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The Sustainable Transport, Walking and Cycling London Plan Guidance (LPG), 
published in November 2022 provides additional detail on the preparation of 
development plans to be in line with Chapter 10 of the London Plan. We suggest that 
you refer to this LPG in the final version of this plan. We welcome the inclusion of 
maps of planned improvements to the City’s walking and cycling networks in the Plan, 
as recommended by the LPG. 
 
Overall, we appreciate the majority of our previous comments have been 
incorporated in this draft. We have further comments and suggestions included in 
Appendix A. 
 
We would like to again highlight the exceptional usage of TfL's cycle hire scheme 
within the City of London. From 2021 to 2023, the City recorded the highest average 
daily usage per docking station of any local authority in London. 
 
To further enhance this success, we suggest mapping existing TfL cycle hire and 
strengthening policy support in the plan for further expansion and support of our 
cycle hire network. This would significantly benefit the plan prior to adoption. 
 
We look forward to continuing our work together in developing the local plan. We will 
continue work closely with GLA colleagues to help deliver integrated planning and 
make the case for continued investment in transport capacity and connectivity to 
unlock further development and support future growth in the City and across 
London.   
 
Yours faithfully  

  
Josephine Vos  
London Plan and Planning Obligations Manager | City Planning  
Email:   
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planters and benches could help reduce the im
pact 

of H
ostile V

ehicle M
itigation (H

V
M

) m
easures. 

necessary, consideration should be given to the 
use of trees, planters and benches to reduce its 
visual im

pact.’ 
P

olicy CV
4 (H

otels) 
90 

It is pleasing to see that w
alking, cycling and public 

transport m
odes are being prom

oted in respect of 
hotel developm

ent, in paragraph 5.3.21. This policy 
could go further in advocating infrastructure for 
operational electric vehicles at hotel 
developm

ents. H
ow

ever, it should also be noted 
that pick-up/drop-off facilities for taxis, coaches 
and service deliveries should be lim

ited to 
operational needs only in line w

ith London Plan 
policy T6.4. 

103 
W

e w
elcom

e the policy that pick-up/drop-off 
facilities for taxis, coaches and service deliveries 
should be lim

ited to operational needs only in line 
w

ith London Plan policy.  
  

Strategic P
olicy S8 

(D
esign) 

102-
103 

There is a positive focus around pedestrians in 
Policy S8. H

ow
ever, this should not be to the 

detrim
ent of other active travel m

odes including 
cycling. Section 2 of the policy should be clearer in 
the level of prioritisation for pedestrians versus 
cyclists, as these different m

odes often require 
separation w

ithin public space. 
 Relatedly, segregated cycle routes should be m

ore 
strongly prom

oted w
ithin the City of London and 

m
ore explicitly in this policy docum

ent. The 
current lack of segregated routes in the area needs 

123 
W

e w
elcom

e that our previous recom
m

endation to 
prioritise both w

alking and cycling has been 
addressed in point 10 of Sustainable D

esign. 
 W

e w
elcom

e that TfL Cyclew
ays w

ill be prioritised 
in the netw

ork of existing and new
 cycle routes as 

m
entioned on pg 174 and Figure 11 (pg 175). 
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addressing, as m
any of the City’s current cycle 

routes are poorly segregated and signed. W
e 

w
ould like to see a com

m
itm

ent from
 the City of 

London to back TfL Cyclew
ay schem

es, and use of 
the N

ew
 TfL cycle route quality criteria to create 

and sign new
 cycle routes, including w

ithin new
 

developm
ent sites as they com

e forw
ard, and at 

and along adjacent junctions and streets beyond 
individual site boundaries. 
A

dditionally, streets are not just places of 
m

ovem
ent, but places w

here people w
ant to 

spend tim
e and engage in various activities. A

s 
previously requested, it w

ould be helpful to 
reference the H

ealthy Streets A
pproach here so 

that developers holistically consider the need for 
increased active travel, as w

ell as providing a 
quality public realm

 w
here people are encouraged 

to stop, rest and socialise. This could be included 
under the ‘Experience’ sub-heading. 

