Appendix 1

Question 1

Referring to chapters one and two, are there any other transport challenges facing London that the MTS should address?

The evolving strategy direction set out in chapters one and two are broadly welcomed as they set out well the range of challenges necessary to deliver a transport system that will meet the demands of the present day capital and its future growth. 
In response to your request for the identification of ‘any other transport challenges facing  London that the MTS should address?’ the following issues are particularly strong in the City of Westminster and it is considered that either: the SOI does not give enough emphasis to; or alternatively here is no reference at all.
I should also advise that the comments raised below about potential missing or arguably lesser emphasised transport challenges also relate to issues raised in other chapters of the SOI and therefore not exclusive to chapters one and two.
Controlled parking zones
The car and private transport were neglected in past TfL and GLA transport policies, yet many motorists genuinely depend on their vehicles for essential journeys where public transport or cycling and walking is not a viable option for various reasons. Furthermore, many car users do not necessarily always use their vehicle for every trip they undertake and regularly also depend on the public transport network as well as cycle or walk to their destination. Given this stated need to recognise the car within the range of transport modes that Londoners depend on, it is imperative that the MTS acknowledges the need for London Boroughs to review and develop their controlled parking zones to greater meet the needs of residents and local businesses.   
Co-ordination of streetworks

The City Council shares your recent desire to introduce a London Permit Scheme that should enable a greater co-ordination of streetworks. I also hope that we can introduce the ‘Idle Working Charge’ on those parties who fail to work actively or introduce mitigating measures such as plating to temporarily bring back into use areas of footway and carriageway. It is therefore disappointing that the SOI does not promote this ambition in stronger terms as an extension of the Code of Conduct.

Pedestrian controlled crossings 
It is also essential that due consideration be made to convert as many traffic signalled junctions to include green man phases if they do not have them already. This concern is often raised by residents who find it increasingly difficult to cross busy roads safely, such as the Harrow Road, Ladbroke Grove and Kilburn Lane junction. This concern particularly affects elderly residents, the disabled or those parents with young children walking to school where gaps between red traffic phases are not always safe and sufficiently long enough to enable a safe crossing. Therefore I wish the new Mayor’s Transport Strategy to take into account the need to upgrade traffic signals where green man phases are needed. 

Traffic management and road safety
It is imperative that the MTS includes a greater emphasis on the need for TfL and the London Boroughs to uphold the priority of improving road safety on our streets especially in respect to the needs of the more vulnerable road users including the pedestrian, the cyclist and the motorcyclist. It is anticipated that the MTS will greater emphasise the value of the London Road Safety Targets alongside present DfT and TfL road safety reviews. The City Council is concerned that there are blind spots in areas formed for cyclists at Advanced Cycle Stop Lines where the drivers of heavy goods vehicles do not see them. The recent fatality in Oval sadly highlights this concern. 
Crossrail and the suface rail network
In respect to Crossrail the City Council welcomes the provision of Crossrail Line 1, which will provide much needed additional rail capacity in central London.  The City Council has secured a number of undertakings and assurances from the promoters in order to minimise disruption during construction. It will continue to liaise closely with Crossrail during the construction period. It is essential that the draft MTS emphasises the importance of the Crossrail scheme to London.  
With regard to other rail services, the City Council welcomes the future provision of new rail services including Crossrail Line 2 (Chelsea-Hackney line) and the suggested extension of the Northern line from Kennington to Battersea / Clapham Junction.  These rail services will provide relief to existing rail services in central London and will open up new opportunities for travel.
Public transport by bus
The transformation of London’s bus network over the recent past has been significant and it is recognised that a good quality, clean and efficient network is vital for the capital. It is also welcomed that the completion of the ‘Ibus’ passenger information system, the increased security and policing and the banning of alcohol on the bus and tube network is testimony of further innovation that you have delivered on the bus network. It is important to improve the Real Time information system at bus stops to increase the attractiveness of the bus network to non-users. This could assist in reducing overcrowding on the Underground. It would be helpful if there was a firm date for the removal of bus ticket machines as these are adding to street clutter and should not be required given the now high take up of the Oyster card. 
However, as highlighted in my response to the Way to Go! consultation, in recent years the expanded bus network has imposed three serious environmental impacts on the streets of Westminster and a future MTS must address these concerns. To re-emphasise these points my past response is repeated below for your continued consideration.
First residents in West London and others in properties overlooking bus routes have suffered noise nuisance from high and low frequency airborne vibration from a certain type of Volvo double deck bus on a select number of TfL contracted bus routes. It continues to dismay residents, and the City Council Members they represent, that these buses are still on the road. The unwelcome sound vibration emitted from these buses is particularly noticeable at night in residential streets where some routes are now 24 hour night bus services. It is requested that TfL continues to review the progress made with modifying these older design Volvo buses and remove them from our streets at the earliest opportunity. It is also requested that the new MTS includes a policy that acknowledges the concerns of residents in respect to air and ground borne bus noise, especially in residential areas where there are 24 hour night bus services. It is expected that the new generation of Hybrid buses and the emerging Routemaster bus designs do not cause such environmental disturbance.       

