Southwark Council Transport Plan – Consultation Draft 2010 – Response from Southwark Living Streets.

Introduction.

· Before we make our comments about the draft plan, Southwark Living Streets would like to congratulate Southwark Council for the breadth of its ambition in improving the quality of life and health of people in the borough with its proposals that are set out in the draft Transport Plan. As a sustainable group that supports all forms of public and sustainable transport, and most especially walking, we are delighted at the ambition that the Council is showing for prioritising walking and increasing its modal share.

· The comments that we are making are entirely in the spirit of wanting these ambitions to be achieved and we hope that these will be understood as such. We are also acutely aware of the current financial constraints and our suggestions concentrate on interventions of relatively low cost.

Summary.

· Overall we feel that the targets and the ambitions described in the plan are excellent and, if achieved, would deliver a far more pleasant and healthy borough to live in.

· In the body of our comments we have set out in detail why we do not believe that the interventions proposed will be sufficient to achieve these targets. More generally while we understand the attraction of interventions that change transport choices and behaviour (especially at a time of financial cutbacks) we do not believe that these alone will deliver the dramatic changes that the Transport Plan envisages. More robust and unified strategies are required in a number of areas:

1. Road safety. To achieve the significant falls in casualties that are required, far stronger policies are needed to successfully implement a borough-wide 20mph speed limit. Both Southwark Council and TfL need to face up to the problems of casualties amongst vulnerable road users on our main roads and most especially on the TLRN. The borough police need to play their part in relation to enforcement. We suspect that virtually no resources are being put at a borough level into speed enforcement (even at 30mph) and reducing other dangerous driver behaviours. The consequent levels of loss of life and serious injury would simply not be tolerated if they were the results of any other form of crime. A joint programme for the enforcement of legal speed limits by the police and Southwark Council, led by the Cabinet member and the Borough Commander, is now needed. In spite of the lack of interest from national Government, we believe that average speed cameras have an important and beneficial role to play on Southwark’s roads especially in combating casualties that occur throughout their length.

2. Town centres. Policies need to be introduced that will make the environment far more attractive to pedestrians (and cyclists), who have the ability to generate local economic growth both in town centres and smaller neighbourhood shopping parades. We are delighted with the prospect of an area-based scheme for Camberwell and the preparations for a similar approach in Peckham with the excellent work that is being done on the AAP. 

3. Filtered Permeability. The idea of “filtered permeability” (prioritising access for pedestrians and cyclists over vehicles) which has worked well in towns and cities in Holland, Germany and Denmark to promote walking and cycling and local economic success should be adopted. 

4. Green Links Networks can provide (in the longer term) largely traffic-free/protected routes for pedestrians (and cyclists) for the journeys that they wish to make around the borough. They would be especially valuable for school journeys and help address the child obesity epidemic that the plan rightly highlights. The beginnings of such a network are emerging in the Bankside Urban Forest and in East Walworth and we are already seeing the benefits from increased levels of walking and fewer car journeys.

· Addressing the adverse impacts of motor vehicles. The plan rightly points out the negative impacts of road noise, air pollution, road casualties and car domination of our borough but tends to view these elements in isolation. These can only be combated by policies that are introduced (on occasion in conjunction with TfL). If the will to do this exists, we are very happy to work with Southwark Council on how to develop a credible set of strategies that can begin to address these negative impacts in the round. In addition to numbers 1 to 4 above, approaches could also include:

· Land usage/planning policies to reduce vehicle travel.

· Emissions based parking charges/increased charges for on-street parking in CPZs.

· Extension of CPZs across the borough.

· Prioritising car parking for neighbourhood shopping parades over residential on-street parking.

· Roll out of Green Links (as opportunities occur).

· Monitoring Performance. More generally, we are concerned that there is insufficient data to assess whether these targets are capable of being achieved. As we mentioned in our emails to the Transport Planning Team at the start of the consultation, more data is needed on the performance of Southwark relative to other London boroughs to understand its true position in relation to important elements such as walking modal share. As we have suggested throughout this response, more detailed monitoring data will be needed each year to understand if the strategy outlined in the plan is working.

Response to the Transport Plan in Detail.

