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Air Quality:
Time for Action
A recent talk given by Simon
Birkett, the founder of the
Campaign for Clean Air in
London (CCAL), to an invited
audience in Clerkenwell,
described the quality of air in
Inner London as ‘one of the
biggest public health failings or
‘cover-ups’ by a government
in modern history’.
This statement sounds dramatic,
but is probably an accurate
description of an environment
in many parts of inner and
central London that is dirty,
smelly and hazardous to health,
especially to the many residents,
particularly children, suffering
from asthma. The major public
health concerns relate to
NO2(nitrogen dioxide) and
PM10 (particulates), the main
source of which in Inner
London is road traffic (for PM10
diesel engines are the major
source). Road transport is
responsible for 80% of PM10
emissions in central London.
How bad is the UK’ s and
London’s air quality? The Royal
Commission on Environmental
Pollution estimated 12,000 to
24,000 premature deaths from
‘short-term’ exposure to air
pollution in the UK in 1995/6;
of these 8,100 urban premature
deaths were assumed to be
from dangerous airborne
particles (PM10), 3,500 from
SO2, and 7000 – 12,500 due
to ozone. Boris Johnson
estimates 4,300 premature
deaths a year due to ‘longterm’ or continual exposure to
PM10. These figures compare

with 2,645 road deaths in the
UK in 2008. London has the
highest annual average NO2 of
any capital city in Western or
Eastern Europe.
The Mayor is required to
produce an Air Quality Strategy.
A revised version of the original
2002 strategy has now been
produced by Boris Johnson in
draft form. According to a
recent London Assembly report,
the strategy has correctly
identified the major issues,
including the fact that air
pollution causes serious illhealth and premature deaths,
and that road traffic is the
biggest source of NO2, PM10
as well as other pollutants,
but it also has some serious
shortcomings. These include
the lack of information
provided to Londoners about
the health impacts of poor air
quality, and the need to
develop convincing actions to
deal with pollution ‘hotspots’.
CCAL have also criticised the
strategy for failing to provide
funding for measures to tackle
‘hotspots’, concentrated in
central London, through
planting and other design
measures. At the same time the
Mayor has decided to remove
the Western extension to the
Central London congestion
charging zone which would
have been an effective measure
for PM10 and NO2 reduction.
At UK government level too
there is a lack of urgency in
tackling air quality nationwide, which contributes to
London’s problems, while the

Mayor is in fact planning a
number of practical steps to
reduce central and inner London
pollution. One is to require all
buses to meet the Euro IV
standards for NO2 and PM10 by
2015, and another is to introduce
an age limit for taxis from 2012
which will mean that they will
all meet Euro III standards by
2015. These are welcome
steps; however an even more
effective step would be to
introduce buses which do not
rely on diesel fuel as their
motive power. This has been
done in a number of European
cities such as Stockholm and
Lille which make use of biogas-

powered buses. 40 German
cities including Berlin have set
up their own Low Emission
Zones which in Berlin’s case
targets and penalises all
vehicles which do not meet set
emissions standards within a
clear and effective system.
It is tempting to conclude
that all levels of government,
whether national, Londonwide or borough, remain
complacent about the extent
of air pollution, and its impact
on public health. Meanwhile
European standards on PM10
have been breached in London
every year since their introduction in 2005, while in January
2010 London breached its
hourly limit value for the
whole of 2010. It is quite possible that in the next few years
the UK will start being fined
very large amounts of money
for breaching these limits and it may be this that finally
focuses minds on the impacts
of urban air pollution.
Norman Beddington

Our Newsletter is sent out
to our London members
and other contacts.
The group exists to
campaign for sustainable
transport solutions in
London and to support
the work of the Campaign
nationally.
If you have not already done
so we would be pleased if
you would also join our
group and take part in our
London based activities.
To contact the group write
to Chris Barker, Campaign
for Better Transport,
46 Redston Road,
London N8 7HJ.
email:c.barker@lineone.net
phone: 020 8347 7684.
Regular meetings of the
group are held in central
London. The Newsletter
is edited by Chris Barker.
Contributors are welcomed.
Opinions expressed are
those of the authors and
not necessarily those of
the Campaign for Better
Transport.
design: Eve Barker
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Keep the west extension
of the congestion charge
zone
London Forum has condemned
Boris’ pledge to end the Western
Extension of the Congestion
Charge. It will mean a drop of
£290M in TfL’s revenue to 2018
which will reduce funds for upgrades.  The ending of the zone
will result in more traffic in that
area leading to PM10 and NOx
levels which could have the
Government or Mayor fined
heavily by the EU. The Mayor’s
consultation on the WEZ was
flawed because he was asking
anyone, anywhere to say if they
would like to drive into West
London free again! London
Forum suggests that he could be
faced with a judicial review, just
as with the flawed consultation
on the Heathrow expansion.