Secondly, it is welcomed that the Way to Go! had acknowledged the need to reduce the numbers of buses on Oxford Street that will also speed up the journeys and dwell times for those that remain. I very much welcome the recent progress made by TfL in partnership with the City Council to improve bus journey times along Oxford Street. I have noted TfL’s intention to reduce the number of routes using Oxford Street by 10% by September 2009 and a further 10% during 2010. It is expected that the MTS will further strengthen this shared aim and potentially apply this approach to other corridors such as Strand with large numbers of buses. 
The City Council is concerned by the significant increase in school children using the bus and the associated antisocial behaviour and overcrowding on the network as a result of the provision of free bus travel.  Whilst we welcome your commitment to deal with antisocial behaviour we also consider that the benefit should be reviewed.  One solution could be to limit the number of free journeys available or the times of operation as there is significant anecdotal evidence of children making unnecessary, circuitous or incredibly short journeys.

In addition to the above concerns, whilst the London bus network is considered to be one of the best planned and managed across the world, with the advent of Crossrail; the decision to curtail plans for tram routes across the capital; the proposed removal of bendy buses on key corridor routes and the introduction of the new ‘Routemaster’ design; surely now is the time for a MTS to grasp the nettle and instigate a thorough review of the network to meet the challenges of the 21st Century as opposed to sustaining a network that was more suited to the travel patterns of the last century. I very much welcome the intention raised in your draft City Charter to give the London Boroughs more say in bus routes and timetables.    
London Cycle Highways and the LCN+
If the LCN+ is no longer being supported the MTS should provide guidance to how London Boroughs should improve cycle facilities and routes that should include key unimplemented sections of the LCN+. 

The Mayor’s decision to progress the London Cycle Hire Scheme is much welcomed and I look forward to its opening in May 2010. 
The City Council has long held the view that cycle policies should be jointly framed to deliver measures that encourage safe and considerate cycling in central London, yet also have strong powers to enforce against those inconsiderate cyclists that persist in riding through red traffic signals, through pedestrians on paved areas and the wrong way down one-way streets. I am therefore concerned to read that the SOI seems to be silent on this matter.

Legible London

The City Council is committed to the concept of Legible London. The MTS should include a policy to include Legible London at all TfL owned infrastructure including London Underground stations, London Waterbus Piers, some bus stops and to assist London Boroughs in expanding the scheme. 
The TLRN
Paragraphs 19 and 21 emphasises that the GLA and TfL should work closer with the London Boroughs. This is much welcomed and I firmly believe that a better implementation of the whole range of small to large transport projects in the City of Westminster can be achieved through this enhanced approach. 

However one area that the SOI does not seem to address although it was raised in your draft City Charter, is the future of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN). I made this point in the City Council’s response to the Way to Go! consultation and it is still considered that there is a strong case that London Boroughs should assume responsibility for the maintenance of carriageways, footways and structures along with the enforcement of loading, waiting and moving traffic regulations on the TLRN. Since 95% of roads in London are already owned and maintained by the 33 London Boroughs there are transparent economies of scale for London Boroughs to assume responsibility for the TLRN through powers granted by an agency agreement or Project Board. Given that you wish to identify cost savings at TfL, I see this proposal to be a clear and viable means of delivering such economies, especially in the City of Westminster, as the City Council already effectively maintains its own carriageways, footways and structures to a high standard and that it has fully embraced the powers granted through the Traffic Management Act 2004 to enforce against moving traffic offences that are often the cause of much congestion on the streets of London.   
Western Extension of the Congestion Charge – the need for residents’ buffer zones
Your rational decision to remove the Western Extension of the Congestion Charging scheme was most welcomed and it is acknowledged that this cannot be achieved until after the MTS is formally adopted in Spring 2010. However, there is concern that residents of the areas immediately to the west of Edgware Road and Maida Vale will suffer when the Western Extension Zone is removed as access to essential services in the central zone would necessitate the driver to pay £8 to enter. Therefore the City Council requests that you consider the introduction of ‘residents’ buffer zones’ in these areas which will mitigate this potential detrimental impact.   