P
olicy D

E2 (D
esign 

Q
uality) 

107-
108 

The reference to enhancing pedestrian 
perm

eability is positive. H
ow

ever, this policy could 
go further to state the need for new

 developm
ents 

to consider all form
s of active travel, and to 

prom
ote travelling by public transport. N

ew
 

developm
ent should particularly consider the 

132 
W

e appreciate that the transport com
m

ents w
e 

previously m
ade w

hen this policy w
as called ‘N

ew
 

D
evelopm

ent’ have been addressed in other 
relevant parts of the plan. 
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needs for cyclists, to reduce the barriers to cycling 
in line w

ith Policy T5 of the London Plan, by for 
exam

ple providing adequate cycle parking for all 
cycle types and providing cyclist facilities (e.g. 
show

ers and lockers). 
P

olicy D
E3 (P

ublic 
realm

) 
111-
112 

The approach tow
ards pedestrian perm

eability is 
supported; providing accessible, quality and 
legible w

alking routes. W
hilst it is already 

m
entioned in paragraph 6.3.16., it m

ay be 
beneficial to refer to TfL’s Pedestrian Com

fort 
guidance w

ithin this policy, to better em
bed the 

approach. 
 W

e are pleased that paragraph 6.1.36. has been 
changed in response to our previous feedback, to 
state that TfL’s Legible London signage is the 
adopted system

 for w
ayfinding. 

123 
A

lthough this policy has not taken on board our 
specific previous recom

m
endations, the plan 

clearly em
beds the PCL and Legible London 

approaches elsew
here and no further changes are 

needed.  

Strategic P
olicy S9 

(Transport and 
Servicing) 

122 
The changes to this policy since the regulation 18 
version have been m

ade in line w
ith our previous 

feedback and are strongly supported. In particular, 
w

e are pleased to see the m
ention of safeguarding 

strategic infrastructure projects in section 1, and 
reference to foot and bicycle deliveries in section 
4. 

150 
A

s previously advised, w
e w

ould recom
m

end that 
in part h of part 4, requirem

ent of cycle prom
otion 

plans is rem
oved as Travel Plans should play a key 

role to support active travel in new
 developm

ents. 
U

se of cycling prom
otion plans along w

ith Travel 
Plans creates confusion that Travel Plans do not 
prom

ote and support cycling. 
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 W
e appreciate the paragraphs follow

ing this 
policy, stating that the City of London w

ill w
ork 

w
ith TfL to review

 bus routing and frequency, as 
w

ell as prioritising investm
ent in accessibility 

im
provem

ents to U
nderground and D

LR stations. 
This is supported, and w

e look forw
ard to 

continuing our w
orking partnership on these 

projects. 
 Cycling P

rom
otion P

lans (incorporated w
ithin 

Travel P
lans) 

Section 4 of the policy refers to Cycling Prom
otion 

Plans (as w
ell as Policy V

T1, section 3, and 
paragraph 6.1.18.). A

s m
entioned in our response 

to the City of London’s Planning O
bligations SPD

 
(dated 10 D

ecem
ber 2020), TfL is not supportive of 

the requirem
ent for Cycling Prom

otion Plans. 
W

hilst it is pleasing to see an em
phasis placed on 

the im
portance of encouraging people to cycle, w

e 
do not believe this plan is necessary in addition to 
Travel Plans, w

hich should include inform
ation on 

all active travel m
odes, including cycling. Requiring 

a separate plan to deal w
ith cycling suggests that 

the purpose of travel plans are to deal w
ith the 
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vehicular im
pacts of developm

ent, w
hich is 

m
inim

al in the City of London context due to the 
high PTA

L throughout, causing very few
 not to 

travel by w
alking or public transport. 

 Rather, w
e suggest developers are encouraged to 

provide a Travel Plan w
ith an active travel focus, 

w
hich should include cycling prom

otion strategies. 
This w

ill allow
 broader consideration of all active 

travel m
odes, including w

alking, running, 
w

heelchair use, and potentially scooting 
(depending on the outcom

e of forthcom
ing trials). 