Some good news?
Mayor Boris Johnson has
announced that Transport for
London is committed to a £54
million investment in Croydon
tramlink and that the Crystal
Palace extension is back on
track. However, the estimated
cost of the extension is put at
between £62 million and £170
million and it is not clear where
the money is going to come
from.
This is not the only good news
for Croydon and Crystal Palace.
The newly opened East London
line is due to be extended to
both these destinations on
23rd May.
Boris’ bizarre bus
Just as we go to press we have
a preview of Boris’ beloved new
‘Routemaster’ to evoke the spirit
of the time long ago when the
sun always shone.
Design and build has so far cost
over seven million pounds for
five buses and it is estimated that
each further bus will cost in the
region of £300,000, compared
with an average cost of
£190,000 for a standard bus.
The open rear platform, the
feature which the mayor most
wanted to retain and which was
the cause of an unacceptable
number of accidents, requires a
conductor and most of the time
will be shuttered off.
It remains to be seen how many
of these expensive toys will
actually come into service before
the project is swept into the
dustbin of history.
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Cut Train Fares campaign
is having an impact
The Sardine Man campaign for
more rail capacity succeeded in
getting Government commitments
to deal with overcrowding, and we
are pushing them to stick to those
commitments. But we’re now
focusing on fares, because plans
for investment are increasingly at
the expense of passengers.
Everyone knows that buying a train
ticket in the UK can leave you
seriously out of pocket and
frustrated with the complexity of
the system. We have the highest
fares in Europe, and while the cost
of taking the train keeps rising in
real terms, the costs of driving and
flying keep falling. Government
should be making the green choice
the easy choice. Instead it
regulates fares so that they go up
above inflation every year, cutting
its contribution to the railways and
making passengers pay more. Only
45% of rail passengers are satisfied
with the value for money of their
rail ticket - passengers say value for
money is their top priority for
improvement on the railway.
So we weren’t very surprised
when we found that passengers
are keen to sign up to our Cut Train
Fares campaign. We’ve been
standing outside stations with
‘Let’s Cut Train Fares’ banners and
handing out campaign postcards.
People send these back to us,

freepost, to sign up to the campaign.
We’ve been very grateful for the
support we’ve had from London
Campaign for Better Transport
members who’ve helped spread
the word about the campaign at
stations and on trains – and we
could do with more help from
anyone who hasn’t got involved yet!
Our outreach work means more
people are joining the campaign
by signing up to our Cut Train Fares
ebulletin. This leads to more
pressure on politicians and helps
us to achieve results. 172 MPs over 25% - joined our call for a
review of fares regulation in the
last parliament. A growing number
of parliamentary candidates
(including Zac Goldsmith) support
the call. The Liberal Democrats,
directly influenced by us, have
announced they would cut regulated
train fares if elected. The Association of Train Operating Companies
is not our main target, but it must
be feeling the pressure because it’s
currently reviewing fares.
Our new campaign supporters
are also helping us to create a
stronger voice for rail. This will help
us to achieve our goals in the long
term, and defend rail from cuts in
the short term.
Both the politicians and the
companies want to cut costs,
especially because of the economic
situation, and rail could be an easy

target. The Government has just
published its plans to give train
companies an incentive to cut
services via an informal consultation on the Department for
Transport’s website. The Conservatives support train company
proposals for more flexible
franchises with less Government
specification of minimum service
levels. We want train companies to
have flexibility to improve services
and standards, but not flexibility to
reduce them - the Government
needs to ensure passengers get
what they need.
If the election brings more
‘flexible’ franchises and plans for
rail cuts, we will rally our troops.
We’ll have more troops to rally
because we’ve been out and about
getting passengers involved. At the
same time, we’ll be holding
parliamentary candidates to their
promises and pushing for a review
of fares regulation. We’ve got rail
fares onto the political agenda,
and we plan to build on this
success after the election.
Don’t forget to sign up to the
campaign if you haven’t already –
we need your support: www.
bettertransport.org.uk/train-fares
Cat Hobbs
Public transport campaigner
for the Campaign for Better
Transport

Missing a big
opportunity
Major development projects at Brent Cross and Battersea
Gordon Brown became primeminister announcing that the
Government would build new
‘eco-towns’ in the countryside
where housing could be provided
in developments meeting ‘high’
environmental standards.
A lot of people felt at the time
that it would be better to build
‘eco-quarters’ in urban areas
where connections could be made
to existing public transport and
a development pattern could be
fostered of local facilities within
easy reach of people’s homes to
maximise walking and cycling
(as already is the case in much of
inner London).
Since then Boris Johnson has
been elected Mayor and retained
a policy of meeting London’s housing needs within its existing boundary. He has adopted a policy of
promoting a switch from the car
to walking, cycling and public
transport. In this context you might
think that London’s major development areas would provide an ideal
opportunity to reduce car use by
intelligent urban design. Unfortu-