Electric Vehicles

Paragraph 130 emphasises the promotion and support for the introduction of electric road vehicles is especially welcomed as this aligns closely with the City Council’s ambition to transform central London into a hub for the use of electric vehicles. It is therefore anticipated that the draft MTS will further develop this mutual aim into a clear and outreaching policy. The City Council has extensive experience and has implemented electric charging points both in its off-street car parks in the 1990s and more recently off-street.
Improving the Public Realm

A further issue raised in the Way to Go! response and considered necessary to repeat in this response to the SOI is the vital need to preserve and enhance the public realm of central London.

Westminster City Council has for some time been at the vanguard of quality urban realm design and has successfully delivered a number of street improvement schemes in areas as diverse as Harrow Road, St John’s Wood High Street, Whitehall and the recently completed Marble Arch scheme. To demonstrate the City Council’s effectiveness It has also evolved Action Plans for the key strategic centres across the West End including Soho, Leicester Square, the Oxford Street Regent Street and Bond Street area, China Town, Covent Garden and Theatreland.  It was therefore welcomed that the Way to Go! acknowledges the need to rejuvenate our classic streetscape with quality materials and design standards fit to meet the transport and development needs of the 21st Century. The City Council wants to work with the GLA, TfL and others towards this aim and would like greater flexibility to reallocate substantial LIP funding to allow more of these schemes to be implemented before the 2012 Olympics.
It is therefore considered that a new MTS should include a clear policy that emphasises the need to preserve and enhance the public realm either within a revised chapter on Spatial Context or elsewhere.  
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. Does anything need to be added or improved to ensure this approach fully complements the national strategy while meeting London’s needs?
It is vital that the five levels of transport geography of international; national; regional; sub-regional and local is fully taken account of in respect to the future development of the transport network of the capital. 

In respect to airport capacity, in terms of international travel demand the City Council recognises the need to increase, in measured terms, the airport capacity in the South East Region. It also recognises the case to encourage more domestic and European short haul flights onto existing and proposed new high speed rail services.  Furthermore continued upgrade and improvement of Underground and surface rail routes to the main airports is considered to be vital to sustain and grow the economic potential of Central London.  Any provision of additional airport capacity at Heathrow should require the provision of new rail services, including ‘Airtrack’ and other proposed routes to destinations outside central London.  The provision of any additional airport capacity at Gatwick in the future would require new and improved rail services between Gatwick and central London and substantial improvements to be made at Victoria in terms of the layout of the surrounding road network and onward travel to taxi, bus and underground.  

In terms of national travel the primary concern is that the surface rail network should continue to be developed and that the MTS should include a policy that continues to press the Government and Network Rail to ensure that sufficient investment and support is guaranteed.

With regard to the need to improve regional London travel, I cannot stress enough how vital it is to continue the improvement of the TLRN, with or without a future City Council stewardship, for drivers accessing Central London for vital trips for business, leisure and family commitments. Furthermore it is imperative that the capacity of the bus network is further increased to meet demand, that Crossrail is built and the Underground network is enhanced where viable and also, that the new London Cycle Highways are sufficiently supported and that walking routes are recognised greater because at some stage we all are pedestrians. Finally your support for the more innovative transport solutions such as Car Clubs, electric vehicle charging points and the London Cycle Hire Scheme is much welcomed. 

Finally with regard to sub regional and local travel needs for the future, it is of great concern that the capacity of the Underground network and the local bus network must surely be nearing its limits, especially at peak times. For example residents of the Harrow Road area continually complain about the overcrowding on bus route 18 that is the main corridor bendy bus route between Euston, Marylebone Road, Harrow Road and to other centres to the west. Whilst TfL’s efforts to increase capacity on route 18 of late have been welcomed, the City Council firmly believes that this is not enough and it is of great concern that passengers face a daily struggle to use this service due to the incessant overcrowding in the peak periods. As raised in my response to question one, the City Council requests that the MTS introduces a new bus service network review to meet the demands of the 21st century.