We are particularly interested in the following:

· (page 4) The desire to address journeys of less than 5km and increase the proportion that is made on foot and by bicycle. We note (from page 10) that 40% of households have access to a bicycle) but (from Southwark’s own research on the Peckham LCZ) that only 10% of the population are keen cyclists and a further 40% are either infrequent or potential cyclists). It is interesting that almost half of those who work live within 10km of their place of work (under 40 minutes maximum by bicycle) – journeys that many could or should wish to make by bicycle.

· (page 30) The desire to reduce overall levels of vehicular traffic by reducing the numbers and length of journeys that people make. 

· The preparedness of the Council to consider car free developments (page 31) where PTAL levels are high.

· (page 5) Improving health and well-being through recreational walking and making the most of Southwark’s parks and green spaces. We note with particular concern the data on page 9 about child obesity levels.

· (page 5) Fulfilling the ambition to be a 20mph borough.

· (page 6) Improving Southwark’s air quality.

· The increase in adults’ weekly participation in 30 minutes of moderate intensity sport (table 11 on page 48). We are surprised that the plan states that this increase from 12.9% of adults participating 3 times a week to 19.1% is marginal. It appears a very considerable increase that may shed light on how we may be able to help increase levels of active travel such walking and cycling.

· The question of whether we should provide a separate protected environment for cycling (page 49). 

We are particularly supportive of:

· The need and desire to make improvements that relieve pedestrian congestion in and around the London Bridge and Borough High Street area (page 18).

· The ambitions for the Aylesbury regeneration that combine improvements to public transport accessibility with the development of the community spine.

· The redevelopment of the Canada Water area based around improvements to accessibility to local services and the creation of a town centre.

· The desire to address the poor quality of the pedestrian and cycling environment in the Camberwell area.

· The desire of Southwark Council to create “shared spaces or surfaces” as long as the needs of disabled users are taken fully into account. We would point to the success of the Walworth Rd project which has left an approx. 25mm kerb between the carriageway and pavement.

The comments that we wish to make relate to the likelihood that these ambitions will be achieved both in the short and longer term and ideas as to how it may be made more likely that they can be achieved.

Road Safety Targets

· A major concern relates to the ambitions to reduce road safety casualties. We refer back to the work done in relation to the Road Safety Plan in 2008 which underscores the contribution that main roads make to casualties in Southwark and the fact that these casualties occur throughout their length rather than solely at specific locations. While we agree completely with the Council’s analysis of the issues that are faced we feel that this analysis now underestimates these problems and the solutions proposed will not achieve the desired targets. 

· We feel that it is important to address road casualties not only as an end in themselves but also because of what they reveal about poor quality environments that deter people from making journeys on foot and by cycle.

· While acknowledging that there have been significant falls in the numbers of pedestrians injured in collisions over the past 15 years, from an analysis of the most recently published road casualty data now (finally) published on the TfL road safety web-site (http://www.londonroadsafety.co.uk/) we see that:

· The position for vulnerable road users continues to get relatively worse on Southwark’s roads. The 1994-98 baseline data showed 43% of all killed and seriously injured road casualties coming from vulnerable road users (cyclists and pedestrians). By 2008, this proportion had risen to 52% and by 2009 to 58%. 

· The position for car occupants has moved in the opposite direction. Whereas in the 1994-98 baseline, they represented 29% of all of those killed and seriously injured road on Southwark’s roads, they now represent just 12%!

We now feel that a serious review is needed of how road safety targets will be delivered. We feel that it is no longer enough to say that because cyclist numbers are increasing, the lack of decline in cyclist casualties is acceptable. Major borough roads and especially the TLRN are simply not safe enough for cyclists. We feel that it is no longer acceptable that the roads have become relatively far safer for vehicle occupants than for more vulnerable roads users. 

We would like to see:

· A concerted plan to be adopted by Southwark Council for the introduction and enforcement of 20mph speed limits on the borough roads.

· The involvement of the Metropolitan Police in speed enforcement and reducing dangerous driver behaviour. We were very impressed with the analysis of road dangers in Southwark (page 56) and, although at a local level a number of Safer Neighbourhood Teams (Rotherhithe, Camberwell, Dulwich and Newington) have embraced speed enforcement as a local priority, we know of no resources being put into this area at a borough level. These levels of loss of life and serious injury would simply not be tolerated if they were the results of other forms of crime. If the Metropolitan Police is not able to enforce 20mph speeds on borough roads, then it is vital that they start to enforce the 30mph limit which, as the plan notes (on page 56) is habitually broken.

