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Memorandum submitted by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets

Background

Tower Hamlets Council, as one of the host boroughs for the London 2012 Olympic Games, is pleased to
have the opportunity to make this submission to the Transport Select Committee Inquiry “Delivering
Excellent Transport for London’s 2012 Olympics Games”.

Tower Hamlets is situated on the western periphery of the Olympic Park. The eastern fringe of the
Borough lies within the Lower Lea Valley, designated a zone for growth in the Mayor’s London Plan, and
an area which the borough itself has designated for the preparation of an Action Area Plan. The Council
recognises the catalyst which the 2012 Olympics will present for the regeneration of this part of East London,
as well as for promotion of healthy lifestyles and sports development.

As the Olympic and Paralympic Games are the world’s biggest event, the positive eVects of hosting the
Games for Tower Hamlets are huge. The Games will create 11,000 permanent jobs and 7,000 construction
jobs, and be a huge boost to business. The Games will build on the local passion for sport ( the borough has
venues such as York Hall and helped produce athletes such as Audley Harrison and Ashia Hansen ) and
help improve health and education, and tackle anti-social behaviour. The Games will also help to celebrate
our diversity: London has 200 communities and 300 languages, many of which are found in Tower Hamlets.

After the Games, there will be a legacy of world class sports facilities in east London for athletics,
swimming, cycling, hockey and other sports. Legacy plans propose that 9000 homes will be built in east
London of which 900 will be in Tower Hamlets. There will be a new primary school and possibly other new
community facilities, as well as 11,000 sq.m. of commercial floorspace. Land in the east of the borough will
form part of the biggest new urban park to be built in Europe for 150 years. There is further potential for
a range of employment and residential uses to be developed on the Olympic coach park site within Tower
Hamlets where no legacy proposals have currently been developed.

During the preparation of the bid for the 2012 Games this Council worked closely with its colleagues in
the other host boroughs, liaising with the London Development Agency (LDA), Transport for London
(TfL) and London 2012 to bring its local knowledge to bear for the benefit of the bid.

Indeed, in their capacity as Planning Authorities for the area aVected by the Olympic Park proposals, the
five host boroughs formed a unique Joint Planning Authorities Team (JPAT) to consider in detail the
planning applications submitted by the LDA for the Olympic Park and legacy developments. JPAT
appointed expert transport advisors to scrutinise the transport assessment submitted as part of the planning
applications which is referred to in evidence from Thames Gateway London Partnership.

Working together through the Thames Gateway London Partnership (TGLP) the boroughs were also
able to scrutinise the more strategic impacts of the transport plans brought forward by the Mayor for
London to support the Olympic Bid. We have liaised with TGLP in the preparation of their evidence on the
sub-regional impacts.

The Council has also welcomed Hugh Sumner, TfL Director of Olympic Transport Strategy on several
occasions to appraise Members and their constituents of the developing strategy for dealing with meeting
the IOC transport requirements for the Games. The Council understands that the transport proposals in
the final bid book submission were considered to be practical and eVective by the IOC evaluators. The IOC
evaluation commission said: “During the bid process, substantial London rail transport infrastructure
investments have been clearly confirmed, guaranteed and accelerated. Provided that this proposed
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programme of public transport improvements is fully delivered on schedule before 2012 and the extensive
Olympic Route Network is implemented, the Commission believes that London would be capable of coping
with Games-time traYc and that Olympic and Paralympic transport requirements would be met.”

However, it is recognised that much more detailed work needs to be undertaken to ensure eVective
delivery of these proposals and Tower Hamlets recognises its role in supporting the Olympic Delivery
Authority to this end. The Council will continue to scrutinise the Olympic Transport Strategy proposals
with the benefit of intimate knowledge of the local transport networks and the wider community, in order
to ensure that the proposals work eVectively during the period of the Games. Consequently the Council
welcomes this opportunity to highlight to the Select Committee what it anticipates to be the local impacts
of the proposals.

The questions set by the Select Committee are wide-ranging and as a result of the relationships outlined
above, the Council is well-placed to answer some but not all of them. Our colleagues in JPAT and TGLP
have provided a strategic view of the impacts in the sub-region whilst this submission focusses on areas
where the Council has more expertise, namely the integration of transport projects into the long term plan
for London, the appropriateness of the legacy to East London’s needs and the impact on transport in the
interim.

The Council has four specific topics which it wishes to address in this submission. These are:

— Investment in transport and growth in East London

— Local highway impacts of the Olympic Transport Strategy

— Liaison with local businesses

— Possible conflicts between Crossrail construction and the Olympic Games

1. Investment in Integrated Transport and Growth in East London

In his Transport Strategy, the Mayor for London clearly set out his proposals for an integrated transport
network in London. Many of his proposals focussed investment in East London in recognition of the major
growth in employment and housing planned for that area within his London Plan. Tower Hamlets Council
has expressed its support for many of these proposals for some considerable time.

As a founder member of the East London Line Group, the Council has proactively lobbied with its
partners for the extension of the East London Line. The Mayor for London committed to constructing this
line in his early statements demonstrating support for the Olympic Bid. The line is now to be extended to
Dalston in the north and Crystal Palace in the south with a new station in Tower Hamlets at Shoreditch
High St (replacing the existing Shoreditch station ). The target date for opening the line is 2010, although
construction itself will necessitate an 18 month closure of the existing line from mid 2008. The extended line
will provide a valuable north-south link by-passing congested central London termini and oVering
interchange with many existing tube and mainline services, as well as creating an important transport hub
at Whitechapel when Crossrail proposals are also taken into account. The Council’s support has been based
upon the new access the extended line will provide to deprived parts of Inner London such as the City fringe,
as well as oVering significant journey time savings between South London, North London and employment
opportunities in Canary Wharf and Thames Gateway.

The Docklands Light Railway (DLR) provides a local, sub-regional fully accessible light rail service
covering much of the western Thames Gateway area, and is a valuable piece in the integrated transport
network of the area. DLR had developed a number of extensions and capacity enhancement proposals to
keep pace with the scale of regeneration in its catchment area. Many of those proposals which were still on
the drawing board were given new impetus and funding by the Mayor signalling his commitment to
improving transport for the Olympics. The Council has previously registered its support for DLR extensions
to Woolwich and Stratford International, and a new finger platform at Stratford on the Bow line will also
enable a proposed new DLR station at Langdon Park to be taken forward with possible construction by
2009. The improved accessibility these improvements create has been recognised as an important ingredient
in supporting future growth in the Lower Lee Valley.

Enhanced service frequencies on the North London Line (NLL) is also consistent with the Council’s
regeneration plans for the north-east areas of the Borough. The Council has recently constructed a new cycle
and pedestrian bridge over the Regents Canal to provide more direct access to Hackney Wick Station
(NLL), supporting regeneration by improving accessibility to the area and recognising the important of the
NLL. This bridge is one of a series of new pedestrian/cycle bridges the Council is developing in the Lower
Lea area to support regeneration through increasing accessibility and overcoming the physical barrier of the
river. The Olympics legacy proposals have built on these proposals.

The Olympics has also been instrumental in securing capacity enhancements being brought forward on
the Jubilee Line. Although always part of the long term intentions, securing the final confirmation oVered
in the Olympic Bid process has been welcomed, given the importance of this route for serving the Canary
Wharf area and the level of overcrowding already experienced at peak times.
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Our colleagues in the London Borough of Newham have set out clearly and concisely the issues to be
resolved at Stratford station. Although beyond the Tower Hamlets boundary. Stratford Station provides an
essential interchange for access to the borough and we echo the concerns raised by Newham in this context.

2. Local Highway Impacts of the Olympic Transport Strategy

Olympic developments located within Tower Hamlets include the Coach Park at Wick Lane, in the south
west of the Olympic Park, and Arena 4 for fencing. The Bow Industrial Park will be the site of the sponsor’s
showcase and Mile End and Victoria Parks will be used as training venues.

The Coach Park will be located at the Wick Lane junction with the A12 which is at present heavily used
by traYc seeking to access the City area from the north-east. During the period of the Games it is proposed
that the junction be closed to all but Olympic traYc, with a temporary road closure on the Tredegar Road
access from the west. The Council is concerned that TfL have not yet fully assessed the impacts of this
closure. There are both positive and negative points which need to be considered. On the one hand the
closure would reduce the level of through traYc which pours through the area at peak times, destroying the
residential amenity of that area. On the other hand, many businesses in that area make their money from
this passing trade and could suVer.

The above closure needs to be assessed alongside the proposed Olympic lanes to be introduced on the A12
and A13. Closing the Wick Lane A12 junction will cause traYc to redistribute across the network. The
closure will also severely restrict access into the Bow area, as few alternative routes exist. The diverted traYc
will thus be using some of the spare capacity TfL predict to be available during the summer months, and
may lead to new points of congestion. The Council is concerned that more detailed analysis needs to be
carried out on these impacts in order to ensure that changed patterns of access do not produce resulting
problems for movement both on the priority Olympic routes and in the local area. We are keen to work with
TfL to understand the potential issues and have already highlighted the issue in our Local Implementation
Plan in order that TfL funding can be secured to deal with the problem for the benefit of residents, local
businesses and the Olympic Games.

Through the Local Implementation Plan the Council has also indicated its plans for complementary
streetscene works to upgrade the environment in the Borough by 2011 and create an environment visitors
to the Games will be attracted to in order to help local businesses to benefit from having some many
international visitors in the vicinity.

3. Liaison with Local Businesses

The success of the Olympic Transport Strategy in highways terms will be very much dependent on
maintaining the reduction in traYc currently observed during the summer months. This creates spare
capacity which can be reallocated for Olympic Priority lanes. Through the Tower Hamlets Business Forum
and our Canary Wharf Transport Forum the Council has facilitated information exchange with businesses
on the impact of the Olympics event, and TfL have already begun talks to encourage more flexible working
practices during that period to reduce traYc levels further. We would hope to develop these relationships
in the coming years.

4. Possible Conflicts between Crossrail Construction and the Olympic Games

The area of Tower Hamlets directly aVected by land-take for the Olympics is centred upon the Bow
Midland Yards, east of the A12, between Old Ford and Bow Flyover. This area is currently used as railway
sidings and aggregate/general depots and extends across the borough boundary into Newham. The intention
of the Olympics is to utilise both yards to provide an athletics warm up track (located within Newham) and
car parking (which may also have a security role). It is estimated that the sites will be required for the
construction phase of the Olympics in 2011. This will allow for the construction element and rehearsals etc.

The Crossrail (CR) scheme has been initially programmed to be completed by 2013, with the base design
assuming a partial use of the Pudding Mill Lane site (adjoining the Olympic Park) as the main portal to the
set of tunnels towards/from the City. Tunnel Boring machines will be launched from this point and spoil
removed by train. The construction programme for CR includes a 2 year enabling works period followed
by a 6 year main construction phase. To date, little has been undertaken on the enabling works and we can
easily assume that the base case will not start until 2006 at the earliest, suggesting it will not be complete
until 2014.

The base case also assumes that there will be a Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) launch site from Hanbury
Street (in Spitalfields) together with a spoil disposal strategy that utilises the Pedley Street Conveyor to Mile
End Park. From this point spoil would be removed by rail towards the Pudding Mill Lane site.

The TBM launch chamber at Pudding Mill Lane will abut the River Lea and will stray into the Bow
Midland Yards. Although CR have indicated that there would be no impact on the Olympics, with this
scheme we believe that the programming of the CR works may have an impact if the commencement of the
works is further delayed. The prospect of a major spoil handling site adjacent to the Olympic park raises
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the risk of poor environmental quality (dust and noise) in a location which is extremely sensitive to such
problems. The worst case scenario would be that the works would have to stop on the CR scheme, well in
advance of the Olympics to allow the air quality to improve. This option would be costly and may not be
practical in engineering terms.

Tower Hamlets, in preparing its petition against some details of the Crossrail Bill, has been assessing the
alternative approach of using only Pudding Mill Lane as the launch site for the TBMs and driving through to
Whitechapel/Farringdon. This would mean that spoil would be emerging for a longer period predominantly
within the Pudding Mill Lane/Stratford Lands complex. This would have a further impact on the Bow
Midland Yards as above, plus there will need to be a retention of the Rail Freight facilities either in the Bow
Midland Yards or within the Stratford Lands area. Tunnelling would still need to stop as above if this option
were to proceed.

In both the CR Base Case and the alternative possibility oVered for consideration by Tower Hamlets, we
believe the tunnelling work site at Pudding Mill Lane could have an environmental impact on the Olympics
events. The Council is not the party to answer these concerns, but we feel it is important to ask the questions
of both the CR Promoters and the Olympics Promoters:

— Will the construction of these two major projects impact negatively on each other and how can this
be overcome to ensure the 2012 Games are not prejudiced?

— What contingency plans can be put in place to ensure that the proximity of a major tunnel spoil
disposal site is not operating at times when the environment must be protected for the benefit of
visitors to the Olympic venues?

— Could the CR site be closed down and spoil disposal temporarily diverted if necessary so as not to
further delay the CR project?

Conclusion

The Olympic Games present a major opportunity for East London. Although it is clear there are still some
detailed points to be resolved, this Council is keen to work with Olympic Delivery Authority to make a
success of the Games for the local community, for East London, the United Kingdom and the World!

Memorandum submitted by London Borough of Waltham Forest

1. Introduction

1.1 Waltham Forest is delighted that London has won the 2012 bid and is proud to be one of five
boroughs hosting the Olympic and Paralympic Games. The Council sees the event providing a unique
opportunity for major regeneration in this area of east London and recognises that many thousands of new
jobs will be created along with new businesses and new homes.

1.2 The London Borough of Waltham Forest is located immediately to the north of the Olympic Park,
extending from the northern edge of Stratford to Chingford about six miles north of that. The borough’s
population of approximately 225,000 people therefore all live within a few miles of the Olympics site.

2. Transport Context

2.1 The provision of eVective transport links is a key issue in achieving a successful games. It is also
important for the duration of the seven year construction phase and for the legacy situation. Over recent
years increases in car ownership and car use have put severe pressure on the local road network in Waltham
Forest. The problem is particularly applicable in respect of north/south journeys between Waltham Forest
and Stratford and the Lower Lea Valley. Whilst road and rail radial transport connections between the
borough and central London are fairly extensive, north/south connections are limited and there are no rail
or underground lines connecting most of the area of the borough with Stratford.

2.2 The Olympics site can only be accessed from Waltham Forest by a limited number of north/south
road corridors crossing the A12 Hackney to M11 Link Road. These roads pass through densely populated
urban areas and are consequently severely congested during peak periods and for much of the day. There
is eVectively little scope on local routes in the south of Waltham Forest to accommodate increases in traYc
movement associated with the Olympics construction and legacy phases. Significant improvements to the
public transport system are therefore seen as essential to accommodate these increases.

2.3 The Council is concerned that the Olympics will result in the heavily overloaded roads in the southern
part of Waltham Forest becoming more congested, discouraging local people from travelling to the
Stratford area and in particular seeking the many employment opportunities arising from the Olympics and
other development.
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3. Rail Services in Waltham Forest

3.1 A key component of the successful olympic bid is the ability to service the games by rail from all
directions, as it is anticipated that 80% of spectators will arrive by this mode. During peak times up to 300
trains per hour will arrive at the site on the relevant national rail and underground lines.

3.2 It is a matter of great concern to Waltham Forest Council that approximately 170,000 of its 225,000
residents, living just a few miles to the north of the site, have no rail services to it. The Lea Valley rail line
runs from Stratford northwards to Tottenham Hale and Stansted Airport and Cambridge. However,
Waltham Forest residents are unable to access this line as the only station on it in the borough (Lea Bridge)
closed 20 years ago. From December 2005, a two trains per hour service will operate on the Lea Valley line
between Stansted Airport and Stratford, passing through the disused Lea Bridge station.

3.3 Waltham Forest’s main commuter rail service, the Chingford to Liverpool Street line, provides an
eYcient passenger service from five overground stations in the Borough (Chingford, Highams Park, Wood
Street, Walthamstow Central and St James Street) to the City of London. However, the connection between
the Chingford to Liverpool Street line and the Lea Valley line (the Hall Farm Curve) was removed many
years ago. No rail service is therefore possible between the five Waltham Forest stations and the Olympics
site at Stratford.

3.4 The south eastern section of Waltham Forest does have connections to Stratford via the Central Line
at Leytonstone and Leyton stations. It is estimated that approximately 55,000 Waltham Forest residents
live on the Central Line corridor and therefore have an eYcient connection into Stratford. However, there
are serious capacity issues at Leyton station which are addressed later in Section 4.

3.5 The key project for the improvement of rail services between Waltham Forest and the Olympics site
is the reinstatement of the Hall Farm Curve at Coppermill junction. The scheme would involve laying
approximately 800 metres of track on the existing embankment, which is still in good condition. Services
could then be run from Chingford in the north of Waltham Forest, via the Hall Farm curve to a reopened
station at Lea Bridge, then Stratford and possibly beyond. A journey time of about 20 minutes from
Chingford to Stratford could be achieved, very much quicker than the current journey by car or bus. It is
likely that road congestion during the Olympics could cause serious delays for buses. The rail service would
ensure that the entire population of Waltham Forest had an eYcient rail connection to the Olympics site
and Lower Lea Valley area.

3.6 In 2002 the Council commissioned feasibility and demand studies for the scheme to reinstate the Hall
Farm Curve and reopen Lea Bridge station. The work was funded by a £50,000 grant from Transport for
London. The studies showed that the scheme was relatively straightforward in engineering terms and that
there were no major technical problems. It oVered four options of track and platform alignment, the
preferred option being costed at £18.1 million.

3.7 Following representations from Waltham Forest Council, the London Development Agency has
recently agreed to fund a regeneration study on the Hall Farm Curve. This will look at how the scheme could
be justified in the light of the Olympics, Stratford City development and other regeneration proposals, both
in Waltham Forest and the Lower Lea Valley area generally. The provision of the new rail infrastructure
could help to unlock sites in the area for development and contribute to the increases in housing identified
in the Mayor’s London Plan. In particular the scheme would benefit Leyton and Lea Bridge wards, two of
our five priority wards for Neighbourhood Renewal due to high levels of deprivation. The terms of reference
of the study have been agreed with the LDA and work will commence soon.

3.8 Waltham Forest is located in the London Cambridge Peterborough growth area and has received
ODPM funding to support the delivery of housing growth over and above the London Plan targets. The
Leyton area is identified as an area for regeneration in the London Plan and an important factor is the
linking of London’s most deprived communities to areas of opportunity and employment such as Stratford
and Stansted. There are smaller pockets of severe deprivation in the Wood Street area. The Drive in Hoe
Street ward is in the worst 5% in England for employment and the Index of Multiple Deprivation as a whole
and several other areas adjacent to Wood Street Station rank in the 20% most deprived. Similarly (but less
severe) in High Street and Markhouse wards there are a number of areas which rank in the 20% most
deprived on the IMD as a whole.

4. Leyton Underground Station

4.1 Leyton station on the London Underground Central Line is located less than one mile from the
northern edge of the Olympics site. The station currently has a very limited passenger capacity due to the
small size of the ticket hall and the narrow entrance onto Leyton High Road. In peak times the station is
chronically overcrowded and is already operating at well over capacity in a number of key respects.
Consultation with local residents has indicated that improvements to capacity and accessibility at Leyton
Station are a key priority
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4.2 Following earlier representations made by the Council on this issue, the London Development
Agency agreed to carry out a study into options for improving the station, both in terms of increasing its
capacity and improving its accessibility. The study has recently been completed. The final report on options
for improvement is now being assessed.

4.3 It is recognised that Leyton has not been chosen as one of the stations serving the Olympic precinct
because of its limited capacity and could not accommodate significant numbers of visitors to the Olympics.
However, the Olympic velodrome facility is located in Waltham Forest and Leyton is the closest station. If
during the Olympic event, there was a problem at Stratford (such as a security incident or overcrowding)
passengers travelling on the Central line could get oV at Leyton and still access the venue. This would be far
more desirable than decanting trains at Mile End and changing onto the District line to West Ham. The
Council considers that measures to increase the capacity of Leyton station and to make it more accessible
would be very desirable in this context.

5. The Bus Network

5.1 During recent years the Council has implemented a substantial system of bus lanes and bus priority
measures across the borough. However, due to lack of available roadspace, little scope exists for further bus
priority measures in the southern part of Waltham Forest. Any improvements to bus services will therefore
have to use the very congested road corridors outlined previously.

5.2 The Council is working with Transport for London Buses to discuss possible service enhancements
associated with the Olympics. These proposals are welcomed. However, any new services will have to use
the highly congested north/south road corridors and will have long journey times. They are unlikely to form
an attractive travel option, particularly for commuters.

6. Conclusion

6.1 The proposed Olympics site at Stratford is currently poorly served by public transport from most of
Waltham Forest and in particular, there are no rail services.

6.2 The Council wishes to see the reinstatement of the Hall Farm Curve and reopening of Lea Bridge
station to enable residents of the borough to be provided with a viable rail service to access the Olympics
site, Stratford City development and the Lower Lea Valley area generally.

6.3 The Council also wishes to see capacity and accessibility improvements to the Central Line station
at Leyton to enable it to accommodate the increase in passenger numbers resulting from the Olympics and
other regeneration proposals.

Memorandum submitted by the London Borough of Newham

Background

Newham Council welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the Transport Select Committee
Inquiry “ Delivering Excellent Transport for London’s 2012 Olympic Games“”.

It does so from the standpoint of one of the host boroughs for the 2012 Games in East London where the
winning of the bid is expected to be a major stimulus to the large scale regeneration of this hitherto deprived
part of the capital. Newham is a member of both the Thames Gateway London Partnership and the Joint
Planning Authorities Team, which are also making submissions. It refers the Committee to those for
comments on sub-regional impacts and detailed planning aspects respectively.

For Newham and its adjoining boroughs the regeneration impact of the London Olympics will be huge.
It will be maximised if the right legacy is put in place after the Games have been held. The aspiration is that
the Borough’s residents and businesses will be able to take full benefit from the billions of both public and
private investment in the Lower Lea Valley : in sporting facilities and supporting infrastructure; the
improved greened environment and new Olympic Park; from the thousands of construction jobs in building
the venues and from the estimated 6000 plus net new permanent jobs resulting. Equally important is that
by being at the centre of the London 2012 Olympics and Paralympics, Newham and Stratford will gain from
global publicity and as a legacy will be seen as a much better location to both visit and invest in.

The initial proposals for Olympics transport in the London 2012 bid book submission were evaluated by
the International Olympic Committee as practical and eVective, in their view having improved on the plans
at the shortlisting stage. The London 2012 team’s self assessment was that transport had become a strength
of the bid, not least because of considerable investment by the Government in transport improvements.

Nonetheless, as the Select Committee has commented “a great deal of work will be required to ensure that
the transport system in place in London by 2012 is able to cope with the enormous challenge of transporting
visitors, competitors and oYcials to the London Games safely, eYciently and eVectively while maintaining
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services to the capital’s populations“”. Newham therefore sees it as timely for the Committee to examine
the current state of plans to provide appropriate transport for 2012 early enough to spot any gaps in
provision and any concerns as to the achievement of the Olympic Transport Plan so that, if necessary,
recommendations can be made to ensure the key transport objectives are met.

The scope of the questions posed by the Select Committee is considerable. As a local authority playing a
major role in hosting the Games, Newham feels able to respond to some but not all of them. This submission
focuses in particular on the questions as to how transport projects needed for the Games fit into an
integrated long term plan for London and whether the transport legacy will be appropriate to the needs of
East London in the next two to three decades.

Newham’s Role in the 2012 Olympics

The venues for 18 of the 26 Olympic sports in the 2012 Games are situated in the Lower Lea Valley in
East London. Many of these will be situated in a new 500 acre Olympic Park which will be created between
Hackney Marshes—Stratford and West Ham and accessible within ten minutes walking time from the
Stratford stations.

Approximately two thirds of the Olympic Park is located within Newham’s boundaries. Key facilities
include the main Olympic Stadium, the Olympic Village, the Aquatics Centre, and the ExCeL centre (venue
for the contact sports).

With this degree of involvement, it is clearly a major concern for Newham that the transport arrangements
work well for all those participating in or watching the Games while at the same time enabling the transport
system of London to perform more or less its normal role for residents and businesses.

Existing Stratford Station—Main Hub for Games

Stratford Station is one of the busiest interchanges outside Central London with 37,000 passengers
currently using the station during the morning peak period. In the three years before the Games, ie from
2009, use of the station will be boosted by the opening of the early phases of the Stratford City development:
the new 1.5 million sq ft shopping district expected to attract 19.2 million shopping visits a year, the hotel
with some 4000 bedspaces and the new residential community on the former rail lands.

Two thousand shoppers a day are expected to travel to the shopping in the a.m. peak, and some eleven
thousand in the p.m. peak. In addition a good proportion of the 6500 retail workers in the shopping district
will come via Stratford Station. This will then become the strategic transport hub for London’s 2012
Olympic and Paralympics Games. Stratford Station is served by Central and Jubilee Underground lines, the
North London Line, the Great Eastern, West Anglia and London to Southend rail lines, the Docklands
Light Railway and it is also planned to get Crossrail services on the northern spur of the route east of
Liverpool St a few years after the Olympics have been held. This station, sometimes referred to as “like a
Kings Cross for East London“” is situated adjacent to the existing large bus station, and will be very much
a hub for passengers to and from the Games venues.

By 2012 there will have been a major upgrade to the signalling of the Jubilee Line and an additional
carriage per train. New rolling stock is being acquired so that DLR can run an enhanced service during and
after the Games. However, the Stratford Station needs a major refurbishment to better accommodate
development of existing and new services., many resulting from the growth in population and jobs projected
in the London Plan for 2016. TfL funded and led a Feasibility Study to improve capacity at Stratford Station
to meet the increased demand from Stratford City Development, and to manage spectators travelling
through the station to attend events at the Olympic Stadium. Proposals have been developed by TfL in
consultation with Stratford City Developers, Network Rail and LUL as well as other stakeholders including
London Borough of Newham to outline design and are now preparing to start detailed design commencing
November 2005.

TfL is additionally funding 2 DLR schemes including the conversion of the North London Line to DLR
and a new platform at Stratford Station. The new replacement DLR island platform will accommodate two
tracks thus allowing a more frequent service and a safer, more eYcient, accessible environment for
passengers. DLR plans to convert the North London Line between Canning Town and Stratford and to
extend the route to integrate with the CTRL International station at Stratford.

All this is a considerable programme of works and LBN consider it important that the transport projects
needed for the Games are indeed integrated with the longer term planning for the redevelopment of the
station, and that the right legacy results.
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Stratford International Station—A Key Role

Playing another key role will be the new Stratford combined international and domestic station on the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link due to open in 2007 with the domestic Integrated Kent Franchise service
commencing 2009. The station is located on a west—east axis at the centre of the new Stratford City
development, a new metropolitan centre for East London and with two of the northern development zones
and an additional extended area forming the Olympic Village during the Games and being refitted
afterwards as permanent housing.

Not only will Eurostar serve Stratford International—with journey times of 2 hours 20 minutes to Paris
and 2 hours to Brussels, but there will be a special “ Olympic Javelin“” shuttle service in rolling stock of the
“bullet train“” type now being procured from Hitachi. The shuttle service will enable journeys from and to
Kings Cross—St Pancras/central London to Stratford in 7 minutes. The plans are that the rolling stock will
be first used to deliver London-Stratford—North Kent services under the Integrated Kent Franchise
from 2009.

Moving between the Stratford Stations—A Potential Problem of Transport Integration

As stated above, the intention of the master planners for the Olympic Zone is that sports venues in the
new Olympic Park will be reached by a maximum ten minute walk in a westerly direction for those arriving
at either of the Stratford stations

However, there are some Olympics visitors whose journey may require a journey between the two
Stratford stations. An example would be a spectator coming from central London or north Kent who wishes
to visit the basketball or gymnastics competitions, the Olympic venue for which will be the Dome on
Greenwich Peninsula. That spectator could use the Olympic Javelin shuttle from St Pancras to Stratford (a
7 minute trip) or Ebbsfleet to Stratford (11 or 12 minutes) and then seek to access the existing Stratford
station to take the Jubilee line to the Dome.

The Stratford International station (SIS) is 400 metres from the existing Stratford Station—a 10 to 12
minute walk. If the walk is routed around the proposed Stratford City shopping centre this may extend the
distance and time to walk between the two stations.

The Transport and Works Act Order for Stratford International Station (SIS) has a planning condition
imposed by the Secretary of State requiring CTRL promoters Union Railways North (URN) to construct
an enclosed dedicated walkway (travelator or similar) that comprises a mechanised link between SIS and
Stratford Station. URN have always stated they do not want to provide the travelator and will appeal the
condition this Autumn.

Newham’s view is that the mechanised link/travelator is essential to promote full use of the new SIS and
for proper transport integration in the 21st Century. In addition to interchanging passengers such a
travelator is likely to be used by: some of those coming to the shopping district for work or making
purchases—it could potentially be the shortest route to the shops at the northern end of the shopping
district; some of the hotel guests and those new residents living to the north of Stratford International

The issue of whether a travelator is provided is likely to be determined within the next year. If the
travelator is not provided (at a capital cost of £27 million—£28 million to be funded by URN) some Olympic
visitors are likely to be seriously inconvenienced in their journeys between the two Stratford stations. Some
would use the new DLR shuttle service but there would be a time saving if the travelator is installed and
LBN are clear most would choose to use this and walk. The travelator would also help ease any potential
conflict from passengers moving northwards to access Olympic venues after arrival at Stratford station and
those going between the two stations. It would also be an appropriate legacy for transport integration.

Other Newham Transport Facilities and the Games

Other transport facilities in Newham that are important in serving the Games includes West Ham and
Canning Town stations.

West Ham station is towards the southern end of the Olympic park. It is served by District and Jubilee
Underground lines, by C2C London-Barking-Tilbury rail services and currently the North London Line,
which will be converted to DLR operation in time for the Olympics. A new station entrance and ramp are
to be constructed to allow further visitors to walk to Games venues nearest to that station. This station will
also serve as an important diversionary route for the Olympics spectators with the potential to reduce
demand at Stratford Station

Canning Town station is served by the Jubilee Underground line, DLR, and the North London Line
section being converted to DLR and is a good example of a combined bus and rail station. It is likely to be
a major interchange for onward travel to the ExCeL, venue for 6 of the Olympic sports. Current modelling
shows that, in addition to the enhanced DLR services that would operate for the duration of the Games, a
shuttle bus to ExCel would be required to complement this.
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In addition the southern spectator transport coach park is in Newham while the Olympic family transport
park and north spectator transport coach park in other Olympic host boroughs also will impact on
Newham. All will have an important role in getting people to and from the Games. Newham is concerned
that the operation of these should be as sustainable as possible and properly marshalled in order to minimise
nuisance from noise and pollution in the area.

LBN very much hopes that the new Thames Gateway Bridge will be open in the Summer of 2012 just
before the Games and this and the East London Transit may be used as part of the journey to access points
to the Games venues.

Response to the Committee’s Key Questions

Funding required/Adequacy of funding

Newham does not feel able to comment on the total transport funding needed for transport improvements
for the Games but is concerned that there is suYcient funding available overall to enable a proper transport
legacy and that the projects are delivered in a way which will fit in with the integrated long term transport
plans of both East London and London as a whole (see below for more specific local concerns)

Role of private sector in delivering the infrastructure

This is best answered by potential private sector participants. However, Newham is a development
partner with Stratford City Development Ltd who will be delivering the new mixed development at Stratford
City. The masterplan for Stratford City has been reshaped to fit with the requirements of the Olympics, most
of all to accommodate the Olympic Village and the private sector developers involved may make their own
submission. As part of the planning application for Stratford City Development LBN and TfL also
successfully negotiated a Section 106 agreement with Stratford City Development Partnership and London
Continental Railways for a package of works to improve the transport network in Stratford. This includes
a contribution to Stratford Station remodelling, a new northern ticket hall, extending and upgrading subway
links in the Station as well as for a new adjacent bus station.

Diversion of funding from other transport projects

This question may be responded to mostly from authorities and organisations outside London. For its
part, Newham wants to highlight that the transport improvements and investment made in its area for the
Olympic Games all show great benefit to cost ratios not just for the Borough but also for the wider Thames
Gateway and London as a whole, fitting into the longer term transport requirements needed to support
major residential growth in the capital up to and beyond 2016. In turn, enabling London to develop towards
the east into Thames Gateway will help sustain its world city role and continue its above average
contribution as a region to the wider UK economy.

How will transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated long term plan for London/Will the
transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of East London in the next two to three decades.

Here there are a number of specific local concerns which need to be highlighted to the Committee

Refurbishment of Existing Stratford Station

It is explained above that Stratford station will be a major transport hub for the Games and for Thames
Gateway and to accommodate a hugely expanding array of services, and the large projected increase in
passenger numbers, extensive refurbishment of the station is needed.to meet 2016 and Olympic demand. An
estimate of £285 million has recently been assessed as the cost of doing this. Within the Olympic transport
programme there is an allocation of some £50 million towards specific elements within the refurbishment.
However, Newham is concerned that a serious funding gap may emerge—perhaps in excess of £50 million—
to deliver the comprehensive refurbishment of the station which delivers most for long term transport needs.
TfL is currently looking at improvements to Stratford Station that are deliverable and cost eVective within
the current budget and timeframe to ensure that the transport benefits are realised. Newham wants every
possibility examined to avoid a reduced scheme being delivered that does not leave legacy benefits for the
local community.

Siting of DLR Station

Newham has been pressing the examination of the feasibility of moving the DLR station from close to the
Stratford international station to a site further north on the Stratford City development to serve the Olympic
Village (and the post Olympics permanent housing) and the Stratford City northern housing generally. DLR
is currently in negotiation with SCDP.
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Retention of additional DLR rolling stock

Additional rolling stock for the DLR Olympic shuttle is to be procured (some 22 Carriages) Newham
would like greater clarification on how this extra rolling stock will be used after the Games. There is a
suggestion that this may be used for the DLR Extension to Barking Reach but this may not be operational
until 2015.

Provision of the Travelator

Newham has outlined above the main arguments for providing an inter station mechanised link or
travelator between the two Stratford stations. The TWA Order for the SIS includes as a condition the
provision of such a link with the cost falling to Union Railways North. There will be some Olympic visitors
who need to travel between the two stations and for them and for acceptable long term transport integration
LBN would urge the Committee to give its support to the provision of this mechanised link and recommend
that the Secretary of State does not waive it as a planning condition.

West Ham station second entrance.

The Olympics masterplan provides for a second entrance to West Ham station and there is a funding
contribution to it. However, as yet there is little detail relating to this second entrance and how it will fit in
the legacy stage with the elements in the West Ham masterplan. There is also concern about the adequacy
to cope with large numbers of interchanging passengers at this station. The design should include a critical
review of the ease of interchange and the potential for improving this.

West Ham station ramp

A ramp at West Ham station is needed as part of the Olympics infrastructure works and is a critical
element of the overall package of station improvements. To develop it there is a need to bore through an
operational rail embankment. There are questions as to how easy this will be to construct and about what
will happen to the ramp in the legacy phase—the issue of longer term maintenance needs to be resolved.

Eurostar services to Stratford

There has been concern that there will be few Eurostar international services at Stratford International
when the station opens in 2007. Newham has been detailing to Eurostar that the build up of development
in Newham and other nearby Thames Gateway sites (Newham alone is expected to add some 69000
people—the size of a new town like Harlow—to its population in the next 20 years as well as potentially
doubling its employment base adding 70,000 plus jobs) will mean there will be a business case for Eurostar
services at Stratford.

Before the Olympic bid was successful Eurostar stated that greater international awareness of its location
at a key point in London was needed to improve its use as a destination and that winning the 2012 Olympics
would greatly boost this requirement. The concern in Newham is that Eurostar services are not enhanced
at Stratford just for the Games but that the level in the post Games period underpins the development of
East London and Thames Gateway.

Lea Valley line services

In the long term regeneration of the Lea Valley, developing rail services on the Lea Valley line between
Stratford, Stansted Airport and Hertford East is seen as of crucial importance. The Olympic Games
Transport Plan includes extension to the Lea Valley platform to accommodate 12 car operation (ie Stansted
Express). A stopping service to Stansted Airport/Hertford East commences December 2005. In addition,
the Olympic Transport Committee has allocated funding to the extension of Platform 10a which will include
the re-building of Angel Lane Bridge.

Newham’s view, however, is that these welcome measures are not yet suYcient to amount to what is
needed to deliver the best long term transport package for Stratford. Further service enhancements will be
required to deliver this.
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Loss of Thornton Fields Sidings

These sidings are currently in operational use for stabling of rolling stock between the morning and
evening peak periods. There are ongoing discussions about a possible site for re-location

Olympics and Crossrail

Newham understands that Crossrail will not be completed in time for the 2012 Games. However, there
is concern Crossrail could be delayed by up to two years from the latest timetable as a result of the Games
now intervening, and possibly interfering with proposed works to the DLR necessary for the Olympics. It
seeks assurances that such a delay will not occur whether because of overlapping construction issues or an
inadequate supply of construction skills and labour.

At Marshgate Lane, Olympic and Crossrail works could be in close proximity..If the works are being
undertaken contemporaneously in that vicinity, there will be an urgent need to ensure they do not impact
adversely on each other’s progress but to coordinate work eVectively.

Construction strategy and sites

The Olympic construction strategy is not yet available and the construction sites are yet unknown. As
regards construction traYc, there will be construction traYc in Newham associated with both Stratford City
and the Olympics development as well as for other major schemes like Crossrail and Canning Town. There
is a threat the road system will be deluged unless sustainable means are found to deal with construction
materials

Sustainable Transport Equipment

The Olympic Transport Strategy proposes that travel within the Olympic Zone will be by means of buses
and coaches operating at peak frequencies along the Loop Rd of 1100 buses per hour and that these should
be run by very low emission vehicles. The question then arises as to what will happen to any vehicles
procured for the Games in the legacy phase and whether some of these vehicles could be retained for use on a
similar operation, albeit running less frequently, to provide local access to retained facilities after the Games.

Effects of Olympic Games on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions
impacts.

Newham is not best able to comment on the security aspects of the Games.

The environmental impact from the games can be split into 3 distinct parts: the construction phase, the
actual period of the Games and the legacy phase

These 3 parts were assessed in the environmental statement attached to the series of planning applications
for the Games facilities and handled by the Joint Planning Authorities Team (JPAT) Given the extent of
the development, and the number of unknowns there were a wide range of assumptions that needed to be
made to allow for the assessment to be undertaken.

These comments concentrate on the actual period of the Games. Although the main games, ie the
Olympics and Paralympics, will be the largest events a number of other events will be staged that year to
ensure the readiness of the relevant infrastructure. Thus, in considering the impact on air quality and
emissions it needs to be recognised that this is not a event where just the small number of weeks of the two
games should be considered

The modelling that has been undertaken by the promoters excludes the air quality impacts of the Games
themselves (also excluding the other events in the year). This is on the basis that these impacts will be
shortlived and therefore it is unreasonable to compare them with air quality standards that are based on
long term exposure. This has some justification ie comparison with standards for long term exposure but
does mean there is a lack of quantitative knowledge on what impact the games will have.

To minimise the impact of the games the promoters along with conditions placed on the development by
the relevant local authorities are developing a high quality package of measures designed to reduce
pollution. This includes the widespread use of public transport, including the use of specialised train services,
the use of low emission vehicles, Olympic lanes on busy routes and the setting up of a low emission zone.

As details emerge closer to the games, further more accurate assessment could be made of the air quality
impacts if required.

Considering the Olympics in the context of London as a whole the impacts will be small for air quality,
and will largely be confined to the location of events or stadia.



3210821003 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 13:54:10 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 12 Transport Committee: Evidence

Lessons for transport from the experience of other Olympic Cities

Others will be better able to provide this important case history.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan

As will be appreciated from the above, the initial Olympic Transport Plan oVers much for Newham and
East London which should fit well with long term transport requirements. However, there are some detailed
concerns which have been highlighted which could be addressed as the OTP is taken forward.

Will ODA have necessary powers/funding and expertise to plan, deliver transport infrastructure and services.

At this stage, all that is available is the published London Olympics bill. It is clear that the Olympic
Delivery Authority will have extensive powers. It is vital that the Authority works co-operatively with the
key host boroughs like Newham to ensure the optimal legacy.

September 2005

Memorandum submitted by the London Borough of Hackney

The London Borough of Hackney is grateful for the opportunity to make a submission to the Committee
and supports the holding of the Games in London. As a host borough Hackney has played its part by
participating in the joint planning committee and taking an active part in developing the bid.

As the Committee acknowledges, there is a significant amount of work to be undertaken in the coming
years and it is therefore important that all partners take an active part in making the Games a success.

The Borough will work with the ODA in a constructive and supportive way to help ensure that the Games
are successful and that the long term benefits to this part of London are achieved.

It is also important that the short and medium term regeneration opportunities for East London are
maximised between now and the Games.

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements?

Whilst Hackney is not able to comment on the detailed level of funding necessary it is essential that a level
is set that is adequate to cover all the additional costs of the required improvements. It is essential for
London as a whole and East London in particular that existing and proposed transport programmes are
not aVected but funding being diverted to Olympic projects.

It is also important that a commitment is given to provide funding to cover all and any works and schemes
that may emerge from the, to be completed and approved strategies, for delivering the Olympics (required
as part of the Planning Consents) which are currently being developed and therefore funding requirements
unknown. Any such additional schemes must not be under-funded. It is also important that when
implementing these schemes local temporary and long terms needs are not ignore and that all schemes
implemented for the delivery of the Olympics and done so in partnership with the local authorities and local
communities and with the legacy requirements taken into account.

Will the Government’s Spending Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding?

Only if funding is not diverted from existing and proposed programmes.

What role will be private sector play in delivering this infrastructure?

It is vital that eVective partnerships between the public and private sector are formed at an early stage. A
significant proportion of the infrastructure works will be undertaken by the private sector and their early
input during the development stages of projects will enable realistic timetables to be set. Private sector input
to the programming of projects will also assist with ensuring that resources are available as appropriate. The
private sector must also be signed up to minimising the disruption caused to residents, businesses and
travellers by the proposed works.

Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

This depends on the level of funding agreed for the Spending Settlement and also on the London Mayor
managing funding eVectively. As commented above it is vital for the future of the whole of London that this
does not happen.



3210821004 Page Type [O] 10-03-06 13:54:10 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 13

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London?

All the new transport projects need to be sustainable in the long term and need to be developed to enhance
the existing and already proposed infrastructure rather than take a narrow Olympic view. The London
Mayor will need to revise his Transport Strategy in the light of London hosting the Games to ensure an
integrated approach is taken. It is also important that the London Boroughs contribute to this process as
partners and that broad support for the revised strategy is obtained.

Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of East London in the next two to three decades?

To a point, but improvements proposed at present to the North London Line are not sustainable for the
legacy. The improvements in frequency appear to be being achieved by diverting freight for the games period
thereby freeing up paths. Hackney does not object to this but Frequency improvements to the passenger
service are essential to cope with the current and future regeneration of East London. It is essential that the
London Mayor works with interested boroughs and Government to bring about an increase in the overall
capacity of the line. One way of doing this is to bring forward the proposed re-signalling which will reduce
train headway and therefore increase the number of paths available.

Consideration of needs to be given to bringing forward phase 2 of the East London Line to prior to the
Games period. This will also require the increase in capacity on the NLL as described above.

What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?

Improvements to London’s public transport network will contribute to improving congestion and air
quality. The current proposals for the Games period appear to encourage the use of public transport and
discourage car use.

What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

It is the responsibility of the London Mayor to ensure that transport is not adversely aVected in the interim
by maintaining adequate levels of funding for current and proposed schemes. The Games should provide
the opportunity to bring forward long term proposals so that the benefits are available soon to mitigate any
adverse impact during construction of Olympic related projects.

What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

The main lesson appears to be to bring forward as much construction as possible and spread the works
in a planned and co-ordinated way. Some of the proposed projects are very large and plenty of time needs
to be allowed for construction so that they are completed in good time.
Transport professionals should liaise closely with comparable organisations in other Olympic cities so that
the benefits of their experience can be maximised.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

The OTS sets out the proposed transport improvements that formed part of the bid. The Plan should
develop how these will be programmed and how they will deliver the long term needs of London. It should
demonstrate that these projects are funded without an adverse aVect of other transport projects. The Plan
should link closely to the London Mayor’s Transport Strategy along with those of other aVected London
Boroughs.

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

It is not possible to comment in detail at this stage because this depends on how the Authority is
developed. However, there is a clear need for the Authority to work closely with stakeholders such as host
boroughs etc.

12 September 2005
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Memorandum submitted by Dorset County Council

1.1 Dorset County Council welcome the decision to hold the 2012 Olympic Games in London and have
actively supported the TFL Olympic Transport Strategy Team in compiling the Venue Transport Plan for
the Weymouth and Portland Sailing Academy which will host the sailing events at the London 2012
Olympics.

1.2 Weymouth and Portland is one of sixteen sporting venues located outside the main Olympic Park at
Stratford and will host the sailing events for the Olympic and Paralympic Games and other major events
which are expected to take place over a period of several years before the Games both as large scale ‘test
events’ and other international events to enable athletes to acclimatize and become familiar with the host
country sailing facilities.

1.3 The following responses to the particular questions which the Transport Committee wishes to
examine focus on the transport requirements for Weymouth and Portland. Responses are not given to those
questions which are specific to London transport requirements.

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements?

What role will the private sector play in delivering this infrastructure?

Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

2.1 Dorset County Council are concerned that the Transport Committee appears to be concentrating
solely on the ability of the London transport system to cope eVectively with the impact of the Olympic
Games. The Council believes that the remit of the Committee and that of the Olympic Delivery Authority
in preparing the Olympic Transport Plan should be widened to consider the transport requirements of
venues outside London.

2.2 The Provisional Local Transport Plan for Dorset submitted in July 2005 highlights the need for
substantial improvements in transport infrastructure in the A354 Dorchester-Weymouth-Portland corridor
in conjunction with a congestion strategy which has been modified to identify those measures which are
considered to be of key importance for completion in advance of the Olympic Games. In summary, these
measures and their currently estimated costs1 are as follows:

Completion of the Weymouth Relief Road including Park and Ride at Lodmoor £54.6m1

North to be open and fully operational.

Major junction improvement at the A354 junction with the A35 Dorchester by-pass. £1m

The identification of a number of other temporary park and ride locations. £0.5m
Full implementation of Intelligent Transport systems, including variable message £0.25m
signing, to give much better travel information, especially for motorists.

Full implementation of real time bus information throughout the corridor. £0.25m

TraYc management of Weymouth Esplanade as part of Townscape Heritage £2m
Initiative (Public Realm improvements).

Improvement to roads in the Weymouth to Portland corridor, to provide a red route £4m
approach, in order to ease traYc flows.

Substantial completion of the Borough Council cycling network, including a link £0.25m
through to Dorchester.

Bringing forward highway structural maintenance schemes to Westwey Road and £3m
routes in Weymouth to Portland corridor.

Completion of A37 improvements in Somerset to improve access to and from the M5. Somerset County
Council to advise

Maximise the potential for waterborne transport. £1m

1 The estimated cost of the Weymouth Relief Road is at 2001–02 prices and will be subject to construction price inflation as set
out in paragraph 2.7.
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2.3 In addition to this the County Council would want to see many elements of the rail strategy completed
in advance of 2012. In particular:

The dualling of the railway between Moreton and Dorchester South and an upgrade £7 million
to signalling and power supplies to facilitate increased frequency of trains between
Bournemouth and Weymouth.

Improved frequencies to provide half hourly service between Dorchester and £0.6 million ! £0.15
Weymouth. million per annum

2.4 The ability of the County Council to achieve the road infrastructure Transport Plan funding obtained
and the need to allocate this equitably between the respective needs of the Dorchester-Weymouth-Portland
corridor and the remainder of the County. Ring-fencing of a suYcient and enhanced Department for
Transport funding allocation through the Local Transport Plan for improvements in the Dorchester-
Weymouth-Portland corridor may be worthy of consideration by the Transport Committee.

2.5 The rail infrastructure improvements identified will need to be sought through existing and future
franchise arrangements with the rail operators for which government funding will again be required.

2.6 The role of the private sector will be important in delivering the majority of the above projects. Of
particular concern will be the impact that the significant construction programme for the Olympic Park at
Stratford will have on construction prices in general and thereby on the deliverability of the transport
strategy for the Dorchester-Weymouth-Portland corridor, in particular the Weymouth Relief Road.

2.7 The Weymouth Relief Road has been granted provisional acceptance for funding by the Department
for Transport subject to completion of the statutory processes, on the basis of an estimated outturn cost of
£54.6m at 2001–02 prices. Provisional acceptance carries an assumed economy-wide inflation of 2.5% per
annum whereas recent construction price growth has accelerated to a current rate of 6% per annum. If this
trend were to be maintained or increased as a result of continuing price growth compounded by the Olympic
Park programme, the outturn cost of the Weymouth and Portland Transport Package as set out in paras
2.2 and 2.3 above would increase to approximately £100 million by the planned completion date for the
Relief Road of 2010. Currently, such a price increase in any major project would require a technical re-
appraisal by the DfT creating the potential for delay and uncertainty.

2.8 The County Council believes that the Transport Committee should consider the case for inflation-
proofing against construction price growth those projects which are key to the success of the Olympic Games
without the need for technical re-appraisal.

How the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan (for
London)?

Will the transport legacy be appropriate (to the needs of East London) in the next 2–3 decades?

What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions (in London)?

What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

2.9 Dorset County Council is, again, concerned that the Transport Committee focus is solely on London.

3.0 The infrastructure proposals listed earlier form part of the wider integrated transport strategy for the
Dorchester-Weymouth-Portland corridor set out in the Dorset Provisional Local Transport Plan and their
early completion to facilitate the Olympic sailing events will enable the County Council to meet its
congestion strategy objectives for the corridor more rapidly than would otherwise have been possible.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

3.1 A key objective of the Olympic travel plan will be the creation and maintenance of the Olympic Route
Network.

Road and RaiI Routes

3.2 Dorset County Council wishes to ensure that the road and rail routes linking Weymouth and Portland
with the Olympic Park at Stratford and Heathrow and Bournemouth Airports are included in the Olympic
Route Network. The Council also believes that road and rail routes linking Weymouth and Portland with
the M5 and the Waterloo-Exeter line respectively should be included to facilitate access to the sailing events
from the South-West region in general.
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The road and rail routes which the Transport Committee should seek to have included in the Olympic
Route Network are therefore as set out below:

Road

M25 (Heathrow to M3) \
M3 _
M27 _ Heathrow/M25 and Bournemouth
A31 (M27 to Bere Regis) ] International Airport to Weymouth
A35 (Bere Regis to A30) _ & Portland
A354 (A35 to Portland) _
A338 (Bournemouth Airport to A31) ^

A358 (M5 to A303) \
A303 (A358 to A3088) b M5 to Weymouth & Portland
A3088 `
A37 (A3088 to A35) ^

Rail

Waterloo-Weymouth service (current franchisee South West Trains).

Air Routes

3.3 Although the transfer of athletes between Heathrow as ‘Gateway’ airport and Portland may be a
reasonable proposition for the Olympic Games, the County Council believes there is a need to designate
Bournemouth International Airport as a further Gateway airport which would be nearer to the sailing venue
for training purposes and international events in the years preceding the Games. The Transport Committee
are therefore asked to designate Bournemouth International Airport as a further Gateway airport and to
consider the need for improved road access from Bournemouth International Airport to A338 (estimated
cost £5 million) and enhanced passenger terminal facilities to be included in the Olympic Transport Plan.

Sea Routes

3.4 It is currently proposed that freight containers with equipment for the sailing events should use
Southampton Docks. The Transport Committee are asked to review the Southampton Docks proposal and
recommend instead the use of Portland Port.

3.5 In addition to specifying the above routes, the Olympic Transport Plan should consider bus and coach
frequencies and fleet sizes required and parking and park and ride requirements for each venue. Particular
requirements for Weymouth and Portland will include the accommodation and transport requirements or
the Olympic Family and access for spectators. All of these requirements were set out in detail in the Venue
Transport Plan for the Weymouth and Portland sailing events as part of the Olympic Bid submission for
London 2012.

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver
the transport infrastructure and services required?

3.6 The particular concerns of the County Council relate to both funding, as set out in answer to the first
series of questions of above, and the need for the statutory processes for the Weymouth Relief Road to be
progressed as eYciently as possible, particularly if any Public Inquiry becomes necessary at either the
Planning Application or Orders stage.

3.7 The County Council, as highway authority, has powers to compulsorily purchase land needed for the
Relief Road. However, experience of compulsory purchase processes is that they are lengthy and there can
be significant delay before even a straightforward compulsory purchase order is confirmed. The Transport
Committee should consider giving the ODA and authorities working with it to deliver transport
infrastructure, the power to acquire land compulsorily by order to be confirmed by the Secretary of State
without the need for a Public Local Inquiry where compulsory purchase is necessary in order to secure land
for schemes identified in the Olympic Transport Plan as essential for the success of the Games.

3.8 If the Council and other authorities responsible for delivering Olympic transport requirements are
not to be given enhanced compulsory purchase powers, then steps will need to be taken to ensure that
arrangements are made for the fast tracking of compulsory purchase order inquiries for Olympic
transport schemes.

7 September 2005
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Memorandum submitted by the Thames Gateway London Partnership
and the Joint Planning Authorities Team

A. Introduction, Issues and Opportunities

Thames Gateway London Partnership (TGLP), which represents 12 local authorities and a range of
regional stakeholders, including the five Joint Planning Authorities Team (JPAT) boroughs of Greenwich,
Hackney, Newham, Tower Hamlets, and Waltham Forest, welcomes the opportunity to make a submission
to the Transport Select Committee Inquiry on transport for the 2012 London Olympic and Paralympic
Games.

Our submission is written from the perspective of the long-term economic, social and physical
regeneration of East London. The Thames Gateway is recognised by Government and the Mayor of
London as one of the main focal points in the UK for regeneration and a critical location for delivering the
objectives of the Sustainable Communities Plan and London Plan. Within this context, TGLP is recognised
as an influential body whose main objective is to ensure that suYcient investment is made in transport
infrastructure, services and urban design to ensure that regeneration and growth does not result in
unacceptable increases in traYc and congestion and that all communities are able to access the employment,
educational and other opportunities being created. This applies both in the context of the wider sub-region
and also in relation to specific major development opportunities, including those relating to the 2012
Olympics in the Hackney Marshes, Stratford, the Lower Lea Valley, Royal Docks and Greenwich
Peninsula.

JPAT was set up to assess the planning applications for the main Olympic Park in the Lower Lea Valley
after the five Boroughs took a strategic decision in 2003 that they would work together closely to assist
London’s Bid for the 2012 Olympics, and to secure the regeneration of this area of East London. The oYcer
Team worked in partnership with the GLA to deliver the planning permissions, supported by a S. 106
Agreement in time to support the London submission in November 2004. This level of joint working is
unprecedented between local authorities, and has continued to develop since the relevant Borough
Committees granted the planning permissions and the IOC’s decision on 6 July 2005. A significant part of
the comprehensive report on the planning applications (Olympics and Legacy, 9 Sept 2004) was the
transport assessment with the boroughs approaching this jointly through a Transport Forum, which
included Transport for London and the Olympic Transport Strategy group. Annex 1 sets out the
Requirements of the Planning Permissions, which involve the development and continuous review of
various strategies.

We ask the Select Committee to remember that the regeneration of the Thames Gateway was planned to
take place even without a London Olympics and that transport infrastructure is desperately needed, both
to address existing accessibility and congestion problems and also those resulting from housing and
employment growth. However, the Olympics will result in the accelerated regeneration of the Lower Lea
Valley and Greenwich Peninsula. As a result, we expect some currently committed transport schemes to be
essential in accommodating the construction traYc up to 2012, the operational requirements of the Games
themselves and the longer-term legacy land uses in the area. It will also be necessary to deliver some
important additional local and regional transport projects that would not otherwise proceed.

Ultimately, the key challenge for the Thames Gateway is to maintain the pace of regeneration beyond
the Olympics themselves in order to address once and for all deprivation and poor transport provision in
the area.

In the interim over the next seven years, we feel sure the Committee recognises that the wider Thames
Gateway Project will continue to develop and care must be taken to ensure that adequate transport
investment is maintained for the whole of the sub-region including, for example, the Urban Development
Corporation areas around London Riverside and Thurrock and also around Woolwich, Thamesmead and
Erith-Belvedere on the south bank of the Thames. The focus on the Olympic sites must not blight
development of these other important locations for the best part of a decade.

The following comments have been prepared by the TGLP and JPAT within the context of the questions
posed by the Select Committee. We are especially focused on the theme of how transport projects needed
for the Games will fit into an integrated long term plan for East London and whether the transport legacy
be appropriate to the needs of East London in the next two to three decades. Responses from our individual
boroughs will be more focused on the questions of managing construction traYc up to 2012 and the
operational transport requirements of the Games themselves.

Support for the London Olympic Games

TGLP and JPAT welcome the success of London in winning the right to host the 2012 Olympic Games.
They believes that the strength of London’s bid was grounded in its promise to bring about the regeneration
of East London and a high-quality legacy of urban planning, sports facilities and infrastructure in some of
the most deprived communities of the UK. The Olympics will allow planners to cut through much of the



3210821006 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 13:54:10 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 18 Transport Committee: Evidence

institutional and funding uncertainty that often delays urban improvement in Britain and provide a step-
change in quality of life and standard of environment on the Lower Lea Valley and its surroundings that
would be undeliverable within the same timescale.

London’s Olympic bid has made much of the longer-term legacy of the Olympics to the area. This includes
significant investment in transport infrastructure and services. These must be fully funded, properly
delivered and integrated with other measures contained in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy. Measures
developed and implemented for the operations of the Games themselves (eg Intelligent Transport Systems,
alternative fuels and new transit technology) may also provide an opportunity to demonstrate approaches
which can be applied for network and fleet management in London beyond 2012. In turn, future revisions
of this Transport Strategy, the London Plan, TfL investment Programme and borough Local Development
Frameworks and Local Implementation Plans must recognise the needs and opportunities of the Games.

Recommendation 1

Transport infrastructure and operations for passengers and freight must be central to the planning of the
Olympics and the post-Games legacy for East London and be fully funded, delivered on time, and sensibly
integrated with other plans and delivery structures.

Recommendation 2

Innovative measures should also be developed with a view to them being implemented for the operations
of the Games themselves and provide an opportunity to demonstrate approaches which can be applied to
network and fleet management in London beyond 2012.

Recommendation 3

The Committee should press the Government to provide in the next Spending Review, now in 2007, the
additional funds to take full account of the transport infrastructure and service requirements of the
Olympics and wider Thames Gateway regeneration and growth agenda.

B. Responses to the Committee’s Questions

The questions set by the Select Committee are wide-ranging and TGLP is well-placed to answer some but
not all of them. Our focus in our responses is on the strategic view of the impacts of the Olympics at the
sub-regional level, especially as they relate to the legacy outcomes. Responses from the boroughs and other
stakeholders are better able to address issues such as the appropriateness of the legacy needs at the local
level, site access and the impact of Olympic construction traYc in the interim.

1. What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements, will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding, and will funding be diverted from other transport
projects?

Transport for London and the boroughs around the Olympics are likely to face pressures from increased
transport demand and the need for improvements to local transport, mobility and the public realm, both
for the Games themselves and also as a lasting legacy for local communities. They will need to manage
significant volumes of construction traYc and commit significant staV resources to detailed planning and
programme management. The full detailed needs will become more evident over the next few years.

Boroughs will therefore need to review and possibly revise their Local Implementation Plans as the plans
for the Games develop to reflect the increased investment needed and the case for increased BSP funding
from TfL to support it. The balance and profile of funding for Borough Spending Plans (BSPs), including
that for Area Based Schemes, should be revised by TfL to recognise the pressures and opportunities
presented by the Olympics. The Government itself should also provide additional support for staV and
capacity building in the local boroughs to ensure they are properly equipped to deal with the planning and
delivery challenges ahead.

We are not yet assured that the Government will provide adequate investment for Olympic transport in
the forthcoming Spending Review, for either TfL or the boroughs, or that other projects will not be
adversely aVected. We request that the Committee press the Government to provide further evidence on
this point.
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Recommendation 4

The balance and profile of TfL BSP funding for Greenwich, Hackney, Newham, Tower Hamlets, and
Waltham Forest will need to be revised to reflect the construction, operational and legacy challenges of the
Olympics. Adjustments will also need to be made to the BSP allocations for the other East London
boroughs, and TGLP’s own Regional Spending Plan, as appropriate. The Committee should support the
case for the Government to reflect in the 2007 Spending Review, extra funding to TfL to cover this increase
in BSP funding.

Recommendation 5

The Committee should also press the Government to provide additional revenue to support TfL and the
East London boroughs before the 2007 Spending Review to reflect the increased staV and capacity
requirements of planning and delivering the Olympics.

2. How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London, and will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of East London in the next two to three
decades?

The significant injection of funding and development into the Lower Lea Valley is a once-in-a-lifetime
opportunity to regenerate one of the poorest parts of the UK. A long-term transport plan for London is
already set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and TfL’s Five Year Investment Programme. These
documents provide for considerable funding for transport infrastructure projects in East London which will
create a substantial upgrade in public transport accessibility and capacity over the next ten years. TGLP
and JPAT are pleased that commitments are now in place for the DLR extensions to London City Airport,
Woolwich Arsenal and Stratford International, East London Line Extension Phase I, Jubilee Line Upgrade
and the first phases of the Thames Gateway Transit. These projects will provide important access to the key
Olympic sites and the legacy developments.

However, it must be recognised that the Thames Gateway project includes housing, commercial and
employment growth across the wider sub-region and there are a number of transport schemes which are
currently programmed for the western part of the TGLP sub-region outside the immediate catchment of the
Olympic sites. The Partnership wishes to be assured that the current focus on those parts of the Thames
Gateway which are not directly covered by the Olympics is not lost because of the eVort to prepare for the
2012 events. This is especially the case for schemes which support wider accessibility and regeneration goals
and allow the catalytic eVect of the Olympics on regeneration to be spread more widely. Specific
examples include:

— Crossrail Line 1;

— major interchange improvements at Stratford;

— the DLR extension to Dagenham Dock;

— later phases of Thames Gateway Transit, for example to Rainham, Romford, and east of Abbey
Wood;

— later phases of Kent Thameside Fastrack around Ebbsfleet;

— and the continuing improvement of bus services and interchange in Outer East London.

Recommendation 6

The focus of infrastructure investment on Stratford, Hackney Marshes and the Lower Lea Valley does
not diminish the need for suitable improvements in other parts of East London where these improvements
support the objectives of the London Plan and Mayor’s Transport Strategy. Additional resources should
be provided (for example through the East London UDC) in order that the necessary highway and public
transport schemes can be brought forward and the regeneration benefits of the Olympics spread more
widely. Only by bringing forward the other schemes already committed can the Games fully support the
long term regeneration and provide the legacy desperately needed.

Crossrail

Crossrail is recognised as one of the key pieces of transport infrastructure required to facilitate
regeneration and enhance public transport capacity in the Thames Gateway and wider area in the long-term.
TGLP has long supported the project as its main transport priority after Thames Gateway Bridge. Crossrail
is key to encouraging and capturing the potential legacy regeneration benefits of the substantial government
investment in public realm improvements within the Olympics site.
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We recognise there may be potential conflict between the programme management of the Crossrail
project, and that for the Olympics. The geographic and temporal proximity of the two large projects raises
a number of issues, none more so than the fact that aVected boroughs could contain Crossrail-related
building sites during the Games.

TGLP and JPAT strongly believe that the critical paths for delivery of the Olympics and Crossrail must
be carefully co-ordinated to avoid any delay in either. If, though, as a result, there is no alternative but to
introduce some delay on the construction period for Crossrail, every eVort must be taken to keep it to an
absolute minimum because Crossrail is a key element in legacy planning for the Olympics sites. Any delay
in delivery will aVect the business case and market sentiment for the highest value and most sustainable
legacy uses.

In addition to keeping any unavoidable impact on the overall Crossrail programme to a minimum, any
delay should only apply to the Shenfield branch via Stratford. There is no justification for considering delays
to the branch to Abbey Wood and beyond where these sections do not pass through or near the Olympic
sites.

Recommendation 7

The Committee should seek clarification from Cross London Rail Links on the impact of the Olympics
on the planning and construction programme for Crossrail Line 1. If there is any irresolvable conflict and
unavoidable delay on the Crossrail project, the Committee should ask the Secretary of State to ensure that
such delay is kept to the absolute minimum. Certainly, elements of Crossrail which are not aVected by the
Olympics must proceed according to the existing programme to maintain confidence in and momentum of
regeneration.

Stratford Station

By 2012, Stratford will be a major public transport hub for East London. It will provide National Rail
services to East Anglia, North Kent, Central London, and via the North London Line to West London.
Underground services will connect it to Central and North West London and Docklands, and the DLR will
provide sub-regional services throughout Inner London. Moreover, Stratford is now a major bus:rail
interchange with further bus facilities planned in relation to Stratford City and the DLR being extended to
Stratford International and potentially beyond. Crossrail Line 1 will provide connections to Central
London, West London and Heathrow in due course.

However, Stratford Regional Station needs a major refurbishment to better accommodate development
of existing and new services. Proposals for this are being drawn up currently by TfL and it is important that
the transport projects needed for the Games are integrated with the longer term planning for the
redevelopment of the station, and that the right legacy results.

Appropriate feeder connections by foot, cycle and bus/transit should be fully planned and implemented
in and around the Stratford area. This could include demonstration of alternative fuel vehicles between key
Olympic sites, stations and other key locations.

Recommendation 8

Stratford should be recognised as an important sub-regional transport hub, not only for the Olympics,
but also beyond in the context of a new Metropolitan Centre for East London. Appropriate infrastructure
should be provided at suYcient quality and capacity to serve the needs of the local area and the wider
Thames Gateway. In the immediate term, the Committee should urge TfL to approve the business case for
a range of already planned improvements and commence implementation.

Stratford International

The new Stratford International and Domestic station on the CTRL, due to open in 2007, will serve a key
role. The station is located on a west-east axis at the centre of the new Stratford City development, a new
metropolitan centre for East London and with two of the northern development zones and an additional
extended area forming the Olympic Village during the Games and refitted afterwards as permanent housing.

During the Olympics, as well as Eurostar serving Stratford International—with journey times of 2 hours
20 minutes to Paris and 2 hours to Brussels, there will also be a special “Olympic Javelin“” shuttle service.
This service will enable journeys between Stratford and central London in 7 minutes, and Ebbsfleet in 11
min. The plans are that the rolling stock will be first used to deliver London-Stratford-North Kent services
under the Integrated Kent Franchise from 2009.
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TGLP has long had concerns over the precise stopping pattern of international and domestic CTRL
services and has made a number of representations to the Strategic Rail Authority on this point. As part of
the planning of Olympic transport, the Partnership would wish to see the Department for Transport and
Union Railways now clearly set out the legacy CTRL services at Stratford in order to support the substantial
residential and commercial development in the area.

Recommendation 9

The Committee should require the Department for Transport to provide a clear specification for legacy
CTRL Domestic and International services stopping at Stratford International after 2012, and support the
view that Eurostar stopping services at Stratford should be maximised.

Stratford Travelator

The Stratford International Station is over 400 metres from the existing Stratford Regional Station,
equivalent to a 10 to 12 minute walk, even longer if routed around the proposed Stratford City shopping
centre. The Secretary of State placed a condition on the Transport and Works Act approval for the
International Station requiring a travelator or other form of mechanised link between the two stations to
be provided prior to the opening of the station. The proposed travelator has been extensively discussed with
the Stratford City developers and Union Railways. The Stratford City planning consent includes a provision
for the travelator to be housed in an underground tunnel as part of the development, which expires at the
end of 2005.

Our view is that serving the Olympics substantially increases the business case for the travelator. Stratford
Stations will be the hub of the Olympics transport facilities and will be used both for arrivals/departures
and for interchange particularly between the International and Regional stations. The travelator is a key
component of the combined stations irrespective of the decision to stage the Olympics in London; without
a commitment to the scheme now, spectators will be seriously inconvenienced and the legacy benefit lost.

Recommendation 10

The Committee should press for a commitment before the end of 2005 for the travelator to be
implemented between Stratford Regional and International Stations and retained as a legacy benefit.

3. What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

The Olympics will be held in a part of London which already suVers from acute and worsening congestion.
Whilst we fully support the public transport focus for managing spectator trips to the Games, we would like
to see continued review and analysis of the impact of the proposed Olympic traYc management strategy as
required by the planning permissions, to ensure it works eVectively for the Olympics and minimises
disruption of the local area; that must include detailed analysis of the considerable impact of
construction traYc.

The Mayor’s LIP Guidance, published in July 2004, contains a sub-regional target for East London that
traYc growth between 2001 and 2011 should not exceed 4% in Inner London and 6% in Outer London.
These targets, predating the Olympic Bid, would be challenging to achieve in any case given the scale of
growth intended in Thames Gateway, but are especially diYcult with the commitment to the Games without
additional Government support to encourage modal switching. There is an urgent requirement to revisit
them in light of the likely impacts of the Olympic sites and a more appropriate approach agreed with TGLP
and the boroughs.

The draft East London Sub-Regional Development Framework (May 2005) already recognises the
importance of demand management measures in the longer-term if the traYc impacts of the regeneration
of the Thames Gateway are to be accommodated without significant drop in the level of service on the road
network. We believe that the hosting of the Olympics both increases the need for demand management
measures, including re-allocation of roadspace, smart options, parking and direct pricing of road users, but
also creates the opportunities to trial new approaches and technologies.

Recommendation 11

The Committee should recommend continuing analysis should be undertaken on the traYc management
proposals for the Olympics, covering construction impacts, operational requirements during the Games and
legacy land uses. This should include revisiting the 2001-2011 traYc growth targets set out in LIP Guidance
and deriving new measures which are locally relevant and appropriate.



3210821006 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 13:54:10 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 22 Transport Committee: Evidence

Recommendation 12

The Committee should recognise the opportunity presented to trial new forms of demand management
set around the Olympic sites. Such approaches could include Intelligent Transport Systems, road-space re-
allocation and possibly a pilot of area-wide road user charging in the wider sub-region. Such initiatives could
be linked to the Government’s current proposals for the Transport Innovation Fund and its wider policies
set out in the Future of Transport White Paper.

Blackwall Tunnel Congestion

The already congested Blackwall Tunnel corridor will experience significantly more demand as a result
of the Olympics in all four development phases identified in the proposals—construction, the games, legacy
construction and legacy. This additional demand would come from not only athletes and spectators during
the Games, but also construction traYc in the run up to 2012 as well as new housing and jobs in the Lower
Lea Valley and Greenwich Peninsula.

We believe it is vital to ensure there are appropriate short-, medium- and long-term solutions to
accommodate the traYc in the Blackwall Corridor resulting from the Games. TfL has not used the catalyst
of the Olympics as a justification for strengthening the case for the Silvertown Link, the fourth proposed
new river crossing in the Thames Gateway, but it would provide legacy benefit.

Recommendation 13

The Committee should require schemes for managing congestion in the Blackwall/Lower Lea corridor to
be updated and implemented. These should include demand management and active traYc management of
the available capacity. In particular, TGLP wishes to see the case for tolling the current Blackwall Tunnels
investigated. The revenue could be used for implementing the Silvertown Link as that crossing would
support the legacy uses. Specific strategies should also be required for managing construction traYc.

4. What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

As explained above, TGLP is pleased that funding for a number of key projects have been brought
forward within the TfL Five Year Investment Programme:-

— DLR extensions to London City Airport, Woolwich Arsenal and Stratford International;

— East London Line Extension Phase I, Jubilee Line Upgrade;

— and the first phases the Thames Gateway Transit network.

These schemes will provide important public transport capacity for accessing the key Olympic sites. In
this context, we also wish to see a speedy resolution to the current statutory processes and approval by the
Secretary of State for the following schemes so that they can be fully completed ahead of the 2012 Games.

— the DLR capacity upgrade between Bank and Lewisham;

— Thames Gateway Bridge;

— and Thameslink 2000.

We wish to see the following additional schemes committed and/or accelerated so that they can be
delivered by 2012, both to support the Olympics and as important legacy projects:
improvements to the Lea Valley Lines between Stratford and Stansted;

— additional improvements to the North London Line;

— East London Line Extensions, Phase II—between Dalston Junction and Highbury and Islington;
and between Clapham and Surrey Quays (for visitors from the south west to avoid Waterloo) (RB)

— improvements to the c2c Line between Fenchurch Street and Tilbury;

— extensions of Thames Gateway Transit from Barking to and across Thames Gateway Bridge,
through the Royal Docks and up through the Lower Lea Valley;

— and later, the Silvertown Link.

As a first step, the business cases for these schemes should be revisited to assess the impact of the Olympics
and legacy land uses on the economic and financial basis for investment and the public transport capacity
requirements of the post-Olympic Master Plan.
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Recommendation 14

In addition to the transport projects specifically committed in the London Olympic Bid and TfL Five Year
Investment Programme, the Committee should press for the rapid completion of statutory processes and
Secretary of State approval for the DLR Three-Car Upgrade, Thames Gateway Bridge and Thameslink
2000. It should also test the case for a number of additional transport projects to be delivered in East London
in time for the Olympics where the business case is strengthened by the demand generation of the Olympics
and its legacy land uses.

Thames Gateway Bridge

TGLP regards Thames Gateway Bridge as essential to overcome the barrier eVect of the River Thames
in East London and provide a local crossing for supporting the regeneration of Beckton, Thamesmead and
the wider area. We have argued strongly for its priority delivery at the current Public Inquiry, with the
demand managed by diVerential tolls on traYc and a high-quality public transport corridor as integral
features of the design.

It is our view that TGB could, and should, be delivered by 2012. The Bridge would clearly bring additional
journey choices for people crossing the river to attend the Games, especially if the proposed Thames
Gateway Transit Network was extended through the Royal Docks and into the Lower Lea Valley.

Recommendation 15

Thames Gateway Bridge is needed for the Olympics to realise its full benefits as a catalyst. The Committee
should press for the acceleration of the timetable to allow its construction and opening by 2012. This would
require an early report on the current Public Inquiry and a rapid decision by the Secretary of State. Even if
the deadline is missed, there are clear benefits from a tighter timetable which will ensure the Bridge is
delivered soon afterwards. The legacy regeneration benefits can only be optimised with an early timetable
and commitment for completion of this essential infrastructure.

Lower Lea Valley Lines

TGLP agrees with JPAT that the Lea Valley Lines represent a ‘missing link’ in the provision of complete
rail services for Stratford and which will support rail access to the Olympic sites whilst providing a suitable
legacy. A proposal for a half-hourly service from Stratford to Stansted was included in the recently awarded
ONE franchise, but progress on implementation has been disappointingly slow.

As Stratford is both the hub of the Olympics and the location of significant development both pre- and
post-Olympics, TGLP share the view that the case for increased Lea Valley Line services is a strong one and
wishes to see early delivery of an enhanced service.

Recommendation 16

The Committee should seek increased passenger service provision on the Lea Valley Lines between
Stratford and Stansted, as part of the ONE franchise well ahead of the Olympics.

Thameslink 2000

The business case for Thameslink 2000 will be strengthened through its ability to provide direct access to
the Olympic Javelin services at St. Pancras from a wide area of the South East, both north and south of the
Thames. The scheme therefore enables spectators to access the Games and the wider sub-region by leaving
their car at a local station rather than driving to the area. Thameslink 2000 also takes pressure oV the
Underground lines feeding in St. Pancras which are the busiest and most congested on the entire network.

Although outside the TGLP area and not mentioned in Olympic Transport Strategy because of timing
and funding uncertainty, the fact remains that the Public Inquiry resumes imminently and the scheme could
be delivered by 2012 at a cost of around £3 billion. The station box has already been constructed at St.
Pancras as part of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link works, but with little further progress on constructing the
station itself due to the current issues with the TWA Order.

Post Olympics, Thameslink 2000 would continue to support seamless journeys across London and
beyond. TGLP would therefore like to see the Thameslink 2000 project delivered by 2012.

Recommendation 17

The Committee should probe the continued delays on the Thameslink 2000 project and press the
Department for Transport and Network Rail for the resolution of all remaining planning issues and
implementation by 2012.
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C. Final Comments

This written response has presented recommendations to the Select Committee to inform their
deliberations of Olympic Transport for London 2012. We have restated our strong support for the Olympics
coming to East London and the substantial development, employment and social inclusion benefits which
will result from the Games themselves and the longer-term legacy development of Hackney Marshes and
the Lower Lea. We believe that the Games provides a strong opportunity to further upgrade the transport
infrastructure and services across the sub-region beyond existing plans so that the legacy is maximised for
future generations.. It is vital that the necessary transport connections are put in place to manage the
opportunities.

Through joint working, the Boroughs have been able to incorporate their main transport objectives for
the regeneration of the Lower Lea Valley in to the Olympic planning permission. This joint consideration
enables a wider view to be taken and the possibility of local conflicts resolved. The Olympic and Legacy
planning permissions are designed to remain relevant over a 15 to 20 year period, so continued coordination
of these matters is essential. (JPAT)

TGLP and JPAT would be happy to provide further support and information for any of the
recommendations made as required and present oral evidence to the Select Committee in due course.

12 September 2005

Annex 1

REQUIREMENTS OF THE PLANNING PERMISSIONS

Following an initial assessment by JPAT a Revised Transport Assessment (RTA) was submitted by the
applicant, the London Development Agency (LDA). This covers all phases of development, including
Olympic Construction, Olympic Games, Legacy Construction and Legacy. Clearly the Legacy phases are
important to the Boroughs to secure regeneration objectives in the Lower Lea Valley. Transport
considerations were significant within the framework of the planning permissions and the accompanying
Section 106 Agreement. The delivery of various Strategies and Frameworks (set out in full in the
Development Specification and Framework, August 2004, Appendix H) were secured by Grampian
conditions in the planning permission, those related to transport are:

16. Legacy Highway Improvements Framework

17. Highways Closures Framework

18. Transport Monitoring and Review Framework

19. Green Travel Plan Framework for Legacy Uses

20. Construction and Waste Transport Strategy

21. Olympic Transport Strategy

22. Legacy Transport Strategy

In addition, there are two further strategies relating to the relocation of existing transport facilities within
the application sites:

4. Bus Depot Relocation Strategy

5. Rail Relocation and Interruptions Strategy

Other conditions in the main planning permission (OLY 1) covering transport requirements are:

6.7 Details of necessary improvements to Stratford Regional Station, Stratford International Station and
West Ham Station.

6.9 Delivery of transport improvement relating to Stratford City Development prior to Legacy
development

6.11 Details of Olympic and Legacy route signing

6.12 Details of cycle parking for the Olympic Development

6.13 Details of cycle parking for the Legacy Development

6.14 Details of parking for the MPC/IBC

6.15 Details of parking for the Legacy Development

6.16 Details of traYc management measures for the Olympic Development

6.17 Details of traYc management measures for the Legacy Development

6.18 Details of pedestrian and cycle routes
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Witnesses: Mr Owen Whalley, Service Head, Major Project Development, London Borough of Tower
Hamlets, Mr Neil Bullen, Manager, Transport Planning, London Borough of Waltham Forest, Ms Jane
Mandlik, Highways Manager West, Mr John Herman, Head of Regeneration & Infrastructure, London
Borough of Newham, Mr Andrew Cunningham, Head of Streetscene, London Borough of Hackney, Mr
Miles Butler, Director, Dorset County Council, and Mr Stephen Joseph, Deputy Chief Executive, Thames
Gateway London Partnership, examined.

Chairman: Do any Members of Parliament have a with new ways of sustainable transport. That was
very much present at Athens and we would like you,declaration of interests to make?
when you do have options to choose between aMr Leech: No, Chairman.
standard approach and an innovative approach, toMr Martlew: I have a property in Greenwich.
use innovative approaches because we may learnChairman: Are you a member of a trade union
lessons from those innovative approaches torelated to transport?
delivering the Olympics transport and continueMr Martlew: The Transport and General Workers
those innovative experiments after the OlympicUnion and the General Municipal Workers Union.
Games have finished.Mr Clelland: I am a member of Amicus.

Chairman: I am a member of ASLEF.
Mrs Ellman: I am a member of the Transport and Q2 Chairman: Do you think the concentration on
General Workers Union. the Olympic sites is going to hamper development?
Mr Wilshire: I have nothing to declare. Mr Herman: I think concentration on the Olympic
Mr Scott: Nothing to declare. sites and the transport projects that are promoted to
Mr Goodwill: Nothing to declare. support the Olympic sites have both positive and
Graham Stringer: I am a member of Amicus. negative impacts, positive in the sense that transport

projects that we have long campaigned for are now
going to be delivered with more certainty and earlier;Q1 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed for
and negative, to follow up what Stephen has said, incoming. We are very grateful to you. I would like to
that it may take the focus away from other much-hear from all of you very briefly. If you agree with
needed investment elsewhere in the Gateway inone of the other witnesses we would be grateful if
projects such as the extension to the DLR intoyou did not repeat everything. If, however, there are
Barking Reach or the development of the transitpoints you specifically want to make, if you would
proposals following on from Thames Gatewaylike to catch the Chairman’s eye she will endeavour
Bridge, for example. The other issue that links to thisto get you in. Can I ask you first of all why you think
is that local authorities’ transport plans for theirthe 2012 Olympics is going to be good for London?
areas, in London at least, are very much dependentMr Joseph: I represent, as you know, the Thames
on the actions of others. We are not the mainGateway London Partnership which is an alliance of
deliverers of the major transport projects which are12 East London local authorities and so we can
making such a radical diVerence and so we are beingspeak on some of the issues which are common to all,
responsive and seizing opportunities and promotingincluding some of the local authorities not here
the activities of others. However, at the more microtoday who are outside the immediate Olympics area.
level the Olympics will undoubtedly impose strainsClearly we are very pleased about the Olympics bid
and pressures on the highway network and on publichaving been won. The transport settlement that
transport facilities spilling out beyond the Olympicoccurred before we won the bid clearly is good for
sites and local authorities will need to be assisted andEast London, it is good for London, the bidding
supported in that through the funding arrangementsprocess was good, but we have two additional
which apply in London through TfL’s boroughlegacies which we are very concerned about and on
spending plan. Indeed, TfL itself, I suspect, will needwhich we think we can raise the game. First, the
to be supported if it is in turn going to support theOlympics delivery is not just about the Olympics site.
boroughs aVected by the spillover of the OlympicsOur members supported the Olympics bid because
into the surrounding areas.of the general stimulus to regeneration and to
Chairman: I think we will need to explore some ofrebranding right throughout East London. To lock
that.in that legacy it is not enough just to satisfy the

transport requirements of the Olympics site of the
Games themselves. One must satisfy the transport Q3 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the arrangements

for decision-making on where investment takesand other requirements of regeneration throughout
the whole area; otherwise the promotion, the day place and on planning are enough for you to keep

tabs on what is going on, particularly in relation toafter the Olympics end, is not going to be as strong
and you will have missed an opportunity for the projects you are concerned about?

Mr Herman: Certainly local authorities at theinvestment in this site of excellent quality where all
the sustainability aspects of the Olympics are moment are nervous, I think it is fair to say, about

the extent to which our views are fed into the processexcellent, not just for the Games themselves but of
course all the infrastructure and the homes that are and that is why we are taking such a keen interest in

the progression of the bill to secure the Olympicsbeing built to an extremely high standard.
Nevertheless, we want to use this as a catalyst for delivery agency and why organisations such as

Thames Gateway London Partnership are so crucialthat standard throughout the Gateway and we need
some additional transport investment beyond the where, as a group of boroughs, we can work together

and express a unified view. In this part of LondonOlympics to continue to lock that in. Also, the
Olympics are clearly an opportunity to experiment local authorities have worked together over a period
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of ten years, I guess, and set out their transport some concerns about the impact on some of the
projects which are currently in the plans to bevision for the area, influenced the Mayor’s transport

strategy and London plan, and I think it is fair to say funded? Are you thinking there may be cuts?
Mr Joseph: We have not heard of cuts in commutedit has been pretty successful in making sure that the

transport provision that we think is important to this funding. What we are concerned about is, for
example, the DLR Horizon Study which threw uppart of London is in the plans and is secured. As I

say, as the Olympics plan unfolds there is a danger some excellent options for extending the DLR with
some excellent benefit/cost ratios. Where is thethat that voice and that eVectiveness will be lost and

it is one of the reasons why we have made these money going to come from for that and will the
Olympics act as a bit of a brake on taking up thosesubmissions and one of the reasons why we have

come here, to make sure that we make the point that opportunities? Also, in terms of extending the
transits, clearly we want to see the transit corewe do have something to say and we would like to

be heard. network extended all the way to Dartford and north
of the river so that it is not just heavy rail
connections which are improved but that there are

Q4 Mrs Ellman: Are there concerns that the Olympic intermediate connections to get people to the rail
Development Authority might have too much stations and make short distance trips which are the
power and override local concerns? most sustainable form of transport. We do worry
Mr Herman: I think we perfectly understand that the that perhaps the focus comes oV that and on to the
Olympic Development Authority has to have power big infrastructure rather than that fine grain
to guarantee certainty of delivery. What we are infrastructure that you mentioned.
looking for is some reassurance about the way in
which those powers are exercised and the

Q8 Mr Clelland: I understand that there greatinvolvement of the local authorities in the exercise of
opportunities to improve public transport in andthose powers.
around London and, looking at Dorset County
Council’s submission, even outside of London,
which we would very much support. Do you thinkQ5 Mrs Ellman: I would like to ask the Waltham
that the vast improvements in public transport canForest representative: you make reference to the
be delivered on time and will be sustainable after thelack of a rail station with access to the Olympic park.
Olympics?Do you see that being rectified in the plans?
Mr Herman: We are fairly comfortable that theMr Bullen: Yes. The point we make in our evidence
major projects are long-standing projects which areis that we are very satisfied with the way that the
well developed, have project plans and will beOlympics are served by rail from the east and west
delivered on time.and south. There are lots of services going in to get

people eVectively into the Games. Our point is that
Waltham Forest lies to the north of the Olympic site Q9 Chairman: And? There must be an “and” on that
and at present there is no rail service at all. The only sentence.
access is for us to get people in via some very limited Mr Herman: One of the concerns we do have, of
road corridors and narrow roads which get very course, is that all this has to happen at the same time.
congested. The point about Lea Valley station is that As well as the Olympics we have got Stratford City
from December the Lea Valley line running down being developed, we have got Crossrail potentially,
from Stansted Airport to Stratford is going to have we have got some local regeneration projects under
a train service again and that is starting on 11 way and we do have some concerns about the
December of this year. Unfortunately, the only interaction of these and the eVect of the construction
station in Waltham Forest, which is Lea Bridge, traYc in that Lea Valley corridor.
actually closed about 20 years ago and there are no
plans to reopen it. That is something we would very Q10 Mr Clelland: I was going to come on to that
much like to see happen, certainly before the about construction traYc, because that will be a
Olympics come along. huge problem, will it not? We have not yet got the

transport infrastructure in place and yet we will have
all this construction traYc, not only in terms of theQ6 Mrs Ellman: What is the current position on the
transport infrastructure but also the building of theWest Anglia routes modernisation process? Is it the
Olympic Village and everything that goes around it.case that that has now been abandoned by the SRA?
This is going to cause huge problems for London, isMr Bullen: I think you probably need to address that
it not?question to Network Rail who I understand are
Mr Herman: It certainly has the potential to do thatgiving evidence later on. I am afraid I do not know
and that is why the LDA are working with us tothe exact position on that.
develop a code of construction practice which will,
amongst other things, deal with construction traYc

Q7 Mr Scott: You mentioned that you are routing and we are talking with them about
concerned about the eVect on other travel projects in alternative water/rail access. At the moment in
the London boroughs, particularly to the east of relation to the Olympics alone that does not look a
London and to the east of Stratford. I wonder if you very feasible option, but when you take the

cumulative eVect of all these projects, and if we cancould elaborate on that, Mr Joseph, because I have
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introduce, as Stephen has suggested, some novel Mr Joseph: As Jane mentioned, the contracts are
arrangements about sharing resources between now all European-wide or international and there is
those projects, stockpiling of aggregates, for certainly the capacity out there to do them at the
example, which all of the projects draw on, we think same time if one can overcome the technical
there might be some scope there and that is diYculties of doing them at the same time, and we
something we are discussing with the LDA. are told that the technical diYculties can be

overcome, so the answer is yes.
Q11 Mr Clelland: So greater use of the river?
Mr Herman: Or rail.

Q15 Mr Clelland: What about the concerns
expressed by Tower Hamlets Council about the useQ12 Mr Martlew: Following on from that, I
of tunnel-boring machines and the eVect of dust, etc,remember when we had the Dome at Greenwich
on the environment as the Olympics are going on? Isthere was great concern that the Jubilee line would
that not a reason why Crossrail might have to benot be finished on time. I remember there were quite
postponed?a few electricians who made a lot of money out of it.

What you are talking about is much bigger than the Mr Whalley: Clearly there are concerns arising from
Jubilee line and you are also talking about Crossrail the volume of spoil coming out of the portal of
at the same time. Do you think there are enough Pudding Mill Lane and, although the timetable for
professionals to be able to carry out all that work the Crossrail project is in the lap of Parliament in the
and do you think there will be too much disruption sense in that the select committee will be meeting
or do you think that you are going to have problems later this year to consider the hybrid bill, our view is
without Crossrail? that that is an issue that will need to be managed.
Ms Mandlik: Commenting on the professionals as Clearly the Olympic project must take precedence in
opposed to the contracting staV, we have been aware terms of the impacts but again we are aware that the
for some time that there is a shortage of transport LDA are in discussion with the Crossrail project
professionals but this is being addressed in various team to manage those very tensions so that the two
ways. Transport for London have been oVering projects can proceed simultaneously and the spoil
training to the borough. Starting salaries for issues and the environmental impact arising from
transport graduates have increased over the years, so the exploitation of the spoil can be managed.
people have been encouraged in time to come into
the profession, but we also have moved into a
diVerent era in terms of the fact that most consulting Q16 Mr Goodwill: I am interested in the road
engineers and consulting planners are now part of infrastructure and I share the points made by Mrinternational groups. The resources are there Clelland about the construction phase, that there isworldwide and they can be brought in, so we feel

tremendous potential for disruption in doing that.fairly confident about addressing the planning
Post-Olympics I guess a lot of the regeneration willdesign elements. Construction contracts are a
be more reliant on car transport than publicdiVerent situation but those two are now
transport which, understandably, during theinternational.
Olympics will be the major way of getting around.
Do you feel you have taken enough consideration ofQ13 Mr Martlew: I am not quite sure the question the post-Olympics needs of road transport inhas been answered. Are you happy that Crossrail
parallel with the rail work that is going in?and the transport infrastructure for the Olympics
Ms Mandlik: Post-Olympics the situation will bebid should go ahead at the same time or do you think
slightly diVerent. I speak from south of the borough,there could be a problem?
Greenwich. Shortly, according to the currentMr Whalley: Perhaps I could assist with that, Chair.
programme, we will have the Thames GatewayClearly, there will be an interface between Crossrail
Bridge post-Olympics which will be a hugeand the Olympic bid in a physical sense and the
contribution to the network in terms of the roadeastern portal of Pudding Mill Lane between the
network, so any shortfall will be assisted by that.media centre and the training warm-up tracks. Our
Mr Joseph: Clearly, just providing public transportview is that the relationship between the London
does not guarantee the best modal split and we haveDevelopment Agency and the Crossrail project team
looked at some modelling and our boroughs havewill ensure that that interface can be managed and
some concerns that their targets for traYc growththat the two projects should indeed proceed.
are going to be hard to meet. We are looking activelyCrossrail, in addition to the benefits that have
at forms of demand management that may balancealready been described arising from the Olympics,

will bring major regenerative benefits to East the equation and make sure that growth is fully
London and Thames Gateway. Our view is that sustainable and the Olympics are an extremely
those two projects should proceed together. helpful part of that equation but not the full

equation. We have got some more investigations to
do. Clearly, some of our boroughs and TfL will beQ14 Mr Martlew: It is not the question of the benefit
making bids under the Transport Innovation Fundto London. It is the question of the capacity to do
to try to shift that modal split in the most availablethem both. Do you think there are the capacity and

the skills to do both those projects at the same time? possible direction.
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Q17 Chairman: Can I ask you whether you think Q23 Chairman: Yes, but, with respect, getting people
to move from paid employment to what they couldLondon’s transport is going to be able to cope with

the numbers of spectators and the Olympic volunteer for at the Olympics does not physically
remove them from the amount of traYc, does it, orcompetitors? Are they going to be able to get them

in and out? am I missing something?
Mr Whalley: The point I am making, Chair, is thatMr Joseph: It really is a question whether the

transport plan during the Olympics can cope with in terms of commuter traYc that will be reduced
over the summer period.the volumes of passengers.

Mr Whalley: With respect to the volume of people
coming in by rail, there is a tremendous number of Q24 Mr Scott: Perhaps I can explore something you
rail lines coming into Stratford and the area. I think said earlier about Olympic transportation taking
something like 300 trains per hour will be arriving in precedence over Crossrail. Whether it takes
the peak. We imagine that we will be able to cope precedence or not, and I have some concerns about
with the demand of physically getting people in that, the implications of the work being carried out
and out. (and particularly in north East London) on both

Crossrail and the Olympics, which must coincide at
some stage, will have knock-on eVects on theQ18 Chairman: So you think this split 80% by rail

and Underground and 15% by park-and-ride is transportation both in and out of London
underground, overground and also on the roads.realistic?

Mr Whalley: Yes, we do. These park-and-ride sites How are you going to cope with this during that
period?are going to be some way out of London. The car

traYc will be kept well out of the area. People will Mr Whalley: I do not think it is necessarily a matter
for the local authorities to cope with. Clearly it is atransfer to coaches in quite remote locations and

come into the coach park, and the sort of provision matter for the London Development Agency and (in
the Crossrail instance) Crossrail to liaise and ensurethat is being made allows for about 15% of the total

numbers to be by that mode. that existing transport routings and so on are
disrupted as little as possible during that phase. For
example, in terms of the extraction of Crossrail spoil,Q19 Chairman: One of the calculations seems to
that will have to fit in with existing mainline servicesassume that there is going to be a reduction of 15%
and ease oV at other times from transporting spoil.in what is cheerfully called “background traYc” by

various employer inducements during the Games
period. Is that realistic? Q25 Mr Scott: So you are saying that that co-

ordination will happen as a matter of course theMr Whalley: I think it is because that is the sort of
%age reduction we get in the August holiday period. whole time?

Mr Whalley: What I am saying is that it mustTraYc flows in that part of East London—
happen.

Q20 Chairman: So you are relying on the fact that
people will not be there in the area; they will have Q26 Chairman: There is a little gap between your

“must” and his “will”.conveniently left?
Mr Whalley: We are relying on the fact that a lot of Mr Whalley: That is something that we and the

Thames Gateway and the London boroughspeople are on holiday.
respectively will seek to ensure does happen.

Q21 Chairman: You do not think possibly having
something like that on the doorstep might prove an Q27 Chairman: Are you going to think about

providing better access for buses to the Olympic site?inducement to stay home and have a look? I am not
imaginative but it just crosses my mind. Mr Whalley: As part of the Olympic transport

strategy there are proposals to improve access acrossMr Whalley: Again, Chair, I have worked just to the
north of the Blackwall Tunnel northern portal for a range of modes.
many years and I always look forward—

Q28 Mr Leech: Can I come back briefly to the issue
about the modal split? On our visit to Stratford lastQ22 Chairman: Oh, it is your fault, is it?

Mr Whalley: Possibly. I always look forward to the week we were given the impression that the park-
and-ride schemes have not been guaranteed apartsummer holidays because evidence suggests that

during the summer holidays traYc along the A12 from the one in Kent. The actual siting of them was
not 100% certain. How can you be certain, given thatand in the area generally does reduce significantly

and with that in mind we think there is spare the sites are not definite at this stage, that people will
use those sites and that that will be 15% of the traYc?capacity within that summer period to absorb some

of the additional traYc that may be anticipated. We Mr Joseph: Athens did it by providing no parking
whatsoever. It is very easy to make sure that peopleare aware also that the LDA are having discussions

with major employers to encourage them to allow come in and use them if they have nowhere to park
if they do come in by private transport, so it is onetheir staV more flexible working to volunteer for the

Olympics, which again would seek to reduce the that is quite easy to manage and we think those
facilities will be used.traYc flows within the area over the Olympic period.
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Q29 Mr Leech: The point I am trying to make is that, Q33 Mrs Ellman: Do the boroughs think they have
enough powers to manage the access of buses independing on where the actual park-and-ride
suYcient numbers to the site?schemes are, that will result in people deciding
Mr Herman: We have worked very hard with TfLwhether or not they are going to do park-and-ride or
over a number of years on the bridge. The bridgecome by public transport. I am not quite sure how
design (the planning consent is currently subject to ayou can come to the conclusion that 15% are going
public inquiry) has two segregated, dedicated lanesto drive to these park-and-ride places because it
for public transport and a fairly sophisticated tollmight not necessarily be convenient to drive to those
regime to manage traYc levels on the bridge is beingpark-and-rides for that 15% of people.
suggested. What is not yet absolutely clear is theMr Herman: Whether or not people use the park-
levels of public transport which will use theand-ride sites is not quite the point. If I can recite an
infrastructure that is provided there. That is theanecdote from the Dome, the Dome provided a
missing link in the chain at the moment, we believe.park-and-ride site in Newham just north of

Stratford, in fact, on the site of the Olympics. On one
day we actually saw two cars in that park-and-ride Q34 Mr Clelland: The Olympics is not just about
site. It just was not used and yet people did not use 2012, and of course we can talk about the planning
cars to go to the Dome for the reason that Stephen as we get there, but there is also the whole question
has alluded to. What will happen is that that 80% of pre-Olympic training and the setting up of
share will probably go up and more people will use training camps which would be in diVerent parts of
public transport if the park-and-ride facilities are the country, so I come back to Dorset County
not convenient and available. We want them to be Council. Mr Butler, I get the impression from your
there but even if they are not there they are certainly submission that you feel that there is too much
not going to come and clutter up the roads in East concentration on London to the neglect of the rest of
London because there is nowhere to park. us. Is that right?
Chairman: I think there was a slight problem with Mr Butler: I suppose it would be unfair to say there
the Dome that was more than having Newham is too much concentration on London because
involved, if you know what I mean. clearly that is the main event, but I suspect the

committee were a little surprised to get the
submission from Dorset County Council on the

Q30 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the London 2012 Olympics.
SUSTRANS project (Greenways to Olympics
across London) can be delivered?

Q35 Chairman: We are very broad-minded. We haveMr Joseph: Clearly the Olympic site itself has a lot
heard of Dorset.of excellent new cycle pathways that run through it.
Mr Butler: I am sure the committee will not needWe want to capture that advantage and spill those
reminding that sailing—and it is sailing that is goingcycle routes further out all throughout the Gateway
to be held at Weymouth and Portland—is currentlyand we are trying to double the modal split with
our most successful Olympic sport and in the historycycling throughout East London and we see that as
of it Britain is the most successful nation. Clearlya valuable part.
there will be a huge amount of interest in the sailing
at Weymouth, but poor old Weymouth, much like

Q31 Mrs Ellman: Does that mean that you think it many coastal resorts all around Britain, suVers the
can be achieved or not? characteristic that many do, because of their
Mr Joseph: As I have mentioned, it is our policy to geography, of being at the end of a cul-de-sac. We

therefore have a situation where we are attemptingdouble the modal split, so we think that is
to hold a premier world event with whollyachievable, yes.
inadequate infrastructure. There are a number of
key issues that we need to address over the next few

Q32 Mrs Ellman: How important is the completion years to ensure that not only are we ready for the
of the Thames Gateway Bridge? Games but that we are also ready for the trial events
Mr Herman: The Thames Gateway Bridge is not and we are ready to host major pre-Olympic events
seen as a crucial element of the transport plans as that could be held in the period between now and
they currently stand but, having said that, it would 2012. One of the critical issues for us is that the main
provide a very useful public transport route, road into the town is wholly inadequate for purpose
particularly coach route, from Kent into the Games currently and, given the pressures that will come
sites. It does seem a wasted opportunity given that with the Olympics, we are very concerned about
the completion dates are so close not to urge that the eVective delivery. There are issues with the rail
committee should suggest that everything in connection as well, which in part is single track and
everybody’s power is done to make sure it is needs major investment in terms of both signalling
delivered so that it is there for the Games. The other and power. Those two issues combined give us a very
issue to flag up about the bridge is that north-south diYcult corridor down which to funnel both the
transport is heavily dependent on Blackwall Tunnel. oYcials and the competitors for the Olympics but
If the bridge was there there would be a degree of also the spectators. The main issue, which is the
contingency in the event of problems at Blackwall highway issue, we have already been trying to

address. There is a provisionally accepted scheme, aTunnel.
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major scheme in our LTP, which the Department for Mr Butler: In terms of competitors and oYcials it is
about 2,000. I think, slightly ridiculously, we wereTransport have provisionally accepted. We have

submitted a planning application for that but we expected to cater for 5,000 spectators. By my
estimation I think it will be 15,000-plus, possiblyhave no consent. There are clearly big issues in terms

of compulsory purchase of the land and so on, and 20,000 visitors. It does not seem credible that only
5,000 people will want to watch this event.any urging that the Olympic Development

Authority or indeed this committee and government
generally can do to assist us in ensuring a smooth Q40 Mr Leech: How does that compare with the
passage for that road, so much the better. The rail population in that area?
issues are also very important to us because we want Mr Butler: The resident population of Weymouth
to ensure that the modal split is correct for the and Portland is 60,000 people. Of course, this event
Olympics. I notice that you have Network Rail will take place at the height of the summer season
appearing in front of you at a future date, and I when the population of Weymouth increases by
would urge you to press them about Dorset issues as 15,000-20,000 people in terms of people staying in
much as you press them about the London issues. Weymouth, and in terms of day visitors the

population of Weymouth will double on a peak day
in August.Q36 Mr Clelland: Do you think that the Olympic

Development Authority and the London transport
plans etc are paying enough attention to the Q41 Chairman: Before we move on I do want to
transport needs in terms of the needs of the Olympics bring you back to this question of construction
between now and 2012 outside of London? because I do not think we have really gone into that
Mr Butler: I guess the jury is out, but to date the deeply enough. Do you have concerns about the
evidence is that we are little bit oV the radar and transport of construction waste?
clearly part of the reason for our submitting a Mr Herman: Yes, I think it is fair to say we do, and
memorandum to this committee was trying to get it is one of the topics that is the subject of one of the
ourselves on to the radar as early as possible, and accompanying strategies that the LDA are required
anything this committee can do to help us in that to submit as a consequence of the planning consent
respect would be gratefully received. that they have. It is under discussion with the LDA.

In relation to the Olympics as a single project, it is
manageable but the reality is that it will not be aQ37 Mrs Ellman: Why do you think that areas
single project; it will be in an area where there are aoutside London are being ignored in the way they
lot of other things going on. What we have not yetare?
done enough on in my view is linking up the impactMr Butler: I would not say we are being ignored.
of those other projects.Obviously, we put together as part of the overall

Olympic bid a package which demonstrated how we
would be able to deliver successful Olympics events Q42 Chairman: Is there any element of provision for

the transport of construction waste by river?in Weymouth and Portland, but to date we have not
yet seen the evidence that the needs of our area in Mr Herman: Yes. Studies have been done on both

river and rail transport for construction material inparticular (and there will be other areas as well) are
being given the same attention as the main events in and waste out. As I said, the rail looks marginal; the

water does not look a viable proposition, but that isLondon. That is understandable to a degree but we
would like attention shifted enough to ensure that all only in the context of looking at the Olympics in

isolation. We and the LDA are currently looking atthe Olympic events are successful. As I say, the
interest in sailing in this country is going to be how those economics might change when you take

on the group eVect of the other projects under way,enormous because probably between now and 2012
the already enormous haul of medals in that sport and we are also trying to look at some novel

contracting arrangements for shared use of thoseare likely to increase, so I think it will be an
extremely popular event. depot and wharfage facilities.

Q43 Chairman: So you are certainly not ruling outQ38 Mrs Ellman: What about the role of
water?Bournemouth International Airport? Do you think
Mr Herman: No, definitely not.that should be a gateway?

