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London Plan Examination 

London Borough of Bexley (respondent number 2722) 

Statement on Matter 76 

M76(a) Are all of the transport schemes set out in Table 10.1 necessary and 

adequate to deliver the development proposed in the Plan?  

1.1. The Council considers that Table 10.1 contains key transport investments, 

some of which are crucial in unlocking significant development capacity in 

the borough.  Other schemes, whether specific or generic, are 

complementary to development and do not in themselves unlock much 

additional development capacity.  It is noted that the table does not 

differentiate between these.  However, there are key omissions – schemes 

that will be essential for securing sustainable growth in the borough.  

Further detail on these matters are set out below.  

1.2. Responding to consultation on the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS), the 

Council highlighted that it has not done enough to differentiate solutions 

that recognise and meet the particular transport needs of outer London.  

Specifically, Bexley is one of only two London boroughs (the other is 

Kingston) that relies on a public transport network of just National Rail and 

TfL buses.   

1.3. Bexley has a significant systemic deficit in transport provision compared 

with inner London and with much of outer London.  Bexley is therefore 

already on the back foot with transport capacity when faced with the 

generic approaches in the MTS and the draft Plan. 

1.4. Bexley is mostly suburban in character.  Its main town is Bexleyheath; the 

town centre has a PTAL of 5 but, unusually, is not directly served by rail at 

all.  Car ownership is high.  Residents see the car as the only sensible 

travel choice for many journeys. 

1.5. The Council’s Growth Strategy was adopted in December 2017.  It makes 

clear that good growth needs the right supporting infrastructure.  New 

transport infrastructure could increase development potential considerably.  

The Growth Strategy therefore envisages up to 31,500 new homes and 

17,000 new jobs between 2020 and 2050, predominantly in the 

Opportunity Areas in the north of the borough.   

1.6. The Growth Strategy also sets out to ensure that existing residents and 

businesses will benefit from the new supporting infrastructure, as well as 

occupiers of new development.  New development could address some of 

Bexley’s systemic transport deficit. 
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1.7. Table 1 lists the schemes in Table 10.1 that are particularly important to 

support good growth in Bexley: 

Transport scheme from 

Table 10.1 
Relevance to growth in Bexley 

Elizabeth line The potential for a major step change in 

connectivity and reduced journey times for Abbey 

Wood is already driving increased growth. 

Elizabeth line extension 

east of Abbey Wood 

Delivers the benefits of a high frequency rail spine 

to more growth zones in the north of the borough, 

providing a significant uplift in potential 

development capacity. 

DLR extension from 

Gallions Reach to 

Thamesmead (subject to 

further assessment) 

This project has the potential to be extended to 

Belvedere, to provide connection with the North 

Kent Line, provide a significant uplift in potential 

development capacity at Belvedere.  TfL has 

included this as an option in its assessment of an 

extension to the DLR.  

Bus transit pilots in 

Opportunity Areas 

The Bexley Growth Strategy envisages an essential 

core corridor for bus rapid transit (BRT) in Bexley 

Riverside OA connecting stations, town centres and 

new growth areas.  It is at the heart of delivering the 

growth zones as ‘transit-oriented development.’ 

River crossing at 

Gallions Reach and/or 

Belvedere (subject to 

further assessment) 

Not critical to delivering the housing development 

quantum in the Growth Strategy but will have a 

major benefit for connectivity for business – whether 

with markets, suppliers or employees and enabling 

densification. 

River crossings (public 

transport) in East 

London (subject to 

further assessment) 

Similarly, improved public transport connectivity 

across the Thames will deliver further network 

connectivity benefits. 

Bus network: demand-

responsive bus services 

(subject to further 

assessment) 

Bexley could be an ideal location for operation of 

demand-led, area-based services, including a range 

of new travel options to/from the growth zones.   

Bus network: 

enhancements to meet 

existing and future 

demand 

The borough’s bus routes will need to deliver 

significantly more connectivity and capacity to 

support growth – whether through higher 

frequencies on existing routes and/or new routes. 

River services 

extensions to the east 

(subject to further 

assessment) 

Again, not critical to deliver the Growth Strategy; but 

potential for eastward extension of river passenger 

services on the Thames to provide additional travel 

choices both along and across the River in due 

course.  

