys in my car. If you cancel the western extension, I shall no longer
be able to get the residents discount and that will stop me from using my
car and at the same time, cause me considerable inconvenience and
hardship.”
“I am appalled by the Mayor’s decision to abolish the congestion charge
in our area. From an environmental perspective it is absolutely the
wrong thing to do. From the perspective of residents it is wrong and
crazy from a financial point of view as he is short of revenue for
transport generally.”
CO2 Emissions (General) (18% of respondents)
The majority of responses here concerned the MTS not going far enough in terms of
reducing CO2 emissions. A typical comment was:
“I do not feel that the proposals contained within the draft go far
enough, in particular with regard to setting out how transport in London
will meet its target to reduce CO2 emissions by 60% by 2020.”
Some put forward specific public transport proposals to help achieve such cuts:
“TROLLEY buses!!!! Clean, quiet and efficient. PLUS, LESS pollution.”
“Please showcase London in time for the Olympics with a new "all
electric" Routemaster bus. Show the world EV 39s are viable, it can be
done, it just needs determination. The benefits of EVs are well-known,
the knock-on effect on public perception will be immense. EVs quickly
becoming the talking point, then people will follow your lead with car

39
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purchase decisions and CO2 / noise will drop soon after. Lead in the EV
revolution - show what Mayors are for!”
“Efficient, cheap, reliable, safe Public Transport ….would reduce the
number of private cars used which in turn would help with the matter of
CO2 emissions and the serious concerns of global warming.”
A number of responses also linked the planned removal of the WEZ with increased CO2
emissions.
“We find London noisy and smelly enough as it is but at least in the
congestion zone there seemed to have been a vast reduction in traffic.
How are you expecting to reduce CO2?”
“…but the big question now is how to cut the carbon emissions and I
suggest that you examine the wish list of proposals and cut out any that
don’t contribute to reduced emissions eg, reducing the congestion zone.”
Supports removal of WEZ (14% of respondents)
As mentioned above the WEZ was the second most important theme with a large
number of responses both for and against its removal. Fourteen per cent supported the
removal of the Western Extension of the Congestion Charging zone (20% wanted it to
stay). Typical responses included:
“The Western Extension was an aberration and it will be good news
when it has gone.”
“My view is that this should go. Indeed it should never have been
introduced in the first place and all those who warned about it have been
proven to be right. Another waste of tax money down the drain.”
“I also insist that the Western extension zone is scrapped. I live within it
and have not seen any reduction in traffics as a result. Only higher
charges from all tradesmen coming into the zone.
Many of the respondents who wished the Western Extension of the Congestion Charge
to be removed raised the issue that the Mayor had been elected on the basis of removing
it:
“I expect the Mayor to honour his election pledge to remove the western
extension of the congestion charge.”
“The Western Congestion Charge was in dispute when Boris Johnson
was elected (on this ticket) now he is reneging on this promise to
scrapping it, it should be removed not extended.”
Some complained that the MTS was a third consultation on the issue:
“Last year, Mayor Johnson held a second consultation. The extension
was again overwhelmingly rejected. …He has now gone back on his
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word; ignoring the twice-expressed views of the public. He is holding a
third consultation.”
“A third 'consultation' on the same issue is an utter disgrace. I believe
the results will be corrupted for party political ends.”
Road Safety (13% of respondents)
There were a wide range of comments made on road safety. The main areas are shown
below.
Reducing speed limit to 20mph
A reduction in the speed limit to 20mph throughout London or for all roads except
major throughways was suggested by some:
“Reducing speed is important on all except the major throughways, and
we consider the Mayor should include support for a mainly 20mph
London, with only the major roads exempted and allowed 30mph.”
“A study of 20mph zones in London showed that they had reduced
casualties by 45% and fatal and serious casualties by 57%. …The
strategy should strongly recommend the 20 mph limit throughout
London.”
A reduction in the speed limit to 20mph was suggested for roads designated as cycle
routes as “this would improve safety and give these marked routes some meaning.”
Another respondent said that reducing traffic speeds to 20mph and would result in a
huge increase in cycling “as people who are currently afraid feel so much safer.”
Shared space/removing guardrails
Some respondents made detailed comments against the idea of shared road space or
removing guardrails on the grounds that it was unsafe. One said that the “current
fashion, to create shared spaces should be firmly resisted” as mixing pedestrians and
road users in the same space created the potential for high numbers of accidents as “all
too often pedestrians feel they have an automatic right of way, encouraged, of course,
by the removal of curbs.”
Another respondent said that raising the path across the roads to the height of the
sidewalks in Earls Court Road and Kensington High Street had made the crossing very
dangerous for pedestrians and drivers as “between 30% and 50% of pedestrian no
longer look to see if the right of way is clear for them to cross the road” and therefore
“drivers are now at much higher risk of hitting a pedestrian.”
Someone else questioned the safety claims regarding the removal of guardrails from
Kensington High Street:
“This is nonsense, because the analysis was flawed. Accidents from all
causes were simply added together, whether they were beneficial or not.
By comparing accident data for sections of Kensington High Street with
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and without guardrails I was able to deduce that removing guardrails
had increased accidents by about 30%, or 5 casualties per year, but that
this had been masked by decreases due to other changes, such as more
crossings, better road surfacing and improved street lighting.”
Shared lanes
Some said it was unsafe to allow cycles, motorcycles and buses to share lanes:
“It is also unsafe to combine bus and cycle lanes, and allowing
motorbikes to use these lanes too is a tragedy waiting to happen.”
“The decision to open bike lanes for motorcycles is criminal, the way it
endangers lifes.”
Pedestrian crossings
A few raised concerns on the safety of pedestrian crossings:
“From the viewpoint of pedestrian safety and convenience at most
signalled intersections in London there needs to be an increase in the
frequency of the pedestrian crossing phase, without the need to push
endless buttons. Otherwise the majority of pedestrians will continue to
cross unsafely without waiting for the pedestrian phase because the wait
is too long.”
“The pedestrian crossing outside Bermondsey tube has not worked
properly for at least 5 years. I see children and teenagers crossing
dangerously every day as they get fed up with the extremely slow
response from the lights. Could someone please adjust them so we can
cross safely???”
5.4

Business
There were 24 open written submissions from businesses. The businesses were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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AEG Europe
Alkol Inc
Amba QA Ltd
British Airways
Barking Riverside Ltd
BB Associates
Biggin Hill Airport Ltd
Colin Buchanan and Partners.
Canary Wharf Group
ColladoCollins
Crowd Dynamics
Development Securities
DHL
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Gallery FortyOne
GOVIA
Land Securities
National Grid Property Holdings (NGPH)
NedRailways
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP
Real Estate Opportunities Ltd
Rosenstiel’s
UPS
WiZZBiKE
Wood Wharf (General Partner) Limited.

Sectors
Six of the companies were property or real estate companies. A further six offered
professional services such as management consulting, transport planning, personal
development, planning.
Four of the companies were transport companies including two air and two rail. There
were two courier companies.
The remaining six companies were each in different sectors.
Response
All comments were coded to the code frame (see Appendix B).
The code frame was organised into thematic sections (See Section 2.6). The sections
which gained the highest proportions of distinct comments are ‘Links to other
Strategies/Finances/General’, ‘Rail’, ‘Misc & Cross Mode Issues’ and ‘Environment,
Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)’:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Accent

Links to other Strategies/Finances/General
Rail (incl. National Rail services, TfL Overground, DLR and Tramlink)
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Interchange
Better Streets and Roads
Airports/access to airports
Tube/London underground
Thames/River Crossings/Blue Ribbon Network
Information
Freight
Western Extension of Congestion Charge and Low Emission Zone
Accessibility
Buses
Cycling
Crime, Safety & Security
Taxis, private hire and coaches
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16%
10%
8%
8%
7%
7%
7%
5%
5%
4%
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%
1%
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•
•

Demand Management/Road user charging
Walking

1%
*

* = less than 0.5%

Table 35 shows the coding of all the comments made. Because of the small sample size
the table shows numbers of comments rather than percentages.
Table 35: Comments made by business respondents
T2
C4
M2
B8
A6
H2
M1
N5
S2
T1
T3
T7
A4
B11
C5
G2

Financing transport schemes
Integrating London's transport system and services
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
Crossrail 1 & 2 (inc Chelsea-Hackney line)
Other (Tube)
Smoothing traffic flow
Airports general (inc Heathrow 3rd runway, Thames Estuary Airport)
CO2 Emissions (General)
Radial Connectivity
Working with Boroughs/ LIPs process/Sub-regional plans
Fares and ticketing
General comment on MTS
Tube line extensions
Other (Rail)
Other (Interchange)
Enhancing the provision of live information about transport (eg online and
text message)
G3 Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in deciding how to
travel
H3 Roadworks (Permits, lane rental, control of)
H7 Other (Better Streets/Roads)
J2 Integrating Thames with other transport (including Oyster)
O1 Supports removal of WEZ
P2 Physical accessibility improvements, eg step-free tube, bus ramps
S1 Orbital Connectivity
S3 Outer London comment
T4 London Plan comment (planning issues)
B9 DLR comment
F1 Bus Service/route issues
F4 Other (Buses)
H6 Making changes to how different road users use the road/roadspace
allocation (eg bus, cycle lanes)
I6 Other (Freight)
J1 Piers/ Wharves/Sea Ports/stopping points
J4 River crossings
M3 Aircraft and environment/noise
N1 Noise Pollution (General)
P1 Public transport and access to services - eg health, education, jobs
R1 Further road user charging in London
T8 Other re Mayor or TfL
A3 Tube frequency/capacity
B1 Improved service levels (staffing, clean, secure)
B4 High Speed 1/ rail links to Europe
B6 Integration of TfL/NR services eg Oyster PAYG on all rail
C1 More capacity at interchanges
C3 Reducing the need to come into central London for Interchange for journeys
to other places
D3 Cycle Hire Schemes
D7 Other (Cycling)
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n
12
9
8
7
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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I1 Delivery hours and loading issues
I2 Freight consolidation/distribution
L2 Taxis/Black cabs (general)
N6 Low carbon infrastructure/tech
N7 Electric vehicles
N8 Adapting to/ Risk Mgt of Climate Change
N10 Other environment/climate change comment
O4 Comment on Congestion Charge generally
P6 Concessionary fares
Q2 Public Transport Safety (general)
Q3 Road Safety
S6 Regeneration/ Economic downturn (general)
S8 Olympic Games 2012
T5 Economic Development Strategy comment
A2 Improvements to tube stations/staffing
B2 Increased rail capacity
B5 TfL Overground rail (inc East London Line, North LL)
D1 Cycle parking
D4 Cycle Superhighways
D6 Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way sts, gyratories etc)
E4 Development of key walking routes
F2 iBus and information provision
F3 Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
G4 Other (Information)
H1 Parking
I4 Water-borne freight
I5 Rail freight
L3 Private hire/minicabs (general)
N4 Local air quality measures including local low emission zones
N9 Transport impact on natural environment
O2 Opposes removal of WEZ
O3 Other WEZ (inc mitigation traffic, environment impacts)
O5 LEZ (General)
S4 Inner London comment
S7 Cancelled Schemes (eg Cross River Tram, Thames Gateway Bridge)
Base: 24 businesses; 230 comments

n
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Details of response
Focusing on issues where more than five businesses gave a comment, the areas which
attracted most comments were:
•
•
•
•

Financing Transport Schemes
Integrating London’s transport system and services
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
Crossrail 1 & 2.

Financing Transport Schemes
Whilst businesses tended to show support for the MTS and elements within it, there was
a clear requirement for more explanation on how developments were to be funded as
existing funding were not expected to be enough. This issue was raised by 12
businesses.
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PricewaterhouseCoopers stated that there is substantial financial commitment required
to deliver the strategy:
“This ambitious plan places significant financial obligations onto TfL,
and relies on sustained government support and a wide-ranging
efficiencies programme. So despite the straitened fiscal situation and
inevitable pressures on central government funding, TfL must defend
vigorously its settlement with government. Equally the efficiencies
programme must be delivered. Reducing TfL internal and operational
costs appears to be a priority, and rigorous cost and project management
will be essential.”
They then went on to state areas where value for money for the transport network could
be improved.
Land Securities also recommend that new methods of funding be introduced:
“We have seen the response prepared by London First and endorse its
contents. In particular we support the view that the strategy should
include a proposal to develop and promote new funding mechanisms and
procurement strategies to allow important but unfunded projects to
proceed. This could include Tax Increment Financing.”
In relation to cross river developments in the East London Sub Region, AEG Europe
identified “a need to include a proposal to develop and promote new funding
mechanisms and procurement strategies to allow important but unfunded projects to
proceed.”
Whilst Govia were mindful that the integration of underground and overground train
services “must be viewed in the context of affordability and value for money.”
Other businesses were uneasy that specific areas may be unfairly burdened with
funding. Wood Wharf expressed this issue along with Amba-QA who, for example,
who stated that:
“Motorists already pay a fortune to use the roads. We pay the
government over £40 billion a year. If new facilities are needed in
London, like river crossings, the Mayor should demand more of our own
money back from the government. The GLA doesn’t give value for money
in what it takes from our council tax in London. The Mayor should look
to cut down on waste before he tries to charge motorists more. He might
make economies in other areas, such as officials’ high salaries.”
Integrating London’s transport system and services
Comments relating to an integrated transport system were on the whole positive, with
nine mentions amongst businesses. PricewaterhouseCoopers believed that:
“ . . . the strategy also sets out sensible measures to better integrate the
management of the transport network across London to facilitate the
connectivity of the modes.”
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NED Railways Ltd demonstrated their support:
“We are committed to improving this whole journey, for all our
passengers, and see the Mayor’s Transport Strategy as an opportunity
for this to be achieved in London. Interchanges, such as rail stations,
should be at the heart of this approach for London.”
Additionally, Colin Buchanan and Partners welcomed the ideas presented for
integrating the transport system but said that things should go further than the extension
of Oyster PAYG to national rail services, suggesting Oyster could be extended to taxis
and minicabs and that more could be done with respect to multi-modal information
provision.
Other supporters included AEG Europe, Barking Riverside, Crowd Dynamics Limited
and Wood Wharf – each stating specific examples of where a more integrated approach
would assist in their area of interest.
BA expressed support for the integration of transport systems with the caveat that:
“ . . . if high speed rail is to remove the need for some domestic flights
then the interchange with Heathrow must be well-planned to ensure
efficient and competitive transfers between rail and air. Without such an
interchange transfer passengers would simply take flights from their
regional airports direct to other EU hub airports instead.”
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
The issues around surface access to airports and high speed rail were of concern, with
eight comments made. There was support for the MTS proposals, for example Colin
Buchanan and Partners said:
“Access to Heathrow remains poor for staff and travellers, we support
the creation of an extensive PRT 40 network not only linking all parts of
Heathrow and its carparks but also with surrounding areas/hotels and
transport hubs.”
NED Railways Ltd outlined potential benefits that they could see:
“The development of High Speed Two, possibly based at Euston and in
conjunction with the High Level Output Statement, offers the opportunity
to build innovative new approaches to transport integration at the start
of the process.”
AEG Europe stated the opportunities that these improvements could provide for their
business:
“The global status of The O2 will be further enhanced from mid 2010
with direct connections to Stratford City and Stratford international
stations via the Jubilee Line. This will provide excellent links via the
40
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High Speed 1 service to the southeast and mainland Europe. AEG would
also support locating the High Speed 2 terminal at Stratford. This will
provide excellent interchange opportunities for Crossrail, HS1, enhance
the orbital connectivity and in turn relief congestion within Central
London.”
DHL expressed “strong interest” in the development to enhance road links between
Heathrow airport and the rest of the city, which would benefit their business.
Wood Wharf Group were concerned that HSR services were accessible to businesses:
“Wood Wharf welcomes the support given to the development of
international rail services but it is equally important that HSR services
are accessible by the business community that relies on such links.
Eurostar services capture a high proportion of business travel to Paris
and Brussels and it is vital that companies in the Isle of Dogs can take
full advantage of high speed rail links. The policy refers to ‘some’ trains
stopping at Stratford but this should be more explicit.”
Crossrail 1 & 2
It was evident that Crossrail developments were also supported by businesses with
seven responses relating to this aspect of the strategy.
Looking at the bigger picture, PriceWaterhouseCoopers stated that:
“It is right that the Mayor’s priority is to ensure the delivery of the
transport plan to 2018 focusing on the major capacity improvements
from Crossrail and the London Underground line upgrades.”
Equally, NED Railways Ltd suggested that
“Creating new capacity will enable Overground rail stations to be
treated more as ‘hubs’ in the overall network, closely integrated with
other modes – as in the case of Crossrail (both Crossrail ‘1’ and
Crossrail ‘2’), the DLR extension to Dagenham Dock, Stratford
International and Thameslink.”
Development Securities gave positive feedback on this element of the policy. Whilst
BA supported this aspect of the MTS due to the benefit that Heathrow will get from it.
Some businesses also raised concerns. For example, although Wood Wharf Group
“fully supports the Crossrail proposal and the commitment to its opening in 2017” they
also stated that:
“The success of Crossrail depends upon it being as fully accessible as
possible and this requires improvements to interchange facilities at several
stations in central London.”
AEG Europe and Barking Riverside were supportive in their comments, but still had
concerns about meeting specific development requirements in their operating areas.
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APPENDIX A
Questionnaire

APPENDIX B
Code Frame

Code Frame
A, B, C, etc are theme areas
A1, A2, A3, B1, B2 etc are comment codes within the theme areas
Column PQ:

A
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
P2
A6
B
B1
B2
B3
B4
B5
B6
B7
B8
B9
B10
M2
B11
C
C1
C2
C3
C4
B6
C5
D
D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
G1
D7
D8
D9
E
E1
E2
E3
E4
G1
E5

PQ
Y
y
y
y
*
Y
y
y
y

y
y

*
Y
y
y
y
*
Y
y
y
y
y

*

Y
y
y
*

Y = corresponds directly to section or question on public questionnaire;
* = code from other section included for ease of use
Modes
Tube/London underground
More reliable/longer hours tube service
Improvements to tube stations/staffing
Tube frequency/ capacity
Tube line extensions
Air con on tube
Physical accessibility improvements, eg step-free tube, bus ramps
Other (Tube)
Rail (incl. National Rail services, TfL Overground, DLR and Tramlink)
Improved service levels (staffing, clean, secure)
Increased rail capacity
Building more rail lines
High Speed 1/ rail links to Europe
TfL Overground rail (inc East London Line, North LL)
Integration of TfL/NR services eg Oyster PAYG on all rail
Improved services inner + outer London
Crossrail 1 & 2 (inc Chelsea-Hackney line)
DLR comment
Tramlink comment
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
Other (Rail)
Interchange
More capacity at interchanges
Improving the design and quality of areas around stations and termini (inc car drop-off)
Reducing the need to come into central London for Interchange for journeys to other places
Integrating London's transport system and services
Integration of TfL/NR services eg Oyster PAYG on all rail
Other (Interchange)
Cycling
Cycle parking
Cycle training
Cycle Hire Schemes
Cycle Superhighways
Borough cycling improvements
Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way sts, gyratories etc)
Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians (inc Legible
London)
Other (Cycling)
Introduce a compulsory license scheme for cyclists
Prosecute dangerous cycling/cyclists who do not adhere to the laws of the road
Walking
Health impacts of walking
Pedestrian access to PT and safety
Improving the quality and design of streets, removing clutter
Development of key walking routes
Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians (inc Legible
London)
Other (Walking)

F
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N10
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Buses
Bus Service/route issues
iBus and information provision
Bus design inc New Bus, Bendy Bus
Regs & standards on GLA/public fleet for air quality/CO2/noise
Other (Buses)
Information
Providing consistent signage and information for cyclists and pedestrians (inc Legible
London)
Enhancing the provision of live information about transport (eg online and text message)
Providing travel planning and guidance to assist people in deciding how to travel
Other (Information)
Better Streets and Roads
Parking
Smoothing traffic flow
Roadworks (Permits, lane rental, control of)
Shared space /better streets
Improving the appearance of streets
Making changes to how different road users use the road/roadspace allocation (eg bus,cycle
lanes)
Changes to road layout for cycling (cycle lanes, one way sts, gyratories etc)
Other (Better Streets/Roads)
Freight
Delivery hours and loading issues
Freight consolidation/ distribution
Environment/noise impacts of freight
Water-borne freight
Rail freight
Other (Freight)
Thames/River Crossings/Blue Ribbon Network
Piers/ Wharves/Sea Ports/stopping points
Integrating Thames with other transport (including Oyster)
Environmental issues for boats
River crossings
Water-borne freight
Other Thames/waterways/ River Crossing comment
Taxis, private hire and coaches
Regional, national and international Coach services (general)
Taxis/Black cabs (general)
Private hire/ minicabs (general)
Airports/access to airports
Airports general (inc Heathrow 3rd runway, Thames Estuary Airport)
Surface access to airports and High Speed 2 rail
Aircraft and environment/noise
Environment, Air Quality & Climate Change (CO2)
Noise Pollution (General)
Regs & standards on GLA/public fleet for air quality/CO2/noise
Incentives for cleaner vehicles in private ownership (eg cars, road tax)
Local air quality measures including local low emission zones
CO2 Emissions (General)
Low carbon infrastructure/tech
Electric vehicles
Adapting to/ Risk Mgt of Climate Change
Transport impact on natural environment
Other environment/climate change comment

O
O1
O2
O3
O4
O5
O6
O7
P
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
T3
P7
Q
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
R
R1
R2
R3
R4
O4
R5
R6
S
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
T
T1
T2
T3
T4
T5
T6
T7
T8
T9

Y

*

Y

*

Western Extension (WEZ ) of Congestion Charge and Low Emission Zone (LEZ)
Supports removal of WEZ
Opposes removal of WEZ
Other WEZ (inc mitigation traffic, environment impacts)
Comment on Congestion Charge generally
LEZ (General)
Support Deferment/Suspension of Phase 3 of LEZ
Oppose Deferment/Suspension of Phase 3 of LEZ
Accessibility
Public transport and access to services - eg health, education, jobs
Physical accessibility improvements, eg step-free tube, bus ramps
Non-physical improvements eg Information, attitudes
Accessibility Plan/Disability Equality Scheme
Dial-a-Ride
Concessionary fares
Fares & ticketing general
Other accessibility comment
Crime, Safety & Security
Reducing crime and fear of crime in and around transport
Public Transport Safety (general)
Road Safety
Prepare for major incidents & threats
Other crime, safety comment
Demand Management/Road user charging
Further road user charging in London
Reducing the Need to Travel
Smarter Travel (inc workplace and school travel plans)
Car clubs
Comment on Congestion Charge generally
Other demand mgt/road user charging
Introduce more Park and Ride schemes servicing Central London
Misc & Cross Mode Issues
Orbital Connectivity
Radial Connectivity
Outer London comment
Inner London comment
Comment on local issue
Regeneration/ Economic downturn (general)
Cancelled Schemes (eg Cross River Tram, Thames Gateway Bridge)
Olympic Games 2012
Health impacts of transport
Links to other Strategies/ Finances/ General
Working with Boroughs/ LIPs process/Sub-regional plans
Financing transport schemes
Fares and ticketing
London Plan comment (planning issues)
Economic Development Strategy comment
Comment on Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA)
General comment on MTS
Other re Mayor or TfL
Irrelevant
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Introduction
This appendix comprises the consultation booklet made available to
stakeholders as part of the February –March 2012 consultation
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River Crossings
Overview
We would like your views on a package of proposed new Thames crossings in east
and southeast London, which includes:
•
•

Gallions Reach Ferry. A new vehicle ferry at Gallions Reach which could
replace the Woolwich Ferry;
Silvertown Tunnel. A new road tunnel at Silvertown

Improving cross-river connections
East and southeast London will be the focus for half of all the Capital’s population
and employment growth over the next twenty years. Ensuring that vehicles can
easily cross the Thames will be important in achieving this growth.
The existing vehicle crossings – the Blackwall Tunnel, Rotherhithe Tunnel and the
Woolwich Ferry – are already under strain. We need to put in place more ways to
cross the river so that both people and goods traffic can move efficiently now and in
the future.

Public transport improvements
Much has already been done to improve public transport in this area with more on
the way. The London Overground, DLR extensions and upgraded Jubilee line have
all made it easier to get across the river by public transport. By 2018, Crossrail will
provide another connection and the Emirates Air Line cable car crossing for
pedestrians and cyclists is due to open in summer 2012.
But we also need to provide crossings for the commercial traffic – lorries, vans and
cars – that are important for businesses, goods delivery and servicing. In recent
years, investment in the road network has not kept up with increasing demand. The
chart overleaf is an overview of public transport and highway crossings in this part of
London without the proposed new ferry and tunnel.

Existing crossings under strain
At the moment, the number of routes available to vehicles is limited. There is a width
restriction at the Rotherhithe Tunnel and a height restriction at the Blackwall Tunnel.
These can lead to tunnel closures and delays for all vehicles. The Woolwich Ferry is
ageing and may not be in the best location for current and future needs. Since the
number of crossings here is so limited, any incidents or closures mean that people
need to make long diversions in order to find an alternative.
This lack of resilience and choice leads to further delay and congestion for drivers at the Blackwall Tunnel this is on average 20 minutes per vehicle in the morning
peak. For businesses, it is an additional cost and can discourage investment.
Without action now, these problems will only get worse.
The Mayor’s Transport Strategy sets out a commitment to take forward a package of
new river crossings for east and southeast London:

The proposed package of improvements
•

•

•

Emirates Air Line. A new cable car connection between the Royal Docks and
North Greenwich. It is a fully accessible link for pedestrians and cyclists
currently being constructed and due to be open by summer 2012;
Gallions Reach Ferry. A new vehicle ferry at Gallions Reach between
Beckton and Thamesmead. This would improve connectivity and could
replace the Woolwich Ferry;
Silvertown Tunnel. A new road tunnel between Silvertown and north
Greenwich. This would relieve congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel by

providing an alternative route between the Royal Docks, Isle of Dogs, Lower
Lea Valley and Greenwich Peninsula.
Subject to securing the appropriate planning permissions and funding for these
proposals, the ferry could be in place in 2017, and the road tunnel in 2021.

Map showing the proposals

Please click here to view a larger version of the above map

Silvertown Tunnel
A new road tunnel here would add more capacity to the road network and offer an
alternative to the Blackwall Tunnel. It would also be designed to accommodate tall
vehicles, which the Blackwall Tunnel cannot. This would reduce the peak period
delays at the existing tunnel and reduce congestion. It would help to realise the
potential of the surrounding development areas like the Royal Docks and Greenwich
Peninsula (some 13,000 new jobs and 24,500 new homes).
We would carefully manage the traffic and air quality impacts of any crossing locally.
The earliest a new road tunnel at Silvertown could be opened is 2021, provided that
the necessary consents and funding are available.

Gallions Reach ferry
The ferry and piers at Woolwich will be fifty years old next year. While recent
investment means it can continue in the short-term, in the longer term we need new
boats and piers. At the same time we can consider where best to locate a new ferry
crossing. Options need to take account of where the growth and demand will
happen, help relieve existing congestion and be well-integrated with the road
network.
A new vehicle ferry crossing at Gallions Reach would improve connectivity for
vehicles wishing to cross the Thames between Thamesmead and Beckton and

provide an alternative route into the Royal Docks from the south east. It would be
purpose-built to modern standards and be able to carry more vehicles per boat than
the existing Woolwich ferry. Its location would provide a more direct route for most
traffic, with better queuing facilities and would also help to relieve congestion in
Woolwich town centre. It could be delivered by 2017 subject to securing the
appropriate consents and funding.

Paying for the proposals
In the Chancellor’s Autumn Statement of 2011, the Government indicated its support
for new transport infrastructure in London.
The proposed crossings are major schemes and although they would bring
significant benefits, they are costly to build and funding beyond our existing business
plan would be required. A range of funding options is being considered.

Have your say
We would like your views on the proposed package of river crossings and how these
might be delivered. This initial consultation is the start of a process which would
include further public consultation with local meetings and events later in 2012.
Further information will be provided on impacts of the schemes, potential funding
streams and the engineering and design aspects as the proposals are developed.
At this stage we welcome your initial views on the proposed package and the
importance of this issue.
To have your say, please answer our online questionnaire, send comments by email
to rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk, or write to us using our pre-paid postal address: River
Crossings Consultation, RSAK-YAYS-ACKX, Transport for London, Consultation
Delivery, 11th floor Palestra, 197 Blackfriars Road, London, SE1 8NJ.
Please let us have your views by midnight on 5 March 2012.
We will update you on the results of this consultation later in the year.

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

Appendix B3 October 2012 – February 2013
consultation booklet
B3.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises the consultation booklet made available to
stakeholders as part of the 29 October 2012 – 1 February consultation.
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� As a representative of a community or voluntary organisation

Work

� No

� Other ethnic group
� Over 60

� Black/Black British
� 25 to 60

� Mixed Ethnic background
� Under 25

Q14 What is your age group?

� Chinese

� White

� Asian/Asian British

Q13 Please describe your ethnic background

� Yes

Q12 D
 o you have a mental or physical disability that limits your daily activities or the work you can do,
including any issues due to your age?

Home

Q11 Please tell us your postcode to help us interpret the results of this consultation

� As a representative of a business

� As an individual

Q10 In what capacity are you responding to this consultation?

Tell us about yourself (these questions will help us to analyse responses)

Business Reply Plus
Licence Number
RSAK-YAYS-ACKX

River Crossings Consultation
RSAK-YAYS-ACKX,
Transport for London Consultation Delivery,
11th floor Palestra,
197 Blackfriars Road,
London,
SE1 8NJ

Consultation on options
for new river crossings in
East and South East London

This information is correct at
the time of print. For full details
of our River Crossing Consultation visit
tfl.gov.uk/rivercrossings

October 2012

Maps reproduced by permission
of Ordnance Survey on behalf
of HMSO © Crown Copyright.
All rights reserved.
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Seeking your views on improving river crossings

Your views will help shape our proposals

The Mayor has asked TfL to seek people’s views on ways of making it easier to
cross the River Thames in the East of London.

The responses to our last consultation have guided our thinking and helped
us develop the options set out in this leaflet.

This follows a consultation we held earlier this year, in which we asked
members of the public, businesses, and other stakeholders to tell us about
the need for more river crossings, and give us their views on two infrastructure
projects which build on proposals set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy:

In turn, your response to this consultation will help inform decisions over
how we proceed with our plans to improve river crossings in East and
South East London.

