Workshop 7 The Roads Task Force, Cycling and Transport Schemes
 

  Facilitator: Jenny Bates, Friends of the Earth

 

  Participants:
Michael Ball, Director, Waterloo Community Development Groups

Michael Edwards, Senior Lecturer, UCL

James Guest, Ealing Fields Residents Association

Purva Tavri, PhD, Kingston University

 

  The three key issues:
1. London in relation to the greater Southeast. Concentration of jobs in central London. (jobs that pay enough to afford housing)

2. Reducing the need to travel ie minimise the problem, don’t generate traffic eg parking levels, more road space (Roads Task Force stuff, river crossings).

3. to cater for population growth don’t predict and provide with more road space – rather invest in good modes and help free up roadspace.

 

         Introduction (Jenny Bates)
 
- Issues related to London Plan re transport are climate and air pollution and measures such as cleaner vehicles (but diesel is not the answer to transport climate issues because of air pollution emissions), traffic levels, etc.

- (Referring to the Road Task Force report) they seem to be talking about covering over some big roads, street level stuff, tunnelling underneath, not actually dealing with traffic. Experts have known for decades that increased road capacity (e.g. building new river crossings and underpasses)generate new traffic and worsen congestion overall (though the pattern of congestion may be changed - but this can be done by other means).

-The big thing is that transport is not playing its part in meeting climate targets, way off meeting air pollution targets. Need to start by designing place to reduce the need to travel .

 

        Discussion
 

-The first thing is that they got the population expectations wrong for the last 14 years, a huge error. I presume that projection for the next 20 years are the bases of the transport projections, so there’s a huge fundamental problem of this plan that they got the expansion quite wrong.

 

- The predicting and providing is used to justify the bad stuff (e.g. underpasses and river crossings). My answer to that is always that the more we expect population to grow, the more the answer is not to invest in the bad stuff that just generate more road trips, and the more important it is to invest in good modes for new journeys, and to help get existing journeys off the roads when they don’t need to be there (which helps free up space on the existing roads for new essential road journeys).

 

- What they will say is that…predictions may be wrong, but this particular revision is…very temporary, we are going to work on a complete new plan, after the next round of elections…in 2016…

 

-Need a completely fresh new approach to London Plan. Given their inability to predict, how about we say what we want, and then plan for that, and we get stuff to fit in with that?
 

-The reality is that there needs to be a health check, before we start to look at sites away from the transport nodes, is there adequate public transport, which will meet the needs of future residents? Because some developments will be dropped into pockets of lands away from the tube and the railways.

 

-It has been a lesson, if you don’t put good transit systems before the first residents arrive, then they will often go to buy a car, and then they stay with the car even if you’ve got a nice tram.

 

- Battersea Power Station development came with a tube line, the Northern Line extension, which…will cost two billions, and most of it will come from public funding, won’t come from developer, and it’s madness. It’s a very expensive way of dealing with public transport, it could have been tram, for example.

- I presume that the developers persuaded Boris…

- It’s also quite obvious that there are 3000 car parks put in Battersea Power Station, with a new Westfield (which their own studies show would affect existing retail).

- We heard nothing, we knew nothing, it doesn’t fit any demand requirement, it didn’t fit any transport assessment…
 

- One of the things Just Space has argued over the years is that London is becoming over centralised in terms of employment, outer London has been tending to lose jobs, and the concentration of employment growth is the stress on transport growth, now it’s leading to Crossrail 2.

- This process of centralisation tend to increase need to travel. In a way it’s good because this travel into the centre is all by public transport, while if you had all these jobs in suburbs, it’s a risk that it could be car.

- If the budget (of Crossrail 2) is spend on improving suburban public transport, could be a much better strategy.

 

- The London Plan stops at the Greater London boundary. There is employment driving across London boundary in Ealing.

- Someone have proposed the concept of a new town: 50 miles out of London, linked by public transport.

 

-The 2007 plan: we were saying London’s economic base should diversify sectorally and geographically.

-Ken Livingstone tried to get requirement about reducing the need to travel to apply only to cars, because he wanted exactly to bring more people into the centre.

-We could provide more (diversified economy) within easy walking distance, live-work proximity, and affordable work space, the Overground, is to some extent an answer to that.

 

-West London Orbital, the proposed underground light rail line, from Brent Cross to Kingston, possible to Croydon, would run through Ealing.

 

- Need to look at the land use settlement pattern, transport relationships with south of England/London’s hinterland. This is one of the major criticisms on Boris’ Plan, which failed to deal with these strategic relationships with regions around London.

 

- (An example of needing to release parking restrictions) parking difficulties in a land-locked residential area (‘moderately in the middle of nowhere’, between Ealing and the river), where residents rely on cars to commute. Challenges of CPZ costs and parking overflow.

- Cycle and internet shopping. Plan for internet shopping: e.g. planning decisions allowing adequate capacity for internet deliveries, delivery entrance/reserved parking for vans (like the reserved parking space for the disabled), in order to make it easier to use internet shopping. (Could be a change to reduce car use)

 

- It is madness in terms of transport to turn local retail centres into housing. This plan says these shopping centres are dying, but I don’t see any evidence of this decline (e.g. Brixton, Peckham, Camberwell, Elephant & Castle).

- Transport nodes would be underused if retail is reduced for housing. E.g. Stockwell, with two tube lines, would fit in an extra 5 or 10 thousand people on high density housing with the removal of the shops, but transport would be serving a much greater number of people (with the shopping function of that area).

- Housing should sustain the shops, not replace the shops.

-some retail centres could downgrade their status but then thrive

 

-We can say that retail policy is bad, because it’s against reducing the need to travel.

 

- The ageing population need to shop locally.

- The view that growth is unconstrained is delusional.

 

- In terms of parking relaxation, it has been argued that outer London town centres have to compete with town centres out of London which has more lax parking standards, e.g. Bromley vs. Bluewater.

 

- Managers of larger town centres feel that they need to facilitate car access, in order to attract customers of high value items (who often come by car, but not so frequently, according to TfL researches on travel profiles of town centres). Ealing and Hounslow don’t justify being ‘metropolitan centres’. (The kind of shopping affects travel patterns)

 

(Key issues see beginning)

 

  Note taker: Thomas Zhong, Student, UCL

