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A review of London bus services, 
following a fall in passenger 
numbers and TfL’s financial 
problems, is resulting in cuts to 
some bus services.
Several Central London routes 
have already had their frequencies 
reduced. Sadiq Khan fears that, 
without government money, bus 
services could be cut by a fifth and 

Tube services by almost 10 per cent.
A campaign against cuts started 

by London TravelWatch was 
launched on 15th September with 
a tour by a London bus, kindly 
donated by Go Ahead. The tour 
started at City Hall and finished 
at Westminster. A number of GLA 
members and MPs supported the 
tour. From City Hall came Green 
GLA members Sian Berry and 

Caroline Russell, Labour member 
Elly Baker and Lib Dem Caroline 
Pidgeon. At Westminster the bus 
was met by Sam Tarry, Labour 
member for Ilford South and shad-
ow minister for buses and local 
transport, and Labour member 
Marsha de Cordova. Subsequently 
a letter signed by 82 organisations 
including FTL was sent to the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer set-

ting out the case for more funding.
The campaign is called the Bus 

Alliance and argues that buses 
are a vital lifeline for many includ-
ing low-paid workers. They argue 
that cuts should not be based on 
current passenger numbers. They 
are low because we have not yet 
recovered from the pandemic 
and are likely to rise in the 
months ahead. 

Support from the GLA. From the left: Caroline Russell (Green), Elly Baker (Labour), Caroline Pidgeon (Lib Dem) and Sian Berry (Green).



Battersea Power Station (BPS) 
and Nine Elms (NE) are both new 
stations on a short extension of 
the Northern Line but there 
much of the similarity ends.   
    BPS station is at three levels 
with the ticket office and 
gateline below ground level 
and the platforms below that; 
only one entrance (with lift 
and escalators) is currently 
open but there will be one at 
each end of the huge entrance 
area once the neighbouring 
residential development is 
complete.  
    NE has a street level gateline 
with lift and escalators down 
to platform level. BPS station 
received a great deal of funding 
from the developers and the 
design is very much to their 
specification which presents 
some challenges to older and 
disabled travellers.  Even the 
seating outside the  station is 
provided by the developers, a 
good idea but lacking in the 
armrests which are so 
desirable for getting up from a 
seat.  Everything inside is in 
bright and shiny polished steel 
and minimalist style –  
to the extent that there are to 
be no advertisements on the 
columns or the walls, including 
the walls opposite the plat-
forms.  Signage throughout is, 
being kind, discreet; I could 
not find the ticket machines 
inset to a long shiny wall with 
no overhead or flank signs.   
NE is a much more standard, 
albeit brand new, TfL under-
ground station.

The route from the bottom 
of the first lift to the gateline 
at BPS is a tortuous meander 
around columns, with no clear 
line of sight or signage, and a 

wide swing needed to run 
straight through the wide gates.  
These wide gates are at the 
opposite end of the gateline 
from the lift, thus people who 
need to use them (wheelchair 
users, people with buggies or 
luggage) have to cross a flow 
of other passengers moving in 
both directions. At least they will 
be more convenient to access 
from the other entrance when 
it is open.  This contrasts with 
NE which has a help point, 
wide gates, seats and a lift 
neatly aligned to one side, all 
next to the office where staff 
are available in case of need. 
Visiting both stations with my 
mobility scooter showed me 
that, although both stations 
are stepfree from street to train, 
and despite years of learning 
about accessibility, there are 
still some challenges for disa-
bled passengers and that BPS 
is worse in this regard.  
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A disabled  
traveller’s view  
of two rather  
different  
stations

BPS entrance from street shown at ticket office/gate line level (above).  NE street 
level entry, colourful ticket machines with gates immediately to the  left (below)

Nine Elms street level access
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The consistent shiny finishes 
with no colour contrast on the 
many columns are a hazard for 
visually impaired people (or 
even the careless mobile phone 
user) and the discreet signage 
is little help.  The best visual 
clue to the presence of the lift 
from ticket hall to platform or 
vice versa is the yellow arms 
on the adjacent seats.  Even the 
lift at street level down to the 
ticket hall is semi- concealed in 
a dark corner. 