Mr Butler: Yes. At the moment Heathrow is
obviously the gateway airport for the Games, and Q44 Mr Leech: You said water did not seem viable.
that is perfectly understandable, but Bournemouth Are you talking about financially viable?
Airport is extremely convenient for the Weymouth Mr Herman: Yes.
event and if it could receive some recognition and
designation as part of the transport package for the Q45 Mr Leech: Surely from a nuisance point of view
Olympics then clearly that would be extremely using water would be far better?
helpful to the successful running of the sailing event. Mr Herman: The issue is that the rivers in that part

of the world are tidal and there is a very small
window of opportunity when you can get bargeQ39 Mr Leech: I would be interested to know

roughly how many visitors and competitors we are traYc in and out and that makes the management of
waste quite diYcult to handle.expecting.
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Q46 Chairman: I want to ask you about the concerns Ms Mandlik: And press and VIPs, as I understand it.
of any community groups on the eVects of
construction. Are you aware that there is any

Q50 Graham Stringer: Are you saying that throughproblem or any misgiving?
the Olympic Games many of the events will beMr Herman: No particular issues have come our
taking place at the same time? If they are takingway yet but it is very early days and we are very
place at the same time and you have got part of theconscious that that is likely to be an area of great
road reserved for VIPs, you surely are not going toconcern. Newham has set out or is setting out a
say, “You can only travel between these events whenproposal for a significant amount of activity around one finishes and one starts”, are you?community engagement in relation to the Games,
Ms Mandlik: As yet we have got very littleboth in terms of positive and negative aspects of the
information as to the timing of events but, asGames, and we will not really know what those boroughs that have held events like Greenwichimpacts are and how they can be managed until we where the Millennium Exhibition was held andhave got more understanding around how the where we have the London Marathon running

construction practice is going to be operated as the through every year, and the Olympic torch route
first contracts are let and we can talk to the came through a number of boroughs, we are quite
contractors about how they are managing their good at and have quite a lot of experience in working
work sites, hours of operation, haulage routes, dust with the police on those sorts of issues.
control and so on.

Q51 Graham Stringer: But we are talking about an
Q47 Graham Stringer: Within the overall surface event that will last for three weeks and you are going
transport arrangements to get to the Games what to take what I imagine would be a considerable
special facilities or priorities have been made amount of road space out of that. I am surprised you
available for IOC members and some of the athletes? have not estimated what impact that will have on
Mr Joseph: Probably the Olympic delivery authority traYc flows through your boroughs.
can answer that more directly. As I understand it, Ms Mandlik: Again, and I am speaking from a
there are special buses put on for them and they will Greenwich perspective, as I must, until we get the
be running on special bus lanes, etc. They are times of the events happening in Greenwich, and we
isolated from the rest of the spectators going to the have about five events, we cannot do that, but the
Games and we have got a very viable, deliverable one happening by the Dome will have almost a
plan to do that, but we are not experts on that. negligible impact in terms of what it does to the

highway because spectators will not be using the
highway network to get to the event and most routes

Q48 Graham Stringer: But presumably, if you are in Greenwich to the events will be on dual
taking part of the road space out and giving priority carriageway where we will be able to give over a lane
to VIPs, that will have an impact on the rest of the for the short period of getting the people to the
transport plans? events. We are talking about a limited number of
Ms Mandlik: Greenwich has already been in events and at times that probably, when we think of
discussion with consultants on establishing these when the events will occur to coincide with
routes for the Olympic family, including the VIPs, to maximum peak television viewing time, may not
get to the events, and we have advised them on have a major impact on the highway, bearing in
certain changes where we can oVer a lane, so we can mind that our highways are at capacity at peak but
use a dual carriageway as opposed to a two-lane there is a lot of slack at other times of the day.
highway. There will be quite a lot of discussions
closer to the time on precise routes that can be

Q52 Chairman: You do rather seem to be assumingprotected but also, in getting between venues, we are
that God is going to be in your corner. I am not suretalking about quite a short slot. You will get between
that is always the case, is it? Can I ask you about thevenues in about an hour, so even though a lane may
Blackwall Tunnel? I go to sleep each night with abe taken up it will not have a day-long impact. I can
mantra that says, “And one lane of Blackwallsee that the police, as we do for other events like the
Tunnel is closed”. I do sometimes think it is neverLondon Marathon, would have a rolling closure so
open. It is not something I know personally. If thatthat roads would open up as the cavalcade passes by
is the situation, if it is closed so frequently forand therefore the impact would be minimised.
maintenance now, what plans do you have for it overObviously, the Blackwall Tunnel is a sensitive one
the next period, particularly when you have got thisand, as Mr Herman said earlier, if the Thames
degree of traYc?Gateway Bridge was brought forward in any way
Ms Mandlik: The precise details are a matter for TfLthat would give us quite lot of protection on that
because they manage the Blackwall Tunnel, butparticular aspect.
what you have experienced is planned maintenance
as you go through and, again, the maintenance can

Q49 Graham Stringer: When you talk about the be planned to the days that the Olympic family are
Olympic family you are talking primarily about the not travelling through. At the moment the newer

tunnel, the southbound tunnel, is being relined. ThatIOC members and administrators, are you?
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work will be complete within the next year or so, I Chairman: Come to Newham and get fit!
imagine, so we will not be experiencing as many
closures.

Q56 Mr Wilshire: I want to go back to the point, Mr
Butler, that you were making. You are one of 16

Q53 Chairman: I am going to be a bit mean and venues outside the main area, as I understand it. Are
come back to Mr Stringer’s point. It sounds very you co-operating in working with the others to
much as if you are assuming that there will not be too develop any sort of collective voice?
much dovetailing of events, that there will always be Mr Butler: That is a good point. At the moment we
an element of flexibility because they will not be are not. We are the only whole event that is being
going on at the same time. Surely that is not the case? held outside Greater London, if I can call it that.
Mr Cunningham: The councils so far have done Certainly there are many other venues. Probably
some work with Transport for London in looking at none of them is going to have anything quite on thethe problems of transporting oYcials or athletes and scale that we will have in Weymouth and Portland,part of it will be where there will be temporary lanes but it is a very good point and we ought perhaps tothat are set aside, especially where there are dual touch base with others to ensure that we arecarriageways. You can set a lane aside for a specific

speaking with one voice.time. My understanding from the discussions
Hackney have had is that a lot of the journeys will
occur at a certain time before the event when all the Q57 Mr Wilshire: But, given the glittering array you
competitors are going to a particular event, and are up against here this afternoon, it suggests to me
again at a certain time after the event, so they can be that, in order to make yourselves heard, if you did
done on an eVective basis, although I accept that get together you would stand a better chance than
there will be some flow of these people through the one at a time. The other question I want to ask you
rest of the time. Where you have not got dual is this. The sums of money being talked about
carriageways, what I believe Transport for London elsewhere would make your councillors’ eyes water.
are looking at is a system where they can prioritise If you do get investment in your transport
the flow of traYc along the major roads through infrastructure do you see it as additional money or
controlling the traYc signals. I understand they have do you anticipate that it is going to come out of your
done some work on that although at the moment I general allocations and therefore that other
do not know the full details, and that is something investments in areas like yours will suVer because of
that will need to be worked up in a lot more detail the demands of the Olympics at Weymouth?
nearer the time when we know what the current Mr Butler: The major scheme involves the primary
traYc flow levels are. route into Weymouth and the park-and-ride and the

transport systems that support that. That, as I say,
Q54 Mr Scott: I would like to go back to something is an LTP major bid. It has been provisionally
you raised earlier, Chairman, regarding the accepted by the Department for Transport.
consultation with community groups. You said that However, coming back to the point about
there had not been any problems you were aware of. construction costs, and particularly construction
Are you engaging with community groups to take cost inflation, this is something we are extremely
forward and maybe pre-empt problems to stop them worried about because I can see that the work that
from happening? was needed for preparing for the Olympics in
Mr Herman: Yes. Over the next two, three, four, five London is going to suck up a lot of the capacity out
years we plan extensive engagement with our local of the construction industry. We are very concerned
communities, not just in relation to coping with the that already higher rates of construction cost
construction impact but also to make sure that inflation are going to get higher still. There is an issue
people are engaged in relation to employment and that this committee ought to be mindful of, which is
the cultural aspects of the programme as it rolls out, the increasing costs, particularly to the public purse,
and indeed we are trying to encourage healthy of the higher rates of construction cost inflation and
lifestyles and participation in sport. In the case of the need for the Department for Transport to be
Newham we plan a pretty extensive programme of thinking about significantly higher amounts of
community engagement through our local strategic money in LTP schemes such as ours to ensure that
partnership. the projects will be completely delivered.

Q55 Mr Scott: When are you looking to
Q58 Mr Wilshire: But in accepting these schemescommence that?
you have put forward is it going to be an additionalMr Herman: We have already commenced in a sense
scheme over and above your normal bids or is itbecause we had over 25,000 (over ten%) of the
going to be your normal allocation for a number ofborough’s population sign up personally and
years, which means you have no other money or lessendorse the bid process, so we have been working
money for other projects?with our communities through the bid process. That
Mr Butler: I think certain elements of it can only beis all positives and we do not know enough yet about
delivered if there is additional money. The amountwhat the negative impacts might be but we are
of activity that has been supported through thestarting that engagement process as information

comes to us. normal LTP allocations is relatively small compared
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to the job that needs to be done, and certainly the Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr Butler.
Gentlemen and madam, you have been very helpful.major scheme has to be dealt with as a Department

for Transport major. We have, I am sure, lots of questions that we will be
asking ourselves. We may even come back to you,
who knows? Thank you very much for coming this
afternoon.

Memorandum submitted by Network Rail

1. Further to the Committee’s announcement of its inquiry ‘Going for Gold: Delivering Excellent
Transport for London’s 2012 Olympic Games’ Network Rail would like to take the opportunity to respond
to the areas which the committee has outlined it wishes to examine.

2. Overall, Network Rail has had both an informative and constructive relationship with the London
2012 bid team. We look forward to this continuing following the announcement that London has succeeded
in being selected to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.

3. Along with other transport providers in both London and around the other venues identified for the
Games, Network Rail has contributed extensively to the development of the bid team’s delivery plans which
were submitted to the International Olympic Committee’s Evaluation Commission as part of London 2012’s
Candidate File. These are being developed into more detailed delivery plans and we continue to be in regular
discussions with the organisers to maintain and refine this programme.

4. Responsibility for delivery of the Olympic Transport Plan is envisaged to lie with the proposed
Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) whose creation is the subject of the London Olympic Bill currently
before Parliament—and specifically with the Olympic Transport Authority (OTA) which will sit within
the ODA.

5. To ensure close co-ordination between transport bodies and the OTA, we understand that the OTA
plan to establish a number of client liaison oYcers who will be responsible for the discharge of its
responsibilities, and that one of these will be dedicated to Network Rail . This post will monitor the
development of projects, their progress against plans: it will act as a liaison and provide ODA and ourselves
with an early understanding of potential issues by providing guidance, feedback and input into decision
making to ensure eVective delivery.

6. The committee has quite rightly indicated that a great deal of work will be required to ensure that the
necessary transport system is in place in London by 2012. Fortunately, a significant number of the major
rail projects required to support the Games and provide the transport legacy are already due to be delivered
independently of the Olympic Transport Plan; these include the new Western Concourse at Kings Cross,
and CTRL into St Pancras including the new Stratford International Station.

7. The Bid includes a number of rail projects to improve transport to the Stratford area including
improvements to the North London Line to enable additional services to operate, improvements to enable
more trains to call at Stratford station, capacity improvements to enable more trains to call at West Ham
station, as well as work to improve the resilience of existing infrastructure.

8. In addition, Network Rail is aware that a number of other projects currently in the development phase
could be progressed to provide further capacity improvements; these include Thameslink (which subject to
the outcome of the Public Inquiry, funding and approval could deliver significant capacity improvements
prior to the games) and the fitting out of the St Pancras Midland Road station at Kings Cross, the shell of
which was constructed as part of the CTRL works. Although not a stated element of the plan, completion
of Thameslink would provide improved services between both Luton and Gatwick Airports and central
London.

9. During the construction of the Olympic transport infrastructure systems, we will continue to provide
operational services moving hundred of thousands of people through the aVected areas. It is therefore
essential that these works are carefully planned. For this reason we expect not only to lead in the
development of these plans, but also believe that it is in the best interest of Britain’s railway that Network
Rail is in control of the construction of all such rail projects to:

— ensure our ability to run services through these periods;

— ensure ongoing track access for maintenance; and

— limit simultaneous demand for labour, plant and material which could aVect otherwise adversely
aVect cost, time and quality.

10. This will also have the benefit of eYcient use of available time for work on the network, and increased
use of existing contractors and staV who are already familiar with the network.
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11. While much of the consideration the committee give to this matter will obviously be focused on
London, we would like to assure you that our eVorts will not be limited to the capital. The needs of the games
will extend to a number of venues around the country and the railway will be the only major public transport
provider to many of these.

12. Planning for non-London events will include working with every train operator to some degree, and
is likely to require renewals, refurbishment and possibly minor enhancements to facilities at a number of
smaller locations. In addition, service patterns will need to be studied to allow movement of spectators
alongside that of commuters.

13. With regard the Committee’s specific questions, we believe that it would be useful for us to comment
on each of these in turn:

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

14. We believe that the private sector, including Network Rail, will have a significant role to play in
delivering the infrastructure and in terms of rail infrastructure projects, we anticipate taking the lead for the
reasons previously outlined.

15. As the committee will be aware, Network Rail receives regulated funding for the operation,
maintenance and renewal of the network. Enhancement projects are separately funded. Network Rail does
not envisage any significant divergence from the renewal and maintenance expenditure profiles for the two
routes primarily covering north-east and east London—the ‘North London Line and Thameside Route’
(including Barking-Gospel Oak and North London Lines) and the ‘Great Eastern Route’ (while this route
covers the Thames Corridor and the costal ports of East Anglia, Olympic related considerations aVect
Liverpool Street Station, Stratford Station and the line as far as Shenfield).

16. Maintenance and Renewals Investments on these two routes over the next seven years are detailed in
Network Rail’s Business Plan. Spending in the period 2009–2012 is subject to the next regulatory review and
the government’s High Level Output Statement (HLOS) that will set priorities for the next control period
and be agreed by the ORR.

17. Funding for the enhancements specifically outlined in the Olympic Transport Plan will need to be
sourced by the OTA, and we understand was guaranteed to the IOC by either the TfL Commissioner or the
Secretary of State for Transport. A number of projects such as Thameslink lie outside of the plan and will
be subject to separate funding arrangements.

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

18. We believe that a key strength of the transport plan for the Games is that it builds upon schemes that
are already being planned as part of existing schemes to improve London’s transport system.

19. Work is currently being scoped to ensure that the plan delivers an appropriate legacy for East
London. Taken together, the completion of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, the East London Line,
Thameslink programme, and improvements to Stratford Station will deliver, we believe, a step change in
the quality of the rail infrastructure around North and East London. These improvements will be
supplemented by the proposed improvements to the Docklands Light Railway.

20. The level of future demand from North and East London over twenty to thirty years, particularly
along the Thames Gateway Corridor, does however depend substantially on the degree of proposed
developments of significant residential communities—long term changes in demand are likely to require
additional regional and national capacity; this is something that we see being potentially addressed in the
Crossrail proposal and expect discussions on transport infrastructure needs to remain open for the medium-
long-term.

What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

21. We have provided information to the SRA for calculations to be conducted centrally on London
Congestion and overcrowding issues. However, in terms of the operational handling of crowds, we would
seek to reassure the Committee—as we have the many stakeholders in the process—that we have a wealth
of experience of marshalling and moving large numbers of attendees to public and sporting events. Such
movements occur on an almost weekly basis.

22. With regards security, we have recently completed a £14 million upgrade in CCTV facilities at our
London stations that are used for a wide variety of purposes from assisting in the flows of large volumes of
people, to assistance in investigating and monitoring potentially more significant incidents. These
improvements will continue.
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23. In the interim we believe that the risks of disruption to operations and the project programmes
themselves require careful co-ordination particularly as so many infrastructure projects will be occurring in
a small area.

24. We are very well experienced at managing security and crowd control issues.

What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

25. One of the lessons from previous Games such as Athens has been the desire of completing key
transport projects in good time to allow trial and testing of infrastructure and transport strategy. We
therefore welcome the fact that the delivery programme has been structured so that all Olympic capital
projects and key operational upgrades will be in place by December 2010.

26. The second key experience of previous games appears to be the benefit to having an overarching body
to co-ordinate all transport services during the games themselves.

27. Network Rail and the Train Operating Companies have themselves been adopting a system of
integrated control systems to deliver significant improvements in performance through faster response to
incidents. During the Games we are considering supplementing these with the addition of a central control
room for the purposes of co-ordinating the movements across the network needed to accommodate the
Games.

28. During the period of the Games, the London TraYc Control Centre has been agreed by transport
providers to be the most appropriate central point for co-ordination of transport needs, and Network Rail
will work with the relevant bodies To implement the necessary works and procedures to enable this to
function eVectively.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

29. Paragraphs 6–8 above indicates the scope of work already planned for rail to facilitate transport to
support the Games.

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

30. The key to successful delivery will be to utilise the experience and abilities of the stakeholder who
stand ready to support the implementation of the Olympic Transport Plan and operate it during the Games.
We believe the framework being produced to do this is appropriate the needs of Games and we are
committed to supporting its development.

31. Network Rail has experience in operating under the pressures of regional events such as the recent
G8 rally in Edinburgh, football crowds, pop concert attendances and various sporting and cultural events
around the country.

32. In the intervening eight years we look forward to working with the OTA, our industry partners, the
local communities and other stakeholder to deliver a railway fit for the needs of the sportsmen and women,
their families and the supporters who come to London in 2012.

14 September 2005

Memorandum submitted by London & Continental Railways Limited

Introduction

1.1 London & Continental Railways Limited (LCR) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the
Transport Select Committee’s Inquiry into transport provision for London 2012 Olympic Games.

What role will the private sector play in delivering the infrastructure for the Olympic Games?

2.1 LCR is responsible for the construction of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL), the first major new
railway to be built in the UK for over a century. This high speed railway is being built in two sections. The
first section (CTRL Section 1), between the Channel Tunnel and Fawkham Junction in north Kent, was
opened on time and on budget in September 2003. The second section (CTRL Section 2), from Fawkham
Junction to St Pancras, is currently being constructed. CTRL Section 2 includes new international stations
at Stratford, adjacent to the main 2012 Olympic Games site and at Ebbsfleet, close to the M25.
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2.2 CTRL Section 2 and the international station at Stratford will be fundamental to the provision of the
only high speed public transport connection between the Olympics site and central London (St Pancras).
The station at Ebbsfleet, Kent also oVers a further convenient interchange for road users wishing to travel
to and from the Olympics site.

2.3 Construction of CTRL Section 2 began in July 2001. All of the construction milestones have been
met with the new railway scheduled for completion in 2007. LCR’s primary role as infrastructure provider
will be complete at that point.

2.4 Passenger services along CTRL Section 2 to and from continental Europe on Eurostar will commence
in 2007. High speed trains for the Integrated Kent Franchise are scheduled to operate from 2009; and the
Javelin shuttle service running for the Olympic Games.

How will the transport projects needed for the games fit into an integrated long term transport plan for London?

Infrastructure Provision

3.1 The completion of CTRL five years ahead of London’s Olympics Games allows suYcient time for
the link to become fully integrated into London (and the UK’s) transport system and establish it as a
fundamental feature of London’s Olympic transport planning. The high speed railway will be capable of
helping meet the public transport demands brought by the hosting of the Olympic Games.

3.2 The new railway will bring major transport benefits to London including:

— carrying up to eight Eurostars per hour each way

— halving journey times between London and the Channel Tunnel

— making commuter journeys to and from Kent faster and more frequent

— the development of new international stations, at Stratford and Ebbsfleet, to allow for the rapid
transfer of Olympic visitors across London and remove associated congestion from the centre of
the city. This will also allow more flights to regional airports and alleviate the build up around
major hubs.

— easier and faster international travel by Eurostar will be possible from the Midlands and North.

Passenger Services

3.3 LCR is responsible for the construction of CTRL and has a 99 year lease for the track and the
commercial opportunities created along the route. The maintenance and everyday managing of the line,
once completed, will be handled as a single entity by Network Rail. This includes responsibility for the
general maintenance of the line, engineering, signalling and the integration of services, as needed, with the
rest of the UK network.

3.4 Given this division of responsibilities LCR’s role is to build an eYcient eVective rail link that will,
with proper maintenance, contribute greatly not only to transport planning for the Olympics but for London
in the long term. LCR remains the UK shareholder in Eurostar and in this capacity will continue to be
involved in the eYcient provision of the international train service (Eurostar).

Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

4.1 LCR recognises the additional costs inherent in preparing the London transport infrastructure for
the hosting of the 2012 games. LCR urges the Government to consider carefully current or impending
transport projects that might be adversely aVected by the Games, and which ultimately are needed for an
eYcient transport system in London and the South East. These include, for example, the completion of the
Thameslink station at St Pancras, the provision of the Northern Ticket Hall at Kings Cross Underground
and the construction of Crossrail.

Thameslink Station at St Pancras

4.2 As part of the building of the new international terminus, LCR has completed the construction of the
“box“” for a new Thameslink station to provide better passenger connections with the Underground and
Mainline stations at St Pancras and Kings Cross. However, the Government has yet to agree to help fund
the fitting out of the “box“”. This delay in funding jeopardizes the eVective dispersal of passengers arriving
at St Pancras International from 2007.

4.3 If the delay in the funding and construction of the Thameslink box continues, it will jeopardize the
eYcient movement of passengers for the Olympics.
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Crossrail

4.4 The success of the Olympic bid has called into question the timely construction of Crossrail. Some
transport commentators have suggested that Crossrail will need to be delayed until after the Olympics, as
the requisite skill base is likely to be diverted to competing projects, with labour costs rising accordingly.

4.5 If the start of construction of Crossrail is delayed, there is a danger that the necessary skills base and
expertise could be dispersed and will be harder and more expensive to replicate for Crossrail. These may
include, although are not limited to, engineers with tunneling experience, those who understand the
complexity of planning and design plus the logistics required to engineer and build the ventilation systems,
the track laying, the signal systems plus station design and build.

Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

5.1 The CTRL will greatly enhance the quality of transport throughout London and the South East. The
quality and speed of international and domestic services for passengers will be transformed, oVering a
stimulus to many sectors of the local economy.

5.2 The construction of the entire rail link is estimated to have created almost 8,000 jobs. However the
long-term economic benefits have been estimated to include the creation of more than 50,000 jobs around
London and the South East, and attract up to £8 billion in investment. Substantial urban regeneration
opportunities will be developed at Stratford City and Kings Cross Central.

5.3 The construction of CTRL was also undertaken with consideration of the environment in the area.
Recognising that all major infrastructure projects have an impact on the landscape, plans for the CTRL
were frequently scrutinised to ensure the minimum disruption to the local environment .

Summary of Evidence

6.1 LCR will be the principal contributor of new passenger transport infrastructure to London’s Olympic
Park. The high speed railway and the stations at Stratford, St Pancras and Ebbsfleet will all be operational
from 2007, five years ahead of the Olympics.

6.2 However, LCR is concerned that opportunities could be missed to strengthen the integration of
London’s transport network. Most notably this would include the delay in fitting out of the new Thameslink
station, a delay in the provision of the Northern Ticket Hall, or postponing the beginning of construction
of Crossrail until after 2012.

19 October 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Association of Train Operating Companies

Introduction

This paper sets out the approach being taken by train operators in Britain to meeting the transport needs
of the London Olympic Games in 2012. Considerable work was put in by the train operators and ATOC to
identify and develop options on the role the national rail network should play for inclusion in Britain’s
Olympic Bid, and this initial thinking forms a good basis on which to plan. However, planning is at the
earliest stage, and the key planning and delivery agencies proposed in the London Olympics Bill are not yet
in place. ATOC and its member train operating companies will work closely with them once set up, to ensure
that the transport arrangements for the Olympics are a success, that they reflect well on Britain, and that
they are planned in such a way that they cause least disruption to other passengers around Britain who are
not involved in the Games.

ATOC’s Role

The Association of Train Operating Companies (ATOC) is an association owned by the train operating
companies that provide franchised rail passenger services throughout Great Britain, as well the EWS
Railway and certain non-franchised operators like Eurostar. It is the oYcial voice of the passenger rail
industry, and it also provides its members with a range of services that enable them to comply with
conditions laid on them in their franchise agreements and operating licences. These include:

— Revenue allocation and settlement

— National Rail Enquiries (including the National Rail Website)

— Railcard marketing

— StaV travel arrangements
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— International products

— The relationship with Transport for London

— Travel Agent licensing

In addition, ATOC helps its members operate more eVectively by providing administration of national
marketing promotions, as well as through product development and distribution.

More recently, ATOC has developed some additional train planning expertise to enable it to contribute
to Route Utilisation Strategies, major projects of national significance such as Crossrail and international
special events such as the Olympics. Thus, in terms of planning for the Olympics, ATOCs role will
particularly focus on service planning, resourcing and staV training, information provision and promoting
and marketing the services with its member train operators and other companies and agencies. New or
enhanced infrastructure is a matter for Government in conjunction with Network Rail, and specification of
the quantum of service to be provided and the funding to support it will be for Government to determine.

The London Rail Network

The London rail network has huge capacity. Every day, between 0700 and 1000, 500,000 passengers enter
Central London, and leave again during the evening, over a more extended timescale. Over 1,000,000
passengers a day are handled through the main London termini, and Liverpool Street station alone handles
more passengers than Heathrow. London’s rail network is accustomed to handling big crowds at peak times
on a daily basis, and with improving reliability.

Outside these hours, spare capacity exists on services run by London and South East operators and more
can be provided by lengthening some trains, or running additional trains using rolling stock that is normally
only used at peak periods. Considerable planning will be required to ensure the availability of rolling stock
and that train crews are in the right place at the right time, but it is manageable, providing train operators
are closely involved at an early stage in the development of the Olympic Transport Plan. The capacity of
the London rail network will be considerably enhanced by the completion of Channel Tunnel Rail Link in
2007, as well as by the East London Line project and by extensions to the Docklands Light Railway. Again,
close involvement of train operators will be required to establish how these new projects are aVecting
demand and capacity, and to make best use of the new, enlarged, network.

The rolling stock fleet has been transformed in the last five years, and on many routes in the London area,
is now relatively new. This has not only improved the travelling environment for passengers, but also has
improved accessibility for passengers with disabilities. The average age of the national fleet has now reduced
to 14 years, one of the lowest figures in Europe. Further new trains are planned for the Integrated Kent
franchise for delivery in 2009, and these will be used to carry Olympic passengers to Stratford.

Stratford, the station to serve the Olympic park, is well placed at the hub of a network of lines, converging
from Central London, East Anglia and the Thames Gateway, as well as North West and West London, via
the North London Line and the Jubilee and Central Lines, and South East London via the DLR and the
Jubilee Line. Stratford International will have direct links from Paris, Brussels and Lille via the new Channel
Tunnel Rail Link which will be in place prior to the Olympics, and this will also provide the infrastructure
for the Olympic Javelin shuttle from St. Pancras, and there will be links from South London via the extended
East London Line.

It will be possible to increase services by stopping fast trains from East Anglia at Stratford as well as
diverting services from Stansted Airport to serve Stratford. Longer trains can be provided on some services,
particularly the North London Line, while the Olympic Javelin service will provide capacity of up to 14,000
seats per hour from St Pancras.

A number of capacity improvements planned for the Olympics will also provide significant legacy benefits
for passengers beyond 2012. These include investments at Stratford and West Ham to allow more trains to
stop at these stations, as well as capacity enhancements on the North London line and at Waterloo, Kings
Cross and other major stations.

Expected Demand for Rail Services

Whilst the teams themselves may use the rail network for some of their travel, the principal demand that
National Rail can serve eVectively, is that of visitors to the games, both to London and other locations such
as Manchester, Weymouth, Brentwood and Broxbourne. Main line trains, Underground and DLR together
can be developed to carry the required 80% of spectator demand to Stratford (and the National Rail network
alone would carry 56% of the demand.) The rail network is also capable of carrying a high proportion of
the 135,000 workforce.

The timing of the Games during the summer period is ideal, since overall demand for rail services falls by
about 20% in high summer, releasing capacity for Olympic visitors.
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Whilst the Underground, DLR and local bus network will be important, it is the National Rail network
that will be key to providing access to make the games of national and international, rather than just of
London significance. The National Rail network is planning to carry 50,000 people a day to the events
outside the Olympic park, and will bring in 33,000 daily visitors from regions outside London.

The Olympics Bill

The Bill provides for the establishment of a London Delivery Authority and a London Olympic Transport
Plan. Whilst the Bill includes the Secretary of State, the OYce of the Rail Regulator and TfL as consultees
under section 8(3) of the Bill, it will be important to involve Network Rail and the train operators through
ATOC closely with the development of the Olympic Transport Plan. Ideally, ATOC should be represented
on the Olympic Delivery Authority. Within the TOCs and ATOC there is considerable expertise on
passengers’ needs, the practicalities of train operation and the handling of large passenger flows for major
events, including the Millennium celebrations which were successfully managed.

Clause 15 of the Bill requires ORR to exercise its functions in a manner which will facilitate the provision,
management and control of facilities for transport in connection with the London Olympics. Here, the
objective must be to ensure that due priority is given to services for the Olympics, without the risk of
degrading services elsewhere in the country during this period.

The Bill also places restrictions on advertising and the use of the Olympics branding. Whilst this is
understandable, and indeed mandated by the International Olympics Committee, it is important that such
restrictions are not specified or interpreted in a way that goes beyond the IOC requirements and which would
limit information to passengers or that would be confusing. For example, it will be important to be able to
use Olympic branding for signage at stations and on timetables, to improve clarity for passengers, many of
whom may not be regular rail passengers. Equally, the use of the branding for information purposes should
not be chargeable.

Planning for Olympic Transport Services

The principal agency for this will be the Olympic Delivery Authority. Its remit, membership and approach
is unknown at this stage. Train operators have a great deal of expertise in providing both scheduled and
special services to meet the needs of major sporting events. They want to work to make the London Olympics
a success. It is essential that train operators, as well as TfL and Network Rail are involved in the preparation
of plans from the outset, and that it is not left to a later stage to bring them in.

Where a franchise is due to be renewed prior to 2012, the current train operator and ATOC will still be
able to provide the planning input to progress the preparations for the Games. The terms of the Greater
Anglia franchise agreement (with One Railway) make provision for negotiated changes to services and
facilities in connection with the Olympics.

New infrastructure that may be required for the Olympics will be for Network Rail to consider, and large
projects will be for DfT Rail to specify and procure. However, the actual delivery of rail services from around
Great Britain will be the responsibility of train operators. They too will understand more than anyone the
role and value of infrastructure as part of the Olympic legacy.

For many passengers, the Olympics may take priority over other business or leisure trips they would be
planning during that period. The experience of the Sydney Olympics was that many residents took time oV
to enjoy the event, while significant numbers took holidays elsewhere while the events were taking place in
that city.

Train operators have considerable experience of providing additional capacity for special events, and for
regular seasonal variations in demand. Regular summer services to the West Country involve Virgin Trains
hiring additional rolling stock from other TOCs to meet demand. Franchised train operators are also used
to working with independent and specialist train operators to provide additional capacity at peak periods.
They have considerable experience of successfully providing additional services and support at periods of
increased demand for travel during special events, as the examples below demonstrate:

— Twickenham Rugby,

— Tennis at Wimbledon,

— Football matches (particularly at Wembley prior to its redevelopment)

— Major rock festivals such as Glastonbury

— Princess Diana’s funeral,

— The Millennium celebrations,

— The Commonwealth Games in Manchester
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The pattern of Olympic service provision will be to strengthen services on principal routes to London,
allowing passengers there to transfer to the Olympic Javelin service from St Pancras, or to transfer to
Underground or DLR services at gateways such as the main line termini, or major suburban interchanges
such as Lewisham or West Hampstead. This approach will provide a wide choice of frequent services, and
provide flexibility in accommodating variations in demand during the Olympics period.

A special timetable is expected to be in force on principal routes for the period of the games, probably
with later train services running on some routes.

Fares and Ticketing

A wide range of fares is available to bring visitors to the Olympics from all parts of Britain. At this very
early stage, it is too early to say whether any additional fares initiatives would be required, and on what basis
they may be determined. ATOC is ready to work with the Olympic Delivery Authority to work out the
logistics of through ticketing or of special oVers. Similarly, One-zone Travelcards are already available from
many National Rail stations outside the London area as well as within, and ATOC will be working closely
with TfL to see if this arrangement needs to be extended.

We expect that Government will want the cost and revenue eVect of the Olympics to be neutral on new
franchises. We therefore believe that planning and implementing such a major increase in service for this
period should generally be based on the increased costs being remunerated by additional fares income.
Consequently, it is important that initiatives to reduce fares during this period, or to oVer discounted
packages are properly structured to generate additional net revenue, or are remunerated by their sponsors
to avoid the need for additional Government subsidy.

Conclusions

ATOC is keen to work with the transport planning authorities to make the 2012 Olympics a success in
terms of public transport, but close involvement from the outset will be required. The provisions of the
London Olympics Bill are a starting point, but more will need to be done.

Train operators have a good record of planning for major events, and ATOC has developed the resource
to manage this proactively.

Some clarity is needed, particularly in the area of regulation, the role of train operators, and on the basis
of funding for additional services and facilities.

With a relatively new train fleet, some new infrastructure, and a proper level of advanced planning and
cooperation, there is every opportunity now to make this the London Olympics a showcase for good public
transport and for the British railway industry.

14 September 2005

Witnesses: Mr Paul Plummer, Director of Planning and Regulation, and Ms Janet Goodland, Director,
Network Development, Network Rail, Mr Rob Holden, Executive Chairman, London & Continental
Railways Ltd, and Mr Theo Steel, Project Director—one Railway, and Mr Paul Smith, Director, London
Support, Association of Train Operating Companies, examined.

Q59 Chairman: Good afternoon to you, gentlemen. Q60 Mrs Ellman: Would you say that winning the
You are most warmly welcome here this afternoon. Olympics has been a face-saver for phase two of the
I was so overwhelmed with the importance of our Channel Tunnel Rail Link?
other elected representatives I forgot to ask them to Mr Holden: Absolutely not. I do not believe the
identify themselves for the record. I apologise to the Olympics is a face-saver for section two of the
shorthand writers. I am just a new Chairman but I Channel Tunnel Rail Link. Section two combined
will get used to it soon. Can I ask you therefore, with section one will improve journey times for
gentlemen, if you will identify yourselves this international travellers. The link provides an
afternoon? improved domestic service for travellers in Kent and
Mr Smith: My name is Paul Smith. I am Director, is a major catalyst for the regeneration at King’s
London Support, for the Association of Train Cross, Stratford, and indeed throughout the
Operating Companies. Ebbsfleet valley. We will be providing a service to the
Mr Steel: Theo Steel, representing ATOC this Olympic Games, which, of course, we are very
afternoon but I work for one Railway. pleased to be involved with.
Mr Plummer: Paul Plummer, Director of Planning
and Regulation, Network Rail.
Ms Goodland: Janet Goodland, Director, Network

Q61 Mrs Ellman: Yet the National Audit OYce saysDevelopment at Network Rail.
that the economic case remains marginal. Do youMr Holden: I am Rob Holden, the Chairman of

London & Continental Railways. disagree with that? Have they got it wrong?
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Mr Holden: The Channel Tunnel Rail Link is a very Mr Holden: We do not expect that will cause any
delay at all. It is very regrettable that there were twolong term project which will be with us for very many

years into the future and it is very early in its life to fatalities involved in that incident, but fortunately
there was very little damage to the railway and inbe able to judge its success or otherwise. It would be

right to judge it after the railway comes into being fact it will not delay things at all.
and we see the usage and indeed the regeneration
which will take place in the three areas I have just Q68 Mr Clelland: So The Times got it wrong when
referred to. they said it would delay the opening by between six

and 18 months?
Mr Holden: I am afraid I do not know where TheQ62 Mrs Ellman: Will the services stop at Stratford
Times got that from.International when the Games open?

Mr Holden: During the Games the international
Q69 Mr Scott: What is your reaction to theservice that is stopping at Stratford will be
statement by the Mayor of London to the GLO thatsuspended in order to allow all the facilities at
he thought the journeys for domestic rail servicesStratford International to be used for the proposed
were likely to be the weak link in the transport forJavelin Service, which is a domestic service which
the Olympics?will run between St Pancras and Ebbsfleet.
Mr Plummer: I am very surprised about that, but
clearly we are working very closely with all of the

Q63 Mrs Ellman: But will services stop at Stratford parties to develop a railway not just for the purpose
International in 2007? of the Olympics but generally. We have made a huge
Mr Holden: That is a decision which will have to be amount of progress in that respect in the last few
made by Eurostar and the companies which years and we have a pretty good record in terms of
currently work together to provide the Eurostar delivery of major projects such as those that will be
service. It is my understanding that they are required to do this. Perhaps we can go into more
currently looking at timetable options and I hope detail on some of those projects with some of your
that in the next several months they will be able to other questions but they are specified in quite a lot of
say what their stopping pattern will be when they detail and we will be delivering them as planned.
open in 2007.

Q70 Mr Scott: So the Mayor is wrong?
Q64 Mrs Ellman: Will the trains stop at Stratford Mr Plummer: I think we are capable of delivering the
when the Games have ended? Is there going to be a transport that is required for the Games.
real legacy?
Mr Holden: When the Games have finished I would Q71 Chairman: An assertion, Mr Plummer,
expect that the timetable will resume to that which although comforting, is not usually very good
was in existence before the Games but, of course, evidence. Are you really saying to us that you have
there could be very many alterations to the timetable a timetable, that you are starting on the projects? Do
between 2007 and 2012. you want to tell us a little bit about these projects

that you are so sure about?
Mr Plummer: I will ask Janet Goodland to talkQ65 Mrs Ellman: So what does that mean in terms
about the individual projects. There are some majorof providing a legacy?
pieces of work which clearly do have a lot more workMr Holden: Stratford station will be available for
to be done on them to develop the detailed plans, butservices in 2007 and will continue in operation
we are on good progress to develop those.thereafter. It is very much part of the integrated
Ms Goodland: We are working closely withKent franchise and a stopping station for domestic
Transport for London and the shadow OTAtrains on the Channel Tunnel Rail Link.
organisation to develop the projects. We have
identified which projects need to go forward. We are

Q66 Mr Clelland: Is the construction timetable working hard to scope them out and identify the
running to time? dates by which they all need to be delivered. On one
Mr Holden: Yes. We expect to open in 2007, which of the major projects, Stratford station and
is the year we have been working to for some regeneration programme there, we have got a joint
considerable time. As some members of the programme going forward with TfL and the various
committee saw earlier this week, there is a great deal constituent parts of TfL and we are working very
of activity complete in terms of a track down all the closely with them to integrate everybody’s plans.
way between the junction with section one at There is some work planned to the north London
Fawkham Junction through to the King’s Cross line to improve capacity there. Again, we are
lands. The last area to be complete is the working very closely with TfL on that project, trying
refurbishment of the Barlow shed which is well to get that complete for 2010 so that it will be
under way. available for the test events at the venues.

Q72 Clive EVord: Can I ask Network Rail what is theQ67 Mr Clelland: You had a fire, did you not, in the
Swanscombe, Kent, tunnel on 16 August? How current position regarding the shuttle service and the

movement of passengers from King’s Cross to themuch damage did that do? How much delay is that
going to cause? Thameslink station at Pentonville Road? Are there
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any plans to introduce the shuttle link service to Ms Goodland: All the new works will be fully
accessible and what we are looking at currently is themake it unnecessary for them to walk along the road

and link up with the Thameslink service? extent to which other stations can be made accessible
in the time frame.Ms Goodland: You mean to open the Thameslink

box?

Q79 Clive EVord: Are you saying that not all theQ73 Clive EVord: Yes. existing stations will be fully accessible by 2012?Ms Goodland: We are working closely with
Mr Plummer: All the existing major stations whichgovernment about that at the moment and we are
Network Rail manages will be accessible. The newhoping that we will find a way forward with that
stations being built for the Olympics will bevery shortly.
accessible. We are working again with the
Department for Transport in terms of the work they

Q74 Clive EVord: Have you had any discussions are doing to prioritise expenditure on improving
about the funding for that? Can you give us any access to stations across the country as a whole and
indications about whether you have been able to clearly this will be one of the issues that they wish to
obtain funding? take account of in that.
Mr Plummer: We are discussing that funding at the
moment with the Department for Transport and the
OYce of Rail Regulation. We are certainly keen to Q80 Clive EVord: Have you costed the works that
take that work forward and, subject to those are necessary to bring existing stations into line and
discussions, we hope to do so very shortly. to make them deviate and comply?

Mr Plummer: Across the network as a whole the
government has provided £370 million over the nextQ75 Clive EVord: You are confident that the
ten years which is the basis of the work we are doingposition of the government at this moment in time
to prioritise where we would spend the money, butwill mean that the Thameslink 2000 will be ready for
there is a huge amount to be done across the networkthe Olympics?
as a whole and that prioritisation work is important.Mr Plummer: We are discussing the works in

relation to the fit out of the box and the funding of
that. The main project is a diVerent matter from

Q81 Clive EVord: It would be ironic, would it not, ifwhat I thought you were asking.
the transport network that is providing the links for
the Paralympics were not fully accessible?

Q76 Clive EVord: But the two are dependent on one Mr Plummer: That would be one of the things to
another, are they not? take into account in determining where to spend that
Ms Goodland: You can have the box independently fund of money that is available.
of the rest of the Thameslink project. The rest of the
Thameslink project is currently the subject of a
public inquiry which is sitting at the moment and is Q82 Mr Martlew: My head is spinning a bit about
due to complete in November. We would then the various projects that not only yourselves but the
expect a Secretary of State decision perhaps some other witnesses talk about. There was a problem just
time in the middle of next year and that will be when getting the Jubilee Line there on time for the Dome.
the funding will be sorted out with the Department We are talking about a number of projects all
for Transport. If that is done within that timescale I probably running into hundreds of billions of
think a portion of Thameslink 2000 can be delivered pounds. Firstly, do you believe that there are the
in time for the Olympics. The important part is that skills there to carry out those projects? What eVect
we make sure that things that will benefit the do you think it will have with regard to wages? Do
Olympics are done first. you not think there is a grave possibility you could

well go over budget on these projects because there
is a skill shortage and supply and demand will meanQ77 Clive EVord: Will all of the associated works at
that you will have to pay extra?King’s Cross station relating to 2012 be ready on
Mr Plummer: In terms of the skill shortage, we havetime?

Ms Goodland: Again, there are some very done a lot already in the last few years since the
complicated interactions at Kings Cross. There are creation of Network Rail to bring in the skills in
the works that London Underground have currently terms of the detailed design work and to take that
got on site with their Northern ticket hall where the forward. The engineering capability of the company
work is currently suspended and waiting to be is greatly enhanced as well as using consultancy
reinstated. There are the works that London & resources. In terms of delivery as well, our capability
Continental Railways are doing and the works that is much stronger than it has been at stages in the
the developers Argent wish to do. We are working past. This will only work if it is planned very
very closely with all those parties to make sure we carefully, in a very integrated way, not just in terms
have an integrated programme which means that all of the individual projects but with all of the other
station facilities should be available for 2012. things that go on in the railway, the renewals that

happen every day and the day to day operation of
the railway, the access that is needed to do the work,Q78 Clive EVord: What about accessibility? Is there
to ensure that that is not too disruptive to the normalany requirement on your private partners to ensure

that these stations are fully accessible? passenger services. We need to plan that very
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carefully and work with all the other parties. There development of the Olympic sites? Are you likely to
have to have any of this land compulsorilyis a lot more work to be done there and that is what

we have to focus on in the next few years. purchased so that the Olympic Games can go ahead?
Mr Holden: That is currently an issue which is being
discussed at length with the London DevelopmentQ83 Mr Martlew: Is that a yes, you have the skills
Agency, who are discussing with us and otherand no, it will not have a part in the price inflation?
interested parties the scope of land that they wish toMr Plummer: We have an issue with price inflation
compulsorily purchase. I am hoping that we will bealready in the sense that there is a huge amount of
able to come to an appropriate agreement but thereinvestment going on in the railway. The major
is a little way to go on that yet.challenge is to deliver very substantial eYciency

improvements on the back of that. The additional
Q89 Graham Stringer: Potentially, you would beworks in terms of the Olympics and other issues can
getting a quarter of a billion pounds worth of furtherplace additional pressure on that. We have to try to
public subsidy and, at the same time, the publicmanage that through the supply chain and do it
sector is going to have to buy land oV you that waseVectively. If we can do it well through good
given you to develop in order that the Olympicplanning, the risk will be minimised but certainly it
Games can go ahead. Is that right?is going to be a major challenge.
Mr Holden: That is the potential. The reason why
there may be a price associated with the compulsoryQ84 Graham Stringer: Mr Holden, the National
purchase is because of the commitments we haveAudit OYce suggested that you might need £260
entered into with our development partners whomillion-worth of further public subsidy if your
have committed already substantial sums of money,business did not improve and you did not get more
I believe well in excess of ten million. They willcustomers. Is that a realistic estimate?
require some compensation for that.Mr Holden: Yes, I think so. It is very much along the

same lines as the number published by the NAO in
Q90 Graham Stringer: Is the implication I amits first report back in 2000 or 2001. We recognise
supposed to draw from that that London andthat and we believe it is fair.
Continental will not be making a profit out of this
lease that was handed over to them for nothing?Q85 Graham Stringer: Is business improving? Mr Holden: The surplus which will arise from theMr Holden: Business was improving up until 7 July. development lands is shared with the DepartmentSince 7 July, for obvious reasons, business has been for Transport, I believe on a 50/50 basis, and thevery diYcult and we need to get back to that balance which comes to London and Continentalsituation. There are signs of recovery and the sooner Railways will be necessary to oVset the losses that wewe can pick up and build up a base that will provide are currently accumulating on the services that wethe momentum we need when Section 2 is have been providing to date.commissioned in 2007, the better. Chairman: Say that again. I am not sure I got that
last bit.

Q86 Graham Stringer: In paragraph 3.3 of your
evidence, the first sentence, you say you have a 99 Q91 Graham Stringer: I did not get it. That was a
year lease for the track, which I understand, and the very complicated answer to what I thought was a
commercial opportunities created along the route. relatively simple question. Are you going to make a
Could you expand on that? What commercial profit out of this land that was handed over to you?
opportunities do you have? What business, apart Mr Holden: Hopefully there will be a profit which
from running trains, are you involved in? will be used to oVset the losses that we have been
Mr Holden: This is very much the development of incurring to date.
the lands that I referred to earlier. At King’s Cross
we are working in partnership with Argent.

Q92 Mr Goodwill: The local authorities whose
evidence preceded yours seem unsure as to how the

Q87 Chairman: Is that a developer? Olympic events at Stratford will be timetabled and
Mr Holden: It is a developer owned by Hermes, the that would have quite an eVect on passenger
Post OYce pension people, very well known for numbers and spectators. Is it the situation that you
developments they have undertaken, particularly in will be told, “These are the events. These are the
the Midlands, working closely in a number of areas times. Please provide rail services in and out” or will
with the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister. We there be some degree of liaison so that these peak
also have a huge development at Stratford which is flows can be evened out to some extent?
part of the Olympic proposal and there we have Mr Steel: I have been involved in discussions while
received master planning consent earlier this year. the bid was being put together as to the structure of
We are taking it forward with development partners the Games. The first week, the major events on the
and we are also involved in the Ebbsfleet Valley with Stratford site tend to be swimming. The second week
Land Securities. it is athletics. The major coincidence is over the

middle weekend which is a Saturday and a Sunday
when we do not have as much peak so that is a veryQ88 Graham Stringer: Is there anywhere, where you

have the lease on this land and the commercial good opportunity for us. The events tend to start at
11 and go on quite late at night as you have seenopportunities that is in conflict with the
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from previous Olympics, so that you optimise the withdrawn during the bid period. We need to be
quite careful over what we can and cannot do. Yes,television time but we will not go into that. That

obviously does give us opportunities to run trains fundamentally, there is an openness to fares deals.
outside the normal peak. It is going to mean quite an
emphasis on staV rostering nearer the time and we Q96 Clive EVord: Would it not be logical to have
are already thinking about how many people we those discussions before the Bill is drafted so that
shall need to do this. We have done other things like you can point out the problems that might exist?
this in the past. I am minded of the millennium Mr Steel: I am more than happy to engage in the
celebrations when we successfully took people back software decisions and the soft decisions on pricing
to Essex and all around London until four in the as well as the hard decisions.
morning and got thanked by the Mayor incidentally. Chairman: I think it is the passengers who think they
There are other events that we do: football matches, are soft.
Wembley, CardiV events. Manchester United run
quite a lot of extra trains into there on the relevant Q97 Clive EVord: I am probably going to get aoccasions. similar answer but would not the Oyster card

simplify matters in terms of integrated transport
across London?Q93 Mr Goodwill: Do you envisage there may be
Mr Steel: We would hope to have moved alongopportunities in terms of ticket pricing, oV-peak
before 2012 on getting the Oyster card more widelytickets to encourage people to arrive earlier or
available on the railway.leave later?
Mr Clelland: The Chairman mentioned the OlympicMr Steel: That is more a downstream issue. I want
Javelin. What contribution is that going to make into see the detail worked up. At the moment, it is a
moving people from central London to thebroad concept. What we do know is that there are
Olympic site?the facilities to take 179,000 people oV the Stratford

site on the ten railways that radiate from there in an
hour, which is something I do not think you would Q98 Chairman: We need to know how robust your
find in either New York or Paris, but someone can figures are.
correct me if I am wrong. This is a huge opportunity Mr Steel: They are not my figures. They were quoted
for the railways, for the underground and the in the DPTAC evidence.
Docklands Light Railway to make a good name for
themselves. Q99 Chairman: The candidature file we are talking

about suggests 25,000 people an hour and
apparently you say the capacity would be 14,000Q94 Chairman: This is the Olympic Javelin you are
seats an hour.talking about?
Mr Holden: It eVectively arises from eight paths perMr Steel: No. That is all the railways in and out of
hour of 12 carriage trains. I believe the normalStratford. We have four track railways at Liverpool
domestic train on the CTRL will ordinarily be sixStreet. There is the Central Line to Epping and into
carriages but, for the purposes of the Olympicthe City. There is the North London Line. There is
Games and the Javelin services, they will be joined tothe line down the Lea Valley. There are four tracks
form 12 carriage trains.down to Shenfield and Essex and that is before I

have even thought about the District Line or C2C at
West Ham which is further down. The core site has Q100 Mr Clelland: So eight per hour running at the
a lot of rail connections of various diVerent types same time as Eurostar and IKF services?
that are not dependent on each other particularly Mr Holden: Yes. The IKF services are suspended
and that must be one of the reasons why the bid was during the course of the Games. They will be run
successful. There are obviously other sites outside with the Eurostar services.
and we will be working to ensure that you can go and
watch the canoeing at Broxbourne or Weald Park at Q101 Chairman: You are saying that they would be
Brentwood which is the nearest station to that in double the size?
Essex. At Wimbledon we run services during Mr Holden: Because the Integrated Kent Franchise
Wimbledon fortnight and we have experience of service on CTRL is suspended during the course of
that. There are Windsor and Eton for rowing and the Games, the fleet of trains can be reconfigured
there are various football stadia around the country. such that they are running, in eVect, double trains.

(The Committee suspended from 4.01pm to 4.10pm
for a division in the House)Q95 Clive EVord: Are the train operating companies

involved in any discussions about through ticketing
or admission tickets and cooperating in those Q102 Mrs Ellman: I would like to ask you something

further about the Olympic Javelin capacity. Are youdiscussions?
Mr Steel: I would not want to prejudge the Olympics absolutely confident that 25,000 people an hour will

be the capacity of the Javelin when it is operating?Bill at this stage but as soon as we understand the
details and what is wanted we want to make sure we Mr Steel: In the ATOC thing there is a 14,000

mention for the Javelin which is eight trains in eachare not working against the principles of the
Olympic movement because we have had some direction so that is 16 trains which works out at

about 800 people per train, which is the typicaloVers previously made on fares but they had to be
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capacity of a 12 coach train. 25,000 people I certainly Q110 Chairman: The timetable for the airport is not
going to be a lot of help to you in this, is it?bring into Liverpool Street every morning, Monday

to Friday, between eight and nine o’clock. Ms Goodland: No. The West Anglia route
modernisation is not an integral part of the Olympic
transport plan.Q103 Mrs Ellman: The 25,000 people an hour is

something you would stand by?
Mr Steel: That I recognise as a figure that I could Q111 Chairman: Were you here when Waltham
bring into Liverpool Street from the Shenfield, Forest gave evidence about that?
Southend and Colchester directions, per hour. Ms Goodland: I did hear the Waltham Forest

evidence, yes, and I think that is one of the things
that we can look at with them. A service is beingQ104 Mrs Ellman: Is seven minutes a realistic
introduced down the Lea Valley later this year andjourney time from St Pancras to Stratford?
over next year and that is one of the questions weMr Steel: It has not been proven yet but it is certainly
could look at with them, as to whether that servicethe one I remember predicting when I worked with
should call at what was Lea Bridge Station. ALondon and Continental ten years ago.
separate issue is about the route modernisationMr Holden: That is the requirement that we are
which is about more trains operating on that route.obliged to deliver in the agreement and we are

confident that trains will be able to cover the
distance. Q112 Mrs Ellman: Is there going to be a travelator

or other mechanised means of transport between
Q105 Mrs Ellman: How many wheelchair spaces will Stratford International and Stratford Regional?
there be on the Javelin? Mr Holden: We are having discussions with
Mr Holden: Questions to do with the Javelin service Newham Council and other interested parties about
I believe are probably better directed to the the connection between the International and the
franchising authority in the Department for existing domestic station. I believe the best
Transport or the TFL team who have been involved connection likely will arise from the proposed
in designing the Javelin service. I do not believe there extension to the DLR which will connect the existing
is anybody here today who has been specifically domestic station with the International station. That
involved in the Javelin service trains. will do away with the necessity for any other

mechanical link.
Q106 Chairman: You said at one point the IKF
services would not be running, did you not? Q113 Mrs Ellman: Was it not a planning condition
Mr Holden: On the Channel Tunnel Rail Link imposed at the time permission to go ahead was
during the course of the Olympic Games, yes. given?

Mr Holden: There was a planning condition which
Q107 Chairman: That is certain, is it? required there to be a mechanical link between the
Mr Holden: That is my understanding. two stations. It did not specify that it be a travelator

and, with the recent proposals to connect the two
stations by the DLR extension, we believe that meetsQ108 Chairman: That seems to contradict some of
the requirements of the planning consent.the information we have been given.

Mr Holden: In order to provide a Javelin service the
trains which have been procured from Hitachi will Q114 Mrs Ellman: Who are you discussing this
need to be taken oV the IKF routes in order to be with now?
dedicated wholly to the Javelin service during the Mr Holden: We are discussing it with Transport for
course of the Olympic Games. London and Newham District Council.

Q109 Chairman: We may have to come back to you Q115 Chairman: The DLR extension you mean in
on that and we may ask you for a short note. Can the sense that people would be able to travel further
you tell us a bit about the Network Rail West Anglia on the train?
route modernisation? Mr Holden: Yes.
Ms Goodland: The West Anglia route modernisation
has had two phases. The first phase, which is

Q116 Chairman: And therefore would not require acomplete, has been about the renewal of the existing
mechanised form of movement?signalling and infrastructure on the route. While
Mr Holden: Absolutely.that was being done an opportunity was taken to

make what we call passive provision for capacity
Q117 Chairman: You are confident that those trainsenhancements on that route. That is, additional
would be able to take wheelchairs?loops and facilities for additional capacity for more
Mr Holden: We believe they will be, yes.trains to run. We are now working closely with BAA

and the Department, looking at how that capacity
could be implemented and that is very much linked Q118 Mrs Ellman: Is it correct that Union Railways

objected to providing a travelator?in with the proposals for the development of
Stansted Airport and the sustainable communities Mr Holden: Union Railways have been working

very hard to find a cost eVective way of meeting theplan being progressed by the Deputy Prime
Minister. obligation.
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Q119 Chairman: Is that a no? Mr Holden: The travelator is not necessarily free.
One of the issues we would be having to address, ifMr Holden: Yes, we have objected to the travelator.
we were to provide a travelator, is who would
maintain it.

Q120 Chairman: No to the travelator; yes to finding
another way round?

Q127 Chairman: To the high level that we are usedMr Holden: Absolutely.
to?
Mr Holden: It is clearly a very serious issue because

Q121 Chairman: What happens if the DLR does not a travelator which is very long will require a lot of
turn up and they do not have the travelator? maintenance in order to keep it in a working
Mr Holden: We will have to revisit the issue yet condition.
again.

Q128 Mr Clelland: If people are using the DLR
extension, they would have to pay for that leg ofQ122 Chairman: That is not going to be a lot of good
the journey?to people who are sitting waiting for a travelator that
Mr Holden: I would expect so.does not exist, is it? Believe me, one of the saddest

things about travelling on the railways is to find
Q129 Chairman: Was that one of the reasons thatyourself in a station which may be an excellent
Union Railways were objecting?establishment but has no working lift, has no means
Mr Holden: No. The principal reason for Unionof getting anybody from one platform to another,
Railways objecting was because of who was going tolugging an enormous case. There is a great deal to do
be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of thaton existing railway stations. Can you give us an
facility.undertaking that this problem will be solved before

the Olympics?
Q130 Chairman: It was fairly straightforward. TheyMr Holden: I believe we have a way through to meet
did not want to build it and if somebody else built itour obligations, yes.
they did not want to maintain it. I do not say this inChairman: A way through? These are slightly
any pejorative sense.Jesuitical phrases.
Mr Holden: It is a legitimate expectation and it hasMr Martlew: It sounds like a way round.
to be known who is going to be maintaining the
facility. There is very little point in putting in place

Q123 Chairman: Yes. You are assuming that that a facility if it is not going to be properly maintained.
will be the DLR. You are saying to us that definitely Chairman: If you do not build it you do not spend
there will be an extension in place and therefore we the money.
will not need a travelator.
Mr Holden: Those are the plans on which we are Q131 Mrs Ellman: What was your understanding of
working at the moment, yes. the planning condition which said a travelator

should be provided? Surely that included the
maintenance of it?Q124 Mr Goodwill: Is it not the case that the DLR
Mr Holden: That was a detail which was not dealttrains will be full and that people getting on for the
with adequately at the time the condition was putlast leg of the journey may find there will not be
in place.much capacity on those trains? The gentleman

behind you is nodding, I note.
Q132 Chairman: There is a little problem because onMr Holden: I am afraid I am not qualified to know
the whole, boring though it is, when Secretaries ofthat at this stage. Clearly, DLR people expect the
State put qualifications on planning conditions it isservice to be well used.
usually because they expect them to be obeyed. If
they are not obeyed, they really do get quite upset.

Q125 Chairman: We all expect it to be well used. On Is that a concept that is understood by both Union
the whole, we do use railways. This is our point. We Railways and Network Rail or is it something which
expect them to be used by people. We are told there only this House accepts?
are over 400 metres from the existing Stratford Mr Holden: I think it is a concept which we do
regional station, equivalent to a 10 or 12 minute understand fully and that is why we have been
walk and even longer if people have to go round working very hard with the appropriate people to
Stratford City shopping centre. The reason the find the proper means to connect the two stations.
Secretary of State put that qualification on was
simply because it is not acceptable for people not to Q133 Chairman: Which you have not yet come to
be able to use the service. You are quite confident although it would appear that you accept the Union
that the DLR will have been extended in such a way Railways’ case that they do not need a travelator.
and the space will be available on the coaches so that Mr Holden: If the DLR extension is put into place,
people can get through that gap? as we expect it will be, the travelator will not be
Mr Holden: That is my belief, yes. required.

Q134 Chairman: Supposing the DLR does not getQ126 Mr Clelland: Presumably they would have to
pay for the DLR while the travelator will be free? into operation.
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Mr Holden: Then we will have to revisit the other services between London and Paris and London and
Brussels. As I understand it, the biggest diYculty ispossible means of connecting the two stations, one

of the options being possibly a bus service dedicated likely to be on the French high speed line between
Paris and Lille which is already very heavilyto linking the two facilities.

Chairman: We can get lots of wheelchairs on buses. congested at most times of the day.

Q135 Mr Leech: I would be very surprised in Q144 Mrs Ellman: It sounds as if there have been
planning terms if a bus service was considered to be either some investigations which are not being
an adequate alternative to a travelator. disclosed or a decision reached without working out
Mr Holden: The requirement was not for a the way that decision has been arrived at.
travelator. The requirement was for a mechanical Mr Holden: I am not aware that any investigations
link which can be defined in many ways. have been done specifically for the Olympic Games.

What I do know is that Eurostar have in the past
looked at frequencies on the high speed line,Q136 Chairman: A combustion engine with a few
particularly in France. SNCF and RFF, the Frenchseats attached?
railways, would have to increase the capacity inMr Holden: It could well be, yes.
northern France to increase the frequency of
services.Q137 Chairman: A mechanised link is your

definition of a bus?
Mr Holden: It could very well come within that Q145 Mrs Ellman: I would like to ask about what
definition. arrangements the train operating companies are

making on the provision of foreign languages on
trains, anticipating large numbers of overseasQ138 Chairman: I think you should perhaps have
visitors.been a lawyer.
Mr Steel: I certainly have some trains where weMr Holden: Thank you. That I do not claim to be.
make prerecorded foreign announcements on
coming into Harwich at the moment. Most of ourQ139 Chairman: The Transport and Works Act
trains have the drivers making announcements andOrder for Stratford International has a planning
that is something that we will have to think throughcondition imposed by the Secretary of State
carefully. If you go to Harwich on one of our hourlyrequiring CTRL promoters, Union Railways, to
trains from Liverpool Street, you will have one of myconstruct an enclosed, dedicated walkway,
staV’s Dutch mother making an announcementtravelator or similar. That was the evidence we had
which is relevant to Harwich and the projectand you think that is not correct?
manager who built the trains speaking in German.Mr Holden: My belief is that we have to provide a

mechanical link.
Q146 Chairman: You do Dutch and German?Chairman: It does not say “mechanical”. It says
Mr Steel: Yes, at Harwich International. The ships“mechanised” and your definition of a bus is
go to Germany and to Holland.mechanised. Let us move on.

Q140 Mrs Ellman: Have you considered running Q147 Chairman: You are assuming no one will travel
direct services from European cities to the Olympic to either of those countries from further afield. In
site? Korean trains routinely, including suburban and
Mr Holden: Eurostar will no doubt be looking at domestic trains, the Committee were able to follow
possible options. As I have already said, the the system very simply on their own because every
Eurostar services which will ordinarily stop at train had announcements, a loop, which played with
Stratford will be suspended during the course of the four diVerent major languages and which, in the case
Games with trains stopping both at Ebbsfleet and of Korea were not only Korean and Japanese but
King’s Cross St Pancras. Whether Eurostar plans to were Mandarin and English. What plans does
run beyond Paris and Brussels is not something I ATOC have to cover not just the possibility of
could give an answer to today. having one Dutch speaking person on board but a

number of languages which would provide
information, not just on the trains but in theQ141 Mrs Ellman: Do you have a view on that?
stations?Mr Holden: I believe it will be extremely diYcult to
Mr Steel: We are more than happy to look at it.run services from beyond Paris and Brussels given

the length of journeys and the ability to obtain train
paths beyond the existing destinations. Q148 Chairman: But you have not done so yet?

Mr Steel: No. There are automatic announcements
that we have in foreign languages. I believe I haveQ142 Mrs Ellman: Has this been investigated?
staV at Liverpool Street, from when we last did anMr Holden: Not to my knowledge at this time, no.
audit, that can speak 64 diVerent languages.

Q143 Mrs Ellman: How do you know it would be
so diYcult? Q149 Chairman: Yes, but they are not doing it. I

know lots of staV that can speak 64 diVerentMr Holden: Eurostar people, I know, have had
enormous problems in recent years in obtaining languages. They are not usually the sort you can

record in Hansard.paths at the right times in order to improve existing
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Mr Steel: That is from the total number of staV. Mr Steel: Their average fare is rather lower than
ours and the Docklands Light Railway system is the
Docklands Light Railway system. I know it connectsQ150 Chairman: You are looking at the information
in and out at various locations but once you are atsystem so that people entering the stations at either
Stratford you can get to Norwich.end can find what is available and follow the

information?
Mr Smith: Information is critical, is it not? We need Q157 Mr Martlew: Are you saying that the DLR is
to understand exactly what sort of information not interested in collecting fares?
needs to be given to certain sorts of people and Mr Steel: No. I am saying that we are looking at that
determine that in advance, particularly those who very carefully in terms of gathering evidence and
are arriving at London termini travelling through to trying to see a way forward.
Olympic events. We work with our partners, TFL,
with Network Rail and others in determining the
consistent message we will give to those customers. Q158 Mr Clelland: Are there some technical
I think information rather than language is critical diYculties apart from people skipping the barriers,
initially and we will move on to what we can do in in producing a system?
terms of— Mr Steel: We have to find a modern ticket issuing

machine which is Oyster compatible.
Mr Smith: We do not have the capability yet to issueQ151 Chairman: And you are already doing this?
Oyster tickets. That is one of the issues. We need toMr Smith: We are not doing it yet but we will be
develop a system that can do that, which we arelooking at those options.
currently working on with DFT and TFL.

Q152 Mr Martlew: This is not the first Olympic
Games ever to be held. Are you going to reinvent the Q159 Chairman: Are Thameslink passengers going
wheel? Are you going to cities which have had the to have to walk 500 metres to King’s Cross
Olympic Games in the past to find out what they did Thameslink from the Pentonville Road or are they
and whether it worked? going to be able to use the new stations adjacent to
Mr Smith: We have not yet but no doubt we will the CTRL shuttle?
draw on experience from those places. Ms Goodland: I think we answered Mr EVord’s
Mr Steel: In the company I work for we had an question on that earlier. I repeat that we are
Australian experience which included running buses currently working with the Department and the
in the Sydney Olympics and we can certainly draw OYce of the Rail Regulator to try and identify a way
on that experience. of taking that project forward so that the new station

will be open well in advance of 2012.
Q153 Mr Clelland: Can I ask if the train operating
companies are prepared to cooperate in the scheme

Q160 Chairman: Are you quite happy that you haveto take part in the integrated travel and admission
the right type of funding in place for this centraltickets such as the Oyster card system?
section of Thameslink?Mr Steel: We are in very active discussions with the
Ms Goodland: No, we do not have the funding inDepartment for Transport and TFL over Oyster
place yet. That is what we are working with thecards. Two of us personally have spent a lot of time
Department and the OYce of the Rail Regulator toon that subject and we have had letters from the
establish. Once that is in place, it should be relativelyMinister encouraging us to find a way forward and
straightforward.to be involved.

Q154 Mr Clelland: You are confident you will find a Q161 Chairman: What sort of timescale have you for
way forward. What are the obstacles? What are the all these various bits of work that are going on: the
problems? correlation of the tickets, the agreement for the
Mr Steel: Obviously London Underground is a funding, the decision on the travelator? We are in
closed system with gates. We have gates at our key 2005 now. We are not talking about a great deal of
stations and we have to make sure that we can time. What sort of timescale would you expect, for
protect the revenue. The revenue risk is quite an example, on funding?
important element in this consideration. Ms Goodland: For all the infrastructure projects we

have been talking about we would expect to have
Q155 Mr Clelland: What is the danger to the funding agreements and agreed ways forward,
revenue? agreed scopes of work, by early next year so that we
Mr Steel: If people do not key in and key out with can go through the detailed design process and be on
their Oyster card and if they do not have a gate to go site in 2006/7 to have a substantial amount of work
through, then we have to make sure that the revenue finished by 2010. There are some exceptions to that
is accounted for. like King’s Cross Station which is obviously a series

of projects and we are the last one on the block. That
is from the point of view of the physical projects. IQ156 Mr Martlew: I travel regularly on the
am not sure about the soft projects because we areDocklands Light Railway and they do not have

gates but they do take Oyster cards. not doing the ticketing, obviously.
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Mr Steel: I do not want to commit the DFT to a Chairman: Thank you very much. You have all been
very helpful. We are very grateful to you.timescale this afternoon but it is well ahead of 2012.

Supplementary memorandum submitted by London and Continental Railways Ltd

I would like to clarify three points arising from the Committee’s hearing on Wednesday l9 October.

First, Gwyneth Dunwoody specifically requested clarification on the running of Integrated Kent
Franchise services during the Games. As you know the Franchise has yet to be awarded, with the DIT
currently responsible for the tender. It will ultimately be for the operator of the Franchise to determine which
services operate during the Games. LCR5 understanding is that Integrated Kent Franchise trains will not
be operating during the Games as the rolling stock will be used for the Javelin service. This will mean the
fleet of trains can be reconfigured to transport passengers as rapidly and eYciently as possible to and from
the Olympic park.

The second point relates to Graham Stringer’s question regarding the necessity of further public
investment in the LCR Group given the funds that can be realised from commercial opportunities. The
National Audit OYce Report in July 2005 estimated that an additional £260 million of public investment
may be needed through to 2051. LCR considers this figure is a fair and accurate estimate of the money that
may be needed, noting that it has not changed since the NAO report of 2001. Whether any further subsidy
is needed is of course dependent on the progress of our business interests, but we do not believe it likely to
change significantly with current business forecasts. The expected returns from the commercial development
of land along the route, notably at King’s Cross and Stratford, are taken into account in the calculation of
the £260 million. This helps reduce the pressure on the public purse as it enables LCR in its business planning
to oVset reliance on public money. The realisation of investment in such lands enables LCR, and its partners,
to oVset the losses that have accumulated in the business to date. Costs—already incurred—preclude the
company from “handing back” any lands to the LDA for the development of the Olympic Games without
appropriate levels of compensation.

The final point refers to the questions the Committee had about the link between Stratford station and
Stratford International.

The Committee will be aware that the Docklands Light Railway (part of Transport for London)
submitted in August proposals for an extension to Stratford International. The Government will decide by
late 2006 whether to approve the project. If it is approved, the project will open in early 2010. LCR holds
the view that the DLR extension oVers the best integrated transport solution in connecting Stratford Station
with Stratford International. If the Government decides against the DLR extension, there will still be time
to consider other ways to meet the planning obligation for a link between the two stations.

27 October 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Disability Rights Commission

Introduction

The DRC is delighted that London has successfully bid to host the Olympic and Paralympic Games. We
are also delighted that both Games are to be organised by an Olympic Development Authority (ODA) as
this provides an opportunity for a joined-up approach to access for disabled people, including in transport
through the establishment of an Olympic Transport Plan.

The 2012 Olympic Games provide an historic opportunity to dismantle major transport barriers to
disabled people’s participation in London (and beyond) life and make the capital and the UK more widely
a global standard bearer for the access and inclusion of disabled people. The opportunity of a more inclusive
London with disabled people as visible, participatory citizens should be a legacy of the 2012 games that we
aim to secure.

With seven years to go before the Games come to London it is vital to start planning for transport
improvements with immediate eVect. We must also work to ensure that all disabled people across Britain
gain from 2012 by ensuring that all Olympic venues/training facilities across the country are beacons of
accessibility (including travel to/from); making sure everyone can access and enjoy the games; and seizing
the opportunity to involve disabled people at all levels.

Diversity and inclusion must be the defining characteristics of the Games and the way they are
promoted—including in all transport aspects. In that way every disabled person will get the message: you
belong.
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Access, Involvement and Inclusion: Setting New Standards

A legacy of the 2012 Olympics must be state of the art transport facilities and an infrastructure fully
accessible to all.

Accessible facilities

London’s bid team pledged accessible and inclusive design for all facilities at the 2012 Olympics. We
applaud this commitment and are anxious to view and comment on specific plans. ‘Design for all’ will
involve ensuring that all facilities (both Olympic and Paralympic) are accessible to, and usable by, as many
people as possible without the need for ‘special’ adaptation or specialised design (which can also result in
additional costs as the DRC has brought to the Transport Committee’s attention previously2). For the 2012
Games the access requirements of paralympic athletes and disabled spectators should be taken as the ‘norm’
and be the starting point for the design of all facilities and adaptations made for all Olympic competitors.
All too often it is the other way round. London 2012 should feel confident of setting a new standard.

The same principles must be applied to Olympic venues outside London (eg sailing in the Solent) and
include training facilities across the country and must cover travel to and from venues.

Future use of and access to facilities by disabled Londoners and Britons also needs to be considered from
the outset.

Similarly there could and should be major dividends in relation to the wider infrastructure that will be
put in place to support the games—the transport network, additional accommodation (including access to
it) and the entire infrastructure.

An accessible transport network

It is to be welcomed that nine out of ten London buses are now accessible to many disabled people and
all will be by the time of the Olympics. However, this does not necessarily include provision for visual and
audible announcements which will be vital to ensuring sensory impaired people get around safely and
independently. This will, of course, also benefit the many foreign visitors expected to visit London and other
venues for the Olympics.

The ODA’s Olympic Transport Plan should be used to initiate the delayed improvements to London’s
tube network. The Jubilee Line and Docklands Light Railway are accessible when lifts are in operation but
the whole of Stratford station is currently not accessible for example due to the lifts being out of order. A
disabled person wanting to travel to the Olympics or Paralympics may want to travel from their nearest tube
station—if they cannot get to the platform their access will be inhibited. Just 40 of London Underground’s
275 stations are currently step-free3 and those with steps include those nearest to venues for the 2012 Games
(eg Lords cricket ground). It is important to note that access defined as ‘step-free’ by Transport for London
(TfL) only refers to step-free access to platforms and does not mean someone can safely board/alight a train,
nor does it address other important access issues such as audible and visual announcements, or having staV
available to assist passengers.

TfL aims for 25% of tube stations to be step-free by 2010 and 50% to have step-free access by 2015. The
DRC believes that securing the 2012 Games can now result in a more ambitious attitude. An additional
investment of £2-3 billion would make 90% of London Underground stations accessible for disabled people.
At the very least the 50% target should be brought forward to 2012 and should include wider accessibility
provisions for people with mobility impairments, sensory impairments and learning disabilities. If this were
to be achieved most disabled people will be within reasonable proximity of an accessible tube station in time
for the Olympics. All 253 London Underground owned stations are due to be refurbished and modernised
over the next six years and this represents another significant opportunity to maximise accessibility
features—at each and every station.

The DRC is concerned that funding will be diverted from other transport projects in order to improve
London transport facilities at the detriment of citizens elsewhere and particularly disabled people who may
face a delay or postponement to much needed transport improvements in other parts of the country.

Disabled people travelling from around the country will be anxious to see much more rapid and radical
action on railway station accessibility. The National Audit OYce’s latest report “Maintaining and
improving Britain’s railway stations” echoes the DRC’s longstanding concerns at how slow the rail industry
has been to respond to the requirements of Part 3 of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995 and in
particular the October 2004 duties which mean that those who provide a service to the public need to
consider removing or adapting any physical barriers that make it diYcult for disabled people to receive a
service. ATOC and the SRA have stated that more than half of Britain’s stations are not fully accessible to
disabled people—based on ‘step-free’ assumptions of what is accessible that ignore other accessibility
requirements (mentioned above). Step-free access also often means using the diVerent entrances to one
station to get to each platform. If you are relying on other forms of public transport to get to and from the

2 In our evidence to the ‘Disabled People’s Access to Transport: A year’s worth of improvements?’ inquiry.
3 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/ph–underground.shtml
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station this may well mean that the station is still not actually accessible and a station labelled ‘step-free’
can even involve walking on a busy main road with infrequent pavements to get from one platform to
another4). The DRC does not believe this would be an adequate situation for disabled participants and
visitors from Britain and abroad in 2012 and needs to be addressed in the Transport Plan.

In March 2005 the Department for Transport (DfT) announced plans to spend £370 million on improving
accessibility at 285 stations over the next 10 years. The SRA, whose responsibility in this area has now been
transferred to DfT, has proposed a strategy prioritising the available money at the busiest stations so that
over 80% of journeys would be from step-free stations by 20155. The DRC believes that this should also be
brought forward to 2012 in the light of the successful bid and adapted to ensure a better accessibility
standard be used than ‘step-free’. This will need to be combined with alternative accessible transport
provision to ensure disabled people can get to accessible stations from which to make their onward journeys.

Discrimination by airlines and on ships is also an issue for disabled people and could blight the experience
of disabled visitors to the 2012 Olympics. Airlines and shipping are not covered by the DDA but there is
evidence of discrimination in both. Compliance with voluntary access standards has not worked. Following
the successful bid it is now the time for firmer action—we reiterate our call for the Government to make
regulations bringing airlines and shipping under the DDA.

Enabling participation—disabled people as spectators

The DRC is anxious to ensure that disabled people from across Great Britain and abroad are able to enjoy
the Olympics and Paralympics. The DRC wishes to ask the ODA what concessions will be available to
disabled people wishing to attend the Olympics and Paralympics—in transport services and beyond. We also
expect security will be a concern and would like to see access and the security procedures working in tandem
to ensure fluidity of movement for all visitors and competitors.

The DRC wishes also to scrutinise access to venues and provisions for spectator transport to ensure
eVective arrangements are made for disabled motorists and blue badge holders for example.

Transforming Attitudes towards Disabled People and Promoting Involvement

A further legacy of the 2012 Games could be a demonstration of the positive contribution disabled people
make to society and culture which would combat the exclusion and isolation experienced by so many
disabled people in Britain today and counteract negative perceptions of disabled people as being ‘vulnerable’
or ‘dependent’ for example. Disabled people need to be involved at every level and the celebration of
diversity must be a central and defining aspect of branding for 2012 as a whole—including in the design and
implementation of the Transport Plan.

Part of transforming attitudes towards and improving perceptions of disabled people in a transport
context is the provision of training to all transport staV—particularly those on the front-line of service
delivery and the DRC is keen to know how TfL and others will be ensuring staV are trained in time for the
2012 Games.

While it is vital that 2012 engages and inspires disabled and non-disabled young people and leads to wider
opportunities to access and enjoy sport we do not want to see older disabled people left out. The
Commonwealth Games in Manchester had a major volunteers programme as, it is expected, will the 2012
Olympics and this would be another major opportunity to demonstrate diversity to visitors whilst providing
opportunities to disabled people young and old to make a positive contribution to the games—but only if
the Transport Plan facilitates disabled people’s access to events/venues and their opportunities to volunteer
at the Games.

Community involvement will clearly be crucial to the success of the Olympics as a whole and we would
particularly highlight the importance of the ODA fully engaging with disabled people and their
organisations in the provision of the Transport Plan. The DRC believes we need strategies for involving
disabled people in every level of the planning and delivery of all aspects of the games.

Realising a Vision of Making Inclusion a Reality Requires:

ODA to be given specific duties to promote disability equality

The ODA will be covered by the general duty to promote disability equality enshrined in the recent
Disability Discrimination Act 2005 (coming into force December 2006). However, they will not be covered
initially by the specific duty as they are not on the list of bodies covered by the specific duty. This is primarily
because at the time the regulations were published (September 2005) the ODA was not yet legally
constituted. They may be placed on the specific duty list at the first review (but not before 2006) but there

4 This is not hypothetical and is the situation at TaV’s Well station for example.
5 And here we re-iterate our concerns with using ‘step-free’ as a benchmark of accessibility.
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is no guarantee of this. If the ODA is only covered by the general duty they will not have to produce a
Disability Equality Scheme and will be in the same grouping as much smaller-eVecting organisations, eg
parish councils.

The DRC believes it is imperative that the ODA is covered by the specific duty as soon as possible to
ensure that disabled people are treated as equal citizens and their needs met in the same manner as others.
The ODA must develop its Disability Equality Scheme at an early stage so that it is central to its delivery
mechanisms and to ensure policies and strategies are impact-assessed from the very start. If there is no
requirement to produce a Disability Equality Scheme the opportunities outlined above may be squandered.
One of the key requirements of a Disability Equality Scheme is the eVective involvement of disabled people
which would also boost disabled people’s contribution to (and stake in) the Games’ success.

Accessibility experts on the ODA and LOGOC Boards

We welcome the fact that the National Paralympic Committee of Great Britain and Northern Ireland will
be represented on the London Olympic Games Organising Committee (LOGOC). It is also important for
the ODA and LOGOC to recruit board members who are experts in accessibility and inclusive design. This
will be a vital step to complement the involvement of disabled people and their organisations in voluntary
fora such as the Access Forum which the DRC is aiming to participate in.

The DRC shares DPTAC’s disappointment that the reported five key objectives of the Olympic Transport
Strategy Team at TfL make no reference to accessibility, inclusion or disability. We believe that a disabled
person on the ODA board should lead on access issues, supported by dedicated staV possessing the skills,
training and experience to ensure that all Olympic events and associated services and information are
delivered inclusively.

Conclusion

Disabled people have a huge amount to contribute to the success of the 2012 Olympics and Paralympics.
Their involvement and inclusion at every level will assist in the achievement of a successful Olympic
Games—but is only possible if the transport network is capable of delivering for disabled people in time.
All stand to gain if we plan eVectively now for fully accessible and inclusive facilities, transport and
infrastructure. The DRC looks forward to working with the ODA, LOGOC and stakeholders to realise the
vision of a truly inclusive and diverse Olympics and hopes that the work of the Transport Committee will
assist in the delivery of the transport network we all require.

September 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee

Introduction

1. The Government set up the Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC) in 1985 to
advise it on disabled people’s transport needs. We use these four overarching principles to base our
advice on.

— Accessibility for disabled people is a condition of any investment;

— Accessibility for disabled people must be a mainstream activity;

— Users should be involved in determining accessibility;

— Providers are responsible for achieving accessibility for disabled people.

2. Your Committee’s own reports6 have gone a long way towards describing the improvements that are
necessary for disabled people to travel freely.

3. The absence of accessible, aVordable and available transport means that disabled people are less able
to secure and retain employment, obtain medical treatment, enjoy a full social and recreational life, or travel
with whom they want, where they want and when they want. Compared with others, disabled travellers are
likely to plan further ahead, use more eVort, pay more to travel, spend more time, experience embarrassment
and stigmatisation, find themselves more tired at the end of a journey and generally are more dependent on
public transport than non-disabled people. This will have a crucial eVect on their confidence and
preparedness to travel in future.

6 “Disabled People’s Access to Transport” (23 March 2004 at http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/
cmtran/439/439.pdf) and “Disabled People’s Access to Transport: A year’s worth of improvements?” (4 March 2005 at http://
www.parliament.the-stationery-oYce.co.uk/pa/cm200405/cmselect/cmtran/93/93.pdf)
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4. In terms of disabled people’s participation, the 2002 Commonwealth Games in Manchester were
notable on two counts. Firstly, the Paralympic Games were fully integrated with the mainstream events.
Secondly, Manchester City Council recognised the importance of having an overall strategy for improving
accessibility within the city. DPTAC believes that the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games (referred to
collectively here as “the 2012 Games”) oVer an even greater opportunity to deliver excellent inclusive
transport, that takes account of the needs of all disabled people right across the United Kingdom. This
memorandum focuses on the potential of this opportunity, and on the possible risks.

Scope of Transport for the Olympic Games

5. The fact that the 2012 Games are branded “London 2012” should not obscure the fact that events will
take place throughout the country. While most venues are in the Olympic Park and River Zone east of the
city, other London venues include Horseguards Parade, Islington Business Design Centre, Lords Cricket
Ground, Wembley Stadium, Wimbledon, and several Royal Parks. Further afield Hampden Park, the
Millennium Stadium, Old TraVord, Villa Park, Weald Country Park, and Weymouth and Portland will host
events. There will be nine key venues for the Olympic and seven for the Paralympic Games7. The
Government intends to base Olympic training camps and preparation facilities throughout the UK8.

6. Moreover, many UK and overseas Olympic visitors are likely, with tourism industry encouragement,
to visit attractions around the country. We also expect a cluster of sporting events to be loosely associated
with the Olympic Games. A Deaflympics for London in 2013 and a Glasgow Commonwealth Games in 2014
have already been suggested. It follows that the need for transport that is accessible to both disabled
competitors and spectators spans the whole country, and not just London, and extends before and beyond
the period of the 2012 Games themselves.

Provision for Olympic Games and Paralympic Games

7. DPTAC is disappointed that the reported five key objectives of the Olympic Transport Strategy Team
at Transport for London make no reference to accessibility, inclusion or disability. We believe that an
Olympic Delivery Authority Board member should lead on access issues, supported by dedicated staV
possessing the skills, training and experience to ensure that all Olympic events and associated services and
information are delivered inclusively.

8. Transport for London’s “Olympic & Paralympic Transport Strategy—Paralympics Surface
Transport” published in May 2004 undertook to “provide universally accessible [Paralympic] Games for
athletes, oYcials, media, support staV and spectators.” The Bid document on the Paralympic Games9 states
that “all spectators will travel to Paralympic venues by fully accessible public transport using low emission
vehicles.There will be no private car access to venues, but there will be provision for those disabled people
entitled to such special parking arrangements under UK regulations current at the time.” It then describes
a ‘Games Mobility’ service for disabled spectators, based on that used at the Manchester Commonwealth
Games. If, as is likely, this involves community and other demand responsive transport, then DPTAC would
like your Committee to explore how this will be funded.

9. DPTAC accepts that there may be valid logistical reasons why the Paralympic Games cannot be totally
integrated with the Olympic Games, but we are concerned that assurances and provisions for the Paralympic
games do not appear to have been extended to the Olympic Games, and we would expect them to be so
extended.

Public Sector Duty

10. The Olympic Delivery Authority will be responsible for planning and coordinating transport for the
2012 Games. Its responsibilities to disabled people will be much clearer if the Government could confirm
that the authority will be covered by both the recent extension of the Disability Discrimination Act to cover
public functions; and the new duty to promote disability equality, including publishing and implementing
a Disability Equality Scheme. DPTAC recommends that the Committee seeks such confirmation.

Parking

11. DPTAC notes that the bid states that there will be no provision for spectator parking at Olympic
venues. We support the principle of using public transport as much as possible. However, public transport,
including the proposed park-and-ride and park-and-rail schemes for Olympic venues, may well fail to be
wholly accessible to the significant numbers of disabled people who will wish to travel in groups to the
Olympic Games and to the Paralympic Games. In these cases there will need to be parking available for
taxis, private hire vehicles, other demand responsive and community transport, and private cars, together

7 Disability Now August 2005
8 http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft–localtrans/documents/page/dft–localtrans–035383.hcsp
9 http://www.london2012.org/NR/rdonlyres/06F02515-F6B6-402E-B409-451B42514F53/0/Theme–9–paralympic.pdf
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with accessible pedestrian routes to and from the parking areas. The Bid document states that “additional
parking facilities for people with disabilities and mobility shuttles will be available for spectator use”, and
DPTAC would like your Committee to seek clarification of this commitment.

12. The Blue Badge Scheme provides an on-street parking concession enabling many disabled people,
who travel either as drivers or as passengers, to park close to their destinations. Concessions are also
commonly given to Blue Badge Holders in oV-street car parking areas. The Blue Badge scheme is recognised
in many countries, and is a practical means of identifying many of those people who may need extra
assistance in accessing Olympic venues. We would expect adequate provision to be made for parking (either
or both on and oV street) by Blue Badge Holders adjacent to all Olympic venues. There will need to be
information for spectators on the Scheme, on the complex use of the badge in central London, on the
recognition of other national parking permits for disabled people and, where appropriate, on the congestion
charge, including any variation made for the Olympic period. Parking attendants, police and others involved
in traYc management may well need training also.

Dedicated Rail Services

13. The Olympic Javelin, a high speed, high capacity spectator rail service, is set to run between St
Pancras and the Olympic Park with a seven minutes journey time. Your Committee may wish to investigate
the accessibility of this service, as any delays due to insuYcient provision for disabled people using this
service could severely aVect station dwell times and the seven minute service.

End dates for compliance with Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations

14. The Secretary of State for Transport can make accessibility regulations ensuring that all rail vehicles
(though not Channel Tunnel vehicles) are subject to provisions of the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations.
The role of these Regulations could change before 2012 as a result of European Union legislation. Section
6(1) of the Disability Discrimination Act 2005 requires him to exercise this power no later than 1st January
2020. We believe that there is a case for the Secretary of State to consider setting an end-date in advance of
2020, in respect of selected routes or services, so as to ensure the accessibility of rail vehicles to and from
Olympic venues across the country. In London we would recommend an earlier end-date for the Tube and
for Thameslink to complement our proposals for improved accessibility at Kings Cross Thameslink station.

Train stations

15. The condition of our stations must not undermine the increasing accessibility of rail vehicles. DPTAC
believes that the Department for Transport, in allocating the Access for All Fund, should ensure that all
stations near Olympic venues, including those outside London are fully accessible to disabled people and
that they are also safe to use in terms of the Secure Stations scheme, as security is particularly important to
disabled people. Robust data from access audits must form the basis for the design and prioritisation of this
work. Within London, we believe that accessibility improvements to Kings Cross Thameslink station would
allow Thameslink to serve as a cross-London route to the main Olympic venues, particularly if combined
with an end-date in advance of 2020 to meet the provisions of the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations.

Tube Stations

16. The Transport section of the Bid states that the only accessibility constraint that the Government has
identified is the provision of mobility impaired access at all London Underground stations. DPTAC
considers it is certainly one of them, though there are others such as the lack of full audio-visual display
systems on all Tube vehicles. Transport for London has stated10 that only 40 of its 275 stations are currently
accessible without stairs or escalators. The stations nearest to Islington Business Design Centre, Hyde Park,
Lords Cricket Ground, and Regent’s Park are not among these. We are aware of plans to increase the
number of stations with step-free access by a further 27 in the next five years, and to make 25% of stations
step-free by 2010 and 50% by 201511. This means that by 2012 well over half of London Underground
stations will remain inaccessible to many disabled Olympic visitors, a situation which we do not consider to
be acceptable. The Bid document states that “London Underground’s mobility-impaired accessibility
programme has been prioritised to ensure mobility-impaired access for everyone from Underground
stations serving Olympic venues.” DPTAC would like the Committee to seek clarification of this
commitment. Again, we would expect underground stations to meet the requirements of the Secure
Stations scheme.

10 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/ph–underground.shtml
11 Route One magazine, 21 July 2005
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Wheelchair Accessible Buses

17. Part V of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 sets a framework for accessibility for some land-
based public transport modes. It gives the government powers to make technical regulations setting access
requirements for buses, coaches, trains and taxis. The Public Service Vehicle Accessibility Regulations 2000
set out the standards that new buses and scheduled coaches must meet, together with end dates by which
existing vehicles must meet regulations. Small buses will need to be accessible to wheelchair users by 1
January 2015, large single deck buses by 1 January 2016, and double deck buses by 1 January 2017.

18. Only 30% of the national bus fleet is currently accessible to people in wheelchairs. Progress has been
fastest in cities, where there is a quicker turnover of vehicles, and a large proportion of such vehicles are in
London, where wheelchair accessibility is rapidly approaching 100%. Outside London and the
conurbations, disabled people are less well served. DPTAC recommends that the Committee seeks
assurances that all buses serving Olympic and Paralympic venues will meet the Public Service Vehicle
Accessibility Regulation requirements. In some cases, these requirements might need to be exceeded in order
to allow for the number of disabled people who are likely to wish to attend Olympic events.

Audible and Visual Information Systems

19. The regulations do not include such features as audible and visible information systems on vehicles
and at bus stops. DPTAC believes that regulations requiring such systems to be installed for all bus and
coach routes would greatly increase the accessibility of buses and coaches for people with visual, hearing
and learning disabilities. They would also benefit Olympic visitors whose first language is not English.

20. We understand that Transport for London plans to introduce new radio and automatic vehicle
location systems to all vehicles in its network fleet, starting in 2005 and finishing four years later. Transport
for London is committed to ensuring that these changes will benefit all passengers including disabled people,
though the exact nature of the additional passenger information remains under development.

21. DPTAC strongly supports this intention. We believe that the system should comprise full audible and
visual information, and should be extended to cover bus stops and to include buses serving Olympic venues
outside London, including retrofitting existing vehicles.

Training

22. EVective training for transport staV is critical for all those involved in planning, designing,
constructing and subsequently managing and operating venues and transport infrastructure. This includes
transport engineers, architects, designers and associated professions taking part in the development and
construction of services and facilities.

Transport Infrastructure and Information

23. DPTAC is aware that many disabled people find it hard to use transport infrastructure, such as bus
and coach stations, airports and ferry terminals, as well as to use available transport information. We have
drawn attention to this above in relation to railway stations, but the issue spans all forms of transport and
the interchanges between them. We would draw particular attention to the need for pedestrian routes from
the Olympic Park and other stations to the stadia to be accessible.

24. Even simple facilities such as the provision of wheelchairs for disabled people at airports without
charge, or copies of timetables in large print, have proved diYcult. The needs of people with learning
diYculties are particularly poorly recognised. Some of these failures come from the design of buildings and
facilities that ignores the DPTAC principles set out at paragraph 1 above.

25. If disabled people attend Olympic events in proportion to their numbers, as we hope they will, 50,000
disabled people might expect to encounter these problems each day of the 2012 Games.

Assistance Dogs

26. DPTAC believes that transport interchanges, sport venues, and other places where people may have
to wait for significant periods of time, should make provision for access by and facilities for assistance dogs
and their users. DPTAC has contributed to such advice for specific transport sectors, and can make this
available if needed.
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27. We also anticipate that a significant number of overseas assistance dog users may wish to travel to
the UK to attend the 2020 Games. We recommend that the Government reviews the capacity of animal
reception facilities and ensures that travellers are aware of their location, and how to get from them to
Olympic event venues.

Aviation and Shipping

28. Voluntary codes and advice currently cover aviation and shipping, the latter supplemented by
“European Commission Directive 2003/24/EC—Amending safety rules and standards for passenger ships”.
Further European Union legislation governing these sectors may be in place by 2012. The Government may
also have lifted the exemption for aviation and shipping services from the provisions of Part 3 of the
Disability Discrimination Act. The Government is prepared to do this if the voluntary approach fails to
produce results. However, we note that aircraft and ships will be the first and last Olympic travel experience
that most overseas participants and audiences will experience, and we believe that the Government should
do all it can to ensure that that experience is a positive one.

Consultation Processes

29. DPTAC is concerned that eVective and inclusive planning and development of transport services in
the run up to the 2012 Games could be put at risk by pressure of project completion deadlines. We believe
that planning should employ the normal processes of consent and building control, including the
development of and consultation on access statements. Consultation must provide for the participation and
engagement of disabled people, by oVering the correct information in the right format and manner and at
the appropriate time. This will require including access for disabled people throughout the consultation
processes and documentation and in the underpinning research, rather than relegating access for disabled
people to a token paragraph in a consultation document or regulatory impact assessment. It also requires
that consultation events are designed, carried out and reported, in ways that enable the full participation of
disabled people.

30. The Government has undertaken12 to make publications available to disabled people in appropriate
alternative formats when they are published in standard formats. Where this is not possible, and a time limit
applied to documents such as in consultations, the Government would generally extend deadlines for those
people who rely on accessible formats. DPTAC considers that this commitment should bind the Olympic
Delivery Authority and all participants in the Olympic Transport Plan.

Displacement of Other Projects

31. In the press notice announcing this inquiry your Committee posed the question “will funding be
diverted from other transport projects?” DPTAC agrees that this is a risk, and would seek the Government’s
assurance that the Olympics does not become an excuse to delay or postpone much needed transport
improvements that benefit disabled people in all parts of the country.

Conclusion

32. We agree with British Paralympic Association Chief Executive Phil Lane13 that the 2012 Games can
“leave a legacy of accessible transport and facilities not just for disabled sportsmen and women but for
people with a disability in general.” However, this will require all parties associated with the 2012 Games
to work together holistically.

33. We congratulate the key stakeholders on their progress in taking forward the Olympic transport
infrastructure, strategies and policies. However, there remains much to do as the details of the 2012 Games
are developed, and we thank your Committee for drawing attention to it at this early stage.

8 September 2005

Memorandum submitted by the London Transport Users Committee

Thank you for inviting us to submit a memorandum in connection with the Transport Committee’s
inquiry into the current plans to provide appropriate transport for the 2012 Olympics and Paralympics. I
apologise for the lateness of our reply.

12 Response of July 2004 to the Report of the Joint Committee on the Draft Disability Discrimination Bill http://
www.disability.gov.uk/legislation/ddb/response.asp

13 http://news.bbc.co.uk/sport1/hi/other–sports/3031719.stm
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Prior to, and since, the triumph of London’s Olympic Bid Team, LTUC’s members received a number of
presentations from Transport for London [TfL] that detailed the proposed improvements believed to be the
key to a successful bid.

Having witnessed the amount of work that went in to making London a viable option for 2012, the
Committee was keen to express its support for the proposed transport strategy. In terms of the rail and
underground, the intention appeared to be to deliver some of the improved infrastructure that we have long
desired. More than that, our members felt that a successful bid would provide the ideal opportunity to bring
forward a number of improvements that are not necessarily high on the agenda at present.

At the time of the bid LTUC firmly believed that if the Games were to come to London, there would
potentially be enormous legacy benefits for the transport network. As such the Committee stressed that the
transport strategy, as described to our members, should provide tangible improvements for a generation not
just for the summer of 2012.

In expressing its support for the Transport Strategy LTUC’s position was predicated by the belief that if
the Olympics were to come to London in 2012 additional money would be made available to provide the
necessary improvements. However the Committee would be extremely concerned if the success of the bid
results in money for other major transport projects within London being diverted to support the Olympics
or transport directly related to the Olympics.

Since the announcement that London had been selected to hold the Olympics and Paralympics in 2012,
LTUC has taken the opportunity to set up an Olympic Task Force, under the Chairmanship of our chair
Brian Cooke, and has consulted all of its members and other stakeholders on their associated concerns. As
a result we feel the following comments may be of relevance and value.

1. Concerns over the Olympic Transport Plans

1.1 Avoidance of disruption to every day users—The Committee firmly believes that where possible work
on any transport project across the capital, that can possibly be completed prior to 2012, is expedited and
that work on those that can not[including, but not exclusively,. Crossrail, is restricted to ensure that London
is free from significant building work or disruption to other parts of the transport network (road or rail) in
the summer of 2012.

1.2 Improving accessibility—Every eVort should be made to make widespread improvements in
transport, particularly station, accessibility. London’s Olympic bid emphasised that London
Underground’s mobility-impaired accessibility programme has been prioritised to ensure mobility-impaired
access for everyone from Underground stations serving Olympic venues. We hope this could also be
extended to National Rail Stations where necessary. Whilst this is obviously welcomed relatively little has
been said of what improvements will be made to those stations that passenger’s are likely to use to enter the
Underground or National Rail system. The Committee would like to stress that those works that were
already planned prior to the IOC announcement should not be postponed as a result, as this would not be
beneficial to Londoners. Consideration would also need to be given to any additional requirements for the
Paralympics.

1.3 Similarly LTUC members stressed the importance of the focus not solely being placed on Stratford,
as London as a whole, in terms of transport, needs to be as near perfect as possible. There are other venues
and visitors (athletes, oYcial and spectators) will be staying in and visiting all parts of the capital.

1.4 LTUC members also commented on their concern over how London’s (and the south east in general)
transport network would cope with the impact of Olympic visitors ie how people living and working in
London are to be aVected on their regular journeys. Much has been made of the fact that a large number
of people will be away on holiday at the time that the games are to be held, allowing the transport system
to cope, but little information on the strategy to be employed has been provided.

1.5 Of particular concern is the eVect that the Olympic Road Network will have on non Olympic traYc.
We have yet to be advised of any impact analysis for those bus routes that operate on the aVected corridors.

1.6 Travel Information Services—The Committee is keen to know what travel information services there
will be at London’s mainline stations, underground hubs and airports throughout the games. In LTUC’s
view these are necessary not only for the Olympics but for the general traveller.

1.7 LTUC would like to highlight cycling as a transport mode that should be strongly supported in
getting spectators to/from the events, either in combination with other transport modes or as the sole
method of transportation. Provisions should therefore be made for setting up/improving cycle parking at
major interchanges and at the event venues. This would largely fall in line with the Mayor’s policy, as would
dedicated cycle routes to the event venues.

LTUC will continue to monitor, and scrutinize, plans as they develop over the next few years but overall
we want to ensure that the transport improvements that the Olympics will bring to London will serve
Londoners for generations not just for the summer of 2012.

5 October 2005
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Witnesses: Mr William Bee, Director for Wales, Ms Natalie Salmon, Head of Access to Services and
Transport, Disability Rights Commission; Mr Neil Betteridge, Chairman, Mr Grahame Lawson, Chairman
of the Personal Mobility and Local Authority Working Group, Disabled Persons Transport Advisory
Committee; Mr Brian Cooke, Chairman, Mr Tony Shields, Member, London Transport Users Committee,
examined.

Q162 Chairman: Can I begin by apologising to you? looked at and needs to be made public so that it can
be discussed. At the moment, it seems lost in theI am sorry to have kept you waiting. Can I ask you

to identify yourselves for the record? Olympic bid.
Mr Bee: My name is Will Bee, representing the
Disability Rights Commission.

Q165 Clive EVord: You say you think ThameslinkMs Salmon: My name is Natalie Salmon,
2000 is essential but you say more eVort is needed.representing the Disability Rights Commission.
Could you be a little more specific about where youMr Betteridge: I am Neil Betteridge, Chair of the
think more eVort is needed?Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee,
Mr Cooke: Yes. Particularly in relation toDPTAC.
Thameslink 2000, we believe that most of that couldMr Lawson: I am Grahame Lawson and I am a be built and delivered by 2012. The Departmentmember of the Disabled Persons Transport have implied that that can be done, possibly not allAdvisory Committee. of it but a lot of it. If certain elements were advanced

Mr Cooke: I am Brian Cooke and I am chairman of now, like the Thameslink box, that would
the London Transport Users Committee. significantly help it along the way. There are other
Mr Shields: I am Tony Shields and I am a member things at Stratford. We heard about the DLR link
of the London Transport Users Committee. today. There may need to be a public inquiry. There

may need to be all sorts of things in relation to the
DLR link. Some of the alternatives like theQ163 Chairman: Can I ask all of you what you think
travelator are not yet being fully investigated. It waswill be the main barriers to travel by the disabled to
the first I heard today that international trainsthe 2012 Olympic events?
would not stop at Stratford during the duration ofMr Betteridge: Almost certainly many of the same
the Olympic Games. That is a great tragedy becausebarriers that disabled people face day to day now.
people from overseas will have to route either viaWe are dealing though with a position in 2012 when,
Ebbsfleet or St Pancras to get to the Games. Whenfor 45 days, some 50,000 or so disabled people will
we have an international station on the site, it seemsbe needing to travel and they will be travelling not
crazy to me.only to either participate in or watch the

Paralympics but also the Olympics as a whole. The
political attention, the global attention, the size and Q166 Clive EVord: My understanding is that what
scale of the project, the flow of resources and the fact we were told was that there would be a 12 car shuttle
that consecutive governments since 1995 and the service from Ebbsfleet that would stop at Stratford
advent of the Disability Discrimination Act have Station whilst the international trains would pass
advocated social inclusion—all of that together straight through. What is your comment on that?
presents a real opportunity to provide a much more Mr Cooke: I hear that but that would mean that
developed, inclusive infrastructure, coupled with all people would have to change trains at Ebbsfleet to
the other things which can remove some of those get to the International Station. The International
barriers: attitudes of the general population, Station is scheduled to open in 2007. It means it will
attitudes of staV involved in transport, for example. work for five years bringing international people to
There is a tremendous opportunity. The key thing, Stratford when there are no Olympic Games going
from the point of view of DPTAC, is that the earlier on but as soon as the Olympic Games start people
specialist advice is taken on these matters the better will have to change to get there, which seems a crazy
the position will be, come 2012. situation to me.

Q164 Clive EVord: Mr Shields, are you confident Q167 Clive EVord: Do you think that it is possible to
that London’s transport network will be able to cope develop Crossrail and construct Crossrail while
with the logistics of taking spectators to Olympic there are all these developments taking place in
events? preparation for the Olympic Games?
Mr Cooke: It could. We believe a lot more work and Mr Cooke: No part of Crossrail can be delivered by
detailed planning needs to go into it. In the previous 2012. We are concerned that the construction of
sessions this afternoon you have heard that perhaps Crossrail may have two eVects. One, the eVect of
not enough planning has gone into that. The taking labour away that could otherwise be building
infrastructure could be there, particularly if some of projects that could be delivered by 2012 and, two, it
the works on Thameslink are advanced and we think could also disrupt other parts of the railway network
that is a very important part of it. Yes, it could be but nowhere near Stratford in some cases. There are
it needs more eVort. provisions in the Bill—I do not want to prejudge
Mr Shields: What we have not yet seen is any form what the House may decide about the Bill—that give
of impact analysis of what will happen on the roads the Secretary of State wide ranging powers to close
along the special Olympic routes and what impact other lines. It could be that there will not be all the
they will have on the ordinary bus routes and other lines operating into Paddington because at some

point some of those lines will need to be closed. If,road travellers. I feel that is an area that needs to be
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19 October 2005 Mr William Bee, Ms Natalie Salmon, Mr Neil Betteridge, Mr Grahame Lawson,
Mr Brian Cooke and Mr Tony Shields

for instance, the Heathrow Express had to operate a Athens, my recollection is that there were not that
many people who did travel away on holiday atvery much more limited service during that period,

we believe it would be a disaster. that time.