Figure 7: P
roposed 

Street H
ierarchy 

 

124 
The ‘London A

ccess’ streets in figure 13 do not 
fully reflect the Transport for London Road 
N

etw
ork (TLRN

), as the A
10/A

1213/A
3 corridor 

(B
ishopsgate, G

racechurch Street and K
ing 

W
illiam

 Street) is not presented as such on the 
m

ap. Currently, this road is classified as ‘City 
A

ccess’, and therefore paragraph 6.2.9. w
rongly 

asserts that these are m
anaged by the City 

Corporation. 
Therefore, w

e suggest that the m
ap’s road 

classifications are changed to reflect the A
10 being 

‘London A
ccess’; or that the definitions for both 

‘London A
ccess’ and ‘City A

ccess’ roads are 

153  
A

s requested previously, the London A
ccess 

streets layer has been explained and clarified 
further at Table 1 and Paragraph 10.1.2 on page 
152 to reflect the TLRN

 w
ith TfL as highw

ay 
authority as the A

10/A
1213/A

3 corridor 
(B

ishopsgate, G
racechurch Street and K

ing 
W

illiam
 Street) and it is now

 presented as such on 
the m

ap on the follow
ing page, albeit w

ith a 
bespoke ‘London A

ccess’ definition. 
 A

gain, w
e w

ould prefer that the m
ap’s road 

classifications and associated definition and 
explanation are sim

ply changed to reflect the A
10’s 
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am
ended to reflect the A

10’s TLRN
 status. It m

ust 
be noted that this road is an im

portant north-south 
connection in the City of London, particularly for 
bus services. 

TLRN
 status. Though satisfactory on balance, the 

‘London A
ccess’ definition focuses on through 

traffic alm
ost exclusively w

hen the A
10 is an 

im
portant north-south connection to and from

 the 
City of London, particularly for bus services and 
cycling, and the east-w

est Low
er and U

pper 
Tham

es Street corridor is also a Cyclew
ay and 

provides access to m
any key local City 

destinations. 
P

olicy V
T1 (The 

im
pacts of 

developm
ent on 

transport) 

125-
126 

Section 1 of this policy should reference the 
M

ayor’s V
ision Zero. W

e are pleased that safety is 
m

entioned, how
ever referencing V

ision Zero 
policies w

ould better em
bed highw

ay safety 
associated w

ith developm
ent. It is pleasing to see 

that Construction Logistics Plans have been 
included in section 4, for both m

ajor developm
ents 

and refurbishm
ents.  

155 – 157  
Follow

ing the recom
m

endations in our previous 
response, this policy now

 m
entions that 

developm
ent proposals m

ust have positive im
pact 

on highw
ay safety, w

hich w
e w

elcom
e. 

P
olicy V

T3 (V
ehicle 

P
arking) 

129-
130 

W
e w

holly support the car-free approach taken by 
the City of London. It is pleasing that all off-street 
car parking facilities are required to have EV 
charging points, as stated in section 4. W

e w
ould 

like to clarify w
hether this refers to active charging 

facilities only, or w
ould passive charging facilities 

be policy-com
pliant? TfL w

ould be supportive of all 

161 
The text in part 4 of Policy VT3 can be am

ended 
‘A

ll off-street non-residential car parking facilities 
bays m

ust be equipped w
ith active electric vehicle 

charging points usable from
 the outset’, to enable 

all vehicles used in the City to be electric and avoid 
any confusion regarding residential car parking.  
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spaces having active charging facilities, to enable 
all vehicles used in the City to be electric. 

The relevant London Plan policy is expressed at T6 
parts G

 and H
; T6.1 (Residential) part C ‘A

t least 20 
per cent of spaces should have active charging 
facilities, w

ith passive provision for all rem
aining 

spaces’; T6.2 (O
ffice) part F “O

perational parking 
requirem

ents should be considered on a case-by-
case basis. A

ll operational parking m
ust provide 

infrastructure for electric or other U
ltra-Low

 
Em

ission vehicles, including active charging points 
for all taxi spaces.”; and T6.4 (H

otel) part C “A
ll 

operational parking m
ust provide infrastructure for 

electric or other U
ltra-Low

 Em
ission vehicles, 

including active charging points for all taxi spaces.” 
 O

verall w
e w

ould strongly support the policy 
sim

ply defining all car parking, loading or 
taxi/private hire bays at all new

 non-residential 
developm

ent in the City as ‘operational’ in the 
context of the London Plan and therefore in need 
of active electric vehicle charging points for all 
spaces from

 the outset. 
P

olicy V
T4 (R

iver 
transport) 

130 
TfL is supportive of proposals to increase the 
passenger and freight transport by river, in line 
w

ith Policy SI 15 of the London Plan. 