· TfL become part of this debate and contribute positively to outcomes. The current administration at the GLA is failing in its duty of care over vulnerable road users. The refusal to accept the need for 20mph speed limits in our town centres on the TLRN means that communities all over the Inner London Councils’ area are faced with an adverse and dangerous environment prioritises through traffic at the expense of town centres and shopping parades outside town centres as places. We would strongly advocate that Southwark Council makes common cause with other willing inner London boroughs to address the problems with vehicle danger and vehicle domination on the TLRN.

· The roll-out of average speed cameras. We feel that the casualty data continues to confirm that casualties are occurring throughout the length of our main roads and that site specific road safety interventions are no longer enough. We feel that the use of average speed cameras (most preferably the lower cost type that are attached to lampposts) address the dangers of speeding throughout the length of a road. We strongly agree with the representations being made by certain local authorities and police forces throughout the country questioning the government’s new negative policies on speed cameras. 

· A far more comprehensive adoption of Intelligent Speed Adaptation. We note the installation of ISA to test vehicles in the Council’s fleet. We would be very keen to learn more details about those tests. If this is successful we would hope that this would be rolled out more widely to the fleet (with costs potentially offset by lower insurance premiums). We would also like to see the Council take this further and begin to build mandatory ISA into its contracts with contractors and other companies working within the borough. We have heard about and seen many instances of dangerous and illegal speeds by drivers of Southwark Council vehicles and those of contractors such as OCO and other companies such as the Post Office, BT, and DHL. A condition of their contract should be that by 2016, ISA will be fitted to all of their vehicles. Drivers of vehicles such as DHL, Parcelforce, UPS and of course TfL managed buses often exceeds posted speed limits. We would over time like to see the speeds of these vehicles reduced to the legal limit.

The Adverse Impacts of Road Traffic.

We are very interested in the goals of reducing the negative impacts of road traffic.

1. Road Noise. Strategic Policy 14 (page 50) notes the negative impact of noise from transport and the presence in Southwark (from the Defra noise maps) of a number of "first priority" areas. They appear to be Borough High Street and the London Bridge area, Camberwell (Denmark Hill), the southern parts of the Old Kent Rd, Peckham Town Centre and Peckham Queens Rd area (dual carriageway by the Wooddene Estate). 

The link between the impact of noise and adverse health is currently becoming clearer with an association between road noise and strokes for example.

http://www.medicinenet.com/script/main/art.asp?articlekey=125091
Transport noise in the borough will also be worsened by the 50% increase in flights to City Airport that has just been given the go-ahead.

2. Air Quality. Objective 8. Reducing the impact of transport on road noise (page 75). The 4,267 deaths across London in 2008 related to fine particles equates to a total of 155 deaths amongst Southwark residents (on the basis of Southwark having 3.6% of London’s population). This contrasts with 6 homicides in the borough in 2010 and 6 fatalities on Southwark’s roads in 2009. 

Although we support initiatives to reduce engine idling and encourage low emission vehicles, we feel that this is missing the main point of reducing vehicle emissions in our town centres. We feel that support should be given to the introduction of “filtered permeability” which reduces vehicle access to town centres (and is described in more detail below).

Encouraging Walking.

· Page 34 Although we are not a cycling group, we share many of the cyclists aims and note the desire to provide facilities that support sustainable transport in particular in relation to the gap between the 44% of Southwark residents who work within 5km of their home and the 15% who walk or cycle to work.

· It is clearly difficult to encourage people to walk or (owing to perceived levels of danger) cycle. The statistics that relate to school modal split are extremely revealing. While car use has fallen from 21% to 15% between 2005/06 and 2009/10, almost all of this represents substitution on to public transport; walking modal share continues to decline and levels of cycling are unchanged. The preference of children is not to walk or use the bus but to cycle (figure 16, page 41).

· We understand the Council’s preference for behavioural change to encourage increases in levels of walking owing to the perceived lower costs involved but we do not have as much faith as the writers of the plan that this will work to effect the change that is desired. Our town and cities have become far less pleasant for walking over the past 50 years and this will need to be reversed to facilitate long term and embedded modal share change back in favour of walking and cycling. Although they have been relatively expensive investments, we would point to the success of the Walworth Rd Project and more recently the Salisbury Row Streets For People in delivering reduced car usage and increased walking levels. For example, the Streets For People scheme has delivered a 71% reduction in traffic and a rise in peak morning pedestrian numbers of 83%. 