Q168 Clive EVord: You would say that the Q174 Mrs Ellman: What should be done to deal with
construction of other schemes such as Crossrail the problems encountered by users of electric
needs to be taken into consideration in terms of their wheelchairs and buggies?
impact on people travelling for the Olympic Games? Ms Salmon: It certainly has to be considered. At the
Mr Cooke: They need to be fully taken into moment, the use of these, if we are talking about the
consideration. We do not say necessarily that that larger, electric wheelchairs and the scooter type
means delayed but taken into consideration so that electric wheelchairs, is becoming more important.
there are not interruptions to the other parts of the More people are buying and using them, particularly
transport network or indeed great big holes in the older people. At the moment, there is a problem
road in the centre of London where they are building where they do not fit on to existing trains or the
Crossrail stations. underground. Wheelchairs in general certainly need

to be considered greatly because at the moment
much of the overground railway system, includingQ169 Clive EVord: Are you concerned that the
stations, and the underground system is completelygovernment, with the pressure it will be under to
barred to people using wheelchairs.fund transport infrastructure schemes in relation to

the Olympics, might be forced to delay or even
cancel Crossrail? Q175 Mrs Ellman: Have there been problems where
Mr Cooke: It will be a great tragedy if Crossrail was it has been stated that there is a ban on the use of
cancelled. If it was delayed and that money was such vehicles?
spent on other things that could be delivered, I do Mr Bee: There have been instances where rail
not think we would necessarily see it as a tragedy. companies have imposed bans on wheelchairs which

are larger than the reference wheelchair, which is the
standard under which all the access regulations forQ170 Clive EVord: Would you say that the focus at
buses, trains and, we hope to come, taxis are based.this time should be on Thameslink 2000 or do you
My information is that all the train companies havenot see it as an either/or?
been looking into this and I am told to expect aMr Cooke: It is not an either/or because they do very
positive announcement from train companiesdiVerent jobs. The two advantages of Thameslink
shortly. Unfortunately, I was not able to get in to2000 are that that could be delivered for 2012 and it
hear the evidence you have just had from the traincosts substantially less than Crossrail.
operating companies and you may have already
asked them this so I hope what I am saying does not

Q171 Clive EVord: Do you believe that the transport contradict whatever they said. We are being fed
plans for 2012 rely too much on the assumption that encouraging noises. I am certainly seeing some quite
people from London will be on holiday? practical initiatives being taken. South West Trains
Mr Cooke: Yes, I think they do. Clearly, some describe where they are painting on the platform a
people do go away in August—August is the main footprint which, if a wheelchair will fit within it,
holiday month—but it could be that the attraction of enables someone to assess whether their wheelchair
the Games will keep people here rather than send is compliant with the reference wheelchair and will
them away. It is very marginal compared with the therefore be usable. That strikes me as a remarkably
numbers that will be involved in wanting to go to sensitive way of dealing with the problem. It
the Games. certainly is a huge diYculty if a wheelchair gets stuck

half-way in. I do not think for 2012 it is an option to
redefine the railway vehicle accessibility regulationsQ172 Clive EVord: Mr Shields, in terms of the road
to enable them to accommodate the largernetwork, do you think that there is too much
wheelchairs. Work can be done with scooteremphasis on the assumption that people will be on
manufacturers and with the second hand scooterholiday?
market to some extent to try and make them awareMr Shields: Yes, I fear there is.
of the design limitations of the reference wheelchair
and encourage development of increasing

Q173 Graham Stringer: What evidence have you numbers—there are already more coming onto the
from previous Olympic Games that people have not market—which are compliant with the reference
gone on holiday when the Games have been wheelchair and which can be accommodated in
happening or that non-Olympic visitors have also trains. The life expectancy of a scooter is rather less
not gone to those cities? than the life expectancy of a train.
Mr Cooke: I do not think we have any evidence at
all. We could try and gain that evidence but it is true
that, whilst the Olympic summer games are Q176 Mrs Ellman: Are you suggesting there is a need

to change the rail access vehicle regulations—I knowtraditionally held in August, August is not the
holiday month around the world. It is only the there is a problem of timing—or do you think the

problem can be resolved without that?holiday month in the northern hemisphere. In
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Mr Bee: I certainly do not at this stage think that we best distances involved are. We are sitting on lots of
information which could be being used right nowwould be pushing for a change to the railway vehicle

access regulations. The lead times involved are great but we are not being asked for it.
and there are solutions available within the design of
wheelchairs that could be much quicker to Q179 Mrs Ellman: What about access to the
implement. I think the situation needs to be kept pedestrian routes between the stations, car parks
under review. If it cannot be resolved, there may and the venues? Has that been looked at, to your
need to be changes in time but that is not a line which knowledge?
the Disability Rights Commission would be Mr Betteridge: No, not explicitly. It does tie in with
pursuing at this stage. the parking issue. We know that if there is adequate

seating along the way and the staV are well trained
Q177 Mrs Ellman: Whose remit would it be to look and sensitive to the needs of what could be hundreds
at the needs of disabled visitors from abroad, to see of disabled people at any one moment, making their
if their needs are met on the various modes of way along these pedestrian routes, we could have a
transport? very positive situation, but we are not being asked to
Mr Betteridge: If I may connect that to the previous provide that sort of advice.
question, that sort of practical information which
both UK citizens and visitors from overseas will Q180 Chairman: Forgive me, but DPTAC is notwant does raise the whole issue of good quality, up noticeable for its silence or for its modesty, for whichto date information. There are some practical, I thank God. Do you not oVer your information topositive developments. For example, all foldable those people who you think are directly involved?scooters are now allowed on trains if they are folded. Do you not say to ATOC, who are always open toWe need people to have access to that sort of persuasion, that you have all this information andinformation. It behoves the Olympic Development you would like to make sure that they are taking partAuthority, TFL and all of us to ensure good quality in it? Do you not say to the government? You haveinformation is available to deal with that sort of direct access to the government. Do you not tellquery. Those receiving the query must be able to find them, “We have not been consulted. We need to bethe answer in a way which is multimodal. It is no able to check that you are thinking of us at thegood having people working for a train company beginning, not at the end”?who do not know what the situation is like on the Mr Betteridge: DPTAC is being very proactive intube. There is some resource we can plan and build oVering this advice. Thank you for the complimentup now, I think, to make sure that we can react to about us not being modest in doing so. We think itthose sorts of vital queries at the time, because is tremendously important to push that.failure to do so may result in a failed journey and
that is a failure all round. Somebody may have

Q181 Chairman: It is. Otherwise there is no point intravelled tens of thousands of miles to make a
you being there. Dignified silence, in dealing withjourney and, at the last moment, not be able to
disability in politics, gets you absolutely nowhere.complete it, so we absolutely have to get that
Mr Betteridge: Indeed. We need some supportinginformation right.
framework to be able to do our job well. We need
some explicit reassurances, for example, that theQ178 Mrs Ellman: Do you feel confident that this
new provisions of the Disability Discrimination Actissue is being incorporated in the planning for the
2005 will apply to the work of the Olympic DeliveryGames?
Authority. We need those involved to be told toMr Betteridge: Not entirely, no. For example, on the
consult us so that when we come pushing our adviceface of the Olympic Bill, DPTAC is not stated as one
we are welcomed, not resisted. We invited membersof the statutory consultees who must be consulted.
of the TfL Olympic Strategy Team to our last mainWe think we have some useful advice to oVer on a
meeting at DPTAC so we are busting a gut to makerange of relevant issues here. It is also notable that
this advice more widely available.in the five key objectives which to date the TFL

strategy team have flagged—disability, disability
access, inclusion—none of those things are explicitly Q182 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the Games

Mobility Service, which monitored what happenedmentioned. We have heard some general statements
about the provision of a Games Mobility Service, for at the Manchester Commonwealth Games, will be

able to cope with the need?example, but we do not know what that will look
like. We would be happy to advise. We think there is Mr Betteridge: If it is based on something like the

International Tennis Federation sense of the Gamestremendous potential there but we need some
information in order to respond. Similarly, we had Mobility Service, it will be very positive. The main

characteristics of that service were that free ticketsreassurances about parking, that people who are
blue badge holders or the equivalent from abroad were available to disabled people which

corresponded to the most accessible routes for theirwill be able to park somewhere close to the venues
being used, but we do not know how close yet. There needs and, along the way, they could be sure that

they would meet staV who would be trained inare guidelines on that sort of information already
available. Our own inclusive design document disability awareness. If that is the model, that is

excellent. We are asking to find out what the modelsupported by government states what we think the
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will be though and if the Committee can do anything Q186 Clive EVord: Given that the Paralympics is the
second biggest sporting event in the world, evento help us find that out we can oVer our advice

earlier. bigger than the World Cup, I know it is early days in
the development of 2012—we only heard in July that
we had won the bid—but I am somewhat shocked

Q183 Mr Goodwill: Which do you think would be that you are not more involved in planning the
better for disabled people wishing to access the transport infrastructure than you are currently.
Games? To have every means of public transport Would you like to comment?
accessible if possible above statutory requirements Mr Lawson: It is a shock from our point of view too.
to give people maximum choice; or would people That is why we have emphasised throughout the
prefer particularly recommended means of need for a disability oYcer to be involved and a
transport which were well above statutory minima disability team to be involved in planning all the
to make it easier for people to use them and maybe Olympic facilities, the infrastructure and the means
trying not to be accessing such busy services as well? of getting to and from the Olympic Games. It is also
Mr Bee: The Games will leave a legacy in London important to emphasise we are not just talking about
that will last a generation and beyond. If they are London. There are other venues around the rest of
developed without the full inclusion of disabled the country, even in Scotland where I come from,
people and disabled people are encouraged to use and Glasgow has its own bid in for the
what may be exemplary alternative services, it will Commonwealth Games in 2014, so when Mr Bee
miss a critical opportunity to not just have a truly talks about a legacy we are talking about a real, long
inclusive Games but to build a truly inclusive term legacy and it should apply throughout the
London and those other parts of the country where country.
there are games activities. We would be discouraging Mr Betteridge: It would be very positive and
towards initiatives which focused on disabled people reassuring early on if we could have involvement at
being given lots of parking. Parking needs to be the top level on the board of the Olympic Delivery
provided; I would not want to exclude that, but to be Authority of a disabled person who has a
diverted away from the mainstream public transport representative mandate to speak for a full range of
options would not be our preferred solution to the disabled people. DPTAC is always oVering its
2012 Games. services in such matters. The Disability Rights

Commission probably will not exist by next year but
even at the local level it is important that local accessQ184 Mr Goodwill: Even if that meant that during
groups and disability organisations are involved toothe Games themselves it may be slightly more
because this is a GB-wide issue.diYcult for disabled people to get to and from the
Mr Bee: I want to reinforce the message thatevents they want to attend?
DPTAC should be involved. The Equalities Bill willMr Bee: I think I would have to say yes and
replace the Disability Rights Commission and theacknowledge that drawback. We must not miss the
Commission for Equality in Human Rights soopportunity presented by this legacy.
DPTAC will be the natural body to be involved. Our
experience all too often is that inclusive design

Q185 Mr Goodwill: My second point was with principles are applied to a limited extent in major
regard to people with visual or hearing impediments. projects. They get some of the obvious points right
Are there any specific plans in place to try and increasingly, thankfully, but when you get down to
improve that? We talk about people with foreign the detail of finishing buildings all to often artistic
language problems but there are also people who licence takes over. You have lots of glass with no
cannot hear or see very well. markings to make it safe for people with visual
Mr Bee: We have been very pleased to see the impairments and notices missing oV the fronts of
announcement from Transport for London that steps, again creating all sorts of obstacles for people
they are going to be investing in audio visual with visual impairments. If DPTAC and bodies of
announcements on the buses in London for 2009, in that sort are involved in the very beginning, the
good times for the Games. That is a critical feature message gets home and it is not bolted on at the end.
for visually impaired people, hearing impaired My concern with the Olympic infrastructure, if the
passengers, many people with learning diYculties experience of Sydney and Athens is anything to go
and of course anyone who is unfamiliar with by, is that they will still be finishing it in the weeks
London. That equipment will be essential. It is not and months running up to the start of the Olympics.
currently a requirement of the public service vehicle If then they are suddenly trying to cobble together
access regulations which is something DPTAC and some of the more important parts of access, they
the Disability Rights Commission have been may get lost. It needs to be embedded right from the
pursuing for a number of years and obviously beginning and that message must be driven home by
therefore it will be a feature unique to London for oYcial representations of DPTAC in appropriate
2012, unless that amendment is brought forward. places.
We would want to see that amendment brought
forward to make sure that other parts of the country

Q187 Clive EVord: You were not able to hear theare brought into line and we think this is a truly
evidence of the previous witnesses but we were toldcritical facility that has implications that go way

beyond disability. that there were currently no proposals to introduce
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a travelator between Stratford regional station and Q191 Clive EVord: Can I ask DPTAC: do you have
Stratford International; and that the DLR link any comments on the suitability of a travelator as
would be a suitable alternative. Do you have any opposed to the DLR for transporting people with
views on that? disabilities between the two stations?
Ms Salmon: I have been to Stratford fairly recently Ms Salmon: If it really is 400 metres, it is going to
and I remember getting lost there. I am visually depend on where that DLR is. What is the distance
impaired and I got lost in Stratford trying to connect for getting from the international station to that
from the DLR to the underground. That may be DLR bit? A travelator might end up being the best
suitable but it will only be suitable if that route that way if that is going to be the most direct route. I have
you are having to take when you make that not seen the plans for that so I cannot comment.
connection is really clear so that not only visually
impaired people but other people with wheelchairs

Q192 Chairman: As you are not on the list ofknow exactly where they have to go, where they have
consultees at the beginning, have you circulated notto get on, where they have to get oV. I would have to
only those parts of the Olympic movement, ATOClook at the plans to say whether I think the DLR is
and the obvious providers with the information thatthe right thing or whether we should have something
you can oVer but also those authorities who will bediVerent. Whatever we do have, it has to be
expected to provide facilities outside London? Weincredibly clear that that is the route people are
took evidence this afternoon from Dorset, forsupposed to take, or they will end up like me,
example.wandering around Stratford, not knowing where

they are. Mr Betteridge: DPTAC has contacted a range of
Mr Cooke: We and our colleagues on various agencies who will be involved. Clearly, we are
passenger committees pressed for this mechanical focusing in the first stages on putting our own house
link or travelator to be put into the Order. The Order in order. We have appointed a lead oYcer
says that the international station cannot open until specifically to work on this and we are working
there is some mechanical link. I cannot remember increasingly closely with TFL on this too, but we
the precise wording but it is something to that eVect. must over time reach as many of those agencies as
The alternative, Eurostar have said to us, is that the possible.
DLR will not come along until 2009 so perhaps we
will not open the station until 2009. I think that

Q193 Mr Leech: I wanted to clarify what Mr Cookewould be a crazy situation to get into where we have
thought was a similar alternative to a travelator. Onean international station and, because of some—
of the previous people was suggesting that a bus
might be a similar alternative. I wondered if you had

Q188 Chairman: You have some evidence? This was any ideas as to what you would consider to be a
said in front of someone? similar alternative?
Mr Cooke: Yes. Mr Cooke: I would not think a bus was a similar

alternative to a travelator or a mechanical link. I
believe the Transport and Works Act says “aQ189 Chairman: The Clerk would be grateful for
mechanical link.” I also am not a lawyer but I wouldany evidence that you could give us.
hope that could not be judged to be a bus,Mr Cooke: Eurostar may consider not opening the
particularly because if a bus was having to travel bystation until the DLR line is open in 2009. We
road between the two the distance is quitebelieve that the DLR line is not a suitable

substitution for this 400 metre transfer between the considerably more than 400 metres and not a
international station and the domestic station. We convenient road structure in terms of the geography
think a travelator or something similar to a and congestion on the roads. There could be many
travelator is a much more practical solution. When hundreds of people arriving in some of the
I today heard talks of normal buses, that just international trains and also on the Javelin trains or
terrified me. the IKF trains outside the Olympic period. DLR,

dependent upon the precise position—and I accept
my colleague’s point about the two stations at eitherQ190 Clive EVord: Do you have any idea of how it
end, the international station and the domesticwould be covered in terms of maintenance?
station—might be a suitable alternative, but as weMr Cooke: No, but I think that is their problem,
understand it they have not yet decided the precisefrankly. That was in the Transport and Works Act
location of the station at the international end. MyOrder to build it. If you build it, it has to work and
colleague may comment on that.it has to be maintained, so it is up to the builders of
Mr Lawson: There is a parallel. If you considerthat to find somebody to continue to maintain it,
arriving at Heathrow Airport and your plane doeswhether that be Network Rail as part of the station,
not go into its usual stand; it goes into anTFL as part of the overall project or whether it be the
international stand and you find yourself beingowners of the international station which will
bussed from that back to the stand, you lose thecontinue to be, as I understand it, London and
advantage of the normal escalators and travelatorsContinental. That is up to them. They took the
at Heathrow Airport in that situation. It is acontract on on the basis that they knew that was a

condition of the Order. nuisance.
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Q194 Chairman: Are you quite content that aviation advantage of low cost airlines and cheaper flights.
Unless this matter is resolved, we will see theis prepared to deal with the problems that would be

thrown up? potential for serious problems in the 2012 Olympics.
Ms Salmon: It is important to stress that we have aMr Bee: No. It remains a continuing concern to the
disproportionate number of calls on our helplineDisability Rights Commission that the government
that relate to aviation compared to other transportis not as yet proposing to use the powers granted
modes, particularly when you consider that aviationunder the 2005 Disability Discrimination Act to
is not covered by the DDA. Although we might notbring aviation and maritime services within the
know about what has happened at the Olympics, wescope of the Disability Discrimination Act. We have
certainly know that generally disabled people flyingjust seen over the last weekend yet another instance
are phoning us up and complaining about thein the press relating to Ryan Air where they are
treatment they receive.ejecting disabled passengers after they have boarded

the plane, which I find particularly galling, and are
relying on an agreement reached before the Q197 Mr Clelland: With regard to the comment
Disability Discrimination Act came into force that made about the Irish Paralympic team, there does
four passengers was an acceptable limit on the not appear to have been a problem like that in the
number of wheelchair users they would carry. Apart previous Olympic Games.
from the fact that wheelchair users seems to have Ms Salmon: Not that we know of.
transmogrified into all disabilities, we think that Mr Lawson: I would suggest that a possible reason
over ten years practice and behaviour have changed for that is that Sydney is not well known for being
radically and we would expect to have seen airlines accessed by low cost airlines from Europe and the
amend their policies and procedures accordingly. rest of the world. There is a big diVerence between
We have written in those terms to Ryan Air to make Sydney and the Beijing Games and the London
that clear. We feel that the government needs to be Games. London is very well connected by low cost
taking steps to address this. The prospect that the airlines to most parts of Europe.
Irish Paralympic team has to fly in on planes four at
a time I find quite appalling.

Q198 Chairman: Are you continuing to have
diYculty with buses where there are ramps that do
not work? Are you aware of that?Q195 Chairman: It might be regarded as an eYcient
Ms Salmon: It is improving but there does need to beway of making sure they did not win.
an improvement. Fairly recently—this is purelyMr Bee: Yes, but I am sure we would never want to
anecdotal—a number of colleagues who work in theengage in such underhand tactics. We have to
London oYce have commented that they are findingrecognise that many Paralympic teams do operate
it easier to travel to work on the bus and they areon a very tight budget and will want to use the low
doing that now when they used not to get to work oncost airlines. They will not be travelling first class
the bus. Anecdotally, things are improving. Fromwith BA, like some of the other squads coming to the
speaking to Transport for London last month, theyfull Olympics. We would like to see the government
have statistics to prove that it is improving. It is stillmove ahead and address this problem as a matter of
not perfect, though, but it is getting better.urgency because it is necessary for the rights of all
Mr Cooke: I would endorse that. The number ofdisabled travellers but it will be a recipe for disaster
complaints that we get about accessibility of buses isif it is not fully resolved before the Olympics.
going down. TFL is committed to having all buses
accessible by the end of this year and they are

Q196 Mr Clelland: What is the experience of other working on the diYculties of non-working ramps
countries that have run the Olympic Games in terms and things like that. It has some way to go but it is
of disabled people and air traYc? improving.
Mr Bee: I am not aware of the experiences of either Mr Betteridge: It is not strictly true that 90% of buses
Athens, Sidney or Atlanta at the recent Games. in London will be accessible. They will be wheelchair
There were certainly no stories in the press that accessible and that is very diVerent. As long as the
reached us of particular problems. Hopefully, it audio and visual information that passengers need is
indicates that the airlines got their act together with not provided to reach people with sensory
regard to the transport of Paralympians. Whether impairment, we cannot describe them simply as
potential visitors and spectators simply found the accessible. Can I finish with two points that relate to
barriers such that they gave up trying obviously it is that? One is about the complexity of travel. The
impossible to identify. That may be the greater questions today have focused almost entirely on
source of the problem. Airlines are suYciently savvy physical or sensory impairment but the way in which
in terms of media relations to recognise that turning information is arranged and delivered can be just as
away Paralympians is a guaranteed front page for much of a disabling barrier to people with mental
the tabloid press and they would not be so foolish to health or learning disabilities. People from overseas
do so. In a Games in western Europe by 2012, we can who do not necessarily speak good English will also
expect to see a number of spectators travelling in and benefit from that very simple layout of information.
many of them wanting to come for relatively short There is a point you will have heard several times in
periods of time. That will include proportions of the past, I know, that inclusive design is invariably

good for all members of the population, not onlydisabled people who are increasingly used to taking
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disabled people. Given the fact that security is so another brick in the very long delayed bridge,
nevertheless, one day we will not need you to tell ushigh on the agenda, we need to think about this too.

Inclusive environments are easier in terms of egress something which is manifest and that will be the day
on which I shall be happiest. Thank you for coming.and if there is a potential incident that would very

much help the security and rescue forces, should Can I add a personal word of thanks to the signers?
This is the first time we have had signers in our selectthey be needed, which we hope they will not.

Chairman: Those are important points and a good committee. We are very grateful to those of you who
helped us arrange it and we are even more gratefulnote to end on. I look forward to the day when we

do not need to call you forward to ask for this kind to the two gentlemen who have had, I am sure, an
exhausting but I hope not a boring afternoon.of information because, although it is

extraordinarily helpful and each piece helps us build Thank you.

Supplementary memorandum submitted by London Transport Users Committee

We, and our colleagues at the Rail Passengers Council, have had a number of meetings with various
people at Eurostar where it has been intimated that they will be unlikely to start to use Stratford
International Station in 2007, when their services will start to operate through the finished station. They
have told us that they are concerned that they do want to stop “in the middle of a building site” as it would
not be in keeping with Euro star’s image. Among those discussions, many informally, are the following.

On 16th September 2005 our Chief Executive, Rufus Barnes, met with Paul Charles (Director of
Communications at Eurostar) and the relevant part of Rufus’s note of the meeting says

“I had a useful meeting with Paul Charles at Eurostar this am.
It was principally to discuss when they plan to open Stratford station and I am told that no decision
has yet been taken and it will depend if Eurostar reckons that there will be demand for a service
to/from a building site and the impact of such a service on the Eurostar image .”

On 22nd September Richard Brown, the Managing Director of Eurostar met with Mark Woodbridge,
Passenger Link Director and Tunde Olatunji, Passenger Link Manager of the Rail Passengers Council
where they also discussed this issue. The notes of the meeting, which have been agreed by Eurostar say:

“On Stratford we have taken no decision yet on opening dates, and there is also the issue that the
whole area around it will be an enormous building site by then with temporarily very poor road
and pedestrian access, as well as probably no fixed link in place. Our concern is that it will be a
thoroughly unattractive place to use at the beginning which could prejudice its early success’’.

As I explained when I appeared before the committee we feel that if the International Station were not
to open in 2007 it would be a disgrace. A huge amount of public funds has gone into building the Channel
Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL). We shall continue to put pressure on Eurostar for a 2007 opening. We are
awaiting consultation, which has been promised, on the 2007 timetable to see the proposed calling patterns
is at Stratford and also at Ebbsfleet.

It is also our view that any delay would, at least in part, be because of the condition in the TWA order
concerning a “Mechanical Link”. The builders of CTRL have continually resisted putting in a mechanical
link, such as a travellator but simply not to open the station, in order to comply with the TWA order would,
we believe, not be in keeping with the spirit of the order.

10 November 2005
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Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Mr David Clelland Mr John Leech
Mrs Louise Ellman Mr Lee Scott
Mr Robert Goodwill Graham Stringer

Witnesses: Mr Jim Sloman, former Chief Operating OYcer at Sydney Organising Committee for the
Olympic Games (SOCOG), examined.

Q199 Chairman: Good morning to the Committee all the diVerent constituents. That is not simple.
London, in my view, is very lucky in terms of theand the public. Can I say hello? I do not know

whether Mr Sloman can hear me after all of this, but infrastructure it already has in place, and it has a
committed upgrading and extension of the systemour first witness is Mr Jim Sloman. Can I greet him

first? I hope, Mr Sloman, we are not going to have being done over the next seven years which will, in
my view, also give you a platform that I do not thinkto use semaphore. Can you hear me?

Mr Sloman: I can hear you. many Olympic Games have ever had. The second
part, though, is providing a transport system for
what is called the Olympic Family, which is theQ200 Chairman: Wonderful.
athletes, the 10,000 odd athletes, the 20,000Mr Sloman: There is a little delay.
accredited press, the VIPs, the broadcasters, the
sponsors and all those other people that are such bigQ201 Chairman: I shall try and be as clear as
contributors to the success of the Games. You havepossible.
got to get that right. That involves cars, it involvedMr Sloman: Thank you.
coaches and buses and therefore it involves a lot of
drivers. Those drivers have to be recruited andQ202 Chairman: Can we begin by thanking you for
trained and they have to know where they are going,being prepared to talk to us. We really value your
which was a big issue for us in the early days, and itexperience, and I think what we are hoping is that
takes an enormous amount of planning,you will be able to tell us not just all the things that
procurement, training, etcetera, to make it allyou did right, which we know about, but some of the
happen.things that you feel you could have done a bit better.

This is a golden chance for Australia to get her own
Q205 Chairman: How important was the restrictionback and give us some advice!
on delivery times in Sydney?Mr Sloman: Thank you.
Mr Sloman: I am not quite sure what you mean.
Delivery times in . . . .Q203 Chairman: Can I ask you to kick oV? How

important was the transport system to the success of
the Olympics? Q206 Chairman: Deliveries of freight, we were told,
Mr Sloman: The transport system was absolutely in the central business district were restricted from
crucial to the success of the Olympics. Firstly, you one a.m. until ten a.m.?
have to get the athletes to the event or you do not Mr Sloman: Yes, that was correct, because you
have an event, and you have got to get them there on could not clog the streets up, particularly in the
time or the television sponsors, the people who central business district, with people making
provide the money to the Games for the television delivering in the middle of the day. Not only did we
rights, will not pay you: so it is crucial that you get have the Olympics at the 40 odd venues that you
the athletes to the event. It is crucial you get the need to put on the sporting events and to support the
media to the event, the broadcasters to the event, games, we also had Olympic live-sites so that people
and at the end of the day you must get the spectators who could not get tickets could watch the Games on
to the event on time as well. They are paying a lot of big screens. We had those in the city, we had them
money for a unique experience, and this is the first on the harbour, we had them, I think, in about seven
Olympic Games in London for 60 odd years, and diVerent places throughout Sydney. Therefore, we
they will want to enjoy it and they will want to freed the streets up as best we could for spectators
remember that experience forever because they and people who wanted to enjoy the absolute
probably will not get it again in their lifetime, so experience. I think one of the great diVerences
transport is a must have, it must work well, it is between Sydney and Athens, for example, was that
crucial to the success of the Games. while the sport was fantastic at both events, Sydney

created an atmosphere and a party, if you like, that
went with the Games, and therefore all the peopleQ204 Chairman: What was the key factor, in your

view, in relation to the transport system? who could not get tickets or could not aVord tickets
could experience the Olympics in their city, and thatMr Sloman: The key factor is planning and then

delivering the infrastructure and the support that is was fantastic, and to do that you had to restrict
movements of traYc into the city at those crucialneeded to produce a transport system that works for
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times. Also, delivery times at Olympic Park itself, than ours was three to four years out from the
Games itself. That gave a great base to be able to costwhere we had the bulk of our Games, were restricted

in that we only delivered, we only restocked and we the cost of that infrastructure and the services that
are involved, and I think your budget is possibly theonly got rid of rubbish between midnight and six in

the morning for the same sorts of reasons: you best Olympic budget I have ever seen at this stage.
Chairman: Please; I know you are a long way awaycannot mix it all that with spectators coming and

going, or athletes coming and going, or the media but do not push it. We are frightened of that kind of
statement!coming and going.

Chairman: My colleagues will want to question you.
We are beginning with Mrs Ellman. Q210 Mrs Ellman: Have the games led to long-term

regeneration? Has there been long-term
regeneration in the area?Q207 Mrs Ellman: Mr Sloman, how much new

infrastructure was built for the Games? Mr Sloman: Again, similar circumstances for our
Olympic Park. It was a very old part of Sydney—itMr Sloman: I am sorry; I did not quite get that.
used to be abattoirs, in fact, where the cattle and the
sheep were brought into the city and slaughtered andQ208 Mrs Ellman: How much new infrastructure
then distributed to butchers shops, etcetera—was built for the Games?
obviously times have changed—and there was a lotMr Sloman: Our Olympic Park was probably a little
of industrial industry, etcetera, out there, so you hadbit more advanced than yours was at the time we
a very similar circumstance to what is at Stratfordwon the Games, because we built an aquatic centre
today in that you have got a whole area that neededand an athletic centre, which became the warm-up
regeneration, and it was a great opportunity to dotrack to the main stadium, during the bid process to
that. What Sydney has got out of that is wonderfulshow the IOC how committed we were to the
parklands on either side of a great sporting park thatGames. In an Olympic Park sense we are not that
the public can enjoy. It has also got a majormuch diVerent. We had a lot to do over seven years;
residential development that occurred, includingyou have got a lot to do over seven years. In terms of
what was the Olympic Village, and that has all gonetransport infrastructure, we built a new rail-link into
ahead wonderfully well. We have created a wholeOlympic Park, and that was one of the real risks for
new suburb of Sydney and we created a sportingour Games because we only had one rail-link, you
infrastructure and recreational infrastructure that Ihave got nine and you have about to have ten into
do not think would have happened without this sortyour Olympic Park, and if we had lost our railway
of catalyst.line we were in deep trouble because about 80% of

our spectators went on rail. We extended our
airport, as Beijing is doing at the moment. You are Q211 Mr Clelland: Mr Sloman, you mentioned

earlier the lessons that can be learned from Sydneyin a great position of having Terminal Five at
Heathrow finished in the next couple of years, which and from Athens. Have you any specific lessons for

us in terms of transport provision? Were anywill give you enormous . . . . You have got great
capacity anyway to deal with it, but you have got mistakes made and how can we avoid them?

Mr Sloman: In terms of transport, I think, lookingeven more capacity to deal with it now. We
supplemented our road system, we put in what is back on it, we were lucky in terms of our railways.

We had a number of issues with rail in the yearscalled the Eastern Distributor connecting the airport
to the city, and I think that was bringing forward an leading up to the Games with derailments, and there

was certainly a lot of media speculation that theinfrastructure that probably would not have been
built for another five years had the Games not been Olympics would be a disaster because our transport

system would fail. I would have preferred a lot bettercoming to Sydney. We put in a bid of a temporary
infrastructure, as you will, because of the unique back up to the rail system than we had, and, of

course, the weather went well for us. If I couldrequirements of an Olympic Games. You will never
have the same sort of volume and complexity of recommend anything it is get the weather right.

Mr Clelland: That is a bit more diYcult for us thanOlympic Park ever again. You will only have it once.
Therefore it makes a lot of sense to build temporary it is for you, I think.
stuV like car-parking, bus stations, those sorts of
things, because you will not need them again. We did Q212 Mr Scott: Mr Sloman, how was the security
all those sorts of pieces of infrastructure. handled for the Sydney Olympics?

Mr Sloman: Probably not that much diVerent to the
way it will be handled in London. Our OlympicsQ209 Mrs Ellman: Did you have any major cost

over-runs? were before 9/11, exactly a year before 9/11, so we
did not have the added pressure of that occurring,Mr Sloman: There is no doubt that our budget was

inadequate at the time of the bid because not enough and we certainly did not have the pressure of the
unfortunate things that happened in London a fewwork had been done. I think people have learnt from

Sydney and they have learnt from Athens, and I months ago, but we did have the background of 1972
in Munich and the IOC, particularly, have beenthink, and I have been quoted on this before, the

planning that London has done, particularly in a very, very conscious of the security issues for ever.
We had a huge security blanket, if you like, acrosstransport sense but also in a venue and

infrastructure sense generally, is incredibly the Games, we had a lot of security checking of
people coming to the Games, and there were severaladvanced. Your transport planning today is better
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people of significance, some whom got publicity, Q214 Mr Leech: Has the long-term increase in
public transport been specifically on railways orwho were not allowed into Australia for the Games.

We also did a lot of security checking. Clearly the railways and buses? Is it a combination of everything
or is it just specifically to one element of publicOlympic Village, where the incident had occurred in

Munich, is of particular focus and we also checked transport?
Mr Sloman: It has been for both, but it has only beeneveryone going in and out of every venue, so it was

fairly unobtrusive—people were used to it—vehicles for a bit, so I would not say it has encouraged people
overall to use public transport as a general methodwere checked going in and out of secure areas, and

it was handled, I think, very subtlety and very well. of transport. Our public transport in Sydney, I have
to say, does not match yours in any way. That isI think from what I have seen of London, and I lived

there for four years some time ago and have been probably quite obvious in that you have four times
the population and half the space, so you have got athere quite a bit recently, the unobtrusive nature of

security in the UK is a big advantage for you in lot more people to deal with in terms of getting from
one place to another, and private transport inthat sense.
London does not work as well as it does here
generally, but in terms of getting people to events,
particularly where you have got a stadium, like our
main stadium, with 118,000 seats for the Games—it
is now 83,000 seats—getting those sorts of people inQ213 Mr Leech: Paul Willoughby of the Sydney and out in a short period of time requires that sort

Roads and Transport Authority said that one of the of public transport support.
major problems that he had to overcome was
persuading people to get out of their cars.

Q215 Mr Clelland: Could I ask about the provision“Australians are wedded to their cars”, I think is the
of information to the users of public transportway he puts it. How did you go about persuading
during the Games? Was information available inpeople to get out of their cars and onto public
foreign languages?transport, and as a result of the Games has there
Mr Sloman: From memory it was only available inbeen any permanent change in people’s attitudes
English and French, which are the two languagestowards using public transport?
you are required to provide for the IOC. What weMr Sloman: To answer the last bit first, yes, there has
did have, though, was a very big language servicesbeen a dramatic change in people using public
division of the Organising Committee whichtransport to go to events. Before the Olympic Park
provided information particularly to the constituentat Homebush was built where major events were
groups, and it provided people at venues, it providedgenerally held it was not well serviced by public
people in the villages, it provided people in the hotelstransport, so, yes, there was a tendency . . . . I think
that had a variety of language capability. We alsoit was an 80:20 split, private cars or private transport
had a service where people could ring in and getverses public transport, before we won the games.
information in a variety of languages. So they hadWhen we went out to Homebush and the
that issue. It was covered that way. We also are ainfrastructure was in place the switch went the other
very cosmopolitan city. We are a city basically ofway, from 80% private to 80% public. Part of that
immigrants and we have a huge Europeanwas done by not allowing people to take private
background and we now have a huge Asiantransport close enough to the events to be able to
background as well, so we have a wide variety ofaccess them easily, and, second, it was by providing
people. I do not think we have people speaking 300a public transport service that was far better than
languages, or 200 languages, as you have in London,had ever been provided before, and we tested that.
so we do not have the capability that you have evenThe stadium opened for business 18 months before
got in that area here, but we provided a service thatour Games, so we had a number of events out there,
was more than adequate in meeting the requirementsand by combining event tickets with transport
of people that needed that sort of help.tickets we were able to convince people as well to do

it because their hand would have gone in their
pocket as well. There were a number of initiatives Q216 Mr Clelland: What about information for
that were taken to force people and to encourage people who might have visual problems and people
people to use public transport rather than try and who are disabled in terms of transport and
drive out to those events, but the structures that were information? What was done there?
put in place for the test events over that 18 months Mr Sloman: We did a huge job, I think, in terms of
period prior to the Games—Olympic transport providing assistance to people with disabilities. We
routes were put in place and bus services as well as provided special parking, special access, at all the
rail services were put in place—were used and were venues for people who needed to be delivered there
well-tested by people. They were confident about the in a private sense rather than in a public sense. All
ability of the transport system to deliver it, and since our buses here were disabled friendly so that people
the Games people have continued to use that sort of in wheelchairs, whatever, could access them easily.
approach to go to major events here. The Rugby Similarly, it was very well communicated in terms of
World Cup obviously followed on not that long after what railway stations, etcetera, could be accessed by
our Games, and it was exactly the same scenario people with disabilities. We provided a special
with exactly the same sort of success to the major service in Olympic Park for people to get onto what

was called a loop road and be provided with accessevents that were held in Sydney.
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through the rear entrance of the stadiums, the that period, because it is school holidays, it is your
normal summer holidays, the road use diminishes byvenues, if you like. People buying tickets had a

special service as well in that they were able to get 15 to 20%, of that order, again, yes, if I was making
a judgment, there will be more people staying inone-on-one assistance when they were seeking to

buy tickets so that they knew where they could sit London because of the Games so it might not
necessarily be 15 to 20%, but it will be enough towith that sort of capability within the venues.
make it a lot easier for you to handle the sort of
requirements that are needed to make the transportQ217 Mr Goodwill: Mr Sloman, we have talked a lot
system work particularly for the athletes and theabout moving people around during the Olympics
media and the Olympic Family in general.but prior to the Olympics we are going to have to

move a lot of concrete and steel around the place.
Q219 Graham Stringer: Following that point up, MrDid you experience any particular problems during
Sloman, do you have figures for bed occupancy inthe construction phase that we could learn from?
hotels for 1999 compared to 2000?Mr Sloman: I think the lesson to be learned is that if
Mr Sloman: Sorry?there are other developments going on in the same

area, such as your Olympic Park, that the whole
construction eVort ought to be coordinated so that Q220 Graham Stringer: What I am trying to get at
logistically people are moving equipment, resources, is that some people obviously left the greater Sydney
whether it is concrete, or reinforcing steel, or area, but did you also lose general tourism so that
structural steel, etcetera, in a very controlled and the people who had just come to Sydney to look at
programmed manner so that you do not get the sorts the harbour, or whatever, did not come and people
of potential problems you may get in disrupting did come for the Olympics? What was the
local people in their day-to-day whatever they are comparison year on year for the number of people in
doing. We were luckier, I think, in terms of our hotel beds?
Olympic Park in that it did not have as many people Mr Sloman: All I know is that the hotel beds in
living in the area around it that you have got at Sydney were absolutely choc-a-block. There was
Stratford. I think that it is a big issue in London, and 100% occupancy during the Games itself. Sydney
I think it is an issue that is being addressed and will could not have taken any more people. We as the
be addressed and it will require a lot of coordination Organising Committee took something like 25,000
between a lot of people. hotel rooms and about 11,000 other rooms like

university colleges and boarding schools in terms of
beds that we had to have to be able to take theQ218 Mr Goodwill: We were told last week that the
people. That took up a huge amount of the capacityexpectation was that a number of people who lived
of Sydney, which London has a lot more capacity tonear the Olympic site would take the opportunity to
deal with, but in terms of tourism, I cannot give yougo away on holiday and that would reduce the
an exact comparison. All I would say to you is thatpressure on public transport and on the
we were a lot busier during Olympic period than weinfrastructure as a whole. I suppose this does happen
were in the period the year before, and what it hasto an extent when Wimbledon is on, but I was rather
done for tourism in this city is remarkable. We wentdubious to hear that. What is your experience? Did
through, of course, the 9/11 issue, we went throughpeople hang around to attend the Games or did they
SARS and we are still getting tremendous inroadstake the opportunity leave the area?
because it put Sydney on the map. London does notMr Sloman: A lot of people did leave Sydney. I think
need to be put on the map, but it will put anotherthe area itself—I do not think we have any records to
aspect on London that I think will encourage peopletell us whether in the Olympic Park area people . . . . I
to visit.mean, in Sydney itself, a lot of people did leave

Sydney. I think when they saw the opening . . . . I
remember talking to some friends of mine who were Q221 Mr Scott: To go back to the security for a brief

second, you mentioned obviously events havein Europe at the time of the Opening Ceremony and
they could not get on a plane quick enough to get moved on since the Sydney Olympics to the situation

we unfortunately find ourselves in today. Do youback because they suddenly realised what they were
missing. We had our Olympics during our school believe that it would be more appropriate for a more

visible security presence on our transportation forholidays, during a period of time when normally,
because people take holidays, the transport load is the London Olympics in 2012 than you had to have

in Sydney?diminished in the city and generally that was the
case: by an understanding that public transport was Mr Sloman: I suspect not. I am not a security expert

at all, but I think people generally will understandthe only way to go to get to the event and by people
being on holidays, people took holidays. There was the level of security that London has, and it goes

back many years, I think, to the troubles you hada very big campaign here dealing with business. You
talked a little bit about it earlier in terms of changing with the IRA, etcetera, so people understand that

the level of security in London is probably betterthe logistic agreements of business. Businesses were
encouraged to send people on holidays, to stagger than anywhere else in the world. I do not think—this

is only a personal view—that having people visible isthe hours of work, to do all sorts of things to make
sure that we did not overload the system, if you like, going to change someone who wants to do

something at the time of the Games. Certainly theduring the time of the games, and I think that is a
crucial part of it. Londoners, as I understand it, in advice we had here was that if someone really wants
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to do something there is very little you can do about with them, but individual IOC members, individual
VIP’s who were met were taken throughit. All you can do is have good intelligence, be

vigilant—those are the sorts of things. Putting on a immigration, customs, collecting baggage, on to
vehicles and taken to their accommodation as partdisplay of security I do not think necessarily helps

that. I would have thought that the attitude of the service. In terms of getting to and from events,
yes, they were part of the Olympic Family transportcurrently of the London Police or the way it has

been, this far more subtle approach, would be a system that provided access via Olympic lanes in
Sydney as well as in London for those people. Theybetter way to go.

Chairman: You have started so many hares running are very important people in terms of making sure
the Games was a success. The IOC at the end of thethat we have got people fighting to get in. I want to

take one or two final comments, if I can, Mr Sloman, day owns the Olympic Games—they own the
franchise. We in Sydney were lucky enough to beand then we will let you escape.
selected to host it, as London has now been selected
to host it, but you have to recognise it is their Games,Q222 Mrs Ellman: Looking back on your experience
they own it and they actually run the Games. We putof the Games, is there any single lesson in relation to
it on for them, but they actually can direct you totransport that you learned that you would like to
stop and start and do all sorts of things. They needpass on to London?
to be looked after. We got a billion dollars in revenueMr Sloman: Yes, there is. There is one thing I pass
from people who bought the broadcasting rights foron. People did not necessarily see in Sydney in the
the Games, and they brought a lot of very importantweeks before the Games where we were gearing up
people to Sydney for the Games and they hostedfor the Games and we were bringing together masses
them. Those people have to be looked after, andof buses and drivers and cars and drivers and
what Sydney tried to do, and what London will betraining them and doing all sorts of things, and
trying to do, is leave an everlasting message aboutpeople have diYculty understanding that you open
our eYciency, our hospitality and the way we havethe international broadcast centre and the main
done things, and it is important to look after allpress centre one month before the Games so that
those people as part of the whole Games. That doespeople can move in and get comfortable and
not mean we treated our normal day-to-dayunderstand what they are doing before we had the
spectators that much diVerently, they also got areal games occurring; we open the village two weeks
great experience for the Olympic Games, and that isbefore the Games when the athletes move in and
an incredibly important part, being able to makethey start training, and during that period we
sure that everyone is having a good Olympic Gamesbrought our transport system into play and, I have
wherever it is held.to tell you, we had a pretty rough few weeks. We

ended up putting volunteer navigators on the buses
because a lot of our bus drivers, who were not Q224 Mr Clelland: You mentioned briefly the
necessarily from Sydney, got lost. So there are some disruption to the everyday lives of the citizens of
interesting issues in training, in understanding where Sydney, and there must have been extensive
people were coming from and making contingency disruption during the construction period and
plans, such as providing . . . . Barcelona had the same during the Games in their ability to get to and from
problem and they brought in volunteer navigators, work and just around the city. How was that
so we were ready to move if we had a problem. We accepted by the people of Sydney? Were there
had a bus depot in Sydney for the Olympics that had massive protests or did they take it in good heart?
a thousand buses in it and we found the logistics, Are there any PR lessons you can let us have?
because you cannot practice this. This is a one-oV Mr Sloman: Yes, we have got what I would call a
event. You can test various part of it but you cannot fairly feral press here, as I detect you have got in
practice a thousand buses running all day every day. London as well, that will jump on those sorts of
Luckily we had it all sorted out before the real issues, and, yes, there were people who complained
Games started, but those sort of issues, I think, are about being disrupted and those sorts of thing. It is
a lesson that London can learn in terms of incredibly important that you have a very strong
understanding where people have come from, communication group who actually feed
understanding the training they need and providing information on a regular basis to people. I think one
that training and providing enough back-up for of the great advantages London has, for example, on
those resources to be able to deal with it when issues Olympic lanes is that you already have bus lanes that
will occur, and let me tell you they will occur. are highly disciplined, congestion charges, those

sorts of things, so people are used to the sort of
discipline that is needed to be able to provide thoseQ223 Graham Stringer: What special travel
sorts of services to people. The bigger issues for us Iarrangements and priority arrangements were made
think were dealing with, for example, shopkeepers,for members of the IOC and other VIPs, and did
retailers, who were on Olympic routes who suddenlythose arrangements impact on your other travel
lost the ability for customers to park outside and allrequirements and arrangements?
those things, and that does require a lot ofMr Sloman: We had a “meet and greet” system at the
community work. You have to deal with theairport for VIPs and we also had it for teams coming
community, deal with the people that are beingin: charter arrivals with a thousand athletes on three
involved, let them understand what you are doing,jumbos. You need to give them the same sort of

attention, and it is a lot harder logistically to deal how you are going to help them through that process
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and that takes an enormous amount of work. It at all. We hope that that beer bottle that been sitting
on the table all the time has been on use to you! Cantakes a lot of work and it takes a lot of
we say thank you very much indeed, and I do reallycommunication to make it happen.
want to thank you and everybody involved. It is
been very helpful. Thank you.

Q225 Chairman: Mr Sloman, you have been Mr Sloman: Thank you very much.
enormously helpful. We are so grateful to you. We Chairman: Ladies and gentlemen, we will a short
are grateful to everybody, because for one terrible moment while we clear the equipment in order that

our next witnesses can have room to sit.moment we did not think we were going to get you

Memorandum submitted by the London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (LOCOG),
Transport for London (TfL) and the Mayor of London

1. Introduction

1.1 This is a joint submission by the London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (LOCOG),
Transport for London (TfL), and the Mayor of London.

1.2 LOCOG is responsible for planning, organising and staging the 2012 Games and is the successor of
London 2012, the organisation which led London’s successful bid for the 2012 Olympic Games and
Paralympic Games.

1.3 TfL was established in 2000 under the Greater London Authority Act, with the responsibility for
planning and providing transport for the capital and is tasked with the delivery by 2010 of a £10bn 5 year
programme of capital investment in London’s transport infrastructure. During the games, TfL will be
responsible for providing the appropriate operations across the Tube, bus, DLR and tram networks and
will also oversee management of the Olympic Route Network. TfL will also have specific responsibility for
running the Olympic Transport Operations Centre (OTOC) (see para. 5.1).

1.4 The Mayor of London is an executive Mayor with strategic powers over a wide range of services in
London, including transport; and with the power of direction over TfL and the London Development
Agency (LDA). The Mayor of London and the British Olympic Association signed the Host City Contract
with the International Olympic Committee for London to stage the 2012 Olympic Games and
Paralympic Games.

2. Background

2.1 Throughout the 2012 bid phase (June 2003—July 2005), London 2012 was supported by a range of
expert organisations and stakeholders in the development of detailed, fully costed plans addressing all of
the operational requirements demanded by the IOC to host the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games.
Transport was one of 17 themes for which detailed plans were submitted to the IOC’s Evaluation
Commission in November 2004 as part of the London 2012 Candidate File.

2.2 London 2012 tasked TfL with the development of the transport strategy. TfL created an Olympic
Transport Strategy team (OTS) to ensure cross-industry co-operation and the representation of all transport
modes. This team provided the necessary specialist knowledge of the UK transport industry and included
representatives from British Airports Authority, Strategic Rail Authority, Network Rail, London
Underground, Department for Transport, National Car Parks, Association of Train Operating Companies,
the Automobile Association etc.

3. Learning from Previous Olympic Games

3.1 The OTS team carried out a detailed review of the transport plans and outcomes for the last three
Games and gathered key lessons as follows:

Atlanta 1996—a need to focus on athlete travel; to build in the capability to rapidly improve or
change transport when problems arise.

Sydney 2000—Integrate Olympic and Paralympic Transport plans and solutions; create a
dedicated body accountable to co-ordinate all modes of transport to meet the transport needs of
all athletes, spectators and normal city travel.

Athens 2004—start public transport schemes early to minimise risk of late finish and cost over-
runs and deliver the benefits of an early legacy; transport schemes must be designed and built with
legacy in mind, overlaying temporary Olympic-specific services if necessary to cope with Games-
time demand; noted the eVectiveness of dedicated Olympic road lanes.
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4. The Olympic Transport Strategy (OTS)

4.1 Two documents were produced for the IOC Evaluation Commission’s visit in February this year
detailing the Olympic Transport Delivery Plan and the Transport Operations detail. These describe how
transport will be delivered during the Games and provide a guide to services for each venue. These plans
were used in the bidding process and will now be developed into the “Olympic Transport Plan“” referred
to in the Olympic Bill.

4.2 The OTS is designed to meet the needs of all client groups: the Olympic Family (athletes, media and
oYcials), spectators and the expected levels of normal London travel demand. The OTS is designed in
accordance with five key objectives:

(1) Provide safe, secure and reliable transport for the Olympic Family;

(2) Provide fast, frequent, reliable, friendly and simple transport options for spectators;

(3) Leave a legacy and facilitate the regeneration of East London;

(4) Keep London moving eVectively and make hosting the Games a positive experience for the
whole city and;

(5) Achieve maximum value for money and minimise cost by using temporary transport overlays.

5. The Olympic Family (OF) Transport Plan:

5.1 Fifty-five thousand athletes, media representatives and oYcials need safe, secure and reliable
transport, the timely transport of athletes and technical oYcials being the most important. At airports, the
OF Airport Arrival and Departure Service will ensure the eYcient entry of accredited Olympic and
Paralympic members. The Olympic Route Network (ORN) will make use of dedicated Olympic Lanes and
routes to facilitate journeys between airports, the Olympic Village, hotels and competition venues and will
be controlled by the Olympic Transport Operations Centre (OTOC) based at the existing London TraYc
Control Centre. The OTOC will be operated by TfL and its function will be expanded to cover all modes
of transport.

5.2 Over half of the athletes will live and train in the Olympic Park. Those needing to travel outside the
Olympic Park to training and competition venues will use the secure dedicated car, van and coach fleets
which will travel on the 240km ORN, 100km of which will be lanes dedicated to the Olympic Family. With
over 15% less road traYc—see para 6.5 below—and the public transport solutions for spectators, road
congestion will be at acceptable levels even on the most used routes.

6. The Spectator Transport Plan

6.1 Up to 500,000 spectators a day are expected to travel to Olympic venues during Games time.
Competition venues have been clustered into three zones within a compact area of Greater London and each
zone will be well served by public transport.

6.2 Twenty-one thousand taxis are already wheelchair accessible, the 8,000 strong bus fleet will be fully
wheel-chair accessible by 2006 and more than 68 Tube stations, including those at key mainline rail and bus
interchanges, will have step free access to platform level by 2010. These provisions will be part of a
comprehensive Games Mobility service informed by the successful services oVered during the Manchester
Commonwealth Games.

6.3 All spectators will be required to use public transport, walk or cycle to travel to all events at all venues.
Integrated transport and event ticketing will enable spectators to be provided with personal travel plans. A
comprehensive public information campaign will be held in the build up to and during Games time.

6.4 The Olympic Park will be the focus of the Games with 9 venues, including the main stadium, athlete’s
villages and media/press centre. It will be served by 10 rail and Tube lines creating a total capacity of 240,000
people per hour—an excess of 100,000 over the expected average daily patronage. This includes a dedicated
shuttle service using new high-speed trains from the CTRL domestic service—the Olympic Javelin. This
service will move 25,000 spectators an hour from King’s Cross to Stratford International station in the heart
of the Park in just 7 minutes. At peak times a train will arrive every 15 seconds at one of the 3 stations serving
the Olympic Park. By comparison, Sydney 2000 and its Olympic Park in Home Bush Bay was served by just
one rail line, while the Olympic Park for Athens 2004 was served by two rail lines.

6.5 The 2012 Olympic Games will run from 27 July -12 August and the Paralympic Games from 29
August—9 September. Games related transport in London is expected to grow by 5% during Games time.
However, TfL records show that in August—when the Games will take place—road traYc reduces by about
15%. There are also 20% fewer passengers on the bus and Tube networks as Londoners and commuters take
their annual holidays.

6.6 Transport staV and volunteers will receive extensive pre-Games orientation, operation readiness
training in areas including venue transport operations, crowd management and public transport service
provisions leaving a lasting skills legacy.
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7. IOC Validates London 2012’s Transport Plans

7.1 As part of scrutinising the proposed Games plans of Candidate Cities, the Evaluation Commission
visited each city. The Commission toured key venues and transport sites and received technical briefings.
London 2012 and its expert partners hosted the Commission in February 2005 and the IOC published its
findings in a report (6th June 2005) which recognised the robustness of the Olympic Transport Strategy in
stating that:

— “[London had] comprehensive road and rail systems”

— “[London had] one of the strongest systems of world airports”

— “[a] transport investment programme [that] is clearly confirmed, guaranteed and accelerated”

— “London would be capable of coping with Games time transport and that Olympic and
Paralympic Transport requirements would be met”.

8. Funding

8.1 London 2012 was able to provide the IOC with guarantees from the relevant authorities for the
funding of all transport schemes included in the Olympic Transport Strategy. Projects are either financed
through existing commitments or specific Olympic funding.

8.2 During the bid process, as part of the Treasury Spending Review 2004, TfL received a long-term
settlement enabling it to embark on a £10bn five year programme of investment in London’s transport
infrastructure up to 2010. This consists of £2.7bn of direct government grant, the ability to prudentially
borrow up to £3.3bn and £4bn of planned PPP expenditure for the renewal of the Tube network. Crucially,
whilst this investment is not specifically required for the 2012 Games it will improve reliability and capacity
across London.

8.3 Appropriate sources of finance and private sector expertise are being employed for each of TfL’s
Investment Programme schemes. Examples include: the DLR extension to Woolwich Arsenal which is being
constructed through a concession; the Jubilee line upgrade, part of the Public Private Partnership contracts;
and the East London line project, funded through TfL’s prudential borrowing programme and using private
sector project managers and construction contractors.

8.4 The total cost of additional Olympic specific transport schemes, to be met from Olympic funding,
amounts to some £692m (at second quarter 2004 prices) and includes the capital schemes, the spend on
additional services required during the Games and cost of the road fleet for the Olympic Family transport.

9. Security

9.1 From the outset security considerations were built into all aspects of bid planning with Metropolitan
Police staV, led by a Chief Inspector, seconded to London 2012 full time from the early stages of the bid.
A dedicated Security Directorate within the LOCOG will take responsibility for coordinating tactical and
operational inputs from all the services involved in protecting the Games.

9.2 The UK Government will create a Cabinet-level Olympic Security Committee (OSC), to be chaired
by the Home Secretary. This will be the ultimate authority responsible for security matters, the coordinating
group for all UK security agencies, and for policy matters. It will be composed of the most senior
representatives of the UK security and resilience agencies.

9.3 During Games time, oYcers from the Metropolitan Police, British Transport Police and other Police
and security services will work closely with the Olympic Transport Control Centre—based at the existing
London TraYc Control Centre—to deliver safe and secure transport for the Games.

10. Environmental Sustainability

10.1 The Transport Strategy’s focus on utilising existing public transport for spectators travel plans will
minimise the impacts of emissions on air quality resulting from Games-time transport demand.

10.2 The on-going renewal of buses, trains and taxis will ensure that London’s transport fleet is at the
forefront of low emissions technology. The Olympic fleet of cars, buses and service vehicles will utlise low
or zero emission vehicles.

10.3 All London Underground, DLR and CTRL service stock is/will remain electric and suburban and
mainline rail stock serving London is 95% electric. London’s 8,000 buses, which currently have an average
age of 4.6 years, will all be Euro 2 compliant or better by December 2005. They will also be fitted with diesel
particulate filters and renewal of the taxi and coach fleets continues to lower emissions. Hydrogen fuel cell
buses have recently had successful initial trials on the network extended.
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10.4 By 2010 the London Cycle Network (LCN!) will have expanded to 900km of lanes and routes as
part of TfL’s work to make London a world class cycling city. London is already Europe’s fastest growing
cycling city. Since 2000 TfL has observed a 42% increase in the number of daily journeys undertaken by
cyclists. An additional $13m/£8m for walking and cycling provisions will come from the LOCOG budget
to link competition venues with the LCN!.

11. Legacy

11.1 The Spending Agreement between the Government and the Mayor of London has enabled TfL to
accelerate the delivery of major projects such as the East London line extension and three DLR extensions
to be complete by 2010. Demonstrating clear progress on these schemes to the IOC was one of the strengths
of London’s technical bid. Crucially, these developments will also cut congestion and over-crowding on the
network and provide the infrastructure necessary for the regeneration of the Lower Lea valley and East
London—crucial in sustaining the mobility of a population expected to grow by more than 800,000 by 2016.

11.2 These developments will not only bring lasting economic, social and environmental benefits to
London, but will also seek to maximise opportunities for local communities during the delivery of major
infrastructure projects. To this end, ODA procurement guidelines focus on a number of measures including
the evaluation of tendering contractors based in part on their commitments both to encouraging community
involvement and to delivering benefits to those aVected communities. Initiatives will include: employee
representation, fair and ethical employment policies, encouraging supplier diversity, local and ethical
sourcing, recruitment of local labour, local skills training, and supply chain initiatives including the sub-
contracting of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and Black and Minority Ethnic (BMEs) and other
diverse suppliers.

11.3 TfL has contributed to the development of these guidelines with the LDA and GLA and is testing the
supplier diversity initiative in the current tender for the £500m East London Line main works construction
contract. TfL is also jointly working with the GLA, LDA and a management consultancy firm in
preparation for implementing the London Living Wage, one part of a fair and ethical employment policy.

12. Delivering the London 2012 Games—Roles and Responsibilities

12.1 The Olympic Board will comprise the Olympic Minister, the Mayor of London and the Chairmen
of the British Olympic Association and LOCOG. The Board will coordinate the work of LOCOG,
Government and the ODA.

12.2 LOCOG is responsible for planning, organising and staging the 2012 Games. It will be almost
entirely privately financed with an operating budget of £1.5 billion, at 2004 prices, drawn from a
combination of IOC broadcast rights and The Olympic Partner (TOP) programme , tickets sales, and
LOCOG sponsors and licensing. LOCOG will specify the requirements for staging the London Games and
will be the central point of contact with the IOC.

12.3 The Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) will be created by the London Olympics Bill and will be
responsible for ensuring delivery of the venues and infrastructure for the Games. The ODA’s Olympic
specific works will be financed from a public funding package of £2.375bn at outturn prices and is separate
and distinct from the LOCOG budget.

12.4 A directorate of the ODA, the Olympic Transport Authority (OTA), will ensure an integrated
approach to the preparations for and delivery of the Games transport. In addition to existing and planned
transport infrastructure and operations the OTA will commission TfL and other transport authorities and
private sector transport operators to provide Olympic-specific transport projects and services—see
paragraph 12.6. It is planned that the OTA will work with and through transport operators across the
country to ensure a total transport service to all venues for all Olympic client groups including spectators.

12.5 The OTA will commission TfL and other transport operators to provide any additional Olympic
specific services required to meet Games time demand.

12.6 TfL and other transport agencies have a statutory duty to cooperate with the ODA in the delivery
of the Olympic Transport Plan. The London Olympics Bill also creates a power of direction by the ODA
in relation to highways, traYc or street matters. This power could be applied to the London boroughs or
TfL. Exercise of this power needs the approval of the Secretary of State and in the instance of TfL the Mayor
must be notified.

12.7 The Mayor has issued statutory directions to the LDA and TfL to act as the interim ODA and OTA
respectively leading on infrastructure and transport preparations in order to ensure early progress whilst the
Olympics Bill is passed into law. This is in advance of the formal establishment of the ODA, which is
expected to be in the first half of 2006.

12.8 TfL remains responsible for the delivery of its own £10bn five year Investment Programme which
includes a large number of schemes relevant to the Olympics, due to be completed by 2011. As stated in
addition to these projects the ODA will commission Olympic-specific schemes from TfL and other transport
providers.
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13. Consultation and Cooperation between the ODA, Mayor and TfL

13.1 The London Olympics Bill will provide the ODA with the means to ensure that all authorities
concerned work together towards the full and timely realisation of the Olympic Transport Plan.

13.2 As drafted in the London Olympics Bill, the ODA will develop the Olympic Transport Plan in
consultation with authorities including the Mayor and TfL.

13.3 TfL and other authorities must notify the ODA of intentions to exercise functions that will aVect
the implementation of the Olympic Transport Plan, the Olympic Route Network, travel to or from a
London Olympic event or any other travel for a purpose connected with the London Olympics.

14. Progress to Date of Transport Infrastructure Projects

14.1 Significant progress is already being made by TfL and other transport providers in delivering both
the new projects and improvements to existing assets that will meet the needs of the 2012 Games.

14.2 Heavy rail projects

14.2.1 Channel Tunnel Rail Link, Europe’s largest engineering project will begin operation in the first
half of 2007. The SRA placed a £250m contract in May 2005 for 28 bullet trains that will create a high speed
Kent commuter service when the trains enter service in 2009.

14.2.2 East London line extensions and new stations will be completed by 2010 at a cost of £900m
providing a vital connection between South, East and North East London. Up to twelve trains an hour are
expected to carry a 300% increase in passengers with the line relieving peak time demand at key central
London interchange stations. £100m of contracts have been appointed in 2005 covering both programme
management and the final preparatory works required prior to the commencement of the main construction
programme.

14.2.3 West Anglia Route Modernisation will be completed by 2006 at a cost of £200m. This is a very
successful alliancing project that has already raised reliability from 65% to 95% on the West Anglia Route
between Liverpool Street and Stanstead. Commissioning works have now taken place and final project close
out is on schedule within time and budget.

14.2.4 Project Evergreen Upgrade of Chiltern Line into Marylebone Station will be completed by 2007
at a cost of £80m. The project addresses infrastructure bottlenecks between Bicester North and London
Marylebone with the objective of improving capacity by up to 50%, providing more robust train
performance including a line speed increase from 40 to 75mph at Beaconsfield. Signalling and construction
contracts have been let and work began in January 2005.

14.3 The Docklands Light Railway (DLR)—3 extensions and a 3 car upgrade of the existing network will
deliver a 50% increase in the DLR’s capacity by 2011.

14.3.1 The City Airport extension has begun train and signal testing and remains on budget and on
schedule to open December 2005.

14.3.2 Construction of the Woolwich Arsenal extension began in June 2005 and remains scheduled to
open in 2008.

14.3.3 A Transport and Works Act application for the Stratford International extension, due to open in
2009, was made in August 2005.

14.3.4 Trains serving the Lewisham, Tower Gateway and Bank Lines will be upgraded to three cars with
a £45m order placed for 24 new vehicles and works planned to lengthen platforms increasing line capacity
by 2009.

14.3.5 Work on the Stratford Regional station expansion of DLR platforms began in July 2005.

14.4 London Underground—by 2012 over £4bn will have been spent on the modernisation and renewal
of the existing network. Highlights funded through the PPP are included below.

14.4.1 The modernisation and/or refurbishment of all 275 stations by 2010—26 stations will be completed
in 2005.

14.4.2 The capacity of the Jubilee line will increase by 45% by 2009. The first new additional seventh car
carriage was delivered for testing in May. The fleet will expand from 59 to 63 trains and will carry an extra
3,000 passengers an hour (an extra 17%) from January 2006.

14.4.3 The Piccadilly line extension to Heathrow Terminal 5 is on schedule to open in March 2008.

14.4.4 Central and Victoria lines capacity increases of 6% and 5% respectively by 2006 delivered on
schedule through track, signalling and station improvements.

14.4.5 Wembley transport improvements catering for 90,000 on event days—Capacity improvements at
Wembley Central station will be complete by October 2005, Wembley Stadium station by end 2005 and
Wembley Park station by May 2006.
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14.4.6 District line fleet will be refurbished by 2009 with the first train returned to service in May 2005
and an additional trains returned every three weeks.

14.4.7 The Northern line is under going an upgrade of signaling, communication and control systems
with a complete line upgrade finished by 2012.

14.5 Buses—Major enhancements of bus infrastructure with £246m being spent by 2011 on new bus
garages, bus stations, bus stops and shelters, on improving bus priority and investing in new driver radio,
vehicle location and real time customer information systems.

14.5.1 A £120m order was placed in May 2005 for a new vehicle location system and real time customer
information facilities.

14.5.2 All 8,000 buses in the fleet will be fully wheelchair accessible and will have CCTV cameras by
January 2006.

14.5.3 The Greenwich and East London Transit schemes—the £39m East London Transit (ELT) and
Greenwich Waterfront Transit (GWT) are bus transit schemes that will serve the boroughs of Redbridge
and Barking and Dagenham to the north of the Thames and Greenwich to the south. Both projects, which
include the provision of exclusive or priority rights of way and other bus priority measures, are progressing
on schedule with a public consultation on the first phase of the GWT completed in June.

15. Conclusion

15.1 LOCOG, TfL and the Mayor are committed to the delivery of an outstanding Olympic and
Paralympic Games in London in 2012. With most of the major transport infrastructure schemes already
underway the risk of time and cost over-runs is reduced. The London Olympics Bill provides the ODA with
means to ensure that all authorities concerned work towards the full and timely implementation of the
Olympic Transport Plan.

September 2005

Witnesses: Mr Tim O’Toole, Managing Director, London Underground, Mr Hugh Sumner, Director of
Olympic Transport, Transport for London (TfL), Mr Keith Mills, Deputy Chairman, and Mr Wilben Short,
Head of Transport, London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (LOCOG), examined.

Q226 Chairman: Good morning to you, gentlemen. of space actually that we were allowed to detail our
transport plans was very limited. In addition to that,I am grateful to you for waiting. We are looking

forward to what you have to say. For those of you the transport planning on Olympics that had taken
place until that date was still at a very high level, andwho were in the room, I hope you found that as

useful as we did. It is always helpful to hear other so we had the opportunity, following that initial
submission, to go into substantially more detail thanpeople’s experiences. Can I ask you for the record to

identify yourselves, starting with my left? was contained initially in our Candidature files that
were sent to the IOC in November 2004 and thenMr Short: Wilben Short, Head of Transport at

LOCOG, London 2012. even more detail to the Evaluation Team that came
to London in February 2005. So, we were able toMr Mills: Keith Mills. I am the Chief Executive for

London 2012 and LOCOG. build on what was a very, very high level initial
submission and I think we were able to demonstrateMr O’Toole: I am Tim O’Toole. I am the Managing

Director of London Underground. to the IOC in the process that we had come an
enormously long way.Mr Sumner: I am Hugh Sumner, Project Director,

Olympic Transport Strategy at Transport for
London. Q228 Chairman: Can I be sure I know what exactly

you are saying. You put in a broad brush thing
saying we have these facilities that would beQ227 Chairman: That all sounds tremendously

impressive. Can I ask all of you if you could detail available, but you did not detail what they were. Did
they then come back to you and ask very searchingwhat changed between the first International

Olympic Committee Report of 2004 and the follow- questions about numbers, capacities, days, all the
things that make the system work?up report in June 2005 which convinced the IOC

under its transport to cope with the Olympics? Mr Mills: Yes, you are absolutely right. There was
an applicant questionnaire that was about half anMr Mills: Perhaps I can start. It might be helpful for

the Committee if I just explain our relative roles. I inch thick that detailed absolutely everything in the
Games—the budgets for the Games, environment,am not a transport expert here. My colleagues here

will the answer the detailed questions. I am very transport, security, venues—and the information we
obtained on transport was really at a very high level.happy to answer broad Olympic-related questions

that you might have. You are quite right, we When the IOC came back to us in the following May
with their comments, they did comment on asubmitted to the IOC our initial submission in

January 2004. It had only very high level number of issues. They commented on the public
transport capacity, which we had little or no time toinformation in terms of transport plans: the amount
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explain in any detail in the initial submission. They Chairman: Yes, we may have some questions for you
about some of the details of that. Mrs Ellman?made some observations about travel times. They

have quite a complex calculation of how long it takes
to get from the Olympic Village to diVerent venues, Q231 Mrs Ellman: Are there any milestones that you
and it was clear that some of our venues were outside have to show the International Olympic Committee
of the Olympic Park, and one of the comments that in terms of new infrastructure?
was made was that they would like to see more Mr Sumner: As part of the bid we have to submit
concentration of venues around the Olympic Village various guarantees. There are key guarantees
to reduce the travel times of athletes. In response to underlying section 14 of the bid, which is the
that we brought the shooting venue from Bisley, transport section, and that defines very clearly what
which is to the west of London, closer to the Olympic infrastructure from a transport perspective needs to
Park at Woolwich, we brought the fencing out of be delivered by when. Those guarantees were signed
Alexandra Palace into the Olympic Park and we by the Secretary of State for Transport on behalf of
moved the mountain biking, again, from West Mainline Rail and roads and by the Commissioner
London to the Weald Park in East London, and by for Transport for London for the schemes that are
doing that we were able to bring down the travel being delivered by Transport for London. The IOC
times for another large number of athletes; so we will monitor delivery of those schemes against those
altered our plans to respond to their comments. scheduled milestones.
Perhaps Hugh would like to comment in more detail.
Mr Sumner: I think so. Just to extend what Keith Q232 Mrs Ellman: Could you let the Committee
was saying, this bringing of venues into the Olympic have a note of the detail of this.
Park and closer to the Olympic Pack has meant that Mr Sumner: We can furnish the key dates. The thing
over 50% of athletes will be able to live, train and that we are live to, though, is that most of the
compete within the park. It also means that 80% of infrastructure is already well underway, so for
athletes will be within 20 minutes of their example the first stage of the Jubilee Line upgrade
competition venue. We have to get them there on starts next January with a 17% increase. There are
time. I guess the other big diVerence between the pre- various Docklands Light Rail schemes coming
qualification and time of the Evaluation through to 2009-2010. Almost all the heavy
Commission Report itself was the 2004 financial infrastructure from a transport perspective will be
settlement for Transport for London. This was completed by the end of 2010, and that echoes Jim
unprecedented in terms of scale, some ten billion Sloman’s comments earlier, the need to get your
pounds, and of a duration of five years, and what infrastructure in place as fast as possible and give
that meant was that Transport for London were able yourself a clear 18-month lead into the Games when
to proceed with three extensions of the Docklands you can run the test and trial operation. We have
Light Railway—plus a 50% capacity increase—and learnt from Sydney’s experience.
to move forward with the East London line
extensions; we were able to explain very clearly the Q233 Mrs Ellman: Do you intend to complete phase
Olympic Javelin Rail Shuttle Service linking the two of the East London Line extension?
park with Central London and we were also able to Mr Sumner: Phase one of the East London Line
demonstrate the progress with Heathrow Terminal extension will be completed by 2010. Phase two will
Five, which will be open in some 900 days from now. depend upon the funding settlement for Transport
Over and above that, when they actually came to for London. It is unlikely that phase two of the East
visit earlier this year in February, we were able to London Line extension will be completed prior to
show them the Olympic Park. Mr Sloman explained the Games, but that is not necessary for Games time,
how in Sydney they had a concentrated Olympic rather it is necessary for the long-term future of
Park with one rail-line. We were able to show nine London.
rail lines in existence today and the tenth to be
opened in 2007; the Channel Tunnel Rail Link. We

Q234 Mrs Ellman: So that was not a commitment?were able to describe to them very clearly how we
Mr Sumner: No, no commitment was given to thecould provide direct rail services with no interchange
IOC to complete phase two of the East London Linefrom over 309 stations across the UK and how we
extension prior to the Games.would be able to deliver a train carrying spectators

every 13.87 seconds.
Q235 Mr Leech: On that point, what diVerence
would it make in terms of improving transport to the

Q229 Chairman: 13.87. Games if we were able to get this done in time?
Mr Sumner: Seconds. Mr Sumner: It would not make a huge amount of

diVerence because the advantage of the East London
Line (ELL) extension south is that it would takeQ230 Chairman: Yes. Of course we all think in terms

of 13.87. Do carry on. people from the south of London up and then across
to the Olympic Park, and that is its primary use. TheMr Sumner: But it gives us an unrivalled capacity, it

gives us the capacity to move some 240,000 people North London Line itself is being upgraded as part
of the Olympic transport plan and that will increaseper hour to the park, and that is important to the

IOC in their decision-making because they want full services swinging around the north of London and
will take customers directly to the Olympic Park. Itstadia and they want people to use public transport,

and that is what we can give them. is a four-fold increase in capacity on the North
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London Line. Therefore, the slight ELL legs west Q241 Mrs Ellman: And could you tell me just finally,
is the upgrade of the North Circular Road includedand north west will not make a huge amount of

diVerence in terms of spectator transport capacity. in the transport scheme?
Mr Sumner: From my understanding the North
Circular is due to be upgraded by 2010 as part of the

Q236 Mrs Ellman: In evidence to us, London & Transport for London five-year capital investment
Continental Railways do not seem very interested in programme.
fulfilling the commitments they gave to provide the
travelator or similar mechanism between Stratford

Q242 Mrs Ellman: So does that mean it is going toRegional and Stratford International Stations.
happen?What is your view of that?
Mr Sumner: That is my understanding.Mr Sumner: For Games time the travelator is not
Chairman: Mr Stringer?really germane because the majority of spectators

using Stratford International will be either walking
Q243 Graham Stringer: Just following thosedirectly into the Park through the security gates or
questions first, if I may. Is there a figure which showsthey will be accessing onto the Docklands Light
how much extra investment there is in transportRailway extension which will take them to venues in
because London won the right to host the 2012the south such as Excel or the shooting at Woolwich
Olympic Games as opposed to that investmentArsenal. So in that sense it is not relevant for Games
which would have taken place anyway?operation time.
Mr Mills: Perhaps I could start that one oV for you.
The specific transport budget that is being

Q237 Mrs Ellman: They have suggested that the committed as a result of the Games is £692 million.
Docklands Light Railway link would be a substitute. One would like to think that some of the recent
Mr Sumner: That is a matter for them and the transport settlements that have come through from
London Borough of Newham in terms of the long- the Government were prompted by the Olympic
term development of the area. From the Games’ Games but in terms of specific budgets that have
transport perspective the travelator is not germane been created for specific transport projects £692
or relevant. million is the number this sits both within the ODA

and the local budgets.
Q238 Mrs Ellman: I think it will be an issue in terms

Q244 Graham Stringer: The point I am trying to getof planning approvals but that is something else. The
at is some of these schemes and projects would havecandidate file stresses that more than $30 billion will
taken place anyway; is that right?be spent on London’s transportation system before
Mr Mills: Perhaps Mr Sumner can answer that.2012 but the schemes listed in table 14.1 add to up
Mr Sumner: I think there are two aspects to the$11.5 billion. Could you explain that discrepancy?
funding. Firstly, would Transport for London haveMr Sumner: The $30 billion is from a standard
been able to embark on a £10 billion five-year capitalDepartment for Transport report as the projected
investment programme had we not been trying toforward spending on transport within London,
win the bid? It is not clear to me what the outcomeexcluding mainline rail and excluding the Channel
would have been. Nevertheless, it has broughtTunnel Rail Link over the period through to 2012.
forward and secured the ability to extend theTable 14.1 in section 14 of the candidate file only
Docklands Light Railway, and which has upgradeddetails those schemes that are most relevant to
its capacity by 50%, and to move forward with theGames operation and movement of spectators to
East London Line extension, for example, and thatcompetition venues and therefore it does not pick up
is £800 million alone. I think one can guess whethermany of the schemes that are happening elsewhere
that is extra coming oV on the back of the bid. Overwithin London between now and the Games. For
and above that we have the specific £692 millionexample, it does not mention West London Tram.
Keith referred to, of which some £500 million is
capital money which I think would have been highly

Q239 Mrs Ellman: So the commitment stays? unlikely to be progressed with were it not for us to
Mr Sumner: The commitment remains the same and have successfully won the bid. Upgrading the North
table 14.1 will be delivered. With regard to the London Line would be a good example of that and
generalities of the £17 billion (or $30 billion). That upgrading still further the capacity of the Docklands
is a matter you may wish to ask the Department for Light Railway, so I think we can reasonably say
Transport about. that.

Q245 Graham Stringer: I am very grateful for thatQ240 Chairman: Could you give us a short note on
what you consider are your commitments so we can estimate because I know it is not easy. If I were to ask

you either now or in writing to sum what you believeclearly diVerentiate between the two?
Mr Sumner: Our commitments—because I can to be the extra investment would you be able to do

that and give me a figure? For instance, does theanswer that right here right now—are to deliver
against table 14.1 of the bid, which details the Mayor when he is explaining the virtues of the

Games have a figure for the extra investment inschemes which are to be delivered for the Games and
are supported by the guarantees we have given to transport that has come to London because of the

right to host the 2012 Games?the IOC.
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Mr Mills: If I could perhaps answer. I am sure we IOC member he will have a car and driver and he will
use the Olympic-designated lanes, as would thecan give you some estimates but they are somewhat

subjective. We would like to think all the investment, athletes and other Olympic family members. The
reason the IOC designate diVerent categories ofincluding the additional investment of £692 million

that is specifically coming out of Olympic budgets transport for diVerent individuals is based on need.
An IOC member will typically visit four or fivewill be of benefit and value to London. The monies

that had been granted to upgrade London transport diVerent venues in a day as part of their
responsibilities. All of these individuals do not justsystems and other transport systems will clearly be

of benefit to London and the country. I suspect we go and watch the sport, they actually have things to
do when they get to the venue. Some of them areare talking more about a timing issue than anything

else. I think one of the great things about the presidents of international sporting federations so
they are there wearing their sporting federation hats.Olympic Games coming to your city is that it acts as

a catalyst to make things happen that would Others run their national Olympic committees.
Some are responsible for broadcasting, et cetera.otherwise take several years, perhaps decades, to

complete. I think the issue of what is specifically They all are involved in giving medals to competitors
so they have a very, very busy schedule every day ofgenerated as Olympic-only spend we can detail for

you. That is rather a small number. The reality is places they need to get to quickly and eYciently.
They often need to get to the back of house ofwhat projects get accelerated as a result of the

Games. various venues and the only eYcient way of getting
them there is by private car. The Olympic family
transport system is prescribed by the IOC, it runsQ246 Graham Stringer: That was the figure I was
predominantly on the Olympic lanes, and there arereally looking for. May I change the subject, Madam
diVerent categories of vehicle used as a result.Chairman, to the transport facilities for IOC

members and other VIPs. Do you think you could
describe to the Committee how IOC members (i) will Q249 Graham Stringer: And these vehicles through
be received when they arrive in London and then (ii) the three categories will be using the lanes. How
how they will get around during the Games extensive will the lanes be? How many miles, for
themselves from facility to facility? Will they, for instance?
instance, have dedicated lanes on the road and will Mr Short: The whole network is 240 kilometres but
they be available 24 hours a day? the Olympic lanes will be approximately 100
Mr Mills: Let me start the question and perhaps I kilometres. If I could also add to the previous
will pass over to my colleagues here to get into more question—
detail. The Olympic family transport system—and
incidentally there are only about 130 or so IOC

Q250 Chairman: Do you want to give me thosemembers so the actual description of IOC member is
figures in miles, Mr Short so that I can have a vaguelimited to a very small number—
idea of what you are taking about?
Mr Short: 240 kilometres would be approximately

Q247 Graham Stringer:—And their wives and 150-odd miles.
husbands.
Mr Mills: And wives and husbands, but the Olympic

Q251 Chairman: Can we agree? 150 miles? Thankfamily transport system, which takes into account all
you.athletes and all oYcials, federations and national
Mr Short: And 100 kilometres will be 62 miles. WithOlympic committees, et cetera, does provide a
the IOC members and what is described as the IOCtransport system at various levels depending on the
family, including particularly the national Olympiccategory allocated by the IOC. This is an IOC
committee members, the process starts well beforeallocation and it is something we do not have control
the Games where LOCOG will, in negotiation withover. By and large, they fall into T1, T2 and T3
these committees, understand where everyone iscategories of transport. A T1 category of transport
coming from, so we will actually work with them todoes provide you with a driver and a car and they are
decide the port of entry so we can provide facilitiespeople that need to be at events.
at the port of entry that are commensurate with
expected loads. There will be dedicated channelsQ248 Chairman: And they will know where they
where they come in, predominantly throughare going.
Heathrow as the gateway airport but also throughMr Mills: I certainly hope so, ma’am. I would like to
the three other airports we have designated in thethink that some of the drivers we have in London are
candidate file which are Gatwick, City Airport andperhaps a bit more worldly wise. Both in Atlanta and
Stansted. We are responsible for them from thein Athens the resources of the cities themselves were
moment they become landside throughout thesomewhat limited and they had to bring people in
period until they leave.from all over the country to provide driving

facilities, and if you come from Perth you probably
do not know the roads of Sydney terribly well. I Q252 Graham Stringer: The 62 miles of road space

that will be taken out from general use for 24 hours awould like to think in London we have suYcient
resources to be able to have drivers who know where day during the time of the Olympics and just before;

what impact analysis have you done on that onthey are going. The diVerent categories of transport
system are laid down by the IOC. In the case of an traYc flows in London?
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Mr Sumner: We have completed outline design of relation to Central London? Frankly, getting to
Park Lane from Stratford is not my ideal journey,the Olympic route network. Part of that outline

design was to understand the traYc levels that would not that I take it very often!
Mr Sumner: I understand the gentleman’soccur during the summer. Going back over the

history of traYc levels in London over the last scepticism, however we have done detailed analysis
and we have done detailed proving trials of thatdecade, on average, traYc levels decline by some

15% during the first couple of weeks of August. We particular route. For example, as part of the
evaluation commission we gave them detailed runhave then taken that data and modelled (using the

models that Transport for London use for road times that we have achieved by using vehicles and
changed traYc signal control plans. So, for example,traYc across London) to understand what the

implications are not only for eVectively moving right here right now I can say our “personal best”, as
it were, in terms of the Olympic Village to Hyde Parkathletes to competition venues but also to general

road users. Our analysis to date suggests that the Corner is 21 minutes 46 seconds and that is in
normal traYc in the middle of the day.impact on existing traYc within London will be

localised and of a very small nature, in the order of
a couple of minutes. One of the things we have to do Q258 Chairman: Say again.

Mr Sumner: 21 minutes 46 seconds.now taking the bid forward is to refine that Olympic
route network and understand what other
mitigating tools we can put in place to make those Q259 Graham Stringer: If I may follow that up. My

scepticism was not that if you take out a lane of thenegligible impacts even smaller still.
highway and say that only VIP vehicles can travel on
this, you cannot do the journey in a reasonable time.Q253 Graham Stringer: Is there a map of these VIP
My scepticism was that you might cause traYcroutes?
congestion and chaos in the West End and all theMr Sumner: Yes.
way out to East London.
Mr Mills: I think it probably is worth pointing out,

Q254 Graham Stringer: Just on this line of Mr Stringer, that we obviously have an extremely
questioning a final question. Where will the IOC be comprehensive existing bus lane network in London
staying and will the VIP lanes go to that hotel? and Londoners have been used to working around
Mr Mills: They will be staying, we think, in Park those bus lanes for many years. Perhaps Mr Sumner
Lane. It is their decision but we have recommended or Mr Short knows.
hotels in Park Lane and the lanes will extend to Park
Lane, yes. Q260 Graham Stringer: Will these lanes be on top of

bus lanes or will they be using bus lanes?
Mr Mills: Perhaps my colleagues here would be ableQ255 Graham Stringer: So the lanes will come from
to give you a %age.East London all the way to Park Lane?
Mr Sumner: Generally the roads that have beenMr Mills: That is correct1.
selected for this route network are four and six-lane
highways and generally they do not run extensive

Q256 Graham Stringer: And you say that will only bus routes or have bus lanes on them.
have a minimal impact on traYc in the West End? I
assume you will have to go through the West End? Q261 Graham Stringer: So it will be extra on top of
Mr Sumner: In arriving at that conclusion we have the bus lanes?
used the road traYc data that Transport for London Mr Mills: Where necessary, yes2.
use to drive the Transport for London route
network. In particular, we have got data from 5,000 Q262 Mrs Ellman: On the issue of the reduction in
sets of traYc lights and control systems. In fact, the road traYc, you are saying road usage reduces by
world’s biggest urban traYc control system is based 15% by the time the Games take place. We have
within London. We have used that data, assessed it, evidence from the Corporation of London talking of
and at the minute our analysis shows that the impact a reduction typically of levels that are down only
will be minor, of a negligible nature, and localised. two% on the yearly average. Have you seen that
What we will do now is confirm those routes and find evidence?
secondary routes in the event of a problem so that we Mr Sumner: I have not seen that evidence, however,
truly understand exactly where any particular the hard evidence from Transport for London’s
localised hotspots might be so that we can mitigate roads people and all the data sets there shows 15%.
those impacts.

Q263 Mrs Ellman: On the Tubes are you confident
that the deadline for 2012 for the complete upgradeQ257 Chairman: I think, Mr Sumner, the tiny note

of disbelief in Mr Stringer’s voice is not just natural of the Northern Line can be achieved?
Mr O’Toole: The signalling system that will go in onManchester caution, but are you going to genuinely

look at all these other things that Sydney told us the Northern Line will first go in on the Jubilee Line
and it will be installed by 2009. Even if you believeabout—restriction of deliveries, the clearance of

rubbish, not just in relation to the site but also in that experience triumphs over hope here and there

1 Not all the length of road between the Olympic Park and 2 If an Olympic lane was needed where there was an existing
bus lane, we would either share or derestrict the bus lane.Park Lane will have Olympic lanes.
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will be problems encountered, there is more than encouraging about the Games—and I said this to Mr
Mills just yesterday—is that one of the problemsenough time to deal with those problems. Once that

system is in place, the exact same technology will be with the PPP and the endless debate is it is a 30-year
programme and there is always a reason for thingstransferred to the Northern Line and one hopes that

the installation would go much smoother based on to take another week. The awarding of the Olympics
puts a stake in the ground that really drives peoplethat experience. I would also say that so far Tube

Lines, which is responsible for both those forward. As I always say, you only clean your house
when you are going to throw a party! This is theinstallations, has met their targets on the capital

programme, so I am more sanguine about that thing that will force everyone to stick to their
deadlines and to deliver what is supposed to becapital work coming forward than some others.
delivered on the PPPs. I think this is an enormously
important enabler for the rejuvenation of theQ264 Mrs Ellman: So you do not think the current
Underground.problems on the Northern Line and on the general

operation of the PPPs are going to aVect this?
Mr O’Toole: Well, this will be a solution to the Q269 Mrs Ellman: What about the capacity issue?
problems we are facing on the Northern Line right Are you basing this increased capacity in 2012 on
now. Indeed, the signal system will eliminate the reduced usage by the normal commuters?
need for trip cocks entirely and we would never have Mr O’Toole: Well, the increase that we are expectingfaced this issue if it had been installed when it should to see in demand on the Underground over the nexthave been some years ago. So I am looking forward ten to 15 years is a 25 to 26% increase. That will beto it. There is tension in this, though, because it is the demand increase. The increase on the Jubileeplain under the plans for the transport arm of the Line is well in excess of that. The increase for theODA that they want programmes completed, I network at large is about 25 to 26%, so we will justthink, by 2010 so that there will be a period of about be staying even with the demand.stability, and the Northern Line will not be delivered
until 2011 so this will be a closer shave than one
would want. Q270 Mrs Ellman: Are you confident that increased

capacity will be there in 2012?
Mr O’Toole: I am confident that we will deliver theQ265 Chairman: Signalling systems, Mr O’Toole, as

you know, are notoriously diYcult to get working Jubilee Line by 2012.
eYciently and even when the installation is superb
they do like a nice little comfort zone to play

Q271 Chairman: We do not want you driving stakesthemselves in, so you are really telling us you are
in the ground. We just want to know who is going togoing to be running right up against the deadline?
be tied to the stakes!Mr O’Toole: That is why I say it is encouraging that
Mr O’Toole: I think that is the inevitablethe exact technology and signalling system will first
consequence of this position.go in well before on the Jubilee Line.

Q266 Chairman: As long as it works. Q272 Chairman: Yes I am sure it is but, oddly
Mr O’Toole: Right. enough, ritual burning is not going to be of great

satisfaction to people who cannot get on the train. I
accept what you say, particularly about theQ267 Chairman: It is not going to be terribly helpful
signalling system, particularly about having theif it does not.
chance to run it in on something else, but the realityMr O’Toole: It is a technology that is already
is that as soon as you provide extra capacity, peopleworking on the DLR and on other systems around
arrive—that, thank God, is what keeps transportthe world, so unlike what the Jubilee Line
systems more or less viable. What concerns us is ifexperienced before, this is not a moving block

signalling system that does not exist yet. that space is taken up by ordinary commuters.
Frankly, what I find increasingly worrying (and it is
probably just me) is that a lot of witnesses who areQ268 Mrs Ellman: What about the capacity of the
involved with this continually repeat the mantraJubilee Line? Capacity is to be increased by 45% by
“well, of course people will have gone away”. I am2009, is it all going to be filled up by 2012?
probably very diVerent to anybody else but whenMr O’Toole: Well, of course part of that capacity
there is something interesting going on on mythat is used by commuters will not be used during
doorstep, I have a nasty habit of wanting to go andthis period because they are not here normally in
see what it is. It seems to me you are assuming thatAugust or specifically in this instance they have
the whole of London is going to be kind and get outdecided to take oV, so that capacity will be available
of the way and solve it. What I am really saying tofor the Games. That is a hard figure. What will
you is in your model do you do two things; do youhappen in the Jubilee Line will be dramatic and the
count in your existing calculations extra capacityfirst increment will be in January when we add a
and extra numbers, and do you on top of thatseventh car which will immediately transform
include what you assume is going to be a normalpeople’s experience, and when we can go from 24
increase, or are you assuming that the commuterstrains per hour up to 33 trains per hour, again, it will
will move out of the way and that will give you thebe a dramatic improvement in what we are able to

put through. One of the things I find most room in order to carry more people?



3210822003 Page Type [O] 10-03-06 13:54:11 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 81

26 October 2005 Mr Tim O’Toole, Mr Hugh Sumner, Mr Keith Mills and Mr Wilben Short

Mr O’Toole: I would refer to the experts who have Q275 Graham Stringer: What will be the speed limits
in these VIP lanes and what will be the fine ifdone the modelling but I would also add that this is

not an extra demand that will ride solely on the ordinary Londoners driving about their ordinary
business stray into these lanes?Underground. When you are adding the Javelin

service on top of it and the other services that will be Mr Mills: I imagine the speed limit pertaining at the
time. My colleagues might correct me but Idelivered to the Park, and add to that a 45% increase

in capacity on the Jubilee Line, and the fact that understand the speed limits that exist already will be
the same speed limits.some commuters are not expected to be there, I think

all the models indicate there is suYcient room, and I
know from the materials that the bid team has put Q276 Graham Stringer: There will be no change in
together that it shows quite a dramatic increase in limits.
capacity when you add all the modes together. Mr Mills: There will be no change in the limits.
Mr Sumner: To give the Committee a feel for the
extent of extra capacity we are putting in, today the Q277 Graham Stringer: And the fine?
capacity of the rail lines at Stratford and West Ham Mr Mills:—will be the same as exists currently, is my
is around 180,000 people per hour. By Games time understanding.
that will push up to over 240,000 people per hour.
That is an increase in capacity. The second point is Q278 Graham Stringer: For what?
that whilst people might not decide to leave London Mr Mills: If you are caught.
if they are going to visit the Games or they are on
leave, they are not commuting which gives us Q279 Graham Stringer: Not the fine for speeding,
capacity for many of the events. The third factor is the fine for straying into those lanes. Those lanes do
the actual scheduling of most of the sports events is not exist at the moment.
outside the peaks. For example, you have sessions Mr Sumner: The actual level of fine has yet to be
starting anything from ten o’clock through to about established and it is something that will have to be
eleven o’clock in the morning together with evening done in consultation, assuming the bill is passed,
sessions starting up after the evening peak. That with the Secretary of State for Transport. To give the
means you have a much more even pattern of Committee a feel for it, the Athens Olympic lanes
spectators attracted to the Games themselves. fine was ƒ150 and the lanes were in operation from
Lastly, if I may, one of the pieces of work we did is 0630 in the morning through to 2400 hours at night.
we asked ourselves the question what if we have got
this disastrously wrong and everyone decided to try Q280 Graham Stringer: Do you think you will followto go to the Olympic Park purely on rail, using ten that level of fine?lines, three stations, and our analysis showed we Mr Sumner: I think it will need reflection towould get every spectator to the Park on time if understand the diVerences there may be betweeneveryone tried to go there by rail. London and Athens.Chairman: You had me up until then. I was going
along with you. Mr Leech?

Q281 Graham Stringer: Right, so the Sunday Times
article that said it might be £5,000 was a whopper,

Q273 Mr Leech: Thank you, Chairman. Apologies, was it, they were fibbing?
but my question was in relation to the issue of the Mr Sumner: No. Legislation has been prepared by
Olympic lanes. I just wanted to draw out a bit more the Department for Transport, which I understand
from what you said. Were you suggesting that the you will be speaking to as a Committee later, which
decision on which roads you were going to use for establishes it as a level five oVence if it is turned into
the Olympic lanes has been based partly on where a criminal oVence.
the IOC have decided to have their hotel?
Mr Mills: The IOC do have the ability to choose Q282 Graham Stringer: In our last evidence session
which hotels they use and Park Lane does appear to we stumbled into what looked like a major row that
be their preference but, no, the choice of Olympic the organising committee was having with London
lanes, whilst we have a plan in place, will need to be & Continental about the ownership of land. Is that
firmed up in consultation with the boroughs that are right, is there a row going on?
aVected and other agencies in London. Mr Mills: I am not aware of any row. We are—and

I say “we” but it is the London Development Agency
which is the agency that is negotiating to acquireQ274 Mr Leech: Moving on from that, you said that
land in and around Stratford—is in negotiation withthe Olympic lanes will go to where the hotel is in
literally hundreds of individual enterprises in thatPark Lane. If you had been consulted over where
area, and I am not aware of any rows going onyou thought was the most appropriate place for
with anyone.them to stay in terms of having the least impact on
Graham Stringer: Right, thank you.the local road infrastructure, would you have chosen

somewhere completely diVerent?
Mr Mills: This is not a matter for us to choose; this Q283 Chairman: Tell me a little bit about Javelin. I

have got all sorts of clever people here and they pointis a matter for the IOC to choose.
Chairman: I think we can assume VIPs do not stay out that the candidate file says that the Olympic

Javelin will move 25,000 spectators an hour, ATOCwhere we think might be suitable! Mr Stringer
wanted to come back. say capacity is 14,000 seats an hour, and we have had
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evidence that says we are going to have 12-car trains Mr Short: We certainly have a very clear
commitment to providing inclusive transport.carrying 800 people and that the likely paths would

be eight an hour, 16 trains in each direction, or
12,800 people per hour. Who is having whom on? Q290 Chairman: So why is it not written in?
Mr Sumner? Mr Short: We may not specifically have used that
Mr Sumner: Can I try and shed some light on word in there, and I accept that it would have been
Olympic Javelin, please? better if we had. We have—

Q284 Chairman: That would be helpful. Q291 Chairman: I understand that but “provide
Mr Sumner: The standard service pattern for the safe, secure reliable transport for the Olympic
Olympic Javelin rail shuttle is ten trains per hour Family; provide fast, frequent, reliable, friendly and
eastbound from King’s Cross St Pancras of which simple transport options for spectators”, somewhere
eight will reverse at Ebbsfleet in Kent and two in there you could have said, particularly as the
proceed out to Ashford in Kent. Those trains will be Paralympics are not far, some reference to
12-car consists—big ones—and that will give us a accessibility and inclusion.
capacity of roundly 12,500 eastbound from King’s Mr Short: What we certainly stated very clearly was
Cross St Pancras and 12,500 westbound from integrated planning for the Olympic Games and
Ebbsfleet, in total some 25,000 spectators per hour. Paralympic Games and the intent of that is to ensure
That is where the 25,000 comes from within the file. not only that we provided accessible transport for
After about nine o’clock at night, to serve the the Paralympic Games—
evening bump out of the Games, as the Games
venues start to finish their sports events, then we are Q292 Chairman: Do you have somebody who is
looking at increasing that level of service to 12 trains specifically charged with looking at inclusion and
an hour westbound. disability?

Mr Short: Yes we do. We have a manager who is
Q285 Chairman: Why do ATOC not understand this responsible for inclusion and he is also the
because they have to run them? Paralympics expert on the bid.
Mr Sumner: The detailed scheduling, including
outline timetables, was completed by a team led by Q293 Chairman: He has got a specific programme
Chris Jago of London & Continental railways. The for audio-visual information on buses and at bus
actual service itself will be tied up with the integrated stops?
Kent franchise which is out to tender at present. Mr Short: The programme has yet to be developed

but we have had discussions with a number of
Q286 Chairman: So you are saying they did not groups right across through the London Forum3. In
know because the franchise terms had not been London 2012 we have the 2012 London Forum
made clear to them and you will expect them to run which is a group who engage with the rest of London
more than they think they can run? I paraphrase. on a whole number of issues. One of those subgroups
Mr Sumner: No. What I said was the train operating actually deals with disability and they have held a
companies were not involved in designing the train number of meetings with diVerent disability groups
service because no train operating company— in the capital. For instance, I know that on 7

November we are scheduled to go to Stratford with
Q287 Chairman: I accept that they are not right but representatives from those groups to look at every
they do know how many cars they can get on a train aspect of that station’s accessibility.
and they do know how many seats there are in a car.
Forgive me, but the gap between their evidence and Q294 Chairman: With the greatest respect, what we
yours is really quite considerable. I am sure that is are really saying to you is we have been told, for
defensible by the fact you think you can carry so example, there is no point in having buses that are
many in every direction but it is a big diVerence. accessible for wheelchairs if people cannot read
Mr Sumner: The data we are using comes from the where they are going and what is involved, so that is
people who are actually procuring the rolling stock. quite a major undertaking, an information system

on every bus stop that will make it possible for
Q288 Chairman: You are not talking about the people who are visually impaired to see where they
ROSCOs, are you? are going. So far we do not get the impression there
Mr Sumner: No the people who bought it. is one specific drive to make sure that all the services
Chairman: Because that would cost you a lot of are accessible for anyone who has any kind of
money. I see. We would not mind a little detailed disability. We do not just want to think of things like
note on those figures, not that we disbelieve you but wheelchairs; you have got to think of a number of
we are not bright and we like it explained properly. other things.
Mr Leech, do you want to say anything else? Mr Short: One of my immediate tasks after winning
Mr Leech: No, I had asked my question. the bid is to work with that colleague of mine, who

is the head of the Paralympics and disability
Q289 Chairman: I think what concerns us a bit is inclusion, to produce an aspiration paper which will
that the five key objectives of the Olympic transport declare to Mr Sumner the extent to which we believe
strategy do not make any reference to accessibility,
inclusion or disability. 3 TfL has a programme for audio-visual systems on buses
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that the Olympics can be used as a catalyst to important transport objective of the Mayor and
London has seen a 40% increase in cycling usageimprove the transport service that is delivered to

passengers in London. over the past few years, and we want to capitalise on
that between now and the Games in conjunction
with SUSTRANS.Q295 Chairman: You are quite happy with this idea

of the Games mobility service, are you? How is that
going to work? Q300 Mr Leech: Just a follow-on. Do you have any
Mr Short: I think the evidence from Manchester was rough figures of how many people you do expect to
that it worked very well. go to the Olympic Village by bike? What sort of

provision is going to be made for security of bikes?
Q296 Chairman: Everything works very well in Mr Sumner: OV the top of my head I cannot recall
Manchester though! You are quite happy with the the precise numbers, but both the northern and
fact that you think you have got a targeted southern transport malls for spectators have been
programme, are you? designed with secure cycle facilities to be built as part
Mr Mills: Perhaps if I could help, Chairman. I think of the Games. However, cycling also extends into the
it is important to understand that first of all we do construction period as well so we will be working
have an individual tasked within LOCOG to deliver with the LDA to see if we can encourage cycling for
these plans, but I think it is important to remember those people who are constructing the venues, not
that we are less than four months into a seven-year just during the Games themselves for spectators.
programme.

Q301 Chairman: I think what concerns us also is
Q297 Chairman: But, Mr Mills, you know if you do security. How are you going to reassure the public
not start this at the beginning it is no use trying to they are going to be safe?
add it on by the time you are just about to open Mr Mills: Madam Chairman, we have some
the Games. extremely robust security plans in place. Having said
Mr Mills: You are absolutely right and I think that that, we live in an ever-changing world in security
the Committee should be reassured that London has terms. I think we are fortunate in London to have
probably had the fastest start of any organiser probably the best security services in the world and
committee of any Olympic Games in history. We are they impressed the IOC enormously when they came
a long way ahead of the curve, certainly in relation to London in February. I do not think anybody
to Athens, Sydney and Barcelona. We have a lot to would expect anything other than enormous
do and I think we take your comments very seriously attention to detail and planning at a level for an
and they will be addressed in our plans as they roll event like the Games that we probably have not
out. seen before.

Q298 Chairman: Thank you. I think it is important Q302 Chairman: It is the co-ordination, I think, that
because people will want to know, for example, concerns us. Are you convinced that all the services
whether there is any community or demand- will be co-ordinated in such a way which will mean
responsive transport and who is going to pay for it they can demonstrate eVectively what they are
and when it is going to be organised. I think we doing?
would welcome another note since you are in the Mr Mills: Yes I am. I think we have demonstrated in
business of doing your homework. London historically the ability to co-ordinate all of
Mr Short: We do have a policy document that we the security services eVectively. The ultimate
can forward to you on the work done so far. responsibility for security in the Games will be the

Home Secretary and under him a series of bodies
Q299 Chairman: That would be helpful but I also that will co-ordinate their various elements of
want attached to it a one-page note saying this is security. A Security Secretariat is being established
what we are specifically doing. What about cycling? with LOCOG and the Home OYce. We are very
How does the London Cycle Network fit with confident that security at a London Olympic Games
GOAL 2012? will be at the highest.
Mr Sumner: To give you a context, our objective is
to move all spectators by public transport, walking

Q303 Graham Stringer: Just on that point, people,or cycling. Our bid included sums of money to hook
quite rightly, think about security and terrorismthe cycle networks into the Games venues
when there are major events like this going on, butthemselves as part of an active spectator programme
there is also the issue of low-level security. Thesuch that as many people as possible walk to the
Olympic Games are a bonanza for pickpockets andGames or cycle to the Games. At present, we are
other criminal activities. What plans are being madeevaluating with SUSTRANS the feasibility of that
to deal with the fact that not only spectators willproposal in terms of GOAL 2012. Our cycle experts
arrive but all the best pickpockets in Europe willin Transport for London have met them already and
probably want to come to London in 2012?we will look towards maximising the potential for
Mr Mills: I hope not.cycling for the Games. Part of that is that we wish to

hook in and drive forward with the London Cycle
Network Plus, which by the year 2009 will be some Q304 Graham Stringer: Well, what are you going to

do beyond hope?800 kilometres in length, because that is an
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26 October 2005 Mr Tim O’Toole, Mr Hugh Sumner, Mr Keith Mills and Mr Wilben Short

Mr Mills: Okay, we have a significant security because they came from out of the area. What
amount of testing to you expect to do and how muchbudget for in-venue security so within the Olympic
is that buVer zone going to represent safety?Park and within Olympic venues our own private
Mr Mills: I did indeed hear Mr Sloman, and we havesecurity services will be available and they will
worked very closely with Mr Sloman over the lastsupplemented obviously by the Metropolitan Police
year or two and drawn on his considerablein London and the Police Services in the other parts
experience. One of the things he also said thisof the country that are aVected. In terms of detailed
morning, which is important, is that in the case ofday-to-day security plans, we are some way oV from
Sydney and certainly in the case of Athens the startproducing those but I think we are confident that
they made on many of their projects was left untilgiven the experience we have in this country that we
too late so the buVer zone and the ability to testwould be able to cope with those sorts of issues.
systems and processes and in the case of transport,
networks and infrastructures were left very much toQ305 Graham Stringer: Would you follow the the last minute. I think, as my colleagues here haveBarcelona model where the pickpockets and other explained, many or most of the significant transportundesirables were taken oV to Las Ramblas and upgrades are already in the process of being made. I

other parts and driven out of Barcelona? think we are very confident that we have built in
Mr Mills: I think that is a matter for the police, not suYcient buVer time to our transport plans to ensure
for LOCOG. that during Games time they stand up to the

pressures that the Games will bring.
Q306 Chairman: As long as you keep them south of Chairman: Gentlemen, we are very grateful to you. I
the river, I do not mind! You heard what Mr Sloman have enjoyed it. It has been very interesting. I hope
said about having enough time to test it properly you will understand if I say I hope you do not have
where they discovered they had a gap with people to come back here and explain to me what you did

wrong. Thank you very much indeed.who did not know how to drive round Sydney

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games
(LOCOG), Transport for London (TfL) and the Mayor of London

The following additional information was requested by the Committee during our oral evidence session
on 26 October 2005.