Brent Cross – dominated by traffic

nately the evidence from current
planning applications is that the
opportunity is being wasted.
Brent Cross, in outer London,
and Battersea Power Station,
almost in central London, are
massive development areas at
around 151 and 21 hectares (200
odd when the larger Vauxhall
Nine Elms Battersea, or VNEB,
regeneration area is considered)
– easily large enough to justify new
public transport and have a major
impact on travel conditions not just
within the development but over a
much wider
The proposals for Brent Cross are
based on a huge expansion of the
existing shopping centre. Far from
providing local facilities it aims to
compete with other retail parks
and town centres and attract customers from a wide catchment
area. It is one of at least three major development schemes in the
southern half of the London Borough of Barnet (the others are at
Colindale and Mill Hill East), but no
effort has been made to plan new
public transport to serve them all.
Three main public transport

changes are proposed: a new bus
station, a ‘rapid transit’ bus route
through the development and a
new train station on the Thameslink Midland Mainline. But critics
claim money would be better spent
enhancing ordinary bus services
than a new rapid transit and that
two other stations will close because of the provision of the new
one serving the development.
The Brent Cross scheme also
includes 7,500 homes and 12,000
car parking spaces. Transport for
London and the Mayor have been
very critical of transport elements
of the failure to integrate transport
and spatial development. The proposals include increased capacity at
30 road junctions. According to TfL
‘There is a major emphasis in the
planning application on providing
additional highway capacity and
junction improvements to establish
the primary means of access to
the site.’ A report by the London
Borough of Barnet estimated that
the scheme would generate an
additional 29,000 car movements
a day. This has since rejected by
Barnet and the developers but it is
certain that this would become the
biggest in the string of car dependent, car-scale, developments along
the North Circular Road. An ecoquarter it would not be.
Perhaps the application for the
Battersea Power Station site is not
so objectionable. It has public
transport improvement at its core:
the developer proposes to fund an
extension of the Northern Line
from Kennington with new stations
at Nine Elms and Battersea Power
Station. But the scheme includes a
huge amount of retail space in addition to 3800 homes. It originally
included 3851 parking spaces. This
has now been reduced to 3257, but
TfL continues to be concerned about
the proposed level of parking. The
retail element is not intended simply to meet local needs but to serve
a wide catchment and compete
with other centres such as the West
End, Kings Road, White City and
Kingston and, yes, Brent Cross. The

plans include a commitment to
extend the Thames Path, but TfL is
concerned that the site is not adequately linked with existing walking and cycling networks. Once
again, this not a scheme that will
establish good practice in urban
transport and land use planning.
The opportunity to create a largely
car-free development, an obvious
aim especially for a central London
site, is being squandered.
The prosaic matter of car parking is the key to whether or not
major development opportunities
contribute to the solution of transport problems or make them
worse. No development in London
could be considered an eco-quarter
if parking were provided on the
scale now proposed in Brent Cross
and Battersea.
Neither of these developments
has yet received planning permission. London Borough of Barnet
has approved the Brent Cross
development but has only just
referred it to the Mayor, who has
the power to direct refusal. The
Secretary of State also has the
power to call it in for a Public Inquiry. The local planning authority,
the London Borough of Wandsworth, has not yet made a decision
on the latest planning application
for Battersea Power Station which
would also have to be referred to
the Mayor and be subject to the
Secretary of State’s call-in power.
Richard Bourn

More gyratories to fall
TfL have announced plans to
end more of the major gyratory
schemes put in place to speed
traffic in the 60s. Critics say that
these systems encourage faster
driving, make it more difficult to
cross the roads and isolate communities surrounded by one-way
streets. The large gyratories in
Shoreditch and Aldgate were
recently dismantled, brought
great benefits to local residents
and, surprisingly, resulted in
faster journey times for drivers.
A smaller scheme in Brixton has
also gone.
Plans are well under way to end
the system in Tottenham and
now TfL have added Piccadilly,
Tottenham Court Road and New
Cross to the list.
CBT London have been campaigning for this change for years.
A major article appeared in our
January 2008 issue and we are
delighted that all this agitation
is now bearing fruit.
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Central London needs new Goods Stations
Modern London is the creation of
ships, canals and railways, yet today
it has few railway goods stations or
wharves. Freight traffic has been
transferred en mass to the roads,
despite the fact that an HGV creates
around 1000 times the wear and
tear of a car to road surfaces, fuel
for the present remains cheap and
externalities such as carbon
emissions ignored.

