
 

 

 

  8.69 Impact of the Scheme 
on Low Income Residents 
 
TR010021 
 
January 2017 

 



Silvertown Tunnel  

Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents 

 
THIS PAGE HAS INTENTIONALLY BEEN LEFT BLANK 

 

  

Page 2 of 34 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents 

 

Silvertown Tunnel 
 

 

Impact of the Scheme on 
Low Income Residents 

 

 
 

 

Document Reference: 8.69 

Author:   Transport for London 
 

Rev. Date Approved By Signature Description 

1 27/01/2017 David Rowe (TfL 
Lead Sponsor) 

 

For Deadline 3 

   Page 3 of 34 

 



Silvertown Tunnel  

Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents 

 

Contents  

1. INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................... 6 

1.1 Purpose of this Note ...................................................................................... 6 

1.2 Study Area Definition .................................................................................... 6 

1.3 Definition of Low Income Residents .............................................................. 7 

2. TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS OF LOW INCOME RESIDENTS ................. 8 

2.1 Introduction ................................................................................................... 8 

2.2 Travel Characteristics of the Study Area ....................................................... 8 

2.3 The Significance of Cross-River Trips ..........................................................10 

2.4 Characteristics of Cross-River Highway Travel ............................................12 

2.5 Summary ......................................................................................................14 

3. THE IMPACT OF THE ASSESSED CASE SCHEME ON LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTS ............................................................................................................. 15 

3.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................15 

3.2 Impact of the Scheme on low income public transport users .......................15 

3.3 Impact of the Scheme on highway users .....................................................18 

3.4 The net impact of the Scheme on low income residents ..............................21 

3.5 Summary ......................................................................................................26 

4. THE IMPACT OF HIGHER USER CHARGES ON LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTS ............................................................................................................. 27 

4.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................27 

4.2 High Growth, Assess Case (National) VoT ..................................................27 

4.3 High Growth, High (London) VoT .................................................................28 

4.4 Summary ......................................................................................................29 

5. THE IMPLICATIONS FOR A RESIDENTS’ DISCOUNT............................. 31 

5.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................31 

5.2 The need for a Resident’s Discount .............................................................31 

Appendix A. Impact of the Assessed Case on Sample Cross-River Public 
Transport Trips ....................................................................................................... 32 

 

Page 4 of 34 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents 

 

List of Tables 

Figure 1-1: Study Area ............................................................................................. 7 

Table 2-1: Proportion of population that lives in households without access to 
a car 2013/14 – 2015/16 ............................................................................................ 9 

Table 2-2: Mode Share (all journey purpose types) 2013/14 – 2015/16 ...............10 

Table 2-3: 2021 Reference Case daytime trips from each Borough (all journey 
purposes), as % of total trips within the Study Area ............................................11 

Figure 3-1: The Assessed Case Bus Network ......................................................16 

Table 4-1: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income ...............28 

Table 4-2: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income 
Deprivation Quintile – High Growth Scenario .......................................................28 

Table 4-3: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 ..................................29 

Table 4-4: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income 
Deprivation Quintile – High Growth, High Value of Time Scenario.....................29 

Table A-1: Public Transport route taken from Greenwich Town Centre to 
Custom House .........................................................................................................32 

Table A-2: Public transport route taken from Herbert Road, Woolwich to 
Beckton ....................................................................................................................33 

Table A-3: Public transport route taken from Greenwich Shopping Park to 
Royal Victoria Dock .................................................................................................34 

 

 

  

   Page 5 of 34 

 



Silvertown Tunnel  

Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of this Note 

1.1.1 The purpose of this note is to summarise the impact of the Silvertown Tunnel 
Scheme on low income residents. The note has been produced in response 
to requests by the Host Boroughs for further detail on this topic and draws 
together the results of other assessment work already submitted, 
supplemented with new analysis to develop a comprehensive picture of the 
impacts.  

1.2 Study Area Definition 

1.2.1 This analysis covers the same study area as the user benefits analysis 
included in the Distributional Impacts Appraisal (APP-104), shown in Figure 
1.1 below. This note splits the Study Area into three smaller areas: the ‘Host 
Boroughs’, which includes Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets; ‘Other 
Boroughs South of the River’ which includes Southwark, Lewisham, Bexley 
and Bromley; and ‘Other Boroughs North of the River’ which includes 
Hackney, Waltham Forest, Redbridge and Barking & Dagenham. 
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Figure 1-1: Study Area 

 

1.3 Definition of Low Income Residents 

1.3.1 Low income residents are defined in this note as those with an annual 
household income of less than £20,000 per year. This is consistent with the 
definition of low income residents used in the transport model, as well as 
other recent work by TfL to understand the travel needs of London’s diverse 
communities1.  