Table 1: Transport Schemes in the draft Plan that are relevant to growth in Bexley 
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1.8. The Council welcomes inclusion of the Elizabeth line extension (Crossrail 

to Ebbsfleet, or “C2E”) in Table 10.1.  The opportunity for the DLR 

Thamesmead proposal to run to Belvedere and serve Bexley Riverside 

should be acknowledged there too1. 

1.9. Since 2016, the GLA and TfL have been part of the C2E partnership2.  The 

group has funded extensive technical work, culminating in a Strategic 

Outline Business Case (SOBC)3.  Overall, C2E could unlock 40,000 new 

homes and 22,000 new jobs along the corridor.  For Bexley, it is the most 

significant transport infrastructure investment for unlocking development 

capacity, followed by DLR to Belvedere.   

1.10. In 2017, TfL, LB Bexley, RB Greenwich and Peabody Housing Association 

jointly commissioned a study into the potential for BRT to support growth 

along a corridor from North Greenwich to Slade Green.  The consultants 

concluded that BRT was an attractive, affordable and feasible way to serve 

the corridor. 

1.11. As noted in Table 1 above, it is not expected that BRT will itself deliver 

significantly more development capacity.  Its importance is in setting the 

tone for new development areas, so that they operate as transit-oriented 

development and to facilitate more attractive, less car-dominated public 

realm. 

1.12. The transport schemes that deliver significant development capacity uplift 

and improved connectivity are in the north of the borough – where most of 

the Growth Strategy development is expected to take place.  In the draft 

Plan, a significant element of new residential development is expected to 

take the form of small sites, not necessarily concentrated in any one part 

of the borough.  For Bexley, that means such development would occur 

remotely from the additional development capacity. 

1.13. It is difficult to ensure that dispersed development of this form is supported 

by sufficient alternatives to car use – especially in Bexley, given its existing 

systemic public transport deficit.  The Council has therefore questioned in 

its submission to Matter 20 whether the draft Plan’s approach to small site 

development can be supported (especially in terms of development 

capacity).  The approach based on dispersed small sites forces the draft 

Plan to rely heavily on the more generic transport schemes in Table 10.1. 

The Council has not seen supporting evidence showing how a mix of these 

                                                
1 Further eastward extension of the DLR Thamesmead proposal is implied by the third bullet point in 
Paragraph 2.1.41 of the draft new London Plan, but not carried through into Table 10.1. 
2 The C2E partners are GLA/TfL, LB Bexley, Kent County Council, both Dartford and Gravesham 
Borough Councils, Ebbsfleet Development Corporation and the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership. 
3 The SOBC was formally submitted to DfT and MHCLG in November 2018. 
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generic schemes will be enough to support the proposed small sites 

approach. 

1.14. The MTS seeks a move away from car use such that, on average across 

London, 80% of trips will be taken by non-car means by 2041, though less 

for outer London.  For Bexley, even with measures in place to reduce the 

need for people to use cars, the level of development envisaged will still 

increase use of the borough’s roads.  This applies to movement associated 

with both residential and commercial development. Development plans for 

Bexley borough will inevitably require some investment in additional 

highway infrastructure – not reflected in Table 10.1. It is not sufficient to 

rely solely on generic ‘non-car’ approaches. Investment in necessary road 

capacity (such as relieving current and future congestion hotspots) is a 

serious and significant omission, especially for outer London and 

particularly in Bexley.   

1.15. Table 10.1 therefore contains crucial transport infrastructure necessary to 

deliver development but is inadequate as it contains the following 

deficiencies: 

• it does not make clear the objective of reaching Ebbsfleet in the 

extension of the Elizabeth line east of Abbey Wood; 

• it misses the opportunity to provide additional development capacity 

around Belvedere by extending the DLR beyond Thamesmead; and 

• it omits providing additional highway capacity in appropriate places. 

M76(b) In the context of the identified funding gap of £3.1billion per year, is 

there a reasonable prospect that the transport schemes set out in 

Table 10.1, and any other essential strategic transport schemes, will 

be delivered in a timely fashion in relation to the timing of 

development proposed in the Plan? 