1. IOC Transport Milestones

The completion dates of transport schemes germane to the Olympic Transport Plan are contained in
Table 14.1 of London’s Candidate File and written guarantees of their delivery were provided to the
IOC by the Secretary of State and the Commissioner of TfL. All guarantees including the commitments
to the delivery of table 14.1 form part of the Host City contract. Progress toward these milestones will
be reviewed through-out the preparations for the Games as part of the regular working group meetings
with IOC teams.

Appendix 1—Table 14.1 “Existing, planned and additional transport infrastructure”; Volume 3, Theme
14 Transport; Candidate City file, London 2012.

http://www.london2012.com/NR/rdonlyres/C27233BA-E663-4FD8-8EC8-A7896B547EFD/0/
Theme–14–transport.pdf

http://www.london2012.com/en/news/publications/Candidatefile/

2. Additional Transport Investment in London as a Consequence of the Games

As stated in the LOCOG/TfL/Mayor of London written submission, the ODA will administer a
combined LOCOG and ODA Olympic and Paralympic transport budget of £692 million (at Q4 2004
prices) in order to provide the transport services and build additional schemes required to meet demand
during the Games. £150 million will come from the LOCOG budget of £1.5 billion and £542 million
from the ODA’s £2.375 billion public funding package.

The Olympic and Paralympic transport budget is in addition to existing planned UK spending on
transport before 2012—for example TfL’s £10 billion Five Year Investment Programme—and comprises
an operational budget to pay for temporary Games time services and a £340 million capital investment
in infrastructure improvements that will contribute to meeting the needs of London for the Games
and beyond.
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ODA contributions to capital transport projects will include:

— DLR—Poplar to Canning Town upgrade; three car upgrade of the Woolwich fleet required and
increases in station capacity;

— the proposed upgrade of the North London Line;

— Stratford Regional station capacity enhancements;

— West Ham station capacity enhancements;

— the enhancement of the existing London TraYc Control Centre establishing the command an
control centre will ability to monitor and co-ordinate all modes of transport; and

— local road enhancements;

— new cycling and walking routes.

ODA-commissioned temporary Games-time services will include:

— additional service patterns and/or cars for the NLL, C2C, GE and West Anglia Lines mainline
rail services as well as the Olympic Javelin special rail service;

— normal hours and extended service patterns across London Underground including two days
of 24 hour running for the Olympic opening and closing ceremonies; additional staV, training;
and cleaning and security; and

— rail freight diversion patterns;

— temporary park and ride facilities.

The ODA Olympic and Paralympic transport budget will also pay for safe and secure Olympic Family
transport through a dedicated fleet of coaches and cars that will run on the 240 km Olympic Route
Network.

3. Olympic Javelin Capacity

The Chair requested an explanation of the apparent discrepancy between the figures quoted for the
capacity of the Olympic Javelin rail service by TfL and by ATOC and One.

During the Committee session of the 12 October ATOC and One indicated their view that the capacity
of the Javelin service was 14,600 passengers an hour. TfL understands that this assumption is based on
running a service of eight trains per hour with the standard passenger capacity of circa 900 per train, a
loading intended to ensure passenger comfort over longer journeys.

TfL’s Olympic Transport team calculated a capacity of 25,000 passengers per hour based on the ability
to move 12,500 passengers in each direction between St Pancras and Ebbsfleet via Stratford
International Station.

This is accomplished by running 10 trains per hour in each direction, each consisting of 12 coaches
providing a capacity of 1,200 passengers for each train. At peak bump-out times, this capacity is increased
to 12 trains per hour. In addition TfL has assumed the full passenger capacity of 1,200 per train made
possible by the short journey time of seven minutes.

The rolling stock proposed for the Javelin service is the new Hitachi high speed “A” train due to enter
service with on the Integrated Kent Franchise in 2009 with the ability to travel at up to 225 km/h on
the new CTRL line. The trains will be equipped with CCTV, Passenger Information Systems and will
be fully compliant with disability regulations and with European TSI (Technical Specification for
Interoperability) standards.

4. Inclusive Transport for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games

LOCOG, the ODA and the Mayor of London are committed to delivering the most inclusive and
integrated Olympic and Paralympic Games ever. This will in part be achieved by eVecting the smooth
transition between the Olympic and Paralympic Games by providing the same level of spectator and
athlete transport services to both Games, albeit scoped to reflect the diVerent scale of each.

London’s Olympic Transport Strategy was the first to address Paralympic activity as a key element
of its transport strategy during the bid phase for the 2012 Games. This early prioritising and integration
of the inclusion agenda into transport planning together was recognised by the CEO of the International
Paralympic Committee (IPC) as ground-breaking and provided the IPC Board and members with a high
degree of comfort that this key area was truly a high priority for the Host City.

The inclusion agenda at LOCOG is led by a senior manager with over 30 years of Paralympic Games
experience. London 2012 has consulted with a number of disability interest groups both in the preparation
of London’s bid and since the award of the Games through the Disability Sub-Group of the London
2012 Forum. The sub group includes representation from over 20 groups including the RNIB, London
Disability Arts Forum, Greater London Action on Disability, British Dyslexia Association and local
government representatives.
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In addition to this on-going forum LOCOG is working with TfL to establish a working group made
up of disability access experts from across transport industry including transport users’ groups providing
specialist input into transport infrastructure and operation planning. Part of the planning will produce
a detailed access strategy will be developed over the next two years and will include:

— An accessibility audit for each competition and non-competition venue that will inform the
development of Venue Access Plans.

— Development and implementation of a spectator Games Mobility Plan based on the plan for
the 2002 Commonwealth Games in Manchester.

— Personalised travel plan for spectators with disabilities including parking arrangements where
necessary.

24 November 2005
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Wednesday 9 November 2005

Members present:

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Mr David Clelland Mr John Leech
Clive EVord Mr Eric Martlew
Mrs Louise Ellman Mr Lee Scott
Mr Robert Goodwill Graham Stringer

Memorandum submitted by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport
and the Department for Transport

Introduction

1. On 6 July the International Olympic Committee (IOC) announced that London would host the 2012
Olympic and Paralympic Games. This decision was based on a thorough evaluation of the proposals set out
in London’s Candidature File, submitted to the IOC in November 2004, by the IOC and members of its
technical evaluation Commission. The Candidature File set out London’s Transport Plans for the Olympic
and Paralympic Games, which were the culmination of 2° years of work during which these were developed
and refined. The Department for Transport (DfT) and the Department for Culture, Media and Sport
(DCMS) have been involved throughout this process, supporting the work, analysing the plans, scrutinising
the figures and ensuring that the strategy for the Games fit into the Government’s wider transport and
regeneration plans.

Learning from Previous Games

2. We have looked closely at the experience of previous host cities and sought the advice of those who
were involved as we developed our plans for the London Games. Above all, this highlighted that eVective
transport for the Olympics requires:

— clear leadership and direction from the start;

— plans that are realistic and achievable;

— work to start immediately when the decision on the Host city is made;

— close integration between all of the transport providers;

— an appropriately empowered authority to take charge of delivering transport for the Games; and

— a dedicated Olympic route network.

3. These lessons have been a part of our thinking throughout. A dedicated Olympic transport strategy
team is already working within TfL to ensure the transition from planning the Bid to delivery is achieved
smoothly. A week after winning the Bid, the London Olympics Bill was introduced to Parliament and will,
subject to Parliamentary approval, set up an Olympic Delivery Authority. This body will be responsible for
ensuring that transport for the Olympics is delivered.

4. In addition our programme for Olympic Transport is designed so that the major works should be
competed by the end of 2010, allowing 18 months between completion of the necessary transport schemes
and the start of the Games for extensive testing.

Olympic Transport Plans

5. In developing the transport plans for the Olympic and Paralympic Games, our overall objective has
been to provide reliable, safe and secure transport which responds to the needs of all the individuals involved
in the Games, be it as participants or as spectators.

6. London’s transport infrastructure is well developed and supports up to 12 million journeys a day.
Stratford, the site of the Olympic Park, is already a well connected public transport hub and is currently
served by nine railway lines already capable of carrying up to 170,000 passengers an hour. The
Government’s priority for Olympic transport has been to make the best use of London’s existing transport
infrastructure, and those improvements which were planned to be in place by 2012, regardless of the Games
taking place.

7. The Games will benefit from the improvements already committed for London transport. In
particular, the completion of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) will increase the number of railway
lines serving the Olympic park to 10 and provide a high speed link close to the heart of the Olympic zone,
both from central London and Kent. Other improvements which will be in place before 2012 include CTRL
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domestic services, new rolling stock and the modernisation of the tube which include a 45% increase in
Jubilee line capacity, refurbished rolling stock on the District line and step free access from street to platform
for a quarter of all underground stations by 2010. All stations on the Jubilee Line extension were built as
step free, as are all DLR stations.

8. By basing the transport plans around schemes that are already committed, funded and, in many cases,
already under construction, the risks associated with delivering the necessary transport infrastructure by
2012 have been minimised. The plans should therefore provide value for money, and be integrated in the
wider regeneration of the East of London, the Thames Gateway and beyond.

9. The major schemes required for 2012 are the responsibility of Transport for London (TfL)—for tube
and Docklands Light Railway (DLR)—or DfT—for mainline rail. The Government has ensured that all
those schemes needed to support the 2012 Olympics are committed, funded (in the case of TfL’s schemes,
as part of the Spending Review 2004 agreement) and will be completed well before the Games begin.

10. DfT provided guarantees to the IOC for a number of critical background transport schemes,
including all those for mainline rail. These background schemes were committed regardless of the Games
and should not, therefore, require resources to be diverted from other projects. The schemes guaranteed by
DfT include:

— CTRL Domestic service rolling stock.

— Power supply upgrade for South East railway lines.

— The Southern Region New Trains Programme for 2,025 new carriages.

— M25 J12–15 widening and new spur road to Heathrow T5.

11. Although not included in the Bid document, or accompanied by a written guarantee to the IOC, the
Kings Cross Northern Ticket Hall and Western Concourse will also be in place in good time for the 2012
Olympic Games.

12. In addition to the planned and committed work, further specific schemes are needed to help meet the
particular demands of the Games. These will include both temporary enhancements and permanent works
paid for from Olympic funds and in many cases leaving a valuable legacy when the Games are over. The
temporary Olympic schemes include the “Olympic Javelin”, a high speed, high capacity spectator rail service
between Ebbsfleet, Stratford International and St Pancras using CTRL Domestic rolling stock, and
increased service frequencies and longer operational hours on other lines. The permanent works include
capacity improvements to West Ham and Stratford stations and platform and other enhancements on the
North London Line to increase its capacity. When these improvements are in place the total rail capacity
on the 10 railway lines serving the Games will be some 240,000 passengers per hour.

13. It is the intention that spectators will travel to the Games by public transport, cycling or walking. Car
parking at Olympic venues will be reserved for Olympic Family (athletes, media and oYcials), operational
vehicles, and for spectators with disabilities. Park and ride schemes are also under consideration.

14. The capacity of London’s airports already significantly exceeds the requirements of the Olympic
Games and the completion of Heathrow Airport’s Terminal 5 in 2008, will add further capacity.

15. The design of the Olympic Village and venues is intended to minimise the journeys for participants,
and 80% of athletes will live less than 20 minutes travel from their event. Building on the experience of
previous Host Cities, a dedicated Olympic Route Network (ORN) will be put in place to ensure that the
Olympic Family arrive at their events on time. This network will also extend to venues outside of London.
Junctions along the ORN will be managed to improve traYc flows and upgraded traYc signals at junctions
can be used to give priority to Olympic vehicles. This will help make sure that the Olympics run smoothly.

16. Demand for public transport and on the roads in London is consistently reduced by as much as 20%
in August, when the Games will take place. This should help minimise the risk of crowding for Olympic
spectators, any inconvenience to other users, and add resilience to the transport network.

The Sustainable Games

17. The transport plans are also closely aligned to the Government and Mayor’s environmental
objectives. London will host the first ever sustainable Games. The strategy for transport’s contribution
includes; all spectators travelling to venues by public transport, walking or cycling; a low/no emission
Olympic vehicle fleet; an Olympic Park Low Emission Zone; a Carbon oVset programme for international
travel and individualised travel plans as part of integrated ticketing process. The benefits of these proposed
actions include the significant minimisation of carbon dioxide emissions, improvement in air quality and
powerful links to the health agenda.
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Accessibility

18. The London Bid promised to provide accessible transport for athletes, oYcials and spectators for the
Olympic and Paralympic Games and this commitment will be closely integrated into the transport plans.
Again, this will build on planned improvements for transport, such as the commitment that by 2010 there
will be step free access from street to platform for a quarter of all underground stations. In addition almost
all London buses and 22,000 London taxis are already wheelchair accessible.

19. Although we intend for spectators to use public transport to visit the Games, there will be parking at
Olympic venues for those with disabilities. There will also be a free Games Mobility service, modelled on
the successful scheme used for the Manchester Commonwealth Games.

Security

20. Security considerations have been built into the planning of the Bid from the beginning and will
continue to be a central concern. A dedicated Security Directorate within the London Organising
Committee for the Olympic Games (LOCOG) will take responsibility for coordinating tactical and
operational inputs from all the services involved in protecting the Games. The UK Government will create
a Cabinet-level Olympic Security Committee (OSC), to be chaired by the Home Secretary. This will be the
ultimate authority responsible for security matters and the coordinating group for all UK security agencies.
It will be composed of the most senior representatives of the UK security and resilience agencies. The DfT’s
transport security and contingencies directorate (Transec) will also be closely involved with both the overall
security of the Olympic Games and the development of Olympic transport plans.

21. During the Games time the oYcers from the Metropolitan Police, British Transport Police and other
police and security services will work closely with the London TraYc Control Centre to deliver a safe and
secure games environment.

Funding

22. A public funding package of up to £2.375 billion has been agreed between the Government and the
Mayor of London to help meet the costs of delivering the Games. This figure consists of up to £1.5 billion
of Lottery funding, up to £625 million from London council tax and £250 million from the London
Development Agency. Over and above this, the Games operational budget, administered by LOCOG, will
be financed through a combination of ticket sales, marketing and sponsorship, and a contribution through
the IOC from the sale of television rights.

23. The transport plans in the Olympic Transport Strategy are financed as existing commitments, or
through specific Olympic funding. The total cost of the Olympic specific transport schemes to be met from
Olympic funding amounts to some £692 million1 (at second quarter 2004 prices) and includes the capital
schemes, additional operational spend and the Olympic fleet costs. Every transport project included in the
Candidature File was accompanied by a guarantee from the responsible authority.

24. In July 2004 DfT agreed a long term funding settlement with TfL. This agreement, covering the years
2005–06 until 2009–10, recognised that planning for London transport would benefit from greater financial
certainty and that this certainty would support TfL’s intention to make use of prudential borrowing.

25. This agreement enabled the Mayor to publish his five year transport investment strategy, which is
financed through a combination of Government grant to TfL, revenue from fares and other charges and
prudential borrowing. It includes the transport schemes that TfL is funding and has guaranteed to the IOC,
such as the East London Line Extension, the DLR extensions to London City Airport and Woolwich
Arsenal, capacity enhancement on the DLR and bus transit schemes.

Delivery of Olympic Transport

26. The London Olympics Bill was introduced into Parliament on the 14 July 2005 and it provides for
the statutory remit of the public body which will be tasked with delivering the Games. In particular, it

— sets up the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) to deliver public sector obligations for the Games,
principally the necessary venues and infrastructure;

— allows for the appointment of a Director of Olympic Transport, within the ODA, approved by the
Secretary of State;

— requires the ODA to prepare and keep under review an Olympic Transport Plan (OTP). The OTP
will set out the transport plans for the Games and details of how they are to be implemented;

— allows for the designation and enforcement of the Olympic Route Network;

— allows the ODA to co-ordinate the delivery of the transport for the Games;

1 £692 is the total cost of transport for the Olympics. Some £508 million is expected to be met as part of the £2.375 billion public
funding package, with the remainder being met from the Games operational budget.
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— imposes an obligation on various authorities and bodies, all of whom will have been consulted in
the preparation of the OTP, to co-operate with the ODA for the purpose of implementing the OTP
and in particular providing or facilitating transport services in connection with the London
Olympics; and

— Provides for a power of direction over local highway, traYc and street authorities.

The Candidature File stated that within the ODA there would be an Olympic Transport Authority with
responsibility for delivering transport for the Games. This will ensure a streamlined approach in preparing
for and delivering the Games. The transport function will sit within the Olympic Delivery Authority to
ensure a streamlined approach to preparations for and the delivery of the Games.

27. LOCOG will be responsible for planning, organising, staging and monitoring the Olympic Games.
The Olympic Board will oversee the work of the ODA and LOCOG and will comprise the Secretary of State,
the Mayor, the chair of the British Olympic Association and the chair of the LOCOG. This is the ultimate
decision maker and point of accountability

28. DfT will continue to be closely involved in the development and delivery of the transport plans. The
Department aims to ensure that its commitments to the IOC are honoured; the transport projects are
delivered on time and on budget, and are consistent with the Government’s transport policies.

29. This close working arrangement at oYcial level with the ODA, LOCOG and TfL will be supported
by regular ministerial engagement. The Candidature File stated that the ODA will have direct access to the
Secretary of State for Transport for resolving problems, as well as to the Olympic Board.

30. During the design and construction phase the ODA will provide programme management for the
individual Olympic transport schemes. In general we expect the ODA to deliver most of the requirements
of transport for the Olympics through existing transport operators. The major transport schemes will be
delivered through contracts by existing delivery agents such as DLR, Network Rail. After the 2008 Games
in Beijing, the ODA’s transport focus will be on the detailed planning and logistics required for the Games
operations.

31. During Games time, the ODA will be responsible for the day to day management, coordination and
control of Olympic transport operations.

Conclusion

32. The Government is determined to build on London’s successful bid for 2012 Games. We will work
closely with ODA and LOCOG to ensure the Olympic Transport plans are delivered on time and oVer the
best possible value for money.

33. The Government will also work with its partners to ensure that the demands of the Olympic Games
are fully integrated into both local and national transport needs. Transport for the Olympic and Paralympic
Games will meet the needs of the Games themselves and provide longer term improvements which will
benefit the public well after the Games have finished.

September 2005

Witnesses: Mr Richard Caborn, a Member of the House, Minister of State, Department for Culture,
Media and Sport, Ms Karen Buck, a Member of the House, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State,
Mr Ben StaVord, Team Leader 2012 Olympics, Department for Transport, examined.

Q307 Chairman: Minister, may I warmly welcome Mr Clelland: I am a member of Amicus.
Chairman: Gwyneth Dunwoody, ASLEF.you here this afternoon? We are always delighted to

see you and to be graced with two important persons Mrs Ellman: Louise Ellman, member of the
Transport and General Workers’ Union.at the same time is absolutely overwhelming. Can

you identify yourselves for the record? Clive EVord: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union.Mr Caborn: I am Richard Caborn, Minister of Sport

with responsibilities for the Olympics in DCMS with
my Secretary of State. Q308 Chairman: Mr Caborn, are you confident that
Ms Buck: Karen Buck, Department for Transport the arrangements for transport will meet the
and I have responsibility for London in this context. requirements of the Olympics Family?
Mr StaVord: Ben StaVord, Department for Mr Caborn: I think so. We are trying to work
Transport, with particular responsibilities for through the ODA. As you probably know, the
Olympic transport. passage of the Bill is well underway now. The report
Chairman: Are there any Members who wish to and third reading should be hopefully later this
declare an interest? month and inside that the ODA will have
Graham Stringer: I am a member of Amicus. responsibility for the Olympic transport plan. The

bulk of that was part of the chapter on transport sentMr Martlew: I am a member of Transport and
General and the General and Municipal, and I have to the IOC and within that we believe it has been well

thought out, costed and is deliverable.a flat in Greenwich.
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9 November 2005 Mr Richard Caborn MP, Ms Karen Buck MP and Mr Ben Stafford

Q309 Chairman: You do not think there is any Mr Caborn: On the Olympic Board?
danger of any confusion between the two
departments? Q314 Chairman: Yes.
Mr Caborn: No. We are working extremely well Mr Caborn: I would not have thought so because
together. That was well drawn down in our you would have every Secretary of State there as
presentation to the IOC when they were here, doing well. It would be transport, security, the Home
the evaluation. Along with the Department for OYce and you would have every Secretary of State
Transport and other departments and ODPM we on the Olympic Board.
are working very closely together. Once the ODA
is up and running, we will be able to announce the Q315 Chairman: Not quite. If you do not get the
chair of that in the next two or three weeks. There Olympic transport right, you are not exactly going
were something like 27,000 hits on the website for to find it simple to run the Olympics, are you?
that job so it was well coveted. Mr Caborn: The structure I have just outlined is

one that we believe, with the professionals working
through the ODA, with responsibility for the
transport plan, we have right in terms of the quality

Q310 Chairman: I hope they did not all follow up and, in the accountability structure, we believe we
with applications. have addressed all these issues, making sure it
Mr Caborn: No. Hopefully, we could get that up comes back to Parliamentary select committees of
and running in the early part of next year and that this nature.
will be able to focus very much on the development
and delivery of the responsibility of the ODA.

Q316 Graham Stringer: At the first session we had
on the Olympics we had London and Continental
Railways here and they told us that they hoped to
reach an amicable agreement with the LondonQ311 Chairman: Is the Secretary of State for
Development Agency about land over which theyTransport on the Olympic Board?
have development rights. Recently we have read inMr Caborn: No. The composition is that there are
The Evening Standard that those talks have brokenthree shareholders, the Mayor’s OYce, the
down. Is that the case?government through DCMS and the British
Mr Caborn: No. Those talks never broke down. InOlympic Association. In that there are two
the report at third reading of the Olympic Billcompanies. One is LOCOG which is delivering the
which will come before Parliament hopefully in theGames and there is the ODA which is dealing with
next few weeks, there are a number of land issuesthe construction and the transport. This was well
coming out of the woodwork. There is an issue onadvised when Tessa Jowell and I visited a number
allotments which has been a diYculty. We haveof cities that had hosted Olympics. We asked the
also found a covenant that says you cannot buildsimple question: what would you do diVerently if
sports facilities, which was not very helpful. Part ofyou were to do it again? Some were very generous
the amendments we are putting into the Olympicwith the advice they gave based upon that.
Bill will have to deal with land and there is alsoMistakes had been made and we were able to draw
the problem that Mr Stringer has referred to. Youtogether a structure that very clearly, in simple
cannot serve a CPO on Crown land. That land wasterms, had three sets of disciplines. One, to win the
owned by the Department for Transport andGames; second, to deliver the major construction
therefore there have been discussions with LCRprogramme including transport; third, to deliver
through the LDA to come to an amicablethe Games, three distinct skill sets. We have
arrangement.incorporated all of that within the structure I have

just described. Over arching the two companies,
Q317 Chairman: Do you think we could haveLOCOG and the ODA, there will be a programme
fewer initials?monitoring committee which eVectively will be an
Mr Caborn: The London Development Agency hasearly warning system if we are oV time or budget.
the responsibility at the moment to negotiate onWe believe we have a very compact, competent and
land issues with London and Continental Railways,focused structure to deliver the whole project.
who are main owners of that chunk of land at
Stratford. What we are in the process of doing is
to move that land from Crown to English
Partnerships. You could then serve a CPO but I canQ312 Chairman: Who are the Olympic Delivery
assure Mr Stringer that as late as four o’clock lastAuthority and the Olympic Transport Authority
night the LDA and the LCR had just about comeaccountable to?
to an agreement. The best way forward for allMr Caborn: To the Olympic Board and, via my
parties here is to have an agreement and I am verySecretary of State—I am on that board—back to
hopeful that that will be arrived at, probably in theParliament.
next 24 hours.

Q318 Graham Stringer: The consortium leader of
London and Continental said he was shocked,Q313 Chairman: Would it not be logical to have

the Secretary of State for Transport there with you? amazed and deeply disappointed and went on to
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describe the actions of the LDA as being comes to looking at the subsidy that London and
Continental Railways are looking at for runningincomprehensible, in a press statement. That

position has been modified, has it? the trains through the Channel Tunnel?
Ms Buck: I do not think I can add anything to whatMr Caborn: There is always a diYculty when one

starts negotiating through the columns of the press. I have already said. That is a wider and bigger issue
that you are asking me, not necessarily to do withThese are very sensitive land issues and the less they

are seen through the press the better. I do not know the delivery of the Olympic transport plan.
about that particular comment. All I know is a bit
of goodwill has been shown and the political will Q324 Graham Stringer: It is to do with the
and I hope, in the next 24 hours, it will be resolved. expenditure of a great deal of public money and

London and Continental possibly trying to take
Q319 Graham Stringer: Can you describe to us advantage of it. I would have thought in the public
what is going to happen? As I understood what you interest we should all be interested or concerned
said, the Department for Transport is going to sell about that. Are you concerned that London and
or pass over the land to English Partnerships. Is Continental on the one hand are saying, “Give us
that right? lots of subsidy” and, on the other hand are saying,
Mr Caborn: That is one solution but if the LDA “We have an opportunity to use this strip of land
come to agreement with LCR then the agreement and we will rip oV the public sector”? Does that
will be a voluntary agreement between the LDA concern you?
and the LCR. Mr Caborn: It would concern anybody but we

cannot add to what we said. If the Committee
wants that information in camera, because it willQ320 Graham Stringer: Are you privy to the
be commercially sensitive, we will try to make suredetailed cost of that to the LDA?
the Committee is fully furnished with the facts.Mr Caborn: No.

Q321 Graham Stringer: Does it concern you that Q325 Chairman: We need a detailed note from the
London and Continental are looking for about a department because we questioned London and
quarter of a billion pounds’ worth of subsidy at the Continental Railways about this. It is in our
present time and that they may well be looking for records and freely available. They said there was
extra subsidy for development rights which were currently an issue and they talked about £9 million.
given to them by the government for nothing when You will understand that whatever money goes into
this land was handed over to them? the transport system it will be a matter of interest
Mr Caborn: I am not privy to those negotiations. to this Committee where that money is coming
That is a matter for the LDA and LCR. I have no from—that is to say, the Department for
doubt if those questions are to be raised they will Transport—what it is being spent on and how it is
be highly commercially confidential. I am sure we being spent. Perhaps someone would like to give us
will try to get those if it is at all possible, if it is a very detailed note in the next three or four days,
germane to your inquiry. particularly if you reach some kind of agreement. I

think the Committee would like to know what it is.
Ms Buck: Absolutely. The department’s aim is toQ322 Graham Stringer: It is primarily about
ensure that we are protected financially in thesetransport to the Olympics. Can I ask the Transport
negotiations.Minister whether she is happy about the quarter of
Chairman: Since we are part of the “we”, all we area billion subsidy going into London and
saying to you is if we are talking in millions hereContinental Railways and the fact that they are
the Committee will be taking an interest.using a very strong negotiating position to take out

extra public money? Does she have a view on this?
Ms Buck: I am not sure I can add much to what Q326 Mrs Ellman: What is the government doing
Mr Caborn has said. There is a negotiation going to ensure that unemployed people in the inner
on at the moment and that is proceeding London constituencies are able to take advantage
constructively and well. We very much hope that of the jobs that are going to be available because of
measures which are available as a fallback do not all the construction work that is now taking place?
have to come into play. The Department for Mr Caborn: That was raised as late as last Monday
Transport is completely engaged in that. We are at the Olympic Board and the LDA are taking
working in partnership across government responsibility for coordinating across government
departments to make sure that is delivered. We are departments and other agencies. I think you are
also seeking to make sure that our departmental absolutely right. This has been one of the
position is protected in that. benchmarks that this will be judged against, as to

whether we can upskill some of the workforce.
They are trained in some areas but the point wasQ323 Graham Stringer: I understand if you are not

briefed but can I try and put the question the other made on Monday that we want the construction
training to start yesterday, not tomorrow. I hopeway round? If it turns out that London and

Continental and their commercial partners have that by the early part of next year we will have a
training agency inside the ODA that will train nottaken a huge chunk of public money because they

were fortuitously given this site, will you as just on transport but right across the whole
spectrum of skills needs. Construction is the bigTransport Minister take this into account when it
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issue at the moment and that is what we are focused Q331 Mrs Ellman: Is there any assurance that all
buses serving the Olympic and Paralympic venueson now. Indeed, we are trying to move that
outside London meet the public service vehicleforward. It was the subject of quite a lengthy
requirements?discussion of the Board on Monday.
Ms Buck: We are expecting all of London’s buses
to be wheelchair accessible by 2006 so the timescale

Q327 Mrs Ellman: Who is going to be responsible should be very comfortably in advance of the
for delivery? There have been examples in other Olympics. That is being factored in right across the
regeneration areas where companies contracted to board in these schemes.
do work claim that it is unlawful for them to take
steps to employ local labour, even if they are Q332 Chairman: Outside London I think Mrs
trained. Ellman said. You realise that the events are not just
Mr Caborn: We are looking at the contracts that within London?
will be let through the ODA. The ODA is not up Ms Buck: Absolutely. The issue of delivery of
and running yet but hopefully it will be very early particularly wheelchair accessible vehicles is
next year. They are looking at how they can factor absolutely essential. It is the Paralympics.
into it the need to employ local labour, to upskill Therefore, for the specific spectator services, the
that. What is not clear is the vehicle in which that answer is yes.
will be done, whether it is better to have a collective
nature of that or whether you leave it to the Q333 Mrs Ellman: The current regulations do not
individual employer to train. That is one of the enforce there being clearly visible information
things that is being looked at now; also, to bring systems. Are the regulations going to be changed
together the agencies that are responsible for or are other steps going to be taken to make sure
training. I hope that will be crystallised by the early that happens?
part of next year. There is a report coming back to Ms Buck: In the planning for transport delivery
the Board before the end of this calendar year and right across the board, it is not just a question of
hopefully action will be taken in the early part of ensuring wheelchair accessibility. Structure is the
next year. They will be responsible to a large extent most diYcult part of it. There is a whole range of
to the ODA and they will be writing that into the measures that are being factored into a range of
contracts in the early part of next year. transport delivery, including buses and stations

which would include various forms of providing
information for people with visual impairment,

Q328 Mrs Ellman: Who is going to undertake the tactile markings and so forth to make sure that
skills training? people with a range of diVerent disabilities will
Mr Caborn: The LDA at the moment are taking have the services to meet their needs.
the lead responsibility for setting the organisation.
The delivery of that, in terms of the contracts let, Q334 Mrs Ellman: Are the public service vehicle
will be the ODA and they will be overseeing that access regulations going to be modified to make it
once they take full responsibility for the operation compulsory to do that or is it being addressed in a
of the Olympic plan. diVerent way?

Mr StaVord: We are not planning on modifying the
regulations specifically but as far as OlympicQ329 Mrs Ellman: Is any specific minister going to
transport is concerned we do expect the vehicles totake an interest in this area?
be used to be as compliant and as up to date asMr Caborn: It will come back to the Olympic
they can possibly be.Board. If it is necessary to come back to politicians,

it will come back via the route of the ODA to the
Q335 Mrs Ellman: What does that mean inOlympic Board which the Secretary of State and I
practice? Who is going to judge that?sit on.
Mr StaVord: The Olympic transport team as part
of the Olympic Delivery Authority, as part of their

Q330 Mrs Ellman: Could you tell me why the overriding mission, will make sure that transport
Disabled Persons’ Transport Advisory Committee for spectators and Olympic Family members is as
is not a statutory consultee? accessible as possible.
Mr Caborn: As many of you know, the problem is
putting things on the face of the Bill. Do you want Q336 Chairman: Why do you not have it in the
a long list of people? The ODA have to consult all regulations? Then you would not to have all this,
reasonable bodies and if that did not happen and would you?
we did think it necessary the Secretary of State has Mr StaVord: I cannot answer that. I think the
powers inside the Bill to direct the ODA to consult. regulations were designed before we knew the
I have no reason to believe that the ODA would Olympics were coming.
not consult. I think they would be very foolish if
they did not consult. It is not an omission; it is just Q337 Chairman: Oddly enough in this House we
do you put all this on the face of the Bill. I can are quite flexible. We are always amending things.
assure you we have powers to intervene if it is You can amend regulations. If 30% of the bus fleet

outside London is able to comply with thesethought necessary.
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regulations, if it is not specifically stated, what needing a massive workforce to complete your
transport projects. That is absolutely integral to theguarantees do you have that the buses being used

will be compliant? You tell us you think they are way this transport delivery has been planned. It is
phased over a very long period of time and it isworried about it and they hope, as far as possible,

to do that. That is not very good, is it? primarily utilising a transport investment
programme that was already planned forMr StaVord: I can be slightly firmer on that in the

sense that around the Olympic venues the aim very London’s benefit.
clearly is to make sure that there is accessible
transport for everybody who needs it. While it is Q341 Mr Martlew: If I can go back to the Jubilee
not my position to be able to give a guarantee for Line and the Dome, because there was a deadline,
the rest of the country, where it comes to specific there was a cost over-run and the people working
Olympic venues and specific Olympic transport on the line knew it had to be completed. There is
serving these, it is our overriding aim to make sure a concern already. Transport construction costs are
that it is compliant. In this case that would be rising and we will be in a situation where, because
ahead of the date set in the regulations as they are. we need to have it ready by the Olympics, the costs

will even rise further. If that is the case, who is
Q338 Mr Martlew: I would not like to see the buses going to pay for this?
that were compliant taken oV the normal routes to Ms Buck: It is a question of phasing in the
disadvantage my constituents and others just so construction of those improvements over the
that people going to the Olympics could view them. course of a very long time. There has been a recent
It is diYcult but I understand the problem. report by a team of quantity surveyors looking at
Ms Buck: I think it is entirely possible to look at that issue and the possibility of pressures as a
what operational changes you can make in the consequence of the programme. It concluded that,
system if you are looking at the use of particular for exactly the reasons I have outlined, that is not
types of vehicle. Of course it is possible to redeploy any significant risk. On the Jubilee Line, you have
particular types of vehicles to serve those purposes. the seventh car upgrade this Christmas. You have
We would not necessarily be able to make an up to 45% increase in capacity on the Jubilee
structural changes in the physical infrastructure of Line by 2009 and a programme of improvements
every station, although clearly we aim to do that rolling through year by year from now on. That
as far as possible. does make a very fundamental diVerence. To

compare that with the Dome would be
fundamentally misleading.Q339 Mr Martlew: On the question of skills, the
Mr Caborn: We visited a lot of cities that had runreality and the evidence is that there is likely to be
the Olympics and they said, first of all, get the land,a demand for the skills for building the transport
get planning. What you do in the first two years ofinfrastructure. I am not sure that you are going to
running the Games is absolutely cruciallyget them by just training people in the inner city.
important to the delivery seven years down the line.There are problems in inner London. I am not
That is why on 14 July we introduced the Olympicsdenying that there is high unemployment. Is not the
Bill which had been drafted even before 6 July,reality that you are almost going to have to build
before we won the bid. We have been working withan Olympic village for the workforce that comes
the LDA to make sure that we acquire the land. Ifrom all over the world to build this particular new
give credit to all the local authorities in that areainfrastructure?
because we got outline planning well before we hadMs Buck: The strength of the transport programme
won the Olympics. We had put quite a lot of thisis that so much of it is not Olympic specific. We
in place even before we knew the decision on 6 July.built an Olympic plan on a programme of transport
I think that will pay a lot of dividends because weimprovements which were happening anyway and
do not want to get into crisis, when we get to thewhich are scheduled to happen in many cases.
end date in 2012. The classic example of that wasSome of the key provisions of Olympic delivery are
Athens when they had some real diYculties thatbeginning this Christmas. For example, some of the
cost huge amounts of money because it got intoadditions to the Jubilee Line in London. We are
crisis management. We are determined not to doincreasing the provision of transport from now
that. That is why we have done what we have done.until 2012 with the major programmes scheduled to
That is what the ODA is there for. That is whatcome in no later than 18 months before 2012. What
LOCOG is there for.you have in there is the capacity to deploy the

resource eVectively for your construction work
over a seven year period. That does a great deal to Q342 Mr Martlew: You have not answered the
reduce the skill bottlenecks. question about who is going to pay if it does over-

run. I have declared an interest that I live in
Greenwich. The transport system from that part ofQ340 Mr Martlew: Does that say that we are not

going to be bringing people in from abroad? London is very good in comparison with many
constituencies in the country. How do you justifyMs Buck: If you look at all the major construction

projects that are going on all over the country, of improving it even more just for the Olympics?
Ms Buck: The overwhelming bulk of the transportcourse you are using skills, some of which are being

brought in from abroad. We are not looking at a package—I can hear snorting from Mr EVord—in
the Olympic bid comprised proposals thatscenario where in 2011–12 you are going to be
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improved transport provision anyway. On top of underpins the argument that this is a phased
delivery of projects which means that skillsthat, there is a layer of specific Olympic funded

modifications which are running—additional trains bottlenecks are not likely to be on the scale that
you are fearing.and so forth—to deliver the spectators to the

Games.

Q346 Clive EVord: Mr Martlew is in the peculiar
Q343 Mr Clelland: Regarding what the Minister position of having lived in my constituency and
said about some of these transport infrastructure now lives in the north of Greenwich. He now enjoys
projects being underway anyway, regardless of the far better transport links than he experienced in my
Olympics, one of the great benefits of the Olympics, constituency. The peninsula, for instance, at
we have all been told, is that it will create a huge Greenwich is going to be a major construction site
number of jobs in construction over the period. We and it is going to prove a number of venues for the
have heard what has been said about retraining Olympics. If you were to leave the Dome today—
etc., but what danger is there that we will see, in we have had the Jubilee Line at north Greenwich
so far as this country is concerned, let alone people for more than five years—you could get to St
coming from abroad, a drain on skills in John’s Wood and be in your comfortable flat in
construction in the regions? How will that aVect the St John’s Wood overlooking Lords Cricket
regions over the period? Ground by public transport more quickly than you
Mr Caborn: One of the big construction projects, could get to the high street in my constituency in
just under £5 billion, is now coming to an end and the same borough as the Dome. That, to me, is an
that is terminal five. Some of the skilled personnel absolute disgrace. We are investing an enormous
employed there could well be coming over to start amount of money in large infrastructure projects
on this construction. I was talking to CITB and but what are we doing to widen out the benefits of
they told me it would only increase by about 2.5%, those projects so that people from my
the workforce in construction, over the period constituency—I am in the peculiar position that I
because of the vast amount of work that is already can see this because I am just on the edge of the
going on, which is huge in terms of that investment. Thames Gateway development area—can access
This is one of the issues we have taken up. We the jobs now, the construction jobs that are going
believe in upskilling. There are massive pockets of on now that they need to access to benefit from this
unemployment in the East End of London. We are regeneration? What are we doing about that?
trying to get into those pockets to retrain and train. Ms Buck: You are a fearless champion of improved
That is what we are trying to do through the transport access to south east London. That is in
London Development Agency. danger of straying beyond the Olympics into how

do we improve transport in south east London.
That is part of the transport for London generalQ344 Mr Clelland: If the construction costs because
planning of improving accessibility across theof the Olympics do rise in terms of transport, how
capital. We know, do we not, that that is exactlyis this going to aVect local transport plans? Will
why we were very pleased to be able to deliver thethey still be adequately funded? There may be some
investment programme to the Mayor. There arelocal transport plans related to the Olympics.
parts of London, of which south east London isMs Buck: If you are asking me: if there is a cost
probably the top, and parts of east London whereover-run despite everything that has been built in
the Olympics are going to be sited, which arein terms of bearing down on costs, which I feel
extraordinarily badly connected for a modernabsolutely confident about, will that lead to a
capital city. So much of what is going on in termswithdrawal of money from your constituency, the
of the DLR extension, the upgrading of the Eastanswer is no. There was a contingency built in, as
London Line and the North London Line, is aboutthere would always be for any scheme of this size,
improving transport links into an area which,and underlying that there is a memorandum of
although it is inner London, as you say with yourunderstanding which ensures that, in the event of
example, could be hundreds of miles away in termscost over-run, it would be shared between the
of how hard it is to connect.Mayor and the National Lottery fund.

Q345 Mr Clelland: I was not asking so much about Q347 Clive EVord: As you know, this is an issue
that gets under my skin more than most. The factthe normal, standard, local transport plans that

local authorities develop but plans that they might is that the legacy of the Olympic Games is a large
part of the bid. The Olympic Committee looked forspecifically have to develop in order to get enough

transport because of their involvement with the sustainability. At the same time as we are seeing
this regeneration taking place before our very eyesOlympics, these training camps etc.

Ms Buck: So much of this is building on a transport now—and we would be foolish not to welcome all
the large infrastructure projects that we areplan which was underway already. The Mayor of

London is underway with a £10 billion, five year investing in, in that part of London; I accept that
they are necessary—if they are not immediatelytransport investment programme. So much of what

is being put into the Olympics is already part of accessible, how do we think that second phase
through to make sure that even now, before thesethat, or indeed some of the other transport

infrastructure like the Channel Tunnel Rail Link infrastructure projects are completed, people can
travel to the Thames Gateway are where there arewhich is due to be completed in 2007, which further
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large amounts of employment opportunities? What programme to make sure that we did not have dust
and lorries at critical places and at critical timesare we doing to address that now, talking to TFL

about bus routes etc? during the Games.
Ms Buck: I cannot say to you that I am conscious
of there being a TFL or pre-Olympic plan for Q353 Mr Goodwill: In relation to the Arup report,
specific transport programmes to deliver people I am sure you are being very wise in drawing
from, say, south east London to the jobs in the lessons from Athens where there was a lot of very
major infrastructure projects and to the Olympics. tacky paint around at the start of the Olympics and
If that is something that you feel is a very distinct cost over-runs, for example, in relation to the
gap and you are conscious of there being estates or Dome or dare I mention the World Student Games
neighbourhoods that a particular small, transport in SheYeld. The Arup report is a report that this
programme— Committee has consistently tried to get hold of and

we have only so far had the executive summary. Is
Q348 Chairman: I do not think the point is being it that this report is now past its sell-by date and no
made about a specific estate. The point being made longer relevant? If so, is it possible we could have a
is that that part of London needs to have eYcient timetable in terms of reaching particular targets by
transport links. particular dates and the budgeting, because you
Ms Buck: Of course. I completely agree. We have already mentioned the possibility of cost over-runs.
a programme of major infrastructure projects and, I think most people rather expect the Olympics to
try as we might, we cannot bring them forward. over-run. We need to have an early indication if

that is likely to happen.
Q349 Chairman: You have just been telling us how Mr Caborn: It is a DCMS report. We will try and
well you are coordinated. All we require is a clear give you as much information as possible. If we
statement of how those coordinations are going to give you the full report, there is a lot of confidential
work beyond the immediate rather projected, information in it but I have no doubt there are rules
tightly controlled Olympic areas. about who can have access to that. If it is germane
Ms Buck: We will take that point away to see if to your inquiry, we will try and give as much
there is something we can look at in conjunction information as possible to you.
with the LDA of particular interest in terms of
skills and employment.

Q354 Chairman: We would like the answer to why,Chairman: Perhaps you would give us a note on
when you were asked under the Freedom ofthat too.
Information Act for access, you said that you had
not decided whether it was in the public interest to

Q350 Mr Scott: Do you think it is possible for release the information. Have you come to that
Crossrail construction to take place at the same conclusion yet?
time as the other Olympic transport projects? Mr Caborn: No. We are currently still examining
Ms Buck: Yes. Crossrail was never part of the the report as to whether the information might be
Olympics delivery plan. The earliest that Crossrail released into the public domain.
would be delivered is 2013. Knowing that as we do
and having as detailed specification on construction

Q355 Chairman: You would be prepared to oVer itworks as we have, we are absolutely confident that,
to us on the basis of confidentiality?should that go ahead, the two can be delivered
Mr Caborn: I will take that away and I think wetogether.
will be able to accommodate the Committee in
that sense.Q351 Mr Clelland: Do you think that the eVects of

the Crossrail project in terms of its construction,
dust, pollution and everything else, will aVect the Q356 Mr Goodwill: The second question relates to
Games? a perception which is emerging certainly in
Ms Buck: No. The team of people delivering and Yorkshire—it may well be round the country as
planning Crossrail are looking at the transport well—which is linking, for example, the
infrastructure projects which, for the most part, are cancellation of a road project in my constituency
within TFL and the major construction projects on or the cancellation of the Leeds super tram scheme
the CTRL, are very conscious of how these schemes to the Olympics. Could our Transport Minister
would need to interact should those construction comment on this because it does seem that certainly
projects be running alongside one another. the regional press are latching on to this. Is there

any truth in these worries?
Ms Buck: There really is not any truth in it. TheQ352 Mr Clelland: We will have huge boring

machines boring tunnels. There is going to be a Olympics transport plan has been fully costed,
assessed in its own right and very much of it ishuge amount of dust and waste carried about all

over the place while the Games are going on, is already in plans which build on existing projects:
the CTRL, the transport for London’s ten yearthere not?

Ms Buck: I have absolutely no doubt whatsoever delivery plan. That is not in any way influencing
the delivery of projects in other parts of thethat, were we to be at a critical point of Crossrail

construction during the time that the sports are country. Each major programme in other regions
or if they were to be in London would need to standgoing on, it would be possible to work out a
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on its own merit and demonstrate value for money Q361 Chairman: Which ones?
Mr Caborn: The London Met will haveamongst other objectives. The budgets for that are

separate and ring fenced away from the Olympics. responsibilities for their patch and, as we saw in
Manchester with a similar event of this nature, they
were supported by other forces on security. Our

Q357 Mr Leech: Would you not accept though that security forces helped very much in Sydney and we
there is a public perception that schemes chaired the security committee in Athens so we
throughout the country including Metrolink in have a tremendous amount of expertise in that
Greater Manchester, for instance—the £900 million area.
was considered to be too expensive—yet when
a scheme in London comes along something Q362 Chairman: Is that an allocated securitylike Crossrail for instance, that is going to cost

budget?10 billion or a round figure like that, that is
Mr Caborn: Not to my knowledge. It will be in theconsidered perfectly reasonable? Money appears to
normal security budget.be being thrown at London transport initiatives but

not at ones throughout the regions.
Q363 Chairman: You would expect it to come outMs Buck: There is now and has always been a
of what is cheerfully called LOCOG’s budget?healthy and creative tension between London and
Mr Caborn: I am told that the government willthe regions.
establish a Cabinet-level Olympic security
committee (OST) chaired by the Home Secretary.

Q358 Chairman: You will not mind if those of us This will be the ultimate authority responsible for
who are not part of that regard that as a slightly security matters and the coordinating group for all
sophisticated interpretation of everything goes to UK security agencies. The OST will be composed
the south east and the rest of us get the crumbs. of the most senior representatives of UK security

agencies, including TRANSEC. A dedicatedMs Buck: Those are your words, not mine. I do
accept that perception is there. I do not accept that security directive within LOCOG will be

responsible for tactical and operational inputs fromperception is real. As a government, we have two
duties to run alongside each other, one of which is all the services involved in protecting the Games.
to make the best use of the opportunities for
economic growth, which include the role London Q364 Chairman: That still does not answer the
and the south east have as drivers in the economy; question I asked you about budget because
and, secondly and very explicitly, to grow the TRANSEC presumably has an existing budget
economy in the regions. Transport has a critical which we shall be talking to them about in relation
role in that which is why this summer we to security. Is there any extra money being
announced the indicative allocations for the major allocated to it? What arrangements are you making
projects for the regions which include the transport, to ensure that all the security agencies are going to
housing and economic development resources. I am work in proper coordination?
conscious of the fact that Londoners and people Mr Caborn: It will come under the Secretary of
living in the regions always feel, possibly not State in terms of policy. In terms of operational
unreasonably, that there should always be more matters, they will come under—
done.

Q365 Chairman: None of these committees has
asked you for any money?Q359 Mr Leech: Is it not the case that, if Crossrail
Mr Caborn: At the moment, there is 200 millionwere suddenly to jump from ten billion to 14 or 15
towards the cost of specific security connectedbillion, you would still be looking to fund that,
to the venues. The Olympic budget includes somewhereas other schemes that have suddenly become
200 million towards the cost specifically of Olympicmore expensive have been cancelled?
security connected to the venues. 2012 is still someMs Buck: At the moment, we are examining ways
way oV in security terms and therefore to put ain which Crossrail can be funded and the basis of
specific budget down at this stage would be verythe cost profile we have. If that changed, who
diYcult indeed. We do not know what theknows?
prevailing circumstances will be. We do not knowMr Scott: Just to redress the balance, as a London
what the level of security will be in 2012. All we canconstituency MP obviously welcoming Crossrail, as
say with certainty is that we have the skills, which isyou quite rightly said, there is no funding there at
acknowledged internationally, and in terms ofthe moment. There is still a question mark for how
building security into the venues there has been anit is going to be funded. This service, which
allocation of £200 million in the budget to date.admittedly we are not here to discuss today, is vital

as a cross-London link.
Q366 Chairman: How are you going to reassure the
general public that they are going to be totally safe

Q360 Chairman: Who is going to be in overall from any kind of terrorism during the Games?
charge of security for the Olympic Games? Mr Caborn: It is very diYcult to give absolute
Mr Caborn: The security services in London. The security and an absolute guarantee but our
authorities here in London will have control over expertise in that area is acknowledged

internationally. That is why we were called on inthat.
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Sydney and Athens. The expertise is there to make M25. It will link in with plans for park and ride
schemes and allow people to from areas aroundpeople as safe as humanly possible. I believe we

have that at our disposal and we will be the M25.
Mr StaVord: This is not factored into the Olympicdeploying it.
transport plans at the moment, as they have been
developed so far, but if anything like that would beQ367 Chairman: Are you still committed to
very useful it would be as and when it exists.spending £17 billion, which you talk about in the

candidature file, on London’s transport before
Q373 Clive EVord: Can I ask in addition about2012?
potential park and ride schemes? There is one IMs Buck: There is a figure of 11.5 billion in the bid
believe planned potentially for the A2 and one forwhich was the sum of spending on all of the
the M11, around the M25. How far have wetransport schemes for the Olympic bid and a wider
progressed on those schemes?figure, which has slightly changed since then, which
Ms Buck: My understanding is that we do not haveis £18 billion or $30 billion as it was at the time,
an absolute final, fixed location for the park andwhich was the total public funding for all London
rides but they are provisional options. We are stilltransport facilities.
a little way from absolutely, definitively concluding
the arrangements for park and ride.

Q368 Chairman: $30 billion?
Ms Buck: $30 billion was in the bid document Q374 Clive EVord: Is the ODPM involved in those
which was what was then the total spending in discussions from the perspective of wanting to
London, apart from main line rail, which is not the ensure that the travelling public from around that
Olympics budget. Out of that there was an Olympic area have a good experience in getting to and from
transport scheme which was $11.5 billion. the Games?

Ms Buck: Absolutely.
Q369 Chairman: Do you envisage any changes in

Q375 Clive EVord: Can you tell us whether thethese figures?
Thameslink box is going to be brought into use?Ms Buck: It has been slightly superseded by the
Ms Buck: We are still actively considering how weMayor’s five year transport plan which was on the
could bring the Thameslink box forward. It is notbasis of the last spending review. That will have
a listed item in the Olympic delivery plans.increased slightly over that five year period.

Q376 Chairman: You are saying that you are stillQ370 Chairman: Have you given any constructive considering the funding of the Thameslink box?suggestions to anyone about the carrying of Ms Buck: Yes.aggregates and waste on water?
Ms Buck: I believe that is being considered. There

Q377 Chairman: Is it not clear that you cannot runis a very strong awareness of the need to make these
an eYcient transport system without this particularGames sustainable. The Mayor has said that these
development?will be the first sustainable Games. Critical to that
Ms Buck: It is not part of the Olympic deliveryis how we handle issues like waste. I am a
plan. For the purpose of what we are discussingpassionate believer in using the water ways. I think
today—the canals are hugely underused resources for

business purposes. Although I do not think we are
Q378 Chairman: This Committee has been to lookyet in a position to say exactly what would be done,
at the site and the new station. It is pretty clear toI am sure the waterways are part of that
most of us that if the Thameslink box is not sortedpreplanning.
before all this starts you are not going to be able
to run an eYcient transport system. Indeed, some

Q371 Chairman: It is important because Newham of us have reservations about the ability of the
have said they thought it would be diYcult because existing site to carry 12,000 people an hour, which
the River Lea was tidal, but there has been a we are told it is going to be able to do. You do not
suggestion that a new lock could solve some of that. consider this is part of the transport system?
Ms Buck: I cannot tell you definitively how that is Ms Buck: It is not part of the Olympic list of
going to be done and on which canals or rivers you specific schemes.
would seek to move waste, but the principle is
accepted. If there is going to be genuine Q379 Chairman: Even though the trains that are
sustainability, that has to be very much part of it. needed for the Olympics will not run eYciently

unless this particular problem is sorted?
Ms Buck: The list of schemes that were deemedQ372 Clive EVord: Can I ask about the orbital
necessary and put to the IOC for eVective deliverycoach service around the M25? Do you think that
of transport—has a role to play in the arrangements for transport

for the Games? I can see you are at a loss. This is
an orbital scheme, part of the multimodal study, Q380 Chairman: Do you want to look at this?

Ms Buck: It is being looked at on a very activewhere there is an orbital coach system that will stop
at junctions and interchanges and go round the basis.
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Q381 Chairman: Once you have stopped looking at Ms Buck: Whether it is a travelator or other
“mechanised link”, as it is described in the planningall these things, you will give us a little note as to

what conclusions you have reached? Mr StaVord, permission, is to be negotiated between Union
Railways and the London Borough of Newham.you are going to have the joyous task of writing

this note. Do you want to tell us what is going to We think yes that the DLR extension will provide
us with what we need to meet those needs at thebe in it?

Mr StaVord: As the Minister said, the department stations.
is looking very closely at it.

Q389 Mr Clelland: So we do not need a travelator?
Q382 Chairman: I think we have taken on board Ms Buck: We do not believe that the travelator is
that the department is having a wonderful time, an essential part of delivering the Olympic
looking at all sorts of diYcult problems. We are provision at Stratford Station.
just boring; we want to know what the solutions
are. Q390 Chairman: Why do you think then it was
Mr StaVord: Clearly one solution is that you originally in the planning permission?
actually build the thing before 2012. Ms Buck: Discussions—

Q383 Chairman: That indeed would be a solution. Q391 Chairman: Forgive me, if the Department has
Indeed not building it would also be a solution, but concluded it is no longer necessary I am sure you
of the diVerent kind! have done that on the basis of very careful and
Mr StaVord: I should have said it would have been most expert advice. Why do you think it is no
the best solution. longer necessary?

Ms Buck: The issue is whether this is essential for
Q384 Chairman: Perhaps that is better. the Olympics and the answer is no it is not essential,
Mr StaVord: Just to clarify what the Minister was we think.
saying, in the run-up to preparing the bid the
Thameslink box was not a scheme which was Q392 Chairman: So people can stagger the 400
included in the bid as such. metres in some way?

Ms Buck: There are genuine questions about how
Q385 Chairman: At that time. However, you have a travelator would operate and whether it is the
now looked at it in great length and in great depth right way to provide that link and those discussions
and you have concluded— are on-going and will continue to be on-going. I do
Mr StaVord: At the time TfL modelled carefully not have a fixed view about how that should be
whether you could run the Javelin service and the delivered in terms of the stations generally. All I
other services around King’s Cross without it and can say to you is we do not believe it is necessary
they found that you could. However, as you can for the Olympics.
probably imagine, you are not necessarily going to Mr Clelland: Eurostar currently have considered
have the best possible experience, and there we are not opening the international station until 2009
looking very carefully at whether or not— when the Docklands Light Railway line is built. Is

that something the Minister finds acceptable?
Q386 Chairman: That is one way of describing it
but people might put it in rather more Anglo- Q393 Chairman: Mr StaVord?
Saxon terms. Mr StaVord: I am afraid I cannot really answer that
Ms Buck: What we cannot say to you today is that point but we will happily provide you with a note.
we have a conclusion—

Q394 Chairman: Who can in your Department
Q387 Chairman: You have a conclusion; tell us answer that question, Mr StaVord, and why is he
what it is. or she not here?
Ms Buck: No, I cannot say that to you today. All Mr StaVord: One of my colleagues in railway
I can assure you is that we take your point and it projects who deals with Channel Tunnel Rail Link
is being looked at. (CTRL), I am sure could answer the question.
Chairman: Anyway, Minister, I know that you Coming back to your original point, though, the
would like to avail yourself of the drafting skills of CTRL is obviously essential for the Olympics, and
Mr StaVord and let us have a note on that, too. We that is the date which I personally have been
have got lots of homework for you. Mr Clelland? focusing on, it being ready for 2012. Obviously

when it actually opens to the public and when it
stops at Stratford will depend on whether there areQ388 Mr Clelland: The Committee has previously

discussed the 400 metres between Stratford suitable facilities for people to get out at the station
and things like that. In terms of the travelator andRegional and Stratford International Stations and

how that might be linked. The Docklands Light the link between the international station and the
regional station, for the Olympics the mainRailway extension, which is planned to be

completed in 2009, has been put up as an adequate passenger flows are going to be going from the
international station to the Olympic Park and thesubstitute for a travelator. Do you have any

comment on that? regional station to the Olympic Park.
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Q395 Chairman: We know the theory, Mr StaVord; Q402 Chairman: It was suggested by the company
that one of the ways to provide it would be a bus.we went to have a look at it. We quite understand

that it is the intention for international passengers I am not very clever and I am certainly not an
engineer but I do not see the relevance of a bus asto come through a diVerent point and then put

them on a shuttle and bring them backwards and a travelator. Is that one of the things that is being
considered as an alternative, a bus?forwards, but it does not actually answer the

question in relation to movement between the Ms Buck: I am certainly not aware of that, if that
is the case.two stations.

Mr StaVord: The movement between the two
stations is not really relevant for the Olympics Q403 Mr Leech: Is it not actually the case that no-
because the main reason why people will travel one can decide who should be paying for this
back in that direction from the international station travelator and that is the reason why the
is largely to travel to other venues to the south, for Department is now suggesting that perhaps a
example in Greenwich or around Excel which they travelator is not required. A second question is
will be able to do by using the DLR extension. surely the existence of a travelator, although it

might not be absolutely vital for the Olympics,
during the Games would help disabled passengersQ396 Mr Clelland: Yes but the travelator was the
moving between the two stations?Department’s preferred method. That was the
Ms Buck: That is a possibility. I do not disagreeplanning condition, was it not, and now that has
that there may be advantages. What I am saying tochanged, has it?
you is that that is not part of the delivery plan and,Mr StaVord: No, the planning condition is still
therefore, it may be that that happens and that thethere but how that is built and when it is built is a
discussion is resolved in favour of so doing but itmatter for the London Borough of Newham and
is not a requirement of the way we are seeking toUnion Railways.
develop this.

Q397 Mr Clelland: So we could have the DLR
Q404 Mr Leech: Would you not accept, though,extension and a travelator link?
that a travelator would help to move passengersMr StaVord: That is certainly one option.
with disabilities between the two stations?Ms Buck: A travelator is not essential for the
Ms Buck: It is a possibility but there are other waysOlympics.
of doing it. It depends on the nature of the
travelator. It does not have to be a travelator.

Q398 Mr Clelland: But has the travelator
necessarily been ruled out now because of the

Q405 Mr Martlew: Just on that point, you haveDLR?
said that it has not got to be a travelator but surelyMs Buck: No, no, it is an on-going discussion. in the planning permission there was that
condition. You are not saying that that planning
permission should be ignored?Q399 Chairman: It has not been ruled out but it is
Ms Buck: No, certainly not.not being built?

Ms Buck: It has not been ruled out.

Q406 Mr Martlew: So you are saying it should be
agreed to?Q400 Chairman: Not entirely. Let us be quite clear,
Ms Buck: I am saying that a mechanised link,you have not ruled it out but you have not
which is part of the planning permission, iscommitted anybody to building it and you not
something that if it is not delivered then somethingasking that they comply with their planning
else needs to be delivered to that value. I am afraidpermission?
you have now stretched my knowledge of theMs Buck: It is not a requirement of the Olympics.
Stretford travelator to the very end.

Q401 Chairman: No, I understand that argument.
Q407 Chairman: You do not recognise a bus as aI am simply saying the planning permission was
mechanised link because that is a view I have heldgiven on these spaces; there is an agreed timetable
for a long time?for this building; you are now saying because it is
Ms Buck: If by that you are inviting me to say arenot needed for the Olympics or they have found a
people discussing the possibility of a bus instead, IdiVerent solution you are not insisting on a
do not know anything about that. I am not privytravelator being built in time for the Olympics; is
to discussions that say let’s not have a travelatorthat the situation?
and have a bus instead.Ms Buck: No, that is not what I am saying. I am

not saying that it has been ruled out and I am not
saying it has been changed; I am saying there is a Q408 Chairman: You understand, Minister, we are

only quoting what people have said to us indiscussion going on about whether that is the right
way to do it or whether the provision for a evidence.

Ms Buck: I completely understand that but Imechanised link could possibly be done in
another way. cannot take you any further with it, I am afraid.
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Q409 Mr Goodwill: Is it not the case, Minister, that there will be no other major events of that nature
taking place. I think—and I will check that—thatwhen the DLR reaches its penultimate stop it is

likely to be very full at peak times and we are Premier Division football matches may well be part
of that. I would have thought the Premier Divisionencouraging people, particularly disabled people,

to use that link when, as we were told during earlier does not come in until the end of August anyway.
evidence, it is likely to be very full at peak times,
and conversely coming back we are going to be Q415 Mr Leech: Forgive me, but I think you are

absolutely wrong on that score.putting people on that DLR train for only one
stop? Mr Caborn: I stand to be corrected.
Ms Buck: If by that you are saying are we confident
that the capacity on the DLR will be suYcient to Q416 Mr Leech: The season is getting earlier and

earlier in starting. I think I am right in thinkingmeet the needs we are planning for, the answer is
yes. that the season started this year around 9 August/

10 August.
Mr Caborn: That was because of the World CupQ410 Chairman: Are you going to accept a delay

in the opening of Stratford International Station so they could finish earlier. I think you will find that
the Premier Division—and I said the Premieruntil the extension is built?

Ms Buck: I am not aware of any such delay. Division—starts towards the end of August. The
Champions League starts in the middle of August.
As a SheYeld United supporter I would know that!Q411 Chairman: We were told that Eurostar had

considered not opening the station until 2009 when Chairman: Mr Leech, quit while you are winning.
the DLR link is built. You are not aware of that?
Ms Buck: No. Q417 Mr Leech: I would just like to push this point,

if I could. If it transpires that the football seasonMr Leech: Just on that point, they will not be able
to open it because they will be in breach of their does coincide with the Olympic Games, has

consideration been made to have discussions withplanning permission, surely, if they have not
provided a link between the two stations, so you the FA to avoid having any clash between Premier

League games and the Olympics simply, becausemust be aware—
Chairman: Could we be boring again and ask you you could have a situation where 150,000 people

are trying to travel around for Premiership footballto go away and give us a nice little précis of exactly
what it is you know and what you do not know matches in London at the same time as major

events in the Olympics?and also, vaguely, when do you expect to come to
some sort of conclusions and what eVect will it have Mr Caborn: As I have said, there is an agreement

with the IOC that there will be no major sportsupon the ability of people to get from one station
to another without the use of a bus for 400 metres. events taking place during the period of the

Olympics. We are discussing with the ECB and alsoClive EVord: In that note could we add what the
significance is of the planning permission expiring if there were a clash on the Premier, which I do not

believe there will be, we will discuss it with theat the end of this year in terms of the travelator?
Premier Division, not the FA, to make sure it will
not clash and that indeed we will honour ourQ412 Chairman: Which, of course, would solve a

lot of problems for a company that does not want obligations.
to build it.
Ms Buck: I will make sure— Q418 Mr Martlew: Are you saying that there

should be no major events anywhere in the UK orChairman:—I am sure that of course has not
crossed their minds but just in case it should, we just in London?

Mr Caborn: No, no, in the vicinity of the facilitieswould like a written note on it. Mr Leech?
that we are talking about, so we will be looking at
London in that context because we are spreadQ413 Mr Leech: I did have one other question I

have been trying to ask which is completely across London to Lords to Wimbledon to
Wembley right through to the East End of London,unrelated. I think I am right in thinking that the

Olympics Games will take place during the football so it will be sensible to do that.
season. Am I wrong on that?
Mr Caborn: It is August. Q419 Chairman: Ministers, you have both been

very informative and helpful. Well done, Mr
StaVord. Do come back again; you will always beQ414 Mr Leech: So it will be at the beginning of

the football season. welcome.
Mr Caborn: He has got to do all that work.Mr Caborn: There should be no major events while

the Olympics are on. We are in very constructive
discussions with the ECB, which is the one that is Q420 Chairman: Thank you very much and we

shall expect to hear from both of you.likely to run a Test Match during that period in
2012, to make sure that it does not coincide, as part Mr Caborn: We are delighted to come to your

Committee as always, Mrs Dunwoody.of the agreement we have got with the IOC that
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport

When I appeared before the Committee’s Inquiry into Transport for the 2012 Olympics, I promised to
write back with further details on a number of the points which were raised.

Stratford Railway Lands

As the Committee will be aware the Rail lands at Stratford, adjacent to the site of the Olympic Park, are
presently under the freehold of the Secretary of State for Transport. Under the terms of the agreement to
construct the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) the freehold will transfer to London and Continental
Railways Ltd (LOR) no later than two years after the completion of the Railway. LCR and a consortium
of developers (the Stratford City Development Partnership) intend to develop this land into a mixed retail,
residential and business development, outline planning permission for which was granted by LB Newham
in September 2004.

The Olympic plans require that parts of the Olympic park are located on the Stratford City site, including
the Olympic Village. A heads of terms agreement was signed by LCR and the London Development Agency
(LDA) before the London Candidature File was submitted to the IOC in November2004.

I am pleased to report that on 15 November 2005 an agreement was reached between the London
Development Agency, LCR and the Stratford City Development Partnership which integrates and unifies
the plans for the Olympic Park and the Stratford City Development. Amongst other things this agreement
resolves the questions over the use of Compulsory Purchase Powers over the land and protects the public
interest in the completion of CTRL and subsequent development of the railway lands.Under the terms of
the original agreement for the development of the Stratford Lands 50% of the proceeds LCR receives from
the development will return to the Crown. This position is preserved by the new agreement signed between
LCR and the LDA.

Thameslink Midland Road Station

The schemes needed to provide transport for the 2012 0lympics were set out in table 14.1 of the London
2012 Olympic Candidature File, submitted to the IOC in November 2004. In February 2005, the
Government announced that in addition to these the King’s Cross Northern Ticket Hall and Western
Concourse would also be constructed in good time for the Olympics.

The works at King’s Cross include the safeguarding of space for a new Thameslink station at Midland
Road, to replace the existing one. The original plans would have led to this station being completed as part
of the wider Thameslink improvement project.

However, while this station is not essential for the smooth operation of Olympic transport, which is why
it was not included in the Bid, it would bring clear benefits to passengers interchanging at King’s Cross and
St Pancras, particularly for those using the Olympic Javelin service.

The Department is therefore exploring with Network Rail and others how the fit out of the station could
be brought forward and finished in line with the completion of the CTRL Project and the transfer of
Eurostar services to St Pancras. This does, of course depend on there being a practical and aVordable way
of delivering the station early and which w’ould not displace the delivery of other high priority schemes
elsewhere.

Stratford Station Interchange

The deemed planning permission for the CTRL development at Stratford granted in 2001 to Union
Railways North, a subsidiary of LCR, requires a “mechanised link” such as a travelator to be constructed
between Stratford Regional and International Stations. The distance between the two stations is some 400
yards, or approximately a nine minute walk. In addition, the outline planning consent for the Stratford City
development, granted in 2004, requires the developer to make physical provision for the mechanised link,
provided that LB Newham agree the procurement date and design of the travelator by January 2006. I
understand that discussions on how this requirement might be fulfilled are underway between LCR and
London Borough of Newham, who as local planning authority are responsible for the enforcement of these
conditions.

However, the proposal for a travelator does not have any significant eVect on the Olympic Transport
Plan. Olympic spectators will for the most part be arriving and leaving from one or other of the Stratford
Stations, and not interchanging between them. Furthermore, subject to the approval of applications which
are currently before the Secretary of Stale, it is proposed from 2010 that the DLR will provide direct access
to the transport network from both stations and to all venues. In particular, during the Paralympic Games
when spectators hold day tickets, the DLR will facilitate eYcient spectator transfer from the Olympic Park
to the River Zone cluster of competition venues. The DLR will be compliant with DDA requirements and
have full step free access.
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East London Local Transport Links

As the Committee is no doubt aware, local transport within London is primarily a matter for Transport
for London and the Boroughs.

However, there is a coordinated approach to commuter and local transport services and Olympic
transport plans are fully integrated with these plans.

TfL are actively engaged in coordinating transport links throughout London and significant investment
is being set aside to improve arterial transport links. Alongside this are programmes of work to enhance
lIocal bus services. There are also programmes to service more local needs, such as hopper services to
supermarkets, as well as to enhance walking and cycling routes.

There is a general recognition that routes across the river in East London could be improved. Therefore,
TfL’s five year investment strategy includes projects to improve the East London Line and extend the
Docklands Light Railway to Woolwich.

Karen Buck

18 November 2005

Further supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport

Following my appearance before the Committee’s inquiry into Transport for the 2012 Olympics, I wrote
on 18 November answering a number of outstanding points. In his letter of 17 November, the Clerk to the
Committee raised one further point about the opening of Stratford International Station.

Phase 2 of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL), which comprises the route for the high speed line into
St Pancras and new stations at Ebbsfleet and Stratford, is planned to open in 2007. Although the station
will be complete by 2007 the decision on the actual opening of Stratford International rests with Eurostar
and London and Continental Railways (LCR). It depends on the service pattern of the international trains,
which Eurostar is currently considering, the status of development at Stratford City and on the introduction
of domestic services from Kent.

In addition, the deemed planning consent for Stratford International Station requires a “mechanised
link” to be provided between the International and Regional stations before the International Station can
open. The outline planning consent for the Stratford City development, granted in 2004, requires the
developer to make physical provision for the mechanised link, provided that LB Newham agree the
procurement date and design of the travelator by January 2006. Discussions on how this requirement might
be fulfilled are underway between LCR and London Borough of Newham, who as local planning authority
are responsible for the enforcement of these conditions.

Karen Buck

December 2005

Further supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport

I wrote to you on 8 December 2005 with information on a number of points following my appearance
on 9 November at the Committee’s inquiry into Olympic transport. I understand that the Committee has
subsequently asked for further information about the public contribution towards the Channel Tunnel
Rail Link.

In the Transport Select Committee’s evidence session on 19 October 2005 the Committee asked Mr Rob
Holden about the National Audit OYce Report of 21 July 2005 which suggested that, as already noted in
1998 and dependent on growth of passenger numbers, London and Continental Railways (LCR) may
require a public contribution of £260 million towards the running of the CTRL until 2051.

The Committee also asked about the arrangements for commercial development of the route of the
CTRL, and in particular about the lands at Stratford. These are, by and large, unrelated issues.

The National Audit OYce report Progress on the Channel Tunnel Rail Link published on 21 July 2005
stated that, since the opening of Section 1 of the CTRL, demand for Eurostar has grown rapidly, but
passenger revenues remain below the original forecasts. The report notes that as a result of the shortfall in
passenger revenue the Department for Transport expects to lend LCR about £260 million to cover the
shortfall between cash requirements and income through to 2051. Despite the worse than expected revenue
forecasts, the expected loan is still around the amount estimated in 1998 because LCR successfully secured
savings by reducing the cost of interest on its debt.
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As part of the agreement for construction of CTRL LCR have a lease on the track itself and the
commercial opportunities created along the route. These include developments which are now underway at
King’s Cross, Stratford and Ebbsfleet. One of the major benefits from the CTRL is that it is stimulating
regeneration along its route, particularly in key growth areas.

In the Stratford area the agreement for construction of CTRL included the transfer of the freehold of
former rail land presently owned by the Secretary of State for Transport to LCR. This transfer will take
place no later than two years after the railway becomes operational. This land has been used for construction
purposes during the building of the CTRL and Stratford International Station.

It is also the site of the planned Stratford City Development and adjacent to the site of the Olympic Park.
LCR and a consortium of developers (the Stratford City Development Partnership) intend to develop this
land into a mixed retail, residential and business development, and outline planning permission was granted
by LB Newham in February 2005.

The Olympic plans require that parts of the Olympic park are located on the Stratford City site, including
the Olympic Village. A heads of terms agreement was signed by LCR and the London Development Agency
(LDA) in May 2004 before the London Olympic Bid was submitted to the IOC in November 2004.

Under the terms of the agreement to construct the railway, any proceeds arising from the development
of this land will be shared with the Department for Transport. The proceeds arising from the development
will be used to oVset the cost of building the railway.

As the Committee is aware, negotiations were recently concluded between LCR, the Stratford City
Development Partnership and the London Development Agency. The aim of these talks was to unify and
integrate the Stratford City Development and the Olympic Park to obtain the maximum benefit for the
Stratford area from both. Amongst other things the agreement resolves the questions over the use of
Compulsory Purchase Powers over the land and protects the public interest in the completion of CTRL and
subsequent development of the railway lands.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Campaign to Protect Rural England, Friends of the Earth,
the Open Space Society, The Ramblers Association, Transport 2000, and the Woodland Trust

to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs

THE PROPOSED WEYMOUTH RELIEF ROAD AND THE 2012 OLYMPIC GAMES

I am writing to you on behalf of the Campaign to Protect Rural England, Friends of the Earth, the Open
Spaces Society, the Ramblers Association, Transport 2000 and the Woodland Trust on the matter of the
proposed Weymouth Relief Road (WRR) and the 2012 Olympic Games (OG). We have been prompted to
do this because of comments that were attributed to you in an article in the Dorset Echo on 5 October 2005.
We fully accept that these comments were made in good faith but we have to point that they are in fact
erroneous.

In the article you were reported as saying that the WRR was included in the London 2012 bid for the 0G.
Scrutiny of London’s Candidate File does not reveal any reference whatsoever to increasing road capacity
in the Weymouth area. You will know that the Candidate File, submitted to the International Olympic
Committee (IOC) on 15 November 2004, is the only document that was considered by the IOC in its
deliberations to determine which bid would be successful. Thus it can be reasonably concluded that the IOC
was persuaded that the arrangements set out in the File would satisfactorily cater for the transport needs of
competitors, spectators and the Olympic Family travelling to Weymouth for the sailing events.

The File lists three transport measures that would need to be implemented for a successful OG at
Weymouth:

1. Expenditure of $US 496 million for improvements to rail services between London Waterloo
and Weymouth.

2. Expenditure of $US 1 million for a temporary Park & Ride with spaces for 1,000 cars (location
not specified).

3. A reduction from the current provision of 7,000 car parking spaces in Weymouth and Portland
to 500 for the duration of the Games.

All these measures are consistent with London 2012’s objective that all spectators to the Games will arrive
by public transport, by cycle or on foot.

You also commented that the bid stated that the journey time between London and Weymouth would be
reduced by the time the Games took place and that you always took this to mean an acknowledgement of
the WRR being built. Since the WRR is not mentioned in the bid this cannot be the case. Again, scrutiny
of the Candidate File reveals that the source of reduced journey times between various locations in London
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and Weymouth can be attributed to the implementation of measures in the London area. For example, the
15 minute reduction in the average journey time between Weymouth and Heathrow is due to improvements
to the M25 (Junctions 12–15 and the Heathrow Spur).

If you have already seen a copy of the Countryside Agency (CA) response to the WRR Planning
Application (PA) you will know that it registers an objection to the proposal and requires Dorset County
Council (DCC) to review its choice of a single carriageway standard for the bypass because it considers it
would not be adequate to cope with projected traYc flows. One solution to this problem would be for DCC
to raise the standard from single to dual carriageway. Further, the CA concludes that the A354 link to the
north of the proposed bypass (from the northern terminus of the bypass to the A35 Trunk Road) would be
stressed to an even higher level. Thus the current single carriageway standard of this link would also need
to be raised to dual carriageway. It can be mentioned here that the Highways Agency is currently considering
a Holding Direction to the WRR PA in respect of the junction at the intersection of the A354 with the A35.
It is only in the last few months that DCC has admitted that this junction would require a major upgrade,
at an estimated cost of up to £2 million, because it is now predicted that the existing roundabout would be
overloaded if the WRR were to be built.

There are several important implications arising from the CA objection:

One is that if DCC decided to propose a dual carriageway standard A354 from its junction with the A35
to the southern terminus of the bypass at Manor Roundabout the cost would be prohibitive.

A second is that even if it were aVordable, the gap in the densely populated Littlemoor area through which
the currently proposed single carriageway bypass must pass is not wide enough for a dual carriageway
version.

A third is that if DCC decided to carry on with its single carriageway proposal it would be doing so in
the knowledge that the viability of the proposal has been brought into question. From the day of opening
it is estimated that the bypass would not operate under free flow conditions and neither would the link to
the north of it.

The fact of the Countryside Agency’s formal objection to the WRR PA, together with over 1,000 others,
must be worrying enough for DCC but not nearly as worrying as the outcome of last Friday’s meeting at
Exeter, chaired by GOSW’s Transport Director Richard Bayly, that de facto the WRR is not a regional
priority and therefore is not to be funded during the Regional Funding Allocation period 2006–16. Now
that DCC can blame another body for the demise of the WRR perhaps it will take the opportunity to stop
wasting Council Tax payers’ money on attempting to progress the scheme further. When one considers the
diYculties encountered by the three versions of the WRR that have been promoted by DCC since July 1999
it suggests that there must have been a considerable amount of incompetence involved.

You can be assured that if the WRR is withdrawn we will fully support the already identified sustainable
measures that will solve the acknowledged transport and traYc problems of the Weymouth—Dorchester
corridor.

21 November 2005
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Written evidence

TAKEN BEFORE THE TRANSPORT COMMITTEE

APPENDIX 1

Memorandum submitted by Tube Lines

1. About Tube Lines

1.1. Tube Lines is responsible for maintaining and upgrading the infrastructure on the Jubilee, Northern
and Piccadilly Lines, under a 30 year partnership with London Underground, which commenced on
31 December 2002.

1.2. Tube Lines is responsible for 320 km of track, 251 trains, 100 stations, 2,395 bridges and structures,
71 lifts, 227 escalators and 2 passenger travellators.

2. Jubilee Line

2.1. The Jubilee Line is one of the 10 lines which will serve the main Olympic sites at Stratford. The Line
will also link Stratford with other venues at the Dome, Regent’s Park, Lord’s and elsewhere. Tube Lines is
undertaking a major upgrade of the Jubilee Line, which will be completed well in advance of 2012.

2.2. The first part of the upgrade will be completed over Christmas 2005, when an extra carriage will be
added to every Jubilee Line train. In addition, four brand new trains will be added to the Line in early 2006.

2.3. The second part of the upgrade is the installation of a brand new signalling system. This is due for
introduction in 2009, and work is progressing ahead of schedule.

2.4. The extra carriages and trains and the signalling upgrade will provide over 40% extra capacity on
the Line and will enable over 30 trains per hour to run, up from 24 at present. Average journey times will
be reduced by about 18%.

2.5. These upgrades are contained within the PPP contract and would have been completed even if the
Olympic bid had been unsuccessful. Funding has been in place since Tube Lines’ inception and the
completion of the project does not require the diversion of funds from other sources.

3. Northern Line

3.1. The Northern Line is an important transport artery to South London and certain parts of North
London. Spectators will be able to use the Northern Line to travel from these areas and interchange to one
of the lines directly serving the Olympic sites.

3.2. Tube Lines is undertaking a major upgrade of the Northern Line, again in advance of 2012. The
signalling system will be replaced to provide a 30% increase in capacity and allow over 25 trains per hour
to run on each branch in central London. Average journey times will be reduced by about 18%.

3.3. This upgrade is scheduled for completion in 2011 and work is currently ahead of schedule.

4. Conclusion

4.1. Tube Lines is on track to deliver on its obligations to upgrade the Jubilee and Northern Lines in 2009
and 2011 respectively, which will provide an important boost to transport to and from the Olympic Games.

4.2. These upgrades would have been delivered whether or not the Bid was successful: therefore the
awarding of the Games to London has no implication in terms of timing or demand for additional funding.

4 August 2005
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APPENDIX 2

Memorandum submitted by Mr Reg Harman

Context—the Potential for Gain or Loss

Winning the contest to stage the Olympic Games for 2012, together with the Paralympics, is a substantial
achievement and reflects highly on those who have worked for this. The 2012 Games will provide the
opportunity to demonstrate on a highly lit world stage that Great Britain oVers the highest standards of
management and cultural achievement. But any failures will be vividly shown up and debated in the world’s
press. London is a world centre of finance and culture, and thus plays a crucial role in the national economy.
So any loss of confidence could have a serious impact on the country as a whole.

To enjoy the Games in comfort, visiting spectators will need transport of the highest quality, in ease of
use, comfort and directness of travel. Many visitors will be from other countries, including Continental
Europe, and they will judge travel to and from Olympic sites in relation to provision in their own country.
Few will have a car available, and so most will travel by public transport. Athletes and oYcials will also need
top class travel; though they will be provided with car, taxi and minibus services.

The Candidate File chapter on Transport (14.) sets out the main features. It contains a lot of data, but it
takes a very bullish line rather than define the plans more fully. In consequence some key aspects remain
uncertain, and little detailed planning information beyond the contents of the File appears to be available.1

The rest of this submission reviews these aspects and then presents brief answers to the Committee’s
questions based on the issues raised in the review.

Key Issues in Planned Provision of Transport

Movement to and from the Olympic sites will be determined by their capacity and the timing of events.
Some sessions could involve significant peak movements, such as when large numbers leave after the end of
a key event (eg a major final). The transport system will need to be able to move these numbers swiftly and
conveniently.

The major site is the Olympic Park, featuring the Stadium, Arenas and other venues. Much of the focus
in the Candidate File is on transport related to the Olympic Park, where visitor access is targeted as being
100% by public transport. Some questions arise over aspects related to other sites. These issues are discussed
in the following paragraphs.

The Candidate File stresses the level of major investment in transport. However, almost all of the schemes
which it lists are already approved. No mention is made of the Crossrail project, currently going through
Parliamentary processes; nor of the Thameslink 2000 project either. This illustrates a much broader issue.
London is now the only significant capital city in western Europe not to have connected its suburban lines
into a cross city fast metro as the core of a city transport strategy (indeed, many lesser cities in mainland
Europe have done so too). Success in moving visitors conveniently during the period of the two Games will
depend on having an integrated public transport system of ample capacity on which the exceptional
demands in terms of quantity and quality can be accommodated. London does not have such a system.

Potential Scale of Movements at the Olympic Park

From Table 14.14 of the Candidate File, the peak number of spectators at the Olympic Park for a session
could reach 140,000, and the average per session 100,000, the Stadium itself contributing over half. This
implies very large peak movements, perhaps with daytime arrivals and evening departures for the Park
reaching 80,000–100,000. Four-fifths (78%) of all spectators will come from London and return there in
the evening.

There are many rail routes into the Park area, serving mostly Stratford station. Many spectators may have
in practice only one route available, although others will have potentially several routes. Those coming from
origins in the west and centre of London could use up to five routes: the Olympic Javelin, via Underground
to Kings Cross; rail from Liverpool Street, via Underground to Liverpool Street; the Central Line; the
Jubilee Line; and the Docklands Light Railway.

Any constraints on capacity on one line could be dealt with by having visitors use alternative routes.
However, this requires eVective management, through sound planning and good on-the-spot direction. For
peak departures (eg late evening after completion of a major event), it might be possible to direct London-
bound passengers from one route (eg the Olympic Javelin) to another (eg the Jubilee Line) if the first faced
overload or delay. But this will need to be done with sensitivity; it concerns large numbers of visitors from
abroad and from elsewhere in Great Britain, mostly unfamiliar with the geography of London and its
transport systems.

1 The writer approached the TfL Olympic Planning Team for more information on the Olympic Javelin but was informed that
this was not available as it was a matter of commercial confidence.
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The Olympic Javelin

The dedicated Olympic Javelin service, using the express trains being built by Hitachi of Japan for the
Integrated Kent Franchise (IKF), will operate between St Pancras (IKF platforms), Stratford International
and Ebbsfleet. The Candidate File suggests a capacity of 25,000 people an hour. However, the trains will
probably consist of two 6-coach units, each seating about 350 people, giving a total of 700 passengers. Since
Eurostar and IKF services will still be running, the maximum number of paths available per hour for the
Javelin is likely to be 12, giving a total movement (each way) of about 8,500 per hour; ie one third the level
claimed. So most of the movement between the Olympic Park and central London will need to be go by
other routes: mostly the Central and Jubilee Lines.

Because the IKF units are main line rather than suburban, and many passengers will be unfamiliar with
the route, boarding and alighting will not be rapid. A train from London will disembark all its passengers
at Stratford International and then load up again for Ebbsfleet, and vice versa, often at full load in one
direction. Time has to be allowed for boarding and alighting, complicated by the use of the same platforms
for both. In the circumstances, each train could be standing for some time at the platform, say between 3
and 5 minutes. This poses two serious implications:

— The actual journey time including boarding and alighting, will be quite a bit higher than the 7
minutes quoted, and it may well be perceived as much higher.

— The standing trains will take up space on the CTRL route, potentially disturbing eVective
operation of the Eurostar and IKF services.

Central and Jubilee Lines

The Central and Jubilee Lines oVer significant capacity between them, especially as the Jubilee Line is
being upgraded, with longer trains, and they provide direct links from much of western and central London.
So they are likely to oVer preferred means of reaching the Olympic Park for many people, especially given
the limited capacity of the Javelin service. However, there are three aspects which will need careful attention:

— Travelling time will be long. Running times from the West End to Stratford are around 20–25
minutes for the Central Line and 25–30 minutes for the Jubilee Line.

— The travelling environment of a Tube train is rather confined, even for many Londoners; for
visitors from other countries it may prove a poor experience.

— The two Tube lines are both very busy for much of the day, especially through central London.
Thus, for example, if large numbers of visitors seek to board in London late morning to head for
Stratford, they may cause capacity problems for non-Olympic travellers and experience even more
unpleasant travel conditions.

Eurostar Services

Visitors to the Games from mainland Europe by Eurostar will have to change trains at Ebbsfleet and
continue by Javelin. Since Ebbsfleet is also serving as a major park-&-ride location, there could be capacity
problems. Yet Stratford International will by 2007 be within 3 hours by high speed train for much of
northwest Europe, on a route built to the main European loading gauge. If it were available, this could allow
additional special services to be run directly from other European capitals and major cities, using both the
Eurostar sets and other types of high speed trains (eg the various of French TGV sets or German ICE3 sets).
This could not only prove attractive but also enhance Great Britain’s image among its (sometimes sceptical)
European neighbours. Forgoing this opportunity seems a remarkably short-sighted action; especially when
the Candidate File dwells on the scale of air travel provision for international access.

The Excel Site and Docklands Light Railway

For events at the Excel site, potential peak numbers per session of about 40,000 and average numbers of
30,000 are suggested (Table 14.14). The Excel site in 2012 will be served only by the Docklands Light
Railway. The peak capacity per hour, even with present upgrading, is understood to be around 12,000 each
way. This could result in pressure on capacity at times, depending on the pattern of people arriving and
departing.

Rail Access to Other Major Centres

Several other venues outside London are allocated for various sports, including football and water sports.
Numbers per session at some of the city venues are expected to be high. Very significant public transport
access to all of these is also expected. To provide this access from across the country calls for fast and high
capacity services; which in practice means rail travel. Much of this would be through additional and even
special services, some outside the normal route patterns. In recent years rail travel to football matches and
other large sporting events has been constrained; sometimes charges or controls have been imposed to keep
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numbers down to available seating. This reflects the complex rights and funding of the franchise operators,
coupled with limits to capacity of both infrastructure and trains. This approach needs to be changed if the
intended convenience of travel to enjoy the events is to be achieved.

Responses to the Committee’s Main Questions

Funding the investment

The Candidate File stresses the $30 billion to be spent on London’s transport system prior to 2012. The
infrastructure schemes listed in Table 14.1 amount to only $11.5 billion, and the context of the $30 billion
is unclear. The $11.5 billion includes the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, various extensions to the Docklands
Light Railway and to the East London Railway, together with a range of smaller schemes. While access to
the Olympic Park was a factor in some cases, these schemes are mostly committed ones which would have
been built anyway. Large elements of the funding are through Public Private Partnership (PPP)
arrangements. The total directly attributable to the Olympic Games amounts to $164 million, 1.4% of the
listed infrastructure spending. Only $15 million of this, 0.1%, is on public transport, being the makeshift
arrangements for the Olympic Javelin.

So in practice very little is being spent directly on transport for the Olympic Games, and much of the
infrastructure spending is coming through private funding. The existing Spending Agreement between the
Government and the Mayor does not provide for additional projects on top of this. EVective high quality
access to and from the Olympic Park and other venues requires the provision of much more capacity, and
this must require much greater expenditure. Primarily such funding can only come from the public purse.
Bringing forward funding approval for Crossrail might well form the crucial element in this.

Great Britain’s overall spending on transport infrastructure is poor compared to other European
countries, hence the serious congestion on both rail and road systems, without any apparent relief. Much
of the current spending is concentrated in the South East of England. This is understandable, given the role
of London and the South East in the nation’s economy. However, achieving high quality in society, the
economy and the environment throughout the country requires eVective transport support for all parts, with
major investment in the rest of England’s urban areas and in those of Wales and Scotland. Thus proper
investment in the Olympic Games transport should not form a reason for diverting funds from the already
limited development of transport elsewhere in the country.

Olympic projects within London’s longer term needs

Although the Mayor’s Transport Plan for London sets out clear objectives and programmes for
developing London’s transport, it does not amount to a proper strategy. The Regional Transport Strategies
for the South East and East Anglia Regions are even less definitive. This contrasts with the approach taken
in most other European capital cities. In Paris, Madrid, Stockholm or the Dutch Randstad, for example, the
adopted city transport strategies define sets of projects, are linked into national strategies, and have regularly
updated funding commitments by Government, in cooperation with regional and city authorities. This has
resulted in major integrated projects for rail and other modes. The Paris RER, the Dutch Randstad line
quadruplings and the Stockholm city centre line, for example, all serve the city and its region, and are well
integrated with the rest of transport development and with spatial (land use) planning.

London has nothing like this, hence the makeshift approach to catering for the Olympic Games. The
Thames Gateway forms one of the major regeneration projects in the world, certainly in Europe, yet in
relative terms virtually nothing has been committed to significant transport improvement. Similar remarks
apply to the Lea Valley/Cambridge corridor, one of the Government’s major growth areas within its
Sustainable Communities policy. Major investment is needed, not least for regional public transport to
integrate these (and other) growth regions into the London regional community as a whole.

The long delayed Crossrail project appears crucial here. It does have a potential capacity of 25,000 per
hour in each direction. If the core tunnel section of this project were completed in time, it would assure
excellent transport between London and the Olympic Park. Beyond the Games it would fulfil its intended
function as the key artery for the Thames Gateway regeneration, and perhaps the Lea Valley too, thus
leaving a true long term legacy from the Games. Without this, the temporary arrangements proposed will
oVer nothing. Indeed, focusing on short term provision only may divert attention from Crossrail and
complementary projects, thus setting back any hope of an eVective transport system to underpin London’s
regeneration and growth.

Impact of the Games on London’s quality and environment

As discussed above, the Candidate File transport proposals appear to oVer poor access coupled with the
risk of serious crowding to parts of the network. This will aVect the east side of London, which includes
the Docklands area and lines serving the City; there could also be serious problems for the West End. In
consequence the period before and during the Games could worsen travel conditions for people in London,
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including those areas that play a major role in the city’s economic and social life. There could also be
disruption during the run-up period needed for preparing the various ad hoc projects, such as the Olympic
Route Network, the Olympic Javelin, and the park & ride sites and services.

Lessons from the experiences of other Olympic cities

The main problem that has arisen for one or two Olympic Games has been diYculty and delay in getting
to and from the Games sites. In contrast, some Olympic Games have provided adequate transport, in
quantity and quality, to the extent that the Games have been judged a success. It is interesting that, despite
concern before the event, the Games at Athens in 2004 achieved this; in part this reflected completion of
various major transport projects in time, these projects also forming part of the city’s long term strategy
for growth.

Problems in transport have usually reflected ad hoc arrangements applied on top of a poor overall city
transport system, especially one lacking suYcient public transport capacity; this has aVected more than one
North American Games. In contrast most European cities have public transport networks with substantial
capacity, most of them still under expansion. London’s current approach and provision follows the North
American approach of poor overall public transport capacity and ad hoc arrangements.

Contents of the Olympic Transport Plan

There is clearly a need to plan rapidly for transport for the Olympic Games. All elements need to be
developed, and investment processes in Great Britain are slow compared to some of our European
neighbours. Central to development must be a reappraisal of the key elements of access for the Olympic
Park. The timescale probably does not allow development of a significant new project in time for its
agreement and construction. However the key problem of capacity between central London and Stratford
would be solved by construction of Crossrail. So the first step in developing the Olympic Transport Plan
should be to assess the Crossrail’s benefits for the Olympic Games, as an additional value on top of the
longer term regeneration gains that this scheme already oVers.

Powers of the Olympic Delivery Authority

Because the Olympic Games will prove a milestone in the development of Great Britain over the coming
decades, it is essential that transport be a major success. So the Olympic Delivery Authority should have
strong control over transport development and funding relevant to the Olympic Games. However, this
should not mean that it is able to override the decisions of other bodies also charged with transport
development. To be successful, its plans must be integral with development of a top quality transport system
for London and its hinterland. The Olympic Delivery Authority will need to understand and influence this.
It needs to have first rate transport expertise included in the staV, led by a senior transport manager who
forms part of the Authority’s executive board.

Conclusions

Gaining the Olympic Games for 2012 oVers major opportunities for Great Britain to enhance its standing
in the world through laying on really successful Games. It also raises the risk of failure under the
international media spotlight if any serious problems arise. The transport infrastructure in London and the
South East, like the rest of Great Britain, suVers from low capacity, relatively limited investment and no
real strategic planning. Far from addressing this, current plans for the Games propose to rely on makeshift
temporary arrangements which will probably cause poor travel conditions for visitors to the Olympic Park,
congestion for the rest of London, and further delay in addressing the key transport needs of the Thames
Gateway. This needs to be urgently addressed if holding the Olympic Games is not to undermine Great
Britain’s long term future. Given the time constraints, constructing the main part of the Crossrail project
by 2012 may prove essential to success.

23 August 2005

APPENDIX 3

Memorandum submitted by the London Borough of Enfield

1. The Olympics will provide an opportunity for all parts of London. Enfield believes it can play a role
in providing facilities and infrastructure for a successful Olympic Games. As a borough rich in sporting
history, Enfield is committed to bringing the Olympics to London and ensuring that the games are
successful.
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2. Enfield is a diverse Outer London Borough including both areas of wealth alongside areas of
deprivation. The Borough lies within the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor and therefore within a
growth area identified within the Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan. Enfield is also within the
Upper Lea Valley Opportunity Area identified within the London Plan.

3. Enfield can play more than a supportive role and feels there is much that Enfield can oVer to help
London host a successful Olympic Games. This belief is based on three core assets. They are:

— An abundance of green open space;

— Excellent transport links, although one in particular needs major improvement;

— A range of accommodation.

4. It is generally accepted that transport will be one of the key factors in ensuring a successful games.
Although London does have an extensive transport infrastructure which is used by millions of travellers
each day, during an Olympics there will be special and varied demands that will require not only innovation
but also major investment. This is highlighted in the Transport Assessment submitted with the Planning
Application for the Olympic Site. Transport is likely to be one of the major regeneration benefits and
important legacies from a successful Olympics. The transport system during the Olympics will need to be
flexible enough to cater for the movements of spectators, competitors and oYcials, all of whom will have
diVerent needs.

5. As one of the largest sporting spectator events in the world, staging the Olympic, Paralympics and
associated events in East London will have a significant and widespread impact on transport infrastructure
throughout the south east of England.

6. The London Plan indicates that there could be a considerable growth in jobs and housing in North
London though there is no provision for the major transport infrastructure improvements required to
support such growth. The Mayor of London should be looking for transport projects that are deliverable
within the timeframes of the London Plan and the Olympics. Consideration should be given to fast-tracking
proposals for transport improvements to ensure they are ready for the period of the Games and do not
conflict with the event itself.

7. It is generally accepted that orbital travel, particularly in Outer London is diYcult and there will
undoubtedly be a demand to make orbital journeys during the Olympics, particularly between Wembley
Stadium and Stratford. The North Circular Road is the key link between east and west London, avoiding
the congestion on road, rail and bus in Central London, and forms part of the Olympic Route Network.
The improvement of those sections of the A406 that have not been improved are in our view essential to
ensure ease of transport between the major centres and the Olympics and should be recognised for the
regenerative and environmental legacy benefits that it would bring. The improved A406 would also assist
in improving orbital public transport links in North London.

8. The London Boroughs of Barnet, Enfield, and Haringey, as part of the North London Strategic
Alliance, and on a cross party basis, have considered the future of the North Circular Road within North
London and have agreed to work together to seek the improvements required for this important part of the
infrastructure of North London.

9. The Transport for London (TfL) Board has given its approval to a £25.4 million scheme which it
believes will reduce levels of congestion on the North Circular Road bottleneck between Green Lanes and
Bounds Green. TfL claims its latest proposal will increase road capacity by 20% and though promised to the
Boroughs, insuYcient information has been supplied by TfL clarifying how the revised scheme will reduce
congestion. TfL believes this scheme is an improvement on its proposals in 2002, which were rejected during
consultation for not doing enough to address congestion and rat-running.

10. We are concerned about the eVectivness of Transport for London’s (TfL’s) proposals for the North
Circular Road in North London. These are the Bounds Green to Green Lanes Improvement, Golders Green
Road Junction Improvement and the A406/A1/A598 Regents Park Road Junction Improvement. We are
concerned about the inadequacy of the proposals brought forward by TfL. We wish to see a major
improvement to this section of the A406 to address the serious issues of congestion, safety and
environmental impacts in a wide area surrounding this part of the A406 and to maintain a consistent six
lane dual carriageway, with grade separated junctions, between Wembley and Stratford.

11. The Mayor’s publicly stated position is that he would have proceeded with the major improvements,
had the Government provided suYcient money. He maintains that the allocation to London, although an
increase, fell well short of his bid and as such he does not have suYcient money to proceed with major
improvement schemes, possibly those inherited from the Highways Agency for the schemes in Barnet, and
a lesser scheme for the Bounds Green to Green Lanes section, currently estimated at £150–200 million. We
are disappointed that having assisted the Mayor and Transport for London in lobbying for additional
funding for London as part of the Spending Review only £25 million of the £10 billion allocated has been
given to the A406, no real increase from the funding allocated in TfL’s original Business Plan.

12. The concern with the decision to abandon progression of major improvement schemes is that it was
done without suYcient consultation or full consideration of the implications of that decision. The Mayor’s
Transport Strategy identifies the need to reduce traYc congestion and improve journey time reliability for
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car users, which will particularly benefit outer London where car use dominates. In addition, it accepts that
there are a few locations where new road capacity could be appropriate to overcome a critical obstruction
or bottleneck in order to assist wider economic, environmental and social objectives.

13. Conditions on the North Circular worsen day by day, and we believe that in its present state, or with
the modest improvements proposed by Transport for London, it will impede access to the London 2012
Olympics and jeopardise the ambitious plans for new jobs and homes in this area of North London. TfL’s
Business Plan explains that the schemes will have a “Neutral eVect (journey times) on general traYc”. To
spend £25 million on improvements and not reduce congestion is unacceptable on any analysis, but
particularly for a host city of the Olympic Games.

14. The proposed schemes do not provide any grade separation, nor will it improve the quality of life of
people living alongside the road. Moreover, the Mayor’s decision to include a bus lane on the Bounds Green
section without full carriageway widening will negate the perceived benefits of his modest proposal.
Congestion, rat-running and pollution levels will continue to be appallingly high. For instance there is a
Primary School on Bowes Road, which the Mayor visited and saw for himself the disgraceful environmental
state in which young children are being educated, unable to have proper breaks because of the high levels
of pollution.

15. The London Plan paradoxically proposes 45,000 new homes and 25,000 new jobs for North London
by 2016 with a focus on the Upper Lee Valley, Tottenham Hale and Cricklewood/Brent Cross. The success
of this growth and that of the redevelopment of Wembley Stadium, irrespective of the Olympics, will also
be dependent on improved transport links in North London. The London Plan indicates very little transport
infrastructure improvements in North London, in particular to assist with orbital movement. The North
Circular Road is the key link between east and west London, which enables travellers to avoid the congestion
on road, rail and bus in Central London. The improvement of the A406 will be key to the success of the
London Plan and should be recognised for the regeneration and environmental benefits that it will bring,
and past planning mistakes should not be repeated. The improved A406 would also assist in improving
orbital public transport links in North London.

16. We are concerned that the proposals from TfL for the A406 are those that do not have the majority
support of the local community or their elected representatives and were widely rejected when consulted
upon in 2002.

17. The Boroughs would like to work jointly with Transport for London to implement improvements,
which are appropriate to the strategic role of the North Circular Road. The Boroughs are willing to work
jointly with Transport for London to identify the funding required for any programme of works.

18. The Boroughs welcome the £4 million allocated by TfL to tackle problems created by traYc avoiding
the North Circular Road and using streets in adjacent residential areas. We are working together to develop
complementary traYc calming and traYc management measures for these residential areas.

19. We recognise the constraints on public expenditure and are not necessarily looking for the original
scheme at Bounds Green, excellent as it was in environmental terms, to be implemented at this stage. We
are currently developing an “alternative” scheme costing considerably less than the current estimate for the
inherited scheme, £315 million, but more than the £25 million scheme on the table. What we do insist on as
an absolute minimum is grade separation as this has been shown to be the only way that suYcient capacity
can be created.

20. For the two sites in Barnet, the original schemes have passed through Public Inquiries, one sitting for
more than 100 days, and all the necessary planning and order making processes are complete. We
understand all the required properties are in TfL’s ownership and are either demolished or beyond economic
repair. With minor updating, the two schemes could progress to detailed design and construction almost
immediately. Thus two very quick wins could be achieved in tackling the chronic traYc congestion which
blights North London.

21. Many of the current rail projects being proposed are not deliverable in time for the Olympics but the
West Anglia Route Modernisation Enhancements (WARME) could be delivered by 2012, if the funding is
available. Unfortunately, it no longer figures in either the SRA’s Strategic Plan or the Mayor’s Rail
priorities. The WARME project has been developed over a number of years and has shown it could bring
significant benefits for rail passengers in the Lee Valley, including reinstating connections to Stratford and
improving connections to Stansted Airport. The role of the Lea Valley Line is underplayed and could make
a far greater contribution to improving access for the Olympic Zone.

22. The parking capacity of current stations on the Lea Valley Line and stations adjacent to the M25,
such as Cockfosters Underground Station, needs to be carefully assessed to ensure they can accommodate
any predicted increase in the demand for car parking during the event. Many of these stations could be
attractive alternatives to the proposed park and ride sites in Hertfordshire, for spectators.

23. In terms of legacy, consideration must be given to the sitting of facilities to ensure that they do
encourage access to the local community. Facilities should be placed as close as possible to local
communities, with safe walking and cycling routes and excellent links to public transport. Facilities should
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be part of a healthy transport route, oVering changing and storage facilities for walkers, runners and cyclists.
Facilities should aim to be seen as healthy living centres rather than elite sports centres, incorporating health
centres, education, training and information points

26 August 2005

APPENDIX 4

Memorandum submitted by Mr Chris Ellis

Introduction

This memorandum concentrates on the key challenge of conveying hundreds of thousands of spectators
to their chosen venues each morning, and then returning them safely and comfortably to their hotels, etc.