  

1 See ‘Understanding the Travel Needs of London’s Diverse Communities – People on Low Incomes’ 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/people-on-low-incomes.pdf  
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2. TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS OF LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTS 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This chapter provides details on the travel characteristics of low income 
residents in the Study Area. Its key purpose is to provide the context for the 
impacts of the Scheme as set out in Chapter 3.  

2.2 Travel Characteristics of the Study Area 

The majority of low income residents in the Study Area do not have access 
to a car and instead rely on public transport, particularly the bus network 

2.2.1 Across the Study Area there are significant proportions of the population 
within each Borough who do not have access to a car. In all Boroughs, the 
proportion of low income residents who do not have access to a car is 
significantly higher than for the rest of the population. As shown in Table 2-1, 
all Boroughs in the Study Area, except Bromley and Redbridge, have a 
majority of low income residents that do not have access to a car, with the 
proportion around 70% in Inner London Boroughs such as Southwark, Tower 
Hamlets, Newham, Lewisham and Hackney. 
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Table 2-1: Proportion of population that lives in households without 
access to a car 2013/14 – 2015/16 

  Income Less 
than £20k 

Income 
£20k+ Overall 

Host Boroughs 
Greenwich 55% 21% 33% 
Newham 69% 35% 49% 
Tower Hamlets 71% 55% 63% 
Other Boroughs South of River 
Lewisham 68% 25% 43% 
Southwark 70% 42% 53% 
Bexley 45% 9% 21% 
Bromley 39% 10% 17% 
Other Boroughs North of River 
Hackney 71% 45% 56% 
Waltham Forest 55% 22% 33% 
Redbridge 39% 15% 23% 
Barking and Dagenham 53% 16% 32% 

Source: TfL - London Travel Demand Survey 

2.2.2 Because car availability is much lower for low income residents, they are 
much more reliant on public transport, including the bus network, than other 
residents. Table 2-2 shows that low income residents have lower car mode 
shares with bus mode shares typically twice as high as for the rest of the 
population in most of Study Area Boroughs.  
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Table 2-2: Mode Share (all journey purpose types) 2013/14 – 2015/16 

  Car Bus 

  
Income 

Less 
than 
£20k 

Income 
More 
than 
£20k 

Income 
Less 
than  
£20k 

Income 
More than 

£20k 

Host Boroughs 
Greenwich 33% 45% 24% 12% 
Newham 17% 32% 23% 15% 
Tower Hamlets 18% 19% 17% 9% 
Other Boroughs South of River   
Lewisham 19% 32% 31% 9% 
Southwark 15% 24% 31% 16% 
Bexley 43% 61% 20% 7% 
Bromley 41% 59% 18% 7% 
Other Boroughs North of River  
Hackney 15% 20% 35% 19% 
Waltham Forest 34% 37% 17% 9% 
Redbridge 41% 53% 17% 5% 
Barking and 
Dagenham 33% 51% 22% 11% 

Source: TfL - London Travel Demand Survey 

2.3 The Significance of Cross-River Trips 

Cross-river highway trips make up a very small proportion of total travel 
within the Study Area, with most cross-river trips being made by public 
transport.  

2.3.1 In assessing the impact of the Scheme on low income residents, it is 
important to recognise that cross-river trips make up a relatively small 
proportion of total trips. Table 2-3 shows that the proportion of cross-river 
trips within the Study Area in 2021 under the Reference Case varies from 
8.4% in Southwark to just 1.7% in Redbridge and Barking & Dagenham. 
Furthermore, the vast majority of these trips will be by made by public 
transport – in the host Boroughs the number of cross-river trips made by 
public transport from the Royal Borough of Greenwich is expected to be 
almost two and a half times that made by car, and from the London Borough 
of Tower Hamlets the proportion of cross-river public transport trips is 
expected to be over four times that made by car. 
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2.3.2 Of those that do cross the river by car, trips will be made using Tower Bridge, 
the Rotherhithe Tunnel, the Dartford Crossing and the Woolwich Ferry, as 
well as the Blackwall Tunnel. The proportion of trips that use the Blackwall 
Tunnel is therefore a subset of total cross-river highway trips. Table 2-3 
shows that the proportion of total trips within the Study Area under the 
Reference Case in 2021 that use the Blackwall Tunnel is expected to be less 
than 1% in all Boroughs except Greenwich, where the figure is 1.7%.  