162 
N

o Com
m

ent. 
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Strategic P
olicy 

S10: A
ctive Travel 

and H
ealthy 

Streets 

133-
134 

Changing the title of Strategic Policy S10 to 
include ‘active travel’ is supported as this 
encom

passes a greater range of healthy, active 
m

odes such as running and scooting, w
hich are 

becom
ing increasingly popular com

m
uting m

odes. 

The second bullet point of this policy has been 
m

odified to request “nearly all property entrances” 
to be w

ithin 250m
 of the cycle netw

ork. The 
addition of the w

ord ‘nearly’ seem
s to w

eaken the 
policy, m

aking it unclear w
hat level of cycle 

netw
ork access w

ould be acceptable across the 
City. W

e w
ould like clarification to understand the 

reasoning behind this m
odification. Is this part of 

the policy based on a calculation, and have the 
im

plications been fully understood, e.g. in relation 
to trip attractors and high-rise density? W

hilst this 
point is m

ade, w
e are supportive of the City’s 

am
bition to exceed TfL’s strategic density for cycle 

routes in the authority. 

164 
W

e w
elcom

e the update to ‘the 250m
 point’ w

e 
previously raised. The policy is strong in strategic 
transport term

s. 
 W

e suggest an addition to S10 part 1 adding our 
cycle route criteria, as follow

s: ‘A
pplying the 

H
ealthy Streets A

pproach and N
ew

 cycle route 
Q

uality Criteria in developm
ent proposals and 

im
provem

ents to public realm
’. 

 Sections 10.7.0 to 10.7.3 (‘Reason for the policy’) 
seem

 very robust in relation to the H
ealthy Streets 

A
pproach and indicators and the M

TS. 

 

P
olicy A

T1: 
P

edestrian 
M

ovem
ent, 

P
erm

eability and 
W

ayfinding 

135-
136 

TfL is supportive of this policy, and the changes 
since the Regulation 18 stage. H

ow
ever, w

e 
suggest adding that “M

inim
um

 pavem
ent w

idths 

168-169 
O

ur previous request to explicitly refer to the 
Pedestrian Com

fort G
uidance for London has been 

addressed, w
hich w

e w
elcom

e.  
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should accord to TfL’s Pedestrian Com
fort 

guidance” in addition to section 2. 

To reinforce the am
bition for safer pedestrian 

environm
ents, w

e strongly recom
m

end stating 
that developm

ent proposals m
ust conform

 to 
V

ision Zero policies. 

W
e are pleased that a list of proposed w

alking 
im

provem
ents are included in paragraph 6.3.13., 

w
hich includes TfL schem

es. The Fleet 
Street/Ludgate Circus and M

onum
ent 

im
provem

ents are part of TfL’s Safer Junctions 
program

m
e, w

hich should therefore be referenced 
in this section. 

It is positive to see reference to Pedestrian 
Com

fort Levels in 6.3.16., w
hich helps to prom

ote 
positive, spacious developm

ent of the pedestrian 
environm

ent. This section could reference TfL’s 
guidance docum

ent, w
hich can be found here: 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/pedestrian-com
fort-

guidance-technical-guide.pdf. 

O
ur previous em

phasis of specific Safer Junctions 
is not explicitly referenced but our involvem

ent in 
certain im

provem
ents and highw

ay authority over 
certain routes is w

ell reflected. The annotation of 
M

onum
ent junction at Figure 11 on page 175 

clearly signals the need for m
ajor im

provem
ents 

there to ensure cyclist safety.   

 The list of highw
ay im

provem
ents due to be 

delivered by 2030 at page 170 includes routes 
north-south from

 B
lackfriars B

ridge to Farringdon 
via Ludgate Circus and London B

ridge to Liverpool 
Street via B

ishopsgate including M
onum

ent 
junction as ‘in partnership w

ith TfL’, w
hich is 

w
elcom

e. 