A proliferation of goods stations – as they once were

Greenford Branch Line – a case for conversion?
A branch line of the Great Western
Railway from West Ealing has existed
since 1903. From the main
Paddington line, it runs for 2¾ miles
to Greenford, where it meets the
Ruislip branch of the Central Line and
New North Main Line, a little used
track between Old Oak Junction on
the Great Western Main Line and the
Chiltern Main Line at Northolt.
It has two trains an hour which run
through Ealing Broadway to
Paddington. Because of the short
platforms on the three stops to West
Ealing, relatively unmodernised in
100 years, it can only accommodate
two-car sets. Nevertheless, and
despite the lack of any step-free
access, the branch provides a
well-used link from the north of the
borough to the middle of Ealing.
Ealing Council’s draft development
plan identifies the link as in need of
improvement. But it has no
proposals for how this should be
achieved, leaving this to TfL or
Network Rail. The Mayor’s draft
Transport Strategy ignores Ealing
almost totally, and has no suggestions for improving the branch.
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Meanwhile, Crossrail plans to
truncate the link at West Ealing and
run it into a bay from which
passengers will have to change to
reach Ealing Broadway and further
east. It says this is necessary
because there is insufficient track
capacity between West Ealing and
Ealing Broadway for the increased
frequency Crossrail trains.
There is a Network Rail proposal to
provide a bi-directional fifth track
between Paddington and Slough to
relieve this bottleneck and to provide
additional capacity for freight, local
and semi fast passenger services.
Ealing Council’s specialist Scrutiny
Panel has also asked that Network
Rail should investigate a fifth track at
least as far as Ealing Broadway.
Unfortunately, while the Mayor’s
draft London Plan urges the
promotion of bus, bus transit and
tram networks, it has failed to
connect these elements.
The obvious and most cost-effective
solution would be to convert the
Greenford branch into a light rail
link, running as far as Ealing
Broadway on a fifth track from West

Ealing. At Ealing Broadway, there
would be interchange facilities both
with the underground services which
terminate there and with First Great
Western services into Paddington.
Reconstruction of Ealing Broadway
station to accommodate Crossrail
would give the opportunity for the
necessary track realignment to bring
the link alongside the present
eastbound mainline platform. The
much-needed integrated interchange would be completed with the
construction of a bus station over the
tracks, a proposal strongly supported
by local residents through the Save
Ealing’s Centre alliance.
Finally, realisation of the North &
West London Light Railway project
would provide an extension of the
western end of that network,
creating a genuine hub at Ealing
Broadway in line with the concept of
the Outer London Commission,
accepted in the Mayor’s draft
Transport Strategy. In time, further
links would be possible across the
Thames to the south, using other
London Overground or freight lines.
Tony Miller

How did this occur and what can be
done to remedy the situation?
When the railways entered London
with a still nascent technology, they
encountered a congested city with
a long tradition of pilfering and
plundering of goods in transit. Their
enabling acts incorporated common
carrier expectations of fairness and
equal preference to all traders –
concepts which were to evolve with
a succession of acts in the Victorian
epoch. So stations had high walls and
were shoehorned into odd areas. Trains
were assembled by horses and cables.
Further the great London Livery
Companies had, and still have, an
unimaginative stranglehold on many
public markets, such as Billingsgate.
These remained remote from rails,
whilst many traffic origins and
destinations such as gasworks,
factories, coal yards plus the significant
dung source of London Zoo, could only
be reached by the canal network and
expensive transhipment. By the 1950s
such arrangements, faced with road
competition, became unsustainable.
Unfortunately the London Goods
station problem was not addressed by
the 1954 modernisation programme,
although rational new goods stations
were built at Peterborough and Lincoln.
Gerald Fiennes tried hard to get
Covent Garden moved to King’s Cross,
but when it eventually moved to Nine
Elms, no sidings were left in situ,
whilst the New Billingsgate, actually
on the DLR, lacks any rail connection.
The London market problem may be
solved by a new produce market site,
whilst additional outer London stations
can be created on existing facilities
such as Barking Ripple Lane Yard.
Smaller sidings could be economically
accessed by new technologies, such as
the long mooted automatic self
propelled wagon. Yet there is a need
for a conventional central site for inner
city distribution by battery powered
vans. Since the best stations, King’s
Cross Goods, with its gentle convex
sloped rising flat yard, and Somers
Town, have been lost to developers,
it is hard to envisage a suitable site.
Can anyone think of one?
Robin Whittaker