2.3.3 Whilst the Scheme will clearly have significant impacts for its users, as set 
out in the Transport Assessment, most trips within the Study Area will not 
require the use of the Blackwall Tunnel. Changes in the cost of crossing the 
River at the Blackwall Tunnel are therefore not likely to have a significant 
impact on the vast majority of travel behaviour in the Study Area, including 
that for low income residents.  

Table 2-3: 2021 Reference Case daytime trips from each Borough (all 
journey purposes), as % of total trips within the Study Area  

  

Total 
cross-
river 
trips 

Cross-
River PT 

Trips 

Cross-
river 

Highway  
Trips 

Blackwall 
Tunnel 
Trips 

Host Boroughs 
Greenwich 6.6% 4.7% 1.9% 1.7% 
Newham 4.6% 3.3% 1.3% 1.0% 
Tower Hamlets 7.9% 6.4% 1.5% 0.9% 
Other Boroughs South of River 
Lewisham 5.9% 5.0% 0.9% 0.4% 
Southwark 8.4% 7.0% 1.5% 0.0% 
Bexley 2.6% 2.0% 0.6% 0.5% 
Bromley 2.3% 2.0% 0.3% 0.3% 
Other Boroughs North of River 
Hackney 2.7% 1.9% 0.7% 0.7% 
Waltham Forest 2.1% 1.6% 0.5% 0.4% 
Redbridge 1.7% 1.1% 0.6% 0.4% 
Barking and 
Dagenham 1.7% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 

Source: TfL – Transport Model Outputs 
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2.4 Characteristics of Cross-River Highway Travel 

A minority of Blackwall Tunnel users are from low income households. The 
River is currently a much more significant barrier for low income households, 
with fewer trips made both by car and public transport. 

2.4.1 TfL undertook a Personal Travel behaviour survey in 2012 which asked 
users of the Blackwall Tunnel for their annual household income. The results 
of that survey are shown are shown in Figure 2-1. The Figure illustrates that 
just 21% of users from the sample had a household income of less than 
£20,000 per year, and are therefore categorised as low income users, whilst 
79% had a household income of more than £20,000 per year.  

Figure 2-1: Annual Household Income of Blackwall Tunnel users  

 

Source: TfL – Behavioural Survey. Sample: 765 respondents 
 

2.4.2 Lower income residents of the Host Boroughs that do use the Blackwall 
Tunnel tend to use it less frequently than those with higher incomes. Half of 
all low income residents use the Blackwall Tunnel 5 times a month or less, 
compared to just 30% of those on higher incomes.  
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Figure 2-2: Blackwall Tunnel frequency (per month) by Income Group – 
Host Boroughs only 

 

Source: TfL – Behavioural Survey. Sample: 303 respondents 

2.4.3 The proportion of low income residents that never cross the River, either by 
highway or public transport, is much higher than the rest of the population. 
The poor current provision of cross-river bus services (see Chapter 3), and 
therefore the lack of an option to use low cost public transport, is likely to be 
a factor in why the proportion of non-crossing by low income residents is so 
high.  

Figure 2-3: Percentage of people who never travel across the river by 
income band 

 

Source: TfL – Resident’s Survey 
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2.5 Summary 

 
• The majority of low income residents in the Study Area do not have 

access to a car and instead rely on public transport, particularly the bus 
network, more than other residents.  

• Cross-river highway trips make up a very small proportion of total travel 
within the Study Area, with most cross-river trips made by public 
transport 

• A minority of trips through the Blackwall Tunnel are made by low 
income households. The River is currently a much more significant 
barrier for low income households, with fewer trips made both by car 
and public transport. 
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3. THE IMPACT OF THE ASSESSED CASE 
SCHEME ON LOW INCOME RESIDENTS 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 This Chapter sets out the impact of the Scheme on low income residents 
under the Assessed Case.  

3.2 Impact of the Scheme on low income public transport users 

The Scheme will facilitate a major expansion in the cross-river bus network 
which will benefit low income users   

3.2.1 The problems of congestion, poor resilience and poor reliability, as well as 
the inability to accommodate double decker buses, at the Blackwall Tunnel 
significantly constrain the operation of cross-river bus services in east 
London. There are 47 bus routes that cross the river west of Vauxhall Bridge 
and only a single route crossing the river east of Tower Bridge – the 108 
between Stratford and Lewisham via the Blackwall Tunnel. Further details of 
the problems faced by cross-river bus services are set out in section 2.10 of 
the Case for the Scheme (APP-093). 