· Southwark Living Streets has been working closely with Southwark Cyclists on the development of a network of Green Links around the borough. We very much see this as a long term project to create an enhanced environment for those on foot and cyclist. We are not proposing any large or immediate investment but that when investment is being made in an area, parts of these routes will be able to be created. We also see the Council’s support for DIY Streets principles as having the potential to deliver environments in which walking and cycling are encouraged at a far lower costs than traditional street improvement schemes. 

· We feel very strongly that the removal of the Bricklayers Arms flyover and the roundabout that it contains should remain on the Council’s agenda. The borough is sliced in 2 by the Old Kent Rd, The Bricklayers Arms flyover, The New Kent Road and the Elephant & Castle. We can see how the E&C regeneration can address issues to the west but, for north-south walking and cycling journeys to increase, this awful relic of 1960s planning needs to be removed.

· Filtered Permeability. Filtered permeability is the concept that networks for walking and cycling should be more permeable than the road network for motor vehicles. Its use can encourage walking and cycling by creating a more attractive environment free from traffic and a time and convenience advantage over car driving. Evidence for this view comes from European cities such as Freiburg, and its suburb Vauban, and Groningen which have achieved high levels of walking and cycling by following similar principles, sometimes described as "a coarse grain for cars and a fine grain for cyclists and pedestrians". We would very much encourage the introduction and use of this principle in giving an advantage to those on foot and on bikes in our town centres and most especially in our shopping parades that are not in town centre. Its use is one of one of the principal factors that has helped to make walking and cycling so much more prevalent in many European towns and cities.

Other Suggestions for Consideration in the Transport Plan.

· Increasing Walking Mode Share. Working with walking websites such as walkit.com to help people understand how long it will take you to get from a-to-b and what is interesting on the journey. This could be particularly valuable as Legible London is extended south into Southwark.

· With the relatively young demographic in Southwark, creating an i-phone application that shows active people easy and quick walking routes.

· Building on and (where successful) rolling out across the borough ideas developed in Travel Planning Groups such as:

· the walking map project from the Camberwell Travel Planning Group which is developing a map that will show commuter routes into the area.

· incentivising the use of local shops and services by local residents as with the Step Inside Camberwell promotion.

· the led walks from Better Bankside showing people how close places such as stations are on foot.

· Planning Policies To Reduce Vehicle Based Travel. Southwark Council should be encouraging behaviours that means promote modal shift from motor vehicle journeys to walking or cycling. These could include:

· The use of local services rather than ones that are further away (e.g. choosing a school that is close to them rather than one that is a drive away) 

· making sure that parks are open when people want to use them for local journeys (e.g. opening parks at 7am rather than 9am after most morning journeys have been completed).

· Charging For Out of Town Shopping Car Park Spaces. In order to reduce the financial attractiveness of car-centric developments such as those along the Old Kent Road, we would suggest that car parking charges are levied on these car parks to help increase the competitiveness of our town centres (which already face charges for car parking) and more local shopping parades. 

· Emissions-Based Parking Charges. We very much support the idea of introducing emission-based parking permit charges (page 91). We would suggest that a charge still remains for the least emitting vehicles which are often now being given free usage (as in the Central London Congestion Charge). These vehicles continue to contribute to the number of vehicles on the borough’s streets.

Page 63 Consultation Question. We support mobility scooters being driven on the pavement so long as this is done with care.

Addressing The Targets.

(page 97 onwards) We do not feel able to comments on all of the targets but would make the following observations:

Road Condition Target. We agree that it is important to maintain the condition of the road network. We also feel that it is important to continue to spend a significant proportion of the funds earmarked for transport improvements on making the road network safer for all users. We would suggest that a ceiling is set on the proportion of the total spend that can be dedicated to road maintenance.

CO2 emission target. We feel that more data is required to be able to judge how likely it will be to achieve the target of a fall of 37kt CO2 between 2008 and 2013 (16.3% fall) or the 102.8kt decline from the 2008 figure of 227kt to reach the 124.2kt target in 2025 (45% fall).

These are such large issues that without more robust data monitoring will be impossible. We feel that we need to know and to monitor on an annual basis:

· The contribution that through traffic and journeys within Southwark make to the total emissions.