W
hilst w

e acknow
ledge the likelihood of 

im
provem

ents to routes east-w
est from

 
Farringdon to A

ldgate via Sm
ithfield and the 

B
arbican and Fleet Street to A

ldgate via B
ank and 

the City Cluster, including Ludgate Circus by 2030 
through developer funded highw

ay w
orks and 

som
e m

odest signals, footw
ay and crossing 
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im
provem

ents, addition to the reference to 
partnership w

ith TfL in im
proving Fleet Street to 

A
ldgate, as w

e currently have no m
ajor schem

e 
planned or strategic highw

ay upgrade funding 
allocated for the corridor, w

e also request 
language referring to ‘use of City Corporation 
funding and section 278 w

orks’ or sim
ilar. 

 W
e are aw

are of a significant highw
ay capacity 

m
odelling study led by City Corporation transport 

officers currently investigating the potential for 
cycle lanes, crossing im

provem
ents and footw

ay 
w

idening along the London W
all east-w

est 
corridor, yet this is not m

entioned at page 179, 
only at the cycle im

provem
ents m

ap Figure 11. 
This m

ay be because it does not originate explicitly 
from

 the City Transport Strategy. H
ow

ever, that 
corridor also links functionally w

ith the em
erging 

Rotunda junction and London W
all W

est 
redevelopm

ent proposals. W
e w

ould therefore 
support it being added to the policy supporting 
text if possible.  
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 The detailed explanation of how
 PCLs (Pedestrian 

Com
fort Levels) w

ork at page 172 w
ith guidance on 

expected m
inim

um
 requirem

ents in the City is 
strongly encouraged. 

Figure 10: 
P

roposed w
alking 

im
provem

ents 
2019-2030 

137 
 

171 
The annotations to Figure 10 on page 171 show

ing 
em

erging ‘Proposed im
provem

ents to the TfL road 
netw

ork’ are very w
elcom

e and the aspirational 
2019-2030 tim

escale is appropriate and 
acceptable. 

P
olicy A

T2: A
ctive 

Travel including 
Cycling 

138 
A

s raised in our previous response, w
e request that 

the w
ording “in accordance w

ith the London 
Cycling D

esign Standards (LCD
S)” is added to the 

second bullet point. 

It is pleasing that details of cycle netw
ork 

expansion have been provided in figure 17. 
H

ow
ever, TfL is keen to see a greater com

m
itm

ent 
tow

ards prom
oting and enabling the delivery of 

TfL Cyclew
ays in the plan. The provision of quality, 

segregated cycle paths in the City of London is 
patchy and requires im

provem
ent, som

ething 
w

hich TfL is keen to develop. W
e recom

m
end that 

need to develop TfL Cyclew
ays, and the City of 

173 
A

lthough this policy still m
akes no explicit 

reference to Cyclew
ays, the earlier strategic policy 

requirem
ent in the plan targeting for new

 
developm

ent to be w
ithin 250m

 of high quality 
cycle routes is sufficient to address the definitional 
point previously m

ade. 
 O

ur previous com
m

ents on TfL cycle hire have not 
been satisfactorily addressed. 

W
e request the supporting text at Paragraph 10.9.1 

on page 174 currently stating ‘TFL Cyclew
ays…

w
ill 

be prioritised’ is updated to state: “TfL Cyclew
ays 

and the TfL cycle hire schem
e…

w
ill be 
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London’s am
bition to do so, is reflected directly 

w
ithin Policy A

T2. A
dditionally, w

e recom
m

end 
that the cycle netw

ork is im
proved in line w

ith the 
Cycle Route Q

uality Criteria. D
etails and guidance 

of the criteria can be found here: 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-
reports/cycling.  

W
e suggest that this policy, or elsew

here in the 
plan, refers to TfL’s cycle hire schem

e as a w
ay to 

prom
ote cycling w

ithin the City of London. It is 
disappointing that there is no m

ention to this 
schem

e, especially considering how
 w

ell it is used 
w

ithin the City of London, w
ith 16 of the City’s 

cycle hire docking stations being w
ithin the top 

100 m
ost used stations in London, out of a total of 

800 stations. W
e suggest that a further bullet point 

is added to this policy, stating that developers 
should prom

ote cycling by “engaging w
ith the 

grow
ing and w

ell-used cycle hire netw
ork in the 

City of London, w
orking proactively w

ith TfL to 
enable its sustainable grow

th and m
anagem

ent, 
including providing developer contributions w

here 
necessary”. 