• The “Silvertown Tunnel”: a road tunnel running between the Greenwich
Peninsula and Silvertown.
• The “Gallions Reach Ferry”: a new vehicle ferry running between
Thamesmead and Beckton.
In that consultation we also asked people to tell us about any other options
we should be looking at.
Responding to what you’ve told us so far

This leaflet explains why we are proposing these improvements, and provides
more information about the projects themselves and the impacts they
could have. It also explains what the next steps would be if we continue
to develop them.
We are keen to hear your views
You can tell us your views by completing the questionnaire at the back of
this leaflet and sending it to us, or by completing the questionnaire online
at tfl.gov.uk/rivercrossings

We received nearly 4,000 responses to our last consultation, and over 90%
of those who responded agreed that there is a need for more river crossings
in East and South East London.

Finding out more

Over 80% of respondents supported the Silvertown Tunnel, and over 60%
supported the Gallions Reach Ferry. Some people also made suggestions
for other improvements they would like to see, such as alternative crossing
options at Gallions Reach.

To request this leaflet in large print or audio, or in another language,
please call 0843 222 1234.

More detailed information on these proposals is available on the consultation
website at tfl.gov.uk/rivercrossings, or on request by calling 0843 222 1234.

In some cases, people also highlighted concerns over aspects of the
proposals – for instance their potential traffic impacts – and people offered
views about how we could manage and fund the improvements.
The projects outlined in this leaflet aim to respond to all of these issues.

2

3

More river crossings will help our city grow
Over the following few pages we describe how the infrastructure projects
in this leaflet are intended to help address some of the biggest problems
affecting London’s road network today. However, the projects in this leaflet
are also designed to help this part of London grow and reach its full potential,
supporting the delivery of jobs and new homes, and helping the UK economy.
These projects aim to make the area a more attractive place to live, visit, and
do business by reducing delays and making journey times more reliable. In
turn, this will support growth in jobs and population in East and South East
London, helping to transform the area and the lives of those who live there.
Constructing new major infrastructure would also give us the opportunity
to enhance the local built environment and consider ways to improve local
access for pedestrians and cyclists.
Without new investment, the problems experienced today will only get
worse, deterring investment and leading to more frustration for drivers
and businesses.

Growth in employment

Growth in population

4

5

Improving public transport

The problems we are trying to solve

The projects in this leaflet would follow a number of major improvements we
have put in place for pedestrians, cyclists, and public transport users. All of
the improvements across public transport and the road network are designed
to support and encourage growth.

Our objective is to reduce the barrier effect of the river and improve access
to jobs and services, and new and improved river crossings would help us
do this.

In the last 13 years, we have extended the Docklands Light Railway (DLR)
to Greenwich, Lewisham and Woolwich, created the London Overground
network, extended and upgraded the Jubilee line, and introduced the UK’s
first urban cable car – the Emirates Air Line. We are also continuing to invest
in public transport. When Crossrail opens, in 2018, it will provide another
new public transport connection across the river, linking Custom House
and Woolwich stations.
All of these improvements are making it easier for people to travel around
London and cross the River Thames, and are helping London’s population and
economy to flourish. However, because not every journey can be made by
public transport, the projects described in the rest of this leaflet are designed
to improve conditions for road traffic.

From listening to individuals, businesses, and other stakeholders who live,
work or do business in East and South East London, and by analysing the
data we have on traffic and congestion patterns, we have identified four key
problems that we need to address. The four problems are:
1. Regular long delays at the Blackwall Tunnel, particularly during
peak times.
2. Frequent closures of the Blackwall Tunnel and the impact of closures
on the surrounding road network.
3. The need to replace the Woolwich Ferry infrastructure as it nears the
end of its operating life.
4. The need for additional road connections to support growth.
The following pages briefly describe these problems.

Canning Town
Custom House

Beckton
Gallions Reach Crossing

Blackwall Tunnel

Thamesmead
Canary Wharf
Emirates Air Line
Silvertown Crossing

Crossrail (opens 2018)

Woolwich Ferry

Abbey Wood
Woolwich

Key
Greenwich

Crossrail line and stations
Emirates Air Line
DLR
Jubilee Line
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Problem 1: Regular long delays at the Blackwall Tunnel
The most recent parts of the Blackwall Tunnel were constructed in the 1960s,
and it now carries far more traffic than it was designed for. As a result, delays
are a routine occurrence, and vehicles regularly spend around 20 minutes
queuing to enter the tunnel. The congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel is among
the worst in London, and many local businesses regard it as their biggest
transport challenge.

We have taken steps to reduce the frequency of these problems, including
installing a new system for detecting tall vehicles. However, the fundamental
problem is that the tunnel is too small and there are not enough alternative
crossings nearby to carry traffic across the river when something does go wrong.
Problem 3: The ageing Woolwich Ferry infrastructure, and the need
to plan for a replacement
The Woolwich Ferry provides a useful service for both local and longerdistance traffic, but it is nearing the end of its operational life. Because of
its age, it is becoming costly to operate and maintain and often needs to
be closed for maintenance work. When it is closed or service is reduced,
people have to travel further or wait longer to cross the river. We need to
plan now for a replacement to take over when the life of the current
infrastructure expires.
Additionally, because of where it is located, traffic queuing to board the ferry
can cause congestion on the roads on the north and south side of the river,
delaying bus services. The ferry can also cause long delays on the busy
A206 – affecting large numbers of people travelling on this important route
through South East London.
Problem 4: The need for additional road connections
to support growth
In the eastern part of London, access to jobs and services in the Royal
Docks, Thamesmead, and Beckton is hampered by a shortage of cross-river
connections. Additional crossings for vehicles would help make these areas
more attractive as places to live, work, or do business.

Problem 2: Closures of the Blackwall Tunnel
We have to close the Blackwall Tunnel at short notice well over a thousand
times each year. Often we shut the tunnel because we need to escort away
vehicles which are too tall to use it, or to remove dangerous debris from the
road. In these cases, the closure may only last a couple of minutes – but
because so many vehicles need to use the crossing, even a very short closure
can delay a lot of people.
Occasionally, serious incidents like accidents lead to longer closures. Because
the Blackwall Tunnel is such an important route, long closures like these can
cause problems right across East and South East London. We need to ensure
that the road network is able to cope better when closures occur.
8

A lack of connections also means that a lot of traffic has to make long
journeys, even between areas that are physically close to one another,
and adds to congestion in inner London.
Resolving these four problems would reduce delays, improve
reliability, increase the number of connections and support future
economic growth.

9

Over the next few pages, we describe possible infrastructure projects which
could help to address the four problems described above.
The improvements we are considering are:
• The “Silvertown Tunnel”: a road tunnel between the Greenwich Peninsula
and Silvertown. The earliest this could be delivered is by 2021.
• The “Gallions Reach Ferry”: a vehicle ferry between Thamesmead and
Beckton, potentially replacing the Woolwich Ferry. The earliest this could
be delivered is by 2017.
If we implement a ferry at Gallions Reach, we would also need to consider
the future of the Woolwich ferry, which we currently have a legal obligation
to operate.

We are developing proposals for a new road tunnel linking the areas north
and south of the Thames between the Greenwich Peninsula and Silvertown.
The main effect of this project would be to reduce delays and closures at
the Blackwall Tunnel by improving connections and offering alternative
crossing options. A new tunnel here would also help London’s economy
and population continue to grow, and would help to regenerate the area.
The earliest the Silvertown Tunnel could become operational is in 2021.
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The following pages address each of these crossing proposals in turn. It is
important to note that all the crossings described here are at an early stage
of development. Our decisions about whether and how to develop the
projects further will be informed by your responses to this consultation,
and there will be further opportunities to comment on all of these projects
if we subsequently propose them formally.

The Silvertown Tunnel (a road tunnel between
the Greenwich Peninsula and Silvertown)
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The benefits of the Silvertown Tunnel
A tunnel here could double the available river crossing capacity in this area.
This could significantly reduce the delays experienced at Blackwall (which are
often around 20 minutes), saving people and businesses time, money, and
frustration. As the area grows, more people will need to cross the river, so
this relief would be even more important.

The illustrations shown here are only indicative. We would consult further on
more detailed designs if we progress with the proposal, and we would work
with local planning authorities to ensure that the highway connections we
make complement existing and planned developments in the area.
North side highway links

The tunnel would also help reduce the impact of closures of the Blackwall
Tunnel. It would do this in two ways. First, because it would be able to
accommodate tall vehicles in both directions, it should reduce the number
of overheight vehicles attempting to use the Blackwall Tunnel northbound,
reducing the number of times the tunnel has to close.
Secondly, having another crossing in the area would mean that even if one
tunnel closes, the road network would be able to cope better, reducing
the impact of incidents when they occur.
The Silvertown Tunnel – design principles

To A12,
A13 &
Canary
Wharf

DLR
Royal
Victoria

The tunnel would pass under the River Thames, inside an area of land that has
been safeguarded for this purpose. Unlike the Blackwall Tunnel, which would
carry most longer-distance traffic, the Silvertown Tunnel would carry more
local traffic as well as vehicles which are too tall to use the Blackwall Tunnel.
The tunnel would be built to modern standards, and would be large enough
to carry all sizes of vehicles, including buses. Pedestrians and cyclists would
not be able to use the Silvertown Tunnel for safety reasons, but could use
the nearby Emirates Air Line.

Emirates

Royal
Docks

Connecting the Silvertown Tunnel to the existing road network
The illustrations overleaf aim to give a sense of the location and scale of
the highway infrastructure that would be needed to connect the Silvertown
Tunnel to the surrounding road network. They also help demonstrate the
type of connections that the Silvertown Tunnel would provide.

Major road
Minor road
New road
Proposed tunnel

To
City Airport
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Proposed tunnel portal
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On the north side, the tunnel could link to a junction with the existing
roundabout off Tidal Basin Road. This roundabout would connect the
Silvertown Tunnel with the Lower Lea Crossing running west, and more
local roads eastwards into the Royal Docks.
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The Gallions Reach Ferry (a ferry between Thamesmead
and Beckton)

South side highway links

As we explained above, we need to plan for the future of the Woolwich Ferry,
as the infrastructure there is nearing the end of its operating life. We also
need to find ways to enhance transport connections across the Thames in
this area.
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Benefits of the Gallions Reach Ferry
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A ferry service between Thamesmead and Beckton would make them better
connected, which would make the areas more attractive for people to live,
work and do business. A ferry here would also shorten journeys for many
people who currently use the Woolwich Ferry, although it could lengthen
trips for some others.
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If we implement the Gallions Reach Ferry, it would be appropriate to consider
whether we continue to operate the Woolwich Ferry, given that it serves a
similar purpose.
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One way to address both of these issues would be to establish a new vehicle
ferry service between Thamesmead and Beckton (the ‘Gallions Reach Ferry’).
A new ferry would provide a completely new cross-river connection, and we
could deliver it by around 2017. It would probably take a little over ten minutes
to cross the river using the ferry (including waiting time), and a ferry would
probably operate similar hours to those for the current Woolwich Ferry (from
06:10 to 20:00 on weekdays).

250m

500m

The Woolwich Ferry can carry around 150 vehicles per hour in each direction.
We estimate a new ferry between Thamesmead and Beckton could carry up
to 300 vehicles per hour in each direction. A new ferry would use modern
infrastructure to ensure a quick and reliable service.
A ferry facility at Gallions Reach would allow us to offer plenty of space for
vehicles waiting to board the ferry. This would allow us to manage queuing
traffic more effectively and prevent ferry traffic delaying vehicles on the
surrounding road network.

On the south side, northbound traffic would enter the Silvertown Tunnel
along a new spur branching off from the existing Blackwall Tunnel Approach
road. Southbound traffic leaving the tunnel on the south side would join the
existing Blackwall Tunnel Approach southbound.
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The first two options above would be cheaper, but would increase traffic at
the roundabout and developing areas by Gallions Reach DLR station, as more
traffic would travel that way.

Connecting the Gallions Reach Ferry to the existing road network

am

On the south side, we could link the ferry to the A2016 at Western Way with
a new access road. Again, this new road would allow plenty of queuing space
towards the ferry terminal, and should ensure that there are no significant
delays on the A2016 as a consequence of the ferry. We would also aim to
extend Barnham Drive across the ferry approach road – allowing local access
between Central and West Thamesmead.
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The highway links we are envisaging would be contained within an area
safeguarded for a river crossing here.
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Some people who responded to our previous consultation on river crossings
suggested that we should improve the ageing ferry infrastructure at Woolwich.
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Because of the age of the existing infrastructure, this would mean replacing
the Woolwich Ferry with a new ferry at the same location. While this could
be cheaper than implementing an entirely new ferry at Gallions Reach, and
might take less time, it would not enable us to resolve the traffic congestion
problems at the terminals that the ferry currently causes. It would also require
closures of the Woolwich Ferry during construction of the new infrastructure,
which would cause considerable disruption.
Initial analysis also shows that many of the uses of the Woolwich Ferry have
origins and/or destinations east of Woolwich, which means a crossing further
east might be more convenient and reduce travel distances.

On the north side, we could connect the ferry to Atlantis Avenue, or to
Armada Way, or to the partially complete bridge structure over the Royal
Docks Road. In each case, there would be a queuing area for ferry traffic,
with an additional lane for buses which could also be used to accommodate
other traffic if required.
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A bridge or tunnel at Gallions Reach

What would the impacts of a tunnel or bridge be?
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The proposed tunnel at Silvertown would provide a new alternative to the
Blackwall tunnel, improving both the capacity and reliability of crossings in
that part of London and catering for traffic travelling along the A2. Therefore,
any new tunnel or bridge at Gallions Reach would be likely to be used mostly
by local traffic. This, and the presence of alternative crossings to the west,
mean that the scale of a bridge or tunnel here could be minimised, and
we believe that two lanes in each direction would be enough. However,
traffic volumes would be higher than with a ferry option, so careful traffic
management would be needed to avoid increased delays around the crossing.
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There has been a ferry service in operation at Woolwich for hundreds of
years, and the crossing has been important to the growth of the area.
However, because of the limited space available for queuing, ferry traffic
often causes tailbacks in Woolwich town centre which affect other local traffic
and buses, and the area has become unattractive for pedestrians and cyclists.
TfL is legally obliged to operate the Woolwich Ferry. If we formally propose
a new crossing at Gallions Reach, we would seek to remove this obligation.

A205
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Some respondents to our previous consultation on river crossings also
suggested that a bridge or tunnel at Gallions Reach would be a better solution
than a ferry.
If we construct a ferry in this location, it would still be possible to implement
a bridge or tunnel later, a fact which is recognised by the Mayor’s Transport
Strategy. However, in this case, it would be unlikely that a bridge or tunnel
would be implemented for at least another twenty years.

We could then choose whether to continue running the ferry or to close it –
though we would not do so before an alternative crossing was in place. If we
did close the ferry, the infrastructure at Woolwich would be decommissioned
and the land would be freed up for redevelopment. If we closed the ferry
service at Woolwich, pedestrians would still be able to use the nearby DLR
to cross the river, or the Woolwich Foot Tunnel.

An alternative approach might be to construct a bridge or tunnel instead of
the Gallions Reach Ferry. A bridge or tunnel would be more expensive and
would take at least four years longer to deliver than a new ferry, so it could
not be delivered until after 2021. In the meantime we would need to spend
significant sums on the Woolwich Ferry so it could continue to operate at
least until the new crossing was complete.
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Funding the crossings
There is currently no funding set aside in TfL’s budget for these major
infrastructure projects. This means that in order to deliver them we would
need to identify a means of paying for them.
We believe that the most appropriate way to fund the projects would be to
charge a toll for using the Silvertown Tunnel and any new crossing linking
Thamesmead and Beckton. Tolling would provide a new revenue stream to
pay for the crossings, and would ensure that those who benefit most from
these new projects – by using them – help to pay for them in return. Some
of the people who responded to the previous consultation on river crossings
suggested that tolling would be a good way to fund the investment.
Tolling would help to manage traffic
As well as helping to fund the new infrastructure, we believe that tolling
would be necessary to manage traffic demand. A toll would encourage
drivers to consider whether they could use an alternative route or travel
at a different time.
Tolling the Blackwall Tunnel
Because the Silvertown Tunnel and the Blackwall Tunnel are located so close
to one another and share common approach roads, if the Silvertown Tunnel is
built and subject to tolling, the Blackwall Tunnel would also need to be tolled
– otherwise there would be serious delays at the Blackwall Tunnel as so much
traffic would wish to use it. Although it is also relatively close, the Rotherhithe
Tunnel serves a different set of destinations and would be unlikely to be
affected significantly by traffic changes as a result of these crossings, and
there are no plans to introduce a toll to use it.
How might tolling work?
There is a lot of work to do before we could formally propose a tolling
scheme for these river crossings, including further consultation on our plans.
At this stage, although we do not have a particular view on exactly how tolls
could work, we are interested to hear your views on the issue.
It is not intended to have toll booths but to allow ‘free flow’ tolling as is
currently planned for the Dartford Crossing.

• The charges are likely to be similar to the tolls charged on the Dartford
crossing (which are now £2 for cars, £2.50 for two-axle goods vehicles,
and £5 for HGVs). Charges at around these levels should help to
manage traffic while not constraining economic activity and growth.
• Because traffic is heavier northbound in the morning and southbound in
the evening, the toll could vary depending on the direction you are
travelling, the time of day, and the day of the week.
• Tolls might only apply during certain hours of the day – for instance there
might not be any tolls at night when there is less traffic.
• There could be different charges for different types of vehicle.
• There could be discounts for individuals, organisations, or account-holders,
though we have not drawn up any plans at this stage.
• We could offer drivers various ways of paying, to ensure that paying
the toll was as easy and convenient as possible.
Further consultation on detailed tolling operations
We would consult in detail at a future date on how tolling could work on
these crossings if we proceed with these proposals.

Benefits and impacts of improved crossings
The projects set out in this leaflet would make a huge difference to some of
the biggest transport problems in East and South East London. They would
make connections between areas that are separated by the River Thames,
and would help the economy of this growing part of London to flourish.
Improved crossings would also help to reduce delays and congestion, which
would save people and businesses time and money, as well as reducing
frustration and contributing to a more pleasant environment.
We are continuing to assess the impact of these proposals, and depending on
the package of measures that is eventually implemented, we could see a range
of possible effects.
For more detailed information please visit the consultation website at
tfl.gov.uk/rivercrossings

As a guide to what we are envisaging, the following sets out some broad
working assumptions, although these are only indicative:
20
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Addressing delays on the road network

During construction

The proposals are intended to reduce delays on the highway network.
The Silvertown Tunnel would cut delays on the roads approaching the
Blackwall Tunnel. Journeys on the road network would also be more reliable.
If we replaced the Woolwich Ferry with an alternative crossing, it would
remove a source of delay in the area.

The proposals in this package are major engineering projects. The
construction of the Gallions Reach Ferry would take around two years,
and the Silvertown Tunnel and any tunnel or bridge at Gallions Reach
would take around four and a half years to build. We would seek to minimise
disruption during construction through careful planning.

Making and enhancing connections

Estimated costs of the proposals

New crossings would dramatically improve connections in areas either side
of the Thames, making them more attractive places to live and do business.
Improving the reliability of existing connections would save people and
businesses time and money.

The Silvertown Tunnel would cost around £600m. Our estimate for the
cost of implementing the Gallions Reach Ferry is around £150m. Altogether,
building a bridge or tunnel at Gallions Reach and extending the life of the
Woolwich Ferry in the interim, would cost around the same as constructing
the Silvertown Tunnel. Implementing a replacement ferry at Woolwich would
cost around £100m.

Managing traffic growth
New and improved river crossings would help to manage the growth in
traffic that a growing population and economy will bring. Without improved
crossings, more traffic will mean more delays.
Environmental emissions and noise
Improving the highway network would help us to manage the impacts of
traffic growth. For example, reducing the time vehicles spend queuing in traffic
would improve engine efficiency and help reduce each vehicle’s emissions,
helping to mitigate the impacts of traffic growth. There could be localised
changes in noise.

Possible project delivery dates
The earliest possible opening date for the Silvertown Tunnel would be 2021.
The earliest possible opening date for the Gallions Reach Ferry would be 2017.
If we implemented a bridge or tunnel instead of the Gallions Reach Ferry,
it could not be delivered until after 2021. If we implemented the Gallions
Reach Ferry first, we would want to ensure we made the most of the new
infrastructure, so in this case the earliest a new bridge or tunnel at Gallions
Reach could be delivered would be around 2030 or beyond.

Other environmental impacts and urban realm impacts

Next steps

The projects would give an opportunity to improve the built environment
in these areas, and showcase high-quality design. We would also conduct
full environmental impact assessments on the projects, and would seek to
mitigate any negative impacts.

Once the consultation has finished, we will review your responses and provide
a report to the Mayor on the findings of the consultation, along with any other
relevant information.

Helping our populations and economy to grow
Reduced traffic congestion and more reliable journey times would lead to
reduced costs and increased productivity. The areas around the crossings
would also become more attractive to investors. However tolls would
represent an additional financial cost to those driving across the river.
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This consultation closes on 1 February 2013.

If we choose to proceed with some or all of the projects in this leaflet, the
next formal step would be to conduct a more detailed consultation on them.
This would be likely to take place in late 2013 at the earliest.
Following this we could formally apply for powers to implement the schemes.
To request this leaflet in large print or audio, or in another language,
please call 0843 222 1234.
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Your views
If you wish to make your views on the river crossings package known please
complete the attached questionnaire and post it to the business reply address
that is printed on it. (No stamp is required.) Alternatively you can fill out the
form online at tfl.gov.uk/rivercrossings, or email us at rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk.
If you wish to make any additional comments to those provided on the form
please enclose these together with your form in an envelope and return to the
address below. (No stamp is required.)
River Crossings Consultation,
RSAK-YAYS-ACKX,
Transport for London Consultation Delivery,
11th Floor Palestra,
197 Blackfriars Road,
London, SE1 8NJ
Forms and comments must be received no later than 1 February 2013.
TfL cannot guarantee that any responses received after this time will
be considered.
Data Protection Statement
Transport for London (TfL) and the Mayor of London will use the information
you supply in response to this consultation only for the purpose of assessing
opinions on the River Crossings package. Responses may be made publicly
available, but personal details will be kept confidential. You do not have
to provide any personal information, but this information will help TfL
to understand the range of responses. For example, responses may be
analysed by postcode areas to identify local issues.
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� As a representative of a community or voluntary organisation

Work

� No

� Other ethnic group
� Over 60

� Black/Black British
� 25 to 60

� Mixed Ethnic background
� Under 25

Q14 What is your age group?

� Chinese

� White

� Asian/Asian British

Q13 Please describe your ethnic background

� Yes

Q12 D
 o you have a mental or physical disability that limits your daily activities or the work you can do,
including any issues due to your age?

Home

Q11 Please tell us your postcode to help us interpret the results of this consultation

� As a representative of a business

� As an individual

Q10 In what capacity are you responding to this consultation?

Tell us about yourself (these questions will help us to analyse responses)

Business Reply Plus
Licence Number
RSAK-YAYS-ACKX

River Crossings Consultation
RSAK-YAYS-ACKX,
Transport for London Consultation Delivery,
11th floor Palestra,
197 Blackfriars Road,
London,
SE1 8NJ

Consultation on options
for new river crossings in
East and South East London

This information is correct at
the time of print. For full details
of our River Crossing Consultation visit
tfl.gov.uk/rivercrossings

October 2012

Maps reproduced by permission
of Ordnance Survey on behalf
of HMSO © Crown Copyright.
All rights reserved.

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

Appendix B4 October – December 2014 consultation
booklet
B4.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises the consultation booklet made available to
stakeholders as part of the October 2014 consultation
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Have your say
on the proposal for a new
tunnel under the
Thames at Silvertown
Consultation closes 19 December 2014
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Overview

About this leaflet

Between October 2012 and February 2013, we consulted stakeholders and the
public on a range of options for new river crossings, including the Silvertown Tunnel.
We received almost 7,000 responses, with over three-quarters of respondents
supporting or strongly supporting the proposals for the new Silvertown Tunnel.

This leaflet summarises key information about our proposals to help you have
your say on the Silvertown Tunnel. If you wish to read more, there are a number
of technical reports and supporting information available via our website at
tfl.gov.uk/silvertown-tunnel. To have your say please see our website or email
us at rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk. If you would prefer to write to us please do so
at our freepost address. Simply mark your envelope ‘Freepost TfL Consultations’.

There is regular congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel because the demand to
cross the river here exceeds the capacity of the tunnel. Congestion contributes
to worsening air quality, makes journeys less reliable and makes it more difficult
for businesses throughout east London to trade. With the population of east
London set to grow over the coming years, these problems will worsen if we
do nothing to tackle them.
The Silvertown Tunnel will provide a viable alternative for some users of the
Blackwall Tunnel; reducing congestion, making journeys more reliable and
significantly reducing the impact of disruption. It will also create opportunities for
new public transport connections across the river. As part of our plans, we have
also developed proposals for a user charge at the Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels.
This is an essential element to manage demand and provide a source of revenue to
help pay for construction and operation of the new tunnel at Silvertown.
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If you do not have access to the internet and would like to receive further
information, please call us on 0343 222 1234.*
The closing date for comments is 19 December 2014. We will use your feedback
to refine and improve our scheme. We then plan to undertake a further consultation
in mid 2015, prior to finalising our plans for the new tunnel and submitting our
application for Development Consent by the end of 2015.
*Service and network charges may apply. Visit tfl.gov.uk/terms for details.
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Why build the Silvertown Tunnel?
There are three key issues we are seeking to address.
There is regular congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel
Journeys from the approaches through the tunnel often take up to 20 minutes or
more. The Blackwall Tunnel was simply not designed to cope with the current level
of demand and the northbound tunnel is too low for many heavy goods vehicles.

The duration of these incidents can vary from a few minutes to, in extreme cases,
several hours. Any incident at the Blackwall Tunnel makes the congestion here
much worse, causing knock-on effects across a much wider area. For example,
disruption at the Blackwall Tunnel can cause congestion as far north as Stratford
and out to Eltham. This can have knock-on effects for people making local
journeys by bus or car.
The population of London will grow in the future
By 2031, there will be around 10m people living in London, with much of the
growth expected to take place in east London. The extra population will put
further pressure on London’s road network, even if the vast majority of the new
trips are made by public transport.
New road capacity to relieve the congestion at Blackwall will also enable new bus
connections to be provided that will support growth in the surrounding area.

Congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel.

There are a large number of occasions in which a vehicle breakdown, an
overheight vehicle or an accident causes disruption and delays at the Blackwall
Tunnel. Between November 2012 – November 2013, there were some 1,100 such
incidents that caused significant disruption.
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Congestion will get worse if we do nothing to tackle it

A package of new river crossings

Our assessment of the impacts of London’s population growth on the road
network indicates that there will be increased pressure at key road junctions,
leading to worsening delay for all road users. The map below indicates those
junctions where we expect there will be the most significant increase in delays
during the morning peak period in 2021. Each red dot indicates a junction where
delays during the morning peak in 2021 will increase – the larger the dot, the
greater the increase in delay.

The Mayor’s Transport Strategy confirmed that a package of new crossings is
needed to address the issues facing east London, including improved connections
for cars, public transport, pedestrians, cyclists and freight.

Overall, our modelling predicts that delays in the morning peak across east and
southeast London would increase by over 20 per cent in 2021, on average.
A12

A1

The Silvertown Tunnel, together with options for new crossings further east, forms
a package of new crossings we consider are vital to London’s continued success.

2

A4
06

2

A1

Hornch

urch Rd

Green Ln

Junction 29

8

M25

2

A1

ing
Bark

Rd

A13

Lodge
Avenue

Canning
Town

A11
A13

Rainham

Ne

w

Beckton

3

Belvedere

3

A1

Junction 30

Woolwich

01

Sun In The Sands
Roundabout

M25

6

A2

Kidbrooke
Interchange

Rd

JUNCTION DELAYS
A282

A2

Delay increase

E Roches

ter Way

Westhorne Ave

Rd

A2

Greenwich

2

A10

Rotherhithe

Etham

A1

Silvertown Tunnel
Silvertown

Canary
Wharf

Delay reduction
A2

Junction 2

6

Client
Campaign
15.10.14 10:25 Title
Date
Proof 9
File
Agency TFL 04 EAXXXXX Colour

The Silvertown Tunnel will be a new twin-bore tunnel providing a road link beneath
the Thames from the Blackwall Tunnel Southern Approach on the Greenwich
Peninsula to the Tidal Basin roundabout in the Royal Docks area.
The tunnel is estimated to cost £750m. Construction could start in late 2017
and the soonest that the tunnel could be open is 2021/2022.
The tunnels will be accessible to all motorised vehicles. There will be two traffic
lanes in each direction. To further improve the movements of buses and goods
vehicles, one lane in each direction could be reserved for buses and HGVs.
We will build new junctions to link the tunnels into the existing road network.

Map to show junction delays in 2021.
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What is the Silvertown Tunnel?
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Elements of this package have already been completed or are underway including
upgrades to existing rail crossings; the construction of Crossrail connecting the
Isle of Dogs and Royal Docks with Woolwich and Abbey Wood and the new cable
car for pedestrians and cyclists. We recently held a consultation on options for
further river crossings in addition to the Silvertown Tunnel; at Woolwich, Gallions
Reach and/or Belvedere. The Department for Transport has also proposed building
a new ‘Lower Thames Crossing’ to provide additional capacity at Dartford.
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Graphic to show changes to the A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach.

Changes to the A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach
We would need to make a number of changes to the existing road network on the
south side, on the immediate approach to the new tunnel. These changes are:
•W
 idening the A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach road in order to create new
access routes to the Silvertown Tunnel portals
•D
 emolishing the existing footbridge over the A102 near the junction with
Boord Street, to allow for the A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach to be widened.
The footbridge would be replaced with a new structure
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•B
 uilding a new flyover to take southbound traffic exiting the Blackwall Tunnel
over the northbound approach to the Silvertown Tunnel
• Introducing new signage to direct motorists either to the Blackwall Tunnel or to
the Silvertown Tunnel, depending on their final destination
•C
 reating a new tunnel services building over the mouth of the new Silvertown
Tunnel to house ventilation equipment and other vital tunnel infrastructure
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Changes in the Silvertown roundabout area
We would also need to make some changes to the road network on the north side,
to link the tunnel to the existing road network. These changes are:
•C
 reating a new signal-controlled roundabout at the Tidal Basin roundabout,
to create a link between the Silvertown Tunnel approach roads, Dock Road
and the Lower Lea Crossing
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• Temporarily closing the existing junction of Dock Road with the Lower Lea Crossing,
and realigning Dock Road so that it links with the new Tidal Basin roundabout
• Introducing new pedestrian and cycle facilities within the new Tidal Basin roundabout
• Creating

a new tunnel services building over the mouth of the new Silvertown
Tunnel to house ventilation equipment and other vital tunnel infrastructure
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The map overleaf identifies a number of potential corridors where new bus
connections could improve cross-river connectivity for those areas not well served
by cross-river public transport connections at present. We will continue to develop
the proposals for new bus connections in light of responses to this consultation.
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Over and above the rail improvements already made throughout the area,
the Silvertown Tunnel would create opportunities for new public transport
connections. With substantial planned jobs and population growth north and
south of the river, the tunnel will enable new cross-river bus services to link
growth areas, and provide new bus connections to major rail interchanges.

The congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel significantly disrupts bus services across
a wider area. The new Silvertown Tunnel would greatly reduce congestion at
the Blackwall Tunnel and provide a new cross-river link, therefore giving us an
opportunity to improve cross-river bus services in east London.
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Opportunities for public transport improvements

London’s bus network is affected by the limited number of river crossings to the
east of Tower Bridge. While there are comprehensive networks of bus services
either side of the river in east and southeast London, these networks operate
largely independently of one another. In east London, route 108 is the only bus
to cross the river. There are many more cross-river bus services in west London,
where there are a large number of road bridges.

Stratford
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The Mayor’s Transport Strategy supports a package of river crossing improvements
in east London, including improved facilities for pedestrians and cyclists. In support
of this and recognising the fact that a 1.4km-long vehicular tunnel would not be
an attractive place to walk or cycle through, TfL delivered the Emirates Air Line
Cable Car in 2012, providing a new cross-river link specifically for pedestrians
and cyclists, in addition to existing links at Greenwich and Woolwich. Given that
the cable car is a much more suitable link, pedestrians and cyclists will not be
permitted to use the Silvertown Tunnel, in common with the Blackwall Tunnel.
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Eltham to Canary Wharf - c 35mins
Greenwich to London City Airport - c 30mins
Charlton to Stratford - c 35mins
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Map to show opportunities for new bus links
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A new user charge to manage demand and help pay
for the Silvertown Tunnel

Travelling northbound

Travelling southbound

We propose introducing a user charge to the Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels
once the Silvertown Tunnel is completed.

Morning peak

Peak rate

Off-peak rate

Daytime

Off-peak rate

Off-peak rate

The charge is necessary to manage demand for the tunnels and to ensure that
the local road network can accommodate future traffic levels with the new
tunnel in place. The charge will also provide a source of revenue to help fund the
construction and operation of the new Silvertown Tunnel.

Evening peak

Off-peak rate

Peak rate

Night-time

Free

Free

How much could the charge be?
We propose that the charge at the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels will be
broadly similar to the charges to use the Dartford crossings. The charges at the
Dartford Crossing are shown in the table below, for reference.
Dartford Crossing prices
2014 prices
Motorcycles
Cars
Two-axle
goods vehicles
Multi-axle
goods vehicles

Night Charges
(2200 - 0600)

Free
£2.50

Free
Free

£3.00

Free

• Congestion in the peak periods would be relieved and journey times
would reduce

£6.00

Free

• Journeys would be more reliable with journey times more predictable
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We also propose setting up an account system. Users who set up an account
would register a debit or credit card so the charge could be collected automatically.
As with the Congestion Charging system, to incentivise users to set up accounts,
they would pay less.

Day Charges
(0600 - 2200)

The charge would vary by time of travel and direction of travel. We will need to
charge a ‘peak rate’ at those times of day, and for those directions of travel, when
demand for the tunnels is at its greatest. We expect the ‘peak rate’ to be higher
than the cash charge at the Dartford crossing and the ‘off-peak rate’ will be similar
to the cash charge at the Dartford crossing. The tunnels would be free to use
overnight, between 10pm and 6am.

S36 27204

There will be no toll booths at either Blackwall or Silvertown Tunnels. We will
use automatic systems to track motorists using the tunnel, similar to the London
Congestion Charge. There will be a variety of payment methods available similar
to the London Congestion Charging system.

Impacts on traffic
The key effects of the new tunnel on traffic are expected to be:

• Demand to use the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels would be managed
through the effects of the user charge
• The resilience of the network would be considerably improved since the
new tunnel would provide an alternative crossing if the Blackwall Tunnel
is unavailable and provide clearance for higher vehicles
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The Silvertown Tunnel would also offer an alternative route for vehicles across
the river if the Blackwall Tunnel is unavailable. There is currently no nearby
alternative route across the river if the Blackwall Tunnel must be closed temporarily,
requiring motorists to follow lengthy diversionary routes to the nearest available
crossing. The Silvertown Tunnel also offers a route for northbound HGVs that
are too tall for the northbound bore and which cause considerable disruption
if they attempt to access it.
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The Silvertown Tunnel would ‘release’ traffic currently held in lengthy queues to
use the Blackwall Tunnel, which regularly extend as far as the Sun-in-the-Sands
roundabout. This would have the effect of reducing journey times in the Blackwall
area. The map above shows the most significant effect that the Silvertown Tunnel
could have on delays at junctions in the morning peak in 2021. Each green dot
indicates a junction where delays during the morning peak in 2021 would reduce –
the larger the dot, the greater the reduction in delays.
It currently takes around 45 minutes to drive from Lewisham to Stratford during
the morning peak period of an average weekday, assuming that there are no
incidents at the Blackwall Tunnel. If an incident has occurred in or around the
Blackwall Tunnel, then the journey time could be much longer.

Impacts on the environment
The traffic impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel would also affect noise and air
quality in the area.
Introducing new roads and a higher volume of traffic at certain times of day through
new areas will inevitably change existing noise levels. However any increase in
noise would be mainly restricted to the immediate area on the north bank of the
Thames at Silvertown, though noise could be reduced through the use of lownoise road surfacing and noise barriers where appropriate. As such, it is unlikely
once noise-reducing measures such as low-noise surfacing have been introduced,
that existing local residents will notice any particular increase in traffic noise.
As our work continues we will consider whether these mitigating steps might
be necessary. We will outline our findings in our next consultation.
Poor air quality is already a problem in this area, partly as a result of the very high
level of demand for the Blackwall Tunnel and the congestion on the approaches
to the tunnel. The resulting congestion reduces the engine efficiency of vehicles,
leading to higher levels of harmful emissions.

Our modelling forecasts that with future growth taken into account, a journey
from Lewisham to Stratford at the same time in 2021 would take around
53 minutes if the Silvertown Tunnel were not built and there were no charge
in place. If the Silvertown Tunnel were built and a user charge was introduced
to manage demand for it, a journey from Lewisham to Stratford could take
around 40 minutes.

16

S36 27204

Client
Campaign
15.10.14 10:25 Title
Date
Proof 9
File
Agency TFL 04 EAXXXXX Colour

17

TFL
Silvertown Tunnel
A5 Mailer
S36 27204 TFL Silvertown Leaflet
CMYK
Spots –

Ins date
Operator
Trim
TA/SA
Bleed

00/00
DEZ Page 16
210x148mm
–
3mm

We have compared the levels of traffic that we forecast in 2021 without the
Silvertown crossing with the levels we expect to occur with the Silvertown
crossing. Our forecasts estimate that by the early 2020s without the Silvertown
Tunnel, traffic queuing to pass through the Blackwall Tunnel will worsen.
The opening of the new tunnel will lead to changes in the distribution of traffic
crossing the river. Some roads will see a decrease in traffic and others will see
an increase. A particular effect of the Silvertown Tunnel will be a reduction in
the congestion on the approaches to the Blackwall Tunnel.

Next steps

Overall, with the changes in traffic flows we are forecasting and the reduction
in congestion, we expect the levels of emissions across the area in 2021 with
Silvertown to be lower than the level of emissions we would expect in 2021
without Silvertown. However, the change in traffic flows will mean that some
roads experience an increase in emissions whilst others experience a reduction.

Further reading

The next stage of work will model how the change in emissions will influence
concentrations of NO2 and PM10 and how they affect receptors (e.g. homes
and schools). This will be reported in the consultation planned for mid 2015.
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We will use your feedback to refine and improve our scheme. We then plan to
undertake a further consultation mid 2015, prior to finalising our plans.
We plan to apply formally for the powers to build and operate the Silvertown
Tunnel by the end of 2015.
We will demonstrate in our application that we have developed the proposals
for the new tunnel in light of feedback from the public and other stakeholders.

This leaflet summarises the key information that is available online, including
a number of technical reports, engineering drawings and other documents.
For more detail please see our website at tfl.gov.uk/silvertown-tunnel
To request a copy of this leaflet in Braille, large-text or another language,
please call us on 0343 222 1234* or email us at rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk
*Service and network charges may apply. Visit tfl.gov.uk/terms for details.
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Appendix B5 October 2015 communication with utilities
companies regarding ‘voidspace’
B5.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises a copy of the letter sent to utilities companies to
signal TfL’s intention to incorporate a ‘voidspace’ within the Silvertown Tunnel
which could be used for inclusion of utilities infrastructure.
This letter was sent to the utilities companies outlined in the table below.
Table B5.1 – Utilities companies who were sent a letter regarding ‘voidspace’

186k Limited

Level 3 Communications Limited

BT Group plc

LNG Portable Pipeline Services
Limited
London Central Communications
Limited
London Power Networks plc
McNicholas Construction (Holdings)
Limited
National Grid Electricity Transmission
Plc
National Grid Gas plc
National Grid Interconnectors Limited
National Grid plc
Nokia Solutions And Networks UK
Limited
Quadrant Pipelines Limited
Royal Mail Group
Scotland Gas Networks plc
Scottish And Southern Energy Power
Distribution Limited
Sky plc
Southern Electric Power Distribution
Plc
Southern Gas Networks plc
SSE plc
SSE Telecommunications Limited
Tata Communications (UK) Limited

Cable & Wireless Communications
plc
Canal and River Trust
Clear Channel UK Limited
Dong Energy Sales (UK) Limited
E S Pipelines Limited
E.On UK plc
Easynet Limited
EDF Energy plc
Energetics Electricity Limited
Energetics Gas Limited
Environment Agency
Ericsson Limited
ESP Connections Limited
ESP Electricity Limited
ESP Networks Limited
ESP Pipelines Limited
Eunetworks Fiber UK Limited
Everything Everywhere Limited
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Fulcrum Pipelines Limited
Gamma Telecom Limited
GTC Pipelines Limited
Hibernia Atlantic (UK) Limited
Hutchison Whampoa (UK) Limited
Independent Pipelines Limited
Independent Power Networks Limited
Independent Water Networks Limited
Indigo Pipelines Limited
Instalcom
Interoute Communications Limited
JCDecaux UK Limited
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Telefonica UK Limited
Thames Water Utilities Limited
The Electricity Network Company
Limited
The Gas Transportation Company
Limited
Trafficmaster Limited
UK Power Networks (Operations)
Limited
UK Power Networks Services
(Powerlink Holdings) Limited
Veolia UK Limited
Virgin Media Limited
Vodafone Limited
Wales and West Utilities Limited
Zayo Group Uk Limited

Transport for London
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme
FREEPOST TFL
CONSULTATIONS

Phone 0343 222 1155
Email: rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk

[Client name
Address line 1
Address line 2
Address line 3
Address line 4]
6 October 2015
Dear [

]

The Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation on Proposed Application for Development Consent
Transport for London (TfL) recently wrote to you in connection with the statutory
consultation on its proposals for the Silvertown Tunnel. The purpose of this
letter is to bring to your attention a particular aspect of the proposals that we
think is likely to be of interest to utilities companies, and to invite you to submit
any comments you have on this aspect of the project.
The proposed Silvertown Tunnel comprises twin tunnel bores approximately
1.4km in length under the River Thames to provide a new highway connection
between the A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach on Greenwich Peninsula
(London Borough of Greenwich) and the Tidal Basin roundabout junction on the
A1020 Lower Lea Crossing/Silvertown Way (London Borough of Newham).
The project is described in detail in the Silvertown Tunnel consultation
documents which can be accessed on our website: tfl.gov.uk/silvertowntunnel
Utilities voidspace
The design of the Silvertown Tunnel is still at a preliminary stage, but TfL is
considering including a purpose-built utilities voidspace beneath the road deck
of one or both tunnel bores, which could be used for apparatus belonging to
statutory undertakers and other utilities companies.
Each voidspace could provide an opportunity for utilities companies to use the
Silvertown Tunnel as a means to cross the River Thames with their services
and extend or reinforce their networks. The key elements would be:
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To extend for the full length of the bored tunnel section beneath the river.
The internal dimensions of each voidspace would be approximately 2.4
metres high by 4.5 metres wide with a central support creating two
chambers.
Each voidspace would be equipped with lighting, ventilation and
drainage to ensure a safe working environment.
A safe means of access would be provided at both ends.

The indicative location of the utilities voidspaces within the tunnel invert is
shown on the cross section drawings in the Appendix to the Preliminary
Engineering Report which is one of the consultation documents available on our
website, and enclosed with this letter for ease of reference.
The voidspaces would provide utilities companies with a purpose-built river
crossing facility in east London dedicated for utilities use. They would offer
lower installation and maintenance costs and a safe, traffic-free working
environment for contractors.
From the perspective of the highway authority, the voidspaces would remove
the need for intrusive works and reinstatement to highway pavements and
structures; thereby avoiding disruption to traffic resulting from the installation
and maintenance of apparatus by utilities contractors.
The placement of apparatus within the tunnel would be subject to TfL's consent,
which could be granted subject to conditions. In considering any request by a
utilities company, TfL would need to be satisfied that the apparatus in question
could be installed, maintained and operated without affecting the safe and
efficient operation of the tunnel.
The right to place apparatus within the voidspace would be subject to the
payment of a charge to TfL. All charges would contribute directly to the costs of
providing and maintaining the facility.
Comment on the proposals
To help us refine our proposals, we would welcome any comments you may
have on the proposed utilities voidspaces. In particular, we would welcome any
feedback which could help us to understand the needs of utilities companies
and how the design of the tunnel or the voidspaces could be optimised to meet
these needs.
You can provide your comments via the project website tfl.gov.uk/silvertowntunnel, which contains a link to our consultation questionnaire. Alternatively,
you can email us at: rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk. Or you can write to us using our
freepost address. Simply mark your envelope ‘TfL Freepost Consultations’.
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The closing date for comments is 29 November 2015.
If you would like any further information about the proposed utilities voidspace
or would like to discuss the proposals with a member of the project team,
please contact us using the email address given above.
Yours sincerely

Peter Bradley
Head of Consultation

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2
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Appendix B6 Meetings and workshops with London
local authorities 2015- April 16
B6.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises a list of meetings and workshops held with all
London local authorities and the topics discussed from January 2015 until
April 2016.
Table B6.1 – Meetings with Host Boroughs from January 2015 – April 2016

Date of
meeting
8 January
22 January
2015
6 February
2015
9 February
2015
11
February
2015
12
February
2015
5 March
2015

Topic discussed
Traffic modelling
Traffic modelling/impacts, Borough resourcing,
user charging,
July 2014 Consultation
Traffic impacts
Traffic modelling
The role of local authorities in DCO applications &
Joint working; 2014 consultation results; User
charging; Consultation in 2015
User charging

Local authorities who
attended
Hackney
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
Redbridge

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
Newham

July 2014 Consultation
And project update

Tower Hamlets

Public consultation, Borough resourcing, traffic
modelling

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

5 March
2015

Project update, wider river crossings package,
traffic impacts

Lewisham (Cllr Smith)

7 March
2016

Noise methodology and impacts

Newham

26 March
User charging
2015
27 March
Traffic modelling and user charging
2015
1 April 2015 Project overview/update

8 April 2015 Public transport, user charging
16 April
User charging, public transport
2015
6 May
Blackwall Tunnel users
28 May
2015

Emerging proposals for new bus services that
could use the Silvertown Tunnel and an update on

Tower Hamlets
Greenwich
Greenwich (Cllrs
Hyland, Morrisey &
Thorpe)
Newham
Newham
Greenwich and Tower
hamlets
Greenwich
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11 June &
12 June
2015

15 June
2015
25 June
2015
9 July 2015

14th July
2015

22 July
2015
23 July
2015

TfL's work to consider requests for a residents
discount to the user charge
TfL's Regeneration Assessment Methodology, the
emerging scheme Reference Design and an
update on TfL's work to consider allowing
pedestrians and cyclists to use the tunnel
Project overview/update
TfL's emerging proposals for the user charge and
what effect the charge might have on the Woolwich
Ferry
TfL's proposition for statutory consultation and
noise, vibration and air quality assessment
methodologies
Health Impact Assessment / Equalities Impact
Assessment Scoping Workshop

User charging, traffic impacts, bus proposition

Greenwich officers
attended on 11 June
and Newham/Tower
Hamlets attended on 12
June
Greenwich (Members)
Greenwich and Tower
Hamlets
Greenwich and Tower
Hamlets
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
(and Public health
England)
Southwark

TfL's emerging understanding of the traffic impacts
of the schemes and a discussion about our work to
develop a Preliminary Transport Assessment
document that would be published during statutory
consultation
Update on the Scheme, potential impacts re
Lewisham and next steps of the DCO process
TfL's intended methodology for the statutory
consultation and a discussion on an emerging
proposal to introduce a new Community Fund
The content of TfL's draft Preliminary Transport
Assessment

Greenwich and Tower
Hamlets

16
September
2015
17
September
2015

Project overview/update; optioneering; traffic
impacts; environmental impacts

Hackney (Councillor
Dermici)

Emerging results from TfL's Air Quality assessment
work, and a discussion about the specific
arrangements for consultation

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

28
September
2015
9 October
2015

Optioneering, traffic impacts,

Tower Hamlets
(Mayoral Briefing)

Project overview/update; construction impacts,
traffic impacts

Newham (Newham
Development Control

13 August
2015
20 August
2015
2&3
September
2015
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12
November
2015

23
November
2016
16
December
2015
7 January
2016
21 January
2016
03
February
2016
04
February
2016
09
February
2016
11 Feb
2016
24
February
2016
18
February
2016
24
February
2016
25 Feb
2016
25 Feb
2016
& 02 March
2016

03 March
2016
03 March
2016
17 March
2016

Host Borough DCO Workshop: update on
consultation and forward programme; approach to
user charge; approach to junction mitigation;
monitoring and mitigation; Statements of Common
Ground approach.
Traffic modelling; traffic impacts, bus proposition

Members Forum)
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

Bexley

Traffic modelling; governance arrangements;
ongoing meetings/commitments

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

Pedestrian and cycle elements; value of time used
in calculations; proposed community fund
Monitoring governance; mitigating construction
impacts; design process
Traffic monitoring

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

Bus proposition; transport of materials by river

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

Socio-economic monitoring

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

Project overview/update

Greenwich (Greenwich
Scrutiny Committee)
Greenwich

Approach to design and emerging illustrative
designs for the Silvertown
Transport Assessment (including current scope);
socio-economic (including affordability and access
to jobs); employment & training
Approach to design and emerging illustrative
designs

Greenwich and Tower
Hamlets

Geology & soils; cultural heritage

Greenwich & Newham

SDG traffic model audit results

Greenwich and Tower
Hamlets officers
attended on 25
February and Newham
officers attended 02
March
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets

Health impacts
Charging policy; monitoring strategy update;
Emirates Air Line (EAL) proposals; bike shuttle
options; adjacent crossings
Draft monitoring strategy (environment) & air
quality update; design changes; STIG Terms of

Newham

Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
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21 March
2016
22 March
2016

24 March
2016
31 March
2016
14 April
2016
15 April
2016
18 April
2016

Reference
To review progress in resolving issues raised by
Tower Hamlets in their response to statutory
consultation
Interested Borough DCO workshop: project update;
Borough involvement in DCO process; traffic
modelling; traffic impacts; environmental impacts.
Employment and skills
Evidence report; local traffic modelling; highways
reclassification proposals; River Services/crossings
update
Statements of Common Ground, Emirates Air Line;
construction traffic routing, employment and
training
Project update, Planning Performance Agreement,
planning obligations and requirements.
Project update; traffic impacts
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Barking and
Dagenham, Bexley,
City of London,
Havering, Lewisham,
Greenwich, Newham
and Tower Hamlets
Greenwich, Newham
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Greenwich, Newham
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Tower Hamlets
(Mayoral briefing)r
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Appendix B7 Borough meeting briefing notes
January 2015 – April 2016
B7.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises copies of briefing notes provided to Host Boroughs
between January 2015 and April 2016 to help inform ongoing discussions.
Further data including draft reports and data extracts was also provided during
this time.
These briefing notes are as follows


Silvertown Tunnel – bus proposition summary (22 May 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – proposed approach to residents’ discounts (22
May 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – User Charging (18 June 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – Potential impacts on the Woolwich Ferry (18 June
2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – User Charging (07 July 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel Briefing Note: Air Quality Assessment Methodology
(08 July 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – Proposed Transport Assessment Structure (22
July 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel Briefing Note: Noise and Vibration Methodology (07
August 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – Proposition for Statutory Consultation Sept – Nov
2015 (07 August 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel – River Transport Commitments (04 February 2016)



Silvertown Bus Network Opportunities (16 February 2015)



Silvertown Tunnel Briefing Note: Statutory Public Consultation (17
February 2016)
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Silvertown Tunnel – Potential Impacts on the Woolwich Ferry (26
February 2016)



Silvertown Tunnel – Approach to Charging Policy (29 February 2016)



Silvertown Tunnel – Summary of Socio-economic Assessments in Host
Boroughs (04 March 2016)



Silvertown Tunnel Project – Summary of Significant Design Changes
from Consultation and Engagement (16 March 2016)



Silvertown Tunnel – Local Modelling (01 April 2016)



Employment and Training Commitments (14 April 2016)
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Silvertown Tunnel – bus proposition summary
Introduction
A proposal for new and improved bus links via the Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels would enhance
the scheme in meeting wider Government policy objectives on environment and social impacts,
sustainable transport, and accessibility – as referenced in the National Policy Statement for National
Networks.
Current constraints on the optimal use of buses in south east London are the limitations of the
Blackwall Tunnel and the general lack of road-based river crossings serving in the area. At present,
only one bus route (No. 108) uses the Blackwall Tunnel and this service is severely impacted by
congestion, reliability and resilience issues affecting all traffic on this corridor.
The Silvertown Tunnel thus presents a significant network opportunity for enhancing the current
cross-river bus services and enabling new services to become operational. Buses would provide an
alternative for those people who are able to switch from car to public transport, thereby reducing
congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel and providing a sustainable alternative. This is set against a
backdrop of very significant planned economic growth in east and south-east London which will rely
in part on improvements to transport networks and services to cater for the increased demand.
Future corridors
A potential future network of bus corridors has been developed on the basis of data analysis and
stakeholder engagement. The corridors fill a number of the key gaps identified in the analysis,
connecting areas of low public transport accessibility as well as future development. Furthermore,
improved cross-river bus services would assist in mitigating the impacts of the proposed user-charge
on disadvantaged socio-economic groups by provided a reliable and affordable alternative means of
travel.

1
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Silvertown potential future bus corridors

Example route network for assessment
Based on the corridors identified and comments received through the 2014 Silvertown Public
Consultation, an example route network has been developed. The purpose of this is to illustrate
what a network using the Silvertown Tunnel (and Blackwall Tunnel) could look like – in terms of
number, location, length and frequency of routes – and to test a set of routes as part of the
Silvertown traffic and economic assessments. An illustration of this network is shown below. This
provides 37.5 buses per hour across the two crossings (7.5 bph through Blackwall and 30 bph
through Silvertown), which constitutes a five fold increase over the current cross-river service level
at Blackwall. The proposals developed by TfL Network Planning as part of the Newham Bus Review
are considered as part of this and it is assumed that this project will be progressed.
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Example route network

The concept of a network of bus corridors forms part of the project scope whereas the details of
individual routes do not. As stated previously, the routes shown are indicative of what may be
achieved through the introduction of Silvertown Tunnel and more reliable journeys. However, further
work to ascertain operating costs, passenger demand and journey times is required before individual
bus route enhancements can be consulted upon and agreed. The detailed work will commence circa
two years in advance of the proposed routes going operational in line with well-established bus
network development practice.
Conclusions
TfL, both as public transport authority and promoter of the Silvertown Tunnel, recommends the
above bus services proposition to the host boroughs. The detailed engagement on specific routes
and service enhancements with boroughs and other key stakeholders would be coordinated with the
implementation of Silvertown Tunnel and take full account of land-use development.
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Silvertown Tunnel – proposed approach to residents’ discounts
Introduction
This note summarises the work carried out by TfL to arrive at a proposed approach to residents’
discounts for discussion with the host boroughs on 28th May 2015.
There are a number of significant issues associated with offering a conventional discount to
residents. Hence three alternative options have been considered alongside the conventional
approach.
The issues around conventional discounts and the alternatives are briefly summarised below.
Further detail will be provided at the meeting.
Conventional residents’ discounts (not recommended)
These could potentially take various forms: a certain percentage reduction off each crossing charge,
specific cash reductions, passes for a defined number of free trips, a bulk-buy discount or capping
system. These would offer a direct user benefit to local residents using the crossing. However there
are a number of significant risks associated with such a discount which undermine relevant policy
and the objectives of the scheme. The four most significant risks are:








Being unable to justify drawing a boundary between residents who ought to qualify for a
discount and residents who do not. This is materially different to the Congestion Charge
where residents living inside the Congestion Charging zone can register for a 90% discount
because if they need to move their car at all they have no choice but to drive in the zone. For
Silvertown this is not the case, and a defensible ‘discount zone’ would need to be defined –
however this has not been possible to date.
Various stakeholders (especially environmental groups) have challenged the concept of a
local residents’ discount – this means any proposal will be subject to significant scrutiny and
probable challenge
Could potentially increase demand to use the tunnel by those receiving a discount. Increased
levels of traffic could potentially result in an increase in vehicle emissions and therefore
worsen air quality (all other things being equal). This would also conflict with the stated
objectives of Silvertown with regard to managing travel demand and funding the scheme, and
would be contrary to stakeholder requests that TfL should do everything possible to
minimise environmental disbenefits
While there may be some general benefits to local communities, a residents’ discount is a
blunt tool and would not target the disadvantaged socio-economic groups which do
potentially stand to lose out from the introduction of the user charge

We have therefore considered three alternatives that benefit the local residents of the host
boroughs but do not encounter the same risks.
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Public transport subsidy or discount
An option considered was whether pre-loaded Oyster cards or reduced fares on bus routes via the
Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels. This would provide a benefit to residents whilst encouraging
sustainable transport. It would be unlikely to impact on traffic volumes and therefore air quality
unless it deterred individuals from using private vehicles.
Offering a public transport subsidy would benefit disadvantaged socio-economic groups and provide
a potential link to jobs and facilities. There would be potential benefits to the Equalities Impact
Assessments (EqIA), Health Impact Assessment (HIA), Community and Private Assets assessments
if certain disadvantaged groups are targeted.
However there are a number of issues for consideration including:





These types of discounts may not benefit those most in need (i.e. those who cannot switch
from private vehicle use owing to need to carry work equipment or tools, for example)
Bus transport in London is already heavily subsidised
Such a system would encounter high admin costs and would be liable to abuse
The difficulty of defining a defendable boundary would remain

Hardship concession
This would take the form of a % discount on crossing trips for eligible recipients based on an
analysis of need (linked to the EqIA assessment). The administration of this could be linked to
existing benefits eligibility e.g. housing, council tax or be determined via an application/assessment
when registering for an account. The hardship concession would provide a direct link between
crossing trips and financial hardship. It would be unlikely to significantly impact on air quality as
overall traffic levels would not be substantially influenced.
However, while there may be potential to put forward a defendable rationale for such an option for
the DCO application, there are a number of issues associated:





High administration costs (owing to the need to validate applications) which could undermine
the potential to offer a meaningful level of discount
Would encourage car travel by recipients as opposed to more sustainable modes
The need to register an account might tend to exclude those most in need of a discount
The difficulty of defining a defendable boundary would remain

Community fund
This would be a fund to compensate host borough residents for potential negative impacts from the
proposal. It could potentially be used to fund community projects which could be (but would not
have to be) transport related. An agreed level of funding would be provided to each host borough to
disburse as it chooses. It is therefore flexible and allows local determination. While it is
acknowledged that beneficiaries of the fund may not be those directly affected by the charge, such
funds are a common approach for large scale infrastructure projects such as Mersey Gateway Bridge
2
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or Crossrail. It is unlikely to impact on air quality as traffic levels would not be materially influenced.
Depending on what the fund is used for, it could have benefits to community and private assets
assessments.
Conclusion
The following table summarises the qualitative assessment of the above options:-

In conclusion, TfL recommends that the affected boroughs should consider the adoption of a
community fund proposition as a practical, effective and equitable means of mitigating some of the
adverse socio-economic impacts of their local communities.
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Silvertown Tunnel
User Charging - Briefing for host borough meeting 26 June 2015

1. Introduction and purpose
This note provides an update on TfL’s progress on the charging workstream for the
Silvertown Tunnel scheme. It presents indicative charge levels along with a preliminary
account of the effect of these on cross river traffic demand.

2. Reasons for charging
TfL proposes to charge for the use of the Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels for two principal
reasons:
i.

To help manage the demand for both crossings and keep traffic levels within
acceptable limits; and

ii.

To help raise money to pay for the construction and operation of the new tunnel.

In addition, user charging will help to mitigate some of the environmental effects of the new
tunnel.

3.

Charging scope


Both Blackwall Tunnel and Silvertown Tunnel will be charged

It is important to apply a charge at both tunnels in order to prevent drivers switching from
a single charged tunnel to a ‘free’ tunnel and so maintain the decongestion benefits
overall. This is especially important given the proximity and shared approach road of the
two tunnels.


Charging as a long-term measure

TfL anticipates that charging would be a long-term measure, continuing for the
foreseeable future at least as long as its traffic-management effects were required. In
this respect, user charges would differ from tolls (as strictly defined).


Charging –other crossings -Woolwich Ferry and the Rotherhithe Tunnel

The crossings at Woolwich and Rotherhithe are already busy during peak periods and
are some distance away from the Blackwall Tunnel. Based on our current understanding,
we do not expect that a significant number of users of the Blackwall Tunnel would divert
to either the Rotherhithe Tunnel or Woolwich Ferry to avoid paying a charge at Blackwall
or Silvertown. For these reasons, and on the basis of current evidence, it is not currently
proposed to introduce user charging at the Rotherhithe Tunnel or Woolwich Ferry.
Clearly this is a topic of significant importance and it will be dealt with in detail in a
separate paper.
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4.