· The contribution that journeys on the TLRN and borough roads make to the totals.

· The contribution that the various classes of vehicle are making to emissions (e.g. private vehicles, deliveries and public transport).

· What are the reasons for the changes that have occurred between 2005 and 2008 so that we can understand what is making the difference?

· The effect of economic performance on traffic levels and how the reductions that may have been created by the recession may be locked in so that emissions do not simply rise again as economic activity increases.

· We would suggest that a spreadsheet of some complexity is created that monitors the factors that are deemed key here on an annual basis and that this is formally reported annually. If this only occurs on a 3 or 5 year basis, variations from the target will simply not be picked up in time in order to affect the levels of the next few years.

Traffic Reduction Levels. Obviously there is a close link with the CO2 targets above. We would again point out that with this target we are working with insufficient historic data. While we understand that new screen locations are proposed, we feel that we need to see some historic trajectories to see whether the 3% fall is credible. 

While the Road Network Performance & Research, RNPR Traffic Note 3 published in October 2009 by TfL shows significant declines in the crossings of the central cordon, (Table 1 page 7), movements across the Inner Cordon have risen slowly over time (Table 5 page 14) and this historic data does not appear support the belief that a 3 % fall will occur by 2013 (although the recession may well be delivering reduced volumes of motor vehicle movements).

Once again, we feel that we need to ensure that some annual monitoring and reporting occurs to ensure that years have not passed before it is understood how well interventions are or are not working.

Walking Mode Share Target. This target of a 4% point increase in walking share between 2008 and 2013 is extremely encouraging as is the desire to achieve a 40% mode share by 2026. We note that there are only 2 data points in figure 36 and would obviously welcome the opportunity to discuss the LTDS data in more detail. We feel that given the relative small geographical area of coverage of the 2 current travel planning groups as a proportion of the whole borough and the relatively untested effects of the work that they do, it is unlikely that their work alone coupled with footway maintenance and work with the 200 club will be sufficient to effect such a large change in modal share. We would very much likely to work with Southwark Council in developing strategies that are likely to deliver these increases.

KSI Target Trajectory for Southwark. For us, this is the most important single target in the transport plan. Southwark Council is now using a baseline figure of 140 (being the average number of those killed and seriously injured on its road in the calendar years 2004 to 2008). The targets are for a fall from this baseline figure of 16% to 117 by 2014 and of 33% to 92 by 2020.

Although we understand that this figure may be achievable given the extremely large annual declines that occurred in the early years of the Millennium, we have doubts that this will be achievable with a broad continuation of current policies given that the numbers killed and seriously injured have been 126 (2004), 133, 138, 139, 165 and 127 (2009). In reality, there has, therefore, been no net decline over that 6 year period.

We also have concerns that a single target for those killed and seriously injured is masking the relatively greater share of this group that are now made up of vulnerable road users. As we noted earlier, the proportion of pedestrians and cyclists who are killed and seriously injured has risen from 44% in the 1994 to 98 baseline to 58% in 2009 in Southwark whilst the proportion that are car occupants has fallen from 29% to 12%.

We feel that a target needs to be set for reducing the numbers of pedestrians and cyclists who are killed or seriously injured on Southwark’s roads. More importantly though we believe that the policies required to achieve the 16% and 33% reduction target will need to be dramatically stronger than ones that include cyclist training for children and adults, pedestrian training and travel awareness promotion. As we have stated before, slower speeds need to be achieved and dangerous driver behaviour addressed through enforcement.

Targets for Slight Injuries. We note on page 107 that in the section “Evidence that the target is realistic and ambitious”, the plan says that the numbers of total slight casualties fell from 1,543 in the baseline to 569 in 2009. This should say that it fell by 569 to a figure of 981 in 2009. 

We note to the strategy relies on the TfL to help achieve the targets owing to the fact that half of all Southwark’s casualties occur on the TLRN. We would note that although there have been significant declines in slight injuries on the TLRN since the 1994-98 baseline was set (10,505), the numbers of slight casualties on the TLRN is now on slow but discernible upwards trajectory with figures of 7,286 (2006), 7,024 (2007), 7,038 (2008) and 7,184 (2009). Clearly policies will need to alter for the TLRN to begin to be able to contribute to the decline that is envisaged. 

Alastair Hanton & Jeremy Leach - Southwark Living Streets – 

8th February 2011
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