The lower level lifts at BPS 
have been widely criticised in 
social media for not being 
‘through lifts’ meaning that 
people getting out have to go 
back out of the same doors by 
which they entered. They are too 
small for many wheelchairs to 
turn round and there is no mir-
ror on the facing wall to  
facilitate reversing. There is no 
colour contrast around the lift 
and the same shiny materials 
are used for the interior includ-
ing the handrail. There are two 
lifts, which is good in the event 
of breakdown, but they are at 
opposite ends of the station/
platform with no signing of 
which one brings you out nearer 
to the ‘level access boarding 
points’ for wheelchair users 
which are towards one end of 
the platform.  

These points are aligned with 
raised platform humps at other 
stations, notably Kennington, 

where level access is then also 
possible.  The whole of the 
platform at both BPS and NE 
provides level access but if you 
get on other than at the marked 
boarding point, you risk being 
unable to get off anywhere else.  
The markers for these points 
therefore need to be very clear 
even when the platform is full 
of people, but at BPS they are 
only on the ground – nothing 
on the wall opposite (at the 
developers’ request) nor the 
adjacent columns as at NE, 
and no hanging signs.  They 
are almost invisible from a  
distance, especially if you get 
in the ‘wrong lift’.

 Spot the two boarding 
point markers in the photo 
right, taken from the  
height of a seated person.

Improvements have been 
made since the line opened  
to overcome some issues with 
lighting levels and the posi-
tioning and addition of signs.  
But some of the challenges 
were baked in at the design 
stage and cannot now be 
changed.  BPS station is  
beautiful and will probably  
win architectural prizes.  But  
it is sad to see aesthetics over-
rule practicality.

Maggie Heraty, Advisor on 
Transport and Humanitarian 
Logistics. All photos  
© Maggie Heraty 

 BPS lift in a recess at platform level (left); at street level (right)
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After the biggest build up yet, 
the latest agreement between 
TfL and the government is just 
what we had before – a short 
term extension to the bail out 
which enables TfL to maintain 
services despite reduced 
passenger numbers and  
hence revenue.

The run up to the latest 
agreement saw a major key-
note speech to the London 
Conference and campaigns on 
behalf of business and residents 
led by London First and London 
Travelwatch for a long term 
agreement guaranteeing sta-
bility to TfL. Not only is public 
transport vital to London’s 
economy, and thus that of the 
country as a whole, it is vital to 
tackling climate change, while 
the new rolling stock would be 
built elsewhere in the UK.

In its October spending review 
TfL says it will need to invest 
£2.5-3bn per year over the 
long term if it is to provide an 
attractive alternative to a car-led 
recovery. To go some way to 
meet this need TfL has sug-
gested procuring London- based 
Vehicle Excise Duty (VED) and 
also imposing a Greater London 
Boundary Charge. Both sug-
gestions have been turned 
down by Transport Secretary 
Grant Shapps.

Although the Mayor warned 
of cuts to bus services of 18 per 
cent or 100 routes, and to the 
Underground of 9 per cent or 
one entire line (probably the 
Bakerloo; the Drain has been 
closed anyway), insiders say 
that the revenue was not a 
sticking point, but the capital 
needed to replace and renew. 

The Mayor has accepted that he 
is not going to be able to usher 
in Crossrail 2 or the Bakerloo 
Line extension. He now seems 
to have abandoned his pledge 
to protect the over 60s Oyster-
card, introduced by his prede-
cessor when it cost far less. It is 
to be phased out over 12 years 
so that anyone now under 55 
will not see it at all. 