3.2.2 At present, although there are rail based public transport crossings in the 
form of the Jubilee Line at North Greenwich and the DLR at Woolwich 
Arsenal, there are no public transport links in the two miles between them. 
North-South public transport links in Greenwich are also relatively poor, with 
no direct connections between south and central parts of the Borough and 
the other side of the River.  

3.2.3 The Assessed Case bus network (as illustrated in Figure 3-1) is indicative of 
the network that would be developed if we were to apply TfL’s Bus Planning 
Guidelines. Facilitating a network of this scale will enable TfL to cater for 
latent cross-river public transport demand and will provide new and 
increasingly important connections to enable residents south of the River to 
access the growing employment opportunities planned for the Royal Docks 
and Lower Lea Valley (as set out in Chapter 5 of the Regeneration and 
Development Impact Assessment). It will also allow residents of Newham 
and Tower Hamlets to access employment opportunities and services at 
Greenwich Peninsula and beyond. 

3.2.4 It should be noted that, whilst the assessment of transport impacts has been 
based on the Assessed Case bus network, there is the potential to further 
refine the network and frequencies. This will be completed in line with the TfL 
Bus Planning Guidelines. 
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Figure 3-1: The Assessed Case Bus Network 

 

3.2.5 The introduction of the Assessed Case bus network would make some 
cross-river public transport trips cheaper and faster than is currently possible. 
We have considered three case study cross-river public transport trips to 
illustrate the impacts of the bus network on travel time and cost: 

• Trip 1: Greenwich Town Centre to Custom House; 

Page 16 of 34 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents 

 

• Trip 2: Herbert Road, Woolwich to Beckton; and 

• Trip 3: Greenwich Shopping Park to Royal Victoria Dock 

3.2.6 A description of the fastest route under both Reference Case (without the 
bus network) and Assessed Case (with the bus network) for each of the 
three trips is set out in Appendix A. The impact of the Assessed Case bus 
network on travel times and costs are set out in Table 3-1. Whilst this is only 
a cross-section of possible cross-river public transport trips, the table 
demonstrates that the Assessed Case bus network will result in time savings, 
particularly between the Greenwich Peninsula and the Royal Docks. These 
time savings are possible because the need to change modes to cross the 
river is replaced by a single bus ride, which also results in a reduction in 
travel costs. 

Table 3-1: Time and cost savings from case study trips as a result of 
the introduction of the Assessed Case bus network  

T rip 
R ef Des c ription T ime s av ing s  

R eferenc e 
C as e c os t 

A s s es s ed 
C as e c os t 

C os t 
s av ing s  

1 
G reenwich town centre to 
C ustom House 

No s ignificant 
change £3.00 £3.00 £0 

2 
Woolwich Herbert R oad to 
B eckton 

4 minute 
saving £4.50 £4.50 £0 

3 
G reenwich shopping park to 
R oyal V ictoria Dock 

10 minute 
saving £3.00 £1.50 £1.50 

 

3.2.7 The improvements in cross-river public transport journey time under the 
Assessed Case mean that more cross-river public transport trips will be 
undertaken, as set out in Table 3-2. The largest increases are expected to 
come from Boroughs directly served by the bus network (Greenwich, 
Newham Tower Hamlets and Lewisham).  

3.2.8 Although the public transport modelling data does not split trips into income 
class, given that low income groups rely heavily on buses, and with mode 
share approximately double that to the rest of the population (as set out in 
Chapter 2), it is highly likely that low income users will form a greater share 
of the total increase in cross-river trips set out below. 
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Table 3-2: Change in daily non-business public transport cross-river 
trips (Assessed Case minus Reference Case) – Study Area 

  

Change in the 
number of cross- 

river non-business 
public transport 

trips  

% increase in the 
number of cross-

river non-
business public 
transport trips 

Host Boroughs   
Greenwich 610 4% 
Newham 790  4% 
Tower Hamlets 220 1% 
Total – Host Boroughs 1,620 3% 
Other Boroughs South of the River   
Lewisham 170  1% 
Southwark 30 0% 
Bexley 50 1% 
Bromley 20 0% 
Total - South 270 1% 
Other Boroughs North of the River  
Hackney 10 0% 
Waltham Forest 30 0% 
Redbridge 30 0% 
Barking & Dagenham 60 1% 
Total - North 130 0% 
Total – Study Area 2,020 2% 

Source: TfL – Transport Model Outputs 

3.3 Impact of the Scheme on highway users 

The Scheme will slightly reduce the number of (non-business) highway users 
crossing the river as they shift to public transport. The proportional reduction 
in trips by low income residents is the same as that by medium and high 
income residents, although low income residents are more likely to reassign 
to other crossings 

3.3.1 The impact of the Scheme on low income highway users will depend on the 
time of day they travel, the alternative river crossing options and the 
frequency with which they travel. As set out in Chapter 2, most low income 
residents do not have access to a car, and when they do, they typically use 
the Blackwall Tunnel less frequently than other residents.  

