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Regents Network submission to Matter 76  Transport schemes 
 
 Question: 
 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? 
It is likely that the transport schemes in Table10.1 are necessary, and also welcome.  However, a more  
forward look at transport improvements and additions is necessary to try to sort out the negative effects of 
the road and traffic regime that is the ruination of many areas of London.  Something has to be done. 
 
Whether the schemes are adequate is another matter, as there are weaknesses and certain gaps in Table 
10.1. 
 
The most striking issue is whether such a long and comprehensive list is a positive undertaking when a key 
objective of ‘reducing the need to travel’ is not included.  Perhaps it is because the Table 10.1 and the 
associated text is a short-term sticking plaster proposal for transport improvements, and the long-term 
future is yet to be considered.  In that case it should be characterised as that. 
 
A vision of a long-term future needs to be understood and more fully discussed, otherwise there is no 
target or aspiration of how the development of the transport system should be directed. 
 
It is not that the Table 10.1 is wrong, but that it is not focussed.   
 
Where is the call for reducing the need to travel?  This is not something that can be achieved in the short 
term, as there are wide ranging demographic issues that need to be considered.  One key issue is that 
people should ideally live near to where they work, but this is a generational remodelling of homes and the 
community which will be a big ask.  However, some sort of vision should be suggested and tested so that 
any changes carried out in the near future, including in the transport system itself, should be directed in 
some way towards the envisaged end result. 
 
There is no sign in Table 10.1 or the text of any great scheme such as this.  It cannot be left to the next 
generation and the next London Plan. 
 
With all the ideas and innovations of startling new transport modes, the time may be right to be looking 
further into the future to solve the transport problems in our city, rather than just adjusting them and 
smoothing some of them out. 
 
We need the infrastructure to begin the remodelling for what is to come.  It will be a long slow process, but 
in which direction?  Table 10.1 and the associated text do not supply the answer. 
 
It is not practical (or helpful) to separate improvements and additions to the transport system from the 
long term vision and the potential direction of progress of transport in London. 
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Innovation? 
One important ‘innovation’ to improve and expand London’s transport facilities would be to remind people 
to introduce the centuries-old mode of historic transport by water.  This has worked so well for hundreds of 
years, and there is a great deal of expertise and knowledge to be made use of.   
 
There is a certain amount of water transport on the Thames, but strangely none at all on London’s 100 
miles of canals.  Can you imagine that – a 100 miles of wide deserted highway running through the north of 
London and right into the centre, and close to Canary Wharf where it joins the Thames.   
 
Just imagine Table 10.1 listing an additional 100 miles of highway in London.  But the curious fact is that 
people (including the Mayor and GLA) are suffering from amnesia and just don’t clock it!  Ask why, and you 
will not get a credible answer. 
 
Just look at the Mayor’s Transport Strategy 2017 and there is no mention at all of London’s canals! even 
though it is called a ‘transport’ strategy.  Likewise the Mayor’s Infrastructure Plan 2050 which identified 
and prioritised London’s transport infrastructure for 35 years into the future, yet the Thames was not even 
mentioned until there was an uproar, and of course the canals were not mentioned at all.  So much for the 
Mayor and GLA interest and responsibility for a diversified and progressive transport future for London.  It 
looks like it is a matter of the authority making decisions in ignorance. 
 
Look at Transport Table 10.1 and there is no mention of the canals, which are still in full working order and 
sitting there patiently waiting to be used.  Mind you, there are only two mentions in the Table of the 
Thames transport in the grand scheme of London’s transport developments.  One mention is to ‘assess’ the 
extension of river passenger services further east into the estuary (as if it needs ‘assessment’ to justify it – 
don’t sit around talking about it, just do it, as you cannot go wrong).  It is listed as ‘low cost’ in Table 10.1. 
 
