TRANSPORT

Val Shawcross, LBS and David Brunskill had continued discussions on the transport problems facing the area.  PA asked for a cohesive study regarding the impact of congestion charging, 24/7 bus lanes, the East London Line (ELL) extension and development of Canada Water and other sites.  CWCF had asked VS to lobby TfL to undertake a strategic review of the area to highlight the problems caused by having only 2 major roads and exit/egress points.  In addition, Salter Road has one of the poorest transport ratios in London and engaging TfL has proved difficult because certain roads ‘are not their responsibility’.  VS met recently with DB and Chris Mascord of LBS; the need for a study is clear but this is a task ‘too big for LBS and too small for Tell’.  However, she hoped that following recent changes to the funding criteria (it was previously known as the Borough Spending Plan) LBS could look at the broader picture.  VS promised to support a bid by LBS under the new Local Implementation Scheme and she would also be seeking that of the Mayor too.   The bid should be multi-modal looking at all forms of access, including pedestrian.  It may even be possible to fund with S106 planning gain given the level of development.  Andrew Boag (TfL) is prepare to meet with the CWCF and he has confirmed that TfL are receiving complaints regarding the new 381 contractors.  VS confirmed that the ELL is now the responsibility of TfL and the proposed extension will go ahead.  Rotherhithe and Wapping underground stations will not be closed and she advised that there will be 8 trains per hour once fully operational in 2010.

Chris Mascord of LBS Transport was looking for funding a number of small schemes and hoped that a tangible bid via the Borough Spending Plan could be put forward, ie improved lighting, regenerate the area.  Consultation would take place during March April.  The  new, much larger Implementation involves all the Boroughs and takes place over 5 years.  CM was not aware of the proposals for the individual sites (Site D, E, Downtown, etc) of sight of the plans for Canada Water itself.  LBS had received £25,000 from RCC which must be used by August 2005 and he had considered short term schemes to improve traffic problems, ie changes to bus routes, etc but this would not take place without local consultation.  Consideration was being given to reducing the southbound carriage of Lower Road to 2 lanes instead of one, implementing changes to current parking outside the shops and rationalising lanes between 4-7.  In addition, TfL .intend to crate a ‘shielded’ lane to prevent queuing and narrow existing islands to create more road width.  This will crate 2 lanes to funnel out from Rotherhithe Tunnel.

PA expressed concern that LBS Transport had not been invited to comment on current planning applications.  BL was also concerned to hear that the RCC money may be used to look at ‘short term’ fixes.  She was very clearly of the view that the funding was solely for a study of the one-way system; CDH confirmed that the money was to be used for a study of the Surrey Quays/Lower Road one-way system and the width of the bus lanes.  He said that the money could not be spent on other issues and clarification must be sought that the study concentrated on bus circulation.  BL asked that the RCC provide clarification.  She felt that the issues discussed previously required that further additional funding be allocated to look at the broader picture.  Derek Partridge referred to the well-known weakness of the ‘Crystal’ bridge and BL suggested that the ELL project consider extending the tunnel to a) strengthen the bridge, b) reduce noise and air pollution and c) improve residents’ quality of life.  VS was of the view that a wide ranging study was required.  Data indications on population growth show that London will continue to grow and one of the reasons behind ELL extension.  Suggestions for small local ‘fixes’ might be able to make some improvements now.  BL said that additional trains and traffic will impact badly on residents living above ELL.   MW asked why is doing the study?  When and where will consultants be starting.   Most agreed this initial study was just a foundation for a much larger analysis.

PA stressed that any proposed survey must also be aware of current applications, together with the cumulative effect of the future development of Canada Water (40 hectares).  CDH agreed and confirmed that Transport/Traffic would need to be included and suggested that they contact Planning/Regeneration.  PA suggested any study should look at all applications, the current situation and the one way system.
John Hellings felt that without details of British Land’s proposal, the study would be operating ‘blind.  Ruth Waistell advised that consultants (Arup) have been appointed to look at transport impact and they would look at the existing position.  She also referred to discussions that have taken place with transport and local people.

JH felt it important that applications were not looked at in isolation and that there was adequate provision to serve local needs; she stressed that trains are already arriving full and the much wider implications (ie Canary Wharf, North Greenwich, etc) must also be looked at.   Problems at Tower Bridge, Blackwall Tunnel etc constantly cause bottle-necks at Rotherhithe roundabout and Jamaica Road.  The 24/7 bus lanes result in wasted hours of empty road space and queues of traffic.  The 381 service is very poor with buses arriving in pairs and never on time.  JH asked whether LBS had made the decision to close down the peninsula for 12 hours if these roads were not the responsibility of TfL.  VS understood that Environment & Leisure had authorised the closure.  Although police and emergency services, etc had been consulted, VS had received 200 complaints.  GG agreed with JH on the issue of the Nike Run.  GG advised that it was his understanding that the RCC funding of £25,000 was to fund the one way system but this MUST feed into the bigger survey to prevent duplication and include the ELL extension and TfL road network.  He too complained about the impact of the 24/7 on local people.  