He has also resigned himself 
to fare increases, even though 
they fly in the face of the plan 
to achieve 80 per cent of travel 
by sustainable means in 2041. 
The percentage was 64 when 
the London Plan was first 
drafted; thanks to Covid it is 
down to 57. To make matters 
worse he has agreed to restore 
the cut-off time for the conges-
tion charge zone to 6 pm to 
support the evening economy. 
This means an additional £70m 
needs to be found each year. 

The extension of the Ultra 
Low Emission Zone to the North 
and South Circular roads seems 
to have been more successful 
at clearing the roads of the 
more polluting cars than was 
expected. Everybody agrees 
that this is a good thing al-
though it means TfL is short of 
about £600 million which it 
was expecting to gather from 
noncompliant vehicles.

The Mayor’s budget proposes 
a £20 hike in band D council 
tax. It is likely to be approved 
because Green and Liberal  
assembly Members recognize 
there is no alternative in the 
short term. A distance based 
road pricing scheme would make 
more sense, but the Mayor re-
mains cautious. Even a restora-
tion of the western extension of 
the existing more clunky Con-
gestion Charge scheme is not 
under consideration. Changes 
to weekend charges, applica-
ble from 12 noon, are being in-
troduced following consulta-
tion last year. 

Fare increases are likely to 
coincide with those on National 
Rail services to be introduced 
from March. The can kicked 
down the road has come to 
rest at the 4th February, but 

there is no certainty and every 
likelihood that the clock will 
again be stopped at 23.59  
on that date before the next 
announcement.Top of the May-
or’s wish list is funding for the 
resignalling of the Piccadilly line, 
which would optimise the effi-
ciency of the new rolling stock 
which was ordered before Covid 
struck. The retiring Piccadilly 
line stock is not suitable for the 
Bakerloo line, so its older but 
more comfortable trains will 
soldier on until there is money 

for their replacement. Tube 
stock is more expensive than 
Overground trains because of its 
unique gauge. The ability to 
specify new electric buses in 
future contracts, rather than 
existing vehicles, is compromised 
by uncertainty. The lack of any 
long term commitment prevents 
any long term planning and 
thus reduces scope for efficiency.

Like Covid and defeats in the 
Ashes, this saga seems to run 
and run.

Andrew Bosi

Can kicked down 
the road again

OPINION:  
TRAMS, NOT TUNNELS
There is no need for any further tunnelled heavy rail lines in 
Greater London: they are simply too expensive to build and 
we have enough of them already.  There needs to be signifi-
cant investment now in high-quality surface public transport, 
which is much more easily accessible and fully visible as an 
alternative to car use.

In fact, with the looming climate emergency we need to 
prepare cities for a car-free future which coming generations 
will want to have.  We need to electrify surface passenger 
transport as quickly as possible so a start needs to be made 
with upgrading the busiest bus routes to tramways.  The 
‘second tier’ routes need to be operated with IMC (in-mo-
tion-charging) trolleybuses, confining pure battery buses to 
lightly-loaded suburban and feeder services.

I was against Crossrail 1 for the simple reason that we could 
have had several tramways for the same money.  What is now 
the Elizabeth Line has only three stations between Paddington 
and Liverpool Street; a tramline would have had many more 
and with faster access to/from the passengers’ origins and 
destinations.  We could have had Cross River Tram, the 
Uxbridge Road line (though from Heathrow rather than 
Uxbridge in the west and heading at least for Oxford Street in 
the east) and probably at least one other line to serve poorer 
areas of the city for the same expenditure!

Crossrail was designed to get rich bankers quicker journeys 
from leafy Maidenhead or Shenfield to the City (or Canary 
Wharf) but performs poorly in terms of that ultra-current 
desire to ‘level up’.  London has some of the most deprived 
areas in the land, none of them improved by the Elizabeth 
Line.