Charging proposal



Registered and Non Registered users

Users would be encouraged to register with TfL for automated payments. Registering for a
user account with automated payment would bring benefits to the user in terms of
eliminating the risk of PCN and reducing the hassle associated with manual payment; it
would also reduce the administrative costs for TfL and enable the provision of more
sophisticated charging tariffs.
Registered users would be eligible for a discount on the headline prices. They are likely to
receive c. £1 discount on the headline charge at peak times, and would be able to take
advantage of further significant discount during the off peak periods.
Non registered users would pay the headline charge at all times. Over time, we would
expect the majority of users to register with TfL.


Prices of charges

In its DCO application, TfL will seek consent to levy charges at Blackwall and Silvertown
within a specified range, rather than at a particular point value. This will allow the necessary
flexibility to optimise the charge to realise the scheme benefits.
The table below sets out the charge range currently under consideration for Blackwall and
Silvertown Tunnels.
Table 1: Indicative charge range for registered users in 2014 prices

Description

Peak charge range

Off peak charge range

Motorcycle ,

£1.00 - £3.00

£0.75 - £2.25

Car and small van

£1.50 - £4.50

£1.00 - £2.75

Large van and

£2.50 - £7.50

£1.50 - £4.50

moped,
motortricycle

minibus
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HGVs

Bus and Coach

£3.75 - £11.25

Free via 100% discount

The current assumption is that the peak charge would apply 6am-10am (Northbound only)
and 4pm to 7pm (Southbound only) on weekdays. The off peak charge would apply at all
other times, including at weekends.
The working assumption is that no charge would apply at night (10pm-6am).
The charge would be on a per-trip basis – i.e. the charge would apply each time either
tunnel is entered, though the possibility of capping of charges within a given period is still
being explored. The charges are expected to increase annually in line with inflation.
Work is ongoing to model the range for assessing the traffic and environmental impacts. TfL
has modelled a mid point within this range for various sensitivity assessments. A high level
summary of traffic impacts will be shared with the boroughs at the meeting and more detail
will be provided in advance of the meeting focusing on traffic assessments in early July.

5.

Discounts and exemptions


Congestion Charge (CC)discounts and exemptions

The starting point to be put forward for consultation is likely to closely resemble the package
of CC discounts as set out in appendix 1. In general, exemptions do not require registration;
discounts require registration and proof of eligibility.


Resident and local business discount

The option of offering conventional discounts in form of a certain percentage reduction off
each crossing charge, specific cash reductions, passes for a defined number of free trips, a
bulk-buy discount or capping system, has been assessed.
While conventional discounts offer a direct user benefit to local residents using the crossing,
there are a number of significant risks associated with such a discount which undermine
relevant policy and the objectives of the scheme. The four most significant risks are
associated with defining a discount boundary, stakeholder challenge, potential adverse
traffic and air quality impacts, and equity issues.
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A local business discount is not feasible because, as well as sharing the problems of a
residents’ discount set out above, it would trigger concerns over State Aid.
Therefore alternatives have been have been considered and discussed with the boroughs
(28 May presentation). TfL’s recommended approach is the introduction of a Community
Fund in place of a conventional residents’ discount. This would be a fund to compensate
host borough residents for potential negative impacts from the proposal. It could potentially
be used to fund community projects which could be (but would not have to be) transport
related. An agreed level of funding would be provided to each host borough to disburse as it
chooses (combined total of £1 million annual). Further work to establish the details and
mechanics of such a fund is ongoing.

6.

Operations and Enforcement

It is proposed that the operational regime for collection and enforcement of the charges be
similar to that used for the Congestion Charge. The payment system for the tunnels would
as far as possible be automated (via, for example, direct debit payments), and no toll booths
at the tunnels are envisaged.
Like the CC, the civil enforcement process would be used – with Penalty Charge Notices
(PCNs) used to issue fines for non-payment. The focus however would be on making
drivers, including non-UK drivers, aware of the charges and on making it easy and
convenient to pay the charge. Marketing and advertising would be used as well as physical
signage on the approach to the tunnels.
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Appendix 1: Congestion Charge discounts and exemptions
Exemptions
Off road (eg NRMM)
Military
Powered 2 wheelers (motorcycles, mopeds)
Emergency services vehicles
Disabled vehicle tax class
NHS vehicles exempt from vehicle tax
Taxis
PHVs
Discounts
Blue Badge
Residents
9+ seat vehicle (ie buses)
Recovery vehicles
Accredited breakdown
Ultra Low Emission Discount (ULED)
Motor tricycle
Selected partner
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Silvertown Tunnel
Potential impacts on the Woolwich Ferry – Briefing for borough meeting 26
June 2015

1.

Summary

This paper summarises the assessment of potential impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel
scheme on the Woolwich Ferry and reports key findings. In summary, the Silvertown
Tunnel scheme is not expected to have a significant impact on demand for the ferry
or create a need for mitigation at that crossing. It is not proposed that a user charge
at Woolwich Ferry be introduced. Nonetheless there may be opportunities for making
improvements to the future operation of the ferry, to address some existing trafficrelated issues adjacent to the waiting areas, and it is proposed that TfL will explore
these opportunities further as part of the river crossings programme.

2.

Background

The Woolwich Ferry is located approximately 5km (16 min drive in uncongested
conditions) to the east of the proposed Silvertown Tunnel. Given the distance
between the crossings, the long journey times associated with using the ferry and its
limited capacity, it is not considered there will be a significant increase in demand to
use the ferry on opening of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.
In the majority of cases it is considered that the charge incurred by
Blackwall/Silvertown users will be offset by quicker and more reliable journey times.
Whilst there will clearly be variance in users’ values of time, for most users a
diversion to a un-charged Woolwich Ferry will not be worthwhile when the additional
trip length and journey time are factored in. The highway links between the crossings
are not high capacity and are congested in peak periods, further limiting the number
of users likely to re-route.
Users that do opt to divert to the Woolwich Ferry are likely to be offset, to a greater
or lesser degree, by ferry users that opt to divert to Blackwall/Silvertown on the basis
that the quicker journey time and improved reliability are deemed to outweigh the
charge that will be incurred. In particular overheight vehicles will no longer have to
divert to the ferry as the Silvertown Tunnel will provide full dimensional clearance.
Overall therefore demand for the Woolwich Ferry is not considered to change
considerably as a result of the Silvertown Tunnel.
This is supported by RSI data collected to inform the development of the river
crossings programme, which shows that overall the Blackwall Tunnel serves a
different catchment area from the Woolwich Ferry. An analysis of origins and

destinations suggests that the latter has a very local catchment with a slight bias to
the east, whilst many Blackwall Tunnel users have an origin or destination to the
west of the tunnel.

3.

Previous and current assumptions on charging

Previous demand modelling completed for the 2014 non-statutory consultation
assumed that a future Woolwich Ferry would operate with charges consistent with
the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels, on the basis that this was the most likely
scenario were the ferry still to be operating in 2031. The assumption for the demand
modelling now being completed to inform the statutory consultation is that the
Woolwich Ferry would operate without charges. The reasons for this change are as
follows:
a)

Initial modelling outputs (which assume no charges at Woolwich) do not
provide evidence of significant diversion from Blackwall/Silvertown, nor
indicate major adverse impacts on the network if the ferry service is not
charged. This is discussed in further detail below;

b)

To implement a charge at Woolwich would require a change to the
Metropolitan Board of Work Act 1885, for which sound justification would be
required. Given the geographic distance between the crossings and lack of
evidence of significant impacts, there is not considered to be sufficiently
compelling justification for seeking a change to the legislation and it is unlikely
a change would be approved. Furthermore if repeal or change of the
legislation was included in the Silvertown Tunnel DCO and this element was
not accepted, this could jeopardise the scheme as whole;

c)

There are no current plans to introduce charging at the Woolwich Ferry as a
proposition in its own right or as part of a wider river services improvement
plan/programme.

The results of the initial modelling completed to date show that, even based on the
highest charge ranges being considered, there would be a marginal reduction in
demand for the ferry at the periods when the ferry is busiest and demand exceeds
capacity (northbound direction in the AM peak and both directions in the PM peak).
Whilst the outputs do show some increase in demand for the ferry in periods of the
day when the ferry is not operating at capacity (southbound direction in the AM peak
and both directions in the inter-peak) – which suggests that some
Blackwall/Silvertown users may divert to the ferry at quieter periods when journey
times to use the ferry are at their lowest – this is not expected to have an adverse
impact on the highway network as overall demand will be within capacity during
these periods.

The model is unable to provide a completely accurate representation of demand for
a ferry service due to the intermittent and unique nature of the operation, but it
nonetheless provides a useful comparative indicator of the impact that the Silvertown
Tunnel could have on the Woolwich Ferry at a strategic level1. The modelling
assessments do not indicate a significant increase in demand for the ferry or major
adverse impacts on the highway network if the ferry is not charged.

4.

Potential improvement works

The MTS outlines a package of new river crossings in east London to support the
population and employment growth that is forecast, with new fixed-link crossings
proposed at Silvertown, Gallions Reach and Belvedere. The requirement for
continued operation of the ferry service in the long-term is closely linked to this
programme. Should a new fixed link crossing be progressed at Gallions there would
be a strong case for the withdrawal of the ferry service given the close geographical
proximity between the two (less than 3km) and the significant additional capacity that
would be provided, especially when considering the O&Ds of the existing ferry users.
The earliest date a new crossing at Gallions could be delivered is 2025 and the
continued operation of the Woolwich Ferry is required until at least this time.
As the impacts caused by the Silvertown Tunnel scheme are expected to be limited
and will not exacerbate queuing for the ferry in peak times, it is not considered that
mitigation is warranted. It is acknowledged, however, that the Woolwich Ferry is
linked to the river crossings programme and causes some adverse traffic-related
impacts on the roads and environment adjacent to the waiting areas. It is therefore
proposed that further work is completed over the next few months to further examine
links between elements of the programme and the short- and long-term opportunities
for making improvements to the waiting areas on both sides of the river. This will be
completed jointly with colleagues in TfL Planning, Surface Transport (London River
Services and Road Space Management) and TfL Property.
This work will be completed separately to but with regard to the life extension project
which is currently underway, with the aim of developing a list of potential
improvements to the waiting areas by September 2015 for consultation with local
boroughs. At this stage no decisions have been made on who would be responsible
for delivering the improvements or how they would be funded; the aim is first to
identify effective and feasible improvements and estimate their associated costs.
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Demand for the Rotherhithe Tunnel is considered to be represented more accurately within the
model and this also shows minimal impacts as a result of the Silvertown Tunnel, which supports the
view that the impacts on Woolwich will be minimal.

Silvertown Tunnel
User Charging - Briefing for host borough meeting 26 June 2015
Appendix 2 – Traffic Impacts
Post meeting revision incorporating meeting discussion

Introduction
This note presents a summary of a set of charges tested which roughly represent a midpoint in the range being considered, and have been selected as the core scenario for traffic,
environmental and socio-economic assessment.

Car
LGV
HGV

Off-peak
£1.75
£3.00
£7.50

Peak
£3.00
£5.00
£7.50

The figures in this note are preliminary results and the data is for the forecast year 2031.
Blackwall & Silvertown Tunnels
With reference to Figure 1 the actual combined flow at the crossings increases in the peak
directions (northbound AM peak hour and southbound PM peak hour) as well as in the
northbound PM peak hour, albeit by a smaller amount. This is not considered a cause for
concern, as an increase in actual flow indicates a more efficient throughput of vehicles in the
peak hour that are no longer held up by congestion. This picture is supported by changes in
demand, which decreases at all times and in all directions apart from the northbound PM
peak hour which sees a 5% increase (Figure 2).
The graphs illustrate base flows plus the increase in flow between base and reference case
in absolute numbers. The percentages indicate the change from reference case to
assessment case.

1

Figure 1 – Percentage change in combined flow at Blackwall & Silvertown Tunnels

Figure 2 – Percentage change in traffic demand at Blackwall & Silvertown Tunnels

At the same time, delay is reduced to less than one minute at all times/in all directions apart
from the southbound PM peak where current tests show a delay of 2.5 minutes remains
(Table 1). This is likely to reflect eastbound traffic on the A13 turning south to enter the
Blackwall Tunnel at a junction which has been identified as requiring local mitigation works.
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It is expected that these mitigation works will result in a further reduction in delay to bring
this in line with other time periods. These tests are still to be completed.
AM
NB

IP
SB

NB

PM
SB

NB

SB

Delay/pcu (min)
Reference
Case
Assessment
case

13

1

3

1

6

22

0.4

0.7

0.2

0.8

0.4

2.5

Changes in Demand at Other Crossings
Tower Bridge
Changes in demand flow are relatively small. A small decrease of 2-3% is experienced
throughout the day in both directions apart from the SB AM peak which sees a c. 2%
increase and the SB inter peak which sees a c. 5% increase (Figure 3).

Figure 3 – Demand flow at Tower Bridge
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Rotherhithe Tunnel*1
Demand flow decreases by 1-2% in the NB AM and PM peaks. Whereas a c. 9% decrease
is seen in the SB PM peak, demand flow increases by c. 9% in the SB AM peak.
In the inter peak, demand flow increases by c. 2% in the NB and by c. 16% in the SB
direction (Figure 4).

Figure 4 – Demand flow at the Rotherhithe Tunnel

* Note, the modelled impact of flow changes at these existing crossings is discussed in the note
Potential impacts on the Woolwich Ferry – Briefing for borough meeting 26 June 2015.
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Woolwich Ferry*
Demand flow at the Woolwich Ferry decreases by 7-20% in the peak directions as well as in
the NB PM peak. Increases between 11-29% are experienced at other times i.e. non-peak
directions and times.
It is worth noting that changes in absolute terms are low due to the comparatively low
capacity of the ferry. Furthermore the complexity of modelling a ferry service as opposed to
a fixed link needs to be kept in mind when considering these figures. However the general
pattern of flows at Woolwich reflects that at Rotherhithe which gives confidence in the
results.

Figure 5 – Demand flow at the Woolwich Ferry
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Dartford
Changes in demand flow are relatively small. An changes between 0% and +4% is
experienced throughout the day both directions apart from the AM peak which sees a c. 3%5% decrease.

Figure 6 – Demand flow at the Dartford Crossing
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S ilv ertown T unnel B riefing Note:
A ir Q uality A s s es s ment Methodolog y

1. INT R O D UC T IO N
1.1. T his technical briefing note pres ents the propos ed methodology and work undertaken to
date for the A ir Q uality A s s es s ment of the S ilvertown T unnel P roject. It identifies the
methodology to be us ed to es tablis h exis ting and future bas eline information, receptors
potentially affected, environmental des ign meas ures and predicted res idual effects .
1.2. T he methodology primarily utilis es publis hed guidance by Highways E ngland that is
proportional and appropriate to as s es s ing the air quality impacts of a large infras tructure
project. T he D es ign Manual for R oads and B ridges (D MR B ) guidance (is s ued by Highways
E ngland) and as s ociated updates to the guidance (Interim A dvice Notes 170/12, 174/13,
175/13 and 185/15) will be utilis ed in combination with s tandard bes t practices detailed in
D efra L AQ M (T G (09)) to carry out the air quality as s es s ment. L ondon-bas ed guidance and
policies will als o be cons idered to ens ure that the as s es s ment is relevant and cons iderate
of local air quality is s ues . T he pollutants of primary concern for this as s es s ment are NO 2,
P M10 and P M2.5 as thes e pollutants have been found to be in, or near to exceedence of E U
L imit V alues in L ondon.
1.3. T he air quality as s es s ment is s plit into the cons truction phas e and operational phas e. T he
cons truction phas e includes a cons truction dus t as s es s ment, and an apprais al of
emis s ions from ons ite plant and cons truction vehicle emis s ions . T he operational phas e
compris es of the s tandard localis ed air quality as s es s ment, and a number of s ubs idiary
as s es s ments which utilis e the modelled output. T hes e include the compliance ris k
as s es s ment, ecological as s es s ment, and regional as s es s ment.
1.4. T he findings of the as s es s ment dis cus s ed in this technical s coping note will be pres ented
in the P reliminary E nvironmental Information R eport for the S cheme, and s ubs equent
E nvironmental S tatement.
1.5. T his B riefing Note s hould be read alongs ide the S ilvertown T unnel E IA S coping R eport
(J une 2014, no.0002-UA005651-UE 31R -03-F ), which explains the background to the
S cheme.
2. C O NS T R UC T IO N P H A S E ME T HO D O L O G Y
C ons truction D us t A s s es s ment
2.1. T he 2014 S upplementary P lanning G uidance ‘T he C ontrol of D us t and E mis s ions during
C ons truction and D emolition’ is s ued by the Mayor of L ondon s tates that the Ins titute of Air
Q uality Management’s (IA Q M) (2014) ‘G uidance on the As s es s ment from demolition and
cons truction’ s hould be us ed to as s es s cons truction dus t impacts .
2.2. In accordance with the IA Q M guidance, the s tudy area for the cons truction dus t
as s es s ment covers an area 350m from the redline boundary and an area within 50m of the
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route(s ) us ed by cons truction vehicles on the public highway up to 500m from the s ite
entrance(s ). E cological and human receptors within thes e boundaries will be as s es s ed.
T he ris k of impacts from demolition, earthworks , cons truction and trackout will be
pres ented. T his is defined bas ed on s ens itivity of the area to dus t and the potential
magnitude of dus t emis s ions for each of the aforementioned cons truction phas e activities .
C ons truction T raffic and P lant E mis s ions
2.3. A qualitative as s es s ment will be undertaken to as s es s the impacts of cons truction traffic
and cons truction plant as pres cribed by D MR B . P roportional mitigation meas ures will be
recommended which s hould minimis e dus t and gas eous emis s ions during the cons truction
phas e. C ontractors would be expected to follow the res pective C ode of C ons truction
P ractice documents .
3. O P E R A T IO N A L A S S E S S ME NT ME T HO D O L O G Y
3.1. T o as s es s the impact of the S cheme, the operational air quality as s es s ment will be
undertaken in accordance with the guidance in the D MR B , s pecifically the A ir Q uality
chapter (V ol 11, S ection 3, P art 1 A ir Q uality HA207/07). S ince the air quality guidance
within D MR B was releas ed, there have been a number of updates that have been is s ued
in relation to the guidance in the form of Interim Advice Notes (IA Ns ); thes e will be als o
incorporated into the as s es s ment. F igure 1 details the main inputs (orange), proces s es
(blue) and as s es s ments (green) as s ociated with the operational phas e.

Speed Banded
Traffic Data
(screened against
DMRB criteria to

Calculate Emission

Dispersion Modelling

Model Verification (as defined

Rates in EFT

in ADMS-Roads

in LAQM TG(09))

define study area)
Verified Modelled
Output

Apply Long Term Trend
Regional Assessment

Factors (IAN 170/12)

(TAG Unit A3)
Final Localised
Modelled Output

Ecological Assessment

Compliance Risk

Localised Assessment:

(DMRB)

Assessment (IAN

Significance of Impact

173/13)

(IAN 174/13)

Figure 1 - Operational Phase Inputs, Processes and Assessments

3.2. T he air quality as s es s ment will be undertaken with due cons ideration to national and
regional policy. A t a national level the as s es s ment will need to cons ider the National
P lanning P olicy F ramework. A s the s cheme is a Nationally S ignificant Infras tructure
P roject (NS IP ), the National P olicy S tatement for National Networks (NP S NN) applies .
T his provides the policy and advice to the decis ion maker as to whether the S cheme
s hould be granted cons ent.
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3.3. T he air quality as s es s ment will als o determine whether the S cheme is cons idered to have
a s ignificant impact in terms of E IA or affects the UK ’s ability to comply with the directive
on ambient air quality (affect compliance with the L imit V alues ). T he s ignificance of impact
as pect is cons idered by applying the methodology detailed in IAN 174/13 to the final
localis ed modelled output. T he compliance ris k to the E U directive is evaluated by applying
IAN 173/13 to the s ame localis ed modelled output.
3.4. A s F igure 1 demons trates , all of the operational as s es s ments are bas ed on data outputs of
the S AT UR N traffic model for E as t L ondon. IAN 185/15 requires the traffic modelled
s peeds to be compared agains t meas ured s peeds and adjus ted where neces s ary. T his is
known as s peed banding. T his IA N was releas ed in res pons e of the recognition that whils t
traffic models are validated to a s et s tandard, modelled s peeds on individual links can be
very different to thos e obs erved. As air quality as s es s ments are s ens itive to s peeds in
relation to the emis s ions that are us ed in the modelling, it is important to ens ure that the
s peeds us ed are as accurate as pos s ible.
3.5. T he air quality as s es s ment will focus on the key traffic related pollutants nitrogen dioxide
(NO 2) and particulate matter (P M2.5 /P M10). T he criteria within D MR B is us ed to define the
s tudy area. T he change in traffic flows between the D o Minimum (without the s cheme) and
D o S omething (with the s cheme) s cenarios are compared with the criteria in paragraph
3.12 of HA 207/07. S ens itive receptors (res idential, s chools , hos pitals , ecological s ites
etc.) next to roads within the s tudy area will be included in the air quality model, to identify
the change in concentrations at receptors . T his will be us ed to inform whether the s cheme
impacts are cons idered to be s ignificant and requires mitigation.
3.6. In addition to changes in traffic flows on the local road network, the emis s ions from the
tunnel ventilation will als o need to be cons idered. T he following tunnels /underpas s es have
been cons idered in the as s es s ment:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

R otherhithe tunnel
B lackwall tunnel
P ropos ed S ilvertown T unnel
A 1261 E as t India D ock R oad tunnel, P oplar
A 12 E as tern A venue T unnel, Wans tead
A 12/A 114 underpas s , L eytons tone
A 12 s outhbound underpas s , Hackney Wick

3.7. T he operational air quality as s es s ment will be undertaken us ing the dis pers ion model
AD MS (R oads ) to model variable emis s ion rates . T he lates t D efra tools s uch as the
E mis s ion F actor T oolkit, B ackground Maps , and the NO x to NO 2 calculator will be us ed in
the as s es s ment. Meteorological data will be obtained from the neares t available
meteorological s ite at L ondon C ity A irport.
3.8. IA N 170/12v3 s hall be us ed in this as s es s ment to adjus t the D efra concentration
projections embedded in the aforementioned tools to ens ure they cons ider the trends in
recent monitoring. F ollowing the procedures in the IA N es s entially s erves to uplift the
modelled road and the background component that compris e the total modelled NO 2
concentrations . T herefore, the as s es s ment will not be directly reliant on the projections
provided by D efra in the utilis ed tools .
3.9. Where the S cheme has the potential to affect traffic flows and hence have an impact on air
quality, current bas eline data has been collected us ing monitoring data from the local
B oroughs , and s ources of open data s uch as L ondonAir and A ir Q uality E ngland. In
addition, a s cheme s pecific monitoring campaign was undertaken with nitrogen dioxide
diffus ion tubes at 75 locations s ited to plug any gaps in the local authority datas et. T ubes
were als o co-located with automatic analys ers at New C ros s in L B of L ewis ham and
B elvedere Wes t in L B of B exley. T his monitoring s urvey was undertaken for a period of 12
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months . A ll of the monitoring data collected will be us ed to provide information on the
bas eline air quality environment and to be us ed in the air quality modelling verification.
3.10. In addition to gathering all the available monitoring data, we have collected other
information including the locations of the air quality management areas (AQ MA s ), location
of T rans port for L ondon’s (T fL ) air quality focus areas (AQ F A) and the locations of
s ens itive ecological and human receptors ; both current and propos ed (particularly for
developments around the tunnel portals ).
L ocal A s s es s ment
3.11. T he localis ed as s es s ment is undertaken to inform a judgement on whether the impacts on
s ens itive receptors can be cons idered beneficially or detrimentally s ignificant. T his is
achieved by comparing the ‘with S cheme’ and ‘without S cheme’ concentrations at thos e
receptors next to roads which meet the D MR B criteria dis cus s ed in 3.4. T his as s es s ment
is carried out during the opening year of the S cheme as this is the earlies t year of full
operation and therefore cons idered to be wors t cas e in terms of air quality emis s ion rates
and background concentrations ; both of which are expected to decreas e over time.
3.12. IA N 174/13 provides the advice that s hould be followed when us ing D MR B to determine
whether the S cheme’s impacts are s ignificant and will be the method we will us e to
determine whether the s cheme would lead to a s ignificant impact on air quality. T his will
determine whether the s cheme requires mitigation and als o guide the decis ion maker in
relation to paragraph 5.12 of the NNNP S ;
“T he S ecretary of S tate mus t give air quality cons iderations s ubs tantial weight where, after
taking into account mitigation, a project would lead to a s ignificant air quality impact in
relation to E IA and / or where they lead to a deterioration in air quality in a
zone/agglomeration.”
3.13. T he res ults from the air quality model predicting concentrations at receptors will be us ed
to populate T able 1 to inform the overall s ignificance of the s cheme. O nly receptors which
exceed the E U L imit V alue (annual mean of 40µg/m³) in either the ‘without’ or ‘with
S cheme’ s cenarios are us ed to inform s ignificance. T he IAN provides advice on how to
interpret the modelled concentrations at s ens itive receptors to inform profes s ional
judgement to determine whether the S cheme’s impacts are s ignificant. T his is bas ed on
the concentrations predicted at receptors and the level of change in concentrations at
thos e receptors . T his is pres ented in T able 1.
Number of R eceptors with:
Magnitude of C hange in
A nnual A verage NO 2 or
P M10 (µg/m³)

Wors ening of air quality objective
already above objective or
creation of a new exceedence

Improvement of an air quality
objective already above
objective or the removal of an
exis ting exceedence

L arge (>4)

1 to 10

1 to 10

Medium (>2 to 4)

10 to 30

10 to 30

S mall (>0.4 to 2)

30 to 60

30 to 60

T able 1 – G uideline to Num ber of R ec eptors C ons tituting a S ig nific ant E ffec t
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C ompliance R is k A s s es s ment
3.14. IA N 175/13 provides the current advice in relation to as s es s ment of whether road
s chemes are likely to caus e a ris k of impacting on compliance with the E U D irective on
A mbient air quality. T he methodology requires the information reported by D efra to the
E uropean commis s ion to be us ed to determine whether the impacts of the S cheme will
affect compliance. T his will be the method to determine whether paragraph 5.13 in the
NP S NN applies ; “T he S ecretary of S tate s hould refus e cons ent where, after taking into
account mitigation, the air quality impacts of the s cheme will;
• res ult in a zone/agglomeration which is currently reported as being compliant with
the A ir Q uality D irective becoming non-compliant; or
• affect the ability of a non-compliant area to achieve compliance within the mos t
recent times cales reported to the E uropean C ommis s ion at the time of the
decis ion.”
3.15. T he as s es s ment of compliance with the D irective is undertaken us ing both monitoring
(D efra A UR N Network) and modelling from D efra’s P ollution C limate Mapping (P C M)
model. T o determine the s tudy area for the compliance ris k as s es s ment the local air
quality s tudy area is compared with the P C M model network as modelled by D efra. Where
the two networks inters ect this is the compliance ris k road network (C R R N) and forms the
bas is of the as s es s ment of compliance ris k.
3.16. T he impact of the s cheme (i.e. the change in concentrations at receptors calculated as
part of the local as s es s ment) on compliance is undertaken in accordance with IA N 175/13,
whereby the modelled concentrations in the D efra P C M model for the opening year of the
s cheme are utilis ed to gauge which roads are at ris k of a compliance breach. T he G reater
L ondon agglomeration is currently non-compliant with the E U D irective and is likely to be
well after the S cheme is expected be operational. T herefore in this ins tance the
compliance will as s es s whether the S cheme will s erve to extend the date of expect
compliance for the agglomeration zone.
3.17. T he IAN als o provides advice on the production of a s cheme air quality action plan that
would be needed if the s cheme were to be deemed to impact on compliance or caus e a
s ignificant impact on air quality. It ens ures that any mitigation meas ures propos ed need
to quantified with evidence.
E cological A s s es s ment
3.18. A nnex F of D MR B HA 207/07 provides guidance in relation to the as s es s ment of
ecological des ignated s ites (S P A, S A C , S S S I, and R ams ar). An ecologis t was cons ulted
to determine whether there were any des ignated s ites that are s ens itive to nitrogen
depos ition in the local air quality s tudy area. A s ummary of the ecological as s es s ment is
pres ented below:
• Identification of affected roads us ing D MR B local air quality as s es s ment criteria;
• Identification and characteris ation of s ens itive s ites within 200 metres of affected
roads ;
• D etermine whether any of the s ites have des ignated features which are s ens itive
to air pollution;
• C ollection of background depos ition rates from the A ir P ollution Information
S ys tem (A P IS ) webs ite (A P IS , 2015); and
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• C alculation the NO x concentrations and nitrogen (N) depos ition rates for the
B as e Y ear 2012, without S cheme and with S cheme s cenarios in the opening
year.
3.19. T he A D MS (R oads ) model will be us ed to calculate road NO x every 10 metres along a
200 metre trans ect from the road, at a point clos es t to any D es ignated S ite. T he modelled
NO x res ults will be us ed to determine the Nitrogen depos ition rates and NO x
concentrations along the trans ect. T he res ults are then pas s ed on to an E cologis t for
interpretation and to determine the impact on the s ite.
R egional A s s es s ment (part of WebT AG )
3.20. T he D MR B as s es s ment of the contribution of the S cheme to regional air quality is bas ed
on the total annual emis s ion of pollutants over the road network. It is calculated us ing
es timates of annual link emis s ions (kg/yr except C O 2 tonnes /yr). T he procedure of
as s es s ing the impact on regional air pollution is carried out in accordance with guidance
provided by Highways E ngland in T AG Unit A 3.
3.21. T he pollutants cons idered in the regional as s es s ment are:
• O xides of Nitrogen (NO x)
• P articulate Matter (P M10)
• C arbon Monoxide (C O )
• C arbon D ioxide (C O 2)
• Hydrocarbons
3.22. T he roads that make up the local as s es s ment s tudy area are us ed to determine the
overall change in emis s ions as a res ult of the s cheme. As the criteria is applied to both the
O pening Y ear and the Des ign Y ear, the road networks in the two years will be different.
T he traffic data us ed to calculate pollutant emis s ions for the B as e Y ear (2012) corres pond
to the s ame road network to that determined for the O pening Y ear (2021) and not the
D es ign Y ear (2036).
3.23. T he E mis s ions F actor T oolkit (v6.0.2) will be us ed in the regional as s es s ment calculations
and us es the traffic characteris tics (A ADT flows , average vehicle s peeds and percentage
HD V s ) and road length for each affected road in the s tudy area. T otal annual emis s ions
for the B as e Y ear (2012), ‘without S cheme’ and ‘with S cheme’ s cenarios for both the
O pening Y ear (2021) and D es ign Y ear (2036) are calculated. As emis s ion factors are not
available for 2036, the traffic data for 2036 has been proces s ed as s uming emis s ion
factors for 2030 (the maximum horizon year in the E F T ).
3.24. T he res ults of the regional as s es s ment are us ed to undertake an economic valuation of
the changes in air quality as a res ult of the S cheme.
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Silvertown Tunnel
Proposed Transport Assessment structure – Briefing for borough meeting on
23 July 2015

1.