3.3.2 Most people travel in the off-peak direction when the lower off-peak charge 
of just £1.00 would apply. Under the Assessed Case, less than 25% of non-
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business cross-river highway trips would pay the peak charge of £3.00. For 
residents of the London Boroughs of Newham and Tower Hamlets, less than 
8% of cross-river highway trips would be charged at the peak rate.  

3.3.3 But the charge the purpose of the user charge is to manage demand. As a 
result, some cross-river highway trips shift onto an alternative mode, typically 
buses, change their destination or reassign their route via an alternative 
crossing.   

3.3.4 Figure 3-2 shows the change in non-business highway cross-river trips under 
the Assessed Case in the AM peak, whilst Figure 3-3 does the same for the 
PM peak. The figures show that there is no difference in the total change in 
cross-river trips by low income users compared to medium and higher 
income users as a result of the Scheme. However, as low income users have 
lower values of time, they are more likely to seek out alternative cross-river 
routes such as the Rotherhithe Tunnel.  

Figure 3-2: Change in AM Peak non-business highway cross-river trips 
under the Assessed Case 

 
Source: TfL – Transport Model Outputs. BW = Blackwall Tunnel. ST = Silvertown Tunnel. DT 
= Dartford Crossing. TB = Tower Bridge. RT = Rotherhithe Tunnel. WF = Woolwich Ferry 
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Figure 3-3: Change in PM Peak non-business highway cross-river trips 
under the Assessed Case 

 
Source: TfL – Transport Model Outputs. BW = Blackwall Tunnel. ST = Silvertown Tunnel. DT 
= Dartford Crossing. TB = Tower Bridge. RT = Rotherhithe Tunnel. WF = Woolwich Ferry 
 

3.3.5 Table 3-3 shows the change in non-business cross-river highway trips by 
Borough and income. Greenwich sees the greatest percentage reduction in 
total highway trips, followed other Boroughs south of the River including 
Bexley and Bromley, as the user charge demand management, as well as 
the impact of mode shift to buses, takes effect. 

Table 3-3: Change in 24hr non-business highway cross-river trips 
under the Assessed Case – Study Area 

  Low 
Income 

Medium and 
High income Total 

% change 
(Total) 

Host Boroughs 
Greenwich -130 -340 -470 -10% 
Newham -40 -100 -140 -4% 
Tower Hamlets -80 -200 -290 -6% 
Total – Host 
Boroughs -260 -640 -890 -7% 
Other Boroughs South of the River 
Lewisham -40 -120 -170 -5% 
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Southwark -10 -30 -50 -2% 
Bexley -70 -240 -310 -9% 
Bromley -20 -70 -90 -7% 
Total - South -150 -460 -610 -6% 
Other Boroughs North of the River 
Hackney -20 -60 -90 -8% 
Waltham Forest -40 -130 -170 -14% 
Redbridge -50 -170 -220 -11% 
Barking & Dagenham -30 -100 -140 -7% 
Total - North -150 -460 -610 -10% 
Total – Study Area -550 -1,560 -2,110 -7% 

Source: TfL – Transport Model Outputs 

3.4 The net impact of the Scheme on low income residents 

The number of low income residents crossing the River is expected to 
increase as a result of the Scheme for the Host Boroughs. Low income 
residents also receive the majority of the user benefits of the Scheme. 

3.4.1 Table 3-4 shows the net change in the number of low income residents 
crossing the River by both public transport and highway. The table shows 
that: 

• Total daily cross-river trips by Host Borough residents will increase by 
720, as the bus network more than makes up for the reduction in 
highway trips. This is because the Scheme facilitates mode shift in 
cross-river trips from highway to bus and also allows new cross-river 
trips that cannot easily be made by the current cross-river public 
transport network. 