It still seems a pity that we have failed to create the most 
logical new tunnelled line – a link from HS1 to HS2, with an 
underground ‘King’s Cross/St Pancras + Euston’ interchange.  
No need for Old Oak Common as Heathrow will dwindle to a 
long-haul only airport (or more likely those still flying will go 
by rail to Schipol or Frankfurt for a wider range of services).  
One day, when all the Farages, Little Englanders, European 
Research Group members et al have passed away we will 
re-join the EU and have direct trains from Manchester to 
Antwerp and Leeds to Bordeaux.  Sadly, I’ll be gone by then!

Andrew Braddock
Andrew Braddock is a Vice-President of Light Rail Transit Association
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Inclusive 
design, 
Street-
space  
& cycling
In the last issue of FTL’s 
newsletter, there were two 
large pieces that raised concerns 
with TfL and boroughs’ ‘active 
travel’ schemes rolled out 
during the Covid crisis, initially 
dubbed ‘Streetspace’, and their 
impact, particularly on disabled 
people.

It is vitally important that 
those rightly seeking a more 
inclusive London are able to 
raise issues around active trav-
el schemes and move those 
designing and installing them 
towards approaches that are 
inclusive, and indeed to ensure 
that those with protected char-
acteristics are designed for in 
changes to our streets. But 
while the piece by Maggie Her-
aty, raised issues carefully and 
clearly, with appropriate cave-
ats, the second piece did not. 
And the result made FTL poor-
er for it.

If you have any interest in 
the future of transport in Lon-
don, I hope you’ll agree it has 
to be markedly different from 
the present. There is real ur-

gency in changing London’s 
streets given we face crises of 
congestion, pollution, inactivity, 
road danger and climate, all 
heavily related to motor vehicle 
use, particularly given we know 
these issues disproportionately 
impact disabled people, the 
young and elderly and our 
poorest. According to TfL analy-
sis, most motor vehicle journeys 
in London could be done by 
other modes, and that car  
access is far from universal, in-
cluding among disabled people.

So how do we best design 
streets and transform a grid-
locked, polluted city fast, while 
enabling everyone to be mo-
bile? By acknowledging data, 
evidence and best practice, 
and listening to each other’s 
expertise and experience with 
respect. I wouldn’t tell visually 
impaired people that tactile 
paving is a load of old rubbish. 
Yet the equivalent is what Nick 
Biskinis of Clapham Transport 
Users Group (CTUG) does in 
the piece ‘Streetspace on 
again, but doubts surface’ in 
suggesting cycle tracks using 
wands have failed and that 
‘Quietways… which guide cy-
clists down less well used 
roads, rather than creating 
bottlenecks which do little to 
boost cycling’ would be better.

CTUG are of course entitled 
to their opinions. But that 
does not make them correct or 
useful. And FTL should not be 
in the business of printing 
pieces primarily based on 
quotes that go directly against 
accepted best practice, particu-

larly when factually incorrect, 
without counterpoint. Not only 
is Biskinis wrong on what has 
or hasn’t boosted cycling (in 
Clapham, and in general), his 
opinion on what would be a 
‘better solution’ stands in con-
trast to every cycling infrastruc-
ture expert and the data.

We know, evidentially, what 
broadly works to enable ‘mode 
shift’ away from private cars. 
Included in a long list of priori-
ties are protected cycle tracks 
on main roads that don’t give 
up at junctions or bus stops. 
Such schemes mean more 
people, including parents and 
children, feel confident riding 
to/from local amenities and 
into and out of the area – ex-
actly the kind of journeys often 
done by car currently. London’s 
‘Quietways’ in contrast are 
broadly viewed as failures pre-
cisely because they often are 
indirect, go through isolated 
areas and often don’t go to or 
near key destinations.

The results on the active 
travel schemes rolled out 
across London of late, of cycle 
tracks as an example, are fairly 
indisputable, regardless of 
how they make you feel or 
even how well designed indi-
vidual schemes are or aren’t. 
Yet here is FTL effectively dis-
puting them all.