Question 3

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

As defined in paragraph 19 of the SOI, the City Council warmly welcomes your expectation that the GLA, TfL and the London Boroughs should work much closer together to ensure a more effective delivery of the schemes and projects on the streets of the City of Westminster. 
In respect to the new Local Implementation Plan two process (LIPS2), the significant streamlining of the programme management and reporting will greatly reduce the extent of TfL red tape in respect to the development of schemes and projects. I fully agree that London Borough strategy and programmes should align with the Strategic London MTS when it is adopted in 2010. Thereafter it is anticipated that the MTS will require London Boroughs to submit new Local Implementation Plans for the period of 2011/12 onwards.

To ensure a close synergy between the adopted 2010 MTS and a London Borough new LIPS2, it is proposed that TfL is tasked through the LIPS2 process to develop a cost monitoring reporting system that ensures outline detail on what sort of projects and schemes are implemented on the street. Whilst the City Council does not wish TfL to revert to its previous onerous LIP monitoring systems, I am sure that more straightforward and pragmatic monitoring can be devised. 
It is also requested that TfL’s annual Transport Trends Report is expanded to include a trends monitoring of movement in each London Borough. By doing so, such a vital source of information will enable both TfL and London Boroughs to immediately identify the key variations in travel demand and thus enable a re-direction of their LIP programmes where appropriate.  
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
b. For managing demand
c. For providing further transport capacity
d. For using new technologies.
It is acknowledged that much of chapter four relates to TfL’s nine year Business Plan of 2008 and so therefore its content broadly sets out what long term transport policies the Mayor of London, TfL and its stakeholders should develop. It is also acknowledged that some of the proposed ambitions relate to the period up to 2017 whereas others extend to 2031.

a) With regard to ‘changing land use assumptions’ it is acknowledged that the whole London conurbation will substantially expand over the next decades in terms of resident and working population growth and in terms of economic prosperity. Therefore it is important to support land use policies that encourage the promotion of outer London development centres. However, it is also recognised that the MTS will clearly state that the Central Activity Zone (CAZ) will emphasise the fact that almost a third of all London’s jobs are within this area and that it is and will remain to be the most economically productive part of the city. Therefore given this evidence and since that most of the capital’s public transport hubs are within the CAZ it is imperative that the development of the rail and road corridors into this vital area is greatly developed.
b) In respect to ‘managing demand for transport’ the City Council will enthusiastically welcome an MTS policy that actively promotes and encourages TfL to fund the implementation of measures that manages transport demand and modal use. In particular the City Council particularly welcomes the development of Car Club, electric vehicles, hybrid bus, workplace and school travel plans, controlled parking zones and finally the potential removal of  traffic signals at certain junctions to smooth out traffic flow especially on radial and Strategic Routes. TfL provides no resources for helping London Boroughs to remove traffic signals and expects them to fully fund trials. Furthermore, other measures should be introduced to make it easier to pay and use the scheme. 
In respect to the Central Congestion Charging Zone a long standing position of the City Council is that the charge should only operate in the AM period Monday to Friday from 7am to 1pm when congestion is the greatest and that the PM period should be charge free so that local businesses and visitors to the area are less restrained to drive a car for those essential journeys where there is no alternative.

c) Transport capacity in context with London’s projected growth is a substantial challenge especially given the statement that around an extra two million trips a day will be made on the capital’s transport network by 2031. To address this significant growth, without detrimentally discouraging economic growth, it is considered necessary that in addition to managing demand for the transport proposals highlighted above, the MTS should also support a significant increase in ‘capacity spreading solutions’ such as the encouragement of businesses to introduce more home working; for the Underground network to operate later into the night, earlier into the morning and even introduce a 24 hour service; for freight consolidation schemes to be financially underwritten by the Mayor of London to ensure that they are viable; for cashless boarding of buses to be adopted across the capital; and even the evaluation of introducing a graded fare structure on the public transport network to encourage peak spreading of journeys and therefore encourage a greater use of the spare capacity during the inter peak periods.
d) With regard to the use of new transport technologies please refer to the examples provided in the response to question 4b above.
Question 5
In chapter four, two broad land use transport options are identified:

Option 1 – Prioritises focussed economic development in central London 

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

…what are your views on the two broad options given the transport and economic challenges London faces?
Given the strategic central location of the City of Westminster clearly the City Council supports Option 1. This is subject to the needs of transport links to outer London districts from central London being developed alongside strategic ‘tidal wave’ routes into central London eg from the Harrow Road area to employment opportunities in the Park Royal development.  
In its response to the London Plan, the City Council sets out in greater detail what its position is in respect to the need to integrate land use planning and sub-regional strategy development in particular regard to the evolution of  the CAZ as a spatial planning model for central London. It is advised that the City Council’s response to the draft London Plan is considered in the context of this response to question 5 of the SOI.
Question 6

Referring to chapter four:

a) To support economic development and population growth. What are the policy priorities?
b) To enhance quality of life. What are the policy priorities? and are there any other policies that should be included in the MTS under the quality of life theme?
c) To improve transport opportunities for all. What are the policy priorities?

d) To improve sustainable opportunities for all what are the policy priorities?