Summary

This paper outlines the proposed structure for the Transport Assessment (TA) that
will be completed for the statutory consultation on the Silvertown Tunnel. The TA is
one of a number of documents that will be published as part of the consultation, and
aims to set out the transport-related impacts of the scheme both during construction
and on completion. Boroughs officers are invited to comment on the structure.

2.

Structure

An abridged structure of the TA is as follows:
Executive Summary
1. Introduction
a. Purpose of the TA
b. Need for the scheme and objectives
2. Relevant transport policy
a. National policy
b. London-wide policy
c. Local plans and policies – host boroughs
3. Current transport networks and travel behaviour
a. Highway network
b. Public transport network
c. Walking and cycling network
d. Current travel patterns
e. Journey purpose
4. Current network performance and quality issues
a. Highway network
b. Public transport network
c. Walking and cycling networks
5. Future baseline transport network and performance
a. Changes in population and employment
b. Highway network

Is s ued 21 J uly 2015

c. Public transport network
d. Walking and cycling networks
6. Impacts of construction of the proposed scheme
a. Construction programme
b. Construction traffic
c. Highway network (including diversions)
d. Public transport network (including river services and diversions)
e. Walking and cycling networks (including diversions)
f. Construction mitigation
7. Impacts of the proposed scheme (based on central case)
a. Highway network
i. Trip generation, distribution and mode shift
ii. Vehicle routeing
iii. Network performance
iv. Accidents
v. Journey times
vi. Connectivity
b. Public transport network
c. Walking and cycling networks
d. Alternative scenarios
8. Summary of impacts

Appendix A – Forecast traffic impacts
Appendix B – Wider junction impacts
Appendix C – Induced demand
Appendix D – Reliability and resilience
Appendix E – Impact on adjacent crossings
Appendix F – Changes to the bus network

3.

Changes from the previous consultation

The TA will build on the TA that was completed for the 2014 non-statutory
consultation, and will include further information and analysis on the transport
impacts of the scheme. Unlike the previous consultation, it is not proposed that a
separate Traffic Forecasting Report will be published as part of the consultation; to
avoid duplication and so all the transport impacts are reported in one document the
traffic modelling outputs will be summarised in the TA.
Is s ued 21 J uly 2015

S ilv ertown T unnel B riefing Note:
Nois e and V ibration Methodolog y
1. INT R O D UC T IO N
1.1. T his technical briefing note broadly outlines the propos ed methodology for as s es s ing nois e
and vibration impacts from the propos ed S ilvertown T unnel. It identifies the methodology to
be us ed to es tablis h exis ting bas eline, receptors potentially affected, and predicted effects .
1.2. T he methodology primarily follows B S 5228 for cons truction impacts , D R MB for road traffic
nois e impacts and B S 4142 for tunnel ventilation nois e impacts .
1.3. T his nois e and vibration as s es s ment is broken down into the cons truction phas e and
operational phas e. T he cons truction phas e includes the as s es s ment of nois e and vibration
from cons truction activity and tunnel boring. T he operational phas e as s es s es nois e
impacts from changes in road traffic and ventilation buildings as well as airborne vibration
impacts as a res ult of changes in road traffic (Illus tration 1.)
Illus tration 1 - Identified Nois e and V ibration Im pac ts

CHANGES IN
ROAD TRAFFIC
NOISE

NOISE
NOISE IMPACTS FROM
TUNNEL BORING
VIBRATION IMPACT FROM
PILING
VIBRATION

NOISE
NOISE FROM
TUNNEL
VENTILATION
BUILDINGS

OPERATION

CONSTRUCTION

NOISE IMPACTS FROM
CONSTRUCTION PHASE

V IB R A T IO N
VIBRATION FROM TUNNEL
BORING

CHANGES IN
ROAD TRAFFIC
VIBRTION

1.4. T his briefing note s hould be read alongs ide the S ilvertown T unnel E IA S coping R eport
(J une 2014, no. 0002-UA 005651-UE 31R -03-F ), which explains the background to the
S cheme.
2. S T UD Y A R E A
C ons truction
2.1. P redictions of the cons truction nois e and vibration impacts from the propos ed work will be
undertaken for wors t cas e res idential receptors up to 300m from the red line boundary
utilis ing the calculation methods contained within B S 5228. T he wors t cas e res idential
receptors are pres ented in T able 1 and F igure 1.

s:\consents & environment nk\02. current projects\35. river crossings\silvertown tunnel\environment\peir\noise and vibration\noise
briefing note final 30 june.docx
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T able 1 R es idential C ons truc tion R ec eptors
ID

D es c ription (R efer to F ig ure 1 for L oc ation)

B oroug h

O S C oordinate
X

Y

SR1

Ardennes H ous e

Newham

539840

180867

SR2

120 V ictoria D ock R oad

Newham

539885

180848

SR3

F os ter C ourt

Newham

539917

180845

SR4

28 T idal B as in R oad

Newham

539932

180736

SR5

Alas ka Apartments

Newham

540107

180744

SR6

Wes tern B each A partments
P ropos ed new developments with res idential elements
(planning applications 12/1708, 12/2819, 12/2841,
13/2823, 13/2822/f, 12/2840, 13/2874 and 13/2865/f)

Newham

540086

180453

G reenwich

539602

179503

SR8

R iver W ay

G reenwich

539640

179395

SR9

H olly C ourt

G reenwich

539730

179164

S R 10

H olida y Inn E xpres s

G reenwich

539618

178985

S R 11

P ropos ed new hotel (planning application number
09/2796/f)

G reenwich

539466

178980

SR7

O peration - traffic
2.2. T he s tudy area for operational traffic nois e has been derived in accordance with the
requirements of D MR B V olume 11 S ection 3 P art 7 HD 213/11 ‘Nois e and V ibration’
D etailed A s s es s ment methodology (HD 213/11). T he s tudy area is defined by the following
proces s pres ented in T able 2.
T able 2 D eterm ining O perational R oad T raffic Nois e S tudy A rea in A c c ordanc e with DMR B
A

Identify the s tart and end points of the phys ical works as s ociated with the road project.

B

Identify the exis ting routes that are being bypas s ed or improved, and any propos ed new routes ,
between the s tart and end points .
D efine a boundary one kilometre from the carriageway edge of the routes identified in (B ) above.

C

E

D efine a boundary 600m from the carriageway edge around each of the routes identified in (B ) above
and als o 600m from any other affected routes within the boundary defined in (C ) above. T he total
area within thes e 600m boundaries is termed the ‘calculation area’. An affected route is one where
there is the pos s ibility of a change of 1dB (A) or more between the D o-Minimum and D o-S omething
s cenarios in the s hort-term or 3dB (A) or more in the long term.
Identify any affected routes beyond the boundary defined in (C ) above.

F

D efine a boundary 50m from the carriagewa y edge of the routes identified in (E ) above.

G

Identify the s tart and end points of the phys ical works as s ociated with the road project.

H

Identify the exis ting routes that are being bypas s ed or improved, and any propos ed new routes ,
between the s tart and end points .

D

2.3. F or the purpos e of the operational road traffic nois e as s es s ment it has been decided to
omit s tage D in T able 2 and to undertake detailed calculations in the larger 1km area
detailed in s tage C to allow for a like for like comparis on of different tolling s cenarios . T he
detailed calculation area for operational traffic nois e impacts is pres ented in F igure 1.
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O peration – T unnel V entilation
2.4. Nois e impacts from the operation of the tunnel ventilation s ys tem will be cons idered at
s elected wors t cas e identified s ens itive receptors . T hes e receptors are pres ented in T able
3 and indicated on F igure 1.
T able 3 R es idential R ec eptors (O peration)
ID

D es c ription (R efer to F ig ure 1 for L oc ation)

B oroug h

O S C oordinate
X

Y

SR4

28 T idal B as in R oad

Newham

539932

180736

SR6

Wes tern B each A partments

Newham

540086

180453

SR8

R iver W ay
Neares t R es idential E lement for G reenwich P enins ula
R edevelopment

G reenwich

539640

179395

G reenwich

539179

179703

S R 12

3. B A S E L INE C O ND IT IO NS
3.1. Nois e s urveys of exis ting conditions will be undertaken at 14 locations which have been
agreed with the relevant local authority as follows –
•
•
•

L B T ower Hamlets - J en T aylor, T eam L eader P ollution T eam
L B Newham - R obin Whitehous e, P rincipal E nvironmental Health O fficer
R B G reenwich - Nick Marks , T eam Manager – E nvironmental P rotection

3.2. S urveys will be undertaken in accordance with T he C alculation of R oad T raffic Nois e
(C R T N) s hortened s urvey method due to s ecurity is s ues of carrying out long term
monitoring. T his method involves meas uring for three cons ecutive hours between the
hours of 10am and 5pm.
3.3. Night time meas urements will be undertaken for three cons ecutive hours from 11pm to
2am. T he time period for as s es s ing night time impacts from the tunnel ventilation element
of the s cheme was agreed with the environmental health departments of L B Newham and
R B G reenwich as being between 1am and 4am on a Monday morning to repres ent the
quietes t time period.
3.4. P erceptible vibration and re-radiated ground-borne nois e is normally not pres ent in the
environment except in the vicinity of s ources s uch as operating railways which is not the
cas e here. It is therefore neces s ary to as s es s vibration impacts in terms of abs olute
thres holds rather than in the context of the bas eline.
4. ME T HO D O L O G Y - C O NS T R UC T IO N IMP A C T S
Nois e
4.1. C ons truction nois e impacts will be as s es s ed in accordance with B S 5228-1:2009+A1:2014
C ode of practice for nois e and vibration control on cons truction and open s ites .
4.2. C alculations will be undertaken in accordance with the s ound power method contained
within B S 5228. T ypical plant and an indicative cons truction s chedule have been provided
within the cons truction s tatement. T he calculations us ing this method require the
percentage on time that the cons truction plant would operate for throughout the day. A t
this s tage of the s cheme des ign, a cons ervative percentage on time of 80% will be
as s umed for cons truction plant.

Page 3

V ibration
4.3. V ibration impacts from piling will be undertaken in accordance with B S 52282:2009+A 1:2014 C ode of practice for nois e and vibration control on cons truction and open
s ites . V ibration (5228-2).
4.4. T he main type of piling as s ociated with the project is rotary piling for the ins tallation of
s ecant piles , although there is als o the pos s ibility of vibro-piling to create a cofferdam
s hould the option to remove s poil via barge be utilis ed.
4.5. P redictions of peak particle velocity (ppv) at each receptor will be undertaken and
compared to guidance on the effects of vibration levels provided in B S 5228-2.
T unnel B oring Nois e and V ibration
4.6. V ibration levels and re-radiated nois e res ulting from vibration, caus e by tunnel boring will
be predicted by numerical modelling. T he predictions were carried out us ing the R upert
T aylor F inite D ifference T ime D omain model F INDWAV E ® .
4.7. T he model predicts , in the time domain, the three-dimens ional vibration velocity of the
tunnel face and s urrounding lithology. T he time-domain res ults are trans formed into the
frequency domain to give 1/3 octave frequency s pectra, and overall s ound levels in dB (A )
and vibration units . T he model as applied to T B M vibration was originally created for the
D ublin Metro North project and was calibrated agains t a model of the D ublin P ort T unnel
and corres ponding meas urements made during that tunnel drive. A dditional information
has s ubs equently become available from the C ros s rail tunnel drive which will be us ed for
further validation in this cas e.
4.8. T he approach will be to s et up a generic model in an unbounded s oil and produce cros s s ectional plots of vectored vibration velocity from which, s ubject to the application of
trans fer functions to buildings , ground s urface predictions can been made. E xample
longitudinal and cros s s ections are given below (P late 1). S oil properties in the model will
be derived from the res ults of local ground inves tigation reports . A further model including
typical examples of local building cons truction will be created in cas es where a potentially
s ignificant effect may occur in order to model the coupling los s and building res pons e.
4.9. T he output of the model will be predicted levels of vibration in three axes , and
corres ponding levels of re-radiated groundborne nois e.
P late 1 C ros s s ec tion throug h a typic al num eric al m odel of tunnel boring m ac hine
v ibration s howing v ibration am plitude (blue=low; red=hig h)
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4.10.
P redicted vibration during tunnel boring will be as s es s ed in by reference to B S 64721:2008. C riteria for re-radiated groundborne nois e will draw on current bes t practice in
major infras tructure projects . T he as s es s ment criteria are s ummaris ed in T ables 4 and 5.
T able 4 G round-borne nois e and v ibration effec t lev els for perm anent res idential
building s (indoors at the c entre of floors )
G round-borne nois e

L ow P robability of Advers e C omment

L pA S max [dB ]

35

Advers e C omment P os s ible

L pA S max [dB ]

45

V D V da y[m/s 1.75]

0.2

V D V night[m/s 1.75]

0.1

V D V da y[m/s 1.75]

0.8

V D V night[m/s 1.75]

0.4

L ow P robability of Advers e C omment
V ibration
Advers e C omment P os s ible

T able 5 G round-borne v ibration im pac t lev els for non-res idential building s (indoors at
the c entre of floors )
V D V da y[m/s 1.75]
H otels ; hos pital wards ; and education dormitories
O ffices ; S chools ; and P laces of W ors hip
Works hops
V ibration s ens itive res earch and manufacturing (e.g.
computer chip manufacture); hos pitals with vibration
s ens itive equipment / operations ; univers ities with
vibration s ens itive res earch equipment / operations

V D V night[m/s 1.75]

0.2
0.1
0.4
n/a
0.8
n/a
R is k as s es s ment will be undertaken
bas ed on the information currently
available for the relevant equipment /
proces s , or where information provided
by the building owner or equipment
manufacturer.

5. ME T HO D O L O G Y - O P E R A T IO N A L IMP A C T S
O perational R oad T raffic
5.1. O perational road traffic impacts will be undertaken in accordance with T he D es ign Manual
for R oads and B ridges , V olume 11, S ection 3, P art 7 HD 213/11. A detailed as s es s ment
will be undertaken and will compare the following s cenarios •

D o-Minimum s cenario in the opening year (2021) agains t D o-Minimum s cenario in the
des ign year (2036)

•

D o-Minimum s cenario in the opening year (2021) agains t D o-S omething s cenario in the
opening year (2021)

•

D o-Minimum s cenario in the opening year (2021) agains t D o-S omething s cenario in the
des ign year (2036)

5.2. P redictions of road traffic nois e will be calculated in accordance with the D epartment of
T rans port and Wels h O ffice technical memorandum C alculation of R oad T raffic Nois e
(C R T N).
5.3. In the UK , traffic nois e is as s es s ed us ing dB L A10 18 hour index, defined as the arithmetic
mean of the dB (A) nois e levels exceeded for 10% of the time in each of the 18, one-hour
periods between 06:00 and 00:00 on a typical weekday. T his takes account of the diurnal
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variation in traffic nois e. A nnual average weekday traffic (AAWT ) flows , s peeds and
percentage of heavy vehicles is us ed to allow for s eas onal variations .
5.4. T he calculations will be conducted us ing a computer bas ed prediction program IMMI
(produced by Wölfel Meßs ys teme). T he s oftware package follows the procedures given in
C R T N.
5.5. O uts ide of the s tudy area, bas ic nois e level calculations will be predicted and property
counts undertaken for identified receptors with 50m of any affected road links . A n ‘affected’
road link is deemed to have an increas e or decreas e of 1dB in the opening year or 3dB in
the des ign year.
5.6. T he number of properties within 50m of an affected road would be reported for the s ame
s cenarios as the detailed s tudy area, to unders tand the nois e impact upon the wider road
network.
O perational R oad T raffic Night-time Nois e Impacts
5.7. T he as s es s ment of impacts from night-time nois e identifies thos e dwellings and other
s ens itive receptors in the s tudy area that meet the following night-time nois e criteria over
the long term:
•

Where the introduction of the project res ults in a s ens itive receptor being expos ed to nighttime nois e levels in exces s of 55dB L night, outs ide where it is currently below that level; and

•

Where a receptor is expos ed to pre-exis ting L night,
predicted to increas e.

outs ide

in exces s of 55dB and this is

5.8. T he prediction of L night, outs ide will us e guidance provided in the T R L report ‘C onverting the
UK traffic nois e index dB L A 10 18 hour to E U nois e indices for nois e mapping’. T his report
provides three methods for the prediction of L night, depending on the traffic data that is
available. F or the as s es s ment method 2 will be us ed as it is anticipated that 8 hours traffic
flow data will be available.
O perational V ibration
5.9. T he as s es s ment of airborne vibration impacts will be undertaken following guidance given
within D MR B HD 213/11. B as ed on the 18 hour AAWT traffic flows , the percentage of
people bothered ‘very much’ or ‘quite a lot’ by nois e expos ure will be calculated for
dwellings within 40m of the propos ed new road us ing calculation method given within the
D MR B . F or thos e dwellings at nois e expos ure levels below 58dB L A 10,18 hour, a zero percent
change in thos e bothered by airborne vibration is as s umed.
5.10. T here will be no s ignificant vibration impacts from the operation of the tunnel its elf (i.e
due to the pas s age of vehicles ) and it is therefore s coped out. Meas urements of vibration
undertaken by the T rans port R es earch L aboratory (T R L ) at 5 different road tunnels in the
U.K for report 218 ‘T raffic Induced G round V ibration in the V icinity of R oad T unnel’ was
found to be at leas t 3 times lower than the level of perception.
5.11. O perational vibration impacts from the ventilation s hafts have been s coped out as they
are not anticipated to be s ignificant, and will be mitigated to a minimum at detailed des ign
s tage with reference to B S 6472-1 ‘G uide to evaluation of human expos ure to vibration in
buildings . V ibration s ources other than blas ting’.
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O perational T unnel V entilation Nois e Impacts
5.12. T he method for as s es s ing any nois e impacts from the tunnel ventilation s ys tem will be
undertaken in accordance with B ritis h S tandard B S 4142:2014 ‘Methods for R ating and
A s s es s ing Indus trial and C ommercial S ound’. T he guidance provided within B S 4142
provides a method whereby the likelihood of a s ignificant impact due to nois e from
indus trial s ources can be as s es s ed.
5.13. Nois e predictions will be carried out us ing International S tandard IS O 9613, ‘A cous tics
– A ttenuation of S ound during P ropagation O utdoors ’. T he propagation model des cribed in
P art 2 of this s tandard provides for the prediction of s ound pres s ure levels bas ed on either
s hort-term downwind (i.e. wors t cas e) conditions or long -term overall averages . O nly the
downwind condition will be cons idered in the as s es s ment, that is , for wind blowing from the
application s ite towards the nearby hous es .
5.14. T he calculations will us e publis hed values of ‘α’ (atmos pheric abs orption) from IS O
9613 P art 1 corres ponding to a temperature of 10 ºC and a relative humidity of 70% which
give relatively low levels of atmos pheric attenuation, and s ubs equently wors t cas e nois e
predictions .
5.15. T he calculations will be conducted us ing a computer bas ed prediction program IMMI
(produced by Wölfel Meßs ys teme). T he s oftware package follows the procedures given in
IS O 9613.
5.16. T he predicted nois e levels with penalties for tonality and any dis tinguis hing features will
be compared to the exis ting background levels from the bas eline nois e s urvey to
determine the s ignificance of any nois e impacts from the tunnel ventilation s ys tem.
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Introduction
This paper outlines the expected content of TfL’s statutory ‘pre-application’ consultation for
the proposed Silvertown Tunnel, which will run from Sept – Nov 2015.
The mechanisms for promoting the consultation and engaging respondents in the proposals
are set out in TfL’s Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC), which will be subject to
consultation with the host Boroughs.
Overview of consultation content
The proposed scheme presented at the consultation will be based on the reference design
previously presented to the host Boroughs. The consultation will include information about a
proposed user charge, which will be the ‘assessed’ charge discussed with the host
Boroughs on 25 June 2015. The consultation materials will explain that this assessed
charge represents TfL's estimate of the likely level of charge that would best meet the
project objectives.
The consultation materials will also explain the principles and objectives which TfL
proposes to use to set and revise the level of user charges in the future. The consultation
will also include information on possible discounts and exemptions to the user charge –
although these may be subject to change between the consultation and DCO submission
(and prior to opening of the tunnel). TfL will set out the current position on residents’
discounts at the consultation.
The assessments within the Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), Business
Case, Transport Assessment and other key technical reports will be based on the
'assessed' charge only. The consultation materials will include qualitative comments to
indicate the likely direction of effects (more positive or negative) associated with a user
charge if it were set at a higher or lower rate.
The consultation will set out the preliminary information which has been compiled by TfL to
date about the likely significant environmental effects of the scheme in the PEIR. The PEIR
is not the same as a draft Environmental Statement and not all mitigation measures will be
finalised (a likely range of mitigation may be presented for comment).
The consultation will be supported by a range of background documents, including a
Preliminary Transport Assessment, the draft outline business case and a document setting
out the case for the scheme. Various plans and drawings will be provided, including general
arrangement drawings reflecting the reference design. The drawings will also identify the
land required to construct and operate the tunnel.
It is recognised that the public are unlikely to want to read significant amounts of technical
information. Therefore TfL will produce more accessible ‘front-end’ consultation materials
(i.e. those most likely to be read by the public). These will cover the following areas using
non-technical language:
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Topic
About the
scheme

Contents
• Overview of DCO application process & timings, including the
potential for further targeted consultation prior to DCO submission
if necessary
• Objectives/purpose of scheme
• Overview of the assessment of alternative options to Silvertown
Tunnel which have been considered by TfL, and an explanation of
why these are not the best way to address the identified needs

Design

•
•
•
•

Engineering design of the tunnel
Design of junction tie-ins
Construction methodology and impacts
Land-take requirements

User charging

•

The value of the ‘assessed case’ charge for account and nonaccount holders
Potential discounts/exemptions to the charge
Mechanisms and objectives which will be used by TfL for setting
and revising the charge in the future
Further steps TfL might take to mitigate the social impacts of
charging (e.g. a community fund)

•
•
•

Environmental
effects

•
•

Traffic effects

•
•

Other issues

•
•
•

2

Modelled noise & air quality impacts from the ‘assessed case’
charge and qualitative effects of a higher and lower charge
Indicative environmental mitigation/ range of mitigation
Assessment of the effects of the ‘assessed case’ charge and
qualitative effects of a higher and lower charge
Indicative proposition for junction mitigations (not fully designed &
assessed mitigation schemes)
Proposition for local enhancements to the walking & cycling
network
Overview of new bus corridors that could be served should
Silvertown be granted powers
Economic benefits from Silvertown arising from the Business
Case/business surveys
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Host Boroughs Briefing Note
Silvertown Tunnel – River Transport Commitments
1. Purpose
1.1

This note sets out the proposed of commitments that will be made in the DCO relating
to the use of the river for transportation of construction, demolition and excavated
material (CD&E) into and away from the proposed project sites at Silvertown and on
the Greenwich Peninsula. The note also briefly describes the work undertaken to
inform the commitments, including key assumptions, and finally describes the likely
resulting construction traffic impacts on roads serving the Silvertown and Greenwich
Peninsula sites.

2. Background
2.1

Promoters of major transport projects in London that have recently received planning
consent have all had to make commitments relating to the level of CD&E material to be
moved by river. These include NLE, Thames Tideway and Garden Bridge. In line with
Mayoral Policy, TfL have themselves challenged other promoters to maximise the use
of the river for construction movements. Similarly, there has been a significant number
of consultation responses from key stakeholders (incl. host boroughs) and from the
public promoting the use of the river for construction traffic.

2.2

As a result, TfL commissioned Atkins to review the feasibility of using the river for
construction movements and to recommend levels of river usage which TfL could
commit to in the DCO. The objectives underpinning their proposed commitment levels
were to:






Investigate challenging but achievable levels of commitment to respond to
consultation
Have regard to other recent infrastructure projects which utilised river transport
Do not unrealistically constrain DBFM contractors’ options
Present commitments positively
Establish a river / road transport scenario that can be modelled as a likely worst
case scenario for road transport within RBG and LBN in the TA and ES

3. Analysis and Reporting Undertaken by Atkins
3.1

Atkins have quantified all significant volumes / tonnages of Construction, Demolition
and Excavation (CD&E) into and away from the site, split between Greenwich and
Silvertown. These quantities are presented in tonnages for consistency as this allows
for easy conversion into numbers of barge and truck movements (ref. Appendix A).

3.2

Atkins have produced a River Transport Technical Note which underpins the work that
they have undertaken. This note provides a detailed analysis of the work that they
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have undertaken in deriving the proposed commitments. The Technical Note
addresses the following:










Degrees of contamination of excavated material (based upon GI report);
De-watering, and the impact on the nature of the excavated material for the cutand-cover sections;
The type of Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) to be used: both the more likely type,
Earth Pressure Balance (EPB) as well as the less likely type, Slurry, are assessed;
The nature of the material produced from the boring process: this considers the
likely use of water and conditioning agents to manage TBM production and
advance rates and their impact upon the consistency and transportability of
material produced by the TBM;
Accessibility of the river from both construction areas in Greenwich Peninsula and
Silvertown;
The feasibility of on-site treatment to manage contamination levels and to obtain
optimum moisture content for transportation;
The availability of receptor sites for both contaminated materials and for inert
materials. A more detailed assessment is ongoing;
The organisation of the works areas and whether they provide sufficient safe
working areas for material handling, processing and storage.

4. Key Assumptions & Risks
4.1

The analysis is based on several key assumptions:









4.2

Excavated material has been assessed for degree of contamination which
determines options for disposal by river. Assumed treatment off-site.
All arisings from the bored tunnel will come to the surface at Silvertown;
The jetty and wharf for loading are constructed and employed at Silvertown;
Tunnelling does not require excessive water nor use of polymers – this is a
function of the nature of the material;
EPBM machine assumed – this presents a worst case scenario as Slurry machine
will produce easily transportable desiccated cake;
A suitable receptor site can be located on the river to receive all suitable arisings;
Suitable arisings can be defined as material that is uncontaminated and inert, and
is in a suitable condition for transport by river and for deposition at a receptor site;
Greenwich wharves will be available for export and import of material into
Greenwich.

There are a number of key areas of risk. The intention will be to caveat the wording of
the commitments such that these risks are capable of being mitigated.
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Arisings are less transportable than foreseen due to levels of contamination or
condition
There is a change in law on beneficial re-use which reduces the number of
potential receptors sites and /or results in the application of landfill tax on all tunnel
arisings
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The degree of contamination is greater than expected
There are significant changes in quantities through re-engineering of the scheme
which potentially unbalances the % commitments
Greenwich wharves on which we are heavily reliant for export and import of
material at Greenwich Peninsula work site (e.g) are fully booked by other users
(e.g. Victoria Deep Water Terminal by Thames Tideway contractors). There are
ongoing discussions with the owners/operators of these wharves to establish their
potential availability for use and any restrictions.

5. Proposed Commitments
5.1

The proposed commitments are:



100% of suitable excavated material** to be transported by river
50% of all CD&E materials to be transported to or from the sites by river.

** Suitable arisings can be defined as material that is uncontaminated and inert, and is in a suitable
condition for transport by river and for deposition at a receptor site

5.2

It is intended that these commitments would be secured through the Development
Consent Order.

5.3

This assumes the following:
Incoming Material






Silvertown materials imported via river: 75% of material used to produce concrete,
50% of granular fill (sub-base), 50% of steel, 50% of TBM chamber infill
Greenwich materials imported via river: 25% of material used to produce concrete,
25% of granular fill (sub-base)
Bored Tunnel materials imported via river: 75% of material used to produce
concrete, 50% of granular fill (sub-base), 50% of steel
All incoming material (except tunnel segments) 65% of materials for concrete and
granular fill, and 50% of steel and TBM chamber infill
All remaining incoming material imported via road

Outgoing Material
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No on-site treatment applied to any contaminated soil wastes and all outgoing
contaminated material is transported via road
10% of non-contaminated tunnel wastes that are too wet are transported via road
Silvertown materials exported via river: 31% of excavated material surface works,
100% of dredging material
Greenwich materials exported via river: 30% of excavated material surface works
Bored Tunnel materials transported via river: 83% of non-contaminated material
All tunnel soil waste stockpiled at Silvertown
All remaining material transported via road

Silvertown Tunnel – River Transport Commitments

General







No on-site treatment applied to any contaminated soil wastes and all outgoing
contaminated material is transported via road
Waste from temporary works have been excluded except for dredging material
Excavated material from Surface Works (Cut & Cover and Open Cuts) include
excavated waste from highways and PTSB and STSB buildings (e.g. made
ground, asphalt, concrete)
No rail transport assumed for materials coming in and out of the site
Demolition waste figure based on the worst case scenario assuming demolition of
all buildings within the construction site compound

6. Construction Traffic Impacts
6.1

The proposed commitments have been applied to the construction programme, and
consequently the estimated number and profile of lorry movements has been revised.
The graphs below show the expected profile of lorry movements for both of the main
construction sites at Silvertown and Greenwich Peninsula. A direct comparison is also
provided with the ‘worst case’ construction traffic movements set out in the Preliminary
Transport Assessment, which assumed all by road.
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6.2

For the Silvertown site the peak lorry movement is now predicted to occur between
December 2020 and October 2021, with approximately 85 movements per day. The
peak lorry movement for the Greenwich Peninsula site is predicted to occur between
May and June 2019, with approximately 72 movements per day.

6.3

The total estimated number of lorry movements is 58,000 for the Silvertown works site
(previously 155,000) and 41,000 for the Greenwich works site (previously 66,000). The
factors contributing to the reduction in overall trips and the peak number of trips are:
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Inclusion of the river commitments detailed above;
Replacement of some HGV trips with van trips where it is practical to do so; and
Minor re-profiling of trips so that the peaks are less pronounced.
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6.4

The impacts of construction-related van trips on the network will be assessed as part
of the final Transport Assessment.
Proposed lorry routeing

6.5

The routes to be used by lorries will be specified in the Construction and
Environmental Management Plans which will be prepared for both sites and agreed in
consultation with the host boroughs. It is expected that routes to the construction sites
will be on the major road network.

6.6

For the purpose of assessing the impact of the impact of lorry movements on the
highway network, the following assumptions have been made:
Silvertown site




80% of lorries arrive/depart from the west entrance of the construction site (Dock
Road) and 20% of lorries arrive/depart from the east entrance (North Woolwich
Road). This is a change from the previous assumption and enables better use to
be made of the proposed site accesses.
For those arriving/departing from the west entrance, 70% are routed on the A13
and 30% are routed on the A12.