The day after the announcement that London would stage the 2012 Olympic Games, suicide bombers
struck the Underground. It now appears the attack on the No 30 bus only occurred because the bomber was
unable to reach his assigned Underground station. The reason for targeting trains in preference to buses is
simple; while the casualties may be similar, the economic impact is much greater. A bomb will stop a bus
route for a few hours at most, because the site of the incident can usually be bypassed, whereas a bomb on
a train may result in the closure of all or part of a line for a week or more.

At this stage, seven years before the Games, it may seem pessimistic to assume that the probability of an
attack on the transport infrastructure will still be high. However, it is prudent to anticipate that the risk will
remain, and plan appropriately until we can be sure the threat has receded. We can always “dilute” the plan
once we are suYciently confident. Also, there is an old adage, dating from the Second World War, that “the
bomber will always get through”, essentially stating that we wouldn’t be able to shoot all of them down.
Even if al-Qaeda is oYcially history by 2010, it will only take one determined terrorist to destroy a complete
railway station with the weapons technology of 2012.

Consequently, we need to assume for the time being that it will be necessary to provide a local transport
infrastructure for the Games which is resilient enough to shrug oV all but the most highly-organised and
heavily resourced attacks. This means beginning, now, to design, simulate and optimize such a solution, to
ensure it’s in place in plenty of time to test it before our visitors arrive. The ODA may also need time to
publicize the transport plan widely and well in advance, both to reassure potential visitors and to help deter
potential terrorists, who may think twice about launching attacks that will prove futile.

All this sounds like a recipe for spending a ton of money. The really good news is that it turns out to be
relatively inexpensive to put in place a resilient, flexible system which will be a pleasure to use.

Theory

One spectre for Games planners is investing in venues and infrastructure way beyond the needs of the
local population and their ability to pay for them in the long term, after the Games. Fortunately we can
avoid this trap, for the transport infrastructure at least, with the right mix of facilities. Essentially, it involves
investing in suYcient rail and other infrastructure to meet the long term needs of the local population and
to provide ongoing access to the new sports facilities for the UK population as a whole, after the Games
have ended. We must then also assume, in our “worst case scenario”, that these fixed networks have been
completely compromised by several coordinated terrorist incidents, at stations, in tunnels, etc.
Consequently we will need to have available, for the duration of the Games, a mesh network of roads and
enough extra bus capacity to carry all our visitors safely, comfortably and rapidly to and from their chosen
venues, even with much of the rail network knocked out. This sounds like a recipe for profligacy, but it need
not be in practice.

Practice

If we have chosen the appropriate types of buses with the right sort of power units, then they will be ideally
suited for other urban routes throughout the UK, Europe and elsewhere, after the Games. The large surplus
of buses will have a much smaller net financial cost than might first appear, provided their eventual owners,
bus companies across Europe, are engaged in the project well before the Games. The core oVer is that a bus
operator will receive one or more buses which it has helped specify and which are almost new for a price
below the best discounted price it would have had to pay for new buses. With proper organisation, most of
the buses will have final owners committed before they are even built, let alone delivered. Some may well
enter service in the year before the Games, to ease the load on the manufacturers. It will be clear that the
Olympic Delivery Authority should get a better discount than any operator for such a massive, guaranteed
order (spread across several manufacturers, naturally). This is a potentially a win/win/win deal for the
manufacturers, the operators and the ODA. The ODA will have the use of a massive, resilient, flexible fleet
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of ultra-modern large buses for a stunningly low net cost, certainly less than any alternative transport mode.
The advertising revenue alone from the many hundreds of “mobile bill boards” will be able to oVset much
of the basic cost, given the global multi-media exposure.

An optional part of any deal may well be that a UK operator’s own drivers may be responsible for driving
the buses from the word go. One can imagine there would be no shortage of suitably qualified drivers willing
to take a working (busman’s) holiday at the Games, particularly if tickets were part of the package.
Conceivably, and with plenty of time, this could be extended to European bus drivers as well, assuming
harmonisation has moved along suYciently by 2012. With careful planning, LHD buses would be fine over
certain routes.

Plans A and B

Plan A assumes there is no terrorist activity and that the local rail and all other systems are taking as much
load as customers demand. This implies a superabundance of buses and their drivers, all eVectively prepaid.
The ODA will have the luxury of deciding the quality of service it wishes to oVer, essentially a function of
frequency of departure. Today’s novel communication systems will have matured by 2012 to provide
Transport Operations with a superb “command and control” facility. The inherent flexibility of a bus system
plus the sophisticated C&C system will allow precise responses to the ebb and flow of the popularity of the
various venues as the Games progress. As we shall show, the cost of fuel will be kept stunningly low by a
novel hybrid system, so it will cost the ODA very little to put on a bus service that will be the envy of the
entire world, not just the civilised bit!

Plan B assumes that terrorists have struck at some or all of the rail locations whose loss or damage could
cut passenger capacity and cut oV venues. The first stage of Plan B is triggered if a warning is received from
the security services of an imminent attack. For the buses, this will involve dispersal from their bus depots
so that they are parked singly or in small numbers in secure locations overnight, near their morning start
points. This will also be the case following an attack without warning. It must be assumed that bus depots
are an obvious target, and it may be judged prudent nearer the time to go to dispersal before the Games
begin, whatever the level of alert. With appropriate planning, the loss of all the bus depots should have no
real impact on bus operations within the duration of the Games. Most of the buses will be new, and will
need no servicing. Cleaning can easily be dispersed. The issue of refuelling is addressed below, in the
technical appendix.

Further analysis is required to determine whether special measures will need to be taken in Plan B (such
as temporary one way streets, bus controlled traYc lights, etc) to ensure that bus traYc continues to flow
reasonably easily. Simulations may show the need for certain minor routes to be upgraded before the Games
to reduce the risk of strikes against prominent bridges, key junctions, etc. Each venue will need to be assessed
to ensure there are multiple independent access routes, to reduce to a minimum the probability of a venue
becoming completely cut-oV.

Summary

The most striking image of the atrocities of 7 July 2005 remains the No 30 double-decker with its roof
blown oV. Around the world, millions of our once and future visitors winced and knew London had been
hit, without reading a word. Well before the Games begin, we need to reassure potential visitors that we
have gone to extraordinary lengths to ensure their comfort and safety, even if terrorists do strike again. We
need a strategy that is simple to understand and convincingly robust; in essence, we need to show that our
transport capability will survive contact with the enemy, even if our plans have to change.

One way of deterring an attack is to turn the old adage around, so that it becomes “the buses always get
through”. If there is no credible way terrorists can significantly disrupt local transport for the Games, then
this reduces the probability of a concerted attempt, because it will be obvious that it is likely to fail. Of
course, there is always the possibility of an “amateur” attack, but this will have minimal overall eVect if the
proposed plan is in place. A well thought out, widely publicised plan for the Games’ bus services will actually
help to protect the rail system from organised attack as well as provide the resilient transport services
required to survive a series of terrorist outrages, and help ensure the success of the Games, come what may.

Technical Annex

This section is an initial look at some of the technical issues. The author reserves the right to modify the
views expressed here as he becomes better informed of the detailed requirements, which have yet to be
decided by the key players.
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What Sort of Buses?

The “London bus”, always a red double decker, is an icon, and must feature in the Olympic fleet or many
visitors will feel short-changed. Large single-deckers may also be required to enable the use of certain
backup routes with low bridges, etc. However, we can expect our particularly athletic visitors to rush for
the top deck whenever a double-decker pulls up. “Bendibuses” may be preferred by some operators for
future use, but may be impractical over some routes. There will also be a requirement for a large number
of mini-vans, pickups, etc. Whatever the final mix of vehicles in the Olympic fleet, the rest of the technical
solutions considered below apply equally well to buses and trucks of all shapes and sizes, as well as passenger
cars and light vans.

What Sort of Fuel?

At this stage, there is no single, obvious “wunderfuel”, although there may be by 2012. Even the
proponents of fuel cells and hydrogen now admit that a realistic timeframe for fuel cells in the mass market
is probably well beyond 2015. Of course, there are good arguments for suggesting urban buses should be on
an earlier schedule. However, the initial “hydrogen hype” has now given way to a realisation that hydrogen
is an energy carrier, not a primary fuel, and that when a full well-to-wheel analysis is carried out using
feedstocks such as natural gas, the desirability of the so-called “hydrogen economy” begins to dim. If we
consider the particular requirements for dispersed refuelling and the safety issues, real and imaginary,
surrounding hydrogen, it is far from clear at this early stage that hydrogen is “the” fuel for the 2012
Olympics.

The default choice is diesel. By 2012, hybrid diesel buses will be much more economical than today, and
cleaner and quieter. Using diesel fuel, the bus dispersal plan will be simple to execute, at low additional cost.
Continuing to use diesel engines but in hybrid buses is the lowest risk approach technically, but it will not
be the least expensive solution nor the most environmentally friendly.

The Transport Committee’s 2004 report was emphatic that the Treasury should adopt a fuel taxation
policy based largely on net CO2 output per kilometre. This thinking is not confined to the UK, and is likely
to be fully implemented across most of Europe by 2012. The figures in the report indicate the particular
appeal of biofuels in this regard. Lord Oxburgh, the recently retired chairman of Shell, has suggested that
HMG should impose a mandatory target for biofuels almost twice that set by the European Commission.
Such a move is vital if the UK is to stand any chance of meeting its medium and long-term CO2 targets. It
is also likely that by 2008 there will no longer be any doubt in rational quarters that Climate Change is real
and serious, that the human race is largely responsible, and that we should be pursuing solutions
aggressively. Given this country’s unique role in initiating both the Industrial Revolution and the oft
forgotten agricultural revolution that released the manpower to make it possible, this country has a
particular responsibility to help find and implement the solutions to Global Warming. This theme might be
woven into the Opening Ceremony.

It turns out that the timing is ideal to make the 2012 Olympics a perfect showcase for technology which
is part of the solution, and which will have just become ready for mass deployment. Visitors who are
impressed by London’s “superbuses” will be able to go home and order cars, vans and SUVs with similar
super-economical, low-CO2 powertrains. As usual, the ‘technology gold’ is within Britain’s reach. As usual,
we are already in danger of giving it away. Let’s make sure it doesn’t happen this time.

What We Have Already

HMG is funding a superior form of hybrid technology as part of the Ultra Low Carbon Car Challenge
(ULCCC), a solution which has also caught the attention of the US Department of Energy. If it hadn’t been
for the intervention of the European Commission at the end of 2004 and the subsequent suspension of all
DfT-funded programmes (including Powershift and the ULCCC), a prototype would already be up and
running. As it is, Imperial College has built a related system which is being tested now, allowing an
exploration of some of the performance boundaries. Hopefully, the EC will soon get around to approving
the DfT’s revised funding programmes, and we can get on with the engineering. The ODA should take care
to ensure that it doesn’t trip over similar “interest” from Brussels.

The ULCCC-winning technology is potentially more eYcient than any battery- or capacitor-based hybrid
system, promising even better fuel consumption. It should also prove more durable than any battery and
usually last the life of the vehicle, like a normal engine or gearbox. This should then ensure that the residual
value after the first few years should be up there with diesel vehicles, helping to ensure even lower cost of
ownership. The PowerBeam hybrid technology works well with any type of engine and also particularly well
with fuel cell systems, so is likely to feature in future ground vehicles whatever their fuel or engine type.
Finally, in full mass production it should prove significantly less expensive per horsepower than anything
the Japanese have oVered to date, with the potential to reach the majority of the family car market at low
marginal cost.
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The PowerBeam allows a radical reduction in the size of the engine used in large buses (and most other
vehicles, including family cars). Where a typical large urban bus might have a diesel engine of 6 to 9 litres
capacity, a PowerBeam-equipped bus of similar size might need a diesel engine of only 2 litres or less. This is
because the PowerBeam provides the lion’s share of power on acceleration, using energy it recovered during
braking. The engine no longer needs to be sized to provide over 200 bhp for acceleration, just around 50
bhp while the vehicle is moving, and perhaps 10 bhp to keep ancillaries like air-conditioning going while
stationary.

Let’s assume for the moment that the ODA is sponsored by HMG (and the likes of Shell and BP?) to
promote biofuels. Because of the foresight of the Swedish government, biofuel engines suitable for installing
in PowerBeam-equipped large buses are already in production, and have just begun to trickle into the UK
market. The key attribute of these engines is their remarkably low level of net CO2. For example, Ford
Sweden claims that the Flexifuel Focus emits only 32 g/km, against 127 g/km from the equivalent diesel
Focus. Even a hybrid Toyota Prius emits 104 g/km, more than three times as much. Clearly, Europe’s
proposed 100 g/km target is easily achievable and not very ambitious. Similar engines are already capable
of meeting the US SULEV (Super Ultra Low Emission Vehicle) targets in passenger cars, way below those
demanded anywhere for commercial vehicles. It is quite possible emission levels approaching those of
SULEV can be met by buses equipped with cellulosic hybrid powertrains well before the Games. The
SULEV standard demands emissions lower than that of ambient air on a “bad air” day in Los Angeles or
London. Consequently, a SULEV actually helps to clean the air on a bad day, unlike a fuel cell or
battery vehicle.

So we already have some of the engines we will need, and we will soon have the theoretically “perfect”
PowerBeam hybrid system to enable them to make light of heavy buses. Now consider how desirable the
surplus buses of the Olympic fleet will be, measured simply by the prices they can command in a market
where all other buses will be obsolete. Clearly, there will be no problem in selling the surplus, at prices which
will get close to covering costs. With the European Commission encouraging the use of biofuels and most
European governments responding enthusiastically by 2012 with an array of incentives, the market pull will
be strong.

It is the opinion of the writer that the growing consensus that “cellulosic hybrids” are an important and
near-in answer to the triple challenge of Climate Change, Peak Oil and Energy Security will have become
the main thrust of road transport fuel policy in Europe and the Americas by 2008. The practical problems
of large scale production of cellulosic ethanol will have been largely overcome by 2012, and significant
acreage of crops such as switchgrass will have been planted, specifically to provide feedstock for biofuels.
Following the lead of Brazil, Sweden and the US, the UK will probably have its first public E85 (85%
ethanol, 15% petrol) pumps installed during 2007. Note that, if the Olympic buses have flexible fuel engines,
they will be able to run on straight petrol or any mix up to E85, and the engines will automatically adjust
their settings. This will greatly simplify dispersal.

With the correct powertrain choices, the ODA can ensure the provision of a superb, resilient, local
transport service for the Games, achieved at a cost lower than any credible alternative. It will also serve to
showcase a technical solution which be a precise fit with requirements we expect to see made mandatory by
2012. Specifically, the principal fuel will be E85, the hybrid systems will PowerBeam-based, and the engines
will be ruggedised variants of the flexible fuel engines produced at low cost in large volume for family cars.
The technical risk now is already low, apart from PowerBeam. By the end of 2007, the technical risk for
PowerBeam should have fallen sharply, well before a final decision on the powertrains will be required. By
2008, the choice should be very obvious.

APPENDIX 5

Memorandum submitted by London Taxis International

Introduction

1. London Taxis International (LTI), a subsidiary of Manganese Bronze Holdings Plc, is the
manufacturer of the world-famous London taxi.

2. The iconic black cab has already played an important part in London 2012’s winning bid, with the bid
team’s IOC Candidate File noting that in contrast to other candidate cities, all of London’s 21,000 taxis are
already wheelchair accessible, and will be at the forefront of low emissions technology by 2012. The File
also pointed to the renowned knowledge of London’s black cab drivers who, it said, would act as “unrivalled
guides to the city”.

3. Five London 2012-branded taxis, exclusively produced by LTI, were used in a photocall in November
last year with London Mayor Ken Livingstone and London 2012 Chairman Sebastian Coe to evidence
public support for the bid. Commenting on the use of liveried taxis, Mr Livingstone said: “These branded
cabs will help spread worldwide the message that the UK would be proud to host the Olympic and
Paraolympic Games in 2012.”
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4. We would hope to see the continued showcasing of black cabs at the Games, with the inclusion of this
London icon in any opening ceremony, as happened at the Commonwealth Games in Manchester in 2002,
when Golden Jubilee liveried taxis were involved in both the opening and closing ceremonies.

5. The Mayor, through the Public Carriage OYce, is currently reviewing the Conditions of Fitness, the
regulations governing the construction standards of taxis in London, which require that all vehicles licensed
as taxis should be able to meet certain criteria including the ability to change direction within a 25 foot
turning circle.

6. The outcome of this review is expected shortly, and as you would expect LTI has been putting its case
to ensure that the existing, famously, high standards for London’s taxi fleet are maintained, so that those
travelling in them now and in the run up to 2012 can continue to have confidence in the manoeuvrability (the
legendary and indispensable congestion-busting 25 foot turning circle), reliability, safety, and accessibility of
this much-loved icon of London’s streets.

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

1. LTI believes that the Olympic Park and venues should include dedicated taxi ranks, as should nearby
transport connections such as tube and bus stations, to ensure that a truly integrated transport plan is
adopted for the Games and beyond. This will also allow the best possible accessibility for those attending
the Olympic and Paralympic Games. We would also hope to see continued improvements to allow as many
tube and bus stations as possible to become wheelchair accessible in the run up to the Games.

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of East London in the next two to three decades?

1. Looking forward beyond 2012, the inclusion of dedicated, integrated taxi ranks at the transport hubs
serving the Olympic venues will continue to benefit not only the residents of this newly regenerated area of
East London, but all those using the venues in future years, in whatever capacity.

2. Taxi drivers will continue to be seen as ambassadors for London in the run up to, during, and after
the Games, and we therefore suggest that the organisers look at the feasibility of allocating complimentary
tickets to each of them to reward their work in promoting the city, and to encourage an even greater passion
for the Games.

What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

1. By 2007 all London taxis will meet enhanced standards on low emissions through the Mayor’s Taxi
Emissions Strategy, part of the plan to make London a Low Emission Zone, with target reductions of up
to 50%. The work to meet this target is already underway, with an environmental surcharge added to meters
in April this year to allow drivers to meet the cost of investing in new abatement technology, purchasing
newer, cleaner, cabs, or converting their existing vehicles to run on alternative fuels. The use of taxis in any
Olympic transport strategy will therefore be an environmentally friendly step, and one that can help London
to meet its targets for emissions and air quality.

2. Security has become a key concern for London in recent weeks, and will necessarily play an integral
part in the city’s plans in the run up to, and during, 2012, when the eyes of the world will focus on London.
On the day of the London bombings, the city’s taxis and drivers showed what a vital role they can play, as
they moved people around the city and helped them home after services on the Underground network and
central London buses had to be shut down. Whilst we hope a similar scenario will never be repeated, we
believe that it highlights the importance of alternative transport modes in any Olympic transport strategy,
and underlines how crucial it is that taxis and others means of transport are considered as central to
transport planning for London 2012.

3. We believe that London taxis, with the ability to take up to five passengers, also have a key role to play
in helping to reduce congestion in central London and on routes to the Olympic venues during the Games
in 2012.

What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

1. It is clear from recent games in both Sydney and Athens that concerns about traYc and congestion
can be alleviated to some degree with careful transport planning. However, it will be interesting to monitor
the situation in Beijing, where although transport improvements have been made, there is a continued
increase in the number of vehicles taking to the roads, amid ongoing concern about the ability of the city
to cope without introducing further traYc-reduction measures.
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2. With the high-speed transport link from King’s Cross/St Pancras to Stratford taking only seven
minutes, and plans for a “Park and Ride” scheme to Olympic venues, it is hoped that congestion in London
during the Games will not be a significant issue. However, it is clear from previous Games that the smooth
running of transport systems can have a lasting impact on people’s perceptions of the Games, and this
should be borne in mind at every stage of the planning process.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

1. LTI supports existing plans for Olympic Lanes to be set up on the main routes to the Olympic venues
as part of London 2012’s transport strategy. It is essential that any such lanes will be open for use by
London’s taxis, to allow the swift and direct transport of all those wishing to travel to the Olympic Park in
black cabs. The use of black cabs will be of particular importance during the Paraolympic Games when the
accessibility of London’s entire taxi fleet will come into its own. Black cabs should therefore be placed firmly
at the heart of any transport strategy for the Games, with designated ranks set up around the Olympic Park
and venues.

2. We hope that the Olympic Transport Plan will reflect the importance of London’s famous black cabs
to the host city, and position them as integral to the London 2012 strategy. Much has been made of the value
to the UK of hosting the Games in London, and the use of such world-famous symbols as the London black
cab can only help to further revenue.

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

1. We welcome the plans to improve London’s transport in the run up to 2012 to meet the needs of the
Games, and we believe that the necessary transport infrastructure targets can be met on time.

September 2005

APPENDIX 6

Memorandum submitted by Mr Alan Storkey

Public Transport, Cars and Coaches

The present transport plans for the Olympics focus mainly on train and underground public transport
available within London in relation to the Olympic sites. This submission looks at another mode and area
of transport which may turn out to be the weakest in the overall plan. Nationally, 85% of journeys are made
by cars, and although immediate Olympic journeys may tend to be made by public transport, there is likely
to be an increase in car traYc generated by the Olympics, created by those who give this mode of transport
priority and cannot easily tap into the rail network. In addition there is the regular annual increase in car
motorway traYc. This suggests a level of car use in 2012 in outer North East London which will be
considerable and will put further strain on the M25, already heavily congested for substantial proportions
of the day.

There is no possibility that road charging will have been introduced by this time. The widening of the M25
to four lanes may be completed, though that assumption may not be fulfilled for a variety of reasons. I
cannot locate a clear statement on the timetable for this widening. If, for any reason this widening is not
complete, the case that will shortly be made becomes irresistible. Even if the four lanes are finished, the strain
on the M25 and on the key radial motorway links will be considerable, given the overall weight of traYc
which is likely. Especially important will be the likely road congestion on the Northern segment of the M25
and other motorways.

The Olympics will involve many of the teams coming into the Olympic village in coaches from their
training locations, which are likely to be scattered throughout England. It is important that these journeys
do not face serious delays.

The ORBIT Study Coach Recommendation

There is a recommendation already on the table from the ORBIT multimodal study for the introduction
of a Quality M25 Orbital Coach Service with transfers located at the motorway junctions. It oVers the best
opportunity for cutting congestion, since each coach at normal occupancy hoovers up a mile of motorway
traYc moving at 60 mph, and a substantial use of coaches thus creates road space which would otherwise
be congested, not just on the M25, but on all the feeder motorways and outer London roads.
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My suggestion is that an M25 Orbital Coach service with transfer stations to national coaches travelling
on the A1, M1, M2, M11, M4, M40 be set up to provide a coach public transport network for those going
to the Olympics and for those going about their normal business. As coaches are five times as fuel eYcient
as cars, and as they address congestion so radically, this cannot but be a good move for London generally
and for the Olympics. It has the further advantage that it requires fewer infrastructural changes, has low
capital costs and a fast implementation time. I have details of the plan in other documents which can be
made available but only in this way could an eVective public transport system in outer London and round
the M25, providing an alternative to the car, be in place by 2012.

September 2005

APPENDIX 7

Memorandum submitted by Mr Mark Blathwayt

1. Introduction: Some Wheelchair Users’ Points of View

1.1 What transport benefits will accrue to people of All DiVerent Abilities as a result of the Olympic
Games opening on 27 July 2012 in London?

1.2 Will these benefits begin to accrue well before the Games or will they last only for the duration of the
Olympics and Paralympics. Will there be a “living legacy” of ever wide-spreading improvement for people
who take their electric scooters and wheelchairs on trains, buses, river buses and trams? Will real integrated
transport result?

1.3 Will there be lasting benefit that will spread throughout the United Kingdom as a result of the
example set of what is possible when there is a need and a will? Is it possible that the benefits are found not
to extend much beyond London? What about Weymouth the setting and venue for sailing events? Will
capacity for more wheelchair spaces result?

1.4 Is it realistic to hope that transport opportunities will improve from Europe too, for people with
diVerent abilities, including those who use electric scooters as well as wheelchairs? Will Eurostar welcome
wheelchair and scooter users in numbers or will demand continue to be suppressed or worse, as a result be
un-expressed?

1.5 What surveys have been carried out to assess demand and to assess levels of suppressed demand and
un-expressed demand from people who wish to use electric scooters or wheelchairs on public transport as
they can already in taxis ? Is this information in the public domain and is it accessible to all?

1.6 “Consultation is not however a substitute for technical advice” (RICS Building Surveying Journal
Issue 16 September/October 2005 page 13 : Access Statements in a nutshell).There are many people outside
Government in the rail industry who need to be more involved not merely consulted. The Department for
Transport is full of people with the same expertise and rigour who recognise these truths. Are they really
allowed publicly to bear witness to the real facts? Are there constraints that disable Civil Servants, stifle
debate and deny delivery of accessible transport to people who use wheelchairs and electric scooter
wheelchairs? Disabled Peoples’ Protection Policies drawn up by train operators seem, to some, to be drawn
up on a very diVerent more restrictive basis. Why?

2. The Principal of Integration

2.1 Will the spin oV benefits extend only to competitors and spectators in London and nearby sporting
venues or to Society as a whole? Will it include all sorts of wheelchair user or will there be subtle
discrimination against people who use electric scooter wheelchairs or powered chairs in order to suppress
demand for proper train travel accommodation?

2.2 Is there a strong case for saying that if an electric scooter can be accommodated safely in a Black
London Taxi it should be allowed on a train?

2.03 If scooter wheelchairs less than 1,200mm long and not more than 700mm wide fit within the size
criteria of a “Reference Wheelchair” described by the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations made under
part V of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, should not all such scooters, in logic and in truth, be
permitted in wheelchair spaces on trains by law?

3. Capacity

3.1 The Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations fall significantly short of meeting demand.

3.2 There has been resolute refusal by The Department for Transport, even the Mobility and Inclusion
Unit itself to grasp true reality. It may be diYcult and expensive to convert some old carriages to welcome
wheelchair and scooter users. However, I am led to understand it may be more diYcult still, if not



3211211007 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 14:07:54 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 120 Transport Committee: Evidence

impossible, to convert present day new designs in the future because they may incorporate elements of
stressed skin construction or similar techniques. If this is true does it call into question why only 25% of new
railway carriages have to be able to accommodate wheelchair or electric scooter users?

3.3 Until every new railway carriage designed or constructed from now on has space for a reference
wheelchair 700mm x 1200mm how guilty of culpable discrimination are British Governments?

3.4 As noted previously to the Transport Committee there may be a “European” angle. Is it any valid
business of the European Union to threaten the United Kingdom with prosecution in the European Courts
if the UK requires access, for people who use wheelchairs and electric scooters, which is superior to what
may be imminently being proposed is acceptable for Europe-wide regulation? This is what I have been given
to understand by The Department for Transport. Is it true?

3.5 The United Kingdom did not wait for the rest of the world to wake up to discrimination before it
abolished slavery. Neither should it now be using as an excuse, the fear that it is now being cowed by a multi-
national EU some of whose members base instinct is the closing of ranks against valid requests from those
with diVerent abilities. Whether people are described as “disabled” instead of “Handicapped” or “Sick”
makes precious little diVerence if the change in attitude is only as deep as the paper the word itself is printed
on. The truth is we ALL have diVerent abilities and we ALL have the right to travel on public transport.
Put simply Public Transport is not “public” if some of the public are excluded by short-sighted government,
administration and design that is blind to short-comings and deaf to protest of injustice from those with all
sorts of diVerent abilities.

3.6 Does such discrimination originate from the industry, from regulators or crucially from Government
Departments and the Treasury? Ann Frye, the leading Civil Servant who set up the fore-runner of the
Mobility and Inclusion Unit in 1987 has said to me more than once: “nothing will change unless you make
things political” Who among present politicians is brave enough to do so? Who is today’s Wilberforce? Is
SuVragette-like assertion of rights the only way in the end? Will it be tolerated or perhaps listened to? Will
action follow words?

4. The Olympic Transport Plan

4.1 Will the Olympic Transport Plan also be the Paralympic Transport Plan in actual deed as well as
name?

4.2 How will the message of “Accessibility for All”, in the numbers and means All will require, be
underscored, under-pinned and built into the structure of every decision?

4.3 How will paraplegic spectators from Scotland, Wales or the West of England be able to get to see
their countrymen and women compete in specific events relevant to them?

Will the limited scope of the present Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations be recognised and changed
in time?

4.4 Good design doesn’t cost extra.

Bad government decisions that exclude and discriminate are very costly to correct. Sadly suppressing
demand and misrepresenting facts is sometimes too attractive a temptation for comfort. Good government
rejects such options and faces up to changing the realities of a world that excludes.

4.5 Are the very concepts of Glasnost and Peristroika, openness and clarity as in short supply in HM
Treasury as it would, to some working in the worlds of transport, sometimes seem to appear? How can funds
required for accessible transport be ring-fenced? The portents so far have not been good. How can the
requirements for an Olympic Transport Plan to be fully inclusive not be watered down?

4.6 How can the benefits endure, this promised “Legacy” that Lord Coe and his team were so successful
in emphasising? How can improvements benefit all in the UK of all ages and every sort of ability?

4.7 (i) Integrated Transport surely means London Olympic Transport Plans cannot exist in a vacuum.
There must not be gaps in its own provision. There are just seven years to ensure that there is no hiatus in
journeys for people who use electric scooters and power wheelchairs and wheelchairs whether they come
from Scotland Wales or the West of England by domestic rail or from the Netherlands, Belgium, France,
Germany, Switzerland and Italy by Eurostar.

4.7 (ii) Will there be extra Eurostars in service to ensure demand is not stifled or suppressed? Is there a
resurgent need for extra Channel Tunnel Trains such as The Grampian-Pennines-Pyrenees Expresses
running overnight that were investigated by the Committee earlier but which have now been sold to
Canada?

4.8 At the Commonwealth Games in Manchester unprecedented strides were made to accommodate the
paraplegic athletes and spectators. Manchester cares. In the past civic building by-laws governing mobility
in Manchester have been adopted as the basis for Statutory Building Regulations governing access (Part M
for Mobility) across the nation. No surprise then that every carriage in Manchester’s Metrolink tram system
is universally accessible. How long will it take for the penny to drop in those who rule the Department for
Transport? Will it take the Olympics to give the nudge needed?
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4.9 The Department for Transport’s current stance seems to many to be set against the idea of each and
every new railway carriage being accessible to electric scooter wheelchairs and wheelchairs. Discrimination
against such users cannot be justified. The policy has never been logical fair or coherent.

4.10 Stadia for all events will have significant numbers of places for scooter wheelchair and wheelchair
users.

4.11 The transport links that enable spectators to take their seats in time for events and to get home
without delay afterwards must not leave wheelchair and scooter wheelchair users delayed and frustrated
because transport capacity for them has been wilfully emasculated. When capacity was restricted in the past
was this because of HM Treasury strictures? These may seem to have been imposed without thought to the
consequences on the Mobility and Inclusion Unit at the Department for Transport. Has this been
disadvantaging the work of Radar ( Royal Association for Disability and Rehabilitation) and the sadly
short-lived Disability Rights Commission?

“Make things political!” the oft repeated phrase. Will Parliament ever be free to do so with eVect? Will
Parliament win round HM Treasury into recognising its objections run counter to Human Rights Law?

4.12 Is there a political case for insisting on one of the most easily deliverable and long lasting benefits
of the Paralympic and Olympic Games being held in London in 2012? This is that the Olympic Delivery
Authority will secure, once for all, the acceptance, on its merits, immediately, of the long needed and well
argued case for all new railway carriages to be electric scooter and wheelchair accessible?

4.13 If a wheelchair or scooter wheelchair with leak-proof gel-acid batteries can be safely manoeuvred
into a small London Black Cab for a short journey, they must be able to find safe accommodation in
spacious railway carriages for long journeys from Scotland, Wales or the West of England to the Olympics
and Paralympics.

4.14 The preparation of an Olympic Transport Plan will recognise the need for integrated transport
systems that allow the spectator or participant who uses an electric scooter wheelchair or wheelchair to get
from their home or accommodation independently, un-fussed, un-tired, ready for what the day brings. What
“did in the past” isn’t good enough.

The Olympics take place in seven years time, not 1948, over half a century ago. Will progress be measured
by such historic landmarks?

4.15 London’s Olympic Transport Plan matters to the whole country. DiYcult journeys to London for
people who use electric scooter wheelchairs and wheelchairs un-necessarily hobble the country’s cultural,
political and commercial life as well as London’s. Not only the Olympics are adversely aVected. The show-
piece event can make or mar perceptions of our country for a generation. Britain’s economy as a whole will
suVer if access for the disabled is revealed as “token”. Discrimination is avoidable. Make its eradication a
political cultural commercial and national imperative. “Give us the tools and we will finish the job” should
be one of the phrases the Olympic Delivery Authority borrows from Sir Winston Churchill.

5. The Olympics Delivery Authority

5.1 Making sure that the London Olympics Bill shall contain powers that lead directly to changing the
Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations made under Part V of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 needs
to be one of the first administrative and political actions by Parliament when it re-assembles to consider the
Bill after the summer recess.

5.2 Determined actions would give real notice that the Paralympics and Olympic Games are going to
bring changes for good for the whole of the United Kingdom. London will need the support of the whole
of the country and is getting it already. The rest of the country especially those who use electric scooter
wheelchairs and wheelchairs need the help of London now as Olympic city to secure integrated transport
that includes them.

5.3 The Olympics held in Barcelona may have improved matters in that city, but it did not extend far
across Spain. One Spanish student at Bristol University works as a volunteer at HOP SKIP AND JUMP a
support centre for children with special needs and their families, on the edge of Bristol. In her opinion even
Bristol and Bath are much better for people needing joined up transport integration than Madrid. This
shows that it takes more than token Government support to make sure that the gains won in London are
shared and benefit the whole country, especially those who would otherwise be frustrated or delayed by non
inclusive transport or excluded altogether.

5.4 The costs of good design, good access and good allocation of space are no greater than for bad design,
poor access and inadequate capacity. It is when priorities become lost, when pet projects take precedence
over universal common sense that problems arise.

5.5 The basic improvements, the fine tuning of Transport Accessibility Legislation, both on Eurostar and
domestically are almost precisely the same requests made in the past on behalf of Bath, Bristol and
Gloucester Rugby Clubs on behalf of their wheelchair using spectators. Requests from clubs whose players
and staV helped win the Rugby World Cup were ignored.
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The changes and the foresight that illuminates them will also benefit cyclists whose own organisations will
be trying to make many of the same points. Integrating cycling, public transport and the health of future
generations helps sustainable eco-friendly transport policies.

5.6 In the years and months in the run up to the Olympics, sports teams for the Paralympics and Olympic
Games will be staying in the United Kingdom to become acclimatised to local conditions and to be attuned
to our time zone. They will stay at Universities and other institutions that are centres of excellence or can
provide many kinds of facility. Among many places Bath University, Loughborough, Edinburgh, CardiV,
Cambridge, Swansea and Oxford, Leeds and Newcastle, Manchester and Liverpool will all expect to host
national teams of both Paralympic and Olympic Teams. They will wish to train. They will wish to travel and
experience Britain as well as London. What will they find? Will they be able to travel by train when and as
they wish or will there be no alternative to the team coach which can not always cater as well for wheelchair
users as a well designed train?

5.7 Building alterations such as those proposed for Bath Spa Railway Station make a mockery of the
gospel of universal access. Where once taxis could deliver wheelchair using Athletes direct to platform level,
or electric scooter wheelchair users could drive themselves to the boarding point for the train, there will in
future be a single tiny congested lift on the London Olympic bound platform. Is this good enough?. Is this the
way sister cities, with a share in London’s Olympic endeavour ought to behave? Bathonians don’t think so.

6. A Chartered Surveyor’s View

6.1 Chartered Surveyors working in the environment have some practice in ways of doing the possible
and practical, often with resources that are finite and sometimes limited. Complications and problems found
when working with Listed historic buildings, making them as accessible as possible, are not an excuse for
doing nothing. The same is true with the engineering of accessibility on transport.

6.2 For many who have never done so, the London Olympics will be an opportunity to roll up sleeves
and get involved in the voluntary sector perhaps for the first time.

They will be welcoming Athletes, Teams and spectators to London and also to training villages for pre-
Olympic preparation in Universities Colleges and Sports Clubs throughout the United Kingdom.

6.3 If this gift of welcoming is true of the Olympics it is more emphatically important for the Paralympics.
If, under Part V of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations are
changed as a fundamental part of the Olympics Bill, statesmen and politicians in Parliament will have made
up ground in a way that significantly introduces greater equality of opportunity for those who use scooter
wheelchairs and wheelchairs. As the demography of the nation changes and the balance tips between the
very young in push chairs and the older or the frail perhaps in electric scooters, these alterations will benefit
us all.

7. A Sportsmans Story

7.1 Alastair Hignell, the Double Blue who won 14 England Rugby Caps, played with distinction for the
Barbarians XV, and represented Gloucestershire in First Class Cricket for many seasons as well as teaching
History, works for the BBC as a Radio 5 sports commentator. Living with multiple sclerosis means needing
to use an electric scooter wheelchair. Whereas a wheelchair means dependence an electric scooter brings the
euphoria of everyday inclusion once more and good feelings about yourself.

7.2. For three years until October 2004 he travelled to Bristol Temple Meads using his electric scooter
wheelchair. He drove his scooter up the little portable ramp onto the Paddington train. From there he went
in his scooter by Black London cab to the BBC, or to Heathrow or to Eurostar. Seamless integrated
journeys.

7.3 Then scooters were banned. First Great Western, confident that it would have no eVect on renewing
their franchise, unilaterally banned all types of electric scooter wheelchairs from all their trains.

7.4 In depth lengthy negotiations led, after months to a concession that he could take his scooter on a
train again provided he dismantled it first. Tiredness and compromised mobility were the reasons he started
to take his scooter on the train in the first place. Was going to London now going to be more like a Royal
Tournament Assault Course?

This is not good enough for National Integrated Transport. Can Parliament give us confidence to expect
much better from multi-national companies involved in our transport industry?

7.5 Compare this with the experience of Tanni Grey-Thompson, one of our greatest athletes at the BBC
Sports Personality of the Year ceremony. The first year no-one had realised that she’d be unable to get up
onto the Dais. By the next time, the BBC had learnt from its mistakes and got it right. The new Dais was
accessible.
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8. Conclusion

8.01 Like the BBC’s old discarded Dais that embarrassed the BBC and excluded Tanni, the current Rail
Vehicle Accessibility Regulations are defective. They need to be changed. The London Olympics Bill is the
place to start. Every new carriage built from now on must be accessible to and oVer welcome to those who
use electric scooter wheelchairs and wheelchairs. Good luck, courage and imagination are needed by those
entrusted with delivering the Paralympics and Olympics in London and across the United Kingdom.

8.02 Thanks are due to Lord Coe and the team that secured the Olympic Games for London in 2012,
thereby giving those who use electric scooters and wheelchairs hope. Hope that, to quote another English
writer, “All will be well, and all will be well and you shall see yourself that all manner of things shall be well”.

8 September 2005

APPENDIX 8

Memorandum submitted by Mrs Bridget Nuttgens

1. Moving around Paris shortly before the announcement of the Olympic bid convinced me that London
hadn’t a chance. In comparison to London, the transport system—both metro and buses—were smart,
clean, on time, well-signed and with provision for disability access on all buses. I know Paris is smaller with
fewer branch underground lines (if you get on the right train you will go to the place you want to reach) but
the present opportunity to radically reform the transport system within London should not be ignored.

2. I have seen very few improvements in accessibility since the deadline on 1 October 2004 for
implementation of the Disability Discrimination Act of 1955 including Part V—Rail Vehicle Accessibility
Regulations. It would be iniquitous if no improvements resulted from the money and new ideas that should
follow up our successful Olympic bid as part of the “Legacy” Lord Coe made so much of. When my husband
contracted polio in 1942 he was transferred from school in Leicestershire to an orthopaedic hospital in
Middlesex by stretcher in an unheated guards’ van. How much have facilities improved since those war days?
I heard recently of an independent traveller being ordered to disband his regulation-sized scooter (a heavy
job for anybody, impossible for a disabled person) so that it could be packed out of his reach in the guard’s
van while he transferred (Was he capable of doing so?) to a train seat.

3. Going for Gold presents the House of Commons Transport Committee with an opportunity to become
European pioneers in establishing a truly inclusive transport system in UK. The present transport legislation
which eg provides one disabled place in each of First and Second Class is quite inadequate, and I thought
the squashy First-Class wheelchair space on the Eurotrain very poor indeed. Older carriages may be diYcult
and expensive to adapt, but there is no excuse for not making provision for wheelchairs and scooters of the
acceptable size in every new-built carriage.

4. Accessibility across the board should be established in the widest sense to include:

— not only transport of all sorts from all parts of the country and abroad to the Olympic sites, but
transport from hotels/B&Bs/hostels for both competitors, supporters and visitors to both sets of
Games.

— complete accessibility within the Olympic sites and within the above mentioned accommodation.
There is no point in arranging transport to London, if people cannot get to beds, eating places,
toilets and stadia seating where they can sit alongside able-bodied or disabled relatives/friends/
carers etc. All facilities must be available to all. This country has a reputation for design. Use our
national talents!

— systems which can be left in place not merely for the Games but for the future, in accordance with
Lord Coe’s principle of “legacy” to the entire country.

5. If government policy were to take advantage of the present opportunity provided by the Olympic/
Paraplegic Games, it could have far-reaching results in solving some of the country’s major problems.

— It would arouse the interest of the young in athletics and sport, promoting physical health, giving
ideals and supplying heroes to emulate, so as to give positive life-aims for those of non-academic
talents or members of the community who feel themselves to be depressed or under-valued. Sports,
like music, can have a unifying and vivifying eVect akin to religion likely to influence social
disruption and petty crime.

— If mobility and access provision were readily available not only to the disabled but to the increasing
number of the elderly in the community it would encourage independence for them and promote
the interests and activities that enhance life. This is an essential factor in avoiding illness and
depression, both of which today put a burden of crisis-threatening proportions on the Health and
Social Services. Unfortunately present government policies seem to be working in the opposite
direction; we can see the non-principle operating in the education sector where wider extra mural
learning is being down-graded and finances for such classes increasingly limited to basic skills; and
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it is also apparent in the government’s past failure to provide for adequate mobility to enable this
sector of the community to play their full part as citizens and contribute to the life of the country,
although people with a lifetime of experience behind them have so much to give.

— Further: the demographic figures that show 16% of the population to be over 65 and 20% under
15, make it imperative that the top (and growing) 16% should be given every help possible to live
independent and active lives in the community for the sake of the middle 50%. These percentages
are only bookends; as they stand, a bare 50% has

(a) to do all the work;

(b) bear and rear the children; and

(c) look after the elderly and infirm.

Under these conditions, how many of the 50% will join those in the sick, depressed and demented
categories with the possible eventual result of a total breakdown of Health and Social Services.

— Planning these improvements would give the added bonus of opening up work areas in both design
and crafts.

Conclusion

The organisation and financing of the 2012 Games provides the Government with an unprecedented
opportunity not only to tackle some of the severe problems facing it, but to create a new and enhancing
lifestyle for the country. Please allow people of vision to raise their eyes and minds from the bottom line
(even in financial terms a short-lived policy) to a new future.

7 September 2005

APPENDIX 9

Memorandum submitted The National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers

The National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers (RMT) welcomes the opportunity to
contribute to the Transport Select Committee inquiry “Going for Gold: Delivering Excellent Transport for
London’s 2012 Olympic Games”.

The RMT organises 72,000 workers in all sectors of the transport industry and negotiates, on behalf of
our members, with some 150 employers. With over 44,000 members employed on the railway RMT is the
largest of the rail unions.

Introduction

The RMT is delighted that London has been chosen by the International Olympic Committee to host both
the Olympics and Paralympics in 2012. The Games will not only bring world class sporting competition to
the capital but also present opportunities for significant enhancements to London and the South East’s
transport infrastructure which should leave lasting legacies for future generations in both London and the
South East as well as the rest of Britain.

Capacity Enhancements

London’s transport infrastructure is in urgent need of significant capacity enhancement. Last year almost
1 billion journeys were made on the London Underground and the 10 years since 1994–95 have seen a 40%
increase in mainline rail travel between London and the South East as a whole and a 22% increase in
mainline rail journeys within London itself.

In addition by 2016 London’s population is projected to grow by 800,000. It is therefore self evident that
existing passenger demand, the projected population increase and the 2012 Games themselves will place
additional strains upon an already overcrowded transport network.

RMT is therefore disappointed that the Crossrail project appears extremely unlikely to be ready in time
for 2012. We are also concerned at the apparent lack of progress on the Thameslink 2000 project and would
want to see works taken forward as a matter of some urgency. RMT also trusts that both the new Channel
Tunnel Rail Link Domestic Services and Phase 1 of the East London Line Extension will meet their
respective 2009 and 2010 deadlines.

To promote sustainable transport RMT will be seeking Government, and where appropriate Mayoral,
assurances that existing rail freight paths will not be unduly aVected by the projected increase in passenger
services which will be introduced to serve the Games.

Additionally RMT welcome Alistair Darling’s November 2004 announcement to guarantee projects
designed to enhance network capacity in and around London in preparation for 2012. The projects include;
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— The upgrade of the Chiltern Line into Marylebone Station

— The redevelopment of Stratford regional station

— Asset renewals on the C2C, West Anglia and Great Eastern, Victoria to North Kent, London to
Brighton and Waterloo to Weymouth lines

— Signalling enhancements, platform extensions and power reinforcement on the North London
Line.

— Signalling enhancements on the C2C route at West Ham station

— Platform extension and signalling enhancements on the Great Eastern line at Stratford station

— Infrastructure enhancements on the Lee Valley Line

— The provision of operational infrastructure to provide the Olympic Shuttle between the Olympic
Park—Central London and Kent.

Whilst welcoming these commitments by the Secretary of State we would point out that post-privatisation
unit costs for rail enhancements have spiralled. RMT would want not want to see a situation where private
contractors used the Games as another mechanism through which they extract exorbitant sums from the
public purse in order to maximise shareholder dividends.

Cost

The House of Commons Library Research Paper on the Olympics Bill sets out how the £2.375 billion set
aside for specific Olympic capital costs under the “Memorandum of Understanding between the
Government and the Mayor of London” will be spent.

Works Cost in £000

Construction of new venues 560,000
IBC/MPC construction 130,000
Olympic transport infrastructure 380,000
Enhanced infrastructure in the Olympic Park 350,000
Elite Sport 300,000
Other costs incl, security, contingencies and inflation 650,000
Total 2,375,000

It remains to be seen whether the money set aside for Olympic transport infrastructure will prove to be
suYcient. Evidence from recent games is that costs overrun can be significant. The Athens games cost £6.3
billion; twice as much as expected.

RMT has long argued that businesses who benefit financially from large-scale infrastructure projects
should contribute towards the cost. This could be done along the lines of the “Versement Tax” which has
been used to fund light-rail projects in France or through the use of hypothecated taxation similar to that
used by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority in New York which targets charges on business and
property owners, taxes on commercial rents, business telephone charges (and) property transfers.

Furthermore property and land values have often soared in the wake of new transport developments.
RMT believes that companies and institutions that are set benefit economically from an expansion in the
transport infrastructure in preparation for 2012 should be required to make a financial contribution towards
the cost of staging the Games.

London Underground

As well as the enhancements which will be required on the mainline, London Underground’s capacity and
performance will be severely tested. On the passenger side LU has coped well in the past with one oV large-
scale events such as the Notting Hill Carnival. However RMT is less confident of good performance on the
underground’s infrastructure. In the past we have been critical of the Public Private Partnership on London
Underground, a view which has been shared both by your Committee and its predecessor.

RMT is particularly concerned that Transport for London’s 2005 report into Year 2 of the PPP indicates
that so far performance is “not good enough and is less than what was promised” and that “where renewal
work is being delivered much if it is currently late.”

Under the terms of the PPP much of the renewals work is not due to begin until stage 2 in 2009. There is,
as yet, no committed funding for this second 7°-year period. RMT is strongly of the view that the quality of
project management thus far delivered by the Infracos will be inadequate to deal with the volume of renewals
required on the London Underground in the run up to 2012. We would strongly urge that the Government
quickly re-assess the whole rationale of the PPP and brings forward legislation which would allow the Mayor
the flexibility to create a unified, streamlined, publicly owned and accountable underground network which
we believe would be best placed to complete the necessary work on LU in good time for 2012.
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Rolling Stock

The past few years have seen significant job losses in the railway manufacturing and maintenance sector
at sites including Birmingham Washwood Heath, Eastleigh and Derby Pride Park and Derby Litchurch
Lane. RMT is therefore extremely disappointed that the new high-speed trains for the proposed Integrated
Kent Franchise will be built in Japan and not in Britain.

However the new vehicles which will be required to cope with the extra passengers demand, for example
the Olympic Javelin shuttle, presents the opportunity to begin the regeneration of the railway workshop
sector. RMT would urge all parties to do everything in their power to ensure that additional 2012 rolling
stock is domestically built and maintained.

Security

Following the appalling July terrorist attacks the issue of security for the travelling public on London’s
transport system is now even more of a key issue. RMT believes that the presence of visible well-trained
railway staV is one of the essential components in sustaining public confidence in the network.

We are therefore of the view that London Underground should begin the process of re-introducing guards
across the underground network. Furthermore the Train Operating Companies on the national mainline
should desist from de-staYng booking oYces but should rather move to re-staV currently understaVed and
un-staVed stations. Whilst fully aware that guards are unable to stop terrorists or suicide bombers they can
help passengers to de-train as safely as possible in the event of an emergency by for example ensuring that
they do not evacuate onto potentially live rails. This is particularly important in the event of the driver being
injured or otherwise incapacitated. Visible station staV also improve the passenger’s sense of security and are
an essential presence if stations have to be evacuated or closed due to an emergency or other serious incident.

Skills legacy

Inner city London constituencies suVer from some of the highest unemployment rates in Britain.

Position Constituency % Male % Female All

5th Tottenham 13.9% 6.3% 10.6%
8th Camberwell and Peckham 12.9% 5.7% 9.6%
9th Bethnall Green and Bow 11.6% 6.2% 9.5%
11th Hackney South and Shoreditch 12.0% 5.9% 9.2%

Source: House of Commons Research Paper—Unemployment by constituency July 2005

It should be clear that hosting the Games provides an opportunity to train the highly skilled work-force
which will be needed to construct the Olympic venues as well as to build and subsequently maintain Olympic
transport infrastructure projects. RMT is therefore firmly of the view that training schemes and
apprenticeships should be brought forward which will see the development of a highly-skilled workforce in
some of the inner-London constituencies where unemployment rates are disproportionately high. Such steps
could prove to be one of the most valuable legacies that the 2012 London Games could leave behind.

Conclusion

RMT very much welcomes the IOC decision to award the 2012 Olympic Games and Paralympic Games
to London.

RMT also welcomes commitments to enhance transport capacity in preparation for the Games and trusts
that unit costs, unlike those on the West Coast Mainline, can be held at levels which do not see private sector
engineering contractors securing huge profit margins. We do not believe that the PPP will be able to deliver
the necessary upgrade of the London Underground and would urge the Government to intervene to scrap
the scheme and return the Tube to unified public sector control.

In order to fund the transport infrastructure projects required for the Games we would suggest that the
Government considers funding streams similar to those used in France and by the MTA in New York and
in addition consider a land-value tax.

Finally the Games provide wonderful opportunities to re-establish high-skilled jobs in the railway
workshop sector and to tackle the blight of unemployment in London’s inner-city boroughs by training local
workers in both railway construction and engineering.

September 2005
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APPENDIX 10

Memorandum submitted by the Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom

In response to the Transport Committee Press Notice inviting the submission of written memoranda on
the delivery of an Olympic Transport Plan, ITS United Kingdom, is pleased to provide comment on the
concerns raised by the Transport Committee on the provision of a transport system that is able to cope with
the enormous challenge posed by the Olympic and Paralympic Games.

The Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom, known as ITS United Kingdom, is a not for
profit organisation dedicated to promoting the use of ITS technology in the UK and promoting UK
technical expertise and systems overseas. Our membership consists of around 150 organisations working in
the transport field to promote the use of Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS), which employs modern
developments of mobile Information Technology and communications technology to assist all modes of
surface transport. We are fortunate in having membership from both public and private sectors and from
academia. We are funded entirely from the subscriptions of our members and therefore can independently
represent the interests of the whole membership spectrum in this rapidly developing field. A complete list
of our Members is attached to this Response.

In particular we would like to respond to the specific issues raised by the Transport Committee as follows:

“What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?”

We are concerned that the level of funding required should not be under estimated for the delivery of a
transport plan of this scale and complexity. If we look at general trends in the delivery of public sector
Transport Plans, such as Local Transport Plans, we can find evidence of under estimation of the true costs
of a Transport Plan or Scheme. Through experience gained capital costs are now less likely to be under
estimated but revenue requirements to maintain the operation of systems and services in the short, medium
and long term are frequently neglected.

The Transport Committee should be aware that the delivery of the Olympic Transport Plan will inevitably
involve working in partnership with the private sector. This relationship must be managed so that both
commercial benefits and a holistic view of transport integration are considered and implemented. The
Olympic Transport Plan needs to ensure that there is consistency over the next seven years so that there isn’t
a siphoning oV to suit short-term gains and that provision is made for the years following the Olympic
Games to ensure that the benefits of the plan to London are locked in and best value is delivered.

ITS (UK) has an established structure of Interest Groups to help address these issues in a collaborative
forum. It has representation from academia, consultants and the systems industry, from transport civil
servants, and from the police as well as good links to national security groups. ITS (UK) can act as an
“honest broker” on these issues and advise on future transportation requirements and benefits may well
prove highly beneficial to all parties in the short, medium and long-term.

“How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long-term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?”

Any transport project needs to embrace what will benefit London. Whilst this will aVect TfL’s view it
should not concentrate on their requirements exclusively as there are broader transport issues that will aVect
and influence transport infrastructures surrounding Greater London, and indeed beyond, up to and
including air travel to London.

Likely future travel needs of residents and workers in east London must be researched and taken into
account when designing transport projects for the Games; not just the movements of athletes and spectators
over the short period of the actual Games.

In the longer term the aim will surely be to secure not just London’s transport system but London itself.
The public transport system is just part of the public space. Hence, for instance, the development of the
Oyster Card as a payment card accepted by an increasing range of London retailers.

The Olympics will provide a high profile target that will require particularly intensive security provision.
However, much of this will be of long-term value to London anyway, and the approach should be to ensure
that the Olympics transport systems build as much as possible on London’s own strategic implementation,
rather than duplicating investment.

“What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?”

While intelligent transport systems and services cannot be anything other than a part of the answer to
securing a successful Olympic Transport Plan, we believe they have a potentially significant part to play.
The key will be to ensure that the organisation and processes during planning, procurement, implementation
and use fulfils the requirements of both the transportation systems and the security services.



3211211010 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 14:07:54 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 128 Transport Committee: Evidence

Recent terrorist incidents demand high levels of security on the transport infrastructure (particularly at
transport hubs—eg Stratford Station—multi-modal hub), however, this needs to be balanced against the
essential free-flow of travellers attending events at the Olympic Venue and Village.

Oyster has shown how a transport systems initiative (in this case a benign one, of Smartcards for travel
payments) can begin to have value outside the transport system. Because the Olympics will have a more
concentrated security operation, it has the potential to lead London-wide developments.

Security technologies will be used to screen visitors to the Games (smart tickets, oVender recognition etc),
to track and guide their movements, and to facilitate information to and access by the emergency and
security services. The high profile of the games and the unified management will make these things relatively
easy to implement and relatively acceptable to the public. With the Olympic transport services and transport
corridors as a testbed, it will be easier to extend these on a wider basis.

Given the comments made previously it will be essential to begin planning, establish policies and working
relationships, and set a programme of technical research and demonstrators early on. Only in this way will
London itself be able to have a clear long-term perspective within which the Olympics facilities can be set.

TraYc growth will continue to rise in the years leading up to the Olympics and congestion, along with
associated issues such as air quality and emissions, will need to be tackled. Technical solutions are available
in the form of improved traYc management and control systems pioneered and demonstrated by the DfT’s
Urban TraYc Management and Control (UTMC) programme. The Olympic Transport Plan should build
on this research and demonstration platform to develop the level of traYc management required along with
a suitable infrastructure on street. The TraYc Management Act 2004 provides TfL with the necessary
legislation to achieve the traYc management requirements of the Olympic Transport Plan.

In the interim, there will be disruption to existing transport systems caused by works associated with the
Games. This needs to be carefully managed to minimise the impact on local residents and businesses.

“What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?”

Sydney and Athens Olympics were widely regarded as successful. Both Games ensured that there was
dedicated transport infrastructure simultaneously available to people attending the Games and also to
residents and visitors attending those cities for other reasons. The two requirements went “hand-in-hand”.
Conversely analysis of the 2002 Salt Lake City Games identified problems regarding travel to, from, between
and access/egress to both the event venues and host city.

Consideration of plans for Winter Games 2010 and the involvement of ITS (Canada) would indicate that
there are lessons to be learnt from previous events and potential best practice to adopt. Dialogue with fellow
ITS organisations regarding previous and future Games equivalents may prove to be a highly useful exercise
as a means of gathering “best and emerging” practice. ITS (UK) has existing Memorandum of
Understanding with numerous International ITS organisations and, as such, can help facilitate this process.
The 2006 ITS World Congress will be held in London and provides an ideal opportunity to develop an
understanding of lessons learnt from previous hosts of events on this scale.

As far as technology is concerned, there is likely to be little to be learned from other Olympics as the
characteristic time of technology developments is shorter than the four years between games. However much
may be learned in terms of what challenges the transport system faced, and where investment in transport
technology can potentially oVer cost-justified benefits.

“What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?”

The Olympic Transport Plan should incorporate several tiers:

— Strategic;

— Management;

— Operational, and

— Tactical Options

These should include “Disaster Recovery” to incorporate all aspects, ie emergencies, incidents,
malfunctions, utility operations etc.

Within these tiers the Olympic Transport Plan should covers issues such as access and egress to the event,
travel facilities for competitors, oYcials, VIPs, spectators and those not associated with the games that need
to carry on with “business as usual”.

The Olympic Transport Plan should incorporate:

— Technologies regarding vehicular access such as Road User Charging, Car Parking systems

— Multi-modal transport options—DLR, buses, tubes, cycle, cars, lorries, waterbuses, etc. Consider
innovative methods of passenger transport to and from the Games that do not interfere with
other public.

— Access to/from North/South of Thames—limited river crossings

— Policing (broadest sense of definition)—Security/Congestion—Police (Met Police and British
Transport Police)/Street Wardens/NCP
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— Integration with Local and Capital transportation requirements pre, during, and post Games

— International/national and inter/intra-city travel requirements—airports, roadways, railways, and
waterways.

The key to the delivery of mass transit solutions within the constraints of the infrastructure and air quality
requirements will be interchanges between air, car, rail, bus and tube. Data from various information
systems already exists however, to date, these have not been integrated to provide a complete travel solution
to assist the traveller and provide confidence on their journeys through these interchanges. Examples of
added value through the integration of data might be:

— Detailed interchange information via PDA or SMS could be provided, for example “at the top of
the escalators turn left to exit market ‘Oxford Street’”

— Information about the sport they are travelling to as well as alternative routes and other updates
could be sent in real-time to mobile, PDA or Sat.nav (where relevant).

— Specifically tailored travel plans from home to the stadium could be included with tickets.

— Budgetary requirements are unknown at this stage but information systems are considerable
cheaper than structural changes to interchange points.

As a fundamental service, transport for the Olympics will rely heavily on existing provision, both by TfL
in and around London as well as by other local authorities and their supply chains: public transport
operations, network management authorities, systems providers, etc. It is unlikely to be valid for the
Olympics Delivery Authority to implement any major transport infrastructure, so most of its transportation
will be arranged either through partnership and persuasion (for public sector bodies) or under contract (for
private sector organisations).

On security matters, the Plan should describe the security policies, the procedures and systems that will
be put in place to fulfil these policies, and the mechanisms by which the transport security system is
integrated with the key stakeholders: the Olympics operations, the transport system in London and
elsewhere, and local and national security organisations.

“Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?”

It is likely that the ODA will be provided with the relevant powers and funding, however what they will
lack is the relevant independent advisory expertise on how to plan and deliver the appropriate transport
infrastructure. Furthermore they are unlikely to be aware of emerging technologies that will be available or
commonplace when the Games take place in 2012. It is highly likely that a number of leading companies
will seek to be awarded lucrative contracts, but are likely to exploit current (but by then obsolete)
technologies. ITS (UK) can provide active support in providing independent advice and appropriate
steerage to relevant areas of expertise.

The key will be to ensure that the ODA has, either itself and through liaison with TfL, suYcient
management resources to ensure a coherent system is provided. This should, we believe, include someone
with special responsibility for Olympics transport delivery, who will be able to make all the necessary links.
ITS (UK) and its members will be happy to help this individual on technology matters.

Consideration should also be given to the eVect delivery of the Olympic Transport Plan may have on the
transport industry and the supply chains within it. Presently it is acknowledged that there is a general skill
shortage in the Transport Industry and it is unlikely that this position will improve in the run up to the
Olympics. Local Authority Transport Plans already place significant demands on the transport industry
and, if the present 5-year LTP cycle continues, will be in the process of delivering LTP3 (2012–17). Given
that Local Authorities have their own transport performance targets to achieve this may have an adverse
aVect on the ability of the industry to meet all of the demands placed upon it. The key issue here is to consult
with the industry and potential suppliers as early as possible and to ensure that steps are taken to provide
the Olympic Delivery Authority access to suYcient expertise and resource.

In conclusion, the Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom through its interest groups,
members and industry links is ideally placed to provide independent expert advice throughout the process
of delivering the Olympic Transport Plan and welcomes further opportunities to assist the Transport
Committee in this process.

APPENDIX 11

Memorandum submitted by Mr T Martin Blaiklock

The focus of my interest in this Inquiry lies in the financial aspects, specifically Item 1:—

“What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s
Spending Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector
play in delivering infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects”.
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Any assessment of the funding requirements for London 2012 and of the impact of such funding requires
data in suYcient detail to make a reasoned assessment.

When plans were first initiated in 1997 by the British Olympic Association (“BOA”) for London’s bid for
the 2012 Olympics, an independent cost-benefit analysis report was commissioned as to the viability of such
a bid. Such analysis was, amongst other things, to examine in detail the transport infrastructure needs for
implementing the Games.

In December 2000, a 400 page Report, prepared by Arup’s, was delivered to Government ministers, and
subsequently to the Mayor/Greater London Authority and Opposition spokespersons. Only a 20 page
Summary of this Report was placed in the public domain. The Report itself was not.

The Summary was unfortunately totally inadequate for any reasoned assessment to be made as to whether
the London 2012 bid was viable or not. For a start such Summary made minimal explanations as to the basis
of the assumptions made underlying the analysis. In 2002-3 the CMS Committee made this point as the first
item of their conclusions to their Inquiry (ref HC 268, 2002–3) at the time.

In February 2003, I contacted the BOA to obtain a full copy of the Arup Report with no success. From
time to time I attempted again to obtain a copy through GLA, Parliament, etc No such luck!

When the Committee’s current Inquiry was announced in July 2005, I tried once more. By this time
London and the UK Government were committed to support, and had won, the bid for London 2012. BOA
passed me on to the London 2012 Organisation, with whom I have had direct contact recently. To date they
have refused access to the full Arup Report (or indeed any other detailed financial/economic assessment of
the London bid).

I also approached in July 2005 DCMS for access to such document under the Freedom of Information
Act. They have recently responded (Sept 5) that they had not yet decided whether it was in the public interest
to release such information! (I should hear their conclusion within 20 days, but I am not hopeful! The blank
cheque remains blank!).

Unfortunately, the Arup Report is not the only essential document on London 2012, which has not been
placed in the public domain (see below).

Hence, one has only had the information given in the London 2012 bid documents as any guide to the
economic and financial viability of the bid, and the cash-flows therein (ref Table 6.6.3) are very rudimentary
and conceptually confused.

I summarise my comments below:

— The general structure of costs seems to be:

[given in 2004 values]
LOCOG Operational Budget: % £1,500 million

LOCOG Est Revenues:

IOC [TV, etc] % £560 million

Sponsors & oYcial suppliers % £450 million

Tickets % £300 million

Licensing % £60 million

Total % £1,370 million

Operational Shortfall % £130 million

NOTE: London 2012 confidently expects to make a surplus in excess of £100mn nevertheless. How the
shortfall is bridged is not clear.

Non-LOCOG Investment:

New Venues % £560 million

IBC/MPC construction % £130 million

Olympic Transport Infrastructure % £380 million

Enhanced Infrastructure in Olympic Park % £350 million

Security, elite sports, contingencies, inflation % £955 million
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TOTAL % £2,375 million

Lower Lea Valley Development: % £800 million

TOTAL [Govt] % £3,175 million

Plus: Athletes Village (private sector) % £650 million

Plus : Other Infrastructure (road & rail) % £7,000 million

[“£400 million funded from Agreed Funding package”]

[Data Source: London 2012 Finance Briefing Note : undated, but post-bid]

— All the above figures are given in 2004 values. Inflation for 2004-2012 will have to be added to these
figures to obtain the rough quantum of money that needs actually be raised.

Using the inflation data for the last 8 years (ref Table 2.9 in the bid) and applying this forward, as a
reasonable assumption, the cumulative inflation over 8 years amounts to around a 22% increase. Added to
this one must add finance charges and interest during construction, etc. No comment is made on this issue
in the London 2012 documents.

— As to actual funding sources for the event, little is said in the bid except with respect to the
guarantees made available to support the costs.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer/Government has agreed that they will: (a) be the ultimate guarantor of
the infrastructure and venues cost for both the Olympic and Paralympic Games; and (b) ensure that the
funds will be made available to meet these costs (ie £2,375 million, see above).

In addition, the Government is to introduce legislation for £1,500 million of lottery money to be used to
support the games [what happens to the charities, etc. currently benefiting from the lottery, nothing is said].

The Mayor of London has also guaranteed up to £625 million and the London Development Agency £250
million towards the Games.

What is lacking in this scenario is a firm, “bankable” funding plan for all the expected costs of arranging
this event, duly supported by some of the guarantees as mentioned above. As it is, it is comical to observe
such a major public investment as the Games relying significantly upon gambling (ie lottery) revenues for
funding, and the “blank cheque” nature of the guarantees seemingly issued against such poor project data.

— In a number of places in the bid, reference is made to the “Guarantees File”. This document is
not—I understand from London2012—in the public domain. Why not, might I ask? What
actually, in value terms, has been guaranteed and under what conditions? The Government/
Mayor/LDA commitments made represent a “blank cheque” to the Games’ organizers and an
unquantifiable burden on the taxpayer. It also makes any reasoned analysis of the funding issues
of the Games incomplete.

In my view, this is an unacceptable way to manage major public investments. [cf the new Wembley
Stadium saga of mis-management and over-spending (ref HC 299 (2002–3) & HC 254 (2003–4)].

— The Arup Report is understood to be the main data source as to the transport infrastructure
requirements of the Games. Sadly, as mentioned earlier, it is unavailable for examination.

However, this Report was undertaken pre-Dec 2000. In early 2003, HM Treasury brought out a new
edition of the Green Book, which changed the discount rates to be used for project analysis, as well as
introduced the concept of “Optimism Bias”.

From the information available, it would seem that the cost estimates under the bid have ignored HM
Treasury guidelines. This might have been acceptable for bids to the IOC, but with respect to how we, in
the UK, assess such public investments it must be expected (by UK taxpayers) that the evaluation
procedures adopted follow UK Government rules, not someone else’s, eg IOC, guidelines.

In particular, it is noted that the contingencies put into the cost estimates were around 5% (ref London
2012 Finance Briefing Paper). The minimum “contingency” under Treasury Green Book guidelines is an
Optimum Bias of 24%, going up to 50–60% for complex undertakings, which the Games are. One might
expect, therefore, to see significant cost over-runs on the Olympic investments to be made than have hitherto
been identified, and this is without making any allowance for higher inflation of construction costs
compared to RPI.

[Note: it is interesting to spot that some allowance was made for inflation in the Briefing Note cost
estimates! Given these costs were represented in “real terms”, this is a conceptual nonsense and gives one
little confidence in the analytical rigour of the bid and its supporting documents].
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— Finally, it is understood that much of the £7 billion of “other Infrastructure” has already been
funded under the LUL PPP investment program. In this context it has been noted that the
Infraco’s under the LUL PPP have been lagging behind in their investment program (ref GLA
Report, June 2005). The London 2012 bid analysis takes no account of the cumulative impact of
such delays, ie there seems no provision for a “Plan B”.

Additionally, the “Spending Agreement” with the Mayor is also not available for analysis or to provide
clarifications on this issue.

Conclusion

Notwithstanding the political, PR and public success of winning the London 2012 games and the many £
millions that have been spent to date achieving this position, it is sad to comment that the financial planning
associated with the bid fall far short of what is “bankable” and acceptable for a public project in the UK.
Cost over-runs and over-stretching of resources seems inevitable.

The lack of publicly available data and analysis of the basis on which decisions were made and
Government/Mayor/LDA guarantees given raises additional concerns (and suspicions).

It is also salutary to note that the politicians and many of the public figures associated with the bid, who
have taken these decisions on behalf of the public to support London 2012 today, will not be in power or
around to answer for their optimism and enthusiasm in 2012.

One might ask whether it is right to burden future taxpayers with such costs in the absence of a transparent
decision-making process in the first place.

September 2005

APPENDIX 12

Memorandum submitted by BAA plc

1. BAA is the owner and operator of seven airports in the UK including the world’s busiest international
airport at Heathrow, as well as major international airports at Gatwick and Stansted. We also own and
operate Aberdeen, Edinburgh, Glasgow and Southampton airports. Overseas we either manage contracts
at, or have interests in, airports in the USA, Australia and Italy.

2. BAA was a Major Partner with London 2012 to support London’s bid to win the Olympic and
Paralympic Games in 2012 and provided a range of support during the bid period. This support included
detailed input into London 2012’s preparation of the technical bid document as well as advice on planning
and logistics, over £1 million of in-kind support to the bid team, a formal presentation to the International
Olympic Committee (IOC) Evaluation Committee on air transport provision was delivered by Mick
Temple, MD BAA Heathrow, in Spring 2005. BAA is confident that we can eYciently and eVectively
accommodate the Olympic family and spectators during the Games at our airports.

3. BAA’s submission will focus on our three London airports, which will be key in terms of international
transport for the Games. In our response we will also address surface transport links to and from the airports
and issues around customer service and security. We believe these are the areas where BAA’s expertise and
eVorts can add most value to the inquiry. In addition to our written evidence BAA is willing to give oral
evidence to assist with the Committee’s inquiry.

Building a World-Class Infrastructure for London

4. BAA is investing £6.8 billion (at 2005–06 prices) of capital expenditure over a ten-year period up to
2014 at our three London airports. Around £5.6 billion will be at Heathrow, including spending on Terminal
5. The new terminal is ahead of its construction schedule and will open on 30 March 2008 (first phase). In
total, BAA will have invested £4.2 billion on Terminal 5. By 2012 the terminal will be able to handle an extra
30 million passengers a year. Heathrow will also have the facilities to accommodate the Airbus A380, which
will carry up to 650 passengers. BAA is also investing in redeveloping and improving Terminals 1–4.
Terminal 1 will be redeveloped so that it can accommodate a forecast growth of the larger aircraft associated
with the STAR alliance. At Terminal 3 we will provide A380 pier-served stands, and develop the check-in
and forecourt areas. Terminal 4 will be redeveloped once Terminal 5 has opened, to facilitate the location
of Skyteam airlines and the increased number of A380 operations.

5. At Gatwick, the busiest single-runway airport in the world, BAA is investing around £685 million on
infrastructure to raise current traYc levels of 30 million passengers to around 40 million by 2014. In 2005
BAA invested £100 million on the Pier 6 project, which contains the world’s largest air passenger bridge,
wide enough to allow a 747–400 jet to pass underneath. Pier 6 provides 11 extra pier-served stands and
gaterooms for North Terminal passengers and will be used by more than 3 million passengers a year. The
investment programme over the next ten years will also allow A380 operations at the airport.
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6. At Stansted, Europe’s fastest growing major airport, BAA is also investing £550 million to cater for
the rapid growth of low-cost carriers. An application will be submitted in spring 2006 to seek permission to
expand from the current limit of 25 million to around 35 million passengers a year. These proposed
expansion plans include the provision of surface transport facilities, extra hotel accommodation and
additional car parking needed to facilitate the airport’s growth. In line with the Future of Air Transport
White Paper, BAA Stansted is also working towards an application to build a second runway by 2013. This
will involve a further investment of around £2 billion. It is important to note that the new runway will not
be in place for the Games, but neither will its construction diminish Stansted’s operations or constrain the
airport from coping with forecast passenger demand during that period.

7. As part of the Future of Air Transport White Paper, the Department for Transport (DfT) asked each
airport operator to draw up and publish draft master plans. These master plans both describe the current
airport layouts, facilities, employment, environmental impacts, transport provision, air traYc and other
matters, providing our thinking on how our airports will grow and what the impacts will be both over the
next decade and in the longer-term in the period to 2030. Each draft master plan is subject to an extensive
public consultation among local communities, airlines and other interested parties. At Heathrow and
Stansted, where there is still a lot of work to do on whether (at Heathrow) and how (at Stansted) an
additional runway will be provided, the draft master plans are only interim. More detailed draft plans will be
produced for consultation once this work is completed. To date Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, Edinburgh,
Glasgow and Southampton have produced their plans. Aberdeen is due to publish its master plan
imminently.

Implications of Olympics for BAA’s Airports

8. For the past two years BAA has been working closely with the London 2012 bid team to ensure that
our airports are able to handle the passenger traYc that the Games will bring. London’s airports currently
handle over 9,000 inbound flights per week from 183 international destinations. Heathrow alone manages
67.8 million passengers a year, travelling on 92 airlines. Together our London Airports handle almost 121
million passengers a year. We will be handling about 160 million passengers a year by 2012.

9. In terms of daily traYc, BAA’s London airports currently handle 332,000 passengers. By 2012 we will
be handling 430,000 a day. The Games themselves will generate 55,000 passengers a day at our airports.
BAA is very confident we can comfortably handle the passengers arriving and departing at our airports
eYciently and eVectively during the Olympics for two reasons: firstly, we will have the capacity to do so; and
secondly Olympic travel will displace other underlying traYc to other modes and to oV-peak travel.
London’s airports today handle five times as many passengers as Sydney did in 2000, and the Sydney Games
were a great success. The Olympic family has a set of unique requirements in terms of logistics and
processing. With suYcient notice and the co-operation of Olympic and governmental bodies we are
confident of meeting their requirements. BAA would like to point out that there are elements of the airport
experience which are out of our direct control. BAA will work with agencies including the Immigration
Service and Customs etc to ensure the airport experience is a high-quality one.

Air Quality

10. Air quality management is a key priority for BAA. The UK is required to meet EU limits for levels
of certain air pollutants, irrespective of their source, by 2010 and the Government has said that a third
runway at Heathrow cannot go ahead until those targets are met. BAA is working with the DfT on how to
bring air quality within EU limits to facilitate the future sustainable growth of Heathrow airport. BAA is
taking a number of actions to address air particle-related emissions, it is worth noting that a majority of the
emissions in the Heathrow area come from non-airport sources—notably the M25, M4 and A4. BAA will
continue to improve airport related emissions performance through operational measures, through
technological improvements and through continued provision of public transport. We will also continue to
work with airlines and the industry to lobby for cleaner, quieter aircraft. During the Games there will be an
increased number of aircraft movements. However, the displacement of passengers leaving London during
the time of the Games and those arriving for the Olympics, coupled with technological improvements and
operational measures, will minimise aviation’s air quality impacts during this period.

Welcoming the World to London

11. BAA Heathrow has a wealth of experience in welcoming heads of state, VIPs, athletes and large
groups to the airport. In 2012 our London’s airports will have even greater capacity and even more modern
facilities due to BAA’s financial investment outlined in paragraphs 3–5.

12. Once they have been met at the aircraft BAA aims to ensure that members of the Olympic Family
(athletes and team oYcials, technical oYcials, families, media, international federations and sponsors) are
processed swiftly through our airports. Once they have landed a trained greeter will escort Olympic family
members through the arrivals process. They will then be fast-tracked through immigration and customs on
arrival and through security on departure. BAA will work closely with the Immigration Services, the IOC
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and LOCOG to ensure this happens. There will be a dedicated area outside the airport as a waiting point
for vehicles, which will be called forward to collect Olympians from the terminal forecourts. BAA will also
work with other transport providers to integrate the airport to all onward travel. We will provide a round-
the-clock service to ensure the media are guided through the airport eYciently.

13. Spectators will use the existing facilities and processes in place at our airports. Our emphasis will be
on simplicity of information and we will ensure that passengers receive information relating to the Olympics
at branded stands and via mobile assistants and plasma screens. Public address systems and information
kiosks will also be used to provide information to passengers.

14. BAA would like to bring the Committee’s attention to security at our airports. During the Games
our airports will operate the appropriate levels security, and in the run up to the Games we will work with
our partners to ensure that any additional measures are put in place. BAA strives to provide eVective and
eYcient security at all of our airports regardless of outside events in the capital. To enable us to achieve our
objective we have continued to consider the development of new technologies for securing our airports, and
work with the police and control authorities to integrate eVorts to improve our overall security while
allowing growth in capacity.

Transport to and from the Airports

15. BAA understands the importance of eYcient and eVective surface transport during the time of the
Games. However, we believe that access to and from our airports is vital in the long-term and to that end
it is a core element of our business strategy. Through the Heathrow Express BAA can deliver a non-stop
rail service between Heathrow and London. BAA designed, built, paid for and operates the £750 million
Heathrow Express, which runs from Paddington to Heathrow Terminals 1,2,3 and 4. It currently carries
over five million passengers a year, taking over 3,700 cars oV the road daily.

16. BAA has also introduced Heathrow Connect, in partnership with First Group, a stopping service
from Paddington to Heathrow, serving west London with trains every 30 minutes. Heathrow Connect is
further improving access to Heathrow for over four million passengers living in the Thames Valley area and
passengers from the London Underground connecting at Ealing Broadway.

17. The extension of the Heathrow Express and the Piccadilly Line are also being extended to serve
Terminal 5, making the terminal a major surface transport hub.

18. BAA is also investing in road and rail improvements at Stansted Airport. The planning application
for a second runway will be accompanied by a full and detailed Environmental Statement and proposals for
improved rail and road access. We will continue to work with the Government, DfT Rail, Network Rail,
the Highways Agency, local authorities and transport providers to identify surface transport solutions to
support the growth of the airport. By 2012 passengers will be able to travel straight to the Olympic Park
from Stansted Airport.

19. The Gatwick Express currently oVers a non-stop rail service between Gatwick and London, which is
a vital link to central London now, and in 2012 and beyond. BAA would like to draw the Committee’s
attention to the fact that the Gatwick Express is under threat as a result of the Strategic Rail Authority’s
(SRA) proposed changes on the Brighton mainline. These proposals, which are now with DfT Rail,
following the demise of the SRA, are still unresolved, and the Gatwick Express is therefore still under threat.
Clearly, were the Gatwick Express to be removed, the convenience of access to London by Olympic
passengers arriving at Gatwick would be severely undermined. Although BAA does not operate the Gatwick
Express, we have conducted a robust public defence of the service and will continue to do so. Ensuring high
quality air-rail links is a vital aspect of London’s transport system, not least in the context of the Olympic
Games.

In Summary

20. BAA is delighted that London has been selected to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.
It is a great achievement for British sport and one which will add to the vibrancy and wealth of the nation.
BAA is confident that we can comfortably, eYciently and eVectively accommodate the Olympic Family and
spectators during the Games if we have the full and timely support and co-operation of the relevant
government agencies. Through our investment and partnerships each of our London airports also has
dedicated rail links to central London ensuring connectivity for their onward journey. We will continue to
work with the London 2012 team and other parties to develop detailed plans to deliver a successful Games
to London.

8 September 2005
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APPENDIX 13

Memorandum submitted by TRL

TRL is pleased to submit some comments in response to the Committees questions relating to the delivery
of excellent transport systems for the 2012 Olympic Games in London. We are mindful of the wide scope
of this exercise and that the Transport Committee is familiar with the range and content of TRL’s
capabilities, a great deal of which is relevant to the present considerations. Therefore, in this short
submission we do not plan to cover all aspects of the questions raised, but feel there are two particular areas
that it would be useful to bring to the attention of the Committee for consideration. These relate to security
and mobility.

Security

All aspects of security are clearly important for consideration by the Committee. TRL would like to focus
on a number of topics in this memorandum. We have captured, utilised our knowledge of traYc calming,
vehicle impact testing, accident investigation and safety barrier design to pioneer and develop the science
behind protective security and hostile vehicle mitigation.

Protection against Vehicle Threats—Site Assessment & Design

In the light of recent events worldwide involving vehicles as hostile tools for inflicting terror on innocent
people, protection against vehicle threats is an important consideration. TRL can oVer significant advice in
this area.

The Committee should consider:

— The protection of critical infrastructure

TRL’s collision reconstruction and barrier experts have recently been contributing to the protection of
critical infrastructure from both unintended and malicious vehicle-borne threats, drawing on extensive
knowledge of collision investigation and speed mitigation techniques.

— Assessments of vehicle paths

When considering vehicle-borne threats it is extremely important that detailed assessments of vehicle
paths on approach to, and throughout, sensitive sites include extensive knowledge of vehicle dynamics and
driver responses. Using specialised collision reconstruction software TRL can identify vehicle speeds for
both aggressive and regular vehicle approaches.

Computer simulated approach speeds can then be used to determine collision energies which, in turn,
provide a basis for recommending potential treatments that balance function and amenity with protection.
Vehicle path assessment can also be used to identify critical locations for detection and alert management.
Visualisation can also be used to assist with training security personnel to recognise potential threat vehicles.

TRL’s assessment methodology can account for a wide variety of vehicle and human performance factors;
complex vehicle-road interactions associated with diVerent classes of traYc; and it can be applied to complex
site layouts with fluctuations in road topography.

Providing Site Specific Advice

TRL understands the need for any security measures to be both functional and in keeping with the
surrounding environment. To this end, TRL has developed and maintained two databases; the first, a vehicle
restraint database, developed from literature review and testing; the second, a traYc calming database,
developed from TRL’s experience and understanding of existing traYc calming measures.

The Committee should consider:

— The combination of these two databases and TRL’s knowledge of vehicle dynamics to provide a
holistic approach to hostile vehicle management.

— The virtual testing and physical testing of proposed designs before they are deployed on site.

Providing Vehicle Restraint Expertise

TRL’s UK testing facility has an ongoing program of impact tests to assess the eYcacy of barrier systems.
This work is carried out for a range of government and private clients.

The Committee should be aware that:

— To date TRL has tested a broad range of barriers including:

— Traditional Road Safety Barriers,

— Temporary Vehicle Threat Barriers,

— Road Environment Furniture,
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— Bollards,

— Ditches and Earthworks,

— Permanent and Semi Permanent Barriers

TRL is not aYliated with any barrier manufacturers and as such oVers an independent source of validated
information.

Providing Visualisation of proposed schemes

— The Committee should consider that security measures may have to be sympathetic to the
environment in which they are placed.

As such TRL can prepare detailed “photo realistic” visualisations of proposed treatment schemes to assist
in any public consultation, training (device operators), and Emergency Response Management.
Visualisations incorporating 3D virtual models may be viewed from any angle, which can be useful in
developing security camera (CCTV) schemes, and allow real time walkthroughs.

Mobility

Detailed proposals for transport arrangements for the 2012 Olympics have been planned out to meet a
range of specific requirements. TRL would like to focus on key mobility and safety issues that may be
considered whilst a coherent and integrated Olympic Transport Plan is refined for implementation.

Ensuring accessibility and free movement for all

The 2012 Olympics will cater for a vast range of people from around the world, as well as visitors and
participants from the UK. This means that transport arrangements will need to balance the need to
transport many people quickly, safely and cost-eVectively to and from a range of Games sites, with the
practical requirements of particular travelling groups—the disabled, more elderly travellers, people where
English is not a first language etc.

The Committee should question how:

— accessibility will be ensured for all in a consistent and eVective manner.

New facilities can be designed from the outset to ensure access for many diVering social groups, with an
emphasis on safe and independent travel. TRL has undertaken a range of mobility projects, ranging from
assessment of needs and requirements to encourage easier access to travel facilities, through to evaluation
of best practice and implementation of specific engineering options. This work has been carried out on behalf
of international organisations, national and local government and private transport operators. Our
experience shows that a detailed understanding of the requirements for many travelling groups needs to be
linked to knowledge of best practice, design and engineering solutions that are implemented consistently
across transportation networks and modes. This can be applied at the initial planning and design phase for
new Olympic facilities.

— existing transportation resources (both physical—such as buses, rolling stock, stations and
transport interchanges; and human—such as staV, guidance, advice and information provision)
will need to be upgraded to underpin general and more specific accessibility requirements.

We believe that this will prove an even greater challenge. The upgrade of existing transport facilities,
especially where a myriad of individual improvements and initiatives have been introduced in a piecemeal
manner already, can prove to be expensive and, possibly, ineVective. For example, improving accessibility
for the existing London Underground system will require substantial works to ensure that many diVerent
groups can use the tube right across the network. TRL’s experienced guidance and advice has been sought
for review of this type of transport improvement project from the strategic through to the practical
implementation level. We would recommend that such improvements are targeted in areas that are identified
as delivering greatest benefit for travellers and are then implemented with consistent and well researched
standards in place. This applies equally to other transport modes and access points across the country and
presents the opportunity for best practice, established in the design of new Olympic facilities, to be mirrored
with an overall improvement at key transport access and interchange points in the capital and around the
UK.

Transport safety during the development of Olympic facilities

The Athens Olympics came at a high personal cost for some of the workers involved with the development
of the project. Lives were lost and injuries sustained during construction through workplace related
incidents. We believe that the London Olympics should have an overarching goal of being the safest Games
ever—during construction, throughout the event and beyond (by leaving a legacy of good Health and Safety
practice).
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The Committee should question how:

— workplace related safety will be managed during construction of facilities.

TRL has built up particular expertise in this area, and has worked closely with the Health and Safety
Executive on workplace transport management standards. From the transportation context a key factor in
reducing risk during the construction phase will be arrangements for the movement of construction
materials to the east of London, as well as “on site” traYc arrangements. TRL has undertaken a number
of projects that have identified critical issues and then recommended sensible implementation options. In
our experience the earlier these considerations are addressed in the development life cycle of major facilities,
then the more eVective the benefits in terms of best practice and practical, cost-eVective risk reduction.

— general transport safety will be approached, so that key risks are identified during the design stage
for the development of new facilities and the enhancement of existing transport services.

Based on our extensive experience of this subject we would suggest that general transport safety elements
of the plan should be linked to appropriate cost benefit methodologies that can be established to ensure a
sensible balance between risk reduction, design and operation. TRL has carried out a number of transport
related cost-benefit studies for strategic decision making and contributes to the spread of good practice and
latest developments in this area. This work is underpinned by our research into the understanding of why
transport accidents happen—from detailed design evaluations for specific injury reduction measures,
through broader engineering methodologies, to human factors work that is contributing to the development
of understanding of risk taking and changing attitudes and behaviour.

Published Advice

TRL has contributed to the production of a number of published advice documents (in addition to in-
house client specific policies and guidelines) which are relevant to the topics raised in this memorandum.
These documents include:

— Manual for the Assessment of Vehicle-Borne Threats and the Design of Counter Measures.

— Hostile Vehicle Mitigation Guide (HVMG).

— Simple site checklists.

— Material for the British Standard Institute PAS.

TRL is a leading consultant to the UK National Security Advice Centre on matters relating to hostile
vehicle mitigation, having provided a number of key reference documents, and undertakes device testing for
UK government security agencies.

September 2005

APPENDIX 14

Memorandum submitted by Paul Stockwell Associates Ltd

It is the author’s view that a major issue with Olympic villages has not been preparing or creating them,
a combination of national pride and a watching world audience more or less compels this to be done once
the bid has been accepted and ways will be found. The main issue has always been what to do with these
facilities afterward? Any development plan for the Olympics ideally needs to treat the Olympics as just one
event and an early stage in the long term future of the site and its facilities. Everything should be done with
a view to re-use of the facilities afterwards. An example would be the Olympic Village. This should be
developed by an experienced housing firm like persimmons so the properties are suitable for sale after their
initial use as Olympic accommodation. They might be sold under covenant to key workers, establishing cost
eVective housing for emergency service workers in London for example, the new transport links being used
to get them to their workplaces.

In this submission I have included a description of a technology developed by a company known as Last
Mile Technology. My apologies to the committee for what may seem like commercial presentations or
special pleading but the purpose of this is to describe a wireless technology for distributing transport
information and messages to drivers and passengers in the UK transport network. This technology will be a
mature network by 2012 and part of the transport landscape. It changes a lot of assumptions about transport
planning and information distribution to users. Hence it is worth taking cognisance of in forecasts.
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Last Mile Communications

This revolves round two products and falls into two main markets. The concept revolves around
providing a high speed IP switched connection to users that delivers local content or access to the internet.

MagicBooktm an interface program that displays essential information such as traYc information,
timetables of messages from the organisers and emergency services. It is capable of running on a range of
devices from Mobile phones to PC’s.

WDirecttm Posts, these are wireless access points with large cache memories inside. They can
automatically relay messages to MagicBook users and contain local contents such as maps, directions,
advice on facilities etc. They will have their own wireless networking capability as well as being able to
connect to users via WiFi and can be upgraded to use new wireless technologies. A particular development
will be similar high speed services to road vehicles so people can be kept informed even while still driving
to the event, car parking in park ‘n’ rides can be dynamically allocated for example.

This network will have been in operation in the UK for some years by 2012 and will enable the organisers
and Emergency services to communicate with each other, and with the spectators. Electronic displays and
signs equipped with wireless interfaces can easily connect to brief spectators who aren’t carrying WiFi or
mobile phone devices. It will also be a simple matter to add wireless CCTV cameras and send video and data
wherever it is needed. The wireless nature of the system means it can be rapidly deployed and reconfigured
as needed to cope with a large event or other changing situation.

The company is forming a consortium with Qinetiq and other partners of similar size and status so will be
able to carry this through. In any event such technology will be readily available by the time of the Olympics.

Going for Gold Questions

In particular, the Transport Committee wishes to examine:

1. What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

Inevitably a large investment will be needed for the transport infrastructure of the event. This will be in
two parts, a permanent infrastructure that is likely to remain on site following the event such as railway track
& stations, new roads. The second type is temporary infrastructure such as bus services that can be hired
and move on to other jobs and park ‘n’ ride car parks that could be redeveloped or used for other purposes.
Car parks might be provided by developers who afterwards can build on land that might be redundant after
the Olympics.

2. How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

Much depends upon a long term development program for the site and what it is intended to do with the
area after the Olympics. The transport plan needs to be considered in relation to the proposed uses for the
site. This can also be expressed as “We have a very well connected site that is almost a transport hub in its
own right. What should we put there in order to make best use of these transport resources?”

It is imperative that transport links are adequate for the event and much of the required infrastructure
will be expensive to build and diYcult or impractical to relocate so it is really a question of how to use the
site after the Olympics and having a plan to ensure eVective use of the site rather than ending up with an
empty stadium and a lot of trains not stopping.

3. What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

There is bound to be dislocation as new transport systems are built and implemented, a plan for dealing
with this needs to be implemented. In particular consideration being given to road and traYc routes to
ensure commuters is informed and that diversions are available to minimise congestion. The use of modern
communications such as the network described at the beginning can make organisation significantly easier
and provide a means to keep the public informed and help manage them in an emergency.

4. What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

The major innovation should be a longer term plan for the site and the transport systems. Moving three
stadiums oV the site afterwards is clever, but what will replace them and draw people to use the transport
and live & work in the area? These issues should be addressed in the same sort of way that the site plan is
addressed ensuring London does not end up with a well-connected While Elephant. As for the remaining
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sports venues good communications, scholarships, all in one travel tickets etc would ensure they are
patronised. They could be used to train future athletes and to provide a UK centre of excellence for training
and to stage other sporting events.

5. What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

The design and layout of rail and road terminals should be optimised to ensure large numbers of people
can quickly move from station to venue. Bridges and underpasses should be used across roads rather than
pedestrian crossings wherever possible.

Road layouts should be designed to encourage traYc flow and with both WDirect posts and electronic
signage for motorists, delivery and infrastructure traYc. If people can get lost they will and much can be
gained by careful design of junctions and signage. Safety Cameras may contribute by keeping traYc moving
at a speed low enough to allow signs to be read properly and lane changes to be made in good time.

Signage should be electronic and as flexible and programmable as possible so that in the event of a
problem, a rail line blocked or a bomb scare for instance these can be used to inform the people what is going
on and what they should do. There should also be text, WAP and internet sites for this information. A
control centre should co-ordinate this, able to work closely with all those involved in operating the event
including emergency services as well as stadium management.

When things are running well these can give live information on departures and arrivals and running
scores from the events. It may also be possible to incorporate a video feed so people in transit can watch the
events on TV.

Security considerations, Anti-terrorist police and other experts should be consulted on the designs and
provision made to use search equipment and deal with possible terrorist action—as far as is practical should
be made. These should be discreet but eYcient. They might include reinforced areas where controlled
explosions could be carried out, or a suspected suicide bomber safely contained. Possibly people pass
through a reinforced section of corridor with retractable blast doors and open to the sky so any blast can
be directed upwards? Is this practical? Given the present situation with Al-Qaeda it is worth finding out.

6. Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver
the transport infrastructure and services required?

They need to have powers to incorporate the long-term future of the site and the facilities they create into
the plan. Funding could be approved providing the proposals generated include a long-term element,
ranging from a study showing that a new rail station would have suYcient passenger traYc for the long term,
roads are of adequate size & layout, to hiring buses for the park ‘n’ ride because they can be redeployed on
other work afterwards, or an Olympic village that can be sold as residential properties.

9 September 2005

APPENDIX 15

Memorandum submitted by TSSA

TSSA welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Transport Committee’s request to submit comments
on this matter. TSSA is a trade union with 33,000 members employed in the transport and travel industries
throughout the United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland. TSSA currently has thousands of members
working for many of the undertakings that will be responsible for planning, constructing, maintaining,
servicing and operating transport and related services for the 2012 London Olympics. These include
Transport for London, Network Rail and various train operating and railway infrastructure companies.

Set out below are the TSSA’s views on various matters that we consider relevant to the Committee’s
examination.

Funding and the Role of the Private Sector

Improvements to the transport network required to deliver the world class Olympics promised requires
very substantial levels of investment. It is the Government’s responsibility to provide this and the
Government have a duty to ensure that wrangles over funding do not cause delay in delivery. TSSA does
not currently have a view on the adequacy of the level of funding, but no doubt this will become clearer as
the project develops.

TSSA considers that the experience of the railway industry demonstrates that privatisation of the railways
has been a disaster and provided poor value for money with commercial organisations benefiting from
massive levels of public subsidies for providing inadequate levels of service. It is encouraging that services
formerly operated by Connex improved significantly when it lost its franchise and train operations taken
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over by South Eastern Trains in the public sector. TSSA considers that this experience has relevance to the
Olympic transport system and should be borne in mind by the Committee and the Government when
considering the role of the private sector.

The ability to deliver frequent, fast and reliable services depends on the state of the infrastructure (roads
and rail) and the state of the vehicle fleets and rolling stock. This means that investment must start
immediately. Specifically in regard to the railways, Network Rail itself has reported that services have
improved since it took back in-house responsibility for track maintenance. The most marked improvements
have occurred on those parts of the network where maintenance has been back in-house the longest.
Hopefully, these improvements will continue and will benefit the railway aspect of the Olympic Transport
Network.

TSSA considers that this experience has implications elsewhere. Private Public Partnership has proved to
be especially unsuccessful and costly in the case of the London Underground rail network. TSSA considers
that based on this experience there should be no place for PPP in the Olympic Transport Plan and those
undertakings currently in possession of contracts. The improvements required cannot be left to chance and
should not involve organisations that have done poorly when given the opportunity and large sums of public
money. It would cause TSSA very serious concern if any commercial organisation with a poor track record
in this area of activity would benefit financially from public investment. TSSA considers that PPP is over
complicated and delivers very poor value for money. Furthermore, it results in over-complicated contractual
arrangements that impact on the system in terms of safety and strategic and operational management.

The investment required to make the Olympic Transport Network a reality will have benefits that to the
community that will live beyond 2012 and the short period of the Olympics Games themselves. It is
imperative that these benefits are realised sooner rather than later. It is important therefore that necessary
measures are taken to speed up infrastructure improvements. It is understood that this cannot be done
without disruption to services and communities. However, the sooner people can experience real
improvements that make a qualitative and quantitative diVerence the more likely they are to grow in
enthusiasm for the whole Olympic project and the legacy it will leave. The negative eVect of delays,
indecision and inactivity on public confidence and support should not be underestimated.

The success of the Games will depend to a large extent on the provision of frequent, fast and reliable
services for all interested parties to and from the numerous venues as set out in the successful bid. TSSA
particularly welcomes the fact that major (if not all) venues will be accessible only by public transport. It is
particularly important, therefore, that fares are aVordable and this should be a major consideration from
an early stage so as not to discourage or exclude any sections of society from the opportunity to enjoy
the Games.

Other Projects

The Committee asks the question “Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?” That is a
question that can only be answered by the funding authorities. However, the TSSA considers that funding
for this project should be separate and over and above funding for other transport investment in the region
and throughout the country as a whole. It would be particularly divisive and damaging to the Olympic cause
if funding problems were resolved by diverting funds from transport improvement projects outside the
region. Much needed investment in public transport improvement in other parts of the country should not
suVer from knee jerk reactions to address short term funding problems. It would also be wrong to divert
money from other major projects, such as Crossrail, within the region that can only suVer from further delay
and indecision.

The Legacy

TSSA also welcomes the Committee’s early interest in the post Olympic period after 2012. The legacy of
the games is an important aspect of the project that will benefit the economy and quality of life of the capital
and beyond. Indeed, it was a major tactic used in helping win public support (especially outside Greater
London) and all involved have a duty to make sure that promises are kept and the benefits materialise.

The opportunity aVorded by the successful Olympic bid to improve public transport should be regarded
as a starting point, not the end. Too often in the past highly publicised, cutting edge, showcase transport
initiatives have been followed by years of under-investment, neglect and decline. This should not be allowed
to happen in this case. Instead it should be used as an opportunity and developed as a model of best practice
for providing a high quality integrated public transport network. In particular the capacity of the rail aspect
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of the network needs to be expanded massively to cope with the economic and population growth that will
ensue. Only by doing this can the region and the country benefit from the full economic and increasingly
important environmental benefits that can only be achieved by an expansion in rail capacity. The massive
environmental advantage of rail over all other transport modes needs to be restated at every opportunity.
If this can be achieved in this area, there is no reason why the model cannot be transplanted to other major
metropolitan areas and regions.

Security

The London bombings of 7 July 2005, put security on public transport back on the top of the agenda.
Whilst accepting that total security cannot be guaranteed, TSSA considers that the Government should
undertake a thorough review of the threat of terrorism to public transport safety and implement measures
to improve this without delay. Furthermore, TSSA considers that the Government should ensure that
appropriate training, equipment and back up is provided for all workers who are likely to have to deal with
such incidents in the course of their work. TSSA also considers that visible front line staV have a crucial part
to play in this and other aspects of public transport safety. This role should be recognised by ensuring that
staYng levels are adequate for this purpose. This approach will demonstrate to public transport workers
that their safety is paramount and will also help boost the level of public confidence in public transport.
TSSA considers that in calling for such a review special consideration should be given to the Olympic
Transport Plan, that will no doubt take account of security assessments and failures at previous Olympic
Games.

Staff Involvement & Training

The involvement of the workforce is crucial to the success of any enterprise. This is clearly true when it
comes to public transport serving such an important large scale international event. All concerned have a
duty from the outset to create the environment and conditions that will generate a highly skilled, motivated
and committed workforce. TSSA considers that the best way that this can be achieved is by genuine
engagement with the workforce through proper and fair procedures agreed between the unions and
employers. It is essential that bad industrial relations are not allowed to develop. Poor industrial relations
could in a worse case scenario result in industrial action resulting in late, substandard or non- delivery. TSSA
looks forward to working with existing employers with which it has agreements and new employers that will
come into being in the years ahead. Employers involved in the Olympic project should have high ethical
standards that should include agreements with relevant trade unions and facilities that allow trade union
organisation of the workforce

With proper facilities, training and equipment TSSA believes that the workforce will rise to the challenge
that will deliver an excellent quality of service in the run up to 2012 and beyond. Training needs require early
attention, skills gaps identified and training programmes planned and implemented.

There are a number of areas that spring to mind. Foreign language skills take a long time to acquire and
would appear to be one area for immediate action. These language skills are particularly relevant to
employees working at the customer interface. Rail Union Learning (RUL) has already provided training in
this area in European languages and there is certainly a demand from rail employees. RUL has also
identified a demand for training in sign languages, but has not been able to deliver because of lack of funding.
This would be an ideal opportunity to also improve the skill base and level in non-European languages. RUL
is also committed to up-skilling the workforce in Skills for Life. The Olympics will reinforce the urgency of
this for all transport workers and will continue to benefit London and employers long after 2012. This
training could be provided in community based establishments that could be part of the legacy to East
London.

The Olympic bid included details of a large contingent of volunteer workers who will be involved.
Managing, supervising and working with volunteers can require diVerent skills to those required for
working with paid staV. It is also an area for potential friction and concern eg in undermining the terms and
conditions of employment of the paid workforce. It is important that there is proper communication and
consultation on this issue and proper training provided for employees who have to deal with volunteers as
part of their job. Volunteers could also create potential problems in regard to health and safety, especially
in the transport industry. This issue needs to be considered in detail and proper training provided.

8 September 2005
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APPENDIX 16

Memorandum submitted by Sustrans

Executive Summary

Our vision

Sustrans is delighted that London has successfully secured the 2012 Olympics. We see the Olympics as a
genuine, unique and exciting opportunity to turn London into a “cycling city”.

The Greenways to Olympics Across London project—GOAL 2012—aims to create a network of
interconnected traYc-free routes, together with an iconic new opening bridge across the Thames, to make
cycling and walking a realistic and appealing option for the London 2012 Games and for future generations
of Londoners.

The numbers to support our vision

— 78% of spectators will be travelling to the Olympics from within London on any single day of
the Games

— 4 million people live within a 40 minute cycle ride of an Olympic venue

But it is much more than an Olympic transport opportunity. GOAL 2012 will improve access to London’s
wealth of green spaces and waterways, and create a coherent and co-ordinated network of green corridor
and waterways routes across Greater London.

Building on success

GOAL 2012 will complement the work already being done by TfL, local authorities, Sustrans and other
stakeholders to encourage walking and cycling in the capital. It will interconnect and rationalise London’s
traYc-free walking and cycling routes and will help fulfil London’s potential as a great place to walk and
cycle—a much-valued legacy for Londoners.

Meeting targets

The GOAL 2012 vision responds to key principles that are at the core of the successful London 2012 bid,
as well as meeting targets for London and national government policies on transport, economic
development and regeneration, environment, health and equality.

What Londoners want

As well as meeting the needs of policy-makers, GOAL 2012 responds to ever-increasing public demand
for a more walking and cycling- friendly public realm in London.

— Cycling in London increased by 40% between 2001 and 2004;

— One third of all Londoners would like to cycle regularly;

— An even higher proportion are positive about encouraging cycling and walking:

— 67% of Londoners want more cycle lanes.

— 61% want better facilities for pedestrians.

London in competition with other world cities

By 2012 London could be streets ahead of other world cities. GOAL 2012 will:

— span the Thames with London’s first lifting/swing cycling bridge;

— allow London to showcase itself as a “cycling city”;

— encourage people to cycle; traYc-free routes appeal to new cyclists;

— increase London’s walking, cycling and transport capacity;

— make a positive contribution to health, the environment and quality of life;

— bring people closer to nature;

— improve the public realm through best practice design and public art.
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A new partnership to achieve GOAL 2012

A wide range of London and national stakeholders will need to work together to achieve this ambitious
vision for London. A funding package will need to be assembled through the Olympic Development Agency
(ODA). The charity Sustrans already has over 30 years experience in co-ordinating and promoting the
National Cycle Network and is uniquely placed to assist the ODA in the delivery of GOAL 2012.

1. The Proposal

London already has a number of high quality, traYc-free walking and cycling routes. Sustrans has been
co-ordinating and promoting a number of these routes as part of the National Cycle Network since 1995.
Much has already been achieved in partnership with TfL, local authorities and other stakeholders and
landowners.

The GOAL 2012 vision builds on what has already been done and creates a coherent and co-ordinated
network of green corridor and waterways routes that will help London become a truly world class walking
and cycling city.