• The impact on low income users is highly likely to be positive. Although 
there is a reduction of 550 low income cross-river highway trips, this will 
be offset by an increase in 2,020 cross-river public transport trips – a 
significant proportion of which will be by low income users. The impact 
on low income Host Borough residents is particularly positive, with a 
reduction of just 260 low income cross-river trips, offset by an increase 
of 1,620 public transport trips. 
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Table 3-4: Net change in 24hr non-business cross-river trips under the 
Assessed Case (Assessed Case minus Reference Case) – Study Area 

  
Total 

Public 
Transport 

Trips 

Total 
Highway 

Trips 

Low 
Income 

Highway 
Trips 

Net 
change in 

total 
cross-

river trips 
Host Boroughs 
Greenwich 610 -470 -130 140 
Newham 790 -140 -40 650 
Tower Hamlets 220 -290 -80 - 70 
Total – Host Boroughs 1,620 -900 -260 720 
Other Boroughs South of the River 
Lewisham 170 -170 -40 10 
Southwark 30 -50 -10 - 20 
Bexley 50 -310 -70 - 260 
Bromley 20 -90 -20 - 60 
Total - South 270 -610 -150 - 340 
Other Boroughs North of the River 
Hackney 10 -90 -20 - 80 
Waltham Forest 30 -170 -40 -140 
Redbridge 30 -220 -50 -180 
Barking & Dagenham 60 -140 -30 - 80 
Total - North 130 -610 -150 - 480 
Total – Study Area 2,020 -2,110 -550 - 100 

Source: TfL – Transport Model Outputs 

3.4.2 The potential for low income highway trips to shift mode onto the bus 
network is shown in Figure 3-4 which compares the origin of low income trips 
crossing the Blackwall Tunnel in the 2021 Reference Case, with the 
Assessed Case Bus Network. The figure demonstrates that the network is a 
good fit to enable mode shift onto buses, with the highest concentrations of 
low income highway trips served by the Assessed Case bus network. 
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Figure 3-4: Origin of low income trips crossing Blackwall Tunnel (2021 
Reference Case) vs Assessed Case Bus Network 

 

3.4.3 The distribution of user benefits between low and medium/high income 
groups has already been set out in the Distributional Impact Appraisal (APP-
104), and is reproduced below. The table shows that low income groups are 
expected to receive 71% of total benefits. This is made up of £-0.2m of 
disbenefit for low income highway users, mostly because of the 
reassignment impacts described above, which is offset by the majority of the 
public transport benefits (£12.5m) due to the greater reliance on buses by 
low income groups.    

Table 3-5: Distribution of Non-Business Net User benefits 2021 

 
Low income 

Medium or 
high income Total 

Net user benefits £m, 2010 
prices (road users) -0.2 0.9 0.7 
Net user benefits £m, 2010 
prices (public transport) 12.5 4.2 16.6 

Total net user benefits £m, 12.2 5.1 17.3 
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Low income 

Medium or 
high income Total 

2010 prices 
% benefits 71% 29%  
Study area population % 69% 31%  

Score 
Moderate 
beneficial 

Moderate 
beneficial  

Source: TfL – Distributional Impact Appraisal 

3.4.4 Analysis of the spatial distribution of user benefits was included in the 
‘Distribution of User Benefits’ note submitted for Deadline 2 (REP2-042). The 
figure showing the spatial distribution of net-user benefits throughout the 
Study Area is reproduced below and illustrates that all of the most deprived 
areas within the Host Boroughs receive net benefits from the Scheme, as 
well as the vast majority of deprived areas in other Boroughs.  
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Figure 3-5: Spatial distribution of non business net-user benefits 2021 
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3.4.5 Table 3-6 summarises the distribution of net user benefits by income 

deprivation quintile, as reproduced from the ‘Distribution of User Benefits’ 
note (REP2-042). This maps the distribution of net benefits, as shown in 
Figure 3-5, against the distribution of the population of income deprivation 
quintile. The table shows that more deprived areas get a greater share of the 
total net benefits.  

Table 3-6: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income 
Deprivation Quintile 

  
Most deprived                                                Least deprived 

0%<20% 20%<40% 40%<60% 60%<80% 80%<100% 
Share of net 
user benefits 38% 35% 11% 7% 9% 
Population 
2011 % 33% 35% 15% 9% 7% 

 

3.5 Summary 
 

• The Scheme will facilitate a major expansion in the cross-river bus 
network which, because they rely on the bus network more than the 
wider population, will particularly benefit low income users. This will, for 
some journeys, reduce cross-river public transport journey times and 
travel costs, and increase the number of people crossing the River 

• The Scheme will slightly reduce the number of (non-business) highway 
users crossing the river as they shift to public transport. The 
proportional reduction in highway trips by low income residents is the 
same as that by medium and high income residents, although low 
income residents are more likely to reassign to other crossings 

• The net impact of the Scheme, taking into account both highway and 
public transport impacts, is likely to be positive for low income users. 
The number of low income residents crossing the River is expected to 
increase as a result of the Scheme for the Host Boroughs. Low income 
residents also receive the majority of the user benefits of the Scheme, 
with all of the most deprived areas of the Host Borough’s experiencing 
net user benefits. 
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4. THE IMPACT OF HIGHER USER CHARGES ON 
LOW INCOME RESIDENTS 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 This chapter considers the impact of the Scheme on low income users in 
circumstances where the user charge needs to be increased to manage 
demand. 