Greenwich site


6.7

100% of lorries arrive/depart via Millennium Way and the A102/A2.

The number of lorries on each route and the relative change in traffic flow is shown in
the table below.
Link

2021 Ref Case
2-way
AADT

Silvertown site
Lower Lea Crossing
A12
A13
North Woolwich Road
Greenwich Peninsula site
A102
Millennium Way

6.8

HGVs

Constructi
on traffic
HGV trips

2-way
AADT

HGVs

25,900
79,700
103,700
28,600

900
5,700
8,100
1,525

42
13
29
11

0.16%
0.02%
0.03%
0.04%

4.68%
0.22%
0.36%
0.69%

87,600
18,400

5,500
1,100

37
37

0.04%
0.20%

0.67%
3.36%

The proposed lorry routes are shown on the plan below.
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Parking provision at the construction sites
6.9

The number of car parking spaces at each construction site has also been revisited.
The estimated number of spaces required at the Silvertown site has been reduced to
100 (previously it was 200 spaces) whilst the number of spaces at the Greenwich site
has been reduced to 50 (previously 80). It should be noted that this parking provision
will service short-stay drop off/pick up and servicing needs; the construction workforce
will be discouraged from travelling by private vehicle.

6.10 The impact of trips made by the construction workforce on the network will be
assessed as part of the final Transport Assessment.
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Appendix A: Material Quantities
Table 1 Summary of quantities of material imported onto the sites
Silvertown
(Tonnes)

Greenwich
(Tonnes)

Bored Tunnel
(Tonnes)

Scheme
(Tonnes)

Concrete

124,583

125,469

43,168

293,220

Granular fill (sub-base)

10,915

10,915

114,476

136,305

-

-

83,160

83,160

Steel

11,407

11,482

1,502

24,391

TBM chamber infill

11,088

12,320

-

23,408

Tarmac

824

824

5,203

6,852

Kerb

255

255

428

937

159,072

161,264

247,936

568,273

Mech and Electrical

10,000

10,000

20,000

Landscaping

7,500

7,500

15,000

Site Establishment (Offices)

800

500

1,300

TBM Parts Delivery/Removal

15,000

-

15,000

33,300

18,000

-

51,300

192,372

179,264

247,936

619,573

Material IN

Tunnel segments

Sub-total tonnage

Sub-total tonnage
Total tonnage

Table 2 Summary of quantities of materials exported from the sites (waste from
construction, demolition, excavation, dredging)
Silvertown
(Tonnes)

Greenwich
(Tonnes)

Bored Tunnel
(Tonnes)

Scheme
(Tonnes)

194,293

248,185

486,578

929,056

98,460

-

-

98,460

Granular fill (sub-base)

1,419

1,419

14,882

17,720

Demolition waste

30,109

1,364

-

31,473

Concrete waste

3,107

3,129

1,472

7,708

-

-

4,158

4,158

861

867

101

1,829

1,109

1,232

-

2,341

Tarmac waste

107

107

676

891

Kerbs waste

19

19

32

70

329,484

256,322

507,899

1,093,705

Material OUT
Excavated - Surface Works
(Cut & Cover and Open Cut)
Excavated - Dredging Material

Tunnel segments waste
Steel waste
TBM chamber infill waste

Total tonnage
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B us commitments v1.0
S ilv ertown bus network opportunities
Introduction

While the Silvertown Tunnel would provide the opportunity to improve cross-river bus
links, the typical lead time for London Buses to implement bus service changes is much
shorter than that for major infrastructure schemes – typically up to two years. This allows
bus services to be planned to take account of changes in population, jobs and local
needs much nearer the time. Therefore, since the Silvertown Tunnel has an assumed
opening date of 2022/3, any plans for the bus network are indicative at this stage.
The purpose of this note therefore is to confirm the process that will be applied by TfL in
developing and implementing bus network changes that can be realised with the
introduction of the Silvertown Tunnel.
Flexibility in planning the bus network is reflected in Proposal 23 of the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy which states that the network is kept under regular review to ensure it
caters for growth in population and employment, while maintaining ease of use,
attractive frequencies and adequate capacity, reliable services, good coverage
and good interchange with other modes. All proposals for change will be
appraised to ensure that they deliver good value for money and that the funds
available are being invested in optimum service improvements.
T fL ’s B us S ervice P lanning G uidelines (http://content.tfl.gov.uk/bus-service-planningguidelines.pdf) also state that

bus network development must be a continuous process, responsive to London’s
changing transport needs and led by the priorities of passengers and potential
passengers and the actual usage made of the network.
It is for this reason that TfL does not seek to commit to exact routes and frequencies in
the DCO application for the Silvertown Tunnel.
T fL ’s commitments to cros s -river bus s ervices

TfL proposes an outcome driven approach where bus routes are planned in line with
modelled/actual cross river demand. Any future network proposals would be evaluated
against the assessments submitted as part of the DCO application, to ensure that any
differences in bus service provision do not lead to a worsening of the assessed case i.e.
that traffic levels, air quality and other matters addressed in the DCO submission are
delivered.
At present we assessed a 37.5 bph service, which provides a more than adequate
service for the estimated demand and would lead to the impacts as set out in the various
assessments, most notably the Transport Assessment and the Environmental Impact
Assessment. In practice the level of service would likely be lower initially but could grow
up to and beyond 37.5 bph as demand rises.
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S ilvertown T unnel
B us commitments v1.0
T fL propos es a s et of parameters which will be confirmed as part of the DC O and within
which future routes will be planned and implemented, following the B us S ervice P lanning
G uidelines and the us ual proces s of cons ultation as s ociated with planning (changes to) bus
routes . T his in turn provides the as s urances s ought by s takeholders that the introduction of
the S ilvertown T unnel will be accompanied by cros s river bus s ervice provis ion that are
informed by local res idents and vis itors needs at that time.
T fL propos es that the new bus s ervices via the S ilvertown T unnel will be of E uro V I
equivalent s tandard.
T able 1 outlines the parameters that will be taken into account in planning and implementing
the routes .
T able 1 – P aram eters for im plem enting bus routes

P aram eter

R equirem ents

D emand for cros s -river trips (forecas t &
actual) & C onnectivity

Modelling has s upported the as s umption that
there will be s ufficient demand to travel cros s
river by bus as to jus tify the requirement of a
bus s ervice through the tunnel on opening.
T his demand is forecas t to grow as L ondon
grows and new developments are built in the
vicinity of the tunnel.
T he des ign of the network will follow T fL ’s
B us S ervice P lanning G uidelines (a s imple,
comprehens ive, frequent and reliable
network that is cos t effective).
T he s cale of the network will be s trongly
influenced initially by forecas t demand for
cros s river travel and actual demand either
s ide of the tunnel. S ince the network is
continually kept under review, changes in
demand pos t opening of the tunnel will
inform on-going bus s ervice levels .

B us ines s cas e

Demand for travel changes over time, for
example as houses are built, shopping
patterns change, or people change their
mode of travel. There is a constant check
that resources are being allocated to the
service pattern that bests reflect overall
travel needs whilst delivering value for
money.
C hanges to the bus network will be required
to demons trate they repres ent value for
money. B enefit-cos t ratio thres holds are
included in the B us S ervice P lanning
G uidelines .
2
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P aram eter

R equirem ents

C rowding

Service levels will be sufficient to avoid
crowding on buses. The Service Planning
Guidelines defines this further: Capacity
should generally be set so that most
passengers can normally board the first
bus to arrive where the scheduled interval
between buses is every ten minutes or
more. Where the interval is less than this,
passengers should normally be able to
board within ten minutes of arriving at their
stop.

E ngagement

Existing processes cater for regular
dialogue with stakeholders and
engagement with passengers.
Development of the bus network will have
regard to local requests for new direct bus
links using the feedback from these
processes. Any changes to a bus service
will be formally consulted upon in line with
the GLA Act 1999. In addition, TfL
proposes to set up a Silvertown Tunnel
Implementation Group (STIG) to be made
up of representatives from the (host)
boroughs, other key stakeholders and TfL.
Bus network development proposals would
be presented to STIG for review and TfL
would have a duty to take into account the
comments and input from STIG in making
the final network plans.

Bus priority
Local bus priority will complement the benefits provided by the planned dedicated bus,
coach and HGV lane through the Silvertown Tunnel. This will provide benefits for both
passengers (in terms of reliability and journey times) and operations (in terms of
operating costs). The opportunities for bus priority at the tie-in junctions will be
assessed as part of the detailed design stage which is anticipated to commence in 2016.
TfL has highlighted the importance of future investment in bus priority and have
allocated funds towards a portfolio that will support growth and improve reliability in the
current TfL Business Plan.
The Bus Priority Delivery Portfolio includes a number of schemes on the local road
network in the vicinity of the portals. These schemes are currently at various stages of
the development and implementation process and will support growth and improve bus
reliability in the vicinity of the Silvertown Tunnel.
3
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These schemes are being assessed outside of the Silvertown Tunnel project but routes
via the Tunnel would also benefit from these improvements. As the detail of cross-river
bus routes is being finalised, bus journey times will be assessed as part of a road
network assessment. The implementation of additional bus priority measures through
the Bus Priority Delivery Portfolio will be considered. Any schemes proposed for
inclusion should support TfL’s strategic goals and satisfy other financial and economic
criteria.
The initial focus for scheme selection will be identifying a need for a scheme through
data analysis and stakeholder input. This selection process reviews schemes based on
a combination of need, impact, deliverability and likely value for money.
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Silvertown Tunnel Briefing Note
Statutory Public Consultation

Introduction
This briefing note is designed to provide the Boroughs an overview of the statutory public
consultation undertaken in 5 October – 29 November 2015, and a summary of the
responses received during it. Information is also provided on how TfL is progressing the
thousands of comments and suggestions made in these responses.
Consultation Activity
In addition to extensive public consultation in 2014, a formal public consultation was held
from 5 October – 29 November 2015. This included:
1) Contacted or spoken with specific stakeholder groups, including residents groups, river
users, utilities organisations, industry bodies and businesses.
2) Consultation booklets available to the public at 100+ libraries and community centres
across the host Boroughs of Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets
3) Holding 12 Roadshows across the three host Boroughs, attracting ~1700 people
4) The full suite of technical documents was available to the public in 4 different locations,
with additional copies provided upon request
5) Consultation booklets were posted to landowners and tenants inside the red line
boundary, as well and to statutory consultee organizations
6) Consultation was advertised extensively, including letters to over 500,000 addresses
and more than 350,000 emails in addition to print and digital media campaigns:

Responses
TfL received responses to the consultation from 92 stakeholder organisations and over
4,100 individuals, overwhelmingly located across London and the South-east Of those
providing a post code (~57% of all respondents) the majority were the host boroughs, with
30 % of all responses identified as from the Royal Borough of Greenwich and ~11% from
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both the Boroughs of Newham and of Tower Hamlets. Lewisham was the next highest
responding borough, at 5% of respondents.

Map of responses from local area
The consultation included an opening question
which asked respondents ‘Do you support the
Silvertown Tunnel scheme as a means to
address congestion and closures at the
Blackwall Tunnel, and support future growth in
London?’ 58 per cent of respondents answered
that they supported the Silvertown Tunnel
scheme, 31 per cent stated that they were not
in support and 11 per cent of respondents did
not respond to the question.

Did not
answer
11%

Do Not
Support
31%

Support
58%

The consultation also included a number of
questions on various aspects of the scheme, such as the user charge, traffic and
environmental mitigation strategy and proposals for public transport improvements. The
responses received, from across all questions, contained approximately 25,000 different
comments1. TfL is currently in the process of analysing and considering all these comments.
A number of overall common themes have emerged from the current analysis of those
comments, with each theme made up of a variety of issues. Comments cover 10 key
themes, with almost half the comments relating to user charging or the consultation Other
1
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All figures relating to consultation data are provisional, as analysis is ongoing.
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themes include common themes relate to user charging, public transport/walking/cycling,
construction, environment, traffic and highways, optioneering, tunnel design and operations
and the consultation itself.
These themes, and the range of issues within them are explained in Appendix 2

Number of Comments by Theme
User Charging
Tunnel Design and Operations
Traffic and Highways Issues
Public Transport Offer
Optioneering
No. Comments

General Support
General Opposition
Environment
Consultation
Construction
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000

TfL is currently categorising every comment within each theme to help analyse the data and
respond to each comment received. This work is ongoing, but analysis to date shows a
number of commonly raised issues from within these themes. The following comments were
made over 500 times:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Positive comments about the consultation or materials (1102)
Hurry up and build it/ it is needed/ long over due (1022)
Against tolls - already pay through car tax/ council tax etc. (888)
The consultation or materials is biased, confusing or inaccurate (800)
No toll for Silvertown Tunnel (751)
A comment that is against the building of the Tunnel in its current proposal (723)
Concern over increased air pollution / emissions (711)
There are no charges on crossings in the West (not fair)/ Why only crossings in East
tolled (577)
9) New tunnel will attract more traffic / attract traffic from outside area (542)

3

Issued: 16.02.2015

Additional work/design changes
TfL is investigating each individual comment and assessing its merit with regard to the need
for any further research or changes to the scheme design. This working is ongoing, but has
included additional research and minor changes in land take at this time. The nature of this
work is outlined, by theme, in Appendix 2.
All changes undertaken in response to comments received from the consultation will be
detailed in the Consultation Report. Should any change have a material impact on the
nature or impacts of the Scheme it would trigger a need for further consultation with those
likely to be impacted by it. This is not envisaged at this time.
Consultation Report
An extensive and detailed Consultation Report is currently being prepared. This forms part
of the DCO application submission documents and will be made publically available.
Additionally TfL will publicise it to those who took part in the consultation.
The report is currently being drafted, and but is expected to cover the following items:
1) Executive summary
2) 2Introduction
3) Non-statutory Consultation
4) Defining the statutory consultation strategy and materials
5) Preparation and publication of the SoCC
6) Undertaking the consultation: Section 47
7) Undertaking the statutory consultation: Section 42
8) Section 48 publicity activities
9) EIA consultation
10) Analysing the responses to the consultation
11) Overview of responses to the consultation
a. Responses relating to ‘Construction’
b. Responses relating to ‘Consultation’
c. Responses relating to ‘Environment’
d. Responses relating to ‘General opposition’
e. Responses relating to ‘General support’
f. Responses relating to ‘Optioneering’
g. Responses relating to ‘Public transport offer’
h. Responses relating to ‘Traffic & highways issues’
i. Responses relating to ‘Tunnel Design & Operations’
j. Responses relating to ‘User charging’
12) Post-consultation activities
13) Conclusion

4
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Annex 1: No. Responses by Borough/Local Authority

Greenwich London Boro
Tower Hamlets London Boro
Newham London Boro
Lewisham London Boro
Bexley London Borough
Waltham Forest London Boro
Bromley London Boro
Southwark London Boro
Hackney London Boro
Redbridge London Boro
Havering London Boro
Barking and Dagenham London
Borough
City of Westminster London Boro
Islington London Boro
Barnet London Borough
Medway (B)
Haringey London Boro
Lambeth London Borough
Dartford District (B)
Gravesham District (B)
Sevenoaks District
Enfield London Boro
Wandsworth London Boro
Croydon London Boro
Camden London Boro
Other identified locations
Locations not provided
Total

5

No.
Respondents
1260
477
447
212
147
66
58
58
46
38
31
27

Yes

Support
the
Scheme
?
No

57%
76%
62%
61%
67%
67%
78%
45%
39%
84%
58%
70%

40%
21%
31%
35%
29%
29%
19%
45%
61%
11%
23%
19%

Not
Answered
3%
4%
8%
4%
5%
5%
3%
10%
0%
5%
19%
11%

20
20
18
18
18
18
16
12
12
11
10
10
10
81
905
4135

30%
40%
61%
72%
50%
50%
88%
75%
75%
73%
40%
40%
50%
72%
43%
58%

25%
50%
39%
28%
50%
44%
13%
17%
25%
27%
60%
60%
40%
18%
24%
31%

45%
10%
0%
0%
0%
6%
0%
8%
0%
0%
0%
0%
10%
11%
32%
11%
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Appendix 2: Common themes arising from the consultation and summary of actions

Theme
User charging

Issues
Suggestions for alternative funding sources;
complaints that the charge is ‘unfair’ (often in the
context of the availability of charge-free crossings
in west London); requests for discounts
(particularly for local residents); comments about
the charge structure/timings.

Public transport /
walking / cycling

Comments reflecting (positive and negatively) on
the perceived benefits of new bus services;
suggestions for particular routings/service
enhancements - including new rail links and/or
cycling/walking facilities within the tunnel;
demands for bus enhancements to be delivered
instead of the Silvertown Tunnel.

Construction

Concerns about construction traffic affecting local
roads and that closures of Blackwall Tunnel
should be minimised; suggesting for mitigation to
minimise construction impacts/comments about
such impacts; requests for prior notification of
works.
Comments on the perceived environmental
impacts of the scheme (positive and negative)
especially air quality and noise; suggestions for
additional environmental mitigating measures,
questions around the role of the scheme in
contributing to national/EU environmental
requirements.

Environment

6

Action being taken in response
Impacts of a residents discount will be modelled to
demonstrate implications in terms of traffic,
environment and economy. Greater clarity to be
provided on role of the charge in achieving scheme
objectives and locking-in the benefits over the longer
term. Detailed comments on charging structure and
timings are being analysed to identify if any new
proposals have been put forward and to test these
against the scheme objectives.
Clarity to be provided on the timings and procedures
for the bus service development, with stakeholder
proposals for routes to be studied as part of the
planning process. Further development of measures
for pedestrians, cyclists and public realm in the areas
where the tunnel emerges on the south and north
sides of the river. Exploration of potential for an annual
pass for pedestrians and cyclists using the Emirates
Airline (EAL).
All matters to be considered as part of the further
development of the Code of Construction Practice
(CoCP), together with the setting of specific targets for
use of the river for transporting materials to and spoil
away from construction sites.
Suggested mitigation measures to be examined as
part of the next stage of project development and
design. Clarity to be provided on the air quality
benefits delivered through the scheme and any further
requirements to be confirmed with Counsel and
Planning Inspectorate.
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Traffic & highway
issues

Optioneering

Tunnel design &
operations

Consultation

7

Modelling of high and low growth scenarios to test
Comments about the perceived traffic impacts of
traffic impacts and ability of the user charge to
the scheme; suggestions for mitigation schemes;
comments about the design of new junction tie-ins. effectively manage demand. Further validation of the
traffic models with host boroughs. Detailed
consideration of suggested traffic mitigations and
revisions to junction tie-ins to address stakeholder
comments.
Work is ongoing to identify any entirely new
Requests for a bridge alternative at Silvertown;
suggestions for alternative schemes (or revisions to
suggestions that a highway link should be built
the proposed scheme), so that these can be assessed
elsewhere (Thamesmead – Beckton was a
against the scheme objectives.
frequent suggestion); requests for a public
transport/walking/cycling-only alternative to
Silvertown.
Requests for additional capacity for general traffic; Capacity requirements to be informed through high
and low growth scenario tests. Sensitivity test
comments about the addition of a bus/HGV lane
within the tunnel; comments about enforcement of underway to understand effects of not allowing any
HGVs to use Blackwall in the future. Enforcement
speed limits/other ‘anti-social’ driving practices;
comments about HGV traffic in Blackwall Tunnel in requirements to be considered as part of the next
stage of project planning and design.
future.
All comments to be considered within Consultation
Reflections (positive and negative) on the
Report, as well as informing
consultation process or materials; complaints that
there has been too much consultation; comments
about the decision making process.
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Silvertown Tunnel
Potential impacts on the Woolwich Ferry – Briefing for borough meeting
26 June 2015
P os t meeting revis ion inc orporating forec as t demand flows

1.

Summary

This paper summarises the assessment of potential impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel
scheme on the Woolwich Ferry and reports key findings. In summary, the Silvertown
Tunnel scheme is not expected to have a significant impact on demand for the ferry
or create a need for mitigation at that crossing. It is not proposed that a user charge
at Woolwich Ferry be introduced. Nonetheless there may be opportunities for making
improvements to the future operation of the ferry, to address some existing trafficrelated issues adjacent to the waiting areas, and it is proposed that TfL will explore
these opportunities further as part of the river crossings programme.

2.

Background

The Woolwich Ferry is located approximately 5km (16 min drive in uncongested
conditions) to the east of the proposed Silvertown Tunnel. Given the distance
between the crossings, the long journey times associated with using the ferry and its
limited capacity, it is not considered there will be a significant increase in demand to
use the ferry on opening of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.
In the majority of cases it is considered that the charge incurred by
Blackwall/Silvertown users will be offset by quicker and more reliable journey times.
Whilst there will clearly be variance in users’ values of time, for most users a
diversion to a un-charged Woolwich Ferry will not be worthwhile when the additional
trip length and journey time are factored in. The highway links between the crossings
are not high capacity and are congested in peak periods, further limiting the number
of users likely to re-route.
Users that do opt to divert to the Woolwich Ferry are likely to be offset, to a greater
or lesser degree, by ferry users that opt to divert to Blackwall/Silvertown on the basis
that the quicker journey time and improved reliability are deemed to outweigh the
charge that will be incurred. In particular overheight vehicles will no longer have to
divert to the ferry as the Silvertown Tunnel will provide full dimensional clearance.
Overall therefore demand for the Woolwich Ferry is not considered to change
considerably as a result of the Silvertown Tunnel.
This is supported by RSI data collected to inform the development of the river
crossings programme, which shows that overall the Blackwall Tunnel serves a

different catchment area from the Woolwich Ferry. An analysis of origins and
destinations suggests that the latter has a very local catchment with a slight bias to
the east, whilst many Blackwall Tunnel users have an origin or destination to the
west of the tunnel.

3.

Previous and current assumptions on charging

Previous demand modelling completed for the 2014 non-statutory consultation
assumed that a future Woolwich Ferry would operate with charges consistent with
the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels, on the basis that this was the most likely
scenario were the ferry still to be operating in 2031. The assumption for the demand
modelling now being completed to inform the statutory consultation is that the
Woolwich Ferry would operate without charges. The reasons for this change are as
follows:
a)

Initial modelling outputs (which assume no charges at Woolwich) do not
provide evidence of significant diversion from Blackwall/Silvertown, nor
indicate major adverse impacts on the network if the ferry service is not
charged. This is discussed in further detail below;

b)

To implement a charge at Woolwich would require a change to the
Metropolitan Board of Work Act 1885, for which sound justification would be
required. Given the geographic distance between the crossings and lack of
evidence of significant impacts, there is not considered to be sufficiently
compelling justification for seeking a change to the legislation and it is unlikely
a change would be approved. Furthermore if repeal or change of the
legislation was included in the Silvertown Tunnel DCO and this element was
not accepted, this could jeopardise the scheme as whole;

c)

There are no current plans to introduce charging at the Woolwich Ferry as a
proposition in its own right or as part of a wider river services improvement
plan/programme.

The results of the initial modelling completed to date show that, even based on the
highest charge ranges being considered, there would be a marginal reduction in
demand for the ferry at the periods when the ferry is busiest and demand exceeds
capacity (northbound direction in the AM peak and both directions in the PM peak).
Whilst the outputs do show some increase in demand for the ferry in periods of the
day when the ferry is not operating at capacity (southbound direction in the AM peak
and both directions in the inter-peak) – which suggests that some
Blackwall/Silvertown users may divert to the ferry at quieter periods when journey
times to use the ferry are at their lowest – this is not expected to have an adverse
impact on the highway network as overall demand will be within capacity during
these periods.

The forecast change in demand flows at the Woolwich Ferry based on the
assessment case (for the purpose of the forthcoming consultation) are shown in the
table below:
Time of day

Direction

Reference case

AM peak

N/B
S/B
N/B
S/B
N/B
S/B

217
168
164
148
225
274

Inter peak
PM peak

Assessment
case
199
203
184
193
195
211

% change
-8%
+21%
+12%
+30%
-13%
-23%

The model is unable to provide a completely accurate representation of demand for
a ferry service due to the intermittent and unique nature of the operation, but it
nonetheless provides a useful comparative indicator of the impact that the Silvertown
Tunnel could have on the Woolwich Ferry at a strategic level 1. The modelling
assessments do not indicate a significant increase in demand for the ferry or major
adverse impacts on the highway network if the ferry is not charged.

4.

Potential improvement works

The MTS outlines a package of new river crossings in east London to support the
population and employment growth that is forecast, with new fixed-link crossings
proposed at Silvertown, Gallions Reach and Belvedere. The requirement for
continued operation of the ferry service in the long-term is closely linked to this
programme. Should a new fixed link crossing be progressed at Gallions there would
be a strong case for the withdrawal of the ferry service given the close geographical
proximity between the two (less than 3km) and the significant additional capacity that
would be provided, especially when considering the O&Ds of the existing ferry users.
The earliest date a new crossing at Gallions could be delivered is 2025 and the
continued operation of the Woolwich Ferry is required until at least this time.
As the impacts caused by the Silvertown Tunnel scheme are expected to be limited
and will not exacerbate queuing for the ferry in peak times, it is not considered that
mitigation is warranted. It is acknowledged, however, that the Woolwich Ferry is
linked to the river crossings programme and causes some adverse traffic-related
impacts on the roads and environment adjacent to the waiting areas. It is therefore
proposed that further work is completed over the next few months to further examine
links between elements of the programme and the short- and long-term opportunities
for making improvements to the waiting areas on both sides of the river. This will be
1

Demand for the Rotherhithe Tunnel is considered to be represented more accurately within the
model and this also shows minimal impacts as a result of the Silvertown Tunnel, which supports the
view that the impacts on Woolwich will be minimal.

completed jointly with colleagues in TfL Planning, Surface Transport (London River
Services and Road Space Management) and TfL Property.
This work will be completed separately to but with regard to the life extension project
which is currently underway, with the aim of developing a list of potential
improvements to the waiting areas by September 2015 for consultation with local
boroughs. At this stage no decisions have been made on who would be responsible
for delivering the improvements or how they would be funded; the aim is first to
identify effective and feasible improvements and estimate their associated costs.
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Silvertown Tunnel – approach to Charging Policy
1. Purpose
1.1

The purpose of this paper is to provide more detail on the approach taken in the
Charging Policy, and to seek the host boroughs’ input on this at the next host
borough meeting on 3 March 2016.

2. Background
2.1

The ‘Implementation Governance’ paper presented in December 2015 outlined the
role of these three documents in setting and varying the charge:


Monitoring Strategy (MS)



Charging Policy



Traffic Impact Mitigation Strategy (TIMS)

2.2

It also set out the role of the Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG).
Subsequently there has been further discussion on the MS and the TIMS and a draft
version was circulated on 19 January for comment.

2.3

This note moves the focus to the Charging Policy, which will be an appendix to the
Charging Statement. The Charging Statement is an explanatory document for the
application; unlike the Policy it does not form part of the subsequent approach to
charge setting and variation. The purpose of the Charging Statement and its
component parts are shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1 Overview of the different elements of the Charging Statement

Element
Charging Statement

Appendix – Charging Policy

Appendix – Assessed Case
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Purpose
 Explains the purpose of the user charge
 Introduces the Charging Policy
 Explains the proposed approach to collection and
enforcement
 Explains the Assessed Case and the rationale for
the user charges within it
 Principles and processes for charge setting and
variation
 Sub-appendix – Template Statement of Charges
o Shows how the ‘live’ elements of the user
charge will be set out when the Scheme
opens and in subsequent variations
 Describes the user charges, hours of charging,
discounts etc in the Assessed Case

Silvertown Tunnel – Charging Policy

3. Overview
3.1

The Charging Policy will be a certified document under the DCO and act as a control
document regulating the exercise of the general power to impose and vary user
charges. It will set out the factors that TfL must have regard to in setting and
subsequently varying the charges, as set out at any one time in the Statement of
Charges, and the objectives which the charges must be used to achieve. The policy
will also describe the processes, including governance, for setting and varying the
charges and the environmental tests that need to be met in doing so. It will also
include provision for automatic annual RPI increases.

3.2

For the DCO application, the Charging Policy will be appended to the Charging
Statement which will be an overarching document explaining the purpose and
justification for the user charges in the Scheme. The Charging Statement will also
explain the Assessed Case user charges which have been used for the purpose of the
assessments accompanying the DCO application – including level of charges, charges
by direction and vehicle type, charging hours, discounts, exemptions, etc. It is
important to note that the Assessed Case user charges are not presented asthe actual
charges that will apply in the opening year of the Scheme, instead, they represent
TfL’s best forecast of what the appropriate charges would be in the conditions that are
predicted to exist at that time.

3.3

The Charging Policy will also contain a template for the Statement of Charges: which
is the document TfL will publish before the Scheme opens setting out the applicable
user charges, discounts and so on which apply for the Scheme. This would be used
for the first set of user charges and all subsequent variations.

3.4

As the Charging Policy will be in place for the entire operational life of the tunnel, the
DCO will provide a mechanism for the Charging Policy to be amended in the future
should this be necessary. It is currently envisaged that any such amendment would
require the approval of the Secretary of State. The allocation of charging provisions in
these different documents is summarised in Figure 3-1.

Figure 3-1 Allocation of charging provisions
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4. Next steps
4.1

With regard to definining the environmental tests, the potential socio-economic tests
will be discussed on 3 March with the host boroughs. The borough meeting scheduled
for 17 March will consider in more detail the approach to be taken for noise and air
quality and carbon.

4.2

TfL has also been asked to discuss the Charging Policy with PINS in mid-March
(alongside the TIMS and the MS).
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Silvertown Tunnel – Summary of Socio-economic assessments in Host Boroughs
(NOTE: THIS ANALYSIS IS STILL IN DRAFT FORM, WITH ALL FIGURES YET TO BE
FINALISED)
1. Personal affordability
1.1

As a proportion of total population, there are a relatively small number of people from
each Borough that use Blackwall on a regular basis.