The proposed GOAL 2012 network is a series of high quality, largely traYc-free “green corridors” and
waterways cycling and walking routes to interconnect London’s green spaces and provide attractive links
from virtually all areas of London to the Games venues. In addition, we propose the construction of an
iconic lifting or swing walking and cycling bridge (the first for London) between Rotherhithe and Canary
Wharf.

A new river crossing would provide a fantastic link between the north and south Thames riverside routes,
the Limehouse Cut and the Regents canal. An iconic swing or lifting bridge would maintain river transport
access whilst providing a 24/7 cross-London connection for thousands of people to walk or cycle to work
into the Docklands and City as well as to the Olympic Park. It will provide an exciting new focus for visitors
and tourists and leave a dramatic legacy for Londoners.

1.1 Why the Olympics Needs Greenways

Cycling or walking to and between Games venues are logical options for the spectators and workforce of
the 2012 Olympics:

— On any single day of the Olympics, 78% of spectators will be travelling to the Games from
within London;

— 4 million people live within a 40 minute bike ride of a London Olympic venue;

— Many of the London Venues are within ° hour cycling distance of each other (ie less than 5 miles).

The London 2012 Bid team recognised this and Sustrans applauds the commitments made in the London
2012 Candidate File to making a “safer network of cycle routes and footpaths” and developing an “Olympic
active spectator programme”.

The GOAL 2012 project will help make the “Olympic active spectator programme” a real success.
“Greenways” will be beneficial to London, Londoners and visitors during the Olympic Games itself.

GOAL 2012 will:

— be fundamental to the success of the “Olympic active spectator programme”. Attractive, traYc-
free routes will be enjoyed by pedestrians and particularly appeal to novice cyclists, especially those
that are new to London (bike hire schemes will make cycling an option for visitors [London 2012
Candidate File]);

— genuinely relieve pressure on public transport Attractive and convenient routes for cycling and
walking could appeal to the 78 per cent of spectators who will be travelling from within London,
thus releasing capacity on the public transport system. The proposed new bridge will bring
thousands of residents south of the river within easy walking and cycling distance of the heart of
London and the Olympics;

— involve more of London in the Games. Spectators that are walking or cycling will see and engage
with more of the city; this will bring business to more areas of London than just around transport
hubs and Games venues;

— allow London to showcase itself as a “cycling city”. The Greenways network and new bridge will
allow London to genuinely promote itself as an iconic 21st Century cycling city;

— create opportunities for innovative schemes. For example, the park-and-ride schemes that are
planned around London could include a park-and-ride (your bike) facility with a bike hiring
station on site.
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1.2 Why London Needs Greenways

GOAL 2012 is a lot more than a vision for how people will travel to the 2012 Olympics; the real value for
the capital is that the network of routes and the new bridge will create a spectacular, life-changing legacy
for London’s residents and visitors for years to come.

Key benefits will be:

— An iconic, traYc free river crossing connecting south-east London to the heart of the Docklands
and City;

— Improved access to London’s green spaces and waterways for pedestrians and cyclists;

— A coherent network linking London’s green spaces and;

— Full integration and rationalisation of all the diVerent walking and cycling routes in London

Two thirds of London is green space. The GOAL 2012 project will improve access to parks, commons
and waterways for pedestrians and cyclists, particularly in deprived areas of London.

GOAL 2012 is right for London and Londoners because it will:

— make new connections: in particular the proposed new bridge will bring south-east London within
easy cycling and walking distance of the Docklands and City;

— encourage people to cycle; ‘traYc-free cycle lanes’ is an equal highest priority for Londoners who
say they would like to cycle more (DfT 2004);

— increase London’s walking, cycling and transport capacity. As the population of London is set to
increase, making walking and cycling appealing options could genuinely help keep London
running by relieving pressure on roads and public transport;

— make a positive contribution to health by providing enjoyable exercise options;

— benefit the environment by providing an appealing and convenient, emission-free form of
transport;

— bring people closer to nature and increase their engagement with their surroundings;

— encourage cycling in east London, an area that currently has disproportionately low levels of
cycling;

— improve the public realm through best practice design, enhancing green spaces and ‘art and the
travelling landscape’.

2. Delivering the Vision

London already has some excellent traYc-free, mixed-use walking and cycling routes through green
spaces and along rivers and canals thanks to local authorities, Transport for London and other
stakeholders. The proposed GOAL2012 project will exploit the Olympics as a major opportunity to build
on what has already been achieved and provide a complete network of attractive and practical walking and
cycling routes across London. The finished network will bring back into the public domain many green
spaces, rivers and canals that are currently suVer from poor accessibility and neglect.

The GOAL project has the potential for being one of the most far-reaching and lasting legacies of the
2012 Olympics. For it to be successful it needs to be adopted and promoted by the Olympic Development
Agency and Transport Committee, the Mayor of London and the Government. At a very early stage the
routes need to be agreed, and then all subsequent construction and regeneration activities across London,
either for the Olympics or other development, must incorporate and promote the agreed routes. Each
London Borough and every stakeholder—British Waterways, Royal Parks Agency, London Development
Agency, Thames Gateway Partnership and many more—need to become committed to the idea that GOAL
is part of the Olympics infrastructure and legacy for London.

2.1 Approach

The suggested approach to delivering the GOAL2012 project could be as follows:

— The Olympic Development Agency/Transport Committee adopts the general ambitions of GOAL
and appoints a Director to focus on delivery of the GOAL2012 project.

— The early preparation of a route document based on existing routes, Greenway opportunities in
parks and green corridors, and all developments associated with the Olympics and across London.
The GOAL route document would be integrated with the overall Olympic transport programme.

— Meanwhile, the GOAL Director would be establishing groupings of Borough Councils and others
with a view to all parties adopting the GOAL project in their area and committing to its
completion.

— At this time the route study team would evolve into a technical development team and issue
detailed guidance showing how the GOAL project would be on the ground, how it would thread
through new developments and existing residential and urban road sections.
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— This GOAL technical team would co-ordinate the programme and develop support functions such
as signing, maps, publicity and promotion and incentives.

2.2 Delivery Team

This report has been prepared by Sustrans, the overall co-ordinators of the National Cycle Network
Sustrans. At this stage we envisage that the GOAL Director would be appointed by the Olympic Organising
Committee, with the route co-ordination/technical support role being done by a small team of specialists.
This team could be eVectively drawn from Sustrans, Transport for London’s Centre for Cycling Excellence
and the London Cycle Network team.

2.3 Funding

We envisage that GOAL2012 will be financed by assembling a funding package from the following
sources:

— An allocation from the central Olympic bid;

— An allocation from existing walking and cycling resources;

— Private sector investment through developers’ work;

— Accommodation in all highways and associated infrastructure works.

APPENDIX 17

Memorandum submitted by the Serco Group plc

Introduction

Serco is one of the world’s leading service companies, working in partnership to help governments
improve services across many areas of public life—from transport to healthcare, education to defence and
justice systems to scientific research. Our work ranges from the management of facilities, projects and IT
systems, through to the creation of entirely new businesses. This includes the financing, design and build of
new facilities, including hospitals and transport systems, as well as their day-to-day operation. We run
world-class scientific establishments, provide critical information to manage traYc, maintain buildings,
operate railways and detain oVenders.

Our division, Serco Integrated Transport, works across modes both in the UK—particularly in Greater
London—and overseas and, we believe, can provide some highly relevant insights into the Committee’s
inquiry through its involvement in five areas in particular:

1. The Sydney Central Management Computer System. This was at the heart of the highly successful
management of all road traYc in and around Sydney and New South Wales during the 2000 Games and
was designed, installed, developed and maintained by Serco. It is in use to this day as the main traYc and
incident management system for the region.

2. Manchester Metrolink, which Serco has operated since 1997. This means that we were heavily involved
in one of the key networks which kept Manchester on the move during the 2002 Commonwealth Games
and, a year later, during a major European football final.

3. The Docklands Light Railway, due to be extended further into East London and, very shortly, to
London City Airport. Serco has been operating this since 1997 and, it should be noted, has now been
shortlisted during the current franchise rebid process. Best and final oVers are due to be submitted on
27 September and a preferred bidder is expected to be selected by Transport for London in November. This
ongoing process will therefore constrain what we are able to say in our evidence to you.

4. The National TraYc Control Centre. Working closely with the Highways Agency, our operation at
the NTCC helps to monitor 6,500km of roads for incidents and congestion, forwarding information to the
police, the emergency services and the driving public via motorway signage, local radio, phonelines and
the internet.

5. Urban and inter-urban traYc control, information and incident management systems. Serco has a 25-
year history in providing systems for major conurbations and road networks across the UK and overseas.

In the following pages, we hope that our experience and expertise in running these systems in particular
provides some useful evidence to the Committee’s inquiry. We have not sought to address all the specific
areas which the Committee indicated it would be examining in the press notice of 21 July. Rather, we have
used these as pointers to inform our contributions.
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1. The Sydney Central Management Computer System

In 1997 during the run up to the Sydney Olympics, against competition from 30 other international
bidders, Serco were chosen to design, supply, install and maintain a Central Management Computer System
for the New South Wales Road TraYc Authority (RTA).

The CMCS was the major element of a new Transport Management Centre set up by the RTA specifically
to ensure that traYc during the Olympics was managed eVectively, strategically and with minimum
congestion in an area comprising 6 million inhabitants, including 4 million in and around Sydney.

Central to Serco’s CMCS was the creation of an Incident Management System which had to integrate not
only with existing systems and technology and with other suppliers, but also with the Sydney Co-ordinated
Adaptive TraYc System (SCATS) which controls all the traYc signals in the city.

In addition to the CMCS system, Serco was responsible for the installation of a large number of loop
based incident detection equipment on the road network in Sydney and developed the necessary roadside
processing devices to transmit live and historic traYc data back to the CMCS. The live traYc data was used
to automatically alert the CMCS operators of traYc incidents on the road network, allowing them to
implement appropriate responses quickly and avoid the build up of congestion.

Importantly, the RTA chose to procure an existing system with modifications rather than a completely
new one. Serco re-supplied proven technology used for the National Driver Information and Control
System previously supplied to the Scottish OYce (now Scottish Executive)

This helped to ensure both early delivery and development of a training plan for all operators and support
staV, as well as enabling the RTA to use the 2000 Easter Show in Sydney (one of the biggest annual events
in the city) as a “dry run” for testing all systems and operational procedures under real life conditions.

A number of procedures were re-worked, and some changes to functionality redesigned. During the
Games themselves, Serco provided hands on support on site, as well as 24/7 back up from the development
team back in the UK, giving the RTA considerable reassurance.

When initially deployed the system covered the Sydney Metropolitan area but over the years it has
expanded and has now become the incident management system for the whole of New South Wales. Since
the Olympics the CMCS system has also continued to be the main desktop integration engine in the TraYc
Management Centre, enabling the technological development of new initiatives such as Clearway Towing
through a single operator workstation.

In terms of the key lessons that we learned working in patnership with the RTA, we would suggest that:

— Procurement should insist on a demonstrable track record.

— Operators of the system should be trained early so that any user issues can be tackled in good time.

— The system should be thoroughly tested in as “real” a situation as possible before the event itself,
with the recognition that shortcomings may become apparent and changes need to be made.

— Support plans should be place for each and every system and also tested and verified that they
work.

— There are benefits to be gained from using a one-stop shop, single integrator.

— To maximise investment, try to ensure that the systems are useable well beyond the Olympics
themselves, and use the investment to benefit the community afterwards.

2. Manchester Metrolink

Serco has been involved in the Manchester Metrolink since 1996 and took over full operation of the
system a year later. This meant that Serco was operating this new public transport link in the city for both the
2002 Commonwealth Games and for the 2003 Champions League Final between Juventus and AC Milan.

The Commonwealth Games attracted 1 million visitors to Manchester and Metrolink was by then
carrying 18.7 million passengers a year. Some 882,000 journeys were made during the 11 days of the games
compared with 570,000 journeys during the same period the previous year—an increase of 55%. Metrolink
extended its service hours for the duration of the games and worked in conjunction with the Greater
Manchester Passenger Transport Executive (GMPTE) and local bus companies to provide a park and ride
system, the overall transport plan being co-ordinated by the GMPTE. Specifically, Metrolink served 4 of
the 10 games sites directly and provided a shuttle service along with the local bus companies to service the
other 6.

This planning and co-ordination was vital to the successful movement of people during the Games,
although there was one incident of overcrowding at Old TraVord Station due to the park and ride scheme
when spectators ignored the shuttle buses and made their way to the Metrolink station. As operators of the
station, we therefore arranged for buses to be diverted from the football ground. Since Metrolink provided
transport not only to spectators but the competitors, games staV and volunteers, Serco employed additional
staV for customer care and security. We also made special tickets available in advance from a variety of
sources and from staV and ticket machines on platforms, which helped to prevent queuing and
overcrowding.
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The year after the 2002 Games, Metrolink helped transport an extra 26,000 passengers on top of the
normal 48,000 to the Champions League Final between AC Milan and Juventus. This 54% increase (very
similar to the total extra numbers carried the year before) was managed eVectively in conjunction with the
GMPTE by concentrating the service where it was needed most, whilst still meeting the needs of our normal
daily patronage. Again, a comprehensive plan was devised including advice to regular passengers on the
likely impact on their journeys both before and after the event, helping to avoid overcrowding. Some 7,800
special tickets were created for oYcials and corporate clients to avoid queues for ticket machines. Revenue
staV were placed at key gateway stations to carry out crowd control and issue further tickets. Barriers were
used to manage queuing systems and contingencies planned for any overcrowding.

The Metrolink network now carries more than 19 million passengers a year, is 37 kilometres in total and
operates 3 routes over a mixture of segregated railway and street running sections. From these two major
global sporting events held in a UK city, Serco would sum up the key priorities as:

— Work closely with all stakeholders—transport providers, organisers, promoters.

— Minimise modal transfers, so park and ride directly to the event rather than park and ride to
another exchange where further transport is required.

— Plan for contingencies using multi-agency, then multi-modal involvement.

— Recruit extra staV in good time, since there may be a limit to what local populations can supply
and possible competition over remuneration.

— Test all appropriate plans, in particular for contingencies, well ahead of the event itself.

— Success will guarantee extra patronage into the future.

3. Docklands Light Railway

Serco was originally awarded the franchise to operate and maintain this new light railway for London in
1997 and subsequently received a two year franchise extension in 2004. There is now a new franchise bidding
process under way, for which Serco has been shortlisted along with French company Keolis. Under these
constraints therefore, we only feel able to inform the committee publicly that on the Olympics specifically,
work on preparing comprehensive transport plans is well under way.

The DLR network is currently being extended to London City Airport, with the new link due to open this
December, and there will be further enhancements to what is seen as an important link in the Olympic
transport region coming up between now and 2012 including 3 Car Operation, links to the North London
Line and to Barking Reach.

Since 1997 passenger growth has risen from 16.7 million passenger journeys per annum to 51 million
which represents a 15% compound annual growth over eight years. Currently, DLR has 94 fully automated
vehicles, c440 staV and 34 stations three of which are underground. The networks covers 28 kilometres of
track and current performance figures show that the railway provides 51 million passenger miles per year.

Serco is responsible for safety reporting to the HMRI as safety case holder and operates and maintains
the railway to targets set by the client. Serco’s role also covers all marketing and revenue control.

Reliability of the service has also increased from just under 96% in 2002 peaking in April 2005 at 98.56%
and we believe that Serco management and our superb staV have been the reasons why we have been six
times winner of the National Rail Award and have also received the ROSPA Gold sector award for Health
and Safety for the last two years.

4. The National Traffic Control Centre

Serco was selected by the UK Highways Agency in March 2001, to deliver and operate its National TraYc
Control Centre (NTCC) project, enabling accurate and relevant traYc information service to be provided
to road users throughout England, as well as supporting organisations such as the police, local highway
authorities, other transport network operators and the media.

The NTCC uses a comprehensive suite of existing and new technologies to obtain a clear picture of traYc
conditions and supply accurate information. It collects and manages information on the performance of the
road network, including a database of road network characteristics, information about incidents and events,
traYc flow and journey times, and weather conditions. It provides detailed responses to these conditions to
better manage the network during incident conditions, analysing and continually improving management
tools, techniques and methodology.

The programme included the construction of a new National TraYc Control Centre building at Junction
3 of the M5 motorway in the Midlands region and the implementation of a national up-to-the-minute traYc
monitoring network, supported by a computer system and communications to link to a wide range of
existing traYc monitoring and information systems. Serco installed 104 variable message signs, 3,000 traYc
monitoring stations and automatic numberplate recognition equipment to gather journey time data. The
existing communications infrastructure has been upgraded to a Broadband Network.
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As part of the set up of operations, Serco also established national and local agreements with all local
authorities in England, including Transport for London, and the national transport authorities in Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland for better managing traYc and providing drivers with information in response
to incidents and major events. There are operating agreements with all of England’s police forces and with
a range of other stakeholders, such as the football association and other major event centres and Network
Rail. The NTCC also integrates with the seven new Highways Agency Regional Control Centres for
improved traYc management both locally and nationally level and from a national perspective.

Handling major events is a core function of the NTCC. We have dedicated staV employed who are directly
responsible for handling the operational relationships between stakeholders. This knowledge base has been
gained from not only handling major UK events since we took over operation of the Midlands Driver
Information System from the police in 2002, but also from experience gained by Serco as part of our overseas
systems implementations, which specifically includes the Central Management Computer System developed
and deployed by Serco for the Roads and TraYc Authority of New South Wales that managed the network
for the Sydney 2000 Olympics.

A recent example of integrated operation was our response to the London bombings. In response to these
events in London we immediately set all the variable message signs on the motorway network to warn drivers
away from London, with particular emphasis on the motorways approaching the capital. We established
and maintained detailed communication with TfL and the Met Police, as well as surrounding authorities
and other stakeholders.

5. Urban And Inter-Urban Traffic Control, Information And Incident Management Systems

Serco has a 25-year history in traYc technology systems which stretches across the UK and overseas. In
London, Serco has developed and continues to support the East London TraYc Control System, which
manages traYc in this complex road network of tunnels, motorway, dual and single carriageways. We
currently maintain London’s driver information system, as well as around half of London’s traYc signals,
including the main City area.

Serco equipped the UK’s first toll motorway, the M6, with a communications and traYc management
system and has installed over 90% of the UK’s speed cameras. Serco also won a contract with the UK
Highways Agency to deploy a major part of England’s National Motorway Communication System
(NMCS). This involved the design and integration of several systems to monitor traYc conditions and
control various sub-systems such as Variable Message Signs, Automatic Incident Detection, weather related
systems and a central Control OYce System to 20 Police Control Centres enabling operators to manage the
regional network. Serco successfully deployed NMCS in Belfast and Wales at the same time.

Serco was also chosen to design, develop and deploy the integrated National Driver Information and
Communication Systems for Scotland, which included installing monitoring and signalling equipment for
the entire Scottish motorway network. This included a Central Motorway Monitoring and Control System
providing Incident Response Management and TraYc Management from a centre in Glasgow as well as
remote systems in twelve Police Control OYces around Scotland.

Outside the UK, Serco has also been heavily involved in systems deployment designed to better manage
traYc and information to various stakeholders in and around major cities with growing congestion issues.
In Stockholm for example, Serco have worked with the Swedish National Road Administration to develop
a Central Technical System for this city of over 2 million inhabitants, which has particular traYc problems
because of the numerous waterways and islands. Serco has recently been awarded the contract for a similar
project in Hong Kong.

September 2005

APPENDIX 18

Memorandum submitted by South London Trams

About South London Trams

South London Partnership together with the London Borough of Lambeth has established a dedicated
lobby group—South London Trams—to promote extensions to the Tramlink network in south London,
drawing on the widespread public and private sector support for trams and extensions in south London.
Tramlink is a 28 km (18.5 mile) tram system with three routes radiating from the centre of Croydon to
Wimbledon, Beckenham and New Addington. It is reliable, frequent and fast, oVers a high degree of
personal security and is well used and highly regarded.

There are four extensions to Tramlink identified in the London Plan—Streatham to Purley, Tooting to
Sutton, Crystal Palace and Sutton to Morden.
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The South London Partnership was established in February 2002 and is one of five strategic sub-regional
partnerships in London. It covers seven south London boroughs; nearly a third of the Greater London area.
The partnership promotes the interests of south London as a sub-region both in its own right and as a major
contributor to London as a world-class city.

Introduction

South London Trams is delighted that the Olympic and Paralympic Games will be coming to London in
2012. We were fully supportive of the bid and believe that beyond being an inspiring and vibrant event, the
Olympics will leave a lasting and positive legacy for the capital.

South London itself is well used to hosting major national and international events from Rugby at
Twickenham and Tennis at Wimbledon to the annual University Boat race at Putney, and the Youth Games
at Crystal Palace. Thousands of south London volunteers (many of them multi-lingual) play a vital role
supporting and stewarding these events and those that take place across the whole City.

In particular, we believe the Olympics could act as a catalyst for major improvements in the transport
infrastructure. However, making this a reality will require commitment from Central Government,
Transport for London and private sector funders.

We believe that trams form an important part of this infrastructure. Athens built a tram network
especially for their Olympic Games—we already have one in south London and have plans to extend it
further. The tram is a London success story—popular, environmentally friendly and fully accessible, it
already brings people direct from the south-east and south London to the annual Wimbledon tennis
championships. London will benefit in many ways by investing in expanding Tramlink’s network so it
reaches out to east London.

Tramlink speaks from a position of knowledge—we know that trams work and produce positive and
lasting benefits for the communities that they serve.

In response to the Select Committee’s Inquiry, South London Trams would like to focus on:

(1) The eVect the games will have on congestion, overcrowding and emissions; and

(2) the legacy the Games should leave for the Capital.

Handling the Influx of Visitors to the Capital

The eVect of the Games on congestion, overcrowding and emissions

With millions of people traveling across the UK and from overseas to watch the games, public transport
that is integrated throughout the capital is essential for a successful Games.

South London will act as a gateway for many people visiting London for the Games. People will be
traveling through south London on the roads, on public transport and via Gatwick from across the world.

On a average day nearly a million people travel on the South London Rail Network. These numbers will
swell before, during and after the Games.

However, south London does not have the comprehensive tube network of north London and is
dependent upon buses and overground rail. The assumed average speed of 34 miles per hour for London
buses has been described by the IOC as “unrealistic”, leaving the option of buses to move people around as
less than ideal.

The four proposed tram extensions which are being considered by Transport for London will create a
modern, integrated, reliable and eVective network, linking proposed and potential Olympic sites and
training facilities within south London, and creating fast transport links from south London to the east and
central London Olympic locations.

However, it is the proposed Beckenham—Bromley—Lewisham tram extension (which currently is not
being evaluated by Transport for London) which could provide an ideal transport solution for our Olympic
bid. This extension would create a link from south London to the Docklands Light Railway and thus on to
the proposed Olympic venues in Stratford and East London. By enabling people to travel direct from south
to east London, rather than via central London termini, this extension to Tramlink would not only improve
access to the Olympics from south London but would also help reduce central London congestion.

An extension of the tram network from Beckenham to Bromley would provide a circular public transport
link across south London, linking Wimbledon to the DLR and therefore east London.

It would allow people to travel to the east of London—without having to go through Central London
helping to alleviate congestion on already overcrowded tubes and buses.

Currently, Transport for London is not considering this extension. South London Trams believe this
extension is essential to provide a comprehensive and integrated systems to handle the influx of visitors.
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Of course, trams are not the only form of public transport that argue for further investment. However,
trams are the most environmentally friendly—a key factor for a city attempting to minimise the CO2

emissions associated with hosting the Games.

Powered by electricity (and in the case of TramLink 15% comes from renewable energy sources), trams
use far less fuel per passenger journey than buses, cars or taxis and do not emit fumes, thus improving the
air quality in urban areas.

In addition, each tram can carry over 200 passengers—equal to nearly 3 double-decker buses or 2 bendy-
buses. Trams have their own path and take up less road space than buses. Less cars and fewer buses mean
less congestion.

Tramlink has proven too that it eases local congestion, achieving a 4% reduction in the annual average
daily flow of traYc (NAO report Improving Public Transport in England through Light Rail).

Investing in trams will equip the Olympic City with the most environmentally friendly form of public
transport available.

The NAO report found that between 18% and 20% of Tramlink passengers previously used a car for the
same journey.

Not only will trams helps to ease congestion on our roads and tube system, it will contribute to improving
the quality of the air experienced by millions of visitors to the Games.

Creating a Lasting Olympic Legacy by Investing in Trams

The Olympics provide the opportunity to inject further investment into London’s Tram Network. In
doing so it will end the historical legacy of south London’s inferior transport links relative to north London
and act as a catalyst for further regeneration.

Trams have the power to deliver jobs and prosperity. In the case of Tramlink the NAO found that it helped
to attract inward investment to Croydon (£1.5 billion—London Borough of Croydon) and brought good
transport links to relatively socially deprived areas. The Buchanan Report states: “Tramlink is a highly
successful public transport system. It is reliable, frequent and fast, oVers a high degree of on-board personal
security, is well used and is highly regarded. The vast majority of over 100 organisations, employers,
community organisations and individuals interviewed for this study were, unprompted, very positive in their
comments about Tramlink”.

In addition, Tramlink has brought better and more reliable training and jobs within reach of people living
on isolated housing estates.

Local businesses and the retail industry have also benefited. Most describe the tram as having a positive
eVect, helping to raise their profile and increase customer and business activity. Weekend patronage of the
tram serving certain shopping areas is far higher than the average. Tramlink has helped to attract inward
investment and regeneration by creating new fast public transport links and encouraged development on
industrial estates along the route. Employers previously ill-served by public transport, who are now close
to the tram route have benefited . New areas for recruitment have opened up as staV can be recruited from
further afield. Employers state that they have seen an increase in the punctuality and productivity of their
workforce due to the tram’s reliability.

The modern cosmopolitan nature of the tram has had a visual eVect on town centres. Streets are more
pleasant, less congested and less polluted. This makes them better suited to leisure, which, in turn, helps new
investment. Extensions to the tram network will give a new impetus and potential investment to town centres
and improved access to sites where development opportunities exist.

Unemployment has reduced by 35% in the New Addington ward of Fieldway as a result of Tramlink
operating in the area.

The proposed tram extensions will pass through some of the highest unemployment areas in south
London bringing improved to training and jobs those residents.

Tramlink—A Proven Track Recording in Regeneration and Renewal

Tramlink Key Facts

— The route is 28 km in total and 2004–05 figures show 22 million passengers travel per annum.

— Tramlink operates three routes, two of which run mostly on old rail alignment, with trams running
on-street in the Croydon town centre for 14% of the total system. Much of the third route travels
through open ground. Only 5% of the total system is shared with general road traYc and 9% is
exclusively for tram only use, or is shared with buses.

— Tramlink was built as a private/public funded project. The private sector provided £100 million of
the total £225 million costs with TfL’s predecessor funding £100m, plus £25m of costs for the
diversion of the utilities. The capital cost was just £7.8 million per km.
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— London Boroughs of Croydon, Merton and Sutton contributed staV time—including processing
all necessary approvals, costs of an Information Centre and landscaping.

— Tramlink connects directly with seven mainline stations including East Croydon (for trains to the
south coast) and central London, Wimbledon station for connections to central London, the south
west coast, Hampshire and Surrey, and access to London Underground through the District Line.
Beckenham Junction connects the system with mainline rail for north Kent.

— Tramlink’s system links with 55 bus routes.

— The service gives easy access to retail in town centres and to the tennis at Wimbledon. It serves
socially deprived areas and has been instrumental in reducing unemployment due to links with
light industry and retail businesses.

— Considerable regeneration has taken place throughout the route in commercial, retail and housing
sectors. This is particularly true on the grid-locked A23 Purley Way, which the tram now reaches
from New Addington in a 40 minute journey time as opposed to two bus changes and 90 minute
journey. (Unemployment has reduced by 35 per cent in the New Addington ward of Fieldway).

— Tramlink has an enviable record of keeping to its timetable even in the face of snow and ice, which
brings delays and cancellations to other public transport modes.

— Tramlink oVers ease of interchange of pupils through a wide selection of schools on or near the
route and increased prosperity in the area (property prices have risen by 4 per cent more than in
areas not near Tramlink).

— Tramlink is kept clean by a rota of cleaners who tram-hop collecting rubbish.

— Trams are environmentally friendly as they run on 750 volts of electricity on overhead wires and
do not cause pollution.

— Trams carry large numbers per vehicle (200 per tram for Tramlink).

— Trams are thinner than buses and take up less road space.

9 September 2005

APPENDIX 19

Memorandum submitted by the North London Strategic Alliance

1. Summary

North London is ideally placed to contribute to, but also benefit from the 2012 Olympic and
Paralympic Games.

2. North London currently faces a series of serious challenges, most notably

— How to ensure its deprived communities, specifically in the Upper Lea Valley, benefit from
economic and housing growth

— How to ensure that the infrastructure is in place to support the high levels of population growth
predicted in the sub-region and the neighbouring Growth Areas

3. There is currently no commitment to any major improvement to North London’s transport
infrastructure. We therefore believe that a greater overall consideration should be given to the legacy the
Olympics could provide to the North London sub-region.

4. We believe that there are two areas where early investment is required:

— Tackling the congestion bottle-necks of the North Circular Road; a key Olympic route between
Stratford and Wembley and important for supporting the construction works at the Olympic site

— Improving the North-South rail-links along the Upper Lea Valley, a major link between the
Stansted-Cambridge Growth Area, the deprived communities of the Upper Lea Valley, central
London, and Stratford.

5. North London Strategic Alliance

The North London Strategic Alliance (NLSA) was established in 1999 as the sub-regional strategic
partnership for North London. We bring together public, private and voluntary organisations working in
Barnet, Enfield, Haringey and Waltham Forest. The NLSA also supports the North London Transport
Forum. The Forum brings together the four boroughs to work on key cross boundary transport issues. The
NLSA response to this inquiry has been developed closely with the Forum.

6. The NLSA’s members share a common interest in working for a vibrant and successful North London
that plays a full role in shaping London’s future and aim to:
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— raise the profile of North London and increase public and private sector investment in the sub-
region;

— influence key decision makers in the sub-region and across London;

— work together to benefit North London and London as a whole.

7. Waltham Forest is one of the five Olympic Boroughs, and the remaining three local authorities all lie
within reach of the main Olympic site.

8. North London: Planning for Growth

North London has a population of over 1 million people (greater than the city of Birmingham), that is
projected to grow by 160,000, or 15%, by 2016. The subregion provides the link between central London
and three of the Government’s growth areas: the London-Stansted-Cambridge Corridor and the Milton
Keynes—South Midlands Growth Area to the north and Thames Gateway to the east. North London
therefore occupies a strategic position in relation to the growth agenda and overall development of London.

9. North London provides the link between Central London and two of the Government’s growth areas:
the Stansted-Cambridge Growth Corridor and the M1-Milton Keynes Growth Corridor. In addition it lies
on the western edge of the Thames Gateway Growth Area. North London is a key strategic hub and
therefore plays an important and central role in delivering the Government’s and the Mayor of London’s
growth agenda.

10. The main Olympic site has an important geographic relationship to the Stansted-Cambridge Growth
Corridor. Key issues for the Corridor are the fact that the Government has asked BAA to bring forward
proposals for a second runway at Stansted Airport, increasing passenger throughput from 18 million.ppa
(2003) to up to 80 million.ppa. In addition the draft East of England Plan envisages 40,000 new jobs and
63,250 new dwellings within the Corridor.

11. The predicted levels of growth will put a major strain on the current transport infrastructure.
However the North London subregion currently has no major transport investment planned. The ability of
the subregion to support the needs of the Olympics, a key route for spectators travelling from the north and
Stansted, will therefore be hampered.

12. North London: Levels of Deprivation

North London contains extremes of aZuence and deprivation. Deprivation is typically concentrated to
the east of the sub region, along the Upper Lea Valley, closest to the Olympic venues.

13. The Government’s Index of Deprivation 2004 (ID 2004) has been calculated on the basis of Super
Output Areas (SOAs). SOAs are collections of Census Output Areas, and are much smaller than wards.
SOAs contain between 1,000 and 3,000 people.

14. The ID 2004 has been aggregated up to local authority level. Each local authority is given a rank for
each measure from 1 (highest—ie most deprived) to 354 (least deprived). The measure called the Average
Score is the average of the deprivation scores for all the SOAs in the authority.

15. In North London 62 of the sub-region’s 680 SOAs are in the top 10% most deprived nationally.
Haringey, which lies close to the main Olympic site is in the top 10% most deprived local authorities
nationally.

Borough Average Score national ranking Number of SOAs in top 10%
(out of 354, 1% most deprived) most deprived nationally

Barnet 193 0
Enfield 104 8
Haringey 13 43
Waltham Forest 47 11

16. North London and the Olympics

As mentioned earlier the North London sub-region contains one of the five Olympic boroughs, Waltham
Forest. The remaining three local authorities all lie within easy reach of the main Olympic site. North
London is ideally located to host a range of supporting services, such as training and acclimatisation venues.
North London has the space to provide these resources, close to the Olympic site, avoiding the congestion
of central London.

17. In the North London sub-region 30% of the population comes from ethnic minority backgrounds.
The voluntary sector in North London is already mapping out significant host communities that would act
as cultural ambassadors and welcome athletes from their countries of origin or descent.
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18. In addition the Upper Lea Valley contains London’s second largest area of industrial land. It is in a
strong position to support the construction, servicing-logistics and relocation needs for the Olympic site.

19. It is worth noting that North London’s road and rail network could play a major role during the
construction phases of the Olympics. Consideration needs to be given now on how to minimise the impact
of the transportation needs of this major construction project on North London’s communities. Routes such
as the North Circular already suVer capacity issues, which if not addresses could hamper the logistics for
the Olympics and produce serious issues of air and noise pollution.

Transport

20. North London has two fundamental transport problems restricting its growth that need to be
considered within the Olympic context and the commitment to delivering a lasting legacy.

— Congested orbital routes, from east to west;

— Limited capacity on rail lines, north to south, along the Upper Lea Valley.

21. The NLSA believes improvements in these areas should be fast-tracked as a matter of urgency in
order to ensure the necessary infrastructure is in place the Games.

22. North Circular Road (A406)

The North Circular Road is an Olympic priority route, linking Stratford to Wembley. This network is
vital to sustain the London’s commitment to provide speedy road transport routes to the Olympic Family
(members of the IOC, sports federations and national Olympic committees who will not be staying in the
Olympic Village). Currently the route is blighted with high levels of congestion at a number of well-known
bottlenecks. The NLSA has been calling for improvements to the following specific sections;

— Bounds Green to Green Lanes;

— Golders Green Road Junction;

— A406/A1/A598 Regents Park Road Junction.

23. These improvements will leave a significant legacy for London. The North Circular Road is a vital
artery for North London linking the sub-region’s town centres and areas of opportunity and growth, such
as Brent Cross/Cricklewood and the Upper Lea Valley. In addition the level of congestion acts as a barrier
to eVective north–south transport, including the large number of bus routes that use and traverse the North
Circular Road.

24. The congestion bottlenecks have a marked impact on the quality of life of residents living adjacent
to the North Circular Road, with high levels of pollution, noise and “rat-running”. With a predicted 15%
increase in the population of North London, and its position between three growth areas we envisage this
to be an ever-increasing problem if no investment is made.

25. The Olympics will have two direct impacts on the A406;

— Ahead of the Games increased traYc to support the Olympic site construction works

— During the Games increased traYc, as it provides the link between various Olympic sites, most
notably Wembley

26. The level of investment committed by Transport for London currently stands at £25 million. We
believe this will make minimal impact on congestion along the A406. We believe that Transport for London
needs to reconsider the level of investment it has planned for the North Circular Road. The North London
Transport Forum is currently developing costed proposals for the improvements required to make a real
impact on tackling the environmental, social and congestion problems in these areas..

27. Clearly any investment needs to placed within broader sustainable objectives. The designs of any
improvement schemes need to consider key factors such as;

— Provision for public transport enhancement, specifically bus routes;

— Ensuring that it enhances the quality of life of adjacent residential areas;

— Reducing the North Circular Road’s impact as physical barrier.

28. The North London Transport Forum is calling for grade separation at all major junctions on the
A406.

29. For some of the unimproved sections of the A406 the planning processes, such as Public Inquiries,
required for the investment to be made, have already taken place. This means that early implementation can
take place to ensure the improvements are in place by 2012. Many of the key elements are therefore in place,
bar the financial commitment from Transport for London.
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30. West Anglia Route

The West Anglia Route lies along the Upper Lea Valley and provides key rail links between Stansted/
Cambridge and the City. It will play an increasingly important role in supporting the London—
Cambridge—Stansted Growth Corridor. It will also provide a key element in linking the growth in the east
of London, specifically sites such as Stratford, with the increasing capacity of Stansted Airport. For the
Olympics the West Anglia Route will provide a vital route to the north, avoiding the congestion of central
London. However, unless its capacity is increased by implementing West Anglia Route Modernisation
Enhancements (WARME) then it will not be able cope with new demands.

31. Many of the current rail projects being proposed in London can not be delivered in time for the
Olympics. However the WARME could be delivered by 2012, if an early commitment is made. Regretfully,
it no longer figures in either the SRA’s Strategic Plan or the Mayor of London’s Rail priorities.

32. Due to the pressures of growth there will be increasing demand for fast passenger trains along the
route. However the line is currently only single track—one line north, one line south. Therefore more fast
trains will inevitably have a significant impact on the services to local stations that lie along the Upper Lea
Valley, compounding the economic and social exclusion which the area already suVers from. Therefore there
is a clear need for West Anglia Route Modernisation Enhancements which allow increased capacity,
without disenfranchising the Upper Lea Valley. There is also a need to consider rail capacity into Liverpool
Street Station, which also restricts the implementation of additional services, to the North and East.

33. Tottenham Hale is a key interchange between the Victoria Line and the West Anglia Route. It is also
identified as an area that will be undergoing substantial redevelopment in the coming decade. Clear
investment into this interchange would provide additional Olympic capacity, plus a legacy for the renewal
of one of the most deprived boroughs in the UK.

34. The importance of securing the West Anglia Route Modernisation Enhancements before 2012,
specifically—additional capacity on the Lea Valley Line, including the Stratford to Tottenham Hale link
and other improvements to enhance access to the Olympic Zone from Stansted Airport, the Lea Valley Line
and Chingford is clear. Strengthening links to the employment opportunities of east London will become
increasingly important as major developments such as Stratford City come on stream around 2009–10.

35. However there is currently no investment planned. We are concerned that unless these transport
needs are considered the economic development of the Upper Lee Valley and Stratford will be damaged.

36. Conclusion

North London is keen to play its part in ensuring a highly successful Olympics. The North London
subregion as well as lying adjacent to the Olympic zone contains the Upper Lea Valley and its areas of
deprivation.

37. In conclusion;

1. North London’s already congested transport network will be put under increasing pressure by
population growth within the sub region and in the neighbouring growth areas.

2. There is currently no significant commitment to invest in the transport infrastructure of North
London.

3. We therefore urge that any investment into the Olympic transport infrastructure needs to consider
the legacy for North, as well as East and Central, London.

9 September 2005

APPENDIX 20

Memorandum submitted by the London Borough of Camden

Any spectacular event needs planning and investment, but the Olympics sets two particular challenges—
the scale of the investment and getting the wider, long term benefits for the capital as a whole. 2012 has to
be seen in the round.

In this submission, Camden has looked at both the planning and the investment with central London’s
future in mind. The key points we make here are wholly in line with the Transport Committee’s timely remit,
taking the whole travel experience as a starting point.
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Public Highway and Urban Realm

Camden and the other central London boroughs have been working in partnership for a number of years
to deliver consistently high quality public spaces and streets that people can enjoy on foot and are already
discussing integrated design standards.

This aspiration is central to the Gehl Architects report “Towards a fine city for people” commissioned by
the Central London Partnership and Transport for London, recognising the enormous economic and social
benefits of achieving this. All the central London boroughs support this report. Significant levels of
investment are required to achieve the step-change in the quality public realm in central London,
recommended by the Gehl report.

Central London borough’s will work together with the Central London Partnership to produce a common
standard for a high quality public realm in line with the aspirations in “Towards a fine city for people”.

Visitors will judge our transport facilities harshly if the areas surrounding the interchanges are poor in
terms of the quality of the urban realm.

Camden has a lot of experience in implementing high quality urban realm through the borough’s
Boulevard Project and the Council has given this a high priority for a number of years. This is also the case
for other central London boroughs including Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea. These Councils can
provide a significant supporting role in delivering the Games.

Recommendation: The Transport Committee is asked to stress in their report that the scale of costs involved
in public realm improvement is small compared to the cost many public transport infrastructure projects but
that the benefits are significant. That the Committee recommends to the Olympic Delivery Authority that
improvement works are procured early to get “easy wins” for the image of the city and the Games—bearing in
mind the huge pressures that will be on the Construction industry in the lead up to the Games.

Recommendation: It is crucial that the current transport-related statutory powers are retained by the
Councils to support the Games most eVectively and with the support of local communities.

Transport Infrastructure

The bid’s success owes much to the ability of London & Continental Railways’ new infrastructure to
provide a high-speed link from central London to the Olympic venues. The King’s Cross/St Pancras
interchange will be easily accessible to London’s airports and other train services, and will function as the
most important gateway to visitors from Europe and beyond.

That interchange is at risk. The CTRL international station will open as planned in 2007, but at this time
there is continuing uncertainty about whether the vital connecting and supporting services will be delivered
in time:

— Fitting out the new Thameslink station box under St Pancras is still being held up through lack
of funding clarity. Indecision is making these works more costly as successive, easy construction
windows are being missed

— The London Underground Northern Ticket Hall is delayed by design changes (although these are
beneficial in themselves) and the apparent lack of a driving force towards faster completion

— Network Rail’s new concourse to King’s Cross Station will sit above the London Underground
ticket hall but again progress is stalling as design, programme and funding decisions move very
slowly. The current programme has the concourse operational but not finished by the Olympics

— The new regenerative development and high quality public realm around these projects has to wait
for all these to be resolved

All these works have been promised, planned and enabled for years, but the lead times for completion by
2012 have already started. We need to finish what has been started in time. The construction programmes
oVered by contractors look needlessly long. The DfT—as the main sponsor and funder—has been unable
to provide the driving force all the stakeholders need.

Recommendation: the Transport Committee is asked to press the Transport Minister for action by his
Department to ensure that the various King’s Cross/St Pancras projects have certainty about their funding and
are pushed ahead very rapidly, with particular attention to shortening the draft construction programmes.
Further, that the Minister should act as or appoint a champion for these and London’s other transport projects
that are critical to 2012.

Regeneration Benefits

The Olympics should benefit all London’s regeneration areas, including the King’s Cross hinterland, for
a long time to come. Good transport enables regeneration and rejuvenating development to underpin:

— High quality public realm.

— Improved access to jobs and housing.

— Creating the positive image needed for London’s visitors and investors.
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The Olympics can help drive regeneration to those areas that need it, with transport as the medium.

There will also be considerable construction activity and jobs, especially in transport construction. The
training is in place to help Londoners take up these jobs, and there are clear advantages to completing as
many works as possible early on.

Recommendation: the Transport Committee is asked to draw to the attention of the Olympic Delivery
Authority

— The need to manage construction and contractors eVectively from now on, to even the flow of works,
and to reduce construction and traYc impacts across the city

— The opportunities to increase job training and take up in construction, using the training centres across
the capital which recruit locally, as part of the contractor-procuring process

Transport and Public Realm Plans for Individual Facilities

Camden believes that all venues and supporting facilities should have their own individual transport and
public realm plans creating space for large numbers of people to enjoy safely and accessibly.

Camden has already procured the Bloomsbury Study with the London Development Association and
University College London from Sir Terry Farrell and Partners. This area will be the heart of the Olympic
Media Village. Some of the sporting events in central London will largely utilise highway infrastructure:
road cycling (all with the borough of Camden), triathlon and the marathon. Not only will the carriageway
surface need to be maintained to the highest standards but also the footways to accommodate large numbers
of spectators.

In many ways there will be more pressure on existing highway infrastructure in Central Zone than in the
Olympic Village Zone and River Zones, which will largely have bespoke infrastructure built for the Games.

Recommendation: That the Transport Committee recommends to the Olympic Delivery Authority that
Transport and Public Realm plans are created for all facilities in partnership with the relevant borough
Councils.

Parking

The central London boroughs are some of the most eVective parking authorities and have the expertise
to deal with huge parking pressures on the highway network. The Olympic bid stated that there would be
no parking in the vicinity of Games venues.

Recommendation: That the Transport Committee recommends that Councils and other agencies work
together to achieve this without creating problems on the rest of the network. Suitable parking arrangements
of coaches will need to be identified.

September 2005

APPENDIX 21

Memorandum submittedby the Rail Freight Group

Introduction

1. The Rail Freight Group is the representative body of the rail freight industry. During the bid process
for the 2012 Olympic Games, we had a number of meetings with the bid team, as described below. We had
useful discussions, and felt that the bid team generally recognised our concerns, and sought to mitigate any
adverse eVects. However, although we received assurances on some issues, it is likely that there will be a new
team of people, and we will wish to be assured that these concerns are being properly addressed.

Construction Materials

2. We would wish to ensure that the maximum amount of construction materials is transported to and
from the Stratford site by rail. This makes excellent transport and environmental sense, especially in an area
of such high road congestion. For this to be practicable, there have to be suitable terminal sites for loading
and unloading such materials.
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Terminal Sites

3. Some months ago, when the bid was being prepared, discussions with the bid team were held on a
number of issues, including the availability of such terminals. There are currently three sites at Bow, used
for construction materials and other products. We understand that some of these sites may be required on
a permanent basis for the Games and afterwards, whereas others may be required for use as a car park during
the Games. We argued in favour of retaining some of the sidings, which provide an important supply of
building materials for the City of London and surrounding areas delivered by rail.

4. We suggested that this could be achieved by reducing the area of the proposed car park to enable some
of the siding sites to be retained, and suggested that they retain the desired number of parking places whilst
taking less land. The bid team clearly found this a novel approach, and felt that, since the sidings were within
the boundary of the site, they would have to be removed. They were further worried about cement dust on
the Royal car which might pass through the car park. We reminded the bid team that modern concreting
equipment is very environmentally friendly and we understand that the operator oVered to suspend
operations during the Games.

5. We urge the Committee to consider the balance between the need for land for the Games, and the
ongoing needs of the construction industry in that area of London. The bid team were not able to identify
any alternative locations for such facilities.

Security and its Affect on Rail Freight.

6. In our preliminary discussions with the bid team, we were surprised to hear that they proposed to
prohibit freight trains from using the High Meads Curve on the Stratford site for a two month duration of
the Games because the Olympic Village was to be built over this line, and rail freight was a “security threat”
to the Village. We challenged the bid team for evidence of this, and asked whether they had consulted the
Metropolitan Police or TRANSEC, the Department for Transport’s Security branch. They admitted that
they had not and so, after some discussion, we received letters from these organisations stating that, under
normal security conditions, there was no need for such restrictions. This was accepted by the bid team.

Rail Freight Services Through the Stratford Site.

7. A large number of freight trains pass through the Stratford site every day, most operating between the
North London Line and either the Great Eastern Main Line or the London, Tilbury and Southend lines.
Such traYc is likely to grow significantly in volume if the Thames Gateway and/or Bathside Bay or
Felixstowe South container terminals are built. Early discussions with the bid team indicated that it was
likely that freight trains could continue to operate normally for most of the time. The only exceptions were
on the North London Line when additional passenger trains might be run towards Stratford in the mornings
and away from Stratford in the evenings during the Games.

8. Whereas this may well be acceptable to the rail freight operators and customers, any greater disruption,
for example for the duration of the Games, would have a serious and adverse eVect long term on rail freight
business and, as such, would be unacceptable. In such cases, alternative routes to the same capability must
be provided in advance of the Games.

Independent Rail Regulation

9. We are concerned about proposals in the Olympics Bill to enable the Secretary of State for Transport
to direct the OYce of Rail Regulation. Although the clauses in this Bill are less draconian than those in the
Crossrail Bill, they are still of concern to the industry.

10. We believe that the retention of the independence of the OYce of Rail Regulation is essential to the
ongoing development and private sector investment in the rail freight industry. This has been confirmed on
a number of occasions by ministers, independent regulation is the cornerstone of the Government’s structure
of the railways, as confirmed in the following Statement by the Secretary of State for Transport on
9 February 2004 (Col1237W): “The independence of economic regulation has already been clearly set out
in my statement of 19 January. The Government also rules out any change to the rights of third parties,
which will be protected. There is no question of weakening the eVectiveness of economic regulation. The
Government recognises that maintaining fully eVective and independent economic regulation is critical for
retaining investor confidence. There will be no diminution in the regulatory protection of the private sector
investors in the railway.”

11. These clauses would permit a considerable weakening of the principle of independent regulation and,
as such, will seriously reduce the protection of the private sector investors in the railway, which has been
based, over the last ten years, on independent regulation coupled with due industry processes that are seen
to be both transparent and fair to all the players.



3211211021 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 14:07:54 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 158 Transport Committee: Evidence

12. We oppose any such weakening but, at the same time, are confident that the normal industry
processes will enable a reasonable number of additional rail services needed for the Olympics to be achieved
with minimum disruption to other users of the lines. We will certainly be willing to participate in any such
processes, and we therefore urge the Committee to recommend that these clauses be removed from the Bill.

Conclusion

13. Apart from the concerns about the Bill referred to above, our other concerns were discussed with the
bid team in outline. Assurances are now required that there are to be no significant changes which could
adversely aVect freight. It would be useful, however, in the absence of satisfactory resolution, if there were
a means of appeal to an independent body. The most appropriate body to us would be the independent OYce
of Rail Regulation, who as already received greater powers and locus for appeals under the Railways Act
2005 and other recent legislation.

14. We urge the Committee to investigate the above issues.

8 September 2005

APPENDIX 22

Memorandum submitted by Lloyd’s Register Rail Ltd

1. Executive Summary

This short memorandum presents Lloyd’s Register’s contribution to the Transport Committee
consultation on the transport links for the 2012 Olympic Games.

Founded in 1760, Lloyd’s Register is independent of any government or any other body and is non-profit
distributing. As an independent risk management organisation, it routinely helps clients to deliver their
business goals, while optimising safety, quality and preservation of the environment. The Lloyd’s Register
Group has a world class track record in verification and related activities.

Defining the requirements for the transport infrastructure for the local and national geography will be
key to success. It will also be important to ensure these requirements reflect the needs, up to 2012 for the
Games themselves, and for the life of the infrastructure thereafter.

Proper definition of the requirements, and appropriate risk based verification of their delivery throughout
the programme of works, will provide assurance of meeting the overall goals.

It is important that we learn the lessons from other cities that have hosted major games and that
appropriate benchmarking is performed to learn from and build upon best practice.

Adopting a best practice structured approach will provide a solid framework for the management of the
infrastructure to ensure eVective risk management of the delivery, operation and through-life management
of the transport assets. Such a framework is provided by British Standards PAS 55 (“Specification for the
optimized management of physical infrastructure assets”, published in May 2004) which is increasingly
being applied with great eVect internationally.

These factors of proper requirements definition, specification, risk based verification and a best practice
structured approach to asset management will reassure investors, infrastructure owners, operators and most
importantly the users of the transport infrastructure that the transport system satisfies all expectations when
benchmarked against previous Olympic developments.

2. Introduction

The Transport Committee has requested views regarding the delivery of transport links for the Olympic
Games in 2012. Lloyd’s Register Rail welcomes the opportunity to provide advice especially concerning:

— drawing on the experience of other Games host cities through benchmarking;

— the benefits of risk based verification in delivering major projects eYciently;

— identification of a best practice structured approach to the management of assets.

The Lloyd’s Register Group has a strong capability and experience world wide in asset management,
management systems and assessment, as well as a full understanding and extensive application experience
of risk management and risk based systems. In Taiwan, for example, we are providing a full scope
verification service for the High Speed Rail project, which is valued in excess of US$14 billion. Covering
Safety, Quality and Environmental and Functional compliance, the risk based verification activity is at the
core of the successful delivery of the infrastructure.

Our submission draws on this type of experience of major infrastructure projects in the transport sector.
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3. Building on Experience

Learning the lessons from other cities that have hosted the Olympics and other major games is essential
to providing the professional response to this challenge. It is important to learn from the past: how can we
avoid the mistakes and take due cognisance of previous best practice, not just in the plans themselves, but
also in the management, delivery and longevity of the infrastructure afterwards?

There is an opportunity to benchmark some of the past host cities developments. The metrics must include
not only delivery of the results for the Games, but also the eVectiveness of the solution for the community
and the nation thereafter. The sustainability of the solution and the pain of its creation must be factors
considered in establishing best practice. A systematic approach to this evaluation is required addressing
quantified and qualitative indicators of success that are equally applicable to the situation in London.

4. Delivery—Asset Management and Verification

It is imperative that the solution is holistic and takes account of the impact on the whole of the UK. It is
also important that the critical decisions are taken without delay and the responsibilities to implement them
are clearly defined and allowed to be implemented without undue interference. Once the design is agreed,
and the money committed, let the contractors take the responsibility to deliver, unhindered by late changes
of mind, or reallocation of budgets.

It is, of course, entirely right and proper to put in place appropriate checks and balances, but this can,
and should be achieved without intrusive regulation. The widely used method of defining the requirements
and testing the outcome against them is ideal here, with appropriate independence of those performing the
checks. Monitored adherence within agreed frameworks with cleverly and fairly devised performance
measurement will ensure that the outputs are as required and to good time and cost.

Complex high value projects benefit from risk based verification. Performing verification activities based
on the identified project risks allows assessment resource to be allocated to those areas where the potential
for material failure is most significant. The risk based verification output either provides the reassurance of
a well controlled project providing the correct outputs, or alternatively provides valuable information for
early management action. Risk based verification reduces risk and minimises unforeseen impacts on
functionality, safety, health and the environment.

In May 2004, the British Standards Institution published Publicly Available Specification 55 (PAS 55):
“Specification for the optimized management of physical infrastructure assets”. It is applicable to any
organisation where physical assets are a key or critical factor in achieving business objectives and eVective
service delivery. This provides a best practice structured approach to the management of assets over their
lifetime. Lloyd’s Register was the prime author of this standard.

A system developed and implemented in accordance with the requirements of PAS 55 has a structure that
directs all asset management activities towards achievement of the business plan, at optimal cost, within the
law and on a sustainable basis.

Provision of visibility of such arrangements comes through independent assessment, and certification,
giving a public statement of the credibility of the Asset Management practices and asset performance in the
company concerned.

Adopted as a framework for the management of the transport infrastructure, it will provide a means for
ensuring all “best practice” elements are in place, and a way of continuing to meet those elements by eVective
measurement.

5. Conclusion

It is clear that there is a need for sustainable transport provision not just for the 2012 Olympics, but also
for the years that follow.

Adopting a best practice structured approach such as PAS 55, learning from benchmarking of recent
Games developments and applying risk based verification of the full scope of the transport projects will
ensure that all the elements are present to allow the achievement of performance as defined. It will ensure
risks are both controlled and managed whilst delivering the transport solution in a cost eVective and
sustainable way.
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APPENDIX 23

Memorandum submitted by the Corporation of London, City Remembrancer’s OYce

Introduction

1. The Corporation of London supports the Olympic movement and welcomes the opportunity to work
with the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) to ensure that the 2012 Olympics are a success. The Games will
provide the opportunity to bring much needed regeneration to east London and improve London’s status as
a world class City which people will want to visit and where they will want to do business. The Corporation
is particularly concerned to ensure that the Games fulfil their potential to act as a catalyst and deliver legacy
improvements, especially in east London. In order to ensure the success of the Games, however, and to
maximise the legacy benefits, it is important that the Olympic Transport Plan does not adopt a narrow
geographical or time perspective but considers the Games in the context of London’s wider transport
requirements. The paragraphs below set out the Corporation’s views on the issues it considers should be
addressed in planning the transport infrastructure for the Games.

The Olympic Transport Plan

2. The Olympic Transport Plan (OTP) should cover a much broader time period than simply the duration
of the Games because, in addition to demand generated by the events, the expanded transport system should
be designed to sustain the expected extra demands resulting from London’s natural growth. It is important
therefore that the final OTP reflects the projected future needs of the central and eastern parts of London.
The OTP will need to establish both what work is required to fulfil the operational needs of the Olympics
and also how this work will contribute to planning for London’s growth as set out in the Mayor of London’s
London Plan.

3. The investment that is injected into London to promote the Games should not, however, be at the
expense of the existing planned projects and capital schemes within the Mayor’s Transport Plan. Where
possible, any removal of capacity from the existing transport network should be avoided. This may be
mooted under the guise of preparation for the Games but would result in severe inconvenience to London
commuters who will still need to use the network in the lead in period before, and during the Games. Any
unnecessary removal of capacity prior to the Games will impact upon London’s ability to function properly
and accommodate the projected growth in its population.

4. Public transport provision is vital for the City of London to operate. With a work force of over 310,000
people, and 86% of them arriving by public transport2, a reliable transport network feeding the central
business zone is fundamental. Consequently, predictions of employment growth need to be taken into
consideration when planning the construction of the Olympic sites and transport network. In addition, the
economy of the country relies heavily on financial and business services and cannot risk the existing
transport network being inoperable for any extended period due to construction works. A properly
scheduled programme of improvement works that minimises disruption should therefore be an essential
component of the OTP.

Crossrail

5. The Corporation believes that the large infrastructure schemes, such as Crossrail and Thameslink 2000
(discussed in more detail below), which have been developed over many years and are awaiting the allocation
of funding, should not be delayed or deferred as a result of the Olympics. These schemes still need to be
progressed urgently as they provide additional capacity in key areas of London that are unlikely to benefit
directly from the Games. The City and central London as a whole need the benefits of a properly constructed
Crossrail scheme to meet demand generated by the predicted growth in employment. The GLA have
reported a projected employment figure in the City of London in 2016 of 397,000 people3. This is an
approximate 22% increase in the number of employees working in the City. At present the current workforce
predominantly relies on public transport to access the City. The Corporation would not expect this travel
demand pattern to change unless public transport capacity did not grow to meet the needs of the consumer.
A consequence of such a situation would be the suppression of economic activity and job growth.

6. Securing funding for these schemes at an early stage would demonstrate commitment to improving the
current rail transport network. Without early delivery of these much needed schemes to provide significant
new capacity to meet the economic needs of London and its commuter belt, there is a risk of business being
lost to overseas competitors with lower oYce rental costs and cheaper, less crowded transport services.
London’s competitive advantage must be upheld.

2 2001 Census.
3 GLA Economics—Current Issue Note 4, May 2005.
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7. The private sector is also keen to see the concept of Crossrail progressed and has agreed to the principle
of considering a precept on the business rates to help fund the scheme. It cannot also be expected to have
a similar large financial role in underwriting the transport plan for the Olympics. The Olympics are a
national event and benefits from the Games will not be confined to London. The benefits and costs should
be properly shared across the whole of the UK.

8. The Corporation understands no significant engineering resource or significant logistical conflict in
taking Crossrail forward for its currently planned completion in 2013. The current programme of works
suggests that the major tunnelling activities and allied temporary rail sidings for spoil removal at the eastern
portal near Stratford will have been completed in advance of the pre-Olympic construction projects.
Consequently, only fitting-out and commissioning works for the railway, which will mainly be underground
within central London, would coincide with the Olympics work. Typically projects of the scale of Crossrail
would be undertaken by consortia of international construction firms drawing their skilled staV and
equipment from a very broad base. In terms of construction traYc the Environmental Statement for
Crossrail envisages, at peak times, a daily volume of around 200 lorry movements at two City locations. This
level of activity can reasonably be absorbed without causing issues on the City’s street network. Commercial
building redevelopment has always been intense within the City—the most intense being 700,000m2 starting
in 1988 and 327,000 m2 under construction now—which often create well in excess of 1,000 lorries per day.
The level of construction lorry traYc is comparable to that Crossrail will generate and, using careful
management has not proved to be a material issue in terms of traYc congestion. Further, the Games could
provide an opportunity for Crossrail to be built with a new focus, with the potential for a partial phased
opening of the line, for example to the east of Liverpool Street, which could significantly aid the OTP.

Thameslink 2000

9. Thameslink 2000 would improve the only north—south mainline rail line across London by enhancing
services that run from Bedford to Brighton directly through central London and so increasing capacity
across the network. As part of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) works at Kings Cross, Thameslink
services were suspended through the central core from September 2004 to allow the construction of a new
box under the CTRL site at St Pancras to house a new improved Thameslink Midland Road station. A lack
of funding has resulted in the new station lying incomplete and dormant while Thameslink services continue
to use the old station at Kings Cross Thameslink. The Corporation believes that fitting out of the
Thameslink station box at St Pancras is essential for the success of the OTP. It is likely that Thameslink
services will be in great demand by visitors to the Capital throughout the Games as the service links both
Gatwick and Luton airports to central London. If the new station were to become operational, there would
be a much improved interchange between Thameslink services and the planned high speed Javelin service
to Stratford. It would also provide relief to the congested Northern line by aiding the dispersal of
international rail passengers both north and south of Kings Cross without the forced need to use the
underground system.

Channel Tunnel Rail Link

10. The Corporation is keen to ensure normal surface links for international travel continue to function
fully and propose that Waterloo International is reopened during the Olympic period so that “non Olympic”
international Eurostar passengers can be diverted away from the busy Kings Cross area thus reducing the
demand for non-Games related onwards travel from that location.

Underground Improvements

11. The Corporation would prefer not to have, extended periods of closures on the underground network,
as has previously been suggested, in order for the Public Private Partnership (PPP) infrastructure works to
be completed unless these become absolutely vital to meet the 2012 deadlines. The current timetable allows
for this work to be done without the need for extended closures, providing that there is no slippage in the
programme and the contractors apply adequate resources. Metronet’s programme for station upgrades has
already slipped which suggests that the PPP works need to be managed in a more robust manner so that the
infrastructure and rolling stock upgrades are completed to meet the Olympic timescale.

12. The Corporation would not advocate any changes to the existing PPP arrangements. In the City’s
experience, previous closures of both the East London line and Northern line for extended time periods to
enable works to be carried out did not deliver results, leaving passengers plagued by faults and requiring
additional closures for further remedial work. The cause of this appears to have been failures in the oversight
and management of these works.

13. The Corporation strongly supports the focus of 2012 for completion of the London Underground
capacity enhancements and refurbishment work. The DLR enhancement programme and the East London
line extension are also welcomed. These projects need to continue as previously planned and retain the
existing allocated funding. Each transport scheme with current funding is supported by a justified economic
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case. If the decision is taken to transfer these funds to Olympics projects, there should be a guarantee that
the funding will be replaced within in a specific time period. Furthermore, the boroughs must be fully
consulted on any such proposals.

Other Public Transport Schemes

14. Other transport schemes that the Corporation believes could usefully be included in the Olympic
Transport Plan include:-

— Phase 2 of the East London line extensions. This would complete the scheme and provide
connections to other Olympic venues;

— Continuation of the DLR enhancement programme;

— National Rail station upgrades (especially around the Olympic venues to cater for accessibility
issues); and

— 8 tracking of the bottleneck into/out of Liverpool Street station which would provide greater
capacity. Currently the tracks on the approach to the Liverpool Street station narrow to 6 and
cause a bottleneck. There is an opportunity to place an additional 2 lines in from Bethnal Green
which would relieve the strain and increase the operational capacity at Liverpool Street.

Each of the above schemes would enhance Olympic services by ensuring greater resilience and
improvements to the current public transport network. This would contribute to a valuable legacy,
encourage further regeneration and provide some of the necessary infrastructure for the expansion of
London to the east.

Olympic Road Network

15. Central London’s key roads are currently running close to operational capacity during weekday peak
periods. The proper allocation of this road space, therefore, involves the balancing of a number of issues
and the ODA’s proposed powers to remove road space for exclusive Olympic usage will need full agreement
from stakeholders. It is vital the Corporation is consulted at an early stage before the creation of the Olympic
Road Network (ORN) as it will have “traYc transfer” eVects on the rest of the City’s roads and on the ability
to maintain frontage servicing. Changes will have to be communicated to and agreed with the businesses
along the route so that their needs can be met without impairing the functioning of the Games. The impact
of the operational hours of the ORN also needs to be discussed with the aVected boroughs at an early stage
in order to allow boroughs suYcient time to make contingency plans for general traYc. It will be important
that there is an early decision as to whether the central London congestion charge will operate during the
Games, taking into account the eVect this will have on the ORN and the roads outside the zone.

Freight

16. The Corporation believes that the planned movement of freight during the Olympic period should be
taken into consideration within the OTP. Freight supply to London is important to the UK’s economy and
therefore should not be compromised during the Games. A robust plan, especially for lines such as the North
London line which will be heavily used during the Games, is essential.

Coach Parking

17. There is a need to identify suitable on and oV street parking facilities for all the additional coaches
and buses that will be used to facilitate the Games. Garaging and coach parking facilities in London are
already extremely limited. The OTP should therefore tackle this issue at an early opportunity. Assuming an
increase in tourism after the Games, as has been shown in other Olympic cities, retention of some facilities
is likely to be welcomed by the coach tourism industry but it will need to form part of a wider London policy
towards coach provision.

Tourism

18. The main focus of the OTP appears to be improving services to Stratford and linking the Olympic
site to the existing transport corridors. The plan should, however, also consider how London’s transport
system will cope with the expected large number of visitors who may also wish to visit restaurants,
entertainment and tourist attractions elsewhere during their visit to London. The Cross River Partnership,
in collaboration with TfL, has developed a tram scheme for Central London, called the Cross River Tram,
which links Kings Cross to Waterloo where the service divides to serve Peckham and Brixton. This scheme
would greatly assist the movement of people across Central London and would aid with the expected post
Games increase in tourism. The scheme would also provide transport access from more deprived areas to
central London for job opportunities. The continued development of the scheme should not be delayed
because of funds being transferred to the Olympics and it would be regrettable if funding for implementation
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post Games was not identified for this beneficial scheme. The Corporation is also in the process of
considering the feasibility of an extension to the proposed Cross River Tram which would connect Battersea
to the City via the Elephant and Castle and then travel on into Hackney. The initial modelling work for the
extension is encouraging.

Home Working

19. One aspect the ODA may wish to explore in the OTP is the possibility of seeking a reduction in the
impact of normal weekday business activities to help relieve pressure on the network during crucial periods
of the Games. The Corporation will encourage City businesses to work with the ODA to find ways of
achieving this. In the Olympic bid document it states that “travel demand is consistently down as much as
20%” in August4 and it is suggested that would release capacity on the network to be used by visitors to the
Games. This spare capacity may not arise, however, if businesses continue to operate at their full capacity
during the Games and London workers decide that they will remain in London to attend the Olympics rather
than taking their usual holidays at this time. In addition, our on-going measurements of road traYc in the
City have shown that in August, typically, the levels are down only 2% from the yearly average.

Air Quality

20. The OTP should include a section on London’s air quality. It seems that the underlying thinking in
the Olympic bid was to move the majority of competitors by road transport, hence the need for the ORN.
A statement as to how emissions are to be controlled in respect of the increased use of buses, coaches and
taxis for both competitors and spectators, especially in central London, needs to be set out at an early stage.
Poor air quality during the Games could prove embarrassing to London, particularly if this was thought to
aVect athletes’ performance.

Security

21. Given the increased global terrorist threat and high profile nature of the Games security is an issue
that needs to be explored fully with the Corporation, boroughs and the Metropolitan and City police at an
early stage of the planning process. Liaison with transport providers should form part of the security plan
considering the impact on public order and traveller safety of the large numbers of people arriving at and
departing from the Olympic sites during events. The Corporation recognises that there are many factors that
determine the timetable of events, however one potential solution would be to set the phasing of the starting
and finishing times so as not to overcrowd the network or the Capital’s streets.

Conclusions

22. The Corporation supports the Olympics and believes it is a great honour for London to host the
Games. The Corporation looks forward to working with the Olympic Delivery Authority to progress the
projects and works needed to host the Games. In order to ensure that the Games are a complete success for
spectators and competitors alike the Olympic Delivery Authority will need to work closely with the London
boroughs and the Corporation on issues of transport, security and construction.

23. The Olympic Games create an inflexible deadline for construction, so it is important that bureaucracy
is streamlined to ensure that all of the projects are completed on time and to budget. It is also important
that other transport improvement projects in London, which may not be directly associated with the Games,
continue to be progressed in order to support the predicted population and employment growth.

24. The Corporation does not believe it would be appropriate to transfer funding from those London
transport projects which are not classed as essential for the Olympics. Schemes which have yet to secure
funding and powers, such as Crossrail and Thameslink 2000, should continue to be progressed, as London
is relying on these large schemes to relieve existing overcrowding and provide additional capacity on the
network. The Corporation believes it is vital that the OTP considers the legacy issue and provides London
with a world class transport system able to sustain the projected growth of our world class city.

September 2005

4 Olympic Bid Volume 3, Theme 14, page 99.
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APPENDIX 24

Memorandum submitted by the Civil Aviation Authority

Introduction

1. The Committee sought views on a number of issues in connection with the current state of plans to
provide appropriate transport for 2012. The CAA welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the
Committee’s inquiry and oVers the following responses to the Committee’s specific questions:

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

2. The CAA has no view on the source and level of funding. However, critical to the success, both actual
and perceived, of the safety standards applied to Airspace Management, local airport related aspects, and
associated surface transport plans, will be the need to ensure that strategic and tactical co-ordination of tasks
related to aviation and transport links are subject to the highest professional levels of project management.

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

3. The CAA believes that to ensure the projects for the Games are successfully integrated into the long
term plan for London and to provide an appropriate transport legacy, the following need to be taken
into account:

— It will be important to identify separately the temporary or transient transport plans specific to the
support of the short-term needs of the Games, ie over (say) six months in 2012, and the investment
and infrastructure necessary to support the longer term plans for London.

— Projects should be developed to be complementary to, and integrated with, all other proposed or
approved aviation and surface transport arrangements. Preference should be given, where
practicable, to developing those projects that will remain in place after the Games, ie the
“legacy” projects.

— Legacy transport plans should be managed so as to ensure that they are indeed appropriate to the
needs of the South East, and East London in particular. These should be reviewed to assess the
extent to which, if any, particular aspects of the legacy plans are critical to the successful running of
the Games. Any such aspects should be developed to timescales that are appropriate to the Games.

— All the airports in the South East, not necessarily only those identified in the Olympic Bid
(Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, London City), may seek to be used as gateways for participants
and visitors to the Games. Speculative developments linked, or not, to airport and associated
surface transport programmes may be expected. London Luton, Farnborough, and nearby
provincial airports, such as Southend, Biggin Hill and Cambridge, in addition to London City
Airport, may also expect to serve as gateways. However, these may perhaps be biased towards
servicing VIP and charter or corporate flights, with surface links or helicopter services to and from
the Olympic events.

— It is clear that short-term temporary arrangements will be sought to support the Games such as,
for example, temporary heliports. Helicopter services may be oVered in the same manner that
occurs now with special sporting events such as Ascot, and the British Grand Prix at Silverstone.
Several UK operators have extensive experience of providing the airport and air traYc control
(ATC) facilities needed to service such operations. Interestingly, in the case of the Athens Games,
the Greek Authorities limited the use of helicopter services for reasons of unreliable weather and
security demands.

— Not all the events will take place in East London and due consideration will need to be given to
the transport provisions necessary to service “remote” events such as South coast sailing.

— Proper coordination will be required between parties with responsibility for transport, and those
managing interacting activities (eg local planning Authorities, those developers seeking to
capitalize on the regeneration plans for the Thames Gateway, and Government Agencies such as
the Department for Transport, The Department for Culture, Media and Sport, the Olympic
Development Agency and the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister). The Government’s oversight
strategy has yet to be announced but the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) will presumably have
the key role to play, supported by a number of Government Departments, local authorities,
security agencies, regulatory bodies, broadcasting companies and transport service providers.
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What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

4. From an aviation perspective, there is likely to be an overall short-term increase in the number of
passenger air transport movements using the principal London airports in order to convey oYcials,
competitors, spectators and the media from the competing countries. There is also likely to be additional
helicopter and balloon activity and there may be proposals for the use of unmanned aerial vehicles in the
immediate vicinity of the event sites. This will have the eVect of increasing airspace activity over the South
East of England, but it is thought unlikely to have any significant incremental adverse environmental impact
on air quality over and above the current uncertain estimates for air quality measures at the London
airports.

5. Plans leading to these activities must be clearly specified, with full safety case substantiation, managed
at the time by appropriate airspace design arrangements and controlled by ATC. These plans must be
developed well in advance of the Games, with due account being given to the potential for air exclusion
zones, dedicated helicopter routes, and designated landing sites to meet security demands and to protect the
Games sites from extraneous noise pollution and distraction.

6. It is considered that, provided there is no significant adverse impact on London City Airport (LCY)
operations, then there is likely to be suYcient spare capacity outside the peak hours to accommodate the
additional demand. However, the potential impact on LCY operations, subject to the restrictions that might
be required could be significant. In particular, operations on the westerly runway could be aVected if aircraft
departing runway 28 were required not to over fly the main Olympic park on the grounds of security, safety
or noise impact. One of the potential options would be to re-route westerly departures to the south, but this
would have an impact on existing operations in the rest of the London Terminal Manoeuvring Area (TMA)
as well as an environmental impact on those on the ground who are not currently subject to departure traYc.

7. Security considerations, based on the current security climate, will probably require the introduction
of some form of restriction of flying over the Olympic sites. In order to minimise the disruption to other air
transport movements, these should be as small as possible in vertical, lateral and time extent. In addition,
there is likely to be some disruption to helicopter operations on the route network that exists over central
London. This will need to be managed carefully to ensure that there are no un-intended safety or
environmental consequences. Adequate provision will also need to be made for helicopter operations
(media, VIP, emergency service) and other aviation activities associated with the Olympic sites.

8. All long term, legacy projects should be implemented in accordance with the Government’s policy on
sustainable development.

What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

9. The CAA will engage with aviation regulatory bodies with oversight of other Olympic Cities in order
to incorporate lessons learned and relevant detailed proposals into UK plans as they develop. Manchester’s
hosting of the Commonwealth Games will also provide pertinent experience.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

10. The Plan should address all modes of transport, including aviation. The current Olympic Bill appears
to be light in this area. Taking all of the above points into consideration, the CAA considers that the Olympic
“Master” Transport Plan should ensure:

— long term, “legacy” projects that either wholly or partly contribute to the success of the Games are
clearly identified and that suitable arrangements are made to distinguish between them and short
term “temporary” arrangements dedicated purely to the period of the Games themselves;

— the needs of all interested parties (eg Security Services, broadcasters, VIPs and competitors etc),
are identified in a timely manner, taken into account and given appropriate priority according to
clear criteria which must include a full safety risk assessment of the proposed aviation
arrangements;

— eVective co-ordination between, and where appropriate detailed integration of, surface and air
transport systems;

— legacy projects are implemented in compliance with the Government’s policy on sustainable
development;

— significant security and safety issues that may arise from any possible plans to use unmanned air
vehicles for the first time for such an event to provide enhanced media coverage are addressed; and

— the impacts on LCY, other airports serving the Olympic sites and other airports in the vicinity are
carefully addressed.
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Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

11. While this is a matter for Government, it is the CAA’s view that the ODA needs to have the authority
and resources necessary to ensure that all intended transport plans can be integrated appropriately and are
achievable in the timeframe, while being sustainable for the longer-term. It is unlikely that the ODA will
have suYcient resources to deal with every aspect of transport infrastructure, even if the draft Bill were to
be amended considerably. Consequently, the ODA should be required to eVect close liaison with other
Government departments and public bodies such as the CAA in order to ensure that aviation requirements
are given due consideration in the context of the overall aim of delivering the Olympic Transport Plan.

12. By way of example, to ensure consistency in delivery of the required transport arrangements, the
principles of existing legislation and procedures (eg the Aviation Safeguarding consultation procedure
contained in ODPM Planning Circular 1/2003) must be fully enabled, especially if special planning powers
were to be given to the ODA.

APPENDIX 25

Memorandum submitted by Living Streets

1. Living Streets is pleased to submit evidence to the Transport Select Committee’s Inquiry into transport
provision for the Olympic Games. Living Streets (formerly the Pedestrians’ Association) champions the
needs of people on foot, and advocates the importance of walking as a mode of transport. We believe that
well-designed, well-managed, pedestrian-friendly public space can enhance the quality of people’s lives
through sustaining mixed and vibrant communities. Living Streets undertakes “Community Street Audits”,
where we evaluate the quality of public space from the viewpoint of pedestrians with the help of local people.
We therefore have a great deal of experience of what makes a good or bad walking environment.

2. Living Streets is interested in how the Olympic Transport Plan will fit into London’s long term
transport plans, but equally in how it will fit into the wider development plans for London. Similarly, we
are interested in what can be learned from previous Games, not just for transport, but for transport as
contributor to the regeneration of an area for the benefit of residents and all its users.

3. We are delighted at London’s success in winning the Olympic Games for 2012, and the opportunities
that this provides both the Lower Lea Valley, and London in general. However, experience shows that
people-friendly public space—suitable for both the games’ duration and the many years after—will not
happen by accident and needs to be planned in from the start. We have some concerns that, in the inevitable
pre-games hype around state-of-the-art transport networks, attention to the needs of pedestrians, and the
creation of successful and long-lasting public spaces, will be forgotten.

4. Walking should be prioritised, both as a mode of transport and as a vital element of sustainable
communities, in the Olympic Transport Plan for the following reasons:

(i) Providing a role model for active travel: the Games symbolise health and physical achievement. One
of their aims is to improve the level of activity amongst the UK population: currently only four
out of 10 men and three out of 10 women, and seven out of 10 boys and six out of 10 girls are
active enough to benefit their health. This has been highlighted by new figures from Diabetes UK
showing that the number of people with diabetes has topped 2 million for the first time.
Encouraging active travel—both walking and cycling—to Olympic events is in keeping with this
aim. Ensuring that the new Olympic infrastructure, and the upgrading of roads leading to the site,
are walking-friendly, could be a lasting legacy from the Games. The Sydney Olympic Games were
hailed as the first car-free games of modern times. We are calling for the London Games to be the
first Active Travel Games, where visitors, athletes, and the Olympic family are encouraged to walk
or cycle wherever possible. We applaud the intention to have an active spectator programme, and
to bring in most spectators by train, but note that “a dedicated road network” will be exclusively
reserved for the use of the Olympic family, which rather suggests that the car is still the privileged,
prestigious form of travel. While security and logistics must be issues for the Delivery Authority,
it would be good if ways could be found to allow the Olympic family to walk and cycle too.

(ii) Investing in the quality of life for local people in the long term: the Olympic Transport Plan must
be lodged, or rooted, in the long term development plans for London, first because the Games
represent a massive investment of financial and human resources which should yield long term
benefits, and which bring a ‘once-in-a-lifetime’ opportunity to make infrastructural changes;
secondly because they are asking for sacrifices as well as oVering benefits to the population of East
London, which is also one of the most deprived areas in the whole country; thirdly because the
Games are happening in London, a city on which many demands are made and which needs to
deliver economically, socially and environmentally for the people who use it.
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(iii) Implementing the London Walking Plan: the Mayor of London has set the target in the London
Walking Plan of making London the most walking-friendly city in the world by 2015. As that is
only three years after the games, it is important that all Olympic developments are walking-
friendly.

(iv) Building a sustainable future: walking should be prioritised because the future must be sustainable.
Walking is the measure of sustainable communities. The Olympic Games are an international
showcase, setting trends and directions in a host of interconnected fields from architecture and
construction, to transport, to fitness and health, to urban design, to value for public money and
managing major regeneration projects. There are two matters—one is how people travel within
the Olympic Park, and of course how useful those transport routes are to local people afterwards,
the other is how people travel across London to reach the Park. Walking, cycling and public
transport should be the norm to travel across London, with well-thought out, walkable
connections between public transport links, and walking and cycling should be the norm as far as
possible inside the park. By pioneering best practice, the London Olympics will set standards for
decades to come.

Sustainable means:

— good for community life and cohesion, building social capital

— good for local shops, services and the wider local economy

— low carbon and kind to the environment

— cleaner, safer, greener neighbourhoods which are designed for people first, not traYc first.

Walking is the measure of sustainable communities because the more people walk and populate the
streets, the more they identify with their community and the more local economic activity, and children’s
play, and physical fitness, and neighbourly interaction etc takes place. The better the balance between people
and traYc, the better the connectivity and permeability, the more safe and attractive the environment, the
more people will walk.

The London 2012 bid talked impressively about a “sustainable Games”, “low carbon”, “one planet” etc
and the intentions are commendable. Living Streets is concerned however that the importance of transport
and land planning to sustainable communities has not been thought through suYciently; we are also
concerned that as the pressure mounts to deliver on time and to budget, and as the habitual methods of the
contractors, traYc engineers, transport planners and other professionals kick in, much of the good intention
will be lost. It is therefore critical to embed sustainability in the Olympic Transport Plan from the start.

(v) Planning for the threat of terrorism: a further, perhaps not insignificant reason is coping with the
threat of terrorism. The importance of walking as a form of transport in London was
demonstrated during the recent terrorist bombings, when many Londoners relied on walking to
reach their destinations. By making the games as walking-friendly as possible, the threat of the
Games being disrupted is reduced.

5. Successes and Failures from Previous Olympic Games

Public space improvements have been one of the longest-lasting legacies from previous games. But get it
wrong and it can all turn into a white elephant. There is already concern that Beijing is in danger of being
“over-constructed”. A former minister of construction, Zhou Ganzhi, has warned there is a danger of the
city’s transport infrastructure being built solely for the Olympics—leading to obsolete systems afterwards—
with little attention being paid to the detail of schemes and the needs of pedestrians.

5.1 Athens 2004

(i) Much of the additional infrastructure for the Athens Olympic Games was in the form of new roads,
car parks and fly-overs, built in a very unsustainable way:

— The route of the very first marathon, connecting the ancient stadium of Athens with the place
of the 5th century BC battle, was turned into a motorway with a fence down the middle to
stop pedestrians crossing—thus splitting inhabited areas and villages. This could have been
a pedestrian-priority route, building on the historic link. A statue of Pheidippides, the man
who ran from Marathon to Athens in 490BC to announce Greece’s victory against the
Persians, was placed by the side of the motorway—yet so much more could have been done
with this route.

— Kifissos, the river of Athens, was covered to form another urban motorway.
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— A large number of fly-overs were built, to relieve congestion. These were dubbed by some
traYc engineers as “shortcuts to congestion” because they transfer congestion to the next
junction while attracting even more traYc to the centre and encouraging further car use.

— The new tramlines were often put through green space, rather than taking up road space.
— Whilst these might relieve congestion in the short-term, in the long-term they are likely only

to increase traYc and worsen conditions for pedestrians.
— Many of the improvements to the Metro system were at the expense of pedestrians—for

example, new entrances to stations, which blocked pavements forcing pedestrians to walk into
the road.

(ii) Although there were attempts to improve the state of pavements prior to the Athens Olympics,
these were often sporadic or not thought through—for example, new wheelchair ramps were put
in, but onto pavements blocked by street furniture or too narrow for wheelchairs.

(iii) Athen’s two main squares, Omonia and Syntagma, were given facelifts. However, parked cars were
still allowed to dominate even pedestrian space.

(iv) Public art was successfully used in Athens to improve the ambience of the public space. For
instance, an interactive platform near the entry to the Ancient Theatre of Dionysus, on Dionysiou
Areopagitou Street: the installation is a field of fibre-optic light strands which responds to
pedestrian movement. The strands brighten and activate concealed speakers which emit a sound
sampling of the city in the wake of the passerby. Another, by Paul Matisse, is the Olympic Bell for
Athens—an interactive sound sculpture in Thiseion Square, close to the fence of the Ancient
Agora. Pedestrians ring a deep harmonious sound by striking a hammer on a cylindrical
aluminium bell, suspended by specially designed supporting columns. Another—Watch Out! The
Eyes of the City, is a special box on Ermou Street which captures the eye of the passerby and in
turn projects it on screens above the busy sidewalk.

(v) As a result of the Olympics, there is a cobbled causeway into a giant archaeological park. The 2.5
km walk starts on Dionyssiou Areopagitou, taking in views of the Parthenon, pine-covered
Philopappou Hill, Saronic Gulf, Temple of Hephaestus and Keramikos cemetery. It is popular
with “foreign punters, blue-rinse pedestrians, youngsters and cultural gems”.

5.2 Sydney 2000

(i) The Sydney Olympics were one of the most successful in terms of improvements for pedestrians. In
1993, Sydney committed to host a car-free Games—the first in modern history. The number of
planned car parking places was reduced dramatically, and there were car-free zones during the
Games. A comprehensive network of bicycle paths was created to and around the Olympic site
(although there were only about 130 bicycle parking spaces).

(ii) Lasting improvements took place in the centre of Sydney—wider footpaths and outdoor spaces.

5.3 Atlanta 1996

(i) The Atlanta Olympics were plagued by transport problems, partly because of the dominance of the
motor car in a very sprawling city. The region has some of the worst congestion and air pollution
problems in the United States.

(ii) Attempts were made to ease transport problems, such as limiting parking in the downtown area,
and air pollution reduced in Atlanta during the games. However, problems returned shortly after.

5.4 Barcelona 1992

(i) London’s chief advisor to the Mayor on architecture and urbanism, Richard Rogers, has called
Barcelona “the most confident city in the western world in terms of urban regeneration”. It is the
Olympic city which sets the best example for London because it used the Olympics as part of a 20-
year programme of regeneration. The mayors of Barcelona had a vision of the city Barcelona
should become, and the Olympic plan not only delivered a great Games, it acted as a catalyst to
improve the life of the city and the nation.

(ii) One of the important examples Barcelona sets is that it reconnected the city with its main feature
of natural beauty—the sea. Before, 5km of derelict port cut the sea oV from the rest of the city.
Now this has been replaced with a beautiful beach. Sustainable development must reconnect places
with what is physically attractive. MORI research has proved what we know, that people associate
the appearance of their neighbourhoods closely with their quality of life. Wealthy people can
choose to live in attractive places but the less well oV have to live in places which are often ugly,
not because of nature but because of man-made mistakes and neglect. The Lower Lea Valley has
the river, and it is very important for the long-term prosperity of the area that intentions to make
the Lea Valley a marvellous urban park, are realised. You only have to look across the Thames to
Woolwich to see a town with a stunning water front and a collection of noble buildings and
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heritage, which could have the beauty of a place like Richmond but instead is drab and struggling,
relying on the resilience of its people, because it is cut oV from the river by a major road and other
misguided post-war planning.

(iii) Barcelona has built hundreds of new public spaces and is one of the most “liveable” cities in the
world and a major tourist attraction.

6. What Needs to be in the Olympic Transport Plan

6.1 There needs to be a clear and unequivocal commitment to consulting local people before plans are
finalised. It is local people who know the importance of existing walking routes, which features of roads and
streets they treasure and which features they would be happy to lose. Many local shopping and residential
streets have been blighted across Britain because of new road building, including flyovers, which was
supposed to “connect deprived communities to jobs and opportunities” but in the mean time killed oV the
life the community already had. You can’t put a price on community life—people knowing each other,
helping each other out, older people feeling comfortable to go out, knowing they will meet some friendly
faces, disabled people able to go out because the streets meet their needs, children able to play outside their
homes, people walking to their local shops, pubs and services and recycling money within the community.
Every new metre of road, every inch of flyover needs to be thought through because it will demand a price
and local people have to be convinced it is worth paying.

6.2 The Plan needs to have a commitment that the needs of pedestrians will be met, and that walking will
be encouraged, both within the Olympic Park and as part of public transport routes to the Park. It needs
to have a commitment that public space will be designed for people and which makes people want to inhabit
it: that this will be its standard for all public space.

6.3 In planning for walking, particularly within the Park, the coherence of pedestrian routes and the
permeability of developments needs to prioritised. The large stadia will inevitably cause severance, so action
needs to be taken to minimise the eVects. Subways, pedestrian bridges and raised paths with railings, or
paths with walls on either side, should be avoided. People feel insecure on such paths, especially in the dark,
quite apart from the problems for older and disabled pedestrians. The new Stratford City also needs to be
designed for people, with a mix of oYce, retail, leisure, residential and other uses so that it is lively in the
evening as well as the day, and permeable—lots of easy walking routes which feel safe day and night—like
medieval street patterns. Places which developed before motor transport are full of detail and attraction for
pedestrians. Places developed since are very often devoid of interest at ground level, with long, windowless
brick or concrete walls and concrete and tarmac road surfaces with few seats, trees, market stalls or other
features of interest. Alright for driving through at speed, but no good where people and vehicles have to
share the space. People avoid walking through such places and they become targets for anti-social
behaviour.

6.4 London will also be hosting the Paralympic Games. Let people return home saying that London was
accessible for everyone, regardless of disability. Roads, streets, pavements, transport facilities etc all need
to be designed for use by disabled people. If they meet the needs of people with disabilities, they will meet
everyone’s needs. London should set a target for ensuring that all key pedestrian routes through the city are
wheelchair accessible in time for the Paralympic Games.

6.5 Signs and maps for pedestrians and cyclists need to be part of the plan.

6.6 Quality facilities which will remain afterwards need to include proper, free, public toilets, benches and
seating, trees and green space, litter bins and street art.

6.7 All roads, streets, pavements and other public space needs to be properly lit. The Government’s own
research shows that proper lighting is 4 times more eVective at reducing crime than CCTV cameras. The
money spent on lighting will be repaid by savings due to reduced vandalism and increased social capital.

6.8 The opportunity should be taken to make 20mph the default speed limit in built-up London. This is
the one thing which will do most to reduce casualties, make urban streets vibrant and bring a modal shift
from driving to walking, cycling and public transport use. Introducing 20mph as the default limit means the
case for increasing the speed limit to 30mph in any particular area would have to be made, rather than the
other way round.

6.9 All new public transport infrastructure should ensure that the needs of passengers as pedestrians, at
the start, middle and end of their journey, are taken into account. There have been recent examples of new
public transport infrastructure (for example, Vauxhall Cross in London) where pedestrians’ needs were not
properly considered.
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APPENDIX 26

Memorandum submitted by Mr Robert Cawdell

Each point that the Transport Committee wishes to examine is appended with our response.

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

Funds should be made available for retrofitting exhaust aftertreatment devices to vehicles (transport,
service, and utility) connected with the running of the Olympic Games. Sources of such funds need to be
identified, but our suggestion is that the Energy Saving Trust could administer any grants and hold a register
of approved technology.

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

The increased transport infrastructure complements the current planned redevelopment of the eastern
approaches to London (ie Thames Gateway and Greenwich Peninsula redevelopment).

What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

Unless emissions from diesel engines are strictly controlled the Games will have a significant negative
eVect on air quality. Not only should transport vehicles be retrofitted with exhaust purification devices but
also other sources of diesel emission should be targeted (eg—generators, utility vehicles, service vehicles).
Engine Control Systems are experts in application of Diesel Particulate Filters and Diesel Oxidation
Catalysts to all sources of diesel emissions. We would be willing to provide examples and emission test results
to demonstrate how the retrofitting of exhaust aftertreatment would minimise the impact that The Games
would have on air quality.

What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

N/A.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

N/A.

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

N/A.

13 September 2005

APPENDIX 27

Memorandum submitted by the London Borough of Barnet

The London Borough of Barnet welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Committee. This
memorandum highlights a specific issue the Council wishes to draw the Committee’s attention to and should
be read in conjunction with the evidence submitted by the North London Strategic Alliance of which Barnet
is a member.

The Council’s primary concern relates to the A406 North Circular Road which, between Wembley and
the A12, is intended to form part of the Olympic Route Network. The A406 forms a key strategic orbital
route through North London from the A4 in the West to the A13 in the East. The A406 is the only major
orbital route between the inner ring road and the M25.

The A406 has been the subject of numerous studies and improvement plans from the 1970s which aimed
to improve it to a consistent standard throughout its length. During the 1990s major schemes were
implemented on much of the route to the north and east to achieve a consistent standard of dual 3-lane
carriageway or dual 2-lane with link roads with full grade separation of all junctions. From the A13 to just
west of the A10, the A406 now meets this standard. This standard is also maintained from the A10 to the
junction with the M1 Motorway with the exception of three locations.
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These are:

— A502 Golders Green Road junction

— A406/A1/A598 Regents Park Road junction (Henlys Corner)

— Bounds Green to Green Lanes

The first two locations are wholly within the London Borough of Barnet, with the third partly located in
the borough and the adjoining borough of Enfield.

During the late 1980s and early 1990s, schemes (the major improvements) were developed for these
locations by the Department for Transport and, for the Golders Green Road and Henlys Corner schemes,
the proposals were progressed through public inquiries and pre-construction works to the point of letting
design and build contracts.

Following the review of the national roads programme, the A406 improvement schemes were put on hold
pending the formation of the Greater London Authority (GLA) who were set to take over responsibility for
Trunk Roads in London. To assist the GLA in deciding the future role of the A406 and the improvement
schemes, the Government OYce for London commissioned a report, published in February 2000,
investigating the problems and potential solutions for this key route.

Having taken over responsibility for the A406, Transport for London gave consideration to the planned
major improvements and decided to abandon them in favour of small scale schemes. Transport for London
also indicated an intention to dispose of property purchased to allow construction of the major
improvements. The Council is dissatisfied by the way in which this decision was made and this has been the
subject of legal correspondence between the Council and TfL.

In 2002, Transport for London consulted on their newly developed revised schemes which were generally
described as environmental and safety improvements. The Council responded to TfL’s consultation
indicating that the proposals were inadequate to deal with the issue of endemic congestion at these sites and
indeed, the proposals were likely to worsen rather than reduce that congestion.

To date, the implementation of TfL’s revised schemes in Barnet has not taken place, we understand due
to diYculties of achieving a satisfactory scheme without grade-separation of the junctions. An assessment
of the latest version of the revised schemes showed that they had a very large negative economic benefit ratio
due to large increases in delays to vehicular traYc.

The A406 problem is one of great concern to the Council and Barnet will be delivering a significant
element of the new homes and jobs proposed for London by 2016 as set out in the Mayor’s London Plan.
Barnet has a number of major development sites and current proposals will see growth far exceeding the
levels set out in the London Plan.

Much of the regeneration in the borough will be delivered through a scheme providing a new town centre
with 10,000 new homes and 20,000 new jobs at Cricklewood/Brent Cross/West Hendon. The regeneration
area straddles the A406 between its junctions with the A5, M1 and A41. The eastern boundary of the
regeneration area is immediately adjacent to the start of the Golders Green Road major improvement
scheme. This regeneration scheme is currently progressing through the planning process and is anticipated
to deliver 3,000–4,000 new homes by 2012.

In addition to the growth arising from the regeneration schemes, the Mayor’s Transport Strategy
recognises that traYc levels in North London will increase as a result of development and through
background growth in car ownership. The Council is concerned that the predictions and assessments in the
Transport Strategy, London Plan and Olympic Transport plans, do not take into account the higher levels
of growth in the borough we have been discussing with TfL.

The major A406 improvement schemes, which were approved following the public inquiries, were
developed to address concerns over congestion which was at that time predicted to occur if nothing was
done. The work carried out by the Department for Transport predicted that congestion would reach
unacceptable levels long before 2012, unless the major schemes were implemented. The Henlys Corner
scheme is located at the intersection of three of North London’s major strategic routes.

No improvements have been made since the public inquiries and the current situation is widely regarded
as unacceptable. In addition to the congestion, pollution and accidents which occur on the A406 itself,
adjacent borough roads are plagued by rat-running traYc using parallel routes to avoid the worst sections
of the A406.

The Council understands that TfL intend to install dedicated lanes on the A406 to allow Olympic traYc
to bypass any congestion. We are concerned that this will not only exacerbate the existing problem, but by
2012, the growth in traYc may make this option impracticable, especially as in some sections, the A406
would be reduced to a single lane for general traYc.

We also understand that much of TfL’s work is based on the timing of the Olympics falling in the summer
months when the transport networks are less well used. Although this may be the case for much of the
Olympic Route Network, our initial assessment of flows on the A406 suggests that summertime traYc flows
are not significantly reduced compared to the radial routes. We believe that this eVect may be caused in part
by traYc which normally diverts onto parallel routes remaining on the A406 instead. However, this eVect
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requires further investigation and an assessment of how changes in traYc conditions by 2012 will actually
aVect flows on the A406 during the summer months. The Council believes that TfL’s modelling of the A406
as an Olympic Route needs to be scrutinised to ensure that the predicted levels of traYc in 2012 take into
account all relevant growth.

The Council has grave concerns regarding the practicability of installing and enforcing the proposed
dedicated lanes on the A406 especially as the improvement schemes have become a very emotive issue for
the local community. Since the lanes form a key part of the movement strategy for athletes and oYcials, we
feel further investigation is needed into the consequences if, for example, there is widespread abuse of the
lanes by general traYc.

As with many of the Olympic Transport schemes, the A406 major improvements are needed in their own
right, not just to cater for Olympic traYc. The Council was disappointed that following lobbying by the
North London Strategic Alliance and the aVected boroughs, the outcome of the 2004 Spending Review did
not include funding for the major A406 schemes and instead schemes more closely linked to the Olympics,
such as the East London Line, were given priority. The Council is concerned that funding for the A406 major
schemes may be made less likely if priority is given to the Olympic transport plans and if costs on these
schemes start to exceed current estimates.

As stated above, the two major A406 improvement schemes in Barnet have completed all statutory
processes and only need funding to be made available for them to progress almost immediately.

A window of opportunity exists prior to the Olympics to carry out these schemes, providing benefits to
the Olympics and to North London as a whole. If this opportunity is not taken, the Council fears that to
avoid disruption to the Olympics it would eVectively become impossible for the major schemes to proceed
until after 2012, by which time the situation on the North Circular Road will have deteriorated further. Of
critical importance is the risk that once traYc flows reach a certain level, constructing the improvements will
become diYcult and even impossible without major disruption.

The Council is also aware that the Department for Transport are considering widening of the M25 along
the Northern section which runs parallel to the A406. Whilst this may provide some relief to the A406 in
the medium term, it will not resolve the long-term congestion problem. It also adds the complication that
work on the M25 and A406 needs to be closely co-ordinated to avoid major disruption, particularly during
the Olympic construction phase. Although TfL’s plans envisage spectators using public transport to travel
to the Olympic venues, during the construction phase, materials, plant and workers are more likely to use
the road network including the A406.

The Council looks forward to London being able to host a successful and eYciently run Olympic Games,
but as outlined above, we have serious concerns about the ability of the A406 to operate as a key route
without the completion of the major improvement schemes. By 2012, it will be 20 years since the Department
for Transport successfully demonstrated to an independent Planning Inspector that these major
improvements were vital for eYcient traYc movement and the economic wellbeing of North London. If the
schemes have not been implemented by then, it will be a case, not of “Going for gold”, but instead
“disqualified for false starts”.

APPENDIX 28

Memorandum submitted by the Institution of Highways & Transportation

1. The Institution of Highways & Transportation (IHT) is grateful for the opportunity to submit a
memorandum to the Transport Committee.

2. The Institution has expressed its support for the Olympic Games and the legacy that it will leave. This
memoranda expresses the Institution’s concerns about the development of the Olympic Transport
arrangements but is of the view that these can be overcome through appropriate application of professional
skills and if addressed with some urgency.

3. The detailed Olympic Transport Plan provides a good framework to secure safe, eYcient and
sustainable transport for the Games. The details of this plan need to be agreed as soon as possible to allow
time for the construction period. IHT recognises that the plan will be subject to change in the light of
changing circumstances but urges that underlying principles, including sustainability, should not be
compromised for the sake of expediency. The Institution is of the opinion that the Olympic Transport Plan
should be put into eVect immediately based on what is known that can be delivered with the currently
available technology. Reliance on future unproven technical development that is not ready to be
implemented today would be inappropriate and risky within such a time-constrained programme.

4. It is very important to consider not only the Olympics event but the legacy that it will leave. The
industry believes that the heritage of the Games is considerable and that the investment necessary to deliver
the Games can, if eVectively managed, provide long-term benefits for communities in and around the
Olympic sites. The Olympic Transport developments will provide many opportunities for regeneration and
wider improvements in infrastructure, for example by placing power lines underground. The Institution is
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however concerned that there may not be suYcient public transport capacity for the inheritance of
thousands of new homes in the Olympic Park in addition to the 10,000 new homes in the Greenwich
Peninsula.

5. The Olympic Transport Plan must recognise the potential for change in transport demand patterns on
a on a UK-wide basis between 2012 and the end date for the legacy—2024. Transport modifications may
be needed during this period—and beyond. Consideration should be given as to how best to secure the
continuity of expertise and knowledge of transport acquired during the Olympic planning phase for the
legacy period. What mechanisms will be put into place to see that paramount improvements in infrastructure
capacity will be delivered? Most of the extra short-term capacity will disappear, for example the Olympic
Javelin system.

The Transport Monitoring and Review Framework (Condition 6.2—as set out in the Main Olympic and
Legacy Planning Report) establishes an ongoing monitoring and review process to ensure that proper
account can be taken of any significant ongoing changes in the moving baseline conditions against which
the Olympic and Legacy proposals have been assessed.

The Transport and Monitoring Review Framework should include such refinements and adaptations to
the existing transport modelling based on actual or anticipated progress of development within and around
the Olympic and Legacy application sites. It is imperative that the monitoring and review will be undertaken
as the Olympic and Legacy development progresses. However this should not be constrained to the broader
Lower Lea Valley (LLV) Masterplan Area.

The Transport Monitoring and Review Framework will need to encompass the cumulative progress of
the Olympic and Legacy development, the Stratford City Development and any other significant on-going
changes to the moving baseline conditions in so far as they are relevant to the Legacy Transport Strategy
for the site which could be outside the LLV Masterplan area.

For example, the Transport Monitoring and Review Framework should also include analysis of the
Greenwich Peninsula development, where development has commenced for 10,000 new homes, 300,000m2

of commercial space, together with the reopening of the Millennium Dome (a seating capacity of 25,000)
catering for up to 250 events a year.

Although these developments are located outside the LLV Masterplan Area, they will have significant
impacts on the A12, A13, Blackwall Tunnel and the Jubilee Line which provide some of the main transport
arterial routes for the Olympic and Legacy developments.

The Institution therefore seeks further assurance about long-term transport planning.

6. Whilst the Olympics may be perceived as primarily a London issue, it is clearly a national concern with
many events taking place outside the capital. Furthermore, people attending events in London may well
travel from regional centres rather than stay in or around London. Regions will have an important role in
terms of pre-Games training venues and facilities and these will have transport demand implications. The
Olympics has great potential to generate wider tourism throughout the United Kingdom, Ireland and
Western Europe. Therefore it is important that the wider travel implications, particularly to and from the
regions are not overlooked.

7. There is already a skills shortage of transport planners and related professions in the United Kingdom.
The Institution is aware that highway engineers, transport planners and other skilled staV will be involved
in preparing for the Olympic Games and it is understood that resources for the Olympics will be prioritised
to meet a set deadline. The forthcoming three years are the design and building stage, and all infrastructure
must be ready in 2011 so that checks can be undertaken. This is likely to divert resources away from other
essential projects in the regions and probably throughout the United Kingdom. There is a responsibility on
the Government and the profession to ensure that the focus on London 2012 does not compromise
development of infrastructure and particularly transport infrastructure in the rest of the UK. In a similar
way, the Government should ensure funding is not diverted from other key projects and that planning for
transport is on a fully integrated basis across all regions. There is a concern that people and resources may
be lost from other projects and regions to work on the Olympic issues, primarily based in the South East.
This has the potential to widen the skills shortage. Instead, the target should be to use the Olympics as a
catalyst to promote the training of new professionals, absorbing lessons learned from making the 2012
Olympics truly sustainable in transport terms. The IHT would welcome the opportunity to work with
Government and other Institutions within the profession to take steps to achieve this additional advantage
from the Games.

8. Road safety will be an important issue during the Games. Much of the increased activity will be
pedestrian, who are one of the most vulnerable travel modes in London. All infrastructure works will need
to be carefully considered in the light of potential dangers, particularly to pedestrians, cyclists and
motorcyclists. Campaigns are needed to educate visitors and Londoners to ensure that they behave safely
on the streets.

9. There are many operational issues surrounding the provision of logistical support for the Olympics
such as running an intense short-term service in diverting buses from some routes into other routes etc.
Moving food in, waste out and staV, athletes and visitors around whilst the World is watching will require
meticulous planning and management. There are a number of strategic documents that attempt to deal with
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these issues, but one of the key issues that requires the greatest attention is the management of construction,
traYc and materials delivery for both the Olympic and legacy construction periods. The Construction and
Waste Transport Strategy recommends that construction staV should be encouraged to make maximum use
of non-car modes of travel in accordance with the principles of sustainability, including supporting parking
restrictions in and around the constructions sites and the provision of shuttle buses between the local
stations and the main Application Sites.

In accordance with the relevant parameters and principles set out in sections 14.3 and Appendix H part
20 of the Development Specification and Framework document, there should be robust enforcement to
make the optimum use of the local waterways, wharfs and rail freight facilities in the area including the Bow
Midland railhead to transport construction and waste material for both the Olympic and legacy
construction phases up until the year 2020. All heavy goods vehicle movements associated with the
construction and development of the Olympics and legacy should be routed to avoid congested areas and
peak travelling times.