2.1. No, it is not considered that there is a reasonable prospect that the 

transport schemes will be delivered in a timely fashion.  The draft Plan 

states that “most of the schemes in Table 10.1 are currently unfunded”4 

and that new forms of finance (not yet defined) will be needed to deliver 

them.  “The Mayor’s ability to invest in major transport schemes is therefore 

highly dependent on his negotiations with Government”.5  Effectively, both 

the draft Plan and the MTS are propositional documents for negotiation 

about funding with Government.  Neither have set out whether any of the 

proposed schemes can be funded from current sources in a timely way. 

                                                
4 Draft new London Plan, paragraph 11.1.30 
5 Ibid, paragraph 11.1.31 
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2.2. The draft Plan acknowledges a significant risk that such investment may 

not be possible to the timescale envisaged, unless some new form of 

scheme finance is found.  But there is no Plan B.   

2.3. TfL’s difficult financial position shows little prospect of significant change in 

the next few years without a major new funding source.  This affects both 

capital and revenue funding.   

2.4. The Mayor’s Business Plan for TfL6 highlights several factors that are 

bearing down on TfL’s finances, for example: 

• All TfL operations, except for the Underground and for the Elizabeth line 

(once complete), make a loss and need revenue support.  For 2018/19, 

TfL expects an operating loss of £968m7. 

• Loss of an average of £700m per year in operating grant from central 

Government (ramped down over three years to a zero grant from 

2018/19), which would cover the average annual losses made by TfL 

buses (£706m per year). 

• Delay in completing and opening the Elizabeth line: 

o Lost revenue: £600m over five years. 

o Additional capital funding £1.6bn-£2.0bn, including a short-term loan 

facility from Government that will need to be repaid. 

• London’s businesses will have to contribute towards Crossrail for longer 

through their business rates. 

• Economic downturn, with reducing public transport revenue (people 

making 15% fewer trips).  Factoring in the late opening of Crossrail also 

means an overall reduction in revenue of £2.1bn over five years. 

• Need for a further £123m saving from “back-office” staff costs, which 

could reduce TfL’s capacity for project delivery. 

2.5. TfL is already running close to its prudential borrowing limits (a debt limit 

of £12.5bn in 2018/19) 8.  TfL has little or no headroom to fund further large 

capital schemes through borrowing. 

2.6. TfL has committed to fund and deliver key capital schemes including the 

Silvertown Tunnel, the Northern Line extension, the Overground extension 

to Barking Riverside and, of course, completion of the Elizabeth Line.  But 

after that, TfL does not have the resources to fund further “big kit” 

infrastructure from Table 10.1 – let alone the whole £3.1bn per year. 

                                                
6 Transport for London Business Plan 2019/20 to 2023/24, December 2018 (http://content.tfl.gov.uk/tfl-
business-plan-2019-24.pdf).  
7 Transport for London Budget 2018/19, March 2018 (http://content.tfl.gov.uk/transport-for-london-
budget-2018-19.pdf).  
8 Report to TfL Board, 20 March 2018 – TfL Prudential Indicators 2018/19-2020/21 
(http://content.tfl.gov.uk/prudential-indicators-2018-19-to-2020-21.pdf).  

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/tfl-business-plan-2019-24.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/tfl-business-plan-2019-24.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/transport-for-london-budget-2018-19.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/transport-for-london-budget-2018-19.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/prudential-indicators-2018-19-to-2020-21.pdf
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2.7. Extrapolating TfL’s present financial position, the “big kit” schemes (that 

significantly increase potential development capacity) will be delivered 

later in (or even beyond) the Plan period.  In the meantime, only the 

smaller, generic transport projects will be delivered, significantly limiting 

the Mayor’s ability to deliver development to the levels, densities and timing 

envisaged in the draft Plan.  Despite this, incongruously the draft Plan 

frontloads growth to the first 10 years of the Plan period. 

2.8. Sustainable development needs certainty that supporting infrastructure will 

be provided – the approach taken in the Bexley Growth Strategy.  

2.9. In various submissions to the examination TfL has already indicated that 

all schemes in Table 10.1 are needed to ensure the growth set out in the 

draft Plan will be sustainable.  Good growth cannot be delivered unless 

those transport schemes are developed, funded and delivered as the draft 

Plan requires.  

2.10. Without a significant new funding mechanism, there is no means to fund 

the full scheme list in Table 10.1.  This leaves Table 10.1 as just a ‘wish 

list’ until that new funding mechanism comes into effect. 