1.2

Of those that do use Blackwall, the majority would be subject to the off peak charge
(£1.00), rather than the peak charge (£3.00).
Table 1 – Total person cross river highway trips from Host Boroughs, Ref Case
2021, AM peak
Greenwich

Newham

Total trips
Of which ‘In work’

3,042
939

1,322
312

Tower
Hamlets
1,398
271

Of which ‘Commuting and leisure’
As % of population
Charge

2,102
0.8%

1,010
0.3%

1,127
0.4%

£3.00

£1.00

£1.00

Table 2 – Total person cross river highway trips from Host Boroughs, Ref Case
2021, Interpeak
Greenwich

Newham

Total trips
Of which ‘In work’

5,500
574

3,235
581

Tower
Hamlets
3,858
719

Of which ‘Commuting and leisure’
As % of population
Charge

4,927
1.9%

2,654
0.9%

3,139
1.2%

£1.00

£1.00

£1.00

Table 3 – Total person cross river highway trips from Host Boroughs, Ref Case
2021, PM Peak
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Greenwich

Newham

Total trips
Of which ‘In work’

2,157
265

3,454
547

Tower
Hamlets
4,021
728

Of which ‘Commuting and leisure’
As % of population
Charge

1,892
0.7%

2,908
0.9%

3,293
1.3%

£1.00

£3.00

£3.00
Mostly non residents
returning home to S
London and Kent
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1.3

The average household income of Blackwall Tunnel users is higher than the Borough
average for Greenwich and Tower Hamlets, and the same as the Borough average in
Newham.
Figure 1 – Gross Annual Household Income of Blackwall Tunnel Users Greenwich
25%

Median income of £35,350
20%

15%
10%
5%
0%

Less than £10,000 £20,000 £30,000 £40,000 £50,000 £60,000 £75,000 £100,000
£9,999
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
or more
£19,999 £29,999 £39,999 £49,999 £59,999 £74,999 £99,999

Gross Annual Income

Figure 2 – Gross Annual Household Income of Blackwall Tunnel Users Newham
30%
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£19,999 £29,999 £39,999 £49,999 £59,999 £74,999 £99,999
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Figure 3 – Gross Annual Household Income of Blackwall Tunnel Users – Tower
Hamlets
30%

Median income of £34,930
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£19,999 £29,999 £39,999 £49,999 £59,999 £74,999 £99,999

Annual Gross Income

1.4

We can’t define a measure of what level of charge is considered to be ‘affordable’, as
individual household circumstances vary significantly, even at the same level of
household income. Instead, we can measure the cost of the charge against income
bands.

1.5

By applying the frequency of trips made by household income (from Behavioural
Survey), we have estimated the annual cost of the charge as a proportion of total
income for those that use Blackwall at least once a year.

1.6

In all Boroughs, it is estimated that less than 3% of Tunnel users would pay more than
4% of their household income on the cost of the charge. Once we adjust to allow for
non Tunnel users, this figure falls to around 1% in Greenwich and below 1% of all
households in Newham and Tower Hamlets.

1.7

Tunnel users do have alternative options:





Alternative route: Rotherhithe, Woolwich
Alternative mode: Bus provision
Alternative timing
Car sharing

1.8

The model takes account of the first two of these alternative choices, including the
proposed bus network, when calculating changes in journey behaviour arising from the
Assessed Case.

1.9

Overall there is very little change in journey behaviour, but the Scheme does generate
a slight increase in cross river travel between Boroughs, which is positive. Car use
does reduce slightly as the effect of the charge takes hold, but this is more than made
up for by the increase in trips from buses.
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Table 4 – Change in trips (all day) resulting from Assessed Case

Car change
PT change
Net change
% change

Greenwich

Newham

-247
759
512
1.4%

59
747
688
2.5%

Tower
Hamlets
1
223
224
0.5%

1.10 The increase in bus use helps low income groups in particular. The routes serve
regeneration areas and areas of low income. This is particularly advantageous for the
significant proportion of residents from the Host Boroughs do not have access to a car.




Greenwich: 42%
Newham: 52%
Tower Hamlets: 63%

1.11 But there will still be some frequent trips made by car by low income groups where
alternatives will not be realistic. We are unable to say precisely how many of these
households will consider their commute to be unaffordable with the charge. But the
number is likely to be very small.
1.12 At a neighbourhood level, we are using extracting the following data at an MSOA level:



2011 Travel to Work data, including destinations and modes
Income

Table 5 – Example neighbourhood analysis

Total number of cross river trips by car
% that could easily be transferred onto
proposed bus network
Average income

Greenwich 003
(Thamesmead/Abbey
Wood)
64

Greenwich 16
(East of
Greenwich Park)
63

0%
£30,300

51%
£46,500

2. Access to jobs
2.1

The Scheme enables residents from across all Host Boroughs to access more
potential jobs by public transport.
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Table 5: Change in access to jobs within 45 minutes by PT from regeneration areas
Borough

Access to jobs
No.
%
Barking and Dagenham
0
0%
Greenwich
9,000
3%
Hackney
0
0%
Lewisham
2,000
0%
Newham
6,000
1%
Tower Hamlets
2,000
0%
Waltham Forest
0
0%
2.2

Preliminary estimates suggest that up to 450 additional residents in Newham could be
employed as a result of the enhanced bus network.
Figure 4: Estimated change in employment from enhanced bus network

2.3

Scheme is also highly beneficial for Greenwich residents who travel by car, who gain
access to 21% more jobs potentially accessible within 45 minutes travel time (Table 3).
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Table 6: Change in access to jobs within 45 minutes by car from regeneration areas:
Travel time only
Borough

Access to jobs
No.
%
Barking and Dagenham
-9,000 -1%
Greenwich
269,000 21%
Hackney
0
0%
Lewisham
140,000
9%
Newham
-46,000 -2%
Tower Hamlets
-16,000
0%
Waltham Forest
-5,000
0%

3. Wider economic impacts and job creation
3.1

This is not a scheme which provides a step change in the number of people travelling
across the River, so the number of new jobs created from improved connectivity will be
low.

3.2

However, we think the impact will still be positive for the following reasons:




Reliability of crossing the River is vastly improved. This is likely to enhance
efficiency and stability, leading to more investment and jobs;
Slight increase in the number of people travelling across the River, widening
the customer base and labour market;
Businesses are amongst the biggest beneficiaries of the transport benefits of
the Scheme, with over half the benefits accruing to them.

3.3

We expect more jobs to be accommodated in existing premises, likely to total less than
1,000 for each Borough. We do not propose to model a development dependent
scenario given the low estimate of growth.

3.4

Newham are likely to see most additional jobs, as access to labour force and
customers increases from south of the River.

3.5

There will also be wider economic benefits (more productive jobs etc) of over £100m

3.6

There will be up to 700 construction jobs at the peak.
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DESIGN CHANGES FROM CONSULTATION & ENGAGEMENT
This paper summarises the significant design changes that have been implemented to the scheme design through consultation and engagement subsequent to Statutory
Consultation. On the following pages the plans presented at consultation (Ref STWTN-ATK-GEN-XXXX-DR-Z-1003 to 1005) are compared and contrasted with the current
scheme proposal plans (Ref STWTN-ATK-GEN-XXXX-DR-Z-3003 to 3005). Changes implemented since Statutory Consultation have been clouded on the drawings and given
a reference number corresponding to the change description provided in the table below.
Change Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Description
Surface headhouse building to provide maintenance access to bored tunnel section - Greenwich
Deletion of portal ventilation building and ventilation stack; re-configuration of portal service buildings - Greenwich
Include emergency cross-over between northbound and southbound Blackwall Tunnels
Include provision for temporary re-alignment of Edmund Halley Way
Re-location of gas apparatus from SGN site
Provide emergency egress route for Studio 338
Re-configure Boord St footbridge to improve access and visibility of the crossing on each side of A102
Include emergency cross-over between northbound and southbound carriageways of A102
Revised utility diversion routes
Temporary car parking solution to maintain car parking provision for O2
Provide replacement trackside access for DLR maintenance vehicles
Enhanced landscaping provision
Deletion of portal ventilation building and ventilation stack; re-configuration of portal service buildings – Silvertown
Provide parking beneath Silvertown Way to support tunnel service and operation facility
Retain option for replacement car parking for Waterfront Studios
Reduce construction works area: Carlsberg-Tetley buildings not required
Surface headhouse building to provide maintenance access to bored tunnel section – Silvertown
Construction of a temporary jetty to facilitate movement of construction materials and waste into and out of the work site by river
Interface with ASD: alternative solution for temporary laydown area
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Silvertown Tunnel: local modelling

Introduction
This information pack includes information on the extent of the Silvertown VISSIM model and the
process for determining junctions for additional pre-application modelling and for inclusion on the list
of monitoring sites.
VISSIM model
The extent of Silvertown VISSIM model is shown in the maps below. Please note that while shown in
three separate maps for viewing at larger scale, it is once continues model that is being applied.
Map 1 – VISSIM model (northern section)
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Silvertown Tunnel: local modelling

Map 2 – VISSIM model (southern section)

Map 3 – VISSIM model (A2 corridor extension)
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Silvertown Tunnel: local modelling

Additional junction modelling and monitoring
For locations beyond the extent of the VISSIM model, the results of the 2021 Assessed Case
scenario from the strategic traffic forecasting model (RXHAM) were used to identify a long list of
junctions to be considered for additional junction modelling. This was reviewed by the relevant
operational TfL Area and Corridor Managers.
A junction was included on the long list if this strategic traffic modelling indicated it would experience
an aggregate delay increase of ten passenger car unit hours (pcu-hours) across all users combined.
For some junctions, particularly those which handle large traffic flows, an aggregate delay increase of
ten pcu hours is not significant as the resulting delay per individual user is small (typically well below
one minute). In such cases, these junctions could be excluded from the long list – however they have
nonetheless been included for completeness. The purpose of the ten pcu hours criteria was to set the
criteria sufficiently broad to ensure that all junctions that should be included in the long list were
captured.
Figure 1 shows the process for determining whether the junction was modelled at this stage or added
to the list of locations for inclusion in the Monitoring and Mitigation Strategy.
Figure 1 – Determining pre-application modelling, and monitoring sites
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Based on this process the following junction will be modelled in addition to the VISSIM model:
Table 1 – Junctions for pre-application modelling

Location description
North of the River Thames
Junction between A112 Prince Regent Lane and A124 Barking
Road

Borough location

Newham

The junctions listed in Table 2 will be included on the list of sites in the Monitoring and Mitigation
Strategy.
Table 2 – Junctions for inclusion on list of monitoring sites

Location description

Borough location

North of the River Thames
A100 Tower Bridge / A1203 E Smithfield / A1210 Mansell St

Tower Hamlets

B112 Marsh Hill - Daubeney Rd (Hackney)
A1261 Aspen Way / A1261 W India Dock Rd / A1203 Limehouse
Link
Aspen Way / Upper Bank Street (near Billingsgate Market)

Hackney

Junction between A12 Eastern Ave and Whalebone Lane

Barking & Dagenham

Victoria Dock Road / Prince Regent Lane A112

Newham

Silvertown Way / Tidal Basin Road

Newham

A1020 North Woolwich Road / Connaught Bridge

Newham

Connaught Bridge / A112 Connaught Road

Newham

Connaught Roundabout
Gallions Roundabout (A1020 Royal Albert Way/A1020 Royal
Docks Road/Sir Steve Redgrave Bridge)
A13 Eastbound diverge at A117 junction

Newham

North Circular Road / Newham Way

Newham

A13 / Renwick Road

Barking & Dagenham

A124 Rush Green Road / Dagenham Rd

Havering

A105 Green Lanes / A406 N Circular Rd

Enfield

Tower Hamlets
Tower Hamlets

Newham
Newham

South of the River Thames
A100 Tower Bridge Rd / Grange Rd / Bermondsey St

Southwark

Dixon Rd / A20 Lewisham Way
Junction between A2218 Southend Lane and Dunfield
Road/Brookehowse Road
Junction between A21 Bromley Rd and Bellingham
Rd/Randlesdown Rd
Greenwich Town Centre

Lewisham

Blackwall Lane / Trafalgar Road / Vanbrugh Hill

Greenwich

A102 / A206 Woolwich Road

Greenwich

A206 Woolwich Road / Anchor & Hope Lane

Greenwich

A205 / A206 (Woolwich Ferry Roundabout)

Greenwich

A206 Plumstead Rd / Burrage Rd

Greenwich
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Lewisham
Lewisham
Greenwich

Silvertown Tunnel: local modelling

Location description

Borough location

Shooters Hill Road / Academy Road / Well Hall Road
Junction between A20 Sidcup Rd and B263 Green Lane /
Southwood Road
Junction between A224 Orpington bypass, and Orpington high
street

Greenwich
Greenwich
Bromley

It should be noted that there is a small number of junctions which fall outside the boundary of the
strategic area of influence. At these locations RXHAM has highlighted a delay increase >10 PCU hrs
which may be a result of model noise. These junctions are nevertheless included on the list of
monitoring sites to ensure that adverse effects of the Scheme are not missed. The colour coding of
Table 2 reflects the zones shown in Figure 2.
Figure 2 – Monitoring zones
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Employment and Training Commitments
Briefing Note
April 2016

Introduction
The statutory consultation materials committed to developing commitments for the
Silvertown Tunnel project in respect to employment and training. The project team
has worked with TfL’s Strategic Labour Needs and Training team to develop
appropriate commitments. On 24 March, TfL met with employment and training
representatives of the host boroughs to discuss the proposed commitments.
Commitments
1) At least 25% of the non-specialist* elements of the workforce are to be local
(recruited from within the 3 host boroughs).
2) In alignment with TfL’s Strategic Labour Needs & Training Policy each £3 million
of contract value will equal 1 new start apprenticeship position or SLNT equivalent.
3) Contractor will be expected to use reasonable endeavours to maximise
opportunities for local firms to win contracts. Contractors will work with the host
boroughs and any other organisation it may choose to nominate in order to ensure
local businesses are made aware of opportunities.
In order to deliver the above TfL will require the contractor to produce in consultation
with TfL’s specialists:
•

Local Training Skills and Job Brokerage Strategy – in line with TfL’s Skills and
Employment Strategy. This will set out how setting out how they will work in
partnership with local job/ skills organisations (e.g. Workplace – Newham,
GLLaB – Greenwich) in the boroughs to advertise jobs and to work up skills
training programmes. This includes committing to notify boroughs of
upcoming phases of work and skills requirements and to guarantee interviews
for suitable candidates put forward by the boroughs. Also includes
commitment for quarterly monitoring of data on employment.

1

•

Strategic Equality and Diversity Plan – action plan for the removal of barriers
to local people accessing employment and training and encouraging a diverse
a range as possible of access to opportunities and Equality and Diversity
Training Plan.

•

Supplier Diversity Plan – action plan on how we will work with a diverse range
of local suppliers and how the diversity of the supply chain will be monitored.
Contractors will provide monitoring information to boroughs in relation to the
above (to include information on age/ethnicity/borough residence/
disability/previous employment status). Monitoring to also record the total
spend in each of the host boroughs.

•

Community Benefits Strategy – Contractor will be required to deliver a
strategy setting out how they will deliver wider community benefits through the
project e.g. school visits, providing site visits/ education days for local people.
Work experience etc. TfL will seek best practice community engagement at all
stages.

Further discussions
Whilst the above commitments were generally agreed as appropriate for the
Silvertown Tunnel scheme, the Newham were concerned that the commitments also
related to the Tower Hamlets even though there are no construction works within
that borough.
In addition, officers from both Greenwich and Newham raised concerns that the first
commitment (see above) should relate to each specific borough rather than from
across the host boroughs (i.e. that 25% of the workforce working in Newham should
be recruited from Newham and the same for Greenwich). TfL’s current position is
that this is not workable because the worksites may not be operated in isolation. The
above commitments will therefore be made in the application. However, TfL and the
boroughs employment and training representatives have agreed to an ongoing
dialogue in an attempt to resolve the issue.

*non-specialist to be defined
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Appendix B8 Meetings with non local authority
stakeholders 2015 – April 2016
B8.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises a list of all of the meetings TfL held with stakeholder
groups and businesses, on a month by month basis from early 2015 until April
2016.
Meetings with Local Authorities are listed in Appendix B6 and meetings with
Landowners to discuss matters pertaining to land access are listed in
Appendix B11.
Table B8.1 – Meetings with stakeholders other than Local Authorities and S42(d)
landowner interests

Date
January 2015
February 2015
March 2015

Participants
Individual Meetings
East Greenwich Residents Association, The Greenwich
Society, Compass Point Residents Association, No to
Silvertown Tunnel, Friends of the Earth/Campaign for Better
Transport, Federation of Small Businesses, London Chamber of
Commerce and Industry, Caroline Pidgeon AM, Andrew Boff
AM, Gareth Bacon AM, Greater London Authority Labour
Group, Freight Transport Association, Confederation of
Passenger Transport; CECA, Wine & Spirit Trade Association;
Prospect Hills; British Beer and Pub Association; Pret A
Manger; New Covent Garden Market.

April 2015

Individual Meetings
The Westcombe Society, The Blackheath Society, Sustrans,
London First, London TravelWatch, Billingsgate Fish Market,
Menzies Distribution.
Events:
Business Breakfast events held at The Crystal & Old Royal
Naval College. These events were attended by Fielder
Technical Service Ltd, Mirafield Graphics, Silvertown
Partnership, Harton Services Ltd, London City Airport, Excel
Group Services, Meridian magazine; Urban Space
Management (TBW) Ltd, WEY Technology Ltd, London
Riverside BID, Site Engineering Surveys Ltd, IOD SKIP HIRE
LTD, Dobbin & Sullivan, Temple Group, East London Business
Alliance, Altitec-Media Ltd, Thames Water (eight2O), IOD SKIP
Page 25 of 48

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

May 2015

HIRE LTD, ExCeL London, Dobbin & Sullivan
Individual Meetings
East Greenwich Residents Association, Canary Wharf Group,
Central London Freight Quality Partnership; Greater London
Authority, Port of London Authority

June 2015

Individual Meetings
Darren Johnson AM

July 2015

Individual Meetings
Carnbrook & Charlton Housing Panel, Peninsula & Blackheath
Housing Panel, Confederation of British Industry, Clive Efford
MP, Darren Johnson AM, London City Airport, Freight Transport
Association, The Eltham Society, London TravelWatch

August 2015

September 2015

Events:
Business Breakfast events held at The Crystal & Devonport
House. These were attended by Dancing Cubs, CSB Logistics,
Media Powerhouse, London Hire & Lift, The Midi Music
Company, The Wharf, London Security Services (UK), WaveIT,
London Hire & Lift, Holdtrade (UK) Ltd, South East London
Chamber of Commerce, O'Keefe Construction (Greenwich),
Mayflower Washroom Solutions, WaveIT, Balfour Beatty, The
Eggfree Cake box (Welling), BRC, Mayflower Washroom
Solutions, &&& Creative; GH Cityprint, IOD Skip Hire, CTR
(Canning Town TMO), Nuplex, WH TV, SBH Page Read,
Ravensbourne Student Union, Recycled Material Supplies, Tiny
Town Daycare, Nuplex, Redwood Estates, Balfour Beatty, 100
Skip Hire
Individual Meetings
Friends of the Earth/Campaign for Better Transport, ExCEL,
Road Haulage Association
Individual Meetings
Gareth Bacon AM, Age Concern UK, London Chamber of
Commerce & Industry, Greenwich Millennium Village
Association, Thames Gateway Strategic Group
Events:
Business Breakfast events held at The Crystal & Devonport
House. These were attended by Hindwoods Limited,
Stagecoach, Morden College, Handelsbanken, Norton & Sons,
Elite Support Services [London] Limited, Sinotrans UK Ltd,
Redwood Estates UK Ltd, McIntosh Associates, R.A.W.Munro
Exports Ltd, Ambient Computer Services, South East London
Chamber of Commerce, Mosac, Bloomsbury Publishing, Elite,
Stagecoach, Richard House Children's Hospice, Hire Tech
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Solutions Ltd; Femade (UK), Risxcel (UK), New Wine Church, P
A Finlay, Benalex Media, City Steps Guided Tours, IOD Skip
Hire, Edith Kerrison School, Promo2u, London Riverside BID,
Tarmac, Hughes-Narborough & Thomas, Clifford Chance LLP,
Royal Mail, Crowne Plaza London Docklands, Hughes
Narborough & Thomas, Martellys, Confederation of British
Industry (CBI), Edith Kerrison CC, Ministry of Printing, Tuckers
Consultancy, Oyster Training Group, Quay People, HS2
October 2015
November 2015

December 2015
January 2016
February 2016
March 2016
April 2016

Individual Meetings
No To Silvertown, Freight Transport Association
Individual Meetings
No To Silvertown, The Westcombe Society, Marine
Management Organisation
Individual Meetings
Port of London Authority, Canary Wharf Group
Individual Meetings
Environment Agency, Marine Management Organisation, (SDG
–representing Canary Wharf Group)

Page 27 of 48

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

THIS PAGE HAS INTENTIONALLY BEEN LEFT BLANK

Page 28 of 48

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

Appendix B9 Example meeting offers to non local
authority stakeholders
B9.1

Introduction
This appendix comprises of examples of meeting invites offered to a range of
stakeholder groups between January 2015 and April 2016.
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rivercrossings
From: rivercrossings
Sent: 25 February 2015 17:19
To: 'Nicholas Sanderson'
Subject: RE: Proposals for a new tunnel under the thames at Silvertown

Dear Nicholas
I am writing further to your response to our consultation on the proposed Silvertown Tunnel, which
closed on 19 December 2014.
We were very grateful for your response and would like to meet you to discuss our on-going
development of the scheme, which will include a comprehensive review of the issues you and
others raised in the consultation. We plan to publish a Consultation Report, summarising and
responding to the issues raised, in the coming months. In the meantime, we wanted to discuss
the following points with you:
-

The main outcomes of the consultation and the key issues raised, including our response to
those issues we have considered so far;
The issues we will explore or continue to explore over the coming months;
Our programme for 2015, setting out key timings.

Of course, if there are any other issues relating to our plans that you would like to discuss, please
let me know.
If you would find a meeting useful, please let me know. My contact details are below. We
propose that the meeting be scheduled for mid-late March, and if it would be useful we’d be happy
to hold it in our offices in Victoria.
Regards
Andrew
Andrew Miles | Consultation Specialist
Surface Strategy & Planning | Surface Transport | Transport for London
Mail: Faith Lawson House, 1st Floor, 15-17 Dacre Street, London, SW1H 0DJ

From: Nicholas Sanderson
Sent: 19 December 2014 18:02
To: rivercrossings
Subject: RE: Proposals for a new tunnel under the thames at Silvertown

To whom it may concern,
Please find attached Sustrans response to the consultation on a new tunnel under the Thames at
Silvertown and a previous river crossings response (January 2013) for reference.
Sincerely,
1

Nicholas Sanderson
Policy Officer – London
Sustrans
70 Cowcross St
London EC1M 6EJ

Sustrans makes smarter travel choices possible, desirable and inevitable. We`re a leading UK charity enabling people
to travel by foot, bike or public transport for more of the journeys we make every day. It`s time we all began making
smarter travel choices. Make your move and support Sustrans today. www.sustrans.org.uk
Sustrans Limited. Registered Office - Sustrans, 2 Cathedral Square, College Green, Bristol, BS1 5DD. Registered Charity 326550 (England & Wales),
SC039263 (Scotland). Company Limited by Guarantee No: 1797726 Company Registered in England.

Sponsor a Mile of the National Cycle Network, the perfect gift for every cyclist.
http://www.sustrans.org.uk/mymile

2

rivercrossings
From: rivercrossings
Sent: 06 March 2015 15:46
Subject: Offer of a meeting to discuss TfL's plans for the Silvertown Tunnel

I am writing further to your response to our consultation on the proposed Silvertown Tunnel, which closed
on 19 December 2014.

We were very grateful for your response and would like to meet you to discuss our on-going
development of the scheme, which will include a comprehensive review of the issues you and
others raised in the consultation. We plan to publish a Consultation Report, summarising and
responding to the issues raised, in the coming months. In the meantime, we wanted to discuss
the following points with you:
The main outcomes of the consultation and the key issues raised, including our response to
those issues we have considered so far;
-

The issues we will explore or continue to explore over the coming months;

-

Our programme for 2015, setting out key timings.

Of course, if there are any other issues relating to our plans that you would like to discuss, please
let me know.
If you would find a meeting useful, please let me know. My contact details are below. We
propose that the meeting be scheduled for late March or early April.
Andrew
Andrew Miles | Consultation Specialist
Surface Strategy & Planning | Surface Transport | Transport for London
Mail: Faith Lawson House, 1st Floor, 15-17 Dacre Street, London, SW1H 0DJ

1

rivercrossings
On Fri, Jun 19, 2015 at 4:44 PM, Miles Andrew (ST)

wrote:

Dear Shivanee

I hope you are well. We were in contact at the end of last year during TfL’s consultation on the
Silvertown Tunnel, and myself and a colleague attended a meeting of the Greenwich Millennium
Village Association.

Since our discussions we have continued to review the issues raised during our last consultation
on the tunnel project (including those you raised), and earlier this week published a document
setting out our response to these issues. Our ‘Responses to issues raised’ report is available on
our website here.

We’ll hold a further consultation on our plans for the new tunnel later this autumn, and we’ll write
to you at the time to ask for your comments. In the meantime, I wondered if the GMVA would find
it useful for meet again – we’d be happy to do so if it would be helpful.

Many thanks in advance,

Andrew

Andrew Miles | Consultation Specialist
Surface Strategy & Planning | Surface Transport | Transport for London

Mail: 3rd floor, 230 Blackfriars Road, London, SE1 8NW

Click here to report this email as SPAM.
1

rivercrossings
From:
Sent:
To:

Allder Chris on behalf of rivercrossings
19 November 2015 14:33

Subject:

Consultation on TfL's Silvertown Tunnel Scheme

Dear Sirs,
At a recent roadshow on TfL’s proposed Silvertown Tunnel scheme it was suggested to us that The
Geezer’s Club may like more information to help its members better understand our proposals and submit
their views.
The latest information on our proposed Scheme can all be found online (including videos, a summary
booklet and ‘Answers to Frequently Asked Questions’), and we are holding our final roadshows in Canning
Town Library today and in Charlton next Thursday.
In addition to this, if your organisation would like a presentation on the Scheme, or any particular questions
answered, just let me know.
Please note that the current statutory consultation period ends on 29th November. I would encourage any
of your members interested in the scheme to register their views before this date, as this is the mechanism
for sharing your views with us and influencing the final design of the Scheme. This can be done via our
online questionnaire available at https://tfl.gov.uk/Silvertown-tunnel, by reply email to this email address
(rivercrossings@tfl.gov.uk) or in writing to TfL Freepost Consultation.
Kind regards,
Silvertown Tunnel consultation team
Transport for London

1
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Appendix B10 Evidence of 1 October 2015 ‘Twitter chat’
B10.1 Introduction
This appendix comprises those twitter threads which formed part of TfL’s
‘Twitter chat’ on Silvertown Tunnel on 1 October 2015. This includes those
resulting from advertisement of the event on 30 September 2015.
At the time of submission this Twitter chat is available to read online at:
https://mobile.twitter.com/tfl/status/649555136080150528
Table 1 – October 2015 Twitter Chat with Richard de Cani

Thread 1
Initial TfL Tweet: 30 Sep 2015, 7:49am
Richard, TfL’s MD for Planning, is hosting a Silvertown Tunnel twitter chat on 1 Oct – 13:00
until 14:00 #STTunnel
1.1
Rosalind Readhead
@TfL #STTunnel How much will this
30 Sep
2015
@Privatecarfree
cost? How does it compare to
9:02am
providing infrastructure for 67% car
Journeys that cld be cycled under
20mins
Roger Taft
@Privatecarfree @TfL those figures
11:56am
@TaftRoger
don't make sense. More than 50%Bw
tunnel traffic is commercial
Rosalind Readhead
@TaftRoger @TfL I was talking
1:40pm
@Privatecarfree
about 67% of all car journeys cld be
made by bike in under 20minutes in
London, sorry shld have clarified
Roger Taft
@Privatecarfree @TfL no problem
4:19pm
@TaftRoger
1.2
miroirdufou
@TfL #STTunnel 1)What are your
30 Sep
2015
@miroirdufou
estimates of the increase in motor
9:38am
traffic due to induced traffic with the
ST Tunnel with no toll?
Transport for London
@miroirdufou No user charging is
1 Oct
2015
@TfL
not an option, as we need this to
1:07pm
manage traffic demand and pay for
construction.#STTunnel
1.3
miroirdufou
@TfL #STtunnel:3) If motor traffic
30 Sep
2015
@miroirdufou
held to present levels with tolls, only
9:43am
benefit is reduction in delays. Is this
worth a billion pounds?

1.4

1 Oct
2015
1:11pm

Transport for London
@TfL

30 Sep

miroirdufou

@miroirdufou East London is
growing, businesses suffering due to
delays at Blackwall , so yes we need
investment such as this. #STTunnel
@TfL 4) Could similar reduction in
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1.5

2015
9:45am

@miroirdufou

1 Oct
2015
1:13pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:22pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1:39pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:41pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1:44pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1:51pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:53pm

Mark
@markdias

1:55pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

30 Sep
2015
9:49am

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1 Oct
2015
1:15pm
1:17pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:18pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou
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delays be achieved cheaply by tolling
Blackwall tunnel (for traffic reduction
at peak) and no #sttunnel ?
@miroirdufou No 90% freight moved
by road, also Silvertown provides new
bus connections which Blackwall can't
#STTunnel
@TfL #STtunnel Silvertown
essentially duplicates Blackwall.
There is only one bus through
Blackwall. Is there demand?
@miroirdufou Massive demad in east
London due to growth. Silvertown will
enable 35 double deck buses an hour
each direction. #STTunnel
@TfL If there is demand for these
cross-river buses why are they not
already routed through Blackwall?
#STtunnel
@TfL #STtunnel and if this level of
demand for cross-river public
transport why is TfL not prioritising a
rail link that will not pollute?
@miroirdufou Can't fit double deck
buses plus massive queue in morning
causing reliability issues. #STTunnel
miroirdufou Massive demad in east
London due to growth. Silvertown will
enable 35 double deck buses an hour
each direction. #STTunnel
.@markdias @miroirdufou The
#STTunnel might allow that many
buses through, but they won't be able
to move on the roads at either end.