Until we can have a conver-
sation about such schemes 
without ignoring international 
best practice and widely available 
data; until we stop ignoring 
the users of such schemes and 

the experts who design them 
or advocate for them, we’ll 
keep failing to move forward 
on rapidly rolling out much 
needed schemes that are de-
signed inclusively.

We urgently need to move 
forward a conversation about 
how best to design, for in-
stance, cycle tracks and low 
traffic neighbourhoods to 
maximise inclusive access. But 
that conversation cannot be-
gin with someone saying these 
schemes fundamentally aren’t 
needed. Which is what is hap-
pening over and over.

We need to pull together to 
improve designs, rather than 
making hyperbolic claims 
against them while pretending 
London was working just fine 
without them. The future of 
transport in London? If it’s an 
endless scrap over first princi-
ples on active travel schemes, 
we’ve all lost.

Simon Munk 
Campaigns Manager 
London Cycling Campaign

Editor’s comment.

Signed articles in the 
newsletter do not necessarily 
reflect FTL’s policy and we 
welcome articles which 
express different points of 
view. However it was a 
mistake to incorporate Nick 
Biskinis’s piece within an 
unsigned article and we 
would like to affirm that it 
does not reflect FTL’s views.
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More roads at 20
TfL has recently reduced speed 
limits on the Red Route roads 
that it controls in the Congestion 
Charging Zone to 20mph and 
has consulted on plans to do 
the same on all the roads that 
they manage in Westminster (the 
City of Westminster introduced 
20mph limits on all of the roads 
that it manages in 2020). 

As part of their Lowering 
Speed Limits programme 
(https://haveyoursay.tfl.gov.uk/
lowering-speed-limits), TfL is 
progressing plans to lower the 
speed limit by 10mph on Red 
Route network locations across 
London and will begin works 
later this year on schemes in  
Enfield, Haringey, Hackney, 
Tower Hamlets and Croydon. By 
March 2024, TfL aims to lower the 
speed limit on a further 140km 
of the TfL network, including 37 
town centre locations with the 
aim of providing ‘safer, more 
pleasant environments for peo-
ple to travel within London’.

The City of London Corporation 
is going further and is seeking 
to introduce a ‘citywide’ 15mph 
speed limit in a bid to improve 
road safety across the Square 
Mile.

They aim to have this in place 
by the end of 2022.

Transport for new homes
All new housing developments 
need to be provided from the 
offset with adequate provision 
for public transport, walking 
and cycling in order to assure 
new residents that they will be 
able to get about without a car. 
One of the best ways of doing 
this if there is a suitable rail line 
is to build a new station.

Beam Park is the former Ford 
manufacturing plant in Dagen-
ham, now owned by the GLA, 
which received consents for a 
3,000 home development in 
2019. The area has the lowest 
Public Transport Accessibility 
Level (PTAL) rating of 0 which 
represents very poor links to 
public transport. The provision 
of a new railway station together 
with improvements to the bus 

network was expected to in-
crease the PTAL rating to 3 
which represents moderate 
public transport links. But the 
plan for the new station has been 
cancelled as, according to the 
DfT, it represents ‘poor value for 
money’.

Not only does this fly in the 
face of government commitment 
to increase public transport use but 
also threatens the development 
itself. The planning application 
for the Beam Park housing de-
velopment includes a ‘Grampian 
condition’, where later phases 
of the housing development 
cannot start until the railway 
station is operating. Due to that 
clause, until the station opens, the 
planning application effectively 
limits the development to 
around 1,290 homes, less than 
half the 3,000 homes being 
planned for.

E-scooters
The issue about whether and 
how to legalise e-scooters is 
becoming ever more pressing 
with the rapid expansion of their 
illegal use. Centre for London 
has produced a report saying 
they should be legalised but 
with strict conditions. Silviya 
Barrett, Head of Policy and 
Research at the Campaign for 
Better Transport, said the 
government was working on 
draft legislation to legalise 
e-scooters after the trials - but  
is struggling to find the time in 
the parliamentary calendar. 