Individual construction traYc management plans should also be prepared and enforced in order to
minimise the environmental impacts arising from transport movements associated with construction and
waste materials.

10. London and East London in particular is already extremely busy and much of the existing
infrastructure is having diYculty coping with current demands. There is a concern that the existing network
may not have the capacity to support extra users of it during the Games. The network in places needs
significant improvement to deal with day-to-day delivery. Imposing a major project on the area may burden
the network further. What will be necessary is for the Olympic Authority to work closely with local
authorities who have a good local knowledge of their own geographical area to ensure that communities are
truly engaged.

11. There is a concern that the budget for this project may be fixed too rigidly. The Institution
understands that there is currently uncertainty about the income stream and would like to raise the question
of how it will be funded if money from the GLA is not suYcient. The Government needs to guarantee that
the industry will get the funding it requires so that the work can be implemented at the earliest time.

12. It is important for there to be continuity and a willingness to deliver from the oYcial Olympic
Delivery Authority and local authorities. Joined-up thinking is important in ensuring that local authorities
and local communities are not sidelined.

13. There clearly needs to be a review of all aspects of transport security. Time must be allocated to deal
with safety and security so that there is confidence that London will be an attractive and safe venue. The
limitations imposed by security controls needs to be designed into the transport systems at an early stage.

14. The planning permission granted imposes a wide range of obligations which the ODA will need to
ensure are adequately delivered in order to avoid any diYculties with detailed planning approvals. The
Institution hopes that the funding and design processes have taken suYcient recognition of these
requirements. This will include the costs and implications that are passed on to the longer term developers
and occupiers.

[In this memorandum “Games” refers to the Olympic and Paralympic Games taking place in London
in 2012.]

12 September 2005

APPENDIX 29

Memorandum submitted by the London Cycling Campaign

Introduction

The London Cycling Campaign has been the voice of cyclists in London for 25 years. We have over 9,000
members and are the largest urban cycling campaign in the world, working on behalf of the 650,000 people
who cycle regularly in London. We welcome this opportunity to comment on the London Olympics Bill at
a time when cycling is enjoying an unprecedented growth in popularity.

Our original submissions concerning the then Olympics5 bid were made at a time when cycling was already
increasing fast in London. The subsequent growth in cycling has outstripped forecasts and expectations. It
clearly shows the viability of cycling as the original mode of mechanised individual mass transportation.

The possibility of cycling as an integral part of delivering the Olympics in London deserves serious
investigation. This is not only because public transport capacity is going to be inadequate for the travel
demand during the Olympics. It is also because as currently envisioned the vast majority of journeys

5 Throughout this submission “the Olympics” and variants will refer to both the Olympic and Paralympic Games.
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associated with the London Olympics would be inactive travel. As one of the most important aims of the
Olympic movement is to promote public health through exercise, a high modal share of journeys for walking
and cycling is vital.

In this submission, we focus on aspects of the Olympics that need to be addressed at Bill stage as part of the
wider regulatory framework for the successful delivery of the Olympics. We would be delighted to provide
Committee members with copies of our other submissions, which go into considerably greater detail as
appropriate to their context.

We believe that all of the suggestions below would cause London to gain significantly from the Olympics,
enable the ODA to deliver a much better Olympics, and would have wide-ranging benefits beyond the
Olympic Games themselves.

Finally, we address the following questions as set out in the call for submissions:

— How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport
plan for London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next
two to three decades?

— What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions
in London? What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

— What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

— Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and
deliver the transport infrastructure and services required?

Active Spectator Games

The London Cycling Campaign is a key stakeholder in the successful delivery of the Olympics. We
suggested the adoption of an “Active Spectator Games” strategy, which was welcomed by London 2012 and
included in the successful Candidate File. The Active Spectator Games Strategy must be addressed at Bill
stage to form part of the wider regulatory framework for delivering the Olympics, as it is an innovative and
extremely beneficial initiative. It is not currently reflected in the primary legislation to which the Bill makes
reference and therefore needs to be included in the London Olympics Bill itself.

The need for regulation is also readily apparent when considering the conclusions of the Wanless Report
2004, which revealed the considerable economic cost of lack of physical activity, and is at any rate
adequately supported by other key government strategies, such as the Government’s “Game Plan“”,
designed to increase physical activity, the new Active Travel Action Plan, which encourages cycling and
walking initiatives, the cross-Whitehall review of Physical Activity by the Activity Co-ordination Team, and
the White Paper on Public Health.

From the Candidate File:

“An active spectator programme will encourage access to Olympic venues by bicycle and on foot,
with a safe network of cycle paths and footpaths and secure bike storage at each venue.”

Key to the Active Spectator Games Strategy is not the concept, but putting it into practice. We are fully
confident that a modal share of 10–20% for cycling during the Olympics is a SMART goal. This modal share
target for a high-profile special event contrasts favourably with the modal share of everyday cycling in
several large and small European countries6. Modal shift towards cycling is also occurring in London at a
very high rate.

Delivering this strategy will be significantly more eYcient than attempting to achieve transport capacity
by public transport and Park-and-Ride. London and the venues for the Games are ideal for cycling around
and to. Special routes—main roads designated as Olympic Spectator Routes for Active Travel, pleasant and
safe—from and between the centre of London, the venues and accommodation hubs will allow visitors to
really engage with the host city, exploring and spending time (and money) in it, and making the Olympics
truly visible to Londoners, unlike many other major events. They will be using a means of transport that
not only gives them complete freedom but will also relieve the pressure on all the other modes of transport
that may otherwise be struggling to cope. It will change the image of London as a city choked by motor
traYc forever.

It will also address a number of important public health imperatives and directly repay government
investment by promoting healthy living and thus reducing the costs to the national purse of present lifestyle
habits. Nationally, it will tap into the major drives which are now underway to promote healthy lifestyles
and reduce obesity, especially among the young. With active spectatorship at their heart, the 2012 Games
will be a powerful catalyst to improving the fitness and wellbeing of people throughout the UK and indeed
worldwide. They will do this by showcasing healthy activity not just among the elite athletes participating
in the events but also—and perhaps even more importantly—by “ordinary“” spectators attending them.

6 eg, Germany, 10%; Denmark, 20%; the Netherlands, 30%.
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In addition, it will make London 2012 a new kind of Olympic Games, a milestone in the development of
the Olympic idea, and a legacy by which the Olympic Ideal will be enhanced. It will significantly intensify the
value of the events in the eyes of everyone from the IOC to visitors to local and national businesses looking to
maximise revenues from the Games.

This will especially be the case if it is prepared and developed in the seven years remaining to the Olympics
by application to other major events in London, as hinted by Mayor Ken Livingstone in his answer to a
question by Jenny Jones AM7.

Apart from the modal shift occurring in London, there is a huge and nearby market for this kind of
initiative—the nearly 70 million people in the EU who regularly cycle. All of these people are at most an
overnight journey away by train or ferry with their bikes. Such people may well not visit solely for the
Games, but combine these with an activity they enjoy in one of the world’s great cities.

Low Carbon Olympics

Between 1991 and 1999, transport accounted for 21% of carbon dioxide emissions from London. The
promotion of cycling as a low carbon transport option will therefore have an important role to play in
helping London meet its target of reducing CO2 by 20% relative to 1990 levels, by 2010.

The candidate file for London 2012 makes a commitment to the Games being carbon-neutral. The
planning agreement also confirms commitments to reduce carbon emissions across the site as part of the
redevelopment.

It is currently intended that the “carbon neutrality” be delivered through “oVsetting” carbon emissions
through expenditure on low-carbon projects overseas, such as wind energy projects in Africa.

However, there are exciting and significant opportunities for bringing about carbon savings locally,
through the promotion of low carbon forms of transport to and from and around the site—such as cycling.

Not only could this reduce the government’s expenditure on projects abroad, it will also support the
delivery of national and regional carbon targets in the UK. Importantly, the promotion of cycling as part
of the Olympic plans will help to establish a culture of cycling in London, support the development of cycling
infrastructure around the Olympic park and encourage a long term “legacy” of low carbon commuting from
the host boroughs to the City and the West End.

Specific Comments on the London Olympics Bill

8. Olympic Transport Plan

Modal share

We note that this should have regard to sustainable modes, especially cycling. This needs to be addressed
at Bill stage, as the modal share of cycling for the Olympic events would be envisioned as significantly higher
than the modal share of cycling envisioned by the Mayor’s Transport Strategy as the main strategy
document referred to. While the Mayor’s Transport Strategy is due for revision in 2011, this would be too
late to influence the delivery of the Olympics, and the reference to the GLA Act 1999 does not cover their
special role. As the existing regulatory framework is therefore inadequate, we propose a special power and
duty for the ODA to deliver a high (10–20%) modal share of cycling.

The Bill should also regulate the impact of construction traYc and provide powers and duties for the ODA
to move freight by water. This is not suYciently addressed by 8.(2).(ii) or the provisions in section 11. The
main Olympic site straddles the River Lea, the Lea Navigation and is adjacent to a major canal system. All
of these feed into the River Thames.

Land Use: Access

When we commented on the Planning Applications associated with the Olympics, we objected to aspects
of Planning Application OLY1 (details of loop road, land bridges, ban on cycling, temporary loss of existing
facilities, loss of common land). We objected to Applications OLY2, OLY3, and OLY4 in their entirety.
We did not object to Application OLY5.

Our objections were made on the grounds that at present the proposals for Olympic land use was heavily
based on motor traYc, particularly for the “Olympic Family”, with the public transport system having
inadequate capacity to deliver the Olympics. While we welcome associated public transport improvements,
cycling can acquire a significant modal share. Additionally, we are concerned about important access that
may be lost to cycle traYc for a significant period of time. There is a real lack of E-W connections across

7 http://mqt.london.gov.uk//public/question.do?id%5147 (28th April, 2004).
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the Lea Valley, and a number of other alignments are also aVected. Some of the most valuable resources are
the facilities along the canals and other waterways, most of which it is feared will be lost for the construction
period and beyond.

“The Government wants to promote the inland waterways, encouraging a modern, integrated and
sustainable approach to their use. We want to protect and conserve a vital part of our national
heritage. At the same time, we want to encourage their best and, where appropriate, innovative use,
maximising the opportunities they oVer for leisure and recreation; urban and rural regeneration;
education; and freight transport.”—Waterways for tomorrow (DEFRA, 2000)

As there is no relevant section of the Bill to address the problem of access restrictions, Section 14 of the Bill
should be expanded to include an obligation upon the ODA to maintain access, and/or to create equivalent
replacement routes. An example is the lack of E-W crossings around the vital A11 corridor, which deters
many people from cycling, and where before, during, and after any works for the Olympics existing
alternative routes should safeguarded.

This would not, in eVect, need to be of inconvenience to the proposed construction works, as it is mostly
a matter of detail and sequencing of works, which can be undertaken at a more detailed design stage. There
would be no negative regulatory impact. It would, however, prevent access restrictions from being imposed
without justification, which again must be addressed at Bill stage to carry enough weight to be followed.
Experience shows that a lack of regulation at this stage leads to significant problems.

Land Use: Internal Olympic traYc and “owned fleet”

Much of the internal movement about the main Olympic site will be low speed, at distances of up to two
miles, which is ideal for cycling, and the payloads equally small compared to the proposed regime of delivery
with vehicles capable of considerably greater speeds, and carrying considerably greater payloads.

The bicycle and pedal powered delivery vehicles provide a system which delivers the people and packages
for the same journey times, but puts a far lower demand on resources. Bikes costing £300 can provide the
same individual mobility as cars costing £6,000 or more. The large number of factories, campuses, or army
bases around the world, in all of which cycling is a main mode of transport, show that cycling is ideal for
this type of site.

Throughout the “back of house” area, use of cycles by athletes, oYcials and support staV should therefore
be an important mode that could greatly speed up logistics and ensure a smoother running of the Olympics.
The development of freight bikes is highly advanced and these should be a key component of the servicing
strategy. Cycling should be encouraged by the provision of covered cycle parking within walking distance
of all facilities. Spacing of racks should allow for the use of cycle trailers to transport equipment, cleaning
supplies, etc.

The reasons why there is a need to reflect this in the Bill is as noted above under “Modal share”.

Freight, especially construction traYc

The Government, through the report of the Freight Study Group June 2002, is committed to seeking ways
to encourage the transport of freight by water through coordinated planning measures.

The development of the Lower Lea Valley for the Olympic Games oVers an opportunity for innovative
use of the waterways system for site construction traYc and for post-Games potential for continued use for
waterborne freight to aid reduction in the increase of roadborne freight in the London area as set out in the
Mayor’s Transport Strategy.

In 2003, 129 million tonnes of goods were lifted by road in London (London Travel Report, Mayor of
London 2004). Reducing lorry traYc on roads is a major component in creating safer and more pleasant
conditions for cyclists.

Recent major construction works in London have failed to consider alternatives to road transport. The
King’s Cross development, which saw the removal of spoil by road from King’s Cross to Stratford, increased
large lorry movements in east London. This produced a considerable hazard for cycle traYc and this is
therefore an important issue to be addressed at Bill stage, as provisions under the Road TraYc Regulation
Act 1984 and the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, to which reference is naturally made throughout, are
insuYcient to deal with the impact of such major construction works. The ODA should have powers to
enforce contractors adhering to strict and rigorous standards of minimising the impact of construction-
related traYc.
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9. Olympic Route Network

In addition to the Olympic Road Network designated mainly for the use of motor traYc associated with
the “Olympic Family”, the ODA should have the power to designate a route as part of an “Olympic Active
Spectator Road Network” (OASRN), eg a major cycle route cutting across London. Direct main roads
should be designated for this purpose for the duration of the Olympics. This should also be reflected in
Section 12, and would confer additional powers on the ODA that would assist greatly in the delivery of the
Olympics.

14. Road closures

For comments on this section, please refer to our comments on Section 8.

Conclusion

We hope that these comments prove useful to the work of the Transport Select Committee and would be
delighted to provide any further information that might be required. As noted, we consider there to be a need
for some additional regulation to become law to successfully deliver the Olympic Games 2012 in London.
Expenditure on the solutions proposed is significantly lower than on other solutions, and would be of
significant benefit to the taxpayer.

Such regulation of achievable regulatory impact would benefit London immensely and help provide a
catalyst to the promotion of active travel throughout the country, meeting public health objectives, energy
eYciency, sustainability, and spending targets.

12 September, 2005

APPENDIX 30

Memorandum submitted by the Central London Partnership

Central London Partnership (CLP) is a public private partnership that brings together key agencies and
business in central London in order to improve the area as a place to live, work, invest and visit. We are
delighted to have this opportunity to respond to the committee’s inquiry, Going for Gold: Delivering
Excellent Transport for London’s 2012 Olympic Games.

CLP supports the Olympic movement and welcomes the opportunity to work with the Olympic Delivery
Authority (ODA) to ensure that the 2012 Olympics are a success. The Games will provide the opportunity to
bring much needed regeneration to east London and enhance London’s status as a world class city, thereby
attracting further recognition and investment.

Our partners are particularly concerned to ensure that the Games fulfil their potential to act as a catalyst
and deliver legacy improvements, especially in east London. In order to do this, however, and to maximise
the legacy benefits, it is important that the Olympic Transport Plan (OTP) does not adopt a narrow
geographical or time perspective but considers the Games in the context of London’s wider transport
requirements. This is particularly important in the context of central London, which will not only have a
number of events, but will act as the focal point for the cultural festival and, with its unrivalled number of
hotels, will also play host to the millions of visitors.

This paper sets out some of the issues that CLP considers should be addressed in planning the transport
infrastructure for the Games. Some of CLP local authority members have responded in detail; and we are
therefore restricting our response to the impact on central London and cross-boundary issues.

The Importance of Central London

Central London will act as a gateway for hundreds of thousands of visitors to the Games. Furthermore,
with over 100,000 hotel beds and a high proportion of London’s major attractions, including theatres,
galleries and restaurants, central London will be in the spotlight in 2012 like never before. It is therefore
of critical importance not to overlook the central London dimension when considering the transport needs
for 2012.

Given the demographics of central London residents, many of the central London boroughs will have a
high proportion of residents who are likely to have visitors. There are also development plans that would
increase the supply of hotel accommodation in the wider sub-regional area that could be convenient for
Olympic visitors. These should also be taken into account when looking at transport provision.

Whilst resources will naturally be drawn to the east, we urge that this is not at the expense of investment
in central London, especially its transport system. Indeed, we would argue for additional resources,
especially to be spent on both improving and managing the public realm (see below).
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Maintaining and Enhancing Public Transport in Central London

If the games are to be deemed a success, it is essential that the transport around the core, as well as to the
main venues, is as eYcient and seamless as possible. CLP stresses the importance of the much needed
transport infrastructure improvements for central London, including those that do not directly serve
Olympic sites. Therefore the investment that is injected into London for the Games should not be at the
expense of the planned projects and capital schemes within the Mayor’s Transport Plan. Removal of
capacity from the existing transport network should be avoided.

In addition we would like to make the following points:

Current planned improvements

CLP believes that the large infrastructure schemes, such as Crossrail and Thameslink 2000 should not be
delayed or deferred as a result of the Olympics.

The completion of the London Underground capacity enhancements and refurbishment work, along with
the DLR enhancement programme, should be expedited.

CLP seeks a funding and timetable commitment for Phase II of the East London Line extension; this
would allow access from south and west London to the east, relieving congestion in the centre. Phase II
would also include a link to Highbury and Islington at the other end of the core section (Phase I).

Station enhancements

CLP wishes to see a commitment to overground and underground station upgrades, especially to cater
for step free access and generally enhanced accessibility. This should include improvements to Clapham
Junction, a major transport hub, with enhanced services and the improved town centre environment.

Cross River Tram

CLP believes that this should not be delayed because of funds being transferred to the Olympics as it
would greatly assist the movement of people across central London and would aid with the expected post-
Games increase in tourism.

The Experience of Central London: Public Realm Improvements, Safety and Ambience

There is a growing recognition of the importance of a quality public realm and walking environment.
Indeed, in central London many schemes are already in place, or in preparation, to provide a better
experience of movement on foot. Providing a world class experience of the city will be fundamental to the
success of the visitor experience. CLP partners are committed to developing and playing their part in
delivering further public realm enhancements and improved wayfinding. Nonetheless, provision does need
to be made in the OTP both to recognise the importance of the “softer” infrastructure and the need to
provide new funding for implementation, and help speed up improvements. We also urge complementary
temporary measures for public realm improvements, not just traYc management.

Similarly, CLP believes that security and support for visitors should be planned in. London boroughs
need additional resources to help the police maintain order and personal security. Wardens—or City
Guardians—funded by the ODA could be recruited for the whole of 2012, so that they are fully acquainted
with the areas they are deployed to and can give maximum assistance to visitors. These resources should be
made available to help cope with the safety of visitors to the Olympic venues in central London and the other
cultural attractions and night life that will be a key part of the Olympics experience.

Cycling

Building on the walking agenda, placing cycling as a part of the OTP will add to the sustainability of
the Games.

Freight

Maintaining London’s commercial activities leading up to and during the games is essential. Therefore
CLP believes that the planned movement of freight during the Olympic period should be taken into
consideration within the OTP.
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Coach Parking

There is a need to identify suitable on and oV street parking facilities for all the additional coaches and
buses that will be used to facilitate the Games. Garaging and parking facilities in London are already
extremely limited. The OTP should therefore tackle this issue at an early opportunity. Assuming an increase
in tourism after the Games, as has been shown in other Olympic cities, retention of some facilities is likely
to be welcomed by the coach tourism industry but it will need to form part of a wider London policy towards
coach provision.

Venue Access and Integration of Services

The venues will need individual transport plans, including an audit of existing facilities, particularly
underground stations. This is likely lead to identifying the need for more “step free” Underground Stations
serving the Olympic venues and the major cultural and social attractions in central London. London
boroughs need to be fully involved in these plans with other key partners such as The Royal Parks.

We should seize this opportunity to devise a fully integrated system, with greater emphasis on river
transport, and wayfinding, walking, cycling and surface and sub-surface transport presented as a holistic,
easy to understand package; a true legacy for Londoners and everyone who visits London in the future.
Similarly, we would urge creative thinking around use of the Oyster Card as an Olympic card.

Managing Impact and Implementation

There will be inevitable disruption to London caused by the construction of new infrastructure and
catering for the Games themselves. We would therefore wish to see an assessment of the impacts of
construction traYc and clarity on how these are managed without adverse impacts on London’s progress
to improve the urban environment. London boroughs need to be fully involved in these plans with other
key partners such as The Royal Parks. Alongside this, consideration should be given to compensation issues
for business and residents who experience disruption through, for example, lack of parking.

We urge the ODA to ensure that the local authorities are fully engaged in supporting transport
improvements at an early stage, in order to both support the work of the OTP, but also to ensure that their
responsibilities of Network Management Duty under the TraYc Management Act is not compromised.

London Boroughs’ Transport Related Statutory Powers

CLP supports the need to defend retention of the London Boroughs’ transport related statutory powers
and not have them taken away, possibly by allowing them to act as the agent of the Olympics Delivery
Authority (ODA). The Council’s Network Management Duty under the TraYc Management Act 2004 to
eVectively manage the roads for which it is responsible would otherwise be compromised.

In Conclusion

CLP urges the ODA to take full account of the important and complementary role of central London in
delivering a world class Games. The need for investment cannot be overstated.

It is important to work in partnership as early as possible. CLP looks forward to assisting with joint
working in the sub-region.

12 September 2005

APPENDIX 31

Memorandum submitted by the East London Line Group

Introduction

This memorandum sets out the East London Line Group’s assessment of the relationship between the
planned extensions to the East London Line, and the 2012 Olympic Games. We respond to a number of the
Transport Committee’s questions of 27 July 2005 (see summary below).
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In Summary:

1. Will the Government’s Spending Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding to deliver excellent
transport for London’s 2012 Olympic Games?

Although the Government’s Spending Agreement with the Mayor has allowed progress to be made on
the much-needed Phase 1 extension of the East London Line, which will be completed in time for the Games,
it did not provide a commitment for Phase 2 of the extensions to be taken forward. Phase 2 will provide a
considerable transport capacity increase to the East London area, and could be completed in time for the
Olympics if given an early go-ahead. Canonbury will provide a direct interchange between the extended ELL
and the North London Line to the Olympic Park. Those arriving at Clapham Junction would be oVered
another way of accessing the Olympic sites around London and the connection at Highbury would
strengthen the link with the main underground system. Without Phase 2 London’s potential to deliver
“excellent” transport for the Games is impaired.

We urge the Committee to recommend that the Government and TfL give financial authorisation to Phase
2 of the East London Extensions at the earliest opportunity. Only with this timely commitment will
Olympics spectators traveling from South London to the East London venues be able to gain the maximum
benefit in improved accessibility brought about by the ELL project.

2. How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan
for London?

The completion of both phases of the East London Line Extension Project will:

— sizeably reduce congestion on the existing rail network, especially on journeys to London Bridge
and the Northern Line, and to Waterloo, Victoria and the Thameslink stations;

— promote orbital rail services between north, east and south London reducing the need to
interchange and thus relieving congestion at the terminal stations in central London;

— and, improve accessibility by public transport to key areas that are poorly served, including parts
of Docklands, Hackney, Lambeth, Lewisham and Southwark.

Only on completion of Phase 2 of the East London Line extensions will the full benefits of the project be
fully brought to life.

3. Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

The full completion of the East London Line Project (phases 1 and 2) will be a catalyst for £10 billion
worth of regeneration. The scheme represents a prime example of integrated transport, providing a local,
commuter and cross-London service linking with the Underground, main line railways, Docklands Light
Rail, Croydon Tramlink and buses. Following completion of Phase 1 and 2 journey times from north and
south London to the City, Docklands and Central London will be significantly reduced. Linking areas north
and south of the river with transport services into the City will present local residents with new opportunities
for employment and assist greatly with regeneration eVorts. The route of the northern extension will bring
more people who live and work in north-east London within easy reach of the Underground network. The
proposed line passes through Hackney, one of the most densely populated boroughs in Britain, where there
are currently few rail services and only one Underground station. However, in the coming decades East
London will require more than just phase 1 of the East London Line extension to secure its “Olympic
Legacy”. The completion of Phase 2 will bequeath an orbital train service around inner London that will
benefit future generation.

East London Line Group’s Assessment of the Relationship Between the Planned Extensions to the
East London Line, and the 2012 Olympic Games

The East London Line Group

The East London Line Group is a consortium of local authorities, business, regeneration agencies and
other interested parties, seeking the earliest go-ahead for the extensions.

Background to the East London Line extensions

Extensions to the East London Line were planned during the 1990s. Powers were granted in 1997 for a
northern extension from Whitechapel towards the North London Line, and in 2001 for extensions south
and south west onto the South London national rail network. The project’s main promoter is now Transport
for London.
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The Government approved Transport for London’s (TfL’s) business plan for the extensions in 2003. This
included services north to Dalston Junction and Highbury & Islington, south to New Cross, Crystal Palace,
West Croydon, and south west to Peckham and Clapham Junction. The project was approved because of
transport and accessibility benefits to an arc of deprived boroughs in inner London, and because of the
project’s benefits for major regeneration schemes worth up to £10 billion of investment. A fuller statement
on benefits is attached as Annex A.

Funding for a first phase of the extensions was approved as part of the Government’s 5 Year Spending
Agreement with the Mayor of London in July 2004. This included work on all the physical extensions to
comply with the powers granted, and approval for services to Dalston Junction, Crystal Palace and West
Croydon. It excluded final completion of the south west link to Peckham and Clapham Junction, and
services to Highbury & Islington.

At the time, the Mayor of London announced: “It’s excellent news that the Government has accepted my
proposal that TfL should take over construction of the urgently needed East London Line extension and
agreed the borrowing approval we need. The first phase of this project is a big boost for everyone in east
and south London who have campaigned for this vital new tube line. It also shows the Government’s and
my total commitment to London’s Olympic bid.” (Mayor’s press statement 20 July 2004)

Transport demand with the 2012 Olympic Games

In general, the level of funding directed to TfL transport improvements is intended to provide assurance
of adequate capacity plus a margin, during the busiest period of the Olympic Games. This comprises new
initiatives, plus projects which were already in the pipeline to improve London’s transport.

TfL’s underlying proposition is that travel demand in London is lower in the summer than the winter,
particularly in the summer holiday period which is when the Olympic Games are scheduled. Consequently
there should be capability overall for London’s transport network to absorb the impact of the Games in
2012.

TfL has modelled demand at the many Olympic Games sites, and planning for spectator and workforce
travel is based on 100% use of public transport to access the venues. (The Olympic Family will be using
dedicated car, coach and bus facilities.) Rail is forecast to be the dominant public transport mode, with
65–82% of spectator travel at selected locations—78% at the Olympic Park). 78% of spectators are forecast
to travel from within London, on any one day.8

Practical benefits of the East London Line extensions for the 2012 Olympic Games

The East London Line Group had proposed in 2003 that direct ELL services (planned to terminate at
Dalston Junction) could be extended to the Olympic Park site, via a disused railway curve at Dalston onto
the North London Line towards Stratford. The planning timescale would have permitted acquisition of
powers and its construction. It would have oVered particular access benefits for South London, where few
areas have direct access to the Olympic Park. There would be a legacy benefit with central Hackney and the
Lower Lea Valley linked more closely with other parts of London. However, TfL decided not to take
forward the ELLG proposal.

An initial phase of East London Line extensions to Dalston is nevertheless seen by TfL as contributing
importantly to the Olympic Games because:

— it is a project which can be guaranteed to be up and running in 2010, well before 2012;

— it provides cross-river capacity in inner East and South East London, and via transport
interchanges improves the accessibility of numerous Games’ locations on both sides of the river;
and

— it creates a north-south public transport bypass for Central London, with capacity relief for
congestion pinch-points such as London Bridge, and a level of resilience if access to parts of
Central London was curtailed for any reason.

The East London Line Group also notes that the ELL extensions create a north-south public transport
bypass for the Lower Lea Valley Corridor which includes the Olympic Park and other sites. This again
provides capacity relief for congestion pinch-points and a level of resilience if access was restricted for
any reason.

8 London Olympic Games bid documents, Volume 3 Theme 14 Transport.
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So the East London Line project’s relevance to the Olympic Games is now directly linked to:

— its cross-river capacity;

— its extent within London particularly the benefits of its interchanges.

Each point is now taken in turn.

Cross-river capacity on the East London Line

Benefits of the cross-river ELL capacity are dependent on changes between 2005 and 2012:

— the actual hourly train capacity oVered;

— the growth in London public transport demand, including the extended East London Line.

The 2005 ELL train service has a maximum 2-way capacity of 14,240 passengers per hour with fully
loaded trains.9, 10 There is an hourly maximum of 10 London Underground four-car trains in each direction.
The basic oV-peak service is nine trains per hour. Eight inner London stations are served all week, and a
ninth (Shoreditch) at specific times.

In 2010, maximum two-way capacity will be 18,000 passengers per hour with fully loaded trains.11 12 The
initial phase of ELL extensions expands the railway by over two miles northwards, and over 8 miles
southwards, and 20 stations will be served. However TfL only plans to increase the peak train service
through the Thames Tunnel by two trains per hour (tph) in each direction, from 10 to 12. The oV-peak
service will also be 12 tph.

The East London Line Group recognises that passenger flows to and from the various Olympic Games’
sites will be spread over a number of hours, so that the cumulative capacity of the East London Line should
be significant providing there is marginal capacity available.

Contrasting the Phase 1 growth in the total number of stations served (122%) with the relatively limited
expansion in hourly line capacity (26%), gives rise to the question of whether TfL’s proposals will oVer
suYcient additional capacity on the ELL to provide real relief during the Olympic Games.

Most of the stations to be served exist already, though not those in Hackney. So the key external driver
will be the change in demography by 2012 in the corridor served by the extended East London Line.
Individual boroughs in inner East and South East London are projecting major increases in population and
economic activity between 2005 and 2012 [see Annex B], linked to London’s overall regeneration and
economic growth.

Overall, the demographic indicators suggest that London’s growth alone can swallow up most or all of
the extra ELL capacity. Also there will be a strong stimulus to increased usage of the line, because of the
extra connectivity created by the extended railway including the cross-river link between North and South
London. The East London Line Group therefore considers that the actual capacity available during the
Olympic Games, under TfL’s current plan, will be much less than is desirable—and less than is possible.

Increasing East London Line capacity

Because of the constraints at the Phase 1 termini, further extensions in some form are essential to increase
the line’s practical capacity. TfL advises that the second phase of ELL extensions currently planned, north
west to Highbury & Islington and south west to Peckham and Clapham Junction, will enable train frequency
to increase to 16 tph in each direction. Transport for London and Network Rail are now analysing options
for the orbital cross-London routes, and this work should be complete by 2006, which would allow decisions
to be taken on Phase 2 with an adequate timescale before the Olympic Games.

Subject to the outcome of these cross-London route studies, the East London Line Group supports the
early financial authorisation of the Phase 2 extensions, to achieve greater cross-river capacity ahead of the
2012 Olympic Games. Realistically the next opportunity for additional funding approval will be as part of
the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review. Authorisation will also help the early regeneration and
economic renewal of the additional catchments served. We ask the Transport Select Committee to
recommend this course of action.

9 LUL “A” stock 4-car units have a capacity of 712 passengers (from technical data on TfL website, 3 August 2005).
10 Depending on the number of passengers alighting at intermediate stops and interchanges, more passengers than this would

actually be accommodated in an hour.
11 East London Line Project, Rolling Stock Prequalification Briefing Document, June 2005. The specification for the new

National Rail trains has been set by TfL as a minimum of 750 passengers in each 4-car unit.
12 Until a number of platforms are reconstructed, overall train lengths are limited on the ELL tunnel section to about 83 metres,

equivalent to 4-car trains.
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The Group considers that 16 tph is still low compared to the future signalled capacity of the line which
will be 24 tph. This is a waste of cross-river rail capacity in London, and, after allowing a margin for robust
timetabling, a higher frequency may be possible, up to 20 tph. The table below shows the capacity achieved
with diVerent levels of train frequency.

FUTURE HOURLY 2-WAY CAPACITY, BASED ON ELL PROJECT SPECIFICATION:

Passengers per hour % capacity change
Year Trains per hour (2-way) (2005 % 100%)

2005 10 tph 14,240 (TfL existing)
2010 12 tph 18,000 !26%
2012 if ELL Phase 1 12 tph 18,000 (TfL planned) !26%
2012 if ELL Phase 2 16 tph 24,000 (ELLG proposal) !69%
Maximum use of ELL 20 tph 30,000 (potential) !111%

East London Line’s Extent Within London, Including Interchanges

The main Olympic Games’ sites near to the East London Line, and interchanges oVered in the first phase
of ELL extensions, are:

Olympic Games sites Maximum spectators/session ELL interchanges

Olympic Park 150,600 (cumulative, all sites) Whitechapel (District/Hammersmith)
Canada Water (Jubilee)
Dalston Junction (by bus)

UEL Docklands 13,200 Shadwell (DLR)
ExCeL 41,700 Shadwell (DLR)
The Dome 31,800 Canada Water (Jubilee)
Greenwich Arena 10,400 Canada Water (Jubilee)
Greenwich Park 34,800 New Cross, New Cross Gate, Surrey Quays

(all by bus)

The quality of a number of these interchanges is imperfect. Canada Water is a modern purpose-built
interchange constructed as part of the Jubilee Line extension. Dalston Junction is intended by TfL to have
a new bus station interchange. However:

— Whitechapel is cramped and dependent on either the London Underground PPP and/or the
Crossrail project for a major rebuild.

— The interchange between ELL and DLR at Shadwell requires a walk through the street.

— Bus interchange arrangements at New Cross, New Cross Gate and Surrey Quays are the
traditional style of “head-into-the-street-and-search-for-your-bus-stop”.

The East London Line Group believes that these interchanges should receive specific TfL funding for their
upgrade ahead of the Olympic Games, and that the Whitechapel PPP upgrade should be prioritised. This
would provide a legacy benefit for generations of Londoners.

With Phase 2 of the ELL extensions, additional rail interchanges served are:

Interchange Benefit of interchange for Olympics travel

Highbury & Islington Access from North London rail via ELL to Olympics sites south of river
Canonbury Direct transfer from main ELL onto North London Line for rail access to

Olympic Park entrances at Hackney Wick and Stratford
Peckham Rye Connection from South London rail services onto ELL for Olympic sites in

Docklands and Olympic Park, also relief of London Bridge station
Clapham High Street Connection from Northern Line, relief of London Bridge station
Clapham Junction Connection from wide catchment of South West London, relief of routes via

Central London

For access to the Olympic Park and other sites, the authorisation of Phase 2 of the ELL extensions would
have a particular benefit for South London, which under current proposals has few direct railway links to
the Olympic Games
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Overall:

— the combination of a higher ELL service frequency, to the Phase 2 service level of 16 trains per
hour in each direction;

— funding and prioritisation of upgrades for a number of Phase 1 extension interchanges; and

— funding of the full ELL Phase 2 extension, with completion before 2012;

will provide a substantial and important margin of capacity relief for the Olympics, and achieve long-
lasting legacy benefits which will be important to the catchments.

12 September 2005

Annex A

BENEFITS OF THE EAST LONDON LINE PROJECT FROM THE EAST LONDON LINE
PROJECT WEBSITE, AUGUST 2005

The project benefits can be summarised as follows:

— A catalyst for £10 billionn worth of regeneration.

— Patronage will increase by 300% by 2021.

— Train frequency to increase by 60% through the central section (this includes the planned Phase
2 services)

— Phase 1 will be delivered by June 2010, in good time to support the Olympic bid.

Transport for London provided an assessment of “The Wider Economic and Social Benefits to London”,
a report that formed part of the Business Case for the extended East London Line submitted to Government
by the Strategic Rail Authority in September 2002. The report looks at how the East London Line Project
will support London’s growth at the strategic level and how increased accessibility will help facilitate the
regeneration of local communities and the greater social inclusion of those in need.

From the Invitation to Prequalify for the East London Line main works contract, June 2005

2.3.1 The East London Line Project aims to further the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy
(www.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/transport) by providing better public transport for the growing
number of people who live and work in London. Specifically it will:

— reduce congestion on the existing rail network, especially on journeys to London Bridge and the
Northern Line (via Bank), and to Waterloo, Victoria and the Thameslink stations;

— reduce journey times from outer London to Docklands, the City and other parts of inner London;

— promote orbital rail services between north, east and south London, reducing the need to
interchange and thus relieving congestion at the terminal stations in central London;

— improve accessibility by public transport to key areas that are poorly served, including parts of
Docklands, Hackney, Lambeth, Lewisham and Southwark;

— integrate the London Underground and the network in inner London and link them with other
modes of transport including buses and light rail; and

— meet the growing demand for railway services, making full use of a valuable river crossing in
east London.

2.3.2 By giving more people the choice to use the railway for their journeys rather than rely on buses or
cars, the East London Line Project will relieve congestion on the roads in and around central London,
especially the South Circular Road, the roads through Lewisham and the Rotherhithe Tunnel, and the New
North Road and Kingsland Road to Aldgate.

2.3.3 The East London Line Project also has wider socio-economic and environmental objectives, and is
intended to:

— promote local economic regeneration in areas of significant deprivation, providing enhanced
employment opportunities and greater social inclusion; and

— improve the environment in the area by improving air quality and reducing emissions of carbon
dioxide.
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Annex B

PROJECTED CHANGES IN POPULATION AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN THE ELL
CATCHMENT

Overall Growth

The East London Line and its extensions serve the areas of highest growth projected in the London Plan:

— “Of the 600,000 plus new jobs projected for London by 2016, the external forecasts for the London
Plan indicate 460,000 being in financial and business services The figures used in the London
Planare moderately conservative the city and its fringes, and Docklands, will continue to be the
main growth areas for employment in financial and business services” [GLA, Planning for
London’s Growth, pp12-13]

— The London East sub-region (including the City of London) is forecast in the London Plan to grow
from a population of 1,991,000 in 2001 to 2,262,000 in 2016, and with employment growing from
1,087,000 to 1,336,000.

— Beyond the City and the Isle of Dogs, the subregion of East London could accommodate a further
56,000 jobs. This reflects the Mayor’s priority to see development in the east. Much of that growth,
up to 30,000 jobs, could be in Stratford which could develop as a new European business quarter
on the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL). [ London Plan, para 5.10]

Housing Capacity in ELL Boroughs

The total capacity estimate for London for the period 2007–08 to 2016–17 is 315,327 new dwellings. The
period 2007–08 to 2011–12 is forecast to see nearly 60% of new dwellings built in this period. The east sub
region comprises the largest contribution to overall capacity with 46% (145,899 homes). In addition, 73,000
more dwellings are forecast to be built in London in the period 2004–05 to 2006–07. A breakdown for ELL
boroughs is shown below, from the London Housing Capacity Study, July 2005. The East London Line
Group has added a column below which shows an estimate of population growth in ELL Boroughs, based
on 2° persons per dwelling:

ELLG estimate of
Total housing capacity Proposed annual population growth

ELL Phase 1 Boroughs 2007–08 to 2016–17 capacity target 2005–06 to 2011–12

Hackney 9,952 995 17,413
Corporation of London 1,720 170 2,795
Tower Hamlets 31,160 3,115 54,513
Southwark 16,279 1,625 28,438
Lewisham 10,830 1,080 18,900
Bromley 5,235 520 9,100
Croydon 11,222 1,120 19,600

(150,938)
ELL Phase 2 Boroughs
Islington 11,246 1,125 19,688
Lambeth 11,383 1,135 19,863
Wandsworth 7,676 765 13,388

(7 years,
21/2 people/

dwelling)

The additional two-way hourly capacity of TfL’s ELL phase 1 in 2012 is 3,760 passengers. Based on the
estimates above, it is plausible to expect strong localised growth originating from the ELL boroughs, that
could take up most or all of this capacity by 2012. This is in addition to the ELL’s attractiveness for
improved north-south communications, which would also be relevant in general to London’s expanded
population and economic base.
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Localised Growth

The catchments closest to the ELL stations will have strong impact on local demand. The following main
locations for development are identified in the London Plan in proximity to the ELL route:

Adjacent to the ELL route

Dalston “major centre”—increase shopping, housing, economic activity

Bishopsgate/South Shoreditch 35 hectares 16,000 jobs 800 homes
Whitechapel/Aldgate 31 hectares 14,000 jobs 700 homes
Deptford Creek/Greenwich Riverside 72 hectares 5,500 jobs 1,000 homes
Croydon town centre is already recognised as London’s largest “Metropolitan” centre and one of the
capital’s two strategic oYce centres outside central London. It is also recognised as an Opportunity Area:
Croydon town centre 78 hectares 5,500 jobs 2,000 homes
Peckham, Brixton and Clapham Junction
are defined as ‘major centres’ on the ELL
phase 2 extension

Near to the ELL route

Isle of Dogs 100 hectares 100,000 jobs 3,500 homes
Stratford 124 hectares 30,000 jobs 4,500 homes
Lower Lea Valley 250 hectares 8,500 jobs 6,000 homes
Greenwich Peninsula 104 hectares 15,000 jobs 7,500 homes

Current use of Inner London Rail

The proportion of journeys made on inner London’s Underground, metro, light rail and tram is
highlighted by the recent Learning & Skills Council analysis of future population and needs in the London
Borough of Tower Hamlets. This highlights the high reliance on rail-based services for travel, with 37.3%
of all travel to work in Tower Hamlets being on this mode. Southern Hackney does not yet have its metro,
and the East London Line extension will provide that, with stations at Shoreditch High Street, Hoxton,
Haggerston and Dalston. Strong demand is expected from these stations, and others in inner East and South
East London, in line with Tower Hamlets’ experience. Further policy developments in London which favour
use of public transport, between 2005 and 2012, would increase demand for rail capacity.

APPENDIX 32

Memorandum submitted by British Airways plc

1. Introduction

1.1 This memorandum is submitted in response to the Transport Select Committee’s inquiry into the
current state of plans to provide appropriate transport for the 2012 Olympics in London.

1.2 British Airways is proud to be a Premier Partner of the London 2012 Olympic Games, the leading
category of corporate support. This continues a long-standing tradition of British Airways’ support for
major UK and national sporting events at home and abroad.

1.3 This memorandum focuses on opportunities to boost capacity at Heathrow Airport in time for the
2012 Games and on improvements that can be made to surface access to and from the airport in order to
facilitate the expected increase in demand from competitors and visitors to the games.

2. Air Traffic Forecasts in the Southeast to 2012 and Beyond

2.1 In our submission to the Aviation White Paper we agreed with government forecasts of 3.5% average
annual growth in the UK market between now and 2030. Average growth in the south-east is expected to
be slightly lower over the period at 3.2%. However, we anticipate a sharp spike in demand during the
Olympics Games year.

13 see link to: www.lsc.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres and LSC DraftTowerHamletsStARBoroughProfilev01.
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2.2 We expect UK long-haul traYc into and out of the UK to grow more quickly than short-haul at
around 4% per annum. Heathrow today caters for 80% of long-haul travel at the London airports and will
play a pivotal role in providing access to the Games for the majority of international competitor nations
and visitors.

2.3 Although the need for growth in infrastructure to support future demand was recognised in the White
Paper and the need for two additional runways in the south-east highlighted, these can not be delivered in
time for the Olympics in 2012.

2.4 Nevertheless, there are opportunities, particularly at Heathrow, to provide much needed additional
capacity in time for the start of the Olympic Games. These include Terminal 5, “Mixed Mode” operations
and surface access improvements.

3. Heathrow Terminal 5

3.1 The first and main phase of Terminal 5 at Heathrow is expected to open as planned in March 2008.
This initial stage will see British Airways bring together its Heathrow operation in Terminal 5, improving
operational eYciency and providing enhanced levels of customer service for its passengers. Phase 2 is
scheduled for completion in 2011.

3.2 Terminal 5 will eventually enable Heathrow to increase passenger capacity from 67.7 million per
annum today, to 90 million following the opening of the final phase in 2011. Terminal 5 will not, however,
provide for more flights.

3.3 It is vital for Heathrow Airport, British Airways and London itself that all phases of the Terminal 5
project are completed on schedule by 2011 in time for the Olympics.

4. Mixed Mode Operations at Heathrow

4.1 Heathrow has operated at close to full capacity for a number of years already and demand for
services, especially at peak hours, outstrips supply. Currently, the average number of flights at Heathrow is
469,560 per annum, close to the maximum movement limit of 480,000 flights.

4.2 Unlike almost every other international airport, Heathrow’s two parallel runways operate under a
procedure known as “segregated mode”. This means that the two existing runways are used separately for
arrivals and departures and cannot be used for simultaneous take-oVs and landings. This is an ineYcient
use of existing resources at what is the busiest international airport in the world.

4.3 The introduction of “Mixed Mode” operations at Heathrow, whereby each runway is used for a
mixture of take oVs and landings, can be achieved without the need for any major infrastructure changes.
It can also be operational in time for the London Olympics in 2012. It would allow for a more eYcient use
of the existing two runways and provide the following benefits:

— An improvement in operational performance, reducing delays especially at peak periods in the
morning and afternoon;

— A reduction in aircraft stacking, thus reducing fuel burn and emissions;

— An increase in the number of slots available of up to 15%, enabling more international visitors and
competitors to access London for the Games

— Improved environmental performance, both in the air and on the ground.

5. Surface Access

5.1 British Airways supports the extension of the “Heathrow Express” and the Piccadilly Line
Underground to serve Terminal 5, facilitating improved surface access and encouraging greater use of public
transport between central London and Heathrow.

5.2 British Airways strongly supports the “AirTrack” rail project. This innovative project will provide
train services to Terminal 5 from Waterloo, Reading and Guildford, with connections across the South and
South East of England. We urge the relevant authorities to begin construction of the AirTrack link as soon
as possible to reduce the number of car journeys to Heathrow Airport, improve local air quality and provide
much-needed public transport access from the significant local catchment areas south and west of Heathrow
key parts of south and south-west London.

5.3 AirTrack will be built mainly on a restored old track bed, reducing the need for new land take. There
is suYcient time to build it in readiness for the Olympic Games in 2012. In addition to the links highlighted
above, it will provide a fast route from Heathrow Airport to Waterloo, for Jubilee Line connections to the
east London Olympic venues, avoiding central London.
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6. Conclusion

6.1 The opening of the final phase of Terminal 5 in 2011 will boost the passenger capacity of Heathrow
Airport and will act as a showcase for UK aviation and general transport infrastructure to visitors to the
Olympic Games.

6.2 The introduction of “Mixed Mode” operations at Heathrow will reduce congestion and delays,
reduce emissions and fuel consumption, and provide additional aircraft movements to meet increased
demand in time for the Olympics in 2012.

6.3 The “AirTrack” rail scheme and other surface access improvements can be delivered in time for 2012.

12 September 2005

APPENDIX 33

Memorandum submitted by the Guide Dogs for the Blind Association

Introduction

Guide Dogs for the Blind Association welcome London’s success in winning the bid to hold the 2012
Olympics.

Guide Dogs was pleased that London 2012 set up a Disability Sub Group of which we were part and that
they have fully involved us in consultation to make sure that these are the most successful Olympic Games.
Guide Dogs looks forward to remaining a member of the Disability Sub Group of London 2012 to make
sure that these Games are as accessible as possible.

With seven years to go before the Games come to London it is vital to start planning for transport
improvements with immediate eVect. All travel routes to and from Olympic facilities must be fully accessible;
making sure everyone can access and enjoy the games; and seizing the opportunity to involve disabled people
at all levels. A transport system fully accessible for disabled people would be a fitting legacy of the Olympics.

Transport

Requirement to Consult

Guide Dogs are disappointed that there is no requirement to consult the Government’s Disabled Persons
Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC) or other disability organisations about the Olympic Transport
Plan. With London hosting the Paralympics it is essential that all transport is accessible. Such a requirement
would also be consistent with the requirement on the Mayor in the GLA Act 2000 to produce a timetabled
Accessibility Plan for disabled people in consultation with DPTAC and other disability organisations.
Guide Dogs believe that London’s transport system has become more accessible as a result. It is therefore
disappointing that the 5 key objectives for the Olympic Transport Strategy Team at TfL do not refer to
accessibility for disabled people or inclusion but this highlights the need for the consultation that we ask for.

The Olympic Delivery Authority will be covered by the general duty to promote disability equality
enshrined in the recent Disability Discrimination Act 2005 which will come into force in December 2006.
However, they will not be covered initially by the specific duty as they are not on the list of bodies covered
by the specific duty. This is primarily because by the time the DED regulations are published in September
ODA will not yet be legally constituted. They may be placed on the specific duty list at the first review (but
not before 2006) and we have no guarantee of this. If ODA is only covered by the general duty they will not
have to produce a disability equality scheme and will be in the same bracket as organisations like parish
councils.

Guide Dogs believe that it is imperative that the Olympic Delivery Authority is covered by the specific
duty as soon as possible and this must be provided for in the Bill. The Authority must develop its Disability
Equality Scheme at an early stage so that it is central to their delivery mechanisms and so that policies and
strategies are impact assessed from the beginning. If there is no requirement to produce a Disability Equality
Scheme we fear the huge opportunities outlined above could be squandered. One of the key requirements
of a Disability Equality Scheme is eVective involvement of disabled people and so this would boost disabled
people’s contribution to and stake in making the transport related to the Game fully accessible.

Traffic Regulation Orders

Clause 12 of the London Olympics Bill provides for the introduction of traYc regulation orders. We hope
that in introducing these, the Authority will consider the needs of both disabled pedestrians and Blue
Badge Holders.
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Accessible Buses

Guide Dogs welcome the fact that all buses in London will comply with the Bus and Coach Regulations
introduced under the Disability Discrimination Act prior to both the 2017 deadline and the 2012 Olympics.
However, we are disappointed that these regulations don’t include a requirement for visual and audible
announcements. However, the recent decision of Transport for London to provide visual and audible
announcements on all buses by 2009 is welcome and we hope that other parts of the Country will follow
London’s good example and visual and audible announcements will be available on all buses before 2012.

Visually impaired people using buses rely on bus drivers to tell them when they have arrived at their stop
and some drivers are more helpful than others. A visually impaired passenger who gets oV at the wrong stop
is left in a very vulnerable position that can lead them to be misled or preyed upon. Mr Mainwaring was
attacked after becoming lost in Manchester after getting on the wrong bus. The gang had oVered to help
him but instead kicked and punched him and robbed him of his mobile phone, cash and credit card. If there
had been audible announcements on buses Mr Mainwairing would have realised that he was on the wrong
bus a lot earlier and avoided being attacked.

London Underground

The ODA’s Olympic Transport Plan should be used to initiate the delayed improvements to London’s
tube network. The Jubilee Line Extension is meant to be accessible but due to the lack of consultation the
Jubilee Line Extension was not designed in a way which makes it accessible to blind and partially sighted
people. It is therefore essential that designers are professionally trained in accessibility issues and RNIB’s
Joint Mobility Unit has been funded to draw up training materials in partnership with RIBA, RICS and
others. A disabled person wanting to travel to the Olympics or Paralympics may want to travel from their
nearest tube station—if they cannot get to the platform their access will be inhibited. Just 40 of London
Underground’s 275 stations are currently step-free14 and those with steps include those nearest to venues
for the 2012 Games (eg Lords cricket ground). It is important to note that access defined as “step-free” by
Transport for London (TfL) only refers to step-free access to platforms and does not mean someone can
safely board/alight a train, nor does it address other important access issues such as audible and visual
announcements, or having staV available to assist passengers. We welcome the fact however that existing
and new Underground staV are being disability equality training.

TfL aims for 25% of tube stations to be step-free by 2010 and 50% to have step-free access by 2015. The
DRC believes that securing the 2012 Games can now result in a more ambitious attitude. An additional
investment of £2–3 billion would make 90% of London Underground stations accessible for disabled people.
At the very least the 50% target should be brought forward to 2012 and should include wider accessibility
provisions for people with sensory impairments. If this were to be achieved most disabled people will be
within reasonable proximity of an accessible tube station in time for the Olympics. All 253 London
Underground owned stations are due to be refurbished and modernised over the next six years and this
represents another significant opportunity to maximise accessibility features—at each and every station.

We also welcome the fact that under the Disability Discrimination Act 2005 there is now an End Date
for the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations of 2020. Whilst this will be after the Olympics we would
welcome an assurance that the trains serving the Olympics will be fully compliant with the Rail Vehicle
Accessibility Regulations at or before the commencement of the Games in 2012.

Railways

Guide Dogs is concerned that funding will be diverted from other transport projects in order to improve
London transport facilities at the detriment of citizens elsewhere and particularly disabled people who may
face a delay or postponement to much needed transport improvements in other parts of the country.

Disabled people travelling from around the country will be anxious to see much more rapid and radical
action on railway station accessibility. The National Audit OYce’s latest report “Maintaining and
improving Britain’s railway stations” echoes the Guide Dogs’ longstanding concerns at how slow the rail
industry has been to respond to the requirements of Part 3 of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995
and in particular the October 2004 duties which mean that those who provide a service to the public need
to consider removing or adapting any physical barriers that make it diYcult for disabled people to receive
a service. ATOC and the SRA have stated that more than half of Britain’s stations are not fully accessible
to disabled people—based on “step-free” assumptions of what is accessible that ignore accessibility
requirements for blind and partially sighted people.

In March 2005 the Department for Transport (DfT) announced plans to spend £370 million on improving
accessibility at 285 stations over the next 10 years. The SRA, whose responsibility in this area has now been
transferred to DfT, has proposed a strategy prioritising the available money at the busiest stations so that
over 80% of journeys would be from step-free stations by 2015. Guide Dogs believes that this should also

14 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/ph–underground.shtml
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be brought forward to 2012 in the light of the successful bid and adapted to ensure a better accessibility
standard be used than “step-free”. This will need to be combined with alternative accessible transport
provision to ensure disabled people can get to accessible stations from which to make their onward journeys.

Airlines and Shipping

Discrimination by airlines and on ships is also an issue for disabled people and could blight the experience
of disabled visitors to the 2012 Olympics. Airlines and shipping are not covered by the DDA but there is
evidence of discrimination in both. Compliance with voluntary access standards has not worked. Following
the successful bid it is now the time for firmer action—we reiterate our call for the Government to make
regulations bringing airlines and shipping under the DDA.

Animal reception facilities should be set up at all airports and ferry terminals that are likely to receive
visitors to the Games. The facilities would have the capacity to check Guide Dogs and other Assistance Dogs
complying with quarantine regulations known as Pets introduced by DEFRA.

It is anticipated that Guide Dog and Assistance Dog owners will wish to attend all events at the Games.

12 September 2005

APPENDIX 34

Memorandum submitted by the Joint Committee for the Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People

1. Introduction

The Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People (JCMBPS) welcomes London’s
success in winning the bid to hold the 2012 Olympic Games.

The Joint Committee is an independent body consisting of representatives of the principle organisations
of and for blind, deafblind and partially sighted people with a specific interest in mobility.

It is estimated that there are 9.8 million adults in Britain likely to be covered by the Disability
Discrimination Act (22% of the adult population),16 plus 0.7 million children17. There are over a million
registered blind and partially sighted people. Almost two million people with significant sight loss18 would
have diYculty, even with the aid of glasses, in recognising a friend across the street. Many also have
additional disabilities, particularly hearing loss, and experience serious problems moving around the built
environment. Those engaged in providing services and facilities in transport and the built environment
should always take their needs into account.

It is predicted that over the next 30 years

— The proportion of the population over 65 will increase by 40%;

— The number of people aged over 65 will double;

— The proportion over 80 will increase by 100%and the total number over 80 will treble

— Over the same period the overall population will increase by less than 7%.

The JCMBPS believes that blind, deafblind and partially sighted people should be able to move around
safely and independently. This is currently often not the case and barriers may be physical, operational or
attitudinal. With seven years to go before the Games come to London it is vital to start planning for
transport improvements with immediate eVect. All travel routes to and from Olympic facilities must be fully
accessible; making sure everyone can access and enjoy the games; and seizing the opportunity to involve
disabled people at all levels. A transport system fully accessible for disabled people would be a fitting legacy
of the Olympics.

16 Source: DRC Disability Briefing December 2004 from Family Resources Survey, 2002–03. Great Britain. Based on the DDA
definition of disability and the publication of a User’s guide to disability estimates and definition, available online at http://
www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/ih2003-2004/IH128userguide.pdf In the Family Resources Survey (FRS) an adult is defined as all
those aged 16 and over, except for 16 to 18 year olds in full time non-advanced education.

17 Source as above. In the Family Resources Survey (FRS) a child is defined as someone aged under 16, and aged 16 to 18 year
olds who is in full-time non advanced education and living at home.

18 Figures from the 1999 DSS Research report No.94 “Disability in Great Britain” indicated there were an estimated 1.97 million
people with a significant sight loss.
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Transport

Requirement to Consult

JCMBPS are disappointed that there is no requirement to consult the Government’s Disabled Persons
Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC) or other disability organisations about the Olympic Transport
Plan. With London hosting the Paralympics it is essential that all transport is accessible. Such a requirement
would also be consistent with the requirement on the Mayor in the GLA Act 2000 to produce a timetabled
Accessibility Plan for disabled people in consultation with DPTAC and other disability organisations.
JCMBPS believe that London’s transport system has become more accessible as a result. It is therefore
disappointing that the five key objectives for the Olympic Transport Strategy Team at TfL do not refer to
accessibility for disabled people or inclusion but this highlights the need for the consultation that we ask for.

The Olympic Delivery Authority will be covered by the general duty to promote disability equality
enshrined in the recent Disability Discrimination Act 2005 which will come into force in December 2006.
However, they will not be covered initially by the specific duty as they are not on the list of bodies covered
by the specific duty. This is primarily because by the time the DED regulations are published in September
ODA will not yet be legally constituted. They may be placed on the specific duty list at the first review (but
not before 2006) and we have no guarantee of this. If ODA is only covered by the general duty they will not
have to produce a disability equality scheme and will be in the same bracket as organisations like parish
councils.

JCMBPS believe that it is imperative that the Olympic Delivery Authority is covered by the specific duty
as soon as possible and this must be provided for in the Bill. The Authority must develop its Disability
Equality Scheme at an early stage so that it is central to their delivery mechanisms and so that policies and
strategies are impact assessed from the beginning. If there is no requirement to produce a Disability Equality
Scheme we fear the huge opportunities outlined above could be squandered. One of the key requirements
of a Disability Equality Scheme is eVective involvement of disabled people and so this would boost disabled
people’s contribution to and stake in making the transport related to the Game fully accessible.

Traffic Regulation Orders

Clause 12 of the London Olympics Bill provides for the introduction of traYc regulation orders. We hope
that in introducing these, the Authority will consider the needs of both disabled pedestrians and Blue
Badge Holders.

Accessible Buses

JCMBPS welcome the fact that all buses in London will comply with the Bus and Coach Regulations
introduced under the Disability Discrimination Act prior to both the 2017 deadline and the 2012 Olympics.
However, we are disappointed that these regulations don’t include a requirement for visual and audible
announcements. However, the recent decision of Transport for London to provide visual and audible
announcements on all buses by 2009 is welcome and we hope that other parts of the Country will follow
London’s good example and visual and audible announcements will be available on all buses before 2012.

Visually impaired people using buses rely on bus drivers to tell them when they have arrived at their stop
and some drivers are more helpful than others. A visually impaired passenger who gets oV at the wrong stop
is left in a very vulnerable position that can lead them to be misled or preyed upon. Mr Mainwaring was
attacked after becoming lost in Manchester after getting on the wrong bus. The gang had oVered to help
him but instead kicked and punched him and robbed him of his mobile phone, cash and credit card. If there
had been audible announcements on buses Mr Mainwairing would have realised that he was on the wrong
bus a lot earlier and avoided being attacked.

London Underground

The ODA’s Olympic Transport Plan should be used to initiate the delayed improvements to London’s
tube network. The Jubilee Line Extension is meant to be accessible but due to the lack of consultation the
Jubilee Line Extension was not designed in a way which makes it accessible to blind and partially sighted
people. It is therefore essential that designers are professionally trained in accessibility issues and RNIB’s
Joint Mobility Unit has been funded to draw up training materials in partnership with RIBA, RICS and
others. A disabled person wanting to travel to the Olympics or Paralympics may want to travel from their
nearest tube station—if they cannot get to the platform their access will be inhibited. Just 40 of London
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Underground’s 275 stations are currently step-free15 and those with steps include those nearest to venues
for the 2012 Games (eg Lords cricket ground). It is important to note that access defined as “step-free” by
Transport for London (TfL) only refers to step-free access to platforms and does not mean someone can
safely board/alight a train, nor does it address other important access issues such as audible and visual
announcements, or having staV available to assist passengers. We welcome the fact however that existing
and new Underground staV are being disability equality training.

TfL aims for 25% of tube stations to be step-free by 2010 and 50% to have step-free access by 2015. The
DRC believes that securing the 2012 Games can now result in a more ambitious attitude. An additional
investment of £2–3 billion would make ninety% of London Underground stations accessible for disabled
people. At the very least the 50% target should be brought forward to 2012 and should include wider
accessibility provisions for people with sensory impairments. If this were to be achieved most disabled
people will be within reasonable proximity of an accessible tube station in time for the Olympics. All 253
London Underground owned stations are due to be refurbished and modernised over the next six years and
this represents another significant opportunity to maximise accessibility features—at each and every
station.

We also welcome the fact that under the Disability Discrimination Act 2005 there is now an End Date
for the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations of 2020. Whilst this will be after the Olympics we would
welcome an assurance that the trains serving the Olympics will be fully compliant with the Rail Vehicle
Accessibility Regulations at or before the commencement of the Games in 2012.

Railways

JCMBPS is concerned that funding will be diverted from other transport projects in order to improve
London transport facilities at the detriment of citizens elsewhere and particularly disabled people who may
face a delay or postponement to much needed transport improvements in other parts of the country.

Disabled people travelling from around the country will be anxious to see much more rapid and radical
action on railway station accessibility. The National Audit OYce’s latest report “Maintaining and
improving Britain’s railway stations” echoes the JCMBPS’ longstanding concerns at how slow the rail
industry has been to respond to the requirements of Part 3 of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995
and in particular the October 2004 duties which mean that those who provide a service to the public need
to consider removing or adapting any physical barriers that make it diYcult for disabled people to receive
a service. ATOC and the SRA have stated that more than half of Britain’s stations are not fully accessible
to disabled people—based on “step-free” assumptions of what is accessible that ignore accessibility
requirements for blind and partially sighted people.

In March 2005 the Department for Transport (DfT) announced plans to spend £370 million on improving
accessibility at 285 stations over the next 10 years. The SRA, whose responsibility in this area has now been
transferred to DfT, has proposed a strategy prioritising the available money at the busiest stations so that
over 80% of journeys would be from step-free stations by 2015. JCMBPS believes that this should also be
brought forward to 2012 in the light of the successful bid and adapted to ensure a better accessibility
standard be used than ‘step-free’. This will need to be combined with alternative accessible transport
provision to ensure disabled people can get to accessible stations from which to make their onward journeys.

Airlines and Shipping

Discrimination by airlines and on ships is also an issue for disabled people and could blight the experience
of disabled visitors to the 2012 Olympics. Airlines and shipping are not covered by the DDA but there is
evidence of discrimination in both. Compliance with voluntary access standards has not worked. Following
the successful bid it is now the time for firmer action—we reiterate our call for the Government to make
regulations bringing airlines and shipping under the DDA.

Animal reception facilities should be set up at all airports and ferry terminals that are likely to receive
visitors to the Games. The facilities would have the capacity to check Guide Dogs and other Assistance Dogs
complying with quarantine regulations known as Pets introduced by DEFRA.

It is anticipated that Guide Dog and Assistance Dog owners will wish to attend all events at the Games.

12 September 2005

15 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/ph—underground.shtml
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APPENDIX 35

Memorandum submitted by English Welsh & Scottish Railway

1. Introduction

EWS is the UK’s leading rail freight operator:

— EWS operates freight trains throughout the UK rail network and also provides direct access to
freight markets in continental Europe via the Channel Tunnel. Each week, EWS operates over
8,000 trains each week, conveying a wide variety of bulk commodities and high value goods in
quantities from a single wagonload to an entire train. Typical consignments moved through
Greater London include domestic waste (both for land-fill and recycling), steel (including scrap
for re-melting and finished products such as coil and structural steelwork), construction materials
(ranging from crushed rock, sand and cement to building blocks) and automotive products (car
components and assembled cars).

— A national employer, with over 5,200 staV based across Britain and its own depots and workshops,
EWS also provides engineering support and hire services to other parts of the railway industry.
Since its establishment in February 2006, EWS has invested over £500 million in its operations,
and now hauls over 100 million tonnes of fright per year. This commitment to the future has played
a major role in increasing the amount of rail freight moved over the rail network by over 50% over
the last ten years. This growth has out-paced that of road haulage so that rail’s share of the UK
surface freight market has also grown and now exceeds 11%. EWS continues to expand its
activities and is actively planning to open new railheads at a number of sites in the London area.

Specific EWS activities in and around east London:

— The railway network in the Stratford area is of major strategic importance, both to EWS itself and
to industry across the UK. Not only is Stratford a railway crossroads but it is also the location of
a busy terminal that handles freight in bulk, which supplies the needs of industry, and the
community in east London. The impact of the 2012 Olympic Games on the area’s railway network
is therefore of vital significance to EWS and its customers.

— A series of closely-spaced junctions link the North London Line (NLL) with the Great Eastern
mainline (GEML), the West Anglian mainline (WAML), the Tottenham and Hampstead line
(T&H) and the London and Tilbury (LTS) lines. The NLL is the main east—west route linking
East Anglia and North Thames-side with the rest of the railway network to the west, south and
north-west of London and beyond. The GEML is the artery that serves East Anglia. The WAML
gives access to railheads along the Lea Valley and beyond. The LTS line gives access to railheads
along the north bank of the River Thames.

— Typically, over forty freight trains use the NLL in each direction per day. The line is electrified
and has structural clearances that permit “high-cube” containers to pass, making it the only route
suitable for these deep-sea containers travelling between major UK industrial regions and
Felixstowe, the UK’s busiest intermodal port. Containers also move by rail along the NLL to and
from the port of Tilbury—and the forthcoming deep-sea container port at Thameshaven will
generate similar rail freight traYc.

— The NLL also conveys bulk construction materials between quarries and wharves to the south and
west of London and terminals along Thames-side and in East Anglia. The line also serves
customers in the automotive industry by conveying car components from south Wales to
Dagenham and from Dagenham direct by through train via the Channel Tunnel to Spain. New
cars imported through Dagenham and exported through Purfleet also move by train along the
NLL. Forest products such as newsprint are imported through Tilbury and reaches end-users via
the NLL.

— Facilities at Bow—linked to these routes—provide the only available railhead in the East End for
receiving bulk materials such as sand, crushed rock and blocks to supply the construction
industry’s needs in the area. The same site is also used to store, grade and process these materials
to meet the specialised needs of individual customers.

— To the north of the Olympic site is the EWS Temple Mills locomotive depot, which supports our
activities in East Anglia. Connections in the Stratford area allow the necessary access to the
GEML, NLL, LTS and other lines.

EWS support for the 2012 Olympic Games

EWS welcomes London’s success with its bid to host the 2012 Olympic Games. The provision of the
Olympic facilities will require large quantities of (i) rubble and other materials to be taken away from the
site as part of its clearance, and then (ii) the movement towards the site of building materials such as sand,
cement and crushed rock.
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As the UK’s leading rail haulier of these materials, EWS already helps to meet the needs of the
construction industry in this part of London by serving the rail freight terminal at Bow which is located close
to the heart of the main Olympic site. EWS and its customers at Bow are well placed to fulfil demand from
the Olympic Games. The use of rail means that the flows of materials will impose minimal additional traYc
on area’s roads that are already congested.

2. Involvement so far of EWS in planning for the 2012 Olympic Games:

EWS has been actively involved in the planning of transport provision for the 2012 Olympic Games since
December 2003. Working in close co-operation with other rail freight operators and the Rail Freight Group,
EWS participated in detailed discussions with the Strategic Rail Authority and the Joint Planning
Authorities Team (JPAT).

Reports were commissioned from specialist consultants into various aspects of rail transport including
the capacity of the rail network to handle visitors to the Olympic venue and the extent of the land-take of
the Olympic facilities at the railheads at Bow. EWS also understands that informed advice was sought on
security matters where they concerned the operating railway in the vicinity of the Olympic venue.

As a result of these discussions and the findings and recommendations of the consultants, it was possible
for JPAT (and other parties involved with the preparation of London’s bid) to satisfy EWS that its existing
business with its customers would not be adversely aVected and that the railhead at Bow would be able to
handle spoil and construction materials for the Olympic Games. EWS is keen that the Olympic Delivery
Authority stands by these agreements and that both parties can work together to ensure that the Olympic
Transport Plan allows rail to play its full part in the construction of the Games’ facilities while still handling
its non-Olympic business.

3. Issues of Concern to EWS:

During 2004, EWS took part in discussions with JPAT and its consultants. For EWS, the priorities were—
and remain—to ensure that

— contractual commitments to operate trains for EWS customers would be maintained and that
these operations would suVer as little disruption as possible

— existing business activity at the Bow Midland railhead would be maintained with as little
disruption as possible

— EWS customers would be able to move materials eYciently and competitively to and from the sites
of the Olympic venues as part of the processes of site clearance and facility construction

The discussions between the JPAT and EWS during 2004 highlighted three principle areas of concern.
These are:

— security measures. EWS readily accepts the need for the Olympic site to be secure so that the safety
of guests, the public, competitors and oYcials is assured over the duration of the Games. However,
the site is crossed by operating railway lines that form vital and irreplaceable links in the railway
network. During discussions with the JPAT, it was suggested that one stretch of line, the High
Meads loop, would have to be closed completely for the duration of the Games. This was then and
still remains unacceptable to EWS since this line is used by over 30 freight trains a day and there
is no realistic alternative route. Finally, an undertaking was given by the promoters to EWS and
other rail freight operators as represented by the Rail Freight Group, our trade association, that
no such closure would take place of this line. EWS would not wish this assurance to be broken.

— movement of passengers. EWS recognises the role that the railway network in and around
Stratford will play in moving the public to and from the various Olympic venues. EWS played a
full part in the detailed analysis of the options available to handle these traYc flows. Our concerns
centre on the NLL, which is a vital route for the movement of freight, as, outlined above. Capacity
on this line is finite and the route is generally operated close to its capacity. The thorough analysis
of the scope oVered by this route and others demonstrated that it would be possible for the
movement of passengers to be spread across several routes including the Channel Tunnel Rail
Link. It was demonstrated that the NLL could handle its share of the Olympic passenger traYc
and continue to handle freight trains as well. EWS would not wish any reduction to be made in
freight capacity on this route.

— land-take. EWS appreciates that a substantial area of land is required for the Olympic facilities.
During discussions with the promoters it emerged that the EWS railheads at Bow would be taken
over and subsumed by the developments. EWS opposed this because there are no suitable
alternative railheads available—either at short notice or in the form of sites on which they could
be built. Agreement was subsequently reached that the Bow East site would be taken over by the
promoters and its activities transferred to an enlarged Bow West site. The negotiations had the full
involvement of the EWS customers and they are party to the agreement. The retention and
expansion of the Bow West site is in the interests of the Olympic Games since the railhead will play
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a key role in (i) the removal of spoil and rubble from the Olympic site for recycling and (ii) the
supply of materials for the construction of the facilities—all with minimal impact on the road
network in the Stratford area.

4. Crossrail

EWS would like to draw the attention of the Committee to the widely diVering standard of consultation
with the railway industry by the Olympic team and the promoters of Crossrail. The Olympic consultation
has been open and should generate a mutually acceptable solution. In contrast, the Crossrail proposals
(which aVect the same geographical area and the same freight traYc) are wholly unacceptable. Both the
construction and operational phase will disrupt severely our ability to operate existing freight trains let alone
accommodate rail freight growth. In addition the Crossrail Bill proposes to occupy key rail freight terminals
and to change the fundamental basis of the way in which the railway is regulated.

5. Conclusion

EWS is well-placed to play its part towards making the 2012 Olympic Games a success by moving spoil
away from the site and building materials into it as part of the construction of the facilities, using the existing
rail freight terminal at Bow, close to the heart of the Olympic venue.

As well as ensuring that rail is able to maximise its share of these traYc flows, EWS has two other
priorities: (i) the movement of through freight across the railway network in the Stratford area on behalf of
its existing customers, and (ii) the movement of existing flows of construction materials to the railhead at
Bow to meet current contractual commitments.

EWS has worked closely with the Joint Planning Authorities Team and its consultants to ensure that all
three of these priorities can be met. This process has raised some areas of concern on the part of EWS,
including: (i) the threat to its operations caused by the proposed closure of stretches of running line for
security purposes, (ii) the possible loss of track capacity for freight trains caused by the running of additional
passenger trains to cater for spectators and (iii) the possible loss of the railhead facilities at Bow through the
land being used for Olympic facilities.

Through close dialogue with the JPAT and the commissioning of reports from consultants, EWS has been
able to receive assurances that its concerns will be addressed and that its operations will not be adversely
aVected. EWS wishes to build on this pro-active process to ensure that these understandings are put into the
Olympic Transport Plan by the Olympic Delivery Authority and turned into practice. This will allow rail
freight to do its best for both the 2012 Olympic Games and its customers.

7 September 2005

APPENDIX 36

Memorandum submitted by Railfuture

Railfuture, the Railway Development Society, is pleased to submit evidence in response to the Transport
Committee’s request for information regarding transport proposals for access to Olympic events in 2012,
both around London and at several other UK venues.

Railfuture welcomes the Committee’s initiative, and in particular recognition that proposals must:

“fit into an integrated, long-term transport plan” and ensure that Transport for London (TfL) can
leave a “legacy appropriate to the (ongoing) needs of East London”.

Projects must not merely satisfy the short term requirements of an event that will last only a few weeks.
This understanding is essential and a very welcome observation.

Firstly, it is pertinent that the 2005 World Athletics Championship in Helsinki were to be staged at
Picketts Lock, about eight miles north of Stratford. With hindsight, perhaps London’s failure was more due
to apathy than overcoming the hurdle of providing the necessary facilities; a stadium and rail access to a
site alongside the Lea Valley rail route to Stansted and Cambridge. Nevertheless a major obstacle was the
inflexibility and inability of both Railtrack and the train operator to provide a new station and extra trains
needed to move up to 20,000 people to and from the new stadium each day. This must not happen for the
Olympics, yet current proposals just do not stack up.

The Committee listed six topic areas members wish to examine. Railfuture’s submission will address these
points briefly and consider certain issues in more detail.
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A. What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements?

Some press reports have referred to sums as high as £21 billion for transport infrastructure, but committed
proposals do not suggest investment anywhere near this level. It would be very helpful if the Committee were
to establish exactly how much is to be spent on particular projects.

Will the Government’s spending agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding?

The extent of this agreement is unclear. During a recent radio broadcast London Mayor Ken Livingstone
suggested he had secured all the funding required to boost access through the local rail network. However,
further discussions with TfL oYcers revealed that very few local rail schemes were included. This is
particularly worrying as one rail reopening scheme supported by TfL in 2001 has already been dropped. A
list of planned rail and integration projects must be clearly set out and costed. Also a local bus strategy must
be developed and costed during 2006.

What role will the private sector play in delivering infrastructure?

Currently the private sector role is mainly as a contract service provider. The three public transport
conglomerate giants all have activities in the area, providing either local bus or rail services. Railfuture
cannot comment on the extent these companies may invest in infrastructure or equipment for service
provision, and feel this is another area where the Committee might make further enquiries. There will be
heavy demands on buses. Ensuring adequate modern accessible buses may, even then, be a problem, as
contractors are unlikely to bear the risk of maintaining and servicing an enlarged fleet without some return
on their investment.

Will funding be diverted from other infrastructure projects?

It is notable that Manchester’s Metrolink Ashton extension planned to serve the Commonwealth Games
event remains moribund. Liverpool’s tram planned for completion in time for the 2008 European City of
Culture festival has stalled. Funding streams will inevitably focus on the Olympics if the UK is to be a
credible host, but this must not be at the expense of the regions.

B. How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated, long-term transport plan for
London?

Of those proposed so far the Javelin train service is designed purely for the Olympic events and will be
discontinued afterwards, although the trains will be used as part of the new Kent Express services to St
Pancras or Stratford. This proposal has been criticised as it will not carry the 25,000 passengers per hour
the promoters claim, perhaps moving only as few as 8,500 per hour.

Most projects announced so far are part of a growth strategy around Stratford. Whether these schemes
alone will serve either the games or the “Stratford City” developments on former railway lands adequately
is being questioned by both local people and some professionals. Railfuture considers other local rail
schemes are essential, in preference to various local road proposals.

C. Will the transport legacy be appropriate for East London’s needs in the next 2–3 decades?

Briefly, no. It is not so much a question of “appropriateness”, but whether the investment is adequate,
and how much additional investment is needed to deliver other modest local rail schemes, or mega-projects
such as Crossrail. Projects announced so far are part of a local strategy, but rail plans clearly are inadequate
to serve longer term regeneration developments at Stratford and around the southern Lea Valley. For
example, the Docklands Light Railway (DLR) extension was planned to improve access to the Stratford
City development, but the commitment to it has been accelerated by the Olympic bid, without fully
evaluating alternative rail schemes.

There are few additional plans for local “Overground” rail schemes. These need to be worked up quickly
to ensure eVective delivery in the run up to 2012. Most are relatively low cost projects that should yield
significant incremental benefits to both local and regional rail networks.
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D. What lessons for transport can be learned from other Olympic cities?

Our experience is limited in this aspect but the importance of delivering a coherent network with reliable
services is essential. Reliance on road-based transport strategies is not prudent.

E. What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

Railfuture considers the plan must embrace several core elements, with a clear delivery, operation and
management strategy for all transport activity and operations.

(a) Access within Greater London and its immediate hinterland, including local links to and within
the Stratford complex, and between the main Olympic sites.

(b) Access to London venues from other parts of parts of the UK, particularly providing train services
and park-and-ride where appropriate for day visitors.

(c) Access to venues away from London that promote rail and integration with other modes.

(d) Access from overseas, through expanded Eurostar train services and from airports; but:

(e) Reliance primarily on the high profile Javelin service, provided just for the duration of the games
but without other route improvements, is not prudent.

(f) Other rail schemes are essential to the success of the games and to serve local non-Olympic
developments around Stratford, if sustainable regeneration is at the heart of the travel plan.

(g) Park-and-Ride facilities linking into rail are essential, not just at Ebbsfleet but also at stations
north of London, such as some stations along the Lea Valley Line like Angel Road.

F. Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver
the transport infrastructure and services required?

Development Corporations have not generally had powers to provide public transport services or deliver
infrastructure. One exception was the London Docklands Development Corporation which did have
responsibilities for the DLR when London was without regional government.

Other than road building, these bodies have had little influence beyond supporting construction of railway
or bus stations, such as at Milton Keynes and Basildon. The role of TfL and the Olympic authority must
be clearly set out; securing sites and facilitating delivery of the infrastructure specifically required during the
event. But this role must fulfil social and environmental needs, complement local plans and development
strategies, and not simply build new access roads.

Access within London and its immediate hinterland, including local links to and within the Stratford complex,
and between the main Olympic sites.

The main Olympic activities will be in the Stratford, Lower Lea Valley and Hackney Marsh areas, but
proposals must ensure access to other venues by public transport is convenient and reliable. It is essential
to ensure other local public transport services cope with additional passenger traYc.Despite bullish
assertions from both Mayor Ken Livingstone and Olympic promoters, there are few schemes to upgrade
local surface rail. Plans for access and linkages to local buses are also unclear.

Other surface rail schemes for East London

These projects are needed not only for the eVective functioning of the Olympiad but also the long term
legacy, although route capacity may still limit some service developments for the 2012 event.

1. Lea Valley and the Stansted Airport Corridor

(i) Lea Valley links as far as Stansted Airport are limited and route expansion remains a major
aspiration. A Stratford to Stansted service starts in December 2005 although some station works
are needed. Apparently some trains from Stansted Airport to Liverpool Street will be diverted
through Stratford for the duration of the games.

(ii) Extra capacity and a new platform is required at Tottenham Hale, along with some additional
tracks between Tottenham, Cheshunt, Broxbourne and Bishops Stortford. The extra tunnel into
Stansted, a pre-requisite to any further airport expansion, would also improve route capacity and
operational flexibility. The potential for park and ride at Angel Road, using some waste ground
and two large retailers’ car parks, has not been considered. Two new local stations just north of
the Olympic complex, at Temple Mills and Lea Bridge, are essential to improve local access.
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2. Shenfield Metro Services versus Crossrail

(i) Sadly the Olympic Transport plan assumes Crossrail not being completed by 2012. Therefore the
Shenfield Line London “Overground” route will need upgrading to deliver a 5-minute interval
metro service throughout the day, at least to Romford (Gidea Park). This route must handle both
existing city commuters and extra passengers employed around Stratford, as well as Olympic
visitors. Ideally this upgrade should encompass all necessary pre-Crossrail works.

(ii) If Government were to prioritise statutory procedures, sort out and agree funding, making a
serious commitment to Crossrail, it could meet the challenge and deliver the “base case” core route
linking Shenfield and Stratford to Central London and Heathrow in six years. Many organisations
such as the RICS, not just the rail lobby, believe Government could achieve this.

3. East London Line Extensions

(i) The East London Line should be completed and operational southwards from Dalston before the
Olympics. It must also be extended to Highbury and Islington and beyond for eVective connections
with North London Line services, and to Finsbury Park, serving the new Arsenal stadium at
Holloway, which will inevitably be added to the venue list now it is complete.

(ii) The Dalston Eastern Link towards Hackney should also be reconstructed, permitting through
trains to Hackney and Stratford from Croydon, Clapham Junction or Crystal Palace. This is
fundamental to a long-term rail strategy for serving Hackney, Stratford and the Lower Lea Valley.

4. North London Network and Extensions

(i) The North London Line needs a full upgrade, including new signalling for 3–4 minute operating
headways and platform lengthening, as the existing quarter-hourly service and short 3-car trains
can no longer cope with present passenger loadings. More frequent longer six-car trains, running
at least every 10 minutes, are essential to meet Olympic traYc demands. In any event, additional
rolling stock (ideally compatible with new East London Line trains) is also needed.

(ii) This upgrade, including restoring four tracks along between Dalston and Camden Road, is
essential to maximise route capacity, adding flexibility for extra passenger services and growing
freight traYc. This also provides an alternative route between Stratford and Wembley avoiding
central London tubes. During the games period diverting freight to other routes where possible is
important, also arranging with operators to forego train paths that they may not need to use
during the games period could add useful route capacity.

(iii) Other works, such as improving interchange facilities at West Hampstead could benefit access to
several venues, particularly if plans to construct platforms on the Chiltern Line were completed.
Similarly at Willesden Junction where platforms could be reinstated on two of the four main line
tracks could provide another useful interchange. Both schemes would improve flexibility for
journeys between the Home Counties, South and West Midlands and several Olympic venues.

(iv) Extending the North London Line from Stratford to Chingford, using a short abandoned
trackbed (the reinstated “Hall Farm” link) is an aspiration set out in LB Waltham Forest’s local
plan, and is supported by other boroughs. A feasibility study funded by TfL costed this project at
£18 million in 2001 but this is no longer in either TfL’s London Rail Plan or the Olympic strategy.
The benefits have not been fully quantified, as modelling has not considered all possible journey
options.

(v) This extension would replace the present North Woolwich service and is a long-term trade-oV for
the loss of the Docklands section. This would provide a new direct local commuting link from
Chingford and Walthamstow to Stratford and Hackney, improving interchange with other routes
and access to jobs. This route is only covered by erratic bus services using congested local roads.

5. New Local Stations

Lea Bridge station, closed twenty years ago, would serve and boost a local regeneration area, and improve
access to the remaining unspoilt marshland open space. A new station at Temple Mills would serve the
northern part of the Olympic complex along with subsequent developments and activities. These stations
could be used by both Lea Valley or North London Extension trains.
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6. Gospel Oak to Barking Line Upgrade

This resignalling and electrification is overdue to enhance orbital passenger movement and add crucial
freight capacity across London, mainly from Tilbury and Shellhaven. It complements the North London
Line as this alternative freight routing will be essential during the Olympics.

If our politicians are talking seriously of a lasting legacy with better public transport and amenities, these
local “Overground” rail improvements are the basic essentials to improve access to Stratford from many of
London’s suburbs not served by the Underground or DLR.

London Underground Improvements

There is some inconsistency in the perceived capacity of the existing “tube” lines serving Stratford.
Consultants preparing the bid claimed at one stage the Central and Jubilee lines could together deliver a
train every 15 seconds—simply this is impossible! The Committee may wish to establish whether consultants
have either miscalculated or over-estimated tube line or rail route capacities.

Apparently Central Line capacity was based on a maximum 30 trains, with a passenger volume of 21,000,
per-hour. If planned infrastructure improvements are completed this should be achievable.

The Jubilee Line connects Stratford with two major London stations serving the south, London Bridge
and Waterloo, and Central London. The extra carriage to lengthen existing trains and four additional trains
enter service during 2006. The signalling upgrade is designed to accommodate 36 trains with a theoretical
capacity of 25000 passengers per hour to or from the terminal station.

West Ham Interchange and the London Tilbury and Southend (c2c) Line

It is important to note the number of rail lines serving the Olympic complex includes three services at West
Ham, LTS c2c, District and Hammersmith and City Lines. (We count this as just two routes!)

Additional LTS c2c trains are planned to stop at West Ham, giving better interchange to the Jubilee Line
or DLR to Stratford. This apparently involves some signalling changes to improve route capacity, reduced
during a resignalling project in the early 1990s. This should yield local benefits if station platform
improvements are also included, in particular passenger shelters or canopies.

Thameslink.

Thameslink trains do not serve the main Olympic site directly; these will feed passenger traYc on to the
Javelin services, also the Jubilee and North London lines. If Thameslink 2000 were completed by 2012 it
could help access to Olympic venues from a large area of South East England. Due to the ongoing diYculties
over works planned at Borough Market and London Bridge, completion of the scheme by 2012 is
increasingly unlikely, if some elements of Thameslink are ever completed at all.

However, not all the proposed services would pass through London Bridge. Some will be routed through
Loughborough Junction and Herne Hill and serve Wimbledon. With simple upgrading at Metropolitan
Junction in Southwark and at Herne Hill, some additional cross-London Thameslink trains could operate
before 2012, with, in particular, increased frequencies to and from Wimbledon.

The new St Pancras Thameslink (Midland Road) station must be fitted out and operational before 2012
to achieve interchange benefits with the both Javelin and Eurostar services.

Docklands Light Railway

This network will work close to capacity during the games, even with planned expansion. The TfL/DLR.
T&W Act Application for these works, including platform extensions, must cover the entire network so,
ideally, triple unit trains can operate at 2-minute headways on core routes and 4-minute headways on outer
branches. Stations on the Beckton branch must be enlarged in the final upgrade phase, so triple-unit trains
can serve Custom House and the Excel venue.

There are reservations about the proposed North London Line route transfer, between Stratford and
Custom House, to the DLR. An earlier proposal set aside, continuing North London Trains under the
Thames to Abbey Wood, possibly with Crossrail, had merit as it also created a strategic freight link. This
option should be re-evaluated as DLR trains from future extensions could have reached Stratford on the
existing route through Bow, using a short new connection east of Poplar.

Whatever the outcome, it is crucial the DLR operates to full capacity.
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Access to Wembley Stadium

The Wembley redevelopment is progressing towards completion in 2005. As the principal secondary
Olympic stadium it can accommodate up to 90,000 spectators. Good public transport access is long
established and London Underground’s Wembley Park station upgrade is near completion.

Regrettably, funding was not provided in the Wembley Park redevelopment package for new Chiltern
platforms to serve Aylesbury trains, a serious omission. This needs further urgent consideration.

Many outstanding issues remain over upgrades to Wembley Central (West Coast, Silverlink and the
Bakerloo Line) and Wembley Stadium (Chiltern Line) stations. Claims that Chiltern’s Wembley Stadium
station cannot be rebuilt to accommodate three platforms are spurious.

The Chiltern Line Evergreen II route expansion and service upgrade strategy, produced by Chiltern
Railways and Network Rail, does not include any enhancements to the Neasden and Wembley to South
Ruislip section, an omission noted by both LTUC and Railfuture.

Links between Stratford and Wembley are important. The provision of an alternative service over the
North London Line would be beneficial. Similarly ensuring adequate platform capacity is available at
Wembley Central and Stadium rail stations is also important. Train operators’ services will need to be
tailored to event timings and again this must be part of a comprehensive service strategy.

Access to Arsenal Emirates stadium at Holloway

This stadium venue was incomplete and thus not included in the bid. Its location and new state-of-the-
art facilities will almost inevitably result in its subsequent inclusion.

There are reservations about crowd control in the area that will become more apparent once this stadium
is operational. Simple changes to local rail services, such as using the present WAGN Moorgate service and
an extension of the East London Line to Finsbury Park could help to overcome these problems.
Improvements at two local tube stations, Arsenal and Holloway Road, are needed.

Other Olympic Centres Around North London

Lords Cricket Ground has long managed access from the nearby Jubilee Line station and is within
walking distance of Baker Street and Marylebone stations.

The canoeing events at Broxbourne will require a local strategy to provide buses linking with Lea Valley
Line trains. It may be appropriate to stop some Stansted Express trains there.

South London Venues—The Dome, Woolwich Arsenal and Wimbledon

Access to the Dome by the Jubilee Line is established but links to the Woolwich Arsenal site needs further
evaluation. There is still some uncertainty over the development of the Greenwich Waterfront Transit
linking both venues to Charlton, Plumstead and Abbey Wood stations. The Thames Gateway Bridge
proposal also remains uncertain, and may not be completed by 2012. The role of the bus transit corridor
will need close scrutiny and evaluation. Local buses will be needed to provide a shuttle to and from
Woolwich Arsenal Station.

Wimbledon has a long established access strategy for its tennis tournament and is served currently by the
Northern and District Lines, South West Trains and Thameslink. Enhanced Thameslink services already
suggested would benefit local access, oVer greater flexibility and provide a much needed long term
improvement to the Metro services on the Streatham—Wimbledon—Sutton Loop.

Access to London Based Events From Other Parts of the UK Train Services for Visitors From
the Regions

Visitors to Olympic events should be encouraged to use trains whenever possible. Fare and ticketing deals
must be brokered well in advance. A service network from regional destinations to London, and to other
regional venues, should also be planned well ahead, to ensure both rolling stock and route capacity is
available for through services wherever possible, and with good local connections.

If the North London Line were upgraded, special trains from the West of England, West Midlands and
North West could operate to and from Stratford, provided platform and siding space were available. Trains
could access the North London Line from the West at Acton and from the West Coast route at Primrose
Hill.

Convenient interchange at St Pancras will ensure visitors from the East Coast, Midland and Thameslink
routes can change to Javelin services. Main line platform extensions currently planned at Stratford should
enable additional longer distance trains to stop there.
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Kent Express and Javelin Services

It is not clear how high speed services from Kent will provide connections to the games, as some trains
may be taken oV Kent services to provide the Javelin shuttle. The importance of this special shuttle service
has been overemphasised as an independent consultant has argued that its actual capacity could be as low
as 8,500 passengers per-hour in each direction.

This may already be causing some concern within TfL and suggests other surface rail links are essential
if the access strategy is to cope with both all-comers and contingencies.

Access to Regional Olympic Venues

Events will be held at stadia that have established access policies to deal with major events. Old TraVord
is well served by Manchester’s Metrolink trams, St James’ Park Newcastle by Tyne & Wear Metro. Villa
Park in Birmingham is less well served by rail at Witton but the local bus network serves the stadium well.
Extra Birmingham—Walsall train services will be needed at busy times.

The important diVerence between Olympic and football events is that “home” supporters know where
they are going. As there will be a higher ratio of visitors to residents, “green” travel plan advice, explaining
integrated public transport services, should be available with every ticket.

Railfuture is concerned that sailing events at Weymouth are adequately served, as capacity on both rail
routes, from Wareham and Yeovil, are limited by long single track sections. Access will need careful
examination. A new bus interchange next to the railway station must be worked up, also the suggested use
of ultra-light-rail on the short street tramway to the harbour should be evaluated.

Access from Overseas with Expanded Eurostar Train Services and Through London’s Airports.
International Train Services

International services may not stop at Stratford during the games, so passengers from European centres
must change to Javelin or Kent services at Ebbsfleet for Stratford, or stay on Eurostar to St Pancras. This
service curtailment occurs at a time when direct trains could boost Eurostar use.

There are valid arguments that international services should call at Stratford, at least during the early
morning and evening periods, to encourage day visitors from European centres to use Eurostar services
direct to and from the Olympic venue. The logistics of this operation must be carefully re-evaluated as this
event should boost the image and benefits of sustainable international rail travel.

Airport Access

Stansted is expected to carry an increasing share of air traYc to and from London, and during the Games
it will be essential to ensure all Stansted Express trains operate with 8-cars, not the present 4-car trains. As
already noted, service patterns will change during the events.

Gatwick and Luton airports are already served by Thameslink trains that will connect with Javelin
services at St Pancras. Provided 8-car trains operate on this route all day, trains should cope. London City
Airport’s DLR link to Stratford will provide a direct service to the Olympic site.

Heathrow Airport is least likely to have convenient connections to Stratford, although many scheduled
longer distance flights will continue to land at Heathrow, as Terminal 5 will be in use.

Railfuture reiterates the need for prioritising a Crossrail Base Case Project to provide a direct link.

A special Olympic access strategy advising passengers of the various options available is crucial. If
possible, additional rail services should be operated and advertised, such as the Feltham Gateway station
link. Planners might also explore the practicality of running direct services from Heathrow to Stratford over
the North London Line, as proposed route improvements could oVer capacity for a half hourly daytime
service after the morning peak, complementing the Heathrow Connect services.

Fares and Ticketing

It is important to ensure Travelcards are valid on Javelin trains, as Olympic admission tickets are to
include a Travelcard for the day’s events. Fares must demonstrate value for money if visitors are to be
encouraged not only to attend Olympic events but also return to the UK again. With so many visitor sites,
a package of tourist rover or carnet tickets must be readily available and simple to use.
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Conclusion

Railfutureargues thatanOlympicAccess strategymust includevariousadditional infrastructureproposals
to deliver cost-eVective solutions for the Olympiad itself, and a legacy of desirable, viable public transport
schemes that benefit the area in future and not just a network of new local roads.

Route upgradesmust be undertaken toensure public transport networks cope notonly withhigh passenger
volumes but also contingencies, such as operational failures and, regrettably, vandalism or sabotage through
a terrorist attack; hopefully this will not happen.There must be wider consultation with not only local
“stakeholders”, such as ourselves, but also local residents and amenity groups, to ensure that every viewpoint
is given careful consideration.

It is crucial the Committee asks detailed questions about route capacities and the scope of additional works
that will add operating capacity to the network as a whole. We hope the Committee will inquire as to how the
National Rail network and operators will meet the expectations of visitors. In particular we believe the
Committee could helpfully review the scope of the London “Overground” network to ensure delivery
mechanisms are in place to provide adequate local metro services, that complement London Underground
services at Stratford and West Ham, and the many other venues.

September 2005

APPENDIX 37

Memorandum submitted by the Institution of Electrical Engineers

The IEE welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the Transport Committee’s inquiry into the
transport plans for the 2012 Olympic Games.

The IEE has 120,000 members, covering a broad range of engineering disciplines and representing a wide
range of technical and business expertise. Many of the most experienced members of the IEE, and their
sector peers, voluntarily participate in a variety of IEE policy guidance groups. The IEE has formulated this
submission by combining contributions from the membership.

Attached is our detailed response to one of the questions raised by the Transport Committee.

What Might Be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

The IEE supports the transport plan as put forward by the Olympic bid committee. The eVort should be
focused towards achieving this plan rather than proposing new ideas.

The success of transport to and from the Olympic Games will depend on investment in capacity and
modernisation of the existing local systems, principally LUL and DLR, plus perhaps some local extensions.
Some investment in the LTS and GE mainlines could also be useful. Re-opening of the Shoreditch–Dalston
line looks likely to happen and is welcomed. The extension of this line into the South London hinterland
should also occur. Re instatement of a cross London east-west service via the North London line to both
the GW mainline and the SW London region, and modernisation in terms of capacity of this line would be
sensible. It has been widely recognised that the full Crossrail link from Maidenhead to Shenfield will not be
ready in time for 2012, however the completion of the central core from Paddington to Liverpool Street or
Stratford could relieve pressure on the Central Line.

It will not be enough just to invest in schemes around London. The whole of the UK railway system needs
to be looked at strategically and not in isolation. In addition to servicing the Olympic venues that are outside
of London, improvements will be needed to relieve some existing bottlenecks. For example, public transport
around London could be severely hampered if consideration is not given to diverting freight traYc away
from North London. Currently freight is routed through London due to line constraints in other regions.
For example, some freight from the Port of Felixstowe is routed through London because the alternative
route via Bury St. Edmonds is not electrified. Freight Rail lines around Stratford, where much of the
Olympic activity will take place are already heavily used. Much of the rail route from Colchester to Stratford
is close to capacity. With the Port of Felixstowe expected to expand, the likelihood of rail gridlock will
increase unless important decisions involving rail within and outside London are taken.

Consideration also needs to be given to how the large number of foreign visitors will actually use the
transport network. A minority of London rail lines do support multilingual ticket purchase and route
information; however, the vast majority do not. To increase their confidence, visitors should be able to easily
access route planning information in advance of their visit. This should be backed up by integrated,
accurate, real time multilingual travel information to help visitors use all modes of transport eYciently
during their stay in the UK.

9 September 2005
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APPENDIX 38

Memorandum submitted by EDF Energy

1. About EDF Energy

1.1 EDF Energy is one of the UK’s largest energy companies. We are a vertically integrated company
with a balanced portfolio of business throughout the energy chain—from generation to supply. Most
pertinent to this inquiry:

— EDF Energy is the No 1 owner and provider of private electricity infrastructures in the UK
including for the major London airports, the London Underground, (as a partner in both the
Metronet consortium and in EDF Energy Powerlink) the channel tunnel rail link, the DLR and
Canary Wharf.

— EDF Energy was the first company to sign up as a Premier Partner of the London 2012 bid. We
are very keen to ensure that EDF Energy is able to do its part to support the 2012 games so are
setting up a cross company team to deliver on this commitment.

1.2 EDF Energy also:

— Owns and operates the electricity distribution networks serving London, the East and South East
of England which means that around one quarter of the UK population relies on our distribution
networks for their electricity.

— Is the 5th biggest electricity generator in the UK. We own and operate an 800MW CCGT power
station and 4GW of coal-fired generation assets as well as CHP and renewable assets.

— Supplies gas and electricity with 5 million electricity and gas customer accounts throughout the
UK supplied through our retail brands, London Energy, Seeboard Energy and SWEB Energy.

1.3 EDF Energy is pleased to have the opportunity to contribute to the Transport Committee’s inquiry
into transport for London’s 2012 Olympic Games. Our response focuses on the role that EDF Energy, as
a private sector company is already playing in delivering the public transport infrastructure investment and
upgrades that will allow London to successfully deliver its transport commitments for the 2012 games.

1.4 As outlined in London’s Candidate File: “Almost all of the public transportation infrastructure
improvements needed to host the Games in 2012 are already planned or under construction as part of a long
term improvement programme.” Furthermore, “Over $30 billion is scheduled to be spent on London’s
transport prior to 2012.”

1.5 EDF Energy’s contribution to this investment and the necessary infrastructure upgrades will be
crucial. The company is currently sponsoring or co-sponsoring projects which will invest over £6bn in public
infrastructure projects the vast majority of which are transport projects in and around London.

2. International Access for Olympic Competitors and Spectators—Air Transport

2.1 London’s air transport capacity already exceeds that which will be required for hosting the Olympic
and Paralympic Games in 2012 and will be further enhanced by the completion of Heathrow Terminal 5.

2.2 However, a secure and reliable supply of electricity is fundamental to its smooth operation. EDF
Energy has long term contracts with BAA for its three largest UK airports, Heathrow, Gatwick and
Stansted and also with London City Airport to deliver the essential electrical infrastructure the airports need
to undertake their basic operations in a safe and eYcient manner on a daily basis and to grow and develop
for the future including for the 2012 Olympic Games.

2.3 As part of these contracts EDF Energy owns all the electrical assets and risks and is responsible for
the maintenance, operation and replacement of the infrastructure. The contract with BAA is for 90 years
and within the first 10 years of operation a substantial investment of £100 million in electrical assets has
already been made. The agreement also provides for the upgrade and reinforcement of the electrical
networks according to BAA’s growth plans including for Terminal 5.

2.4 Through the 30 year London City Airport contract EDF Energy owns, operates, develops and
maintains the existing high voltage (HV) and low voltage (LV) electrical networks, and is making provision
for services to allow for future expansion of the airport including planned growth of aircraft movements
and the extension of the Docklands Light Railway to the airport.

2.5 The contracts that these airports have with EDF Energy allows them to access the highest level of
electrical engineering expertise and provides them with a bespoke electrical system specifically tailored to
the unique and sophisticated needs of each airport. EDF Energy engineers are permanently based at each
of these sites. This, and the long nature of the contracts, will allow the airports to grow and develop in the
ways needed to respond to the Olympic Games and other challenges, and to ensure that the worlds best
connected city has the power it needs to maintain that position.
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3. Transporting Spectators and Competitors to the Olympic Venues

3.1 The Olympic Javelin:

Rail transport including theunderground is likely tobe themainway inwhichspectatorsaccess theOlympic
venues. A major element of serving the Olympic Park will be the “Olympic Javelin” referred to as the “jewel
in the crown” of the transport plans. The Olympic Javelin shuttle will run between Kings Cross and Stratford
International using the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) track.

3.2 Thenew68mile link fromtheChannelTunnel toKingsCrossstation inLondon is thefirstnewmainline
railway to be built in the UK for over a century and is scheduled to come into service by the end of 2007.

3.3 EDF Energy’s experience and expertise in building private electrical networks meant that it was best
placed to provide the electrical infrastructure for CTRL to meet the needs, unique in the UK, of a high speed
inter-continental railway. EDF Energy is responsible for the design, procurement, installation,
commissioning and future operation and maintenance over a period of 50 years after construction of the new
electrical distribution assets for the CTRL. As a result CTRL will have a secure and reliable supply of
electricity of suYcient volume for its future operation and growth including making it possible for the high
speed Olympic Javelin trains to run on this line.

3.4 EDF Energy completed its work on the first section that runs from the Channel Tunnel to Fawkham
Junction, near Gravesend ahead of time and to budget and won a national award from the British
Construction Industry for our power engineering work on the project. It is also on target to complete the
second section ahead of time.

3.5 As a result of the work undertaken on section one including the upgradedelectrical infrastructure there
has already been significant improvements in the performance and reliability of the Eurostar.

3.6 The London Underground and the Central Line:
The London Underground and in particular the Central and Jubilee lines will have an important role to play
in transporting spectators and competitors to the Olympic Park and other Olympic venues around London.
There are however, significant improvements needed in terms of performance and capacity prior to 2012. The
majority of these are already planned and funding is in place.

3.7 One of the main improvements that will be required for 2012 across the underground is new and more
frequent trains. To facilitate this there is first a need to significantly increase the capacity of the London
Undergroundpower system.EDFEnergyPowerlink,aconsortium ofEDFEnergy,BalfourBeattyandABB,
(80% owned by EDF Energy and 10% owned by each of the other partners) has a thirty year PFI contract to
undertake this work and will make a capital investment of around £300 million to do so. This is in addition to
£100m of capital investment made in the first five years of the contract that has already upgraded the
substations and emergency supplies that serve the London Underground’s 270 stations and over 400 km of
track.

3.8 Upgrading and maintaining the Central Line is the responsibility of the Metronet consortium, under a
30-year-old Public Private Partnership (PPP) contract which came into operation in April 2003. EDF Energy
is a 20% shareholder in the Metronet consortium.

3.9 EDF Energy’s contribution to the project focuses on the electrical contracting work and fire protection
installations in stations as part of the station modernisation programme. By 2011, on the Central Line the
MetronetConsortiumwillhave refurbished25stations,modernised22stations, andcompletednineescalator
modernisations and three lift modernisations. In addition to the track replacement, extra trains and other
work being undertaken by the consortium, this will result in a service for Olympic and day to day passengers
that is more frequent, reliable, comfortable and pleasant.

4. Improving Passenger Comfort and Safety

EDF Energy is also contributing to improvements to passenger comfort and safety in other areas of the
network. As part of the programme to phase out the old slam-door rolling stock operating on the Southern
Region Rail Network, it is necessary to increase the track power supplies to accommodate the modern fleet of
trains. EDF Energy in conjunction with Balfour Beatty Rail Projects is undertaking the work on behalf of
Network Rail in the London area, which stretches from Staines in the West to Gravesend in the East and
Epsom in the South. Progress on the work is at an advanced stage and is on schedule for completion in 2005.