@TfL 5) If motor traffic levels are
allowed to rise above existing with
#STtunnel, what are effects on
congestion & pollution locally?
@miroirdufou Silvertown removes
queue and air quality is improved.
#STTunnel
@TfL #STTunnel are you claiming
that w. cross river traffic increased, air
quality will improve? What about
increased congestion elsewhere?
.@TfL @miroirdufou How will that
work when a) new roads attract more
traffic and b) this will bring HGVs that
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1:36pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:42pm

The Londoner
@a729

30 Sep
2015
9:59am

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1 Oct
2015
1:18pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:21pm

Mark
@markdias

30 Sep
2015
10:03am

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1 Oct
2015
1:16pm
1:21pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:26pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1.8

30 Sep
2015
12:16pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

1.9

1 Oct
2015
9:47am
1 Oct
2015
1:19pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

1 Oct
2015
1:24pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1.6

1.7

1.10

1.11

Mark
@markdias

Neil Clasper
@neilclasper

can't use Blackwall #STTunnel
@aidanmasmith User charge will
supress demand but east London is
growing and we need to plan for this.
#STTunnel
@TfL Could TfL use the £30M funding
earmarked for the controversial
garden bridge to fund the truly
valuable #STTunnel ?
@TfL 7) Please reply to these tweets
with links to your comprehensive
modelling of demand, pricing, induced
traffic and congestion #STtunnel
@miroirdufou All information in the
transport assessment published next
week with the consultation.
#STTunnel
miroirdufou All information in the
transport assessment published next
week with the consultation.
#STTunnel
@TfL 6) What level of toll on the
Blackwall Tunnel at peak would be
required to eliminate congestion
delays, given current demand?
#STTunnel
@miroirdufou This depends on
vehicle type - more details in the
consultation next week.#STTunnel
miroirdufou This depends on vehicle
type - more details in the consultation
next week.#STTunnel
@TfL #STTunnel what percentage of
the cost of Silvertown Tunnel will be
paid for with toll revenue?
Your chance to have your say @TfL
tomorrow. Put them on the spot about
tolls, congestion, air quality
#STTunnel
A reminder, today is your chance to
raise concerns about impacts of
building more roads #STTunnel
@TfL #STTunnel How will the
southbound traffic bottleneck at
Kidbrooke cope with the extra traffic
from the new tunnel? Road-widening?
@TfL #STtunnel tolling Blackwall and
no Silvertown wd reduce low-value
journeys (and so congestion), not
freight. Why is this not an option?
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1.12

1 Oct
2015
1:35pm

George Lund
@georgelunduk

@TfL aren't you letting down future
generations by funding more roads,
which is proven to increase
congestion and pollution #sttunnel

Thread 2
TfL Tweet: 30 Sep 2015, 11:45am
Don’t forget to send your questions for the Silvertown Tunnel twitter chat with TfL’s MD for
Planning - 1 Oct – 13:00 until 14:00 #STTunnel
2.1
No Silvertown Tunnel
1 Oct
TfL is holding a Twitter chat on the
2015
@NoSilvertownTnl
Silvertown Tunnel very shortly…
12:58pm
https://twitter.com/TfL/status/6495495
09945597952 … #STTunnel
2.2

1 Oct
2015
12:49pm

Mark
@markdias

Don’t forget to send your questions for
the Silvertown Tunnel twitter chat with
TfL’s MD for Planning - 1 Oct – 13:00
until 14:00 #STTunnel

Thread 3
TfL Tweet: 1 Oct 2015, 11:45am
Join Richard, TfL’s MD for Planning, for a twitter chat today on Silvertown Tunnel – 13:00
until 14:00 #STTunnel
3.1
Mark
1 Oct
Join Richard, TfL’s MD for Planning,
2015
@markdias
for a twitter chat today on Silvertown
Tunnel – 13:00 until 14:00 #STTunnel
11:31am
3.2
Graham Thom
@TfL I keep asking what's maximum
1 Oct
2015
@UkThom
number of coins per transaction at a
ticket machine? @RMTLondon
11:37am
@ASLEFunion
3.3
G-Dawg
@TfL & @LDNOverground Needs
1 Oct
2015
@london_lad277
an increase the number of pink
11:42am
readers at Stratford? Its crazy having
to fight people to tap 1 of 4 readers!!
Rosalind Readhead
@TfL #STTunnel Have you published
12:48pm
@Privatecarfree
a costed analysis /cycling
infrastructure would be more value for
money? 67% car journeys cld b
cycled
Transport for London
@privatecarfree Updated business
1:23pm
@TfL
case next week, east London needs
investment in roads, cycling and
public transport #STTunnel
Thread 4
TfL Tweet: 1 Oct 2015, 1:03pm
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Hi, Richard de Cani here to answer any questions on Silvertown Tunnel for the next hour
#STTunnel
4.1
miroirdufou
@TfL Thanks Richard please see my
1 Oct
2015
@miroirdufou
7 questions with this hashtag from
yesterday #sttunnel
1:05pm
4.2
No Silvertown Tunnel
1 Oct
We hope this means you will come
2015
@NoSilvertownTnl
out against Silvertown Tunnel,
@MuradQureshiAM - a toxic legacy
1:06pm
to LDN
https://twitter.com/MuradQureshiAM/st
atus/649555331744440320 …
#STTunnel
4.3
Lisa Pattenden
@TfL @SuperLNDN Is that still going
1 Oct
2015
@London_Lady
forward? I thought we residents had a
say. #STTunnel
1:10pm

4.4

1:27pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:29pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl
hallam wiltshire
@hallamhash

1 Oct
2015
1:14pm

@london_lady Three previous
consultations showing strong support
both sides of the river. Send us your
views from next week. #STTunnel
@London_Lady you DO have a say.
Follow us and keep in touch.
@TfL ...how are the surrounding
areas supposed to cope with the
increase in motor traffic? #STTunnel

1:31pm

Transport for London
@TfL

@hallamhash Traffic level are not
expected to increase but traffic will be
moving. #STTunnel

1:34pm

Mark
@markdias

1:51pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

4.5

1 Oct
2015
1:14pm

hallam wiltshire
@hallamhash

4.6

1 Oct
2015
1:26pm

Chris Taylor
@theboytaylor76

4.7

1 Oct
2015
1:30pm

David Conroy
@7f2f09da3d6c4bc

hallamhash Traffic level are not
expected to increase but traffic will be
moving. #STTunnel
@TfL @hallamhash will you make
public your model of induced
demand/congestion/pricing that gives
you these conclusions? #STtunnel
@TfL #STTunnel Greenwich,
Blackheath, Eltham, and other areas
around the A2 already are congested
even when blackwall is clear...
@TfL in light or recent revelations
about vehicle emissions testing will
there be any further review of your
traffic modelling? #STTunnel
@TfL I did visit your previous road
show.orw provisions are you including
to ensure the Canning Town isn't
more chaotic than it is now?!
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4.8

4.9

4.10

1 Oct
2015
1:31pm

Alex Ingram
@nuttyxander

1:45pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:47pm

Alex Ingram
@nuttyxander

1:48pm

Jon Stenning
@jon_stenning

1:56pm

Daniele Gatti
@firebat792

1:21pm

Mark Treasure
@AsEasyAsRiding

2:27pm

Rob Haynes
@RobOnABike

2:29pm

Mark Treasure
@AsEasyAsRiding

2:30pm

Alex Ingram
@nuttyxander

1 Oct
2015
1:39pm

CleanAirUK
@CleanAirUK

1:46pm

Roads to Nowhere
@Roads2Nowhere

1 Oct
2015
2:22pm
2:24pm

Al
@Al__S
John Stevenson
@johnstevenson_x
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.@tfl Do you seriously believe that a
tolled cable car that stops whenever it
gets windy makes an acceptable link
for cycling? #STTunnel
@nuttyxander Closures due to wind
are rare. Why not give it a go - great
for bikes. #STTunnel
.@tfl Define 'rare' and would that rate
of closure be acceptable if it were the
tube or a road link? You make it
sound like an attraction…
@TfL @nuttyxander How can 'get off
and use another mode' be an OK
solution 4 bikes? Don't bother w/
#STTunnel and just build a ferry
instead
@nuttyxander @TfL not to mention
that this is more expensive AND
slower.
@nuttyxander An attraction that
closes at 9pm. Get stuffed if you want
to cross the river in the evening @tfl
@AsEasyAsRiding Remind me, is
@TfL the spoof account or is that the
other one? Getting so hard to tell.
@nuttyxander
@RobOnABike “Our tunnel only
closes for about 30-40 days a year,
but it’s great fun for driving! Why not
give it a try?” @TfL @nuttyxander
@aseasyasriding Yes, we close the
motorway at 9PM each night but it's a
really useful link to the cinema.
@robonabike @tfl
Anyone available from
@Roads2Nowhere @CBTransport
@StephenJoseph7 to 'help' @TfL with
its replies? #STTunnel #airpollution
@CleanAirUK @CBTransport
@StephenJoseph7 @TfL They kind of
lost our interest at the fifth 'we'll tell
you next week' reply!
@TfL do TfL really not understand the
concept of "induced demand"?
#sttunnel
@Al__S If an org like @TfL stops
building roads, it would have to
downscale. Perverse incentive to
carry on making things worse.
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4.11

7 Oct
2015
11:42pm

Tory Majority 4ever
@May_Seventh2015

@TfL missed this, will Richard be on
again?

Thread 5
Miscellaneous tweets in relation to the Twitter chat (not in response to any particular TfL
Tweet)
5.1
Better LDN Crossings
30 Sep
For the comprehensive case against
building the #STTunnel see
11:35am
@betterLDN
@NoSilvertownTnl.
http://www.silvertowntunnel.co.uk
5.2
GreenLondonAMs
30 Sept
£600m...£700m...£750m...and now
4:00pm
@GreenLondonAMs
£1bn...cost of #STTunnel has
ballooned Mayor told
@DarrenJohnsonAM bit.ly/1EqX4RN
5.3
Kevin Ford
1 Oct
@TfLOfficial @STTunnel what
7:45am
@Twiterteroo
happened to the bridge option and
what about road infrastructure
capacity each side?
5.4
Gavin Jary
1 Oct
How come you can build the cycle
8:14am
@gavinjary
highway with limited consultations, yet
it takes decades for essential
crossings, BUILD IT ASAP
@STTunnel
5.5
GavinJary
@STTunnel come on Richard, The
1 Oct
8:16am
@gavinjary
SE could have been thriving now had
the bridge been built. STOP THE
FORCED DEPRIVATION OF THE
SE.
5.6
GavinJary
@STTunnel Richard the lack of
1 Oct
8:19am
@gavinjary
crossings in SE is a disgrace. One
accident and the whole Road network
is broken. FIX IT NOW. Build it now
5.7
Darren Johnson
Today at @LondonAssembly Env
1 Oct
2015
@DarrenJohnsonAM
Cttee we'll have urgent update on
8:52am
diesel pollution ahead of our main
session on London's growth.
Darryl
@DarrenJohnsonAM
1 Oct
@LondonAssembly will anyone be
2015
@darryl1974
9:03am
asking what VW-gate means for new
road schemes? #STTunnel
environment assessments in mind...
1:15pm

Darren Johnson
@DarrenJohnsonAM

2:11pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

@clogsilk @darryl1974 happy to
table a question to Mayor on this
though Darryl - if you'd like to email
me something
@DarrenJohnsonAM @clogsilk Will
do. And yeah, frustration is at
toothless Labour AMs pontificating but
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doing f- all.
5.8

1 Oct
2015
10:37am

Darryl
@darryl1974

1 Oct
2015
11:52am

Harry FW
@hazzer2001

1 Oct
2015
11:59am
1 Oct
2015
10:42am

Darryl
@darryl1974

1 Oct
2015
1:00pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

1 Oct
2015
1:25pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1 Oct
2015
1:27pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

5.11

1 Oct
2015
1:03pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.12

1 Oct
2015
1:04pm

Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7

1 Oct
2015
1:05pm
1 Oct

Mr Chris
@Mr_Chas

Ahead of @TfL’s Twitter chat, here’s
@DarrenJohnsonAM on the growing
opposition to the Silvertown Tunnel
http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/darre
n-johnson/london-crowned-europesmo_b_8151978.html … #STTunnel
Hello Richard. If building #STTunnel
will reduce congestion can you name
equivalent schemes where this has
happened?
@PauleecSE7 Richard who ? Tracey
? #guessing

Aidan Smith

There are complaints that the new

5.9

5.10

5.13

Better LDN Crossings
@betterLDN
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With @TfL taking questions on
Silvertown Tunnel, let @hazzer2001
explain why it's a terrible idea
https://bettercyclinglondon.wordpress.
com/2015/09/24/left-danglingcrossing-the-thames-in-eastlondon/ … #STTunnel
@darryl1974 @TfL I have a better
post on why it's a terrible idea more
broadly I hope to get done this
weekend.
@hazzer2001 @TfL ah, interesting thank you (and thanks for the kind
words in the original piece!)
Air pollution, traffic, no space for
cycling: TfL’s east London road
crossings plan is terrible.
http://www.citymetric.com/transport/air
-pollution-traffic-no-space-cycling-tfl-seast-london-road-crossings-planterrible-1159 … #sttunnel
Without a full environmental
assessment, how on earth can
@TfL's #airpollution claims on the
Silvertown Tunnel be trusted?
#STTunnel
@darryl1974 Hi Darryl, updated
enviromental info published next
week. Silvertown removes the queue
and congestion. #STTunnel
@TfL ...but creates new queues and
congestion elsewhere, such as
southbound A102 and through Lower
Lea Crossing. #STTunnel
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2015
1:14pm

@aidanmasmith

1 Oct
2015
1:29pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1 Oct
2015
1:33pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

1:34pm

Mark
@markdias

1 Oct
2015
1:16pm

hallam wiltshire
@hallamhash

1 Oct
2015
1:34pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:34pm

Mark
@markdias

5.15

1 Oct
2015
1:23pm

hallam wiltshire
@hallamhash

5.16

1 Oct
2015
1:25pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.17

1 Oct
2015
1:26pm

Paul Wilkinson
@EEPaul

5.18

1 Oct
2015
1:26pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

1 Oct
2015
6:09pm

Helen
@adh0k

1 Oct
2015

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

5.14

free-flow system at Dartford has led to
more congestion. How will it be
different at Blackwall? #STTunnel
@aidanmasmith Charging at
Silvertown and Blackwall keeps traffic
to exisitng levels but no queue.
#STTunnel
.@TfL How will it keep traffic at
existing levels & attract traffic but not
charge so much it drives extra traffic
elsewhere? #STTunnel
aidanmasmith Charging at Silvertown
and Blackwall keeps traffic to exisitng
levels but no queue. #STTunnel
@TfL #STTunnel why can't we scrap
the garden bridge and ST and build a
bus, cycle and ped bridge between
north greenwich and canary wharf?
@hallamhash London needs loads
more crossings, road, rail, cycle and
pedestrian with 10m people by 2030.
#STTunnel
hallamhash London needs loads more
crossings, road, rail, cycle and
pedestrian with 10m people by 2030.
#STTunnel

@TfL what makes you think
#STTunnel will be different to every
motor infrastructure project ever in
that it will simply increase demand
This is nonsense - TfL’s own
consultation docs admit areas will see
extra traffic and pollution
twitter.com/TfL/status/649…
#STTunnel
@TfL why not scrap #STtunnel , fund
pollution-cutting measures at the
proposed liner terminal at Enderby
Wharf? twitter.com/hallamhash/sta…
Greenwich, a UNESCO World
Heritage Site, suffers from too much
traffic. Won't charging for #STTunnel
drive more traffic through Greenwich?
@aidanmasmith Greenwich traffic
today was almost at a standstill,
@11am! Will tunnel help? Maybe we
need a Greenwich congestion charge.
@adh0k @11am Congestion charge
would push traffic to A2 and Blackwall
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7:38pm

5.19

5.20

5.21

1 Oct
2015
1:30pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

1:42pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:44pm

Neil Clasper
@neilclasper

1:47pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

1:58pm

Transport for London
@TfL

2:01pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

2:08pm

Mark
@markdias

1 Oct
2015
1:33pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

1:47pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:53pm

Mark
@markdias

1 Oct
2015
1:33pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou
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Tunnel. Answer is more public
transport and more road
charging/ULEZ
Instead of wasting time and money on
#STTunnel, why won’t @TfL invest in
badly-need rail crossing to
Thamesmead?
citymetric.com/transport/forg…
@nosilvertowntnl TfL planning
package of crossings inc. new public
transport links to Thamesmead.
Consultation later this year.
#STTunnel
@TfL Shouldn't Silvertown
consultation be included in the
consultation for the package of
crossings, then? #STTunnel

.@neilclasper @TfL and if you are
going to deliver a package of
crossings, why start with the least
sensible first? #STTunnel
@aidanmasmith Blackwall is a
problem today & will get worse with
population growth. #STTunnel
.@TfL It will get worse if you build
#STTunnel to encourage more cars
on the road, rather than building
alternatives to road transport.
aidanmasmith Blackwall is a problem
today & will get worse with population
growth. #STTunnel
Businesses want better public
transport so employees could get to
work, according to past TfL studies
twitter.com/TfL/status/649…
#STTunnel
@nosilvertowntnl There are 6 new rail
crossings, inc. Crossrail plus
Overground, east London needs
investment in roads too. #STTunnel
nosilvertowntnl There are 6 new rail
crossings, inc. Crossrail plus
Overground, east London needs
investment in roads too. #STTunnel
@TfL are you aware that tolled
Sydney Harbour Tunnel (duplicating
bridge) resulted in 38% increase in
traffic? Will #STtunnel do likewise?
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2 Oct
2015
11:57am
12:18pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

12:33pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

5 Oct
2015
1:26pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1:26pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

2:18pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

3:30pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

3:31pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.22

1 Oct
2015
1:34pm

Simon H.
@Recursived

5.23

1 Oct
2015
1:34pm
1 Oct
2015
1:34pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

1 Oct
2015
1:37pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

1:54pm

Transport for London
@TfL
Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7
Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

5.24

5.25

1:56pm
1:57pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

Greenwich Lib Dems
@GreenwichLibDem

@miroirdufou hi there - do you have a
source for the Sydney stat? Could be
very useful.
@darryl1974
dtpli.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/… see
page 10
@miroirdufou useful - thank you!

@darryl1974 looking throught the
consultation docs, they have an
assessed case with traffic level
predictions, but no charge to realise
this
@darryl1974 so we need to know the
headline charge they used for the
assessed case.
@miroirdufou indeed, thank you for
the spot - plenty of bedtime reading
over the coming days...
@miroirdufou thanks for the spots we'd be really grateful if you dropped
us a line with any others
(info[at]silvertowntunnel co.uk)...
@miroirdufou ...there's a lot of reading
to be done so it'd be good to compare
notes! Thank you :-)
Why is it a *road* crossing that East
and South East London needs, and
not public transport, cycling or
walking? #STTunnel
@TfL do you forecast cross river
traffic increasing overall with
#STtunnel, yes or no?
.@TFL claiming #STTunnel will NOT
attract extra traffic & will REDUCE
pollution. Waiting to see if it can cure
cold. twitter.com/TfL/status/649…
How are your environmental
assessments taking account of
#dieselgate in terms of getting
accurate air quality modelling for
#STTunnel?
@aidanmasmith Our data reflects real
world driving conditions. #STTunnel
@TfL @aidanmasmith What sort of
answer is that????
.@TfL Does that mean you are using
primary data collected by by you that
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2:01pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith
No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.26

1 Oct
2015
1:40pm

5.27

1 Oct
2015
1:43pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

1:56pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1:59pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

2:03pm

Stephen Brain
@Brain1Brain

3:29pm

Paula Pearson
@pearsonp69
Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

7:35pm

8:15pm

Paula Pearson
@pearsonp69

9:16pm

Aidan Smith
@aidanmasmith

9:20pm

Paula Pearson
@pearsonp69
No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

2 Oct
2015
10:18am
4 Oct
2015
6:10pm

5.28

5 Oct
2015
1:20am
1 Oct

Paula Pearson
@pearsonp69

bypasses any cheat software? If not,
how do you know its valid?
@PauleecSE7 @TfL A "real world"
one I suppose.
Silvertown Tunnel will mean more
HGVs coming into inner London.
That’s why @hackneycouncil is
opposing it.
silvertowntunnel.co.uk/2015/07/23/hac
… #STTunnel
No enforcement of bus lanes & yellow
boxes near #STTunnel means
delayed bus journeys. How will you
prioritise new bus routes?
@aidanmasmith New Silvertown
Tunnel with have dedicated bus lane
in both directions. #STTunnel
.@TfL I thought it has dedicated HGV
lanes that buses can use? Also
doesn't really answer my question,
which is about approach roads.
@aidanmasmith @TfL TFL Enforce
box junctions in SE London would aid
bus journey times and bring in
revenue from idiotss who 'park' in
them
@aidanmasmith is STT definitely
happening?
@pearsonp69 the next 'consultation'
is coming out next week. Whether it
will happen will depend on politics,
money and maybe the next Mayor
@aidanmasmith ok thanks, am happy
to get involved in any no campaign,
terrible idea as is toll on BW tunnel
@pearsonp69 In that case,
@NoSilvertownTnl is the place to go:
silvertowntunnel.co.uk
@aidanmasmith @NoSilvertownTnl
perfect, thank you, will do
@pearsonp69 @aidanmasmith we
always need more help, so feel free to
get in touch :-)
@NoSilvertownTnl @aidanmasmith
will do, happy to help, even if just
posting leaflets

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

@pearsonp69 @aidanmasmith thank
you! We'll be in touch...

Dave

@TFL #STTunnel Why no provision 4
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2015
1:43pm

@1969womble

1:53pm

Transport for London
@TfL
miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

2:11pm

2:32pm

Dave
@1969womble

1 Oct
2015
1:50pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

1 Oct
2015
1:51pm

Simon H.
@Recursived

2:01pm

Transport for London
@TfL

1 Oct
2015
1:52pm
1 Oct
2015
1:53pm

Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7

5.32

1 Oct
2015
1:55pm

miroirdufou
@miroirdufou

5.33

1 Oct
2015
1:56pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.34

1 Oct
2015
1:59pm
1 Oct

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.29

5.30

5.31

5.35

Dean Beswick
@deanbeswick

Greenwich Lib Dems

cycling or pedestrians? use the car
park at the O2 + use Santander Bike
4 park and ride with bike tunnel
@1969womble Cable car is perfect for
bikes - give it a go. #STTunnel
@TfL @1969womble crossing for
motor vehicles is free, crossing for
bikes is expensive. Why are you
suppressing demand for clean
transport?
@TfL too slow and expensive - build a
bike tunnel and charge single oyster
fare. Also cable car goes the wrong
way 4 Canary Wharf & city
Report commissioned by Greenwich
Council warned of *worse* congestion
on roads if Silvertown Tunnel built
853blog.com/2014/05/06/bur…
#STTunnel
This GLA report recommends that car
use in London should be reduced.
How does Silvertown Tunnel help
this? #STTunnel
london.gov.uk/sites/default/…
@recursived Massive investment in
public transport will see % car trips
falling but with growth we need some
investment in roads. #STTunnel
@tfl Hi. Can you name a comparable
scheme to #STTunnel that delivered
less pollution and no extra traffic?
@TfL Hi Richard. Interested to know if
you've seen rush hour at Blackwall
Tunnel / local area first hand?
#STTunnel

@Tfl would it not make sense to
experimentally toll Blackwall tunnel to
reduce congestion/delays before
spending a billion on #STtunnel ?
Why will #STTunnel fail to cure
Blackwall Tunnel congestion? We
took a trip down the A12 and out to
Kent one evening
youtube.com/watch?v=HCysEG…
We hope @SadiqKhan and
@ZacGoldsmith are taking note of
today’s #STTunnel Twitter chat...
I can only assume the plan is the
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2015
1:59pm

@GreenwichLibDem

1 Oct
2015
2:01pm

Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7

2:09pm

Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7

2:10pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

2:10pm

Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7

2:12pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

2:13pm

Paul Chapman
@PauleecSE7

5.37

1 Oct
2015
2:53pm

Better LDN Crossings
@betterLDN

5.38

1 Oct
11:22pm

Kevin Ford
@Twiterteroo

5.39

4 Oct
2015
7:38pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

7:42pm

Peter T
@Chimpman
Richard John Kenny
@richardjkenny
No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.36

7:45pm
5 Oct
2015
1:25am

5.40

5 Oct
2015
9:00am

GreenLondonAMs
@GreenLondonAMs

5.41

5 Oct
2015
10:00am

GreenLondonAMs
@GreenLondonAMs
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extra pollution from #STTunnel takes
care of the population growth.
twitter.com/TfL/status/649…
Some people will say that hour chat
with @TFL about #STTunnel was a
total waste of time. Those people
would be right.
@clogsilk really? passed me by. I
thought the most interesting thing was
the questions they avoided. What did
you learn?
@PauleecSE7 @clogsilk that they
have no arguments. It's like a band
with no new songs.
@darryl1974 @clogsilk Agree with
you both, they are deluded and have
no evidence, just FACTOIDS. But
didn't learn that in past hour!
@PauleecSE7 @clogsilk no, but in a
legally-binding consultation, they
should be better prepared.
@clogsilk @darryl1974 Wonder if
they repeat the exercise AFTER the
consultation comes out. Doubt it.
Storify of TfL Twitter Q&A on
Silvertown Tunnel. Not much support
in evidence.
storify.com/darryl1974/tfl… #sttunnel
@TfLOfficial @STTunnel what's the
point of asking for questions if they
are not answered????
A206 through Greenwich jammed.
Blackwall Tunnel flowing freely. Still,
let's blow a billion on #STTunnel, eh,
TfL?
@darryl1974 live cam here if that
floats yer boat livetrafficlondon.com
@darryl1974 Do we know Mayoral
candidates' positions on Silvertown?
@richardjkenny - @sianberry &
@CarolinePidgeon against, worth you
asking @SadiqKhan &
@ZacGoldsmith whether they'd axe
toxic tunnel.
Cost of toxic #STTunnel has
ballooned £400m since it was first
announced in Oct 2012 Mayor told
@DarrenJohnsonAM bit.ly/1EqX4RN
Early death toll from pollution in LDN
even higher than thought. So why is
Mayor wasting £1bn on toxic
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5.42

5 Oct
2015
2:43pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.43

5 Oct
2015
2:48pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

5.44

5 Oct
2015
3:33pm

No Silvertown Tunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl

3:34pm

Harry FW
@hazzer2001

5.45

5 Oct
2015
5:01pm

Darryl
@darryl1974

5.46

7 Oct
2015
2:55pm

Better LDN Crossings
@betterLDN

5.47

7 Oct
2015
2:59pm

Better LDN Crossings
@betterLDN

#STTunnel ? bit.ly/1JCxZl5
Thanks to the Lib Dems, esp mayoral
candidate @CarolinePidgeon and
@GreenwichLibDem, for opposing
#STTunnel
twitter.com/greenwichlibde…
Leading Labour figures oppose
#STTunnel - such as
@HackneyAbbott, @DavidLammy
and @wolmarforlondon
twitter.com/hackneyabbott/…
Looks like Charlton fans aren't
impressed by the toxic tunnel either
(some colourful language here)
forum.charltonlife.com/discussion/693
… #STTunnel
@NoSilvertownTnl #toxictunnel - an
apt label, please can we popularise it.

The legal opinion from
@CleanAirLondon suggests to me
that the Silvertown Tunnel could be
illegal too cleanair.london/legal/cleanai… #STTunnel
Road tunnels are not the answer to
crossing the Thames in East London.
londonist.com/2015/10/silver…
#sttunnel
Consultation launched on the 'toxic'
Silvertown Tunnel
newsshopper.co.uk/news/13804604.
… #STTunnel
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Appendix B11 Meetings with land owners
B11.1 Introduction
This appendix comprises a list of all meetings held with s42(d), land interest
stakeholders, from early 2015 until April 2016.
Table 2- Meetings with Silvertown Tunnel land interest stakeholders

Stakeholder
Anshlutz Entertainment Group
(AEG)

ASD Ltd

Battersea Investments Ltd
Brenntag
Cathedral Group

Chris Hodge Commercials
Docklands Light Railway (DLR)
European Metal Recycling
Evening Standard
GB Macks
Greater London Authority (GLA)
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Meeting Dates
20 May 2013
23 July 2014
7 October 2014
4 December 2014 – Transport Forum
26 January 2015
8 April 2015
26 June 2015
23 July 2015 – Legal / LIQs
14 September 2015
19 February 2016
5 May 2015
11 September 2015
9 October 2015
14 December 2015
16 March 2016
13 November 2015
29 September (with Morden College)
7 December 2015
20 April 2015
8 September 2015
23 November 2015
16 September 2015
25 September 2015
8 May 2015
23 February 2016
3 July 2015
18 June 2013
19 December 2013
22 January 2015
11 February 2015
5 May 2015 – ASD
15 July 2015 – Thames Wharf tenancies
17 July 2015 – GB Macks / Cornerstone
28 July 2015
11 August 2015
27 August 2015 - with LB Newham
27 August 2015 - with Quintain
25 September 2015
29 September 2015
29 October 2015

Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

Greenwich Peninsula
Regeneration Limited
(Quintain, Lendlease and AEG)
Knight Dragon

London Borough of Newham

Lidoka Estates Ltd

Morden College
Mouchel

National Grid and Southern Gas

27 November 2015
17 December 2015
18 January 2016
18 February 2016
22 February 2016
22 March 2016
22 May 2013

5 March 2014
9 July 2014
3 December 2014
13 February 2015 – Construction phasing workshop
18 May 2015
19 June 2015
26 June 2015 – with AEG
17 July 2015
29 July – Engineering parameters
14 September 2015 - with AEG
16 October 2015
6 November 2015
13 January 2016 – Building 5 Agreement
11 February 2016
19 February 2016 with AEG
26 February 2016
24 March 2016
28 July 2015
27 August 2015 - with GLA
9 February 2016
7 April 2016
22 June 2015
19 October 2015
24 February 2016
10 June 2015
29 September 2015 – with Brenntag
26 March 2013
25 June 2013
11 July 2013
30 July 2013
13 August 2013
29 August 2013
19 March 2014
25 July 2014
6 August 2014
6 October 2014
4 Feb 2015 – Land & Plans
4 March 2015 – Land & Plans
19 March 2015
1 April 2015 – Land & Plans
9 September 2014
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Silvertown Tunnel
Consultation Report
Document Reference: 5.2

Networks

Nuplex
O’Keefe Construction Ltd

Port of London Authority (PLA)
Priority TM

Quintain & GLA

Royal Borough of Greenwich

20 May 2015
9 July 2015
1 September 2015
22 September 2015
27 January 2016
12 February 2016
17 March 2016
2 November 2015
24 April 2015
28 January 2016
14 October 2015
30 March 2016
28 October 2014
18 November 2015
27 January 2016
20 May 2013
15 April 2014
5 June 2014
9 July 2014
20 August 2014
8 October 2014
19 May 2015
27 August 2015
27 November 2015
18 January 2016
22 February 2016
22 March 2016
2 June 2015
22 September 2015 – with SGN
8 January 2016 – with GLA

Southern Gas Networks
Studio 338

10 March 2016 – utilities meeting in Orpington
16 Feb 2015
30 March 2015
9 November 2015
1 December 2015 – fire escape survey
7 March 2016

Waterfront Studios

7 April 2016
14 April 2016
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