There could be an age limit 
(riding of electrically assisted  
cycles is restricted to over 14s). 
Training should be offered to 
new riders. Scooters should be 
equipped with lights and have a 
governed maximum speed.
In parts of Paris hired scooters 
are being restricted to 10kph in 
busy areas, controlled by GPS. 
Rental speeds in London are 
limited to 12.5mph.

A contentious issue is the riding 
of scooters on pavements. Whilst 
private e-scooters are illegal it is 
difficult to encourage good 
practice in this and other areas 
and there are strict rules with 

hired e-scooters that they should 
not be ridden on pavements. 
Centre for London, however, 
suggests that pavement riding 
should not be wholly banned 
but speed on pavements should 
be restricted to a walking pace.

The Met police are increasing-
ly confiscating illegally ridden 
private scooters. Between Janu-
ary and the end of October this 
year, 3,637 were seized. And TfL 
have banned the transport of 
e-scooters on the underground 
after a couple fires caused by 
faulty lithium-ion batteries 
which ruptured without warn-
ing, probably due to poor bat-
tery quality in low-cost unregu-
lated scooters.

Rowback by Westminster
Out of the wreckage of Sadiq 
Khan’s scheme to pedestrianise 
Oxford Street came Westminster 
council’s scaled back plan which 
included part closure to traffic of 
a small section of Oxford Street 
each side of Oxford Circus. Now 
even that has been abandoned. 
Westminster claims that they 
‘have already made huge 
strides in delivering some real 
improvements to Oxford Street 
and the surrounding district by 
working closely with the local 
community, including new 
greening and seating on Oxford 
Street itself’. But it appears that 
residents have persuaded 
Westminster now to call a halt.

There has been a similar is-
sue in Soho. To combat the pan-
demic permission was granted 
to Soho restaurants to ban traf-
fic and put tables out on the 
streets. The resultant pedestri-
anisation is something that 
many of us have been advocat-
ing for some time. In other cit-
ies in Europe permitting cars 
unlimited access to the narrow 
Soho streets would have been 
ended years ago. But again 
Westminster is citing residents’ 
concerns, particularly from late 
night noise from the restaurant 
customers, to justify withdraw-
ing rights to put tables on the 
streets and allowing the return 
of the cars.

New look for Aldwych
But for some good news from 
Westminster, the closure of 
Strand east to traffic has now 
been completed. It’s been 
achieved at breakneck speed 
and the effect is quite startling 
when you consider what a 
dangerous road this was 
previously with four lanes of 
traffic. The area will now 
become a building site for some 
months whilst the public realm 
works are completed. This 
should give us one of the finest 
public spaces in Central London 
and hopefully will spur 
Westminster to be more 
ambitious in the future. Why 
have Westminster finally been 
so pro-active? They finally woke 
up to the fact that no one lives 
here so there would be no 
kickback from angry residents. 

Cargo bikes in Hackney
There are several consolidation 
and distribution centres in 
London where cargo is brought 
in by HGVs and is then distribut-
ed to its final destination by 
smaller vehicles. Generally 
these small vehicles are 
powered sustainably; either 
electrically-driven vans or 
pedal-powered, and electrically 
assisted, cargo bikes.

To assist this move Beryl, the 
electric bike and e-scooter hire 
company, have introduced eight 
electrically assisted cargo bikes 
which are available for hire 
from four hubs across Hackney, 
one in London Fields and one in 
Stoke Newington, and two in 
Shoreditch. Hackney council are 
supporting the initiative for a 
one-year trial.

The bikes are available for an-
yone to hire and could be useful 
for small businesses distributing 
their wares and for individuals 
moving small items. As cargo 
bikes would almost always re-
place a car or van there are ob-
vious environmental benefits. 
Information about hiring the 
bikes can be found at 

https://beryl.cc/news/ready-
for-cargo. 
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