4.1.2 There are broadly two reasons why demand could be higher than expected, 
which would result in the need to increase the charge: 

• Growth could be higher than expected; or 

• People’s willingness to pay the charge could be higher than expected. 
Under these circumstances, their values of time would be higher than 
currently modelled. 

4.1.3 The Applicant has modelled the distribution of benefits under two scenarios 
which consider the above: 

• A high growth scenario, with values of time left as per the Assessed 
Case (National values of time); and 

• A high growth and high (London) value of time scenario. This 
represents a maximum demand scenario. 

4.1.4 In both scenarios, user charges are increased to manage the flow through 
the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels to levels similar to those experienced 
in the Assessed Case. 

4.2 High Growth, Assess Case (National) VoT 

4.2.1 Under this scenario, growth is increased by 20% compared to the Assessed 
Case. As a result, user charges are increased to manage the flow though the 
tunnel to levels similar to those in the Assessed Case. This has been 
achieved by increasing user charges by 20%. The bus network does not 
change from the Assessed Case.  

4.2.2 Table 4-1 illustrates that under this scenario, using the same method as that 
set out in Chapter 3 of the Distributional Impact Appraisal, low income users 
get 77% of the benefits. This is more than the 71% of benefits for low income 
users in the Assessed Case (see Table 3-5). This is because the higher 
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levels of growth are focused where growth is already planned to take place, 
particularly within RB Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets, which are 
served by the bus network. Although there is likely to be a higher degree of 
highway reassignment for low income users under this scenario, this will be 
more than made up for by the higher amount of demand on the bus network, 
where low income users make up a higher proportion of users.  

Table 4-1: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income  

Net user benefits 
Low 

income 

Medium or 
high 

income Total 
Net user benefits £m (road 
users) -1.2 -0.8 -2.0 
Net user benefits £m (public 
transport) 14.0 4.7 18.7 
Total net user benefits £m 12.8 3.8 16.6 
% benefits 77% 23%   
Study area population % 69% 31%   

Score 
Large 

beneficial 
Slight 

beneficial   

 

4.2.3 Table 4-2 shows the distribution of benefits by income deprivation quintile 
under this scenario. The figure shows that, again, there is a slight increase in 
the share of benefits (compared to the Assessed Case – see Table 3-6) 
going to the most deprived areas for the reasons described above.  

Table 4-2: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income 
Deprivation Quintile – High Growth Scenario 

  
Most deprived                                                Least deprived 

0%<20% 20%<40% 40%<60% 60%<80% 80%<100% 
Share of net 
user benefits 39% 33% 11% 7% 9% 
Population 
2011 % 33% 35% 15% 9% 7% 

 

4.3 High Growth, High (London) VoT 

4.3.1 Under this scenario, growth is increased by 20% and values of time are 
increased to London levels. This represents a maximum demand scenario 
and requires user charges to be increased by 50% in order to manage the 
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flow though the tunnel to levels similar to those in the Assessed Case. Again, 
the bus network remains unchanged from the Assessed Case. 

4.3.2 Table 4-3 illustrates that, under this scenario, the share of net benefits going 
to low income groups would increase further to 79%. This is because, as well 
as for the reasons set out in Section 4.2, medium and high income users 
also see net disbenefits from the higher charge, at a level similar to that for 
low income users. However, low income users continue to receive the 
majority of benefits from public transport. 

Table 4-3: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 

Net user benefits Low income 
Medium or 

high income Total 
Net user benefits £m 
(road users) -1.8 -1.3 -3.1 
Net user benefits £m 
(public transport) 14.0 4.7 18.6 
Total net user benefits 
£m 12.2 3.3 15.6 
% benefits 79% 21%   
Study area population % 69% 31%   

Score 
Large 

beneficial 
Slight 

beneficial   

 

4.3.3 Table 4-4 shows the distribution of benefits by income deprivation quintile 
under this scenario. The figure shows that, again, there is a slight increase in 
the share of benefits (compared to the Assessed Case – see Table 3-6) 
going to the most deprived areas for the reasons described above.  