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? 

a) It is imperative that London’s dominant position in the global economy continues to thrive and that its population grows in sustainable terms. Therefore it is agreed that more development of the transport network will become essential and that the MTS addresses this challenge head on through some of the proposals outlined in my answer to question 4 above.

b) Requested policy priorities for enhancing quality of life include; smoothing traffic flow; less crowded buses especially on the main corridor routes; improved Underground rolling stock, stations and consideration of extended operating times during the working day subject to the needs of maintenance of the network; safer conditions for the cyclist; continued expansion of the London Cycle Hire Scheme after its launch in 2010; more on-street parking for residents; the extension of the Oyster card onto the surface rail network in partnership with the franchised train operators; the improvement of local air quality through the promotion of the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) and more efficient engine technology and the continued evolution of electric vehicles across the capital. 

c) The broad principles of this section are supported namely the increasing of accessibility for all and a better provision of quality public transport information including real time/ Countdown passenger information systems. Finally the paragraph about improving attitudes of transport staff and travellers towards each other is most welcome as it is often the case that a pleasant travelling environment makes so much difference.

d) The promotion of sustainable modes and reducing the need to travel and again the smoothing of traffic flows are welcomed. However it is also proposed that the car as a means of transport for certain essential journeys should always be recognised in a sustainable modes section of the draft MTS. 
e) Whilst the section on Climate Change is much welcomed, there is concern that the  issue of Local Air Quality improvement and noise reduction are not considered in parallel. Transport is the dominant source of both local air pollution and noise in London, as well as carbon emissions. Actions to address climate change need to be integrated with those to improve air quality and the noise environment, as some actions to reduce carbon could be detrimental to local air quality.  

The City of Westminster experiences poor air quality and much of this is attributed to the high levels of traffic and congestion of central London. Hot-spots of poor air quality in Westminster exceed statutory limit levels which are set to reduce risks to human health (cancers, cardio-vascular disease, and exacerbation of asthma) and further measures are needed to reduce pollution from road traffic to address these problems. Therefore it is considered necessary that the Mayor’s draft Transport Strategy should take full account of the needs to reduce Particulates (PM10) and Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) in addition to the reducing Carbon Dioxide (C02) emissions from vehicles. The Mayor has statutory duties to produce an air quality strategy and an ambient noise strategy, as well as the transport and climate change strategies. The air quality strategy was published in 2002 and is currently being revised; and the ambient noise strategy was published in 2004. The transport implications of these need to be applied to the Mayor's Transport Strategy.

However there should be care to ensure that paragraph 205’s reference to the smoothing of traffic flows does not detrimentally increase average road traffic speeds or traffic volumes that can lead to increased vehicle emissions. However it is acknowledged that the proposed policy of smoothing traffic speeds is not necessarily intended to increase traffic speeds and should reduce emissions caused by excessive braking and acceleration of vehicles, but the removal of traffic signals and the like is more about enabling a more efficient movement of traffic.  

Road traffic is the primary source of noise generated in Westminster and the major source of noise causing bother to our residents. The city council is about to carry out public consultation on the draft Westminster Noise Strategy which identifies traffic noise as a major issue which needs to be addressed. This is consistent with the Mayor's own ambient noise strategy. It would therefore be appropriate for the Mayor to address this in his new Transport Strategy. The UK Environmental Noise Directive Regulations require traffic noise mapping and action plans. These action plans are to be developed this year. This provides a further important reason for the Transport Strategy to address this issue.
However there should be care to ensure that the reference in paragraph 205 to the smoothing of traffic flows does not detrimentally increase average road traffic speeds that can lead to increased vehicle emissions. However, it is acknowledged that the proposed policy of smoothing traffic speeds is not necessarily intended to increase traffic speeds but the removal of traffic signals and the like is more about enabling a more efficient movement of traffic.  
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