prioritised.” 
 A

dditionally, the current netw
ork of TfL cycle hire 

docking stations should be added to the Figure 11 
diagram

 as it includes ‘Existing cycling links’. W
e 

also request inclusion of existing cycle hire hub 
storage facilities at H

olborn Circus, Q
ueen Street 

and B
rushfield Street and a proposed new

 one at 
Liverpool Street interchange, w

here a m
ajor 

redevelopm
ent is proposed. These facilitate our 

docking stations w
ith staff deployed at busy tim

es 
to receive and m

anage excess bikes to prevent 
disruption to cycle hire operations. This enables 
TfL to m

anage high dem
and in congested 

locations and m
aintain custom

er access to TfL 
cycle hire despite large num

bers of arrivals and 
departures. 

The significant section 106 funding collected from
 

new
 developm

ent in recent years, w
hich is very 

w
elcom

e, rem
ains unspent on TfL cycle hire 

netw
ork im

provem
ents and unallocated to specific 

geographic locations in the public realm
 on private 

land or w
ithin TfL or City Corporation public 

highw
ay boundaries. A

s such, the em
phasis on TfL 
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cycle hire, and support for it should be 
strengthened w

ithin the draft plan, especially 
considering the positive role TfL cycle hire can play 
in decluttering streets under pressure from

 
dockless cycle hire pick up/drop off and parking. 
This w

ill be aided by the im
m

inent introduction to 
the TfL cycle hire bikes fleet of 1400 new

 e-bikes 
likely to com

pete m
ore effectively w

ith alternative 
dockless cycle hire operators. 
  

P
olicy A

T3: Cycle 
P

arking 
140 

W
e are pleased that the policy refers to the 

London Plan cycle standards, and that it prom
otes 

the provision of public cycle parking. Provision for 
public use should be conveniently located close to 
the entrances of buildings, w

henever possible. 
 W

e appreciate the reference to the London Cycle 
D

esign Standards (LCD
S), follow

ing our previous 
feedback. H

ow
ever, section 2 appears to state that 

LCD
S guidance only applies to long-stay cycle 

parking, w
hich is not the case. W

e suggest revising 
the policy to reflect that both short-stay and long-
stay cycle parking should be in accordance w

ith 
the LCD

S.   

 
The reference in part 3 to off street storage for 
cargo bikes is w

elcom
e and is in line w

ith the 
recently published TfL Cargo bike action plan.   
W

here the draft plan states at part 5 that 
‘O

pportunities to provide space for dockless 
parking should be explored w

here developm
ent 

w
ould create or have an im

pact on existing public 
realm

’, w
e request that TfL cycle hire is added to 

the policy, the policy is strengthened to ensure 
provision rather than only opportunities being 
explored, and w

e w
ould recom

m
end you consider 

including the term
 ‘m

icrom
obility’ as w

ell as 
‘dockless parking’ to future-proof against potential 
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changes to the legalisation and the popularity of e-
scooters. 

Chapter 7 (K
ey 

A
reas of Change)  

184+ 
W

e are supportive of the proposals to prepare 
further guidance for particular K

ey A
reas of 

Change, to support the delivery of the proposed 
vision. This w

ill be an ideal opportunity to prom
ote 

sensitive approaches to w
alking, cycling, highw

ay 
safety and public realm

. W
e w

ould w
elcom

e 
further consultation w

ith the City regarding these 
docum

ents. 

O
verall, w

e are pleased that this chapter considers 
how

 public transport connections can be 
encouraged and developed to support grow

th and 
developm

ents across the City of London. W
e also 

appreciate that im
pacts of the forthcom

ing 
Elizabeth line have been considered in the relevant 
key areas (Strategic Policies S20, S25, and S26). 

243+ 
The K

ey A
reas of Change policies are broadly 

satisfactory and w
e have only the follow

ing 
com

m
ents: 

 Strategic P
olicy S17 p. 246 

W
e strongly support the references to use of the 

river for transport, freight, construction and 
deconstruction m

aterials and w
aste, w

hilst 
retaining B

lackfriars, Sw
an Lane and Tow

er Piers 
and enhancing and m

aintaining access points from
 

both land and w
ater. 