The other mention of the Thames is for a small size ferry between North Greenwich and Canary Wharf, 
right at the bottom of the list as the last item on the table (a GLA afterthought?).  This is also ‘to be 
assessed’ and at ‘low cost’, but with a few minutes thought this project can be justified and recommended 
to be got underway for pedestrians and cyclists.  This proposal should not be delayed. 
 
Note:  On a much larger scale, the Woolwich Ferry is being updated with two new boats with larger 
capacity and built in Poland, and should be back in operation shortly and again running a 15 to 20 minute 
service. 
 
It is surprising that Table 10.1 does not include the possibility of an additional similar large ‘lorry’ ferry 
service further east, ‘subject to further assessment’ of course.  The substantial cost of the new Woolwich 
Ferry was considered to be justified, and far cheaper than bridges, even smaller ones such as the 
Rotherhithe cycle bridge (which is in Table 10.1 on the first page, and which for some reason has its costs of 
tens of millions listed as ‘medium’ cost). 
 
Ferries not bridges 
A wide range of small ferries could be introduced (at low cost) on the Thames at regular intervals along the 
river and well down the estuary where bridges are totally impractical anyway.  It could develop into a very 
wide ranging service for pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
Incidentally, a certain amount of small freight could also be transported across the Thames on the ferries.  
It is suggested that the Thames Clippers could also be brought into freight transport for small freight, but 
this is not noted in Table 10.1. 
 
Small cross river ferries are very practical, versatile and adaptable to varying routes across or up and down 
the river at different times of the day depending on the changing demands – and at a fraction of the costs. 
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One of the downsides of a cycle bridge (such as Rotherhithe) is that it would become a bottleneck as huge 
amounts of cycle traffic would be funnelled towards that bridge location, causing traffic problems at each 
end at certain times of the day. 
 
A cross-river bridge is costly, and requires huge areas of very valuable and scarce land for approach routes.  
Once it is built, that’s it, and it cannot be altered and modified.  However, with a fleet of ferries there is the 
opportunity of adapting to many changes in use over the years without too many difficulties and with 
reasonable costs.   The Rotherhithe Bridge could be replaced with a pair or more ferries in both directions. 
 
This needs to be actively considered.  It has been mentioned before to the Mayor and GLA, but ignored. 
 
Barging around London on the canals 
It may be difficult to recognise that London’s canal network can contribute effectively to London’s freight 
transport industry - that is if you take a lead from the Mayor and GLA – with essential ‘last mile’ deliveries 
making use of consolidation centres as listed in Table 10.1, but of course waterside. 
 
There is currently such a proposal for a water freight project based on the Grand Union Canal in Park Royal 
being planned, with the basis for the project being developed by the Mayor’s London Waterways 
Commission Freight Group (now disbanded) and is now being handled by a group of freight experts and 
business interests 
 
If common sense and reality prevail, then the potential for the canals to be actively involved in carrying 
freight is all too evident.  And what about regular passenger services on the canals, just as they provided 
in1801 when the West London section of the Grand Union Canal was opened with the ‘Paddington Packet’ 
services daily to Uxbridge.  
 
Does this wake-up call to the Mayor and GLA justify the inclusion of London’s canals in the Transport 
Chapter of the Mayor’s London Plan, or at least mentioned and added to Table 10.1? 
 
No waterway representation  
Matter 76 has no water transport specialists included as participants in the publicised list to give evidence 
to this Draft London Plan EiP Inquiry, who could draw attention to miles of the Thames standing empty and 
the canals unused. 
 
 (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? 
No, not the whole list of projects and developments of all the transport items in Table 10.1, as the range 
and depth of proposals is too vast.  It will be a matter of priorities, of course, with public transport and 
safety at the top of the list. 
 
With some skilled management (by the Mayor) it may be practical to encourage self regulation, for instance 
with freight and parcel deliveries to share deliveries so that there are no longer half empty vehicles clogging 
up our roads.  Do not underestimate the Road Freight Industry. 
 
Nor the waterway experts. 
 
 
  
Del Brenner 
Regents Network 2490 and 
associate of London Forum and Just Space 