Table 4-4: Distribution of non business net benefits 2021 by Income 
Deprivation Quintile – High Growth, High Value of Time Scenario 

  
Most deprived                                                Least deprived 

0%<20% 20%<40% 40%<60% 60%<80% 80%<100% 
Share of net 
user benefits 39% 33% 11% 7% 9% 
Population 
2011 % 33% 35% 15% 9% 7% 

4.4 Summary 

4.4.1 Under both scenarios where higher user charges would need to be 
introduced, the share of benefits accruing to lower income residents and 
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areas slightly increases. This is because, although increases in the charge 
do reduce benefits for low income users, they also reduce benefits for higher 
income users. However, the public transport benefits are not subject to the 
increased cost of the user charge so continue to provide benefits, particularly 
for low income users who rely on the network more than other users.  
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5. THE IMPLICATIONS FOR A RESIDENTS’ 
DISCOUNT 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 This chapter considers whether there is a need for a resident’s discount to 
address impacts on low income residents. 

5.2 The need for a Resident’s Discount 

5.2.1 This note has identified that the impacts of the Scheme on low income 
residents are highly positive. They receive the majority of net benefits (Table 
3-5), with all of the most deprived areas of the Host Boroughs seeing net 
benefits (Figure 3-4). The number of cross-river trips by low income residents 
is expected to increase, particularly from the Host Boroughs (Section 3.4). As 
a result, there is no need for a residents discount to mitigate adverse impacts 
on low income residents.  

5.2.2 There are also a number of other reasons why a residents’ discount is not 
appropriate: 

• A residents’ discount applied to the Host Boroughs would significantly 
increase demand for the Scheme. In order to achieve a level of flow 
similar to the Assessed Case, therefore, user charges would need to 
be increased to manage flow outside of the Host Boroughs, resulting 
in a reduced amount of net-benefits for the residents of other east 
London boroughs. The Host Boroughs already get 80% of net-user 
benefits. A residents’ discount in the Host Boroughs and 
corresponding increase elsewhere would focus net benefits in the 
Host Boroughs even more, which is unnecessary and unfair; 

• There are a wide variety of incomes throughout each Borough, 
particularly within the Host Boroughs. A residents’ discount applied at 
a Borough level would provide significant benefits for higher income 
residents in these Boroughs, whilst all residents (including lower 
income residents) outside of the discount area would get lower 
benefits because the user charge for them would need to be 
increased (for the reasons described above); 

• The best form of mitigation to of any adverse impacts of the Scheme 
on low income users is to provide an appropriate level of bus service. 
Buses can target low income areas and they support the Mayor’s aims 
of achieving mode shift, reducing congestion and emissions, in a way 
that residents’ discounts for highway users cannot.  
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Appendix A. Impact of the Assessed Case on Sample 
Cross-River Public Transport Trips 

A.1 Trip 1 – Greenwich Town Centre to Custom House 

 Under the Reference Case the quickest way to make this trip by public A.1.1
transport would be to travel on the DLR to Poplar and then change to go to 
Custom House. The Assessed Case bus network does not provide an 
alternative route which is faster. The time and costs savings for this trip are 
therefore zero. 

Table A-1: Public Transport route taken from Greenwich Town Centre 
to Custom House 

 

A.2 Trip 1 – Herbert Road, Woolwich to Beckton 

 Under the Reference Case the quickest way to make this trip by public A.2.1
transport would be to travel by bus to Woolwich Arsenal, catch a DLR to King 
George V and then catch a bus to Beckton. Under the Assessed Case, the 
frequency of bus routes serving the part of the journey from King George V 
to Beckton would increase significantly, decreasing the average journey time 
by 4 minutes. This would not result in any cost savings for the journey. 
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Table A-2: Public transport route taken from Herbert Road, Woolwich to 
Beckton 

 

A.3 Trip 1 – Greenwich Shopping Park to Royal Victoria Dock 

 Under the Reference Case the quickest way to make this trip by public A.3.1
transport would be to travel by bus to North Greenwich station, then travel by 
the Jubilee Line to Canning Town, and catch then DLR to Custom House. 
Under the Assessed Case, it would be possible to catch a bus to North 
Greenwich station, and then catch another bus directly to Royal Victoria. This 
would save 10 minutes of journey time and reduce the cost of the journey by 
£1.50. 
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Table A-3: Public transport route taken from Greenwich Shopping Park 
to Royal Victoria Dock 
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