 S18, p. 250 
W

e rem
ain com

m
itted to the Puddle D

ock 
developm

ent proposal including ongoing strategic 
highw

ay m
odelling and TfL pre-application 

engagem
ent. A

cceptable strategic highw
ay 

capacity im
pacts m

ust be robustly dem
onstrated. 
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 S19 p. 254 
W

e are open in principle to the possibility of new
 

crossing points being created on Low
er Tham

es 
Street. H

ow
ever, the exact locations show

n 
schem

atically m
ay be undeliverable and further 

highw
ay analysis w

ith TfL sign-off is required. 
Furtherm

ore, all highw
ay w

orks m
ust be delivered 

at no cost to TfL and w
ith full TfL approval. 

 S18-20 p. 255 
W

e strongly support all references to enhancing 
the Riverside W

alk, particularly policy S19 part 9 
part A

 as it refers to ‘a continuous publicly 
accessible w

alkw
ay free of cars betw

een London 
B

ridge and Tow
er B

ridge w
hich is accessible to all.’ 

 S20 p. 260 
Part 4 includes policy requirem

ents and proposals 
to im

prove transport and pedestrian connections, 
all of w

hich are supported in principle, including 
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the draft policy affecting A
ldgate bus station. Part 

4 E on w
ayfinding and signage could explicitly 

reference PCL requirem
ents and Legible London. 

 S21 p. 264 
W

e support part 12 w
hich says pedestrian 

m
ovem

ent should be given priority through re-
allocation of road space on key routes during 
daytim

e. 

P
. 265 

W
e also strongly support part 14 on balancing 

security requirem
ents w

ith high quality public 
realm

 that reflects the status of the area and part 
15 on new

 public transport and innovative 
Freight/Servicing being required to enable area to 
accom

m
odate the planned level of grow

th. This 
could explicitly m

ention securing financial 
contributions from

 new
 developm

ent to fund 
necessary infrastructure and supporting facilities 
and m

easures. 
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 S23 p. 276 
Part 3 seem

s out of date given that the M
useum

 of 
London developm

ent now
 has planning consent as 

m
entioned in the supporting text. There is need for 

the City to co-ordinate a local public realm
 w

orking 
group to ensure provision of new

 short stay cycle 
parking and w

ayfinding signage as m
entioned 

elsew
here at p. 278 paragraph 14.8.5. 

 S24 p. 281  
The caveat of Part 9 stating ‘w

hilst not adversely 
im

pacting the operation of businesses and the 
am

enity of residents’ w
eakens the policy w

hen 
existing businesses and residents should also be 
reducing their freight and vehicular m

ovem
ents 

over tim
e. This should be rem

oved if possible. Part 
10 is strongly supported. 

Strategic P
olicy 

S25 (Liverpool 
Street)  
 

217-
218 

W
e are pleased that the developm

ent of 
pedestrian routes w

ithin and around Liverpool 
Street station have been considered in respect of 
the forthcom

ing Elizabeth Line opening. TfL looks 

283 
This area policy S25 on Liverpool Street is broadly 
satisfactory except the follow

ing changes are 
requested: 
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forw
ard to w

orking w
ith the City Corporation in 

enhancing the station and the surrounding 
transport environm

ent. 

- 
Part 1 on accom

m
odating increased footfall 

should be strengthened significantly w
ith 

reference to PCLs 
- 

Part 3 on w
elcom

ing visitor experiences 
w

ith im
proved w

ayfinding should explicitly 
refer to Legible London. 

Strategic P
olicy 

S27 (P
lanning 

O
bligations)  

 

221-
222 

A
s m

entioned in the above letter, w
e w

ish to see 
bus capacity upgrades specified in this policy, in 
order to further support the developm

ent and 
sm

ooth operation of the bus netw
ork. This is 

particularly im
portant as additional bus capacity is 

not classed as ‘infrastructure’ and therefore not 
covered by local CIL. W

e do how
ever recognise 

that contributions tow
ards this w

ould be subject to 
the three tests set out in Reg 122 of the CIL 
Regulations 2010 (as am

ended), as w
ith other 

types of developer contribution. 
 W

e are pleased to see that inform
ation on M