5. Conclusion

Private companies make a significant contribution, not only in London but across the UK, to improving
transport infrastructure. EDF Energy is contributing significant investment and the necessary expertise to
upgrade the existing transport network and build new facilities to prepare London for a successful 2012
Olympic Games.

September 2005
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APPENDIX 39

Memorandum submitted by Great North Eastern Railway (GNER)

Introduction

1. The successful bid to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games is a huge honour for London, the
UK and the London2012 bid team. This sense of pride needs to be met by a co-ordinated eVort to deliver
the transport infrastructure necessary to host the Games, not just in London and the South East, but also
throughout the UK.

2. Therefore, we welcome the decision by the Select Committee to investigate the transport aspects of the
Games, including direct support for the events and the regeneration legacy in East London. In particular,
we believe the Committee should consider:

— The role of private sector operators in delivering the transport infrastructure for the Games, on
time and within budget;

— How the planned transport gain from infrastructure investment can best be used to benefit other
regions of the UK, as well as London;

— The transport requirements of disabled passengers and travel needs for the Paralympics.

3. This evidence highlights the experience of the Great North Eastern Railway (GNER) in relation to the
transport plans for the Games. As the UK’s leading high-speed rail operator, we run 122 services every
weekday on the flagship InterCity East Coast (ICEC) line, a busy route between London and Scotland. We
have also been short-listed for the Integrated Kent Franchise (IKF) and fully understand issues relating to
the rail network in the South East.

Commitment to the Games

4. GNER is totally committed to assisting the Government, Mayor of London and Olympic organising
committee in delivering world-beating Games. As we stated in the Executive Summary of our submission
for the IKF:

“There have been only a few occasions when the reputation of the UK has rested upon the
capability of its railwaysThe absolute determination of the London2012 organisers to remove the
private car from the Olympic and Paralympics Games means that the reliability of Britain’s
railways will be exposed to international gaze as never before.”

5. As a major part of the regional infrastructure along the East Coast, and as a regionally based company,
GNER are proud to be supporters of the Olympics and Paralympic Games. The determination expressed
in the bid for 100% of spectators to access the Games by public transport means that the reliability of
Britain’s railways will be exposed to unprecedented public attention. It is the role of transport providers to
rise to this challenge.

6. GNER has already put in place a mechanism for dealing with those parts of our service that interact
with preparations for the Olympics, and prepared more detailed plans as part of our franchise submission
for the IKF. We demonstrated our overall commitment to the Games by naming a train in honour of
London 2012 and we worked with regional bodies to highlight the accessibility of Northern regions to
London and the speed and comfort of long-distance services. We also fully support the Paralympic Games
and a commitment from private sector partners fully to embrace the concept of accessible rail options.

7. The challenge of getting the transport infrastructure in place by 2012 is captured in the commitment
of the London2012 team for 10 railway lines carrying 240,000 people every hour to the Olympic Park,
including the Olympic Javelin shuttle service. A significant part of this commitment will fall to the operators
of the IKF franchise and the transfer of domestic rail services to the “Channel Tunnel Rail Link” (CTRL).
Great South Eastern Railway (GSER), the IKF franchise partnership between GNER and the MTR
Corporation, owners and operators of the Hong Kong metro, is well equipped to achieve this goal.

Extending the Benefits of the Olympics to Other Regions

8. We believe there is a great opportunity for other regions to benefit from the Olympics by spectators
extending their visit and travelling to other destinations in the UK. On the East Coast Main Line, GNER
serves major tourism and commercial centres between England and Scotland, including Edinburgh,
Newcastle, Durham, Darlington, York, Leeds, Doncaster and Peterborough. In 2004, GNER achieved 16.8
million passenger journeys, approximately 70% of which began or finished at London Kings Cross station.
On current travel patterns, 17.2 million people live within the catchment areas of GNER- served stations.

9. GNER will work with tourist authorities, other network operators and the Olympic Transport
Authority to ensure an attractive, seamless package of fares for visitors wishing to visit destinations on
the ICEC.
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Understanding what is Expected from Private Transport Operators

10. London has one of the most extensive and comprehensive public transport networks in the world.
Despite these benefits, transport plans for the Games will require both significant new investment and
innovative management of the existing infrastructure.

11. GNER is rare amongst UK train operating companies. We have combined an increasing net
contribution of funds to the government with consistently high levels of passenger satisfaction. This success
is based on investment in our staV, an enlightened approach to industrial relations and an understanding
of eVective management structures. We believe elements of this approach can be applied to the Olympics
model, in particular on customer service.

12. Our experience informs us that the best approach to major public planning and infrastructure projects
is where private sector operators are willing partners to public sector providers. We have assigned a
dedicated senior manager for liaison with the proposed Olympic Transport Authority, and prepared specific
plans for the IKF franchise within our submission to the Strategic Rail Authority.

Delivering on Transport Objectives

13. We welcome the partnership approach between Government, the Mayor of London, Transport for
London (TfL) and other transport providers. To be successful, we believe that the Olympic Transport
Authority must have suYcient executive jurisdiction to deliver on projects, including the ability to compel
agencies to work together. We also believe that successful investment in rail links should benefit the wider
rail network as well as the London/Olympics region:

14. Adding Regional Capacity

In the next decade, ICEC will become even more important to the UK, as the regeneration of Yorkshire,
the renewed vigour of Scotland, the development of the York Central site (the biggest urban regeneration
programme in Europe), the Northern Way initiative, the growth of the Peterborough-Stansted corridor, and
the population expansion of London place ever-greater demands on the service. Improvements in these
services will deliver greater capacity and, with better integration with other modes of transport, add value
during the Olympics and beyond. GNER will be the main operator providing rail access to Olympic football
matches at St. James’ Park in Newcastle. Although the ICEC does not serve any other venues directly it will
add significant complementary rail capacity making the Games more accessible to the cities and regions
served by GNER.

15. Trusted Partner for CTRL and the Olympic Javelin

Central to the successful rail network for the Olympics will be the completion of the CTRL in 2007 and
the Olympic Javelin service between St. Pancras, the principal Olympic site at Stratford, and the Eurostar
interchange at Ebbsfleet. This will be the UK’s first purpose-built high-speed passenger rail service and as
such the project is unique in railway history. The successful bidder for the IKF franchise will take over the
delivery of CTRL from 2006 despite having had no say in the design or contractual framework. In awarding
the contract for IKF, therefore, the Government must be able to place its complete trust in its chosen private
sector partner.

16. Managing the Kings Cross-St.Pancras Interchange

Kings Cross-St Pancras is already an important rail gateway to the capital with GNER providing longer
distance services from along the East Coast and from West Yorkshire, Midland Mainline providing similar
services from South Yorkshire and the East Midlands, Great Northern providing shorter-distance services
and London Underground lines acting as distributors across London. By 2012, CTRL Phase 2 will be
complete and Eurostar and IKF services together with the Olympic Javelin service will also be operating
from the station. GNER will work closely with other train operators and with TfL to make interchange at
Kings Cross-St Pancras as straightforward and seamless as possible.

17. Successful Management of Major Public Events

Even though the Olympics will be staged at the end of July 2012, in a month where commuter transport
dips due to summer leave, there will be significant extra demand on the network, and associated issues of
crowd management. GNER is an experienced manager of major public events and is willing to make
available key managerial and front-line staV to the Olympic Transport Authority, or other agencies, to share
best practice and understanding of dealing with such situations. Only this year, GNER successfully
managed the temporary transfer of Royal Ascot to York, and the high volume of passengers to the “Make
Poverty History” and G8 events in Edinburgh.
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18. Commuter Volumes without Commuter Knowledge

Getting people toand fromtheOlympicvenueswill not justbeaquestion ofvolume.LondonUnderground
andLondon’s commuter train operators areverygoodat copingwithvery large numbersofpeople.However,
ordinarily, the bulk of passengers are commuters who understand their journey, know where they are going
and are familiar with London’s public transport. But outside London, far fewer people are regular rail or
public transport users.

19. There will also be many visitors from outside the UK who will be unfamiliar with London’s geography
and forwhom Englishwill notbea first language.Highquality informationwill be essential forhelpingpeople
reach their destination and for keeping people moving through the busy interchange points on the transport
network. These are characteristics that InterCity operators, with many occasional users, and London
Underground, used by many tourists, are far more used to than are predominantly commuter rail operators.

20. Building Support For The Olympics And Paralympics

Using our innovative marketing approach we would seek to build support for the Olympics and tourism
opportunities elsewhere in the UK through special ticketing deals, advertising and on-board marketing.
GNER’s record in delivering improved performance and service, backed up by industry-leading marketing
activity, has helped achieve a 34% growth in passenger numbers since we took over the franchise nine years
ago. GNER is well placed to work with the relevant tourism boards in the regions of the ICEC to encourage
spectators to use their visit to London to explore other parts of the UK as well.

21. Ticketing Information

An integral part of the transport section of the London 2012 bid was the proposal for eVective ticketing
systems and marketing of fares. GNER will work closely with TfL and the Olympic Transport Authority to
integrate ticketing systems and fares for spectators travelling the ICEC route to Olympic venues. Wherever
possible GNER will endeavour to integrate the ticketing technology described in the London 2012 bid within
our existing ticketing and sales systems.

22. Accessibility

GNERwillworkhard toensure thatboth theLondonOlympicsandParalympicsareaccessible toeveryone
travelling from the North, including people with special needs, and to athletes with disabilities who may be
based North of London or participating in events North of London. Stations have been and are being
modernised, including the installation of new and extra lifts. Frontline staV and managers have received
special needs training, and GNER operates an advance booking service for passengers who may require
particular assistance on-train or at-station. Other recent initiatives have included an extra wheelchair space in
GNER’s new-look electric Mallard trains and the inclusion of a wheelchair-accessible toilet in its diesel HST
fleet.

23. GNER is also committed to further steps to improve transport integration and access to stations,
whether people arrive by car, taxi, bike, bus or on foot.

Concluding Comments

24. The 2012 Olympics are often talked about as a “once-in-a-lifetime” opportunity. Certainly, in terms of
the select committee’s remit, it has the potential to provide a great stimulus to public transport and rail
investment in the UK and, to a large extent, transport will be one of the major factors by which the success of
the Games will be measured.

25. GNER believes such success is readily achievable. As well as giving a lasting legacy in regeneration to
parts of the capital, the success of the Olympics and Paralympics stand to make a massive contribution to the
whole of the country—including the regions served by GNER—through tourism, from both domestic and
foreign visitors.

26. However, to achieve this success, all private and public transport operators must work together in
partnership, sharing not only technical knowledge, but also best practice on a wide range of issues, from
integrated ticketing to training customer-facing staV. Meeting these challenges will require a resolve resonant
of the pioneering spirit that created the world’s first rail network, including the original Great North Eastern
Railway. GNER today is ready to play its part.

September 2005
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APPENDIX 40

Memorandum submitted by National Express Group plc

Introduction

London is to be congratulated on its award to host the Olympic and Paralympic Games. This will oVer
great opportunities for sport and tourism and most importantly, will provide significant economic
regeneration for the East of London. As well as being good for London, the Games will bring vitality to the
country both in the lead up to the Games and certainly immediately after the event.

National Express Group and, very importantly, our staV shared the national sense of pride and
achievement when the International Olympic Committee decision was made in July 2005. Previous Games,
however, have set a high standard in terms of transport infrastructure and delivery.

We believe our business—coach, bus and rail operations—will play a key role in the overall public
transport strategy for 2012. Our rail services carry over 250 million passengers a year, a quarter of the UK
total. Our coach operation is the UK’s biggest scheduled coach operation and increasingly our bus presence
in London is growing.

Our Experience of Handling Major Public Events

As the significant bus operator in Sydney and New South Wales, National Express gained practical
experience of running Olympic transport services during the 2000 Sydney Games. Our local subsidiary bus
company provided buses and coaches as part of the transport arrangements for the Sydney Olympics. By
working with the organisers, we were able to deliver improved timetabling and services to meet the flexible
approach required for the duration of the events. This involved a sustained partnership approach in the
planning stages as well as during the Games themselves. It was widely agreed that the transport services that
supported the event were a major contributor to the Games’ overall success.

We were also responsible for providing transport in the Youth Olympics earlier this year. Travel
Coventry, our local subsidiary, planned and delivered the transport for the opening and closing ceremonies
that entailed moving 1,500 competitors from the Games Village to the main stadium. National Express
Coaches graduate trainee, Richard Edwards, successfully acted as TraYc Manager for the whole event.

National Express also has considerable experience at the successful management of transport services for
other major public events in the UK, including events at the Millennium Stadium, Cheltenham Races and
Henley Regatta. We have also provided transport support and on the ground management for Glastonbury
and other major festivals. Our staV understand the challenges of moving large crowds of people over short
periods, and how best to do so with due respect to safety and security, liaising with the police, local
authorities and connecting service providers.

On the coach side, we provided transport for the recent G8 Summit in Edinburgh, and for Euro96 and
Commonwealth Games in 2002. Whilst these are much smaller events they do provide some practical insight
into how travel patterns emerge.

National Express Group is the only UK transport operator able to oVer advice and support across rail,
bus and coach operations. As one of the largest operators of public transport services, we have a depth of
operational experience and are well placed to assist in meeting the key target for 100% of spectators to be
able to access and travel to venues by public transport. The London bid also made a commitment that 90%
of venues would be served by three or more forms of public transport. We believe we can assist in this goal.

In particular, we have a distinct experience on major development projects and the logistics of
maintaining an integrated and seamless transport service during large scale, short term projects. We had
two particular examples of this during 2003–04 when our Silverlink, “one”, and National Express coach
subsidiaries worked together to maintain high quality services whilst major pieces of rail infrastructure were
rebuilt over several weeks;

West Coast Route Modernisation

The West Coast Route Modernisation programme, which impacted on Silverlink trains between 2002 and
2004, presented what was probably the biggest challenge in passenger management ever faced by the
company. Up to 20,000 passengers per day required alternative travel arrangements during extended
closures between Hemel Hempstead and Milton Keynes every weekend (Saturday/Sunday) for 18 months
starting August 2002. At one point, starting in May 2004, the entire route from Euston to Northampton
was closed for 9 weeks.
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NX response to this required major logistical planning, as well as a comprehensive communications
strategy to ensure that the various audiences were informed before hand and then kept abreast of what was
happening. These audiences included passengers, employees, user groups, local authorities, MPs and other
TOCs. It also involved close co-operation with National Express coaches, the SRA, Network Rail, Virgin
Trains, the BTP, the local Police and the local authorities.

At Northampton, Milton Keynes, and Hemel Hempstead the station forecourts were kept clear of all
private traYc to allow the free flow of coaches. Special arrangements were made for disabled passengers. 30
additional staV (specially recruited and trained) assisted passengers in their transfer between coach and
train, and extra staV were on hand at all other stations.

Coaches rather than buses were used to replace trains, to provide the highest quality of service possible.
Stand-by coaches were held in key station car parks to ensure that all customers were catered for and rarely
did anyone have to wait more than a few minutes for a coach. Where transfer between coach and train took
place, one-way passenger flows were set up, to avoid congestion caused by people moving in both directions
over the same exits/entries.

In spite of the major disruption to travel arrangements, the operation was a great success. There were very
few complaints, and indeed many compliments about the alternative arrangements.

Ipswich Tunnel Blockade

Another major blockade in summer 2004 required similar measures, when the Ipswich Tunnel was closed
to allow work on lowering the base of the tunnel to take larger freight containers and so keep key freight
flows on rail. This left NX’s “one” franchise with no service between Ipswich and Manningtree for eight
weeks. Again, the number of passengers aVected each day was estimated to be up to 20,000.

A comprehensive communications programme was initiated at an early stage to give stakeholders as much
information as possible ahead of the event. This built to a crescendo just before the closure and was
maintained thereafter to keep everyone informed about alternative services and progress. Naturally, close
co-ordination was a vital feature to the planning process, and regular meetings were held with Network Rail,
the SRA, FirstGroup, and other local bus operators.

Extra customer service staV were recruited and particular attention was paid to assisting the elderly or
mobility impaired, as well as families with small children and those with heavy luggage. A special connecting
platform to improve flat access from train to bus was put in place at Ipswich, and additional train services
were put on between Norwich and London for less time sensitive passengers who required a direct service
despite the blockade. As a goodwill gesture, extra catering was supplied to passengers using these
additional services.

A particular feature of the planning process for the Ipswich blockade was the eVort invested beforehand
in creating a robust timetable for the coach services, which took account of the varying road conditions at
diVerent times of the day. This ensured that passengers arrived at their destination in time to meet the
connecting train service.

We received many positive comments about the handling of this major project.

A Challenge Across the Modes

As the largest provider of rail and commuter services in and around the London area (one third of all
commuters use our services each day), we understand the likely impact of the Olympics on the capital’s
heavy rail requirements. In particular, the “one” franchise (including the Stansted Express), which has
responsibility for rail services at Stratford station, will have a key role. National Express has current
responsibility for the c2c, Gatwick Express, Midland Mainline, “one”, Silverlink, and Wagn franchises, all
of which bring passengers into the centre of London and many of which will be coming to London for
the Games.

In addition, we recently extended our presence in the London bus market and will continue to seek further
opportunities. This builds on our existing reputation as operator of one of the largest regional bus networks
in the West Midlands, and in cities such as Coventry and Dundee. With the economic growth of the east of
London we believe that our services will help the economic growth of this vital part of London as it develops
to accommodate the requirements of the Games.

Last, but most certainly not least, our fleet of modern and reliable coaches is the biggest in the UK and
reaches across the whole country, and abroad, to transport our customers to and from their destinations.
In addition to our domestic services that will bring visitors into London for the Games, we expect our
“Eurolines” coach service to provide an additional low-budget route into London for many spectators
travelling from the continent.
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Fares and ticketing

The challenge of delivering fully integrated transport lies not simply in ensuring seamless intermodal
operations, but producing a system of ticketing and fares oVers which potential passengers can easily
understand, especially for those to whom English is a second language. Similarly, the provision of eVective
information on travel routes, interchanges and venues is essential. In this respect, the burden will fall greatest
on front-line staV.

In London, Silverlink Metro’s work with TfL on the introduction of a simplified and integrated zonal
pricing scheme leads the way for other train operators in the capital. National Express will be keen to build
on this and work with the Olympic Transport Authority and Transport for London (TfL) to ensure that
ticketing and information systems on our rail, bus and coach services are as fully integrated into the Olympic
ticketing model as possible.

Responding to the modal challenges

The challenges that the Olympics pose for each transport mode are enormous and varied. We fully
support the work done so far by the London 2012 bid team, Mayor of London and Government. The
strategy for delivering the practical solutions to these challenges is still at an early phase, but based on our
involvement with the Olympic bid so far and our understanding of the transport demands imposed by major
public events, National Express Group would like to oVer the following observations:

Rail Transport

The Group’s rail portfolio will have changed shaped by the time of the Games. However, at this stage it
is possible to assume the Group has the following representation in rail:

— An extension of “one” (seven years plus three from 2004);

— At the end of the second phase of Thameslink/Great Northern (4 years plus two plus three from
2006)—National Express is currently bidding for this franchise;

— c2c will be refranchised in 2011;

— North London Lines should be under the first Transport for London led concession;

— The Greater Western, for which the Group is also currently bidding, will be in the final year of its
seven-year franchise.

Regardless of the final make up of the Group’s rail interests, the Group would make the following
observations.

There will undoubtedly be an increase in passenger journeys during the duration of the Games, even
within reduced commuter journeys during July. Alongside overseas visitors, we expect many UK residents
to take annual leave. The middle weekend is likely to be extremely busy and give peak level passengers
numbers late at night, particularly on the “one” franchise operated by National Express. As a result of extra
demand, InterCity routes into London are likely to require extended operation as well. In consequence,
specific work will be required to optimise rolling stock and driver availability for the duration of the Games.

The predominant planned heavy rail expenditure in the run up to 2012 is on North London Lines and
Stratford. By 2012 the CTRL domestic service will also be completed and re-aligned to allow for the Olympic
Javelin service between St.Pancras—Stratford—Ebbsfleet.

The Greater Western franchise will serve Eton Dorney for rowing events while the sailing in Weymouth
will be highly accessible from Bristol, on the ex-Wessex route. These routes will be important in terms of
demonstrating that events will be convenient and attractive to spectators outside of London.

The Thameslink/Great Northern franchise, where we are a short-listed bidder, intersects with a number
of the key Olympic routes:

— New Cross—East London Line

— London Bridge—Jubilee Line

— Kings Cross/St Pancras—Javelin service

— West Hampstead—North London Line

Thameslink will also provide the best route between the tennis site at Wimbledon and the main Stratford
location, via St Pancras and the Olympic Javelin. Likewise, Thameslink/Great Northern will provide a direct
airport link to central London, from Gatwick and Luton. The “one” franchise will link Stansted to Stratford
International.

We therefore welcome the Government’s commitment to complete the Thameslink Midland Road station
(on the site of the St Pancras box) in advance of Thameslink 2000. It will be a key interchange as part of the
transport infrastructure for the Games, despite its location away from the Stratford venue. Failure to ensure
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integration could well lead to a repeat of the disruption caused by building works last autumn when
passengers had to de-train at the Thameslink station and walk across a busy junction to reach the main
station.

Bus Transport

NX also has extensive experience in the movement of large numbers of people on its bus networks.
Relevant experience with events such as the G8 Summit and the Youth Olympics has been covered above,
but, most recently, we were praised for the response of our Travel London business in the aftermath of the
terrible events that struck London on 7 and 12 July. Similarly, the Chief Constable of the West Midlands
commended our actions on 9 July when our Travel West Midlands operation helped evacuate 20,000 people
from the centre of Birmingham.

Security will be a major issue for the 2012 games, and these events highlight the importance of having
a coordinated and robust response plan. Designing such plans involves many groups and requires major
commitment. NX would hope to play a full role in the crisis planning process for the Olympics by bringing
to the table its particular experience in responding to such situations. This applies equally to our rail and
coach operations.

Our experience of the practical issues that will arise as a result of catering for the Olympics will also be
valuable. We often work in partnership with local authorities and other groups on major events to resolve
logistical details. For example, where or how to house any “shuttle“” drivers brought into London for the
duration of the event.

These and many other issues will be addressed by the Bus Operators Forum, which is now beginning to
look at London’s bus transport requirements for the Games. Our London bus operation, Travel London,
is involved in these discussions.

Coach Transport

National Express operates an extensive range of coach services throughout the UK. In addition to the
existing services others can be added to cope with needs of the venues and extra timings added on
existing routes.

The largest centre of activity for the Olympics will be in the Stratford area. Coach services already serve
this stop from Stansted, Cambridge and other parts of East Anglia together with London Victoria Coach
Station. At times when dedicated services could not be justified connections will be available through
Victoria from around the entire network.

We would provide dedicated services for the major events, as is the case already with the Millennium
Stadium, and the festivals that we support. Additional services could also be added from the main airports
likely to be used by competitors and spectators.

The next largest concentration of events, and numbers of spectators, will be ExCel and Greenwich. Our
services from Kent pass near these locations and it would be possible to divert them subject to suitable road
priorities. Outside of this, again links can be provided oV the network at Victoria.

Locations in Central London will be accessible from Victoria Coach Station with extra services operated
if required to Wimbledon. Eton Dorney would be best served by a shuttle service from Heathrow where
connections are available from a wide range of locations.

Coach services already operate to the cities hosting the football matches. The matches are likely to attract
large numbers of visiting spectators and experience from Euro96 showed that this group travel extensively.
We would also add extra services where we do not have any and build upon the work that we are undertaking
with Wembley Stadium for 2006 onwards.

Although buses and coaches provide flexible options there are substantial management issues that need
to be met by 2012, including on:

— Disabled access—By 2012 all of our coaches should be fully wheelchair accessible which is seven
years in advance of the legal requirement. To ensure that these vehicles can be used all stops, both
permanent and temporary, must be able to handle accessible coaches.

— Fleet availability—National Express has a rolling programme of fleet replacement and there will
be many new coaches and our average fleet age is less than three years. Deliveries for 2012 could
be phased so that new coaches arrive in time to provide Olympic transport and those due to be
withdrawn retained to provide extra resource.

— Priority road access—It is essential that roads are prioritised to enable easy access to all the venues
although Stratford is the main priority. Spectators will be coming from the main centres of
population across the UK and many of these will be from the Midlands and North together with
the South West and South Wales. Therefore priorities must reflect the need to cross London from
these areas.
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Conclusion

Within National Express Group we have already started preparation to establish where we can best
contribute to the Games. Our recently submitted rail bids for the GN/Thameslink and Greater Western bids
have included our proposals on how the Games could impact on those specific franchises.

We have already formed an internal Olympics Working Committee under the chair of our Chief
Operating OYcer. This Committee will develop relationships with the Olympic Transport Authority.

Other areas that we are currently reflecting upon include:

— The provision of DDA compliant and low emission vehicles.

— Secondments of employees and promotion of employee volunteering in support of the Games. We
believe that public transport employees who may be retiring in the years running up to the
Olympics may be required to provide additional support.

— Information on public transport provision to and from the Games at key gateways eg airports.

September 2005

APPENDIX 41

Memorandum submitted by the Cycle Touring Club

The CTC has since 1878 provided a voice for cyclists in shaping transport policy and provision, and today
represents some 70,000 members and aYliates mostly based in the UK. The use of the bicycle as transport,
and its value as a complementary mode to rail travel are key areas in which CTC and its members press for
recognition and implementation of policy and projects.

The bicycle delivers a number of key benefits in moving people in large numbers and to diverse
destinations. It delivers at the level of individual trips, which is close to that of walking, with minimal
demand on resources and infrastructure, and with immediate use of almost all available roads, tracks and
paths. It is perhaps a testament to this flexibility that a site survey visit to the Olympic sites along the Lea
Valley was made using a small fleet of bicycles. The bicycle is also immensely inclusive as transport over 80%
of the population can ride a bike, and bicycles or adapted machines can provide independent mobility to
those who have disabilities, which preclude their holding of a driving licence.

It is notable that in the evacuation of the US Gulf Coast, that those on bicycles were able to pass by the
congestion created by the volume of private car traYc, and move individuals and essential supplies around
eVectively in conditions where all other modes had serious operating problems. We are also aware that in
the aftermath of the 7 July bomb attacks London Underground staV who could get hold of bicycles were
able to get quickly to where they were needed, and there is a suggestion that a contingency plan including
provision for cycling as a means of rapid deployment when there is a major infrastructure melt-down. The
logical way to ensure this contingency measure is secured, is to have a functioning cycle network in place as
part of the planned transport infrastructure, which can then provide the resources for the contingency action
of moving large numbers with minimal infrastructure in an emergency.

The picture of insuYcient provision is highlighted UK-wide by the National Audit OYce report
Maintaining and Improving Britain’s Railway Stations, which highlighted the lack of parking for both cars
and cycles as a major inhibiting factor for rail use. This highlights a detail increasingly recognised by those
planning and specifying rail and to a lesser extent bus, services, where an elementary part of the package has
to be consideration of the whole journey, inclusive of the shoulder journeys between origin and destination.

Inclusion of all is a high scoring point for cycling, the ability to cycle is one which has wide application
with approximately 90% of the population able to “ride a bike” (with a variance by gender). There are also
those, registered as disabled who can use pedal powered personal transport, in the process they gain greatly
improved independent personal mobility through the use of adapted and specialist machines.

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding? What role will the private sector play in delivering this
infrastructure? Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

As noted cycling can play a key role in delivering individual journeys to points of consolidation (to
stations and venues within the Lea Valley, and also at points of origin. In planning increased commuter cycle
parking on London’s suburban rail network, and the prospect of having an established cycle hire system,
also linked to stations, will permit a strategy of bringing people in to satellite nodes to be moved eYciently
to the main site by rail. This should be viewed both for individual projects (eg DLR and Crossrail) and the
National Rail Strategy as identified in the NAO report Maintaining & Improving Britain’s Railway
Stations.



3211211041 Page Type [E] 10-03-06 14:07:57 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 214 Transport Committee: Evidence

The provision of cycle parking and bikes for hire are at last beginning to be presented as viable ventures.
Secured cycle parking can have integral advertising panels, which in eVect can make this facility self-funding,
and there are two useful models of cycle hire which are now functioning in the UK—the Budgie Transport
system, with a manual management system, oVering local enhancement to income and potential for local
employment, and a business plan set out to deliver a not for profit operation which renews the fleet on a
regular basis, oVering the old bikes for appropriate good use. Then there is the OYBike system which uses
a remote operations centre to run a fine network of hire points—all accessible to any person with a mobile
phone. Further electronic hire systems are oVered by media companies—Clear Channel (Adshel) and JC
Decaux have been trying for some time to set up a scheme in the UK, but the Local Authorities approached
are well aware of the quid pro quo implications in signing up exclusive rights to advertising on substantial
flag and panel, this being the focus as a known revenue source, rather than the bikes themselves. Figures
vary, but the Paris bid was understood to have included the provision of between 50,000 and 100,000 pool
bikes to be available for travelling between venues.

The Legacy measure of delivering personal transport—distributing the fleet of bikes to initiatives which
enable people to access employment or young people to extend their spare time horizons beyond hanging
around on a housing scheme for want of transport, and access to many facilities, and the further plus point
of having parking and hire bike facilities at rail interchanges. We hope to demonstrate the eVectiveness of
bike and rail in the context of the Stratford and Lea Valley area by encouraging those coming to the Cycle
2005 and subsequent shows at ExCel to travel to a convenient station on a direct service and then cycle the
distance to the venue rather than increase the loadings for DLR over relatively short distances with all that
this implies for the operation.

We can also see the value of distant links filling in gaps which may exist cycling to the NLR and Barking
to Gospel Oak lines from points of arrival in North London, and travelling across avoiding the Central
Zone. One constraint at present is the platform length limitation to just three coaches on North London
Line trains, when there is a clear need for longer trains on this line for existing services. These orbital links
are undervalued and saw an increase in patronage following the bombings of 7 July 2005.

To avoid overload of nearby rail and bus services with short connecting journey use (eg West Ham and
then change to NLR/DLR for Stratford and then any new Olympic station). The bicycle can deliver a
significant enhancement to public transport systems, especially rail, where the viability of service is
detrimentally aVected by a high density of stopping points and a network which has high volumes of short
trip traYc, coming over from a connecting routes. The potential for this feature is amply demonstrated by
the regular overloading of Victoria Station and the Victoria line by passengers who could make their onward
journey on foot, bus or bicycle. On foot their range is limited, perhaps with some irony the DfT in Horseferry
Road is possibly the furthest most people will consider as walkable however with a bicycle and bus services,
commuters going as far North as Euston Road enjoy faster journeys with greater flexibility and better
general journey experience—the bicycle scoring especially by the fact of its immediate availability and
variable route options. For return to catch a train this no-wait detail means that a cyclist can leave their
activity knowing that they will be at their train within a consistent and repeatable time.

Dispersal of cyclists, we again stress is also almost as flexible and eVective as pedestrians so that a large
crowd can be rapidly moved to train or coach transfer.

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of east London in the next two to three decades?

The ability to provide for individual journey requirements is a vital way to reduce the demand for
resources to cover every contingency. Comments on the preceding question cover much of this, and as noted
the provision of a large pool bike fleet will deliver a population of cycles for local use plus the parking
facilities and routes on which to use them, linking to the venues which remain and the rail stations in the
area.

One project from which we can draw experience on legacy for walking and cycling is the 2002
Commonwealth Games, which eVectively banned all private car travel to venues, and delivered the crowds
with fleets of new buses and completion of a key oV-road cycle path conversion of the Fallowfield Loop
Line, which remains to this day as a popular vein of linear parkland bringing green space close to many more
homes than a simple block of parkland—the Lea Valley performs much the same function for the flanks of
Hackney Walthamstow, Newham and Tower Hamlets

From further afield the provision for cycling to collector stations will deliver improved or increased
capacity for their commuter traYc to move to cycling.
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What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

The bicycle can provide both a glue and overload contingency option, the ability to move crowds to a
distributed set of stations on diVerent routes can disperse people to the train services, but in the event that
a service fails and has to be shut down for a period , the pool bike fleet can be used to allow passengers to
cycle that bit further—as many cycle using commuters did on the day of the great power failure—using bikes
normally kept at Waterloo to get home considerably faster than they would if stuck with only a train option.
The plan must consider this as a strategic issue—and from the experience of 7/7 the operational teams should
have the bicycle available and planned for as the ultimate reserve option for getting to an incident site,
especially where there may be large crowds milling around.

What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

There are also lessons to be drawn from the 2002 Commonwealth Games and other major events in the
UK, especially where an event has re-oriented itself with regard to private car access.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

There needs to be a recognition from the outset that every journey made is essentially a door-to-door one
for the individual concerned, but the delivery of a high volume of these individual elements especially where
this involves longer distances and at higher speeds cannot be delivered solely by public transport system,
and the use of private motor cars demands a huge commitment of resources for parking and dispersal.

We are most concerned at the proposals for 240Km of exclusive Olympic Limousine lanes on London
Streets and the wasteful 2,500 vehicle internal vehicle fleet for the loop road and all that this entails we can
foresee high levels of risk to pedestrians and cyclists on the city streets from convoys of fast moving vehicles
being swept along at speeds considerably higher than the prevailing traYc. An eYcient rail connection with
real time information at the points of origin (to ensure the passengers leave in time to catch a train) and
direct walking and cycling connections which have low impact and reliable journey times. The venues should
also be fully equipped with train and bus departure information to direct departing crowds eYciently to the
stations where there is capacity or for the next train of a choice from 2 or more.

There has to be a realistic recognition of the ineYciency of using the private car to move large crowds.
The example of one EC building in Brussels which the city refused planning approval for with a 2,500 space
car park as the eVect of a mass exodus of this many individual vehicles would have seized up the exit route
for several hours. The earlier note on dispersal for individual routes and re-gathering at transport nodes.

As noted previously the Commonwealth Games held in Manchester in 2002 provide a useful range of
modelling examples.

A further option may be to consider the possibility of a number of those who are cycling finding no
problem with the ride from Central London and their point of arrival on a long distance train service.
Numbers will be relatively small but given the expected attraction of the Games these could still put
significant groups of riders onto radial routes from Central London to the Games venues—all quite likely
to be accommodated within the existing minor roads and paths through North London with no
noticeable impact.

Many goods deliveries around the site will be of relatively small packages and the committee should
examine measures such as single point delivery for incoming couriers, as successfully delivered by the BBC
at Wood Lane TV Centre. There are obvious benefits in maintaining site security with this regime. This in
turn can work to run a scheduled service for consolidated deliveries to each internal location, along with use
of appropriately specified vehicles—if the load is no greater than 50Kg then a delivery bike with a single
rider is a far less costly means of delivering the same service than a 1,500kg payload van with a driver. The
internal transport, and resource costs for a full range of options should be reviewed—including the used of
cargo cycles—capable of carrying payloads of up to 250Kg—we would be happy to introduce the committee
to users and suppliers of the appropriate vehicles.

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

The provision of cycling integration at rail stations has been fraught with the problem of getting a
disparate group of rail interests to agree—even when they have no financial commitment to the project.
Cycle parking in Kent was held up for 18 months, an innovative parking & hire centre at Waterloo was
similarly delayed by the failure in getting the operators and Railtrack (as then was) areas to all agree to the
one agreement. A demonstration of cycle hire in Manchester for European Mobility Week would have had
a perfect location but for the inability of the parties to approve the siteing of equipment, a paid for project
to provide pool bikes at Park Royal was delayed by one year because the rail operator refused to negotiate.
The ODA needs to have a means of bringing parties together with a firmly applied timetable to get agreement
and a “majority vote” option in resolving the typical stalemates which have dogged many projects.
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Provision of access serving human-scale transport may well include some challenges which will be met in
innovative ways, and a clear procedure and possibly a vetting group for safety & engineering issues may be
needed to process the cases as they arise without the typical delays we expect in these circumstances—eg in
building a pedestrian route alongside a rail corridor it should be a simple matter to set down the parameters
and do it rather than seek interminably fro approvals from this or that agency.

APPENDIX 42

Memorandum submitted by Mr Nigel Cansell

1. Level of Funding for Games

I firmly believe that whilst the HM Treasury will allocate certain monies for the Games the private sector
will also have to deliver a huge amount of monies. As I see it the Games will obviously have to be a
profitmaking enterprise.

2. Transport Legacy for East London

Whilst few would doubt that the redevelopment of Docklands opened up the area vis à vie improved
transport links I am not so convinced about the Olympics site. This acrues to a huge “Land Grab” necessary
to improve transport links. Hence the need of the Mayor’s oYce and London Development Agency to
aquire the business operations in Marshgate Lane E15. Local companies normally have a “nuisance” value
to developers.

Question: What are the proposed transport for the Games?

Improved “cycling paths of which there are few in that area. A proposed tram or monorail system for the
site. end more important the engagement of the public in any transport proposals. Ditto for the LU
improvements to the tube system. Just where is the consultation?

An integrated transport system is a wonderful idea. But at present nothing links up here in Walthamstow.
One Railway services do not link up with either tube or bus. Nine times out of 10 a passenger will miss vital
links between bus and train.

3. Security, Congestion, Overcrowding, Air Quality

Generally poor air quality in East London already. There will be considerable impact in general.

4. Transport and Other Olympics Cities

It would be much beneficial to the general public and the International Olympics Committee to actually
organise some public meetings in the very neary future to discuss what is included in the Transport Plan fior
the Olympics.

5. Olympic Transport Plan

Proposals should be put forward first by the general public, Transport Users Groups,Campaign Groups,
Transport 2000 before any plans are put into a blueprint by the Transport Czars and local Authorities. Just
what are the roles of local authorities such as LB of Newham, Tower Hamlets, Waltham Forest? Certainly
I would want to see a fully modernised cycling path scheme in the Plan. A joined up cycle path scheme not
the ramshackled scheme we have at present. Local bus network should be revamped. Extension of DLR
onto Olympics Site. A tram system could also be considered subject to planning approval and monies
available.

6. Olympics Delivery Authority and Delivery of Transport Infra Structure

Firstly who is to be appointed (elected?) onto this Authority? Will any local voices be able to serve on the
Authority ? How many local business people and dignataries will serve on the Authority.

Conclusions

The Olympic Delivery Authority should not be the only body preparing an Olympic Transport Plan. It
is simply unrealistic and not particularly democratic. The Olympic Transport Plan should be devolved to
local powers and local authorities and the local residents of the Olympics area.

7 September 2005
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APPENDIX 43

Memorandum submitted by London Olympic Watch

I write this Memorandum of evidence to the Transport Select Committee on behalf of London Olympic
Watch, an ad hoc group composed of representatives of many local community, amenity and residents’
groups in the five aVected London Boroughs which will be predominantly hosting or aVected by the
successful bid to host the 2012 Olympiad in London. The construction phase of the Olympic Games will
take many years, and the subsequent remediation and so-called “legacy” in the post-Olympics phase will
take many years more. Naturally, local residents have many fears and concerns as to how this will aVect
them and their environment and quality of life.

Our attention has only very recently been drawn to the Transport Select Committee’s request for written
memoranda on Olympics-related transport matters, issued in July of this year. We were initially informed
that this should be submitted by Friday 16 September 2005; but were subsequently told that contributions
should be submitted by 12 October; and then this week we were told that the due date was 12 September.
Due to this confusion, we are aware that this submission may be submitted after the deadline, and therefore
humbly pray that you will accept this our submission on transport issues (in the event that this it is received
after your oYcial deadline), and that you will endeavour to ensure that its contents be placed before the
honourable Members of the Select Committee when Parliament reconvenes on the 10 October 2005, and
please also accept our apologies should this submission be late.

We understand that the Transport Select Committee has asked for comments on six points. The first
relates to the level of funding for transport improvements and the role of the Mayor for London and the
private sector. Other than noting that this may aVect taxation levels charged to all London residents, we
have no comment except to reiterate that there are grave concerns about the overly wide-ranging and
dictatorial powers which appear to be given to the GLA under Clause 32 of the London Olympics Bill
(although these do not relate specifically to transport issues), which we intend to raise at a later date with
the appropriate Standing Committee.

The second relates to how transport projects needed for the Games will fit into an integrated and long-
term transport plan for London, and the appropriateness of the transport legacy. Having attended many
consultation sessions organised by “EDAW” and “f-l-u-i-d” during the bidding process, it was obvious that
the Olympics Zone masterplanners themselves had little if any input into public transport developments that
might have been included within a plan had public transport not been under the control of the private sector.
Furthermore, we feel that this issue has been hopelessly inadequately dealt with in the London Olympics
Bill, which seems concerned almost exclusively with roads access to the various sites, particularly during the
event and in the construction phase—which is probably the most important to local residents who are again
facing enormous amounts of heavy traYc movements during building works running concurrently with the
CTRL and the massive Stratford New City developments.

We are naturally concerned with the eVect hosting the Games will have on security, congestion,
overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London, and on the eVect on transport generally in the interim.
We hope that there will be further consultation in Parliament and elsewhere on these issues. This lack of
engagement is a serious omission from the point of view both of residents of the Lower Lea Valley and of
the many people who regularly use the area for recreation (whether on foot, bicycle or by water) or those
who travel to work here on foot or by bicycle and whose journeys are certainly going to be disrupted.
However, again, other than noting possible eVects on taxation levels to be charged to residents of London,
we do not propose to address this issue in the present response to your Committee, other than to ask that
there be full and transparent public consultation upon any proposal to close or restrict access for reasons
of security to the navigable waterways and “towpaths” of the River Lea Navigation or the Bow Back River
system during the construction and post-Games phases of the 2012 Olympiad, and that adequate,
appropriate and safe alternative cycle and pedestrian routes should be provided.

Whilst there are indubitably many lessons for transport to be learned from the experience of other
Olympic sites, we likewise do not propose to comment on these in detail herein as our primary concern is
with the immediate eVects of actual proposals upon our own communities.

The Transport Select Committee asks “What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan” and here we have
several comments to make, both about what is and what is not in the Plan as presently set out in outline,
which we duly adumbrate below.

Finally, the Transport Select Committee asks whether the ODA will have the necessary powers, funding,
and experience to plan and deliver the transport infrastructure and services required. This, we feel, is a
question for your Committee and Parliament and our elected representatives in general to deal with, and
again we do not propose to deal with this question here, other than to ask that a high degree of transparency
(so far somewhat lacking in the Olympics bid process, in our view) should be maintained.
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What Might Be in the Olympic Transport Plan

To deal therefore with the primary—for us—question of “What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan,”
we note firstly that the vast majority of the Transport section of the London Olympics Bill deals with road
traYc. Only two short paragraphs in Clause 15 (OYce of Rail Regulations) deal with rail issues—and in a
completely unsatisfactory manner. Additionally, there is no mention of what might happen to the two large
bus garages in the area. There is also, crucially, no mention at all of air travel (a significant contributory
factor in greenhouse gas emissions and thus global climate change, and also a major means by which
international visitors to London for the Games might be expected to arrive), nor of public access to the many
navigable waterways of the Lower Lea Valley or the role that could be played by water freight in Olympics
site construction.

Clause 8 of the London Olympics Bill deals with the Olympic Transport Plan, but says nothing specific
about amelioration of the impact of traYc during the construction phase or post-Games phase on local
communities, who have already suVered much in recent years from the CTRL and M11–A12 Link Road
construction and associated road-building works. Are we just going to have another load of heavy traYc
and pollution dumped on our long-suVering neighbourhoods?

We note that the Olympics Transport Plan (OTP) is going to be published at some stage, but we are
concerned that there is no mention of consultation nor of any prospect of alteration in whatever this is going
to say. Is this democratic, transparent or fair? We think not.

Clause 9 of the London Olympics Bill, on the Olympic Route Network, deals with regional issues and
alludes to consultation with relevant authorities, adding that if a road is removed from the ORN the relevant
authorities are to be informed of the change. What if a road is to be added rather than removed? Are the
relevant authorities and those communities aVected not going to be advised of a proposed change
beforehand in order to aVord any chance to have a say?

We note that the OYce of the Rail Regulator is exempt from all the conditions of Clause 10 of the London
Olympics Bill, which we believe could lead to problems further down the line. Also, paragraph 30 says that
the Mayor for London has to be “notified”—why not “consulted”? The Mayor—whomsoever that may be
over the next seven years—is after all meant to be a directly-elected representative of Londoners and
answerable to us. It is also worrying that the ODA can require authorities to reimburse costs relating to
traYc regulation orders to which they do not accede voluntarily (paragraph 31)—obviously this shortfall
would have to be made up from somewhere, presumably as an additional tax burden to ratepayers, already
worried about the cost over-runs that have aZicted almost every modern Olympiad (Athens is now known
to be coming in at four times over the original estimate, only partly due to unforeseen additional security
costs). Again, is this fair when we as resident Londoners had no say in the matter? Similarly, Clause 11
(paragraph 32) of the London Olympics Bill lacks specific detail—what happens if a time-expired water-
main bursts? More precise wording is necessary.

Throughout the London Olympics Bill it is clear that there is much about the powers of the ODA but in
contrast there is very little if anything about our rights as citizens or the ODA’s obligations towards us or
to Parliament. There is no specific obligation to consider the needs or wishes of the local population (who
were never asked if we wanted our city to bid for, let alone if we wanted to pay for, the Games in the first
place), and no stress on the need to comply with the law, for example in the matter of Exchange Land in
amelioration for permanent removal of public open space and Common Land or of adequate compensation
for loss of commercial premises.

We would, more pertinently to your Committee, point out that the public transport system—and in
particular the overground railways—is currently totally unable to cope with present demand in east London.
There are already serious pressures on the local public transport infrastructure which can only be expected
to worsen during the period of the Olympiad, particularly given the inevitable change in transport patterns
that the construction of Stratford New City will cause.

We note the planned improvement to carriage numbers on the Jubilee Line Extension, but also recognise
that Highbury & Islington station, on the North London Line, regularly sees dozens of would-be passengers
stranded on the platform unable to board overcrowded trains every day (including weekends), a particularly
acute problem in the rush hour periods. We understand that Silverlink Trains are carrying out a NLL route
capacity analysis, but if this route were to be connected to the East London Line extension at Dalston, as
some have suggested (since some Olympics events may be staged at Arsenal FC’s new ground in Highbury,
necessitating extra capacity in the Finsbury Park area), any gains in passenger capacity could easily be wiped
out. These trains are only three cars in length and the rolling stock is dilapidated and out of date. There is
no proposal at present to reinstate the second track between Dalston and Camden Road, nor to restore the
alternative Primrose Hill via Queen’s Park route (which currently operates only during weekend engineering
works). New signalling is needed as well as longer platforms to enable longer trains. This has long been
imperative, whether or not London were to be awarded the 2012 Olympic Games, but at least the successful
bid could provide an excuse for spending some Government money on this deprived part of London, so let’s
do it!

The main hub of the transport system locally is Stratford Station, presently served by Docklands Light
Railway (DLR), Central Line, Jubilee Line Extension (JLE), and North London Line (NLL). These by 2012
will have been joined by the Lea Valley Line (due to re-commence services, all but suspended in June 1985,
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in December of this year) and the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL). It is just possible but seems very
unlikely that a central part of the proposed Crossrail Link (without which the Shenfield Line could become
packed to the point of collapse) might be in operation by 2012, which would ease pressure on the
overcrowded Central Line. We have no comments on Crossrail other than to say that it seems a better option
than the Thameslink 2000 scheme. In addition to Stratford, the JLE, NLL and C2C services also serve West
Ham (by 2012 the NLL will be operated by DLR), and in addition the NLL serves Hackney Wick station
and the DLR has a station at Pudding Mill Lane. Many people in Waltham Forest had hoped that the initial
Olympics Site plans produced by EDAW, suggesting a long hoped-for station or halt at Clays Lane in south
Leyton (near the proposed Olympic Village and the newly-rebuilt Leyton Orient FC stadium), would come
to fruition, but this was soon dropped from the proposals and the new Lea Valley Line service will only
apparently call at Tottenham Hale (where there are no plans at present to replace extra tracks or platforms)
and then travel on to either Stansted or Hatfield. The Lea Valley Line could have been a lasting legacy and
a great regeneration vehicle for the area; but sadly, not even the Olympics Bid seems to have been enough
of a jolt to get this line revitalised, despite some interest recently in an adjacent DLR extension to
Picketts Lock.

In passing, we do wonder whether any consideration has been given by the Transport Select Committee
as to where trains would decant passengers during the Olympic Games period in the event of serious
overcrowding or any incident in the Stratford station area?

Our main concern, however, is that the Olympics are being used as a spurious cover for making
improvements that local people have been waiting for—and fighting for—over many years. The local
railway system in particular cannot cope with demand as things are, and all the now promised much-needed
improvements are very long overdue anyway. We should not have had to wait for this to be predicated on
winning the Olympic Games. There is not even adequate signage to local stations from the streets, stations
are unstaVed, services are infrequent (half-hourly on the Barking to Gospel Oak Line, where with better
signalling more freight trains could also be run to relieve pressure on the over-stretched NLL) and the trains
are often in an abysmal state of maintenance and [dis]repair, especially on the NLL and Barking to Gospel
Oak Line (BGOL). The North London Line and BGOL have been cruelly neglected for years, as have the
areas where we live in general. Local people feel furious that it is only with the disruption and the theft of
our public land for the Olympic Games that politicians are now suddenly realising what improvements have
long needed to be made. All of this should have been addressed years ago.

Worst of all, many of the so-called improvements to transport being promised are apparently going to be
put in only for the few weeks of the Olympics circus itself. Instead of being part of a lasting “legacy” to local
residents, gimmicks like the “Javelin“” service on the CTRL (can we use Travelcards?) will only run for the
duration of the Games—and it can only carry a maximum 8,000 passengers per hour, not the 25,000
bizarrely claimed by Mayor Livingstone recently. Where is the long-lasting post-Olympics “legacy” to
public transport in this window-dressing exercise?

The enhanced CTRL service between Ebbsfleet and St. Pancras will only run during the Games, serving
the needs of European day-trippers with no benefit whatsoever to local communities. We do wonder how
many people would feel suYciently inspired to want to spend a day in Stratford to make the trip from
elsewhere in England, let alone from Paris, Bruxelles or Lille (starting out in the early morning and changing
trains via Customs at Ebbsfleet or St. Pancras). The first self-evident observation is that London is
indubitably already a major international tourist destination, and it seems rather unlikely that anyone would
come here from continental Europe only for one day to watch competitive sports, no matter how high the
standard. People are far more likely to come to London for a short break, with the Olympics being just one
aspect of their visit. London has many other attractions, after all. It is also possible (despite the Olympics
masterplanners’ assertions of how much ridership on the tube system overall drops during the summer) that
some London area residents who might normally go away for summer holidays would remain in the capital
to attend a day or two of the Games thus adding to ridership. People coming to London for a short break
can also be expected to use traditional tourist areas closer to the attractions of the City and West End rather
than in Stratford, and we do wonder whether the Javelin service is really of any great benefit. Would it not
make more sense simply to stop some international trains in Stratford with a temporary Customs post there
for the duration of the Games?

The 2012 Olympics Bid was predicated upon a base of sustainability, but we believe that in many ways
what is being proposed does not adequately uphold this, including in the field of public transport. We are
merely getting long overdue improvements to failing and overcrowded rail systems—and not without the
realisation that this will be at the expense of our neighbourhoods being used as road corridors for many
years as well as us losing much public open space to Olympics buildings and to coach and car-parks (such
as Hackney’s free local sports fields at East Marsh) for the mere six weeks of the Olympic and Paralympic
Games. We are sick of having ever more new roads foisted upon us.

At the same time, we would very much welcome the Government or GLA seizing this opportunity for
making improvements to our out-of-date, overcrowded public transport. For instance, there are firm plans
to reinstate a decent day-time passenger service on the Lea Valley Line from December of this year, yet no
commitment at all to rebuild and re-open Lea Bridge Station (adjacent to one of the largest concentrations
of industry in the London Borough of Waltham Forest) to link Leyton into the growing employment centres
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of Stansted Airport and Stratford New City, nor to reinstating the Hall Farm Curve linking Stratford to
Chingford. So the reinstatement of this train service, long fought for by local people, will prove of no benefit
whatsoever to residents of nearby Clapton (LB Hackney) or of Waltham Forest.

Indeed, most of the present proposals linked by pro-Olympics propaganda to the Games seem merely to
be to press ahead with overdue upgrades for which local residents have campaigned for years, or are regional
improvements to serve business interests and not the needs of local people—new schemes that were already
planned anyway whether or not the Olympics Bid succeeded. At present we do not see any legacy
improvements in transport that could be attributed directly to the Olympics Bid, and indeed precious few
other post-Olympic improvements beyond what might have been expected without the Games. More
imagination is sorely needed!

15 September 2005

APPENDIX 44

Memorandum submitted by Hyder Consulting

On 6 July 2005 the International Olympic Committee announced that it had selected London to host the
2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games.

Given the scale and complexity of the transport task, and the need to integrate with the existing transport
infrastructure and management, it is appropriate that London has already started to plan for the Games.
Transportation is one of the most critical systems in the overall games program and the provision of
adequate transportation management strategies is an essential part of the provision of a safe, eYcient and
eVective transport system and London coping with the enormous challenge of transporting visitors,
competitors and oYcials to and from the London Games, whilst also maintaining services to Londoners.

In preparing this memorandum to the Transport Committee, Hyder Consulting has:

— Incorporated our local knowledge of London’s existing and proposed transport infrastructure and
management;

— Leveraged oV our expertise in traYc and transport management, including our Intelligent
Transport System capabilities;

— Utilised the direct experience and involvement of our transport staV in the planning and
implementation of transport changes for the Sydney Olympic Roads and Transport Authority (for
the highly successful Sydney 2000 Olympic and Paralympic Games) and our current involvement
in transport planning for the 2006 Commonwealth Games in Melbourne.

Our in-house staV have both the expertise and experience to undertake significant public and private
sector commissions for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games and have drawn parallels with
the Sydney Olympic Games, Commonwealth Games and other major Australian sporting events. In this
memorandum, Hyder Consulting discuss the transportation management strategies to follow using smart
solutions in transportation based on relevant experience with particular focus on the Sydney 2000 Olympics
and Sydney’s success in managing both transport for the Games whilst maintaining an eYcient transport
system for other trips. Much of this would be transferable to London.

Hyder Consulting is preparing this memorandum in response to the Olympic Delivery Authority request
to prepare an Olympic Transport Plan and to answer the following questions as per the Transport
Committee.

What level of funding will need to be directed at transport improvements? Will the Government’s Spending
Agreement with the Mayor provide adequate funding?

Past experience suggests that early budget estimates are often overspent. Some of this risk can be oVset
through more detailed early planning, but in many instances it is the demand for improved access and
services that influences the eventual expenditure outcome. Private sector partnerships are considered to be
a potential major source of revenue. However, this needs to be oVset against the likely timeframe for delivery
of major infrastructure improvements that are often plagued with just in time delivery and in some cases,
negative publicity. Sydney severely underestimated the transport requirements in its initial bid to the
International Olympic Committee. The transport component of the Games has been estimated to cost
Sydney over £130 million. Proportionately similar cost overruns are being reported for the Melbourne 2006
Commonwealth Games.
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What role will the private sector play in delivering this infrastructure?

Partnerships with private sector operators will be essential and given the potential additional revenue,
there is a big incentive for the private sector to get involved. From the Sydney Olympic and Paralympic
Games experience, there will be many opportunities created for the private sector to deliver infrastructure
improvements, operational improvements and supporting services. These may range from the construction
of new rail and road infrastructure, temporary athlete accommodation, regional sporting facilities, cycling
facilities and pedestrian bridges, new public transport initiatives to the provision of disabled ramps at venues
(both temporary and permanent), route development strategies, car parking studies, pedestrian
management studies, community consultation re transport proposals etc. To ensure the continued successful
operation of existing infrastructure (eg roads) that are earmarked for use during the Games, a series of traYc
operations plans and traYc implementation plans will need to be developed for each event and for each
location being considered. The cost of supplying and installing temporary traYc control devices should also
be recognised as a significant service delivery by the private sector during this time.

Will funding be diverted from other transport projects?

It is very likely that funding will be diverted from other transport projects given the scale of the transport
task. With this in mind, it is important to identify improvements that are already on the transport agenda,
and/or will have lasting benefits for East London and for London as a whole. In Sydney, the transport
management infrastructure, plans and principles adopted for the Games have continued to be used to
manage daily commuters, as well as crowds associated with major sporting events, concerts, New Years Eve
etc. Similarly, the planning for the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games has been towards accelerating
those infrastructure projects likely to benefit the Games the most. Opportunities to include legacy projects
in the infrastructure expenditure during this time have been at the forefront of social and political
commentators throughout.

How will the transport projects needed for the Games fit into an integrated and long-term transport plan for
London? Will the transport legacy be appropriate to the needs of East London in the next two to three decades?

Improvements to transport and consequent improvements in accessibility can help with urban
regeneration, provision of new investment etc. This is a significant opportunity to leave behind a positive
legacy for future economic development and to overcome existing transport deficiencies.

Security and operational enhancements such as new and upgraded CCTV and lighting, transport
management measures such as new VMS, plus improved access for mobility impaired people are further
examples of how the transport projects for the Games can fit into an integrated and long term transport plan
for London.

The transport infrastructure provided around Sydney Olympic Park (the main Olympic venue for the
Sydney Games) and the associated sporting facilities was also planned with regard to the future transport
requirements of the surrounding area post Olympics. The transport infrastructure has been instrumental in
helping to regenerate this former industrial area into a major new residential, commercial, recreational and
sporting area. As an example, a new regional shopping centre has taken advantage of the transport links and
new residential communities. The East London transport infrastructure required to facilitate the London
Olympics will clearly need to take account of existing and predicted land use in East London, whilst also
having regard for new opportunities.

What eVect will the Games have on security, congestion, overcrowding, air quality and emissions in London?
What impact will there be on transport in the interim?

The events of 11 September and the subsequent London bombings immediately following the London
2012 Olympic announcement have heightened concerns about the security of athletes, oYcials and
spectators at major sports events. The eVect of the games on security, congestion, overcrowding, and air
quality will be positive if it is managed properly. Improvements to lighting and CCTV are examples of
measures that can help with security. Permanent VMS specifically targeted at pedestrians could perhaps be
justified in terms of managing and directing pedestrians in the event of a security threat in London,
irrespective of the Olympic Games.

Sydney used the message that the transport infrastructure, including the road network, would be under
stress, but with a positive spin—don’t just go to the events, enjoy the city, soak up the atmosphere, get out
and walk around. This encouraged people to use alternative forms of transport to the private motorcar and
to plan their trips and leave in plenty of time. This was very beneficial in terms of peak spreading of travel
demand. Entertainment was provided where crowds were likely to form as a way of keeping the crowds
occupied. These examples would be equally applicable in London. A comprehensive transportation
planning process must be implemented and it must take into account the needs of the multiple users of the
transportation system, the unique characteristics of the travel patterns, how services will be provided and,
where appropriate, the costs of these services. A key message here is that technology can assist in managing
the potential problems—particularly the multilingual one.
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What lessons for transport can be learned from the experiences of other Olympic cities?

As a result of the success of the Sydney Olympic and Paralympic Games and the role of key Hyder
Consulting staV involved in the Sydney Olympics, Roads and Transport Authority the lessons learnt as
outlined below have concentrated on Sydney’s experiences. Hyder has also drawn on the experiences from
the 2006 Commonwealth Games where Hyder has a key ongoing role in transport planning for the Games.

It is understood that whilst transportation appeared to work quite well for the Athens 2004 Olympics,
this was primarily due to the low spectator numbers at the majority of events. This is a very diVerent position
to Sydney where the majority of events sold out. The large population of London and proximity and ease
of travel between London and other European capitals would seem to indicate that the London Games will
be well patronised.

Lessons learned from the past Games, both successes and failures are extremely valuable, and can be used
as a guide during the planning phase. The following are some key lessons learned from other systems.

The Unknown Factors

The spectators’ transportation needs can theoretically be calculated on the basis of the number and
scheduling of the sporting and other events, the venue capacities and the locations of the venues. However,
there are other factors, which may aVect the actual demand. These unknowns could result in inadequate
supply or oversupply of transportation services.

Provision of Transportation Services and Information

The needs for participants’ transportation services may be planned for on the basis of the size and
composition of the various groups involved, the location of the competition and non-competition venues
and the schedule of activities, ranging from arrivals prior to the Games to departures after the Closing
Ceremony.

Public Information

There are large volumes of out-of-town and foreign visitors and participants of the Olympic Games who
will generally be unfamiliar with London’s geography and transport system. Lack of timely, accurate and
easily understood information has a real potential to cause confusion and complaints.

Plan Early

It is beneficial for consultants who have experience in the planning and operations of past Olympics to
be involved in the transportation planning process and at an early stage as this first hand experience is
invaluable. It is also important that appropriate personnel familiarise themselves with transport issues
experienced during previous Olympic games. Typically, the first element of the planning phase is to develop
two critical reports, the first report documents the existing transportation system and services, in terms of
capacity, operations, and management. The second report examines the past Olympic transportation
services, in terms of their successes and failures.

Built-in Flexibility and Redundancy

Due to numerous uncertainties and the potential for unexpected events, built-in flexibility and
redundancy is a must. StaV absenteeism during past Olympic Games has the potential to cause disruptions
in transportation services.

Training of Volunteers and Rehearsal of Routes

If volunteers are used (could amount to approximately 80% of the total number of operations staV),
appropriate training of these volunteers is critical. The training would include a clear understanding of
transportation goals, the roles and responsibilities of individuals, reporting procedures, training on dealing
with people with special needs as well as specific training for certain groups, such as a rehearsal of bus routes
by volunteer bus drivers.
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Safety and security system

The security system inevitably has the potential to cause delays in transportation services and bottlenecks
at key check points. It can also aVect how the transportation systems are designed.

Legacy—Investment and funding

Salt Lake City used Federal dollars to build a Light Rail Transit system and to improve two freeways.
Barcelona built significant highway improvements, which reduced travel times to remote venues for athletes
and Olympic family members. Sydney used State funding to develop new rail infrastructure including a new
station at the main Olympic venue. Athens replaced its aging airport with a new airport built to international
standards. These investments have helped improve transportation services of the host cities and stimulated
their economic development.

Work Closely with IOC and Media Representatives

Transportation services provided during the Olympic Games definitely aVect the image of the host city
and country as perceived via television and the media as well as by visitors.

Below are some key lessons learned from Sydney.

Organisational Issues

Sydney had three organisations responsible for the Olympic Games—the Olympic Co-ordination
Authority (OCA), Sydney Organizing Committee for the Olympic Games (SOCOG) and the Olympic
Roads and Transport Authority (ORTA). Sydney learnt from problems in Atlanta by creating this separate
entity for Olympic transport (ORTA). ORTA was responsible to the Minister for the Olympics, not the
Minister for Transport and had wide ranging powers for traYc and transport management. For the duration
of the Games, ORTA was responsible for transport of spectators and Sydney’s continuing daily activity and
athletes, oYcials, media sponsors, workforce. This allowed ORTA to focus its activities whilst at the same
time protecting the Minister for Transport from the diYcult transport decisions directly associated with the
Games that were necessary to keep traYc moving, such as a temporary ban on turning movements at
intersections and a prohibition on parking on Olympic and other important routes.

Media and Communications

ORTA had its own media personnel so did not have to rely on OCA or SOCOG. This meant ORTA could
focus on transport media and communications issues. It was very important to get the media on side in terms
of what ORTA were trying to achieve. Some of the issues had negative implications, for example,
introduction of a temporary ban on turning movements at intersections and a prohibition on parking on
Olympic routes. ORTA was able to address these issues whilst not compromising the positive image
promoted by OCA/SOCOG. Prominent media coverage of transport in the lead up to the Games warned
people that transport was the biggest task. This helped in encouraging carpooling; changed work hours and
working from home were encouraged as a way of changing Sydney’s travel patterns.

By raising the transport issues in the public arena, the public was made aware of the transport challenges.
Transport maps and publicity material were distributed to homes throughout Sydney and mailed out with
event tickets in order to make people aware of how to get to venues by public transport.

Free Public Transport

Free transport was provided for people with Olympic event tickets anywhere on the Olympic transport
system—trains, special buses etc. This also included tickets for the opening and closing ceremonies. Free
travel was for 28 hours from midnight to 4.00 am the following day—this allowed people to travel for
purposes not directly associated with the Olympic Games—sightseeing, joining in the festivities in the CBD,
going for a meal etc before returning home or to hotel. The result was that people did not have to queue for
tickets at railway stations and it also helped with peak spreading of travel demand.

Free transport was a very important component as there were real doubts as to whether people would
pay to use public transport after paying a relatively high price for their Olympic tickets. It is also seen as
being equitable since it provides the same access for all socio economic groups. Free transport for ticket
holders extended beyond the Sydney metropolitan area to certain regional areas around Sydney. It should
also be noted that free transport was a perk extended to the Olympic volunteers.
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An Olympic Transport Operations Centre

The Olympic Transport Operations Centre was set up in Sydney’s Transport Management Centre. A
special operations room was set up for co-coordinating Olympic transport. This was very successful in
getting transport agencies to plan and talk with each other.

Travel Demand Management

Achieving peak spreading was very important as a way of reducing the AM and PM peaks and Olympic
event peak movements. The means by which this was promoted ranged from stipulating specific delivery
times for delivery vehicles to encouraging employees and employers to adopt flexible working hours.
Spectators were encouraged to arrive at Olympic venues at least two hours early to get through security
checks etc. This helped to ensure everyone arrived at the venue on time and helped to stagger the peaks.

Strategies for businesses were developed and seminars were held with major employers to discuss how
employees should get to and from work. Changes to commuting habits were encouraged, particularly
flexible work hours and leaving home etc. in plenty of time. Deliveries of freight in Sydney’s CBD were
restricted to 1.00 am to 10.00 am with 2 hour extension for fresh produce. HGV’s were restricted to night-
time only.

Scheduling was very important to avoid crowds converging on venues or transport infrastructure at the
same time. Utilisation of ticketing information was invaluable in determining transport demand. The home
postcode obtained from the purchaser of the tickets was used as a way of determining where people are
traveling from and to determine demands on transport infrastructure for particular events.

Road Transport

— Olympic transit lanes (lanes giving priority travel to accredited vehicles and excluding private
vehicles were introduced in both Sydney and Athens, along with removal of parking from Olympic
routes. Sydney introduced restrictions on certain vehicle types within the Olympic precincts,
including changed times for deliveries. Alternative parking was identified and provided in side
streets adjacent to shopping strips to appease shopkeepers. Banned turns and other traYc
management measures were introduced to assist traYc flow.

— 26 free Park & Ride sites were used to counter the fact that there was no spectator parking at
Olympic venues. This was heavily publicized so people did not turn up expecting to park at the
venues. Restricted parking areas implemented around venues to provide for resident parking. The
only parking spaces available at the venues had to be pre-booked and incurred a large parking fee.

— Special bus routes were set up for Olympic venues. 13 routes converged on Sydney’s main Olympic
venue at Sydney Olympic Park.

— Buses were the main form of transport for athletes, team oYcials, media, sponsors and their guests.
Special bus services catered for these users. Media bus route ran every 10 minutes to ensure media
did not complain about transport.

— A special bus company was formed as a partnership with the private bus industry to secure buses,
recruit and manage the bus drivers, negotiate with bus unions etc.

— A free bus route was provided in Sydney’s CBD for the duration of the Olympics. It linked the live
sites and bus and rail infrastructure. It was hoped that this would continue after the Olympics,
however, this has not occurred.

— Problems with buses included problems with accommodation and meal arrangements for drivers,
associated problems with bus drivers, bus unions

— Trains carried the bulk of Olympic passengers and operated 24 hours per day. Train patronage
was far in excess of normal daily passenger volumes. Frequent train services and turnaround at
Olympic venues was the key.

— Crowd control methods were employed to keep crowds moving at stations to avoid people
standing still for long periods of time. Access points rationalised to entry only or exit only. Crowds
at railway stations closely monitored in CBD and stations closed if overcrowding occurred with
crowds either entertained outside or redirected to alternative stations. Both permanent and
portable VMS and pedestrian management oYcers were used to warn approaching crowds if
stations closed.



3211211044 Page Type [O] 10-03-06 14:07:57 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 225

— Pedestrian oYcers were also used at key locations to manage pedestrian movements, ensure road
safety was not compromised and help to keep traYc moving. These oYcers helped to guide
pedestrians to crossing points, stopped them overflowing onto the road at street corners, and
deterred pedestrians from attempting to cross the road whilst traYc was moving with consequent
positive traYc eYciency and road safety implications. Important that these oYcers were familiar
with the city as they became de facto tour guides. These oYcers were generally seconded from State
and local government traYc and transport staV. A network of road closures was introduced in
Sydney’s CBD to accommodate the large crowds. On-street parking was removed from CBD
streets to reduce the amount of traYc heading to the city and to improve traYc flow and pedestrian
movements.

— New and expanded ranks were provided for taxis and hire cars. Taxi drivers were given training
in how to make visitors feel more welcomed. Designated Olympic vehicles were used to transfer
certain oYcials and VIP’s to specific venues.

Volunteers

Committed and enthusiastic volunteers were essential to the success of both the Olympic and Paralympic
games. ORTA volunteers included drivers for VIP’s and team oYcials, bus network supervisors, customer
service oYcers, admin, clerical and support staV.

Signposting

It is important to use clearly recognisable sign faces for directional signs—Sydney used a blue background
with a fluorescent orange header incorporating Sydney 2000 logo for all directional signs for Olympic
venues. Special route signs were also installed to assist bus drivers.

Elsewhere, easily recognisable symbolic signs were used and these helped with the task of directing people
from non-English speaking backgrounds as well as unfamiliar users of the transport system.

Test events

Large components of the Sydney Olympic transport system were put into operation in the years leading
up to the Games during big sporting events as a way of testing the system, identifying deficiencies and getting
the public used to the proposals. Need to start planning early.

What might be in the Olympic Transport Plan?

Demand management, route choice/information, real-time [flow] monitoring of people/vehicle
movements, security and safety, interchange/modal transfer quality. Service reliability should be a baseline
requirement. Typical issues to be addressed include:

— OYcial Games TraYc Operation

— Spectator Access and Parking

— Parking and Access Control

— TraYc Diversion And Emergency Routes

— Non-Event TraYc, Access And Parking

— Signage Strategy

— Detailed Operational Plans

— TraYc Signal Operation

— Communication Strategy

— Contingency Planning

Will the Olympic Delivery Authority have the necessary powers, funding and expertise to plan and deliver the
transport infrastructure and services required?

The powers and level of funding for the Olympic Delivery Authority need to be compared with other
Olympic cities. Appropriate expertise needs to be developed and can be leveraged from both the public and
private sector operators. This should involve a true private–public partnership. ie private sector business
plan is aligned with public sector investment in order to meet and exceed financial returns/service levels
required by both sides. Incentives should be incorporated into contracts based on service delivery criteria.
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APPENDIX 45

Memorandum submitted by Sea and Water

Introduction

Sea and Water is the national body—sponsored by the UK water-freight industry and the Department
for Transport—charged with encouraging freight oV the roads and onto the environmentally friendly and
sustainable modes of shortsea, coastal and inland shipping. Its diverse membership covers all aspects of the
UK water-freight industry including ports, navigation authorities, carriers and the related services. This
paper sets out the potential to use water to service the construction, operational and legacy phases of the
Olympic 2012 site in east London and has been compiled by Sea and Water’s Inland Shipping Committee
and its Shortsea and Coastal Committee.

Background

The 2012 Olympic site is to be built in east London adjacent to a network of rivers known as the Bow
Back Rivers which are directly connected via Bow Creek to the River Thames and the Port of London. This
network provides a valuable opportunity to move spoil, building material, waste and other cargoes by water
direct to and from the Olympic site. Moving freight by sustainable modes is in line with government policy
and the London Plan and will assist London with its stated aim of delivering a “green” and sustainable
Olympic Games.

The Potential for Water-Freight

Up-to-date estimates predict that the following will need to be moved to and from the Olympic site during
the initial build phase:

— Around 1 million cubic metres of spoil.

— Between 3,000 and 6,000 tonnes of aggregate each day, possibly with more at peak times.

In addition, there will be a need to ship steel and other cargoes together with large, preformed structures
(abnormal loads) to the site.

Once built, there will be continuing potential for water to move freight in and waste out. And when the
games are over there will be further development which will also require bulk commodities and other cargoes
to be moved to and from the site.

It is widely accepted that water transport is ideally suited to move large volumes of low value cargoes in
a sustainable way and we believe that water should be used as a major part of the transport solution with
other modes providing additional capacity as required, particularly at peak times. We are concerned that
the road network alone will not be able to handle the large quantities of material required to service the site.

The Olympic Site and its Waterways

The attached plan shows the Olympic site and its waterway network. The Olympic Village will be built
adjacent to the Old River Lea and the Waterworks River—these rivers are connected by the Prescott
Channel to Bow Creek and then to the River Thames. Since the majority of building material required will
arrive in London by ship, these rivers provide the quickest and most economical route for onward movement
by barge direct to the site. The water route is also the only mode which currently has spare capacity.

However, this route is tidal which restricts the times that the river is available for safe navigation and
consequently the amount of material which could be moved by barge. To overcome this restriction, it is
suggested that the Bow Back Rivers are impounded at the southern end of the Prescott Channel (see plan).
This would maintain the water levels in the river and allow laden barges to be moved around the Olympic
site on a 24 hour basis. It would also allow more material to be delivered to the site at peak times.

Impounding the river involves constructing a double lock which would cost between £10–13 million and
take around 20 months to complete—which includes allowing for a truncated planning process.

If the river is not impounded, or while the lock is being built, smaller freight barges could still serve the
site from terminals on the River Thames using Bow Locks, the River Lea and the existing waterways. This
would be suYcient to allow a proportion of the material required to be supplied.

Our preferred solution would be to impound the river to allow larger barges to deliver cargo to the site
at all times of the day and night. However, as an alternative solution, or as an option to be used whilst the
lock is being constructed, smaller barges could still deliver significant quantities of material to the site using
the Bow Locks and the tidal river.

Water transport is sustainable and available with ample capacity to serve the Olympic site as a major
element of the overall transport solution. We believe that our two solutions are workable and practicable
and either one would allow significant amounts of material to be moved to and from the Olympic site.
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Environmental Impact

Although there are some ecological and hydrological factors which need full investigation we believe that
the eVects of impounding the waterway would be minimal. The rich tidal habitats, including more than 99
per cent of the mudflats and 100 per cent of the reed beds are below the proposed site of the lock and would
be unaVected. Similarly, there would be no adverse impact on flood conveyancing.

Naturally, there would be even less environmental impact if water transport was used without
impounding.

Advantages of Using the River to Service the Olympic Site

— Would ensure that suYcient quantities of material arrive directly on site and in good time. It is
doubtful that exclusive use of road transport could cope with the likely demand over a build phase
which will last a number of years.

— Could remove between 150 and 350 lorries from London’s congested road network each day
throughout the development phase.

— Would reduce the environmental impact of freight transport and help deliver a “green” Games.

— Initial, but admittedly broad, estimates suggest that delivery by barge could realistically be cheaper
than by road.

— Although Impounding the Prescott Channel isn’t absolutely necessary to use the water option, it
would create a visually attractive waterway running through the heart of the Olympic site.
Otherwise, at most states of the tide, the river would not be a pleasant feature.

— Impounding would also create a waterway capable of being used for freight and leisure purposes
as the legacy phase of the Olympic Games develops over the next 10–15 years.

— The use of water-freight in such a high profile project would assist with the furtherance of the
inland shipping industry throughout the UK.

What needs to be done?

The majority of industry actors do not need to be convinced of the relevance of water-freight in this
context. But there is an urgent need for the key decision makers, including government, to coordinate eVort
and make this happen.

Two conditions are vital for water-transport to play its full part in this project. First, contracts must
stipulate a requirement to move material by water and site plans must allow for delivery by water. Second,
the necessary concrete batching facilities for construction must be located close to the waterways to minimise
road haulage on site and the costs associated with that. Whilst the water mode is a viable option with or
without impounding the Prescott Channel, if this is the favoured option then the process to impound must
be progressed quickly.

Conclusion

Over 50 per cent of all aggregates sold in London arrive by water and are unloaded at wharves on the
River Thames. It makes commercial and environmental sense to ship this and other material by water direct
to the Olympic site.

The Bow Back Rivers have been used to move freight for centuries but, sadly, nothing of note since the
Second World War. With some coordinated planning and a little investment from government these rivers
could, once again, move significant quantities of freight to deliver a sustainable transport solution to service
the Olympic 2012 site and the development which will follow.

APPENDIX 46

Memorandum submitted by Rolandon Water and Sea Freight Advisory Services

1. Introduction

Rolandon Water and Sea Freight Advisory Services is a consultancy that discusses with potential users
of water freight how perceived problems can perhaps be overcome and then aims to be the catalyst in
providing and implementing solutions. We are also specialists in obtaining grants for equipment and other
capital costs which help to keep traYc oV the roads. We are also in close contact with various barge
operators, aggregate companies and waste/recycling firms and other companies. We also comment on draft
planning documents and have provided an expert witness at a public enquiry. We are associate members of
the Parliamentary Waterways Group and are members of various trade associations.
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2. Construction Traffic

Construction of the Olympic buildings will require an immense amount of materials. The main road in
the area—the A12/A102(M)—already carries heavy traYc as it is provides access to/from Blackwall Tunnel.
Rail capacity is limited and is dominated by passenger traYc.

The Olympics area in East London is in a network of canals and rivers. These have in the past been used
for freight carriage (especially the timber trade) but as industry has moved away, barge use declined. The
construction of the Olympic Park provides an opportunity to use barge transport. This would mean making
use of an under-used transport mode that has much spare capacity—something neither road nor rail can
oVer.

Water transport is generally accepted as being well suited to move large amounts of bulk cargoes in a
sustainable way. The European Commission has reported that barges use one-sixth of the energy used by
lorries and half of that used by rail. Given that the winning Olympic bid referred to the Games being carbon
neutral in terms of the construction of facilities, it is important that sustainable and environmentally friendly
transport modes be used.

We recognise that most of the Committee’s investigations will be about how passengers will get to the
Games. However, we assume the question of how construction materials are to be taken to the area is also
within the Committee’s remit.

3. Amounts of Materials likely to be Involved

Current estimates are that

(i) c 1 million cubic metres of excavated spoil will need to be removed.

(ii) Between 3,000 and 6,000 tonnes of aggregate each day will be needed, with possibly more at peak
times. That is equivalent to 150–300 lorries (20 tonne capacity). After allowing for return journeys,
that is 300–600 lorry trips a day. The annual tonnage will be 780,000/1,560,000 tonnes (excluding
weekends)—or 78,000/156,000 lorries journeys a day.

In addition, steel will be needed for the building frames. Large preformed structures are likely to be moved
to the site.

Once built, there will be opportunities for water freight. In particular, there will be waste and recyclates
to be removed from this very large site.

4. How Water Transport can Help

It is necessary to look at sources of supply/disposal when considering transport modes. The following
examples show that barge transport is already used to take many of the bulk materials the Olympics will
generate.

Removal of excavated spoil by barge is a common Thames traYc. Past examples are the excavation work
needed when the Limehouse Tunnel was built and when the Jubilee Tubeline Extension was dug. It is
expected that 2.5 million tonnes of spoil will be removed by water from the Battersea Power Station
development site.

The Port of London Authority reports that 50 per cent of the aggregates already sold in London arrive
by water. Two major wharves in Greenwich are well suited to deliver aggregates for the Olympics (as they
did for Canary Wharf construction works).

Steel already comes by ship to a wharf in Barking Creek. The onward movement by barge is
straightforward.

As for large preformed structures (abnormally sized loads), Government grants have already been used
to provide specialised craft for these loads, mainly for moving electricity generating equipment. Subject to
a new lock being built (see below), this barge could be used.

Waste is a major traYc on the Thames and Members of the Committee will be aware of the containerised
waste residue that goes past Parliament everyday.

In order to maximise on the benefits of water transport, it is important that concrete mixing plants should
be located beside the waterways (as well as being accessible by lorry) when the detailed site design is done.
As work progresses across the site, these may need to be moved. Provision should also be made for wharves
for use the construction period and afterwards for waste etc.

5. Which Waterways would be Used and what Improvements are Needed?

Bow Creek leads oV the Thames to the Lee Navigation and a group of rivers known as Bow Back Rivers.
This is the area where the Olympics site will be. Tides aVect some of these waterways. There are two options
to be considered for barge use.
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(i) With some minor improvements, 120 tonne capacity barges can use the existing navigation (the Lee
Navigation) on the west side of the site (see diagram attached). They can leave the Thames via the
tidal Bow Creek, joining the non-tidal Lee Navigation at Bow Lock; and/or

(ii) With the building of a new large lock at the southern end of the fortunately named Prescott Channel
(see diagram), barges carrying 450–500 tonnes could deliver their materials to the eastern side of
the site. At present, this and adjacent rivers virtually dry out at low tide. The barges would come up
the tidal Bow Creek and go beyond Bow Lock before passing through the new lock (see diagram).

It will take time to plan and build a new lock for the eastern route. We therefore recommend that in the
meantime smaller barges use the western route. Eventually both routes would be open. We do not consider
this to be duplication as there will be a need for diVerent barge services as the work progresses. Removing
spoil will take place in the initial phases and the western route should be used. The next phase of foundation
building will use aggregates and these can again use the western route; one of the large aggregate companies
is already planning to use the smaller barges. Further aggregates and steel will be needed as work progresses
and by then both routes could be available; steel is better suited to the larger barges. Finally, the larger barges
can be used for waste/recyclates removal, another trade for which larger barges are more suitable. We
anticipate that there will be more than one concrete batching plant across the site (serviced by the western
or eastern route) whilst at the final stage there is likely to be only waste/recyclate assembly point.

Preliminary estimates have already been prepared of the cost of providing a new lock showing a cost of
£10 million–£13 million and a 20 months building period—assuming no planning delays.

Building the new lock would also have visual benefits as the existing unattractive muddy creek running
through the Olympic site would cease to be tidal and would become full of water all the time.

6. Funding

Funding should be considered to be part of the Olympic budget, especially in view of the 2012 legacy that
will be left. However, the project (new wharves, handling equipment, barges and lock) will be eligible for
freight facility grants from the Department for Transport. The amount depends on a variety of factors,
including the environmental benefits of avoiding putting this traYc on the roads. However, the process is
complex and slow and the Olympic Delivery Authority may prefer to press ahead without grants.

7. London Olympics Bill/Procurement Process

This Bill is at present in standing committee in the Commons. It requires the Olympic Delivery Authority
to prepare a Transport Plan. Clause 4 empowers the ODA to make arrangements for the construction of
transport facilities. However, the Bill does not appear to follow up the carbon neutral claims made in the
Olympic Bid as we cannot see any provision requiring the ODA to encourage the use of water transport or
to take account of the environmental advantages of water transport.

Further, we have not been able to see any clause about the placing of orders. It is Government policy to
encourage the use of water transport and this is echoed in the London Plan and other planning guidance.
In certain policy areas, the Government requires that account be taken of policy when orders are placed.
We suggest that the procurement process should make it clear that tenders incorporating the use of water
will be favoured and that there should be a presumption in favour of using barges. Of course, not all goods
can sensibly be supplied by water (eg certain internal fittings) but these should be the exception to the general
rule and have to be justified.

We recommend that the Committee ask for the Bill to be amended to take account of our points in this
paragraph.

8. Conclusions

We ask the Committee to

(i) Recommend achieving a reduction in potential road traYc through the use of water transport eg
for outward excavation spoil, inward aggregates, inward steel and outward waste/recyclates.

(ii) Point out that barge operators are skilled at and accustomed to carrying the bulk goods needed as
a result of the Olympic construction programme.

(iii) Recommend that the detailed site design provides for concrete mixing plants to be located besides
the waterways (where they can also be accessed by lorries) and for the provision of wharves to
handle other commodities.

(iv) Recommend that the ODA/LDA initiate the minor improvements needed to the Lee Navigation
for 120 tonne capacity barges (thereby facilitating barge movement in the immediate future) and
also that they investigate the building of the larger lock for 450–500 tonnes capacity barges.
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(v) Recommend amending the London Olympics Bill to:

(a) Require the ODA to encourage and facilitate the use of water transport; and

(b) Require the procurement process to show a presumption in favour of suppliers using water
transport and that such tenders will be favoured over others.

26 October 2005

APPENDIX 47

Memorandum submitted by the Eurostar Group Ltd

I understand that Brian Cooke, Chairman, London Travel Watch, has written to you expressing views
about the opening of Stratford International Station, in reply to your letter of 27 October 2005.

In his letter to you he quotes from notes of a meeting between myself and Mark Woodbridge and Tunde
Olatunji of the Rail Passengers Council. This meeting was about a whole range of subjects, and only briefly
touched on the opening of Stratford International Station.

Whilst the notes of the meeting were of course accurate, the meeting did not include anything like an
exhaustive review of the issues involved.

Three further issues which aVect the potential opening timescale for Stratford International Station,
which Brian Cooke may or may not have mentioned are as follows:

RDO Services. These are not now due to commence before December 2009 at the earliest. The RDO
services have always been expected to provide the bulk of the service at Stratford, in terms of both passenger
volumes and frequency of stopping trains. A significant proportion of the user base for the station will not
therefore exist until after 2009.

The Stratford City development is expected to form a significant part of the eventual user base for
Stratford International. As already noted construction work for this development will be underway in 2007,
particularly around Stratford International station itself, but there will be no occupants for several years,
reducing demand for the station in the early years.

Without the RDO services Eurostar will have to bear the full costs of operating the station on its own,
making it more diYcult to produce a commercial case for early opening of the station.

As you can see the issue of the availability or not of a fixed link between the International and Domestic
stations at Stratford is therefore only one of a number of issues impacting on the decision of when to open
the new station.

14 November 2005

APPENDIX 48

Memorandum submitted by The Freight Transport Association

Introduction

The Freight Transport Association and its members welcome the 2012 Olympic Games and the
regeneration impacts that it will have on the Lower Lee Valley, London and the rest of the UK. However,
in the light of the challenges already facing freight operators in and around the capital, such as the
constraints of Loading and Unloading, the London Lorry Control Scheme and the demands of Congestion
Charging, the challenge of delivering both the construction phase, the Olympics and the Paralympic Games
should not be underestimated. Indeed, notwithstanding the fact that the UK freight industry is the most
competitive in Europe (with only 10.8% of GDP spent on logistics compared to around 13% for European
competitors) the task of delivering the Olympics in such a constrained location and in the context of well
documented growth pressures in the Greater South East give some cause for concern.

Freight Transport has not historically benefited from high levels of support—this is now improving with
the changing perspectives of the Mayor and the realisation of some of the objectives set out in the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy. It is demonstrated by the establishment of a Freight Team within Transport for London
(TfL). This shift towards more supportive attitudes has reaped benefits with the development of strategic
frameworks, such as the London Freight Plan (initiated by the FTA), now well underway.

It is acknowledged that the commercial success of the Olympics and the perception of the event by
participants, spectators and the IOC are fundamentally reliant on a smooth and seamless logistical
operation to move people and goods to, from and around the site ı freight operations will form the backbone
of those operations. If even the smallest details, for example the provision of fresh food across the site, are
disrupted then the reputation and economic performance of the whole endeavour will be compromised.
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Loading and Unloading

At present freight operators face significant diYculties in the loading and unloading of goods because of
a combination of poor availability of delivery spaces at the kerbside and a punitive system of Penalty Charge
Notices that places revenue-raising before any regard for the diYculties faced by operators or the
importance of timely deliveries to the success of local businesses. The FTA proposes to tackle some of the
issues around the Loading and Unloading of goods on the site and within the capital generally through the
implementation of its soon-to-be-launched Code of Conduct. This is only a first step and will require
considerable work by the FTA and its partners to improve the competitiveness of London firms by making
the timely delivery of goods and materials less diYcult.

London Lorry Control System

At present freight operators are severely constrained by the now obsolete London Lorry Control System,
more commonly known as the London Lorry Ban. Typically, an operator wishing to travel from the
Northern exit of the Blackwall tunnel to a delivery location in Islington would be required to deviate along
a 28-mile route designated by the ALG rather than the direct 11-mile route. This adds both environmental
impacts to the local area and economic impacts to the freight operator and the customer. If the logistics for
the Games and their preparations are to be eVective then a fundamental change of thinking is needed to
reflect the changing environmental and technical context within which the Lorry Ban operates.

Curfew Issues

This review needs to include, amongst other things, the need to satisfy the significant “oV peak” delivery
needs of not only the Olympics but also the whole of London’s 24-hour economy. It should also reflect the
significant improvements made to lorries’ environmental performance in the 20 years since the ban was
introduced. In as much as many of the curfews between, for example, 7 pm and 7 am are imposed by the
London Boroughs there needs to be participation in the review from the ALG.

Rail Freight

It is well documented, by the FTA amongst others, that in the absence of the construction of new rail
routes there will be significant additional pressures on existing rail paths. Incidentally these are projected to
be greatest along the stretch of rail that will be serving the Olympics sites. Whilst there is no doubt about
the commitment of the rail freight operators the challenges facing the industry are enormous. There is an
opportunity now to make informed decisions about the necessary infrastructure not only for the
construction and delivery of the Games but also the growth of the Thames Gateway, increased traYc to and
from ports and growth in the UK economy as a whole.

Potential Use of Waterways

Although recent studies have examined the potential use of the waterways running through or near the
site it is unlikely that they would be able to make a significant contribution to freight demands without
significant capital investment that would be disproportionate to the likely environmental benefits.

Environmental Issues

Insofar as the Mayor proposes that the 2012 games be the most environmentally friendly to date, the FTA
is pleased to note that by 2012 we shall be on the threshold of the Euro 6 emission standard with the majority
of vehicles meeting Euro 4 or 5 standards that will come into force in 2006 and 2008 respectively. This means
that the majority of vehicles will be emitting only 40% of the currently-mandated levels of Nitrous Oxides
(NOx) and only one fifth of the current levels of particulates (PM10). The uptake of new engine technologies,
together with the availability of sulphur-free and other alternative fuels will largely deliver the Mayor’s Air
Quality objectives.

Specific Proposals

A key part of meeting all of the objectives set out above is the inclusion of freight requirements in the
scoping and planning of the overall Olympic site. The planning for the site needs to reflect the objectives of
the London Freight Plan and identify key Designated Freight Paths to overcome the diYculties imposed by
the current Lorry Ban (specifically that deliveries from the west of London would face lengthy detours to
access sites in the Lower Lee Valley).

More specifically, there needs to be a fundamental review of the London Lorry Control System that does
not limit itself to tinkering with the existing routes but instead examines the very rationale for the scheme and
how the scheme’s objectives are otherwise being achieved. Indeed, given that the objective of the Congestion
Charging scheme is to reduce congestion in the central zone, a lifting of unnecessary restrictions on freight
access would support Mayoral objectives at no cost to freight operators.
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Better use should be made too of the limited road space around the Olympic venue and the capital as a
whole, by facilitating the shared use of existing bus lanes by HGV vehicles as well as creating dedicated
freight routes.

The implementation of eVective freight operations could be further supported by the reduction of the
current, onerous regulatory burden, by the use of a London Delivery Disk scheme proposed by the FTA is
developing in consultation with the ALG.

Summary

Whilst it is recognised that the eVective delivery of the Games is dependent upon cost-eVective and
environmentally-friendly freight transport solutions there is still a gap between the rhetoric of the Olympic
promoters and the evidence of supporting actions to actively promote freight and improve the diYcult
environment under which freight operators are conducted in London. The FTA is confident that the
Olympics’ objectives could be achieved but is not at all certain that the political will and that of stakeholders
is yet firmly enough established to make success a certainty.

APPENDIX 49

London Development Agency Briefing Note on the agreement dated 15 November 2005

This memorandum is intended as a briefing note for the House of Commons Transport Select Committee
on the principal provisions of the Agreement relating to both the delivery of and access to the proposed
transport and related infrastructure at Stratford City required for the Olympics.

1. Executive Summary

Summary

The Agreement:

(a) provides for the transfer of land required for the 2012 Olympics (the “Stratford Lands”) to EP;

(b) preserves the interests of the Stratford City developer (ie LCR and SCDL and referred to together as
“SCDP”) in their proposed redevelopment of a key development area within the proposed Stratford City
development (referred to as “Zone 1”); and

(c) secures the necessary infrastructure and access rights over Zone 1 required to accommodate the 2012
Olympics.

In summary, the Agreement:

1.1.1 contains an unconditional commitment that the freehold of the Stratford Lands will be transferred
to EP for £1 as soon as practicable and by no later than 16 January 2006;

1.1.2 enables the LDA to make the Olympics CPO in a manner of co-operation with SCDP;

1.1.3 provides certainty of delivery for the necessary Olympics infrastructure within, and access rights
over Zone 1; and

1.1.4 requires any scheme implementation proposals put forward by SCDP (pursuant to its existing
contractual arrangements with SOST) when SCDP is seeking to drawdown land (and particularly Zone 1)
to safeguard the appropriate rights required for the delivery of the Olympics.

2. Key Components of the Agreement

2.1 Robust Olympic CPO

SCDP agrees:

2.1.1 not to seek judicial review of the LDA’s Olympics CPO made on 16 November 2005. SCDP had
sought to argue that its land interests and those of SOST (as Crown land) were incapable of being the subject
of a CPO; and

2.1.2 to continue to progress its development proposals for Stratford City.

Zone 1 is now included within the Olympics CPO but not: the freehold interest in it (as this will be owned
by EP); the interests of LCR and SCDL in Zone 1; or any interest in Zone 1 subsequently created by either
of them.
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Under existing development arrangements, SOST declares (at the request of LCR) land to be surplus
where it is not required for the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (“CTRL”), the proposed extension of the
Docklands Light Railway and the operational rail network but only in cases where LCR has an
“implementable scheme” for the development or sale of such relevant land which scheme proposals must
now safeguard appropriate rights for the land intended for the 2012 Olympic Games.

2.2 Guaranteed delivery of Olympic Infrastructure at Stratford City

2.2.1 Delivery of Olympic Infrastructure

Land will be made available under the Agreement on the basis that the delivery of the critical and
identified infrastructure and access rights for the Olympics within Zone 1 is secured.

2.2.2 All owners of Zone 1 to be bound by safeguards to deliver Olympic Infrastructure

Any owner of Zone 1 or any part of it shall be burdened by the following matters upon acquisition:

2.2.2.1 if development is implemented on Zone 1 the owner shall also be obliged to design and construct
the following “Zone 1 Infrastructure” for the Olympics:

(a) the town centre link being the pedestrian bridge link between Zone 1 and Meridian Square;

(b) enhancement works to Stratford regional station to address the impact of the Olympics; and

(c) any other infrastructure within Zone 1 required for the Olympics and which is referred to in the
strategy to be agreed between all relevant parties pursuant to the Stratford and Olympics planning consents
and planning agreements;

2.2.2.2 Step-In Rights in favour of EP and/or the Olympic Delivery Authority (“ODA”) to enter upon
Zone 1 as necessary (ie in default of SCDP/or the relevant owner of Zone 1) to ensure the Zone 1
Infrastructure is carried out and completed; and

2.2.2.3 access arrangements required for the use and enjoyment of the Zone 1 Infrastructure once it is
constructed.

2.2.3 Construction Standards for the construction of the Zone 1 Infrastructure

The Zone 1 Infrastructure works must be:

2.2.3.1 designed and constructed in a good and workmanlike manner and in accordance with planning
law and with SCDL’s plans and specifications;

2.2.3.2 started no later than 30 June 2008 with a projected construction completion date of no later than
30 June 2011; and

2.2.3.3 designed and constructed by consultants and contractors whose terms of engagement allow the
exercise of step-in rights by EP or the ODA and require them to comply with the terms of their engagement
in relation to the quality of the relevant service or construction work and the time by which it is to be
delivered as referred to above.

2.2.4 Step-In Rights for EP/ODA to carry out the Zone 1 Infrastructure

The Step-In Rights are in favour of EP or the ODA and are the safeguard by which the Zone 1
Infrastructure works may be carried out if SCDP (or any other Zone 1 owner) has drawndown Zone 1 and
fails to undertake the Zone 1 Infrastructure or, if once commenced, it fails to adequately carry out the Zone
1 Infrastructure works. The Step-In Rights:

2.2.4.1 arise if EP or the ODA determine that SCDP will not achieve the required quality or timing for
delivery of the Zone 1 Infrastructure; and

2.2.4.2 constitute EP’s or the ODA’s rights to have a licence to enter and remain on such parts of Zone
1 as may be necessary to procure completion of the relevant Zone 1 Infrastructure.

EP or the ODA secure further necessary rights to enable delivery of the Olympics by having rights to go
on to the Zone 1 land as follows. If by 30 June 2008 any Zone 1 land has not been transferred to LCR and
the CTRL works have been completed, EP or the ODA may occupy the relevant part of Zone 1 as licensee
for the purposes of constructing the Zone 1 Infrastructure in place of the Stratford City developer. If by
30 June 2008 any Zone 1 land has not been transferred to LCR and the CTRL works have not been
completed, then EP or the ODA may still occupy the relevant part of Zone 1 as licensee in order to construct
the Zone 1 Infrastructure but in this case EP/ODA shall work together with LCR so that their contractors
are granted such access as may be required for the carrying out and completion of their respective works.

2.3 The Olympics Facilitation Agreement (“OFA”)—delivery of Olympics infrastructure outside of Zone 1

The OFA is intended to achieve the overarching delivery of the Stratford City Olympics and is primarily
concerned with that part of the Stratford Lands outside of Zone 1 (this is because the Agreement is intended
to cover the delivery of the Zone 1 Infrastructure). It is specifically stated that the Olympic Village is to be
constructed on the Stratford Lands outside of Zone 1.
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If by 31 March 2006 the Parties have not exchanged the OFA, the LDA may proceed to acquire any
interest in the Stratford Lands outside of Zone 1 (other than the freehold in such part of the Stratford Lands
as this shall be owned by EP).

3. Conclusion

The Agreement gives a reasonable mechanism enabling EP/LDA to ensure that either SCDP completes
the Zone 1 Infrastructure works in a timely manner or provides the rights for EP/ODA to “step in” and
complete the Zone 1 Infrastructure.

21 November 2005

(1) The Secretary of State for Transport (“SOST”);

(2) London and Continental Railways Limited (“LCR”);

(3) Stratford City Developments Limited (“SCDL”);

(4) Duelguide Holdings Limited;

(5) Stanhope PLC;

(6) The Urban Regeneration Agency (English Partnerships) (“EP”); and

(7) London Development Agency (“LDA”).

4. Other Negotiations in Relation to the Olympic Park

Mr. Caborn [holding answer 28 October 2005]: There are 284 businesses (of which 96 are in or adjacent
to Marshgate Lane) in the Olympic Park area that the London Development Agency is seeking to engage
with individually to understand their relocation requirements and to discuss with them the LDA’s oVer to
acquire their premises by agreement.

164 of these have appointed advisers in order to start negotiations and the LDA has reached in-principle
agreements with 31 businesses, of which 22 have signed Heads of Agreements.

The majority of the businesses in the Olympic Park area will need to move by mid-2007. However around
53 of the businesses will not be required to relocate until later in the process, as vacant possession of their
land is not required until 2009 . . .

Mr. Caborn [holding answer 28 October 2005]: The businesses or parties with an interest in the land to
be acquired under a confirmed Compulsory Purchase Order are compensated under the statutory
Compensation Code.

They receive the market value of their premises or other land interests. In addition they are entitled to the
following: a disturbance payment in terms of either the business’ relocation or extinguishment, a statutory
loss payment can be made to commercial and residential owners/occupiers based on a percentage of market
value of their property or interests. They are also paid the reasonable costs of their legal advisors and
surveyors. Each party with a compensateable interest is entitled to appoint a chartered surveyor to negotiate
the compensation on their behalf with the acquiring authority. Disputes as to the level of compensation
payable are referred to the Lands Tribunal.

If the CPO is confirmed the date of land valuation is either a date the parties agree as appropriate, or the
date the acquiring authority takes possession of the land. This will not be before the date on which the
Secretary of State for Trade and Industry issues his decision concerning confirmation of the CPO.

The London Development Agency (LDA) today tackled head-on claims that the relocation process for
businesses in the 2012 Olympic Park area is being unfairly conducted.

The LDA’s Executive Director of Regeneration and Development Tony Winterbottom said:

“It is because the Olympic Games presents such an unrivalled opportunity for some of the most
deprived parts of East London that we have been involved in Backing the Bid. The London 2012
Olympic Games will transform the Lower Lea Valley, from Tower Hamlets and Newham up
through Hackney to Waltham Forest, and will give local communities the boost they deserve—a
legacy of 9,000 new homes, double the jobs in the Olympic zone alone, business opportunities,
fantastic new sports venues, new schools—and Europe’s largest new urban park in 150 years.

“More than 80% of the land in the Olympic Park area is already under public control. Now we
have won the Games, the obligation is on the LDA to secure the remaining 19% of the land. We
have made every eVort to engage with all 284 businesses within the zone for the past two years,
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even though we did not yet know that we would get the Olympic Games and were going above and
beyond our obligations in doing so. Since the bid decision we have engaged in dialogue with more
and more businesses and have to date reached agreement with a total of 24 businesses.
Of the remaining businesses, nearly 50% have appointed advisors with a view to commencing
negotiations with the LDA. This percentage is increasing by the day.
“The approach we have taken continues to meet the requirements of the Compensation Code. The
LDA has given a clear commitment that no business will be financially worse oV as a result of
relocation and has already made clear to businesses on the site that we will continue to oVer
voluntary agreements alongside the CPO process.
“There are a handful of businesses who have been demanding unjustified amounts of money—
multiple times the market value—and seeking to use the leverage of the media to get what they do
not believe they could attain by independent arbitration. We have to be fair both to the businesses
but we must also protect the tax-payer from speculative exploitation.”

Recent false claims made to the media include:

— LDA has insuYcient funds to pay for relocating businesses in the Olympic Park area. This is
untrue. The LDA does have suYcient funds to do this.

— There is an inherent “aVordability gap” between existing sites and alternative sites. This is untrue.
There is suitable land of comparable value nearby.

— That the LDA has oVered relocation sites “50 miles away from current sites”. This is simply untrue.
As London’s Development agency, LDA landholdings are within London, where, as a major
landowner, has more than enough land to relocate every business if necessary and has oVered to
do so. The relocation process is “putting at risk 11,000 jobs. In fact the relocation process will more
than double the number of jobs in the Olympic Park area alone, from around 5,000 to more
than 11,000.

— Newham “never wanted the Olympics in the first place”. In fact, not only has Newham Council
been one of the most enthusiastic backers of the 2012 Bid, and a MORI poll showed that 78% of
East End businesses backed the Bid.

— That “only one deal has been done’: in fact 24 agreements have been reached and many more
negotiations are at an advanced stage.

— That eviction is “imminent”. This is untrue. Two years (Starting in July 2005) has been built into
the construction timetable before starting the construction of the Olympic Park to ensure
businesses have suYcient time to move to appropriate sites. This should ensure both successful
relocation and that the Park can be delivered on time. Businesses that can demonstrate that they
will need more than two years to relocate are being handled as special cases.

The LDA has made clear to all the businesses that it will pay market value for land interests in line with
the Compensation Code and these values will be in line with the RICS Appraisal and Valuation Framework.
The disturbance payable to businesses will facilitate their relocation to alternative premises. Businesses are
free to go to independent arbitration or the Lands Tribunal to settle the matter, if they are unhappy with
the values oVered.

The LDA will abide by the decision reached.

In seeking to help the individual businesses concerned, the LDA has been going above and beyond the
requirements of the Compensation Code in oVering to negotiate voluntary provisional relocation deals in
advance of July 6th and in oVering to pay for the necessary legal and surveying fees incurred by businesses
wishing to take up the oVer. The LDA is continuing to go over and above the requirements of the
Compensation Code in oVering not only to pay the necessary fees of lawyers and surveyors for the businesses
but also in oVering to secure alternative sites for the businesses. The LDA process has been independently
investigated and commended by the RICS (Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors).

8 September 2005
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APPENDIX 50

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport

THAMESLINK MIDLAND ROAD STATION

During your inquiry into transport for the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games you asked whether the
new Thameslink station at Midland Road would be ready in time for the Games.

I announced today that I have agreed the proposal to fit out the new Thameslink station at King’s Cross
St Pancras. The station should be ready to take its first passengers at the end of 2007.

As you know, the first phase of the station construction was completed in May 2005, with the construction
of a station “box” under the new St Pancras station site. This second phase will prepare the station for
operational use, including laying flooring, fitting seven escalators and two lifts, and will cost in the region
of £50 million. A further £10–15 million will be spent on signalling work and to transfer services from the
current station at Midland Road.

As well as improving the interchange at King’s Cross St Pancras, the new station will provide better access
for passengers who use the Olympic Javelin service on the CTRL from St Pancras to Stratford during the
2012 Olympic Games.

8 February 2006
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