DB advised that VS/TfL/LBS and B/L had been given a raft of information and he felt that the whole question of traffic integration should be looked at.  The community is ‘marooned daily’ as a result of traffic jams and the Nike Run demonstrated how fragile the whole road system is.  He felt it would be in the interest of future developments to consider the problems now.  He asked when narrower bus lanes might be implemented and CM advised that funding should be available post-April   CM hoped consultation would take place Feb/March and possibly implemented April/early May.  CDH asked whether adjustment could be made to the times of operation as 24/7 was not considered necessary.  KW said it was essential that the 225 bus service continue along Rotherhithe Street particularly given the recent focus of attacks along the route (thefts and a flasher) and the badly lit walkways.  She further commented that parking on both sides of the road caused problems and should perhaps be confined to one side to allow smoother access.  KW was very impressed with the new style buses; PA agreed and said it was essential that good quality buses and a reliable service were provided on the 381 route as it travelled to both Guy’s and St Thomas’s Hospital.  She particularly felt that wheelchair/buggy/impaired mobility relayed on the service. CM confirmed that London Buses would consult within the next few weeks and they would also look at access problems including elderly, less able, etc.  CDH asked whether a bid had been submitted to improve the corner near Surrey Docks Farm?  CM advised that the funding had been refused but they had secured £150,000 which would be used for design and consultancy for this site.  CM also hoped that ‘under spend’ from another section could be used but he was presently awaiting clarification on this issue.   He was also awaiting a figure for the amount available for next year (05/06).  SC referred to the rise in resident numbers in the past years and along with it the increased congestion at the peninsula bottle-necks and the Surrey Quays one way system.  He felt the whole system just could not cope with a further 75% increase in residents.  PA felt it was vital that traffic studies were fed into planning applications.  John Taylor referred to the Southwark Plan which designates the area as a transport accessibility centre which will in turn increase the designation.   Many felt transport accessibility was far from good.  

BH felt it served little purpose talking about individual small schemes but rather concentrate on building the infrastructure as developments go on.  The 381 bus service doesn’t work well partly because of traffic congestion/bottle-necks.  The area is growing very quickly along with others nearby (Bermondsey Spa, Greenwich, Deptford, Lewisham, Canary Wharf) and on surrounding tube routes.  He referred to 3 or 4 tower blocks planned for Canary Wharf and made a plea for TfL, LBS and the London Assembly to look at the wider context, particularly as Govt. policy required that it be ‘joined up’.  Finally, he said that money did not belong to TfL or the Council but it was the people’s money and it should be spent on tackling the poor infrastructure.  Continuing this theme, MW referred to North Greenwich and the Olympic bid and the impact on the Jubilee Line which cannot cope now.  She said anyone with impaired mobility would find it almost impossible to use because of the rush hour crushes.  JHs said that with only 2 roads on and off the peninsula a ‘Limehouse Link’ approach was called for.  JH said that although there had been an increase in numbers on the peninsula, and several developments are already proposed, the infrastructure did not have adequate education, transport and medical facilities to cope with existing levels.  B/L expressed concern that Canada Water could become a ‘white elephant’ because of the transport difficulties and poor accessibility and a broad study was therefore crucial to the success of CW.

JS asked for an estimate and date on when the extra carriage and additional signalling would be implemented?  VS believed that both schemes had been given the go-ahead but she would write to the CWCF to confirm.

GG asked that the 24/7 bus lane be looked at?  VS suggested that LBS write but CM advised that they have in fact already written 6 times without success.  GG (and many present agreed) that funerals should be allowed to use bus lanes.

BD felt that many problems existed around the Rotherhithe Tunnel/Surrey Quays one way system and that physical barriers should be put in, in separating traffic so that it funnels in, a yellow box and re-phasing of lights.

In summary, VS said that a multi-modal study was required for now and the future.  She understood the CWCF’s concern but felt that ‘vision development’ was necessary and LBS should draw up the terms of reference and submit a bid.  She felt TfL should fund the study.

She agreed to take back strong complaints regarding the 381 as an urgent matter.  VS also suggested that an engineer from ELL project be invited to answer questions of a technical nature (ie building over the SQ tunnel and the crystal bridge).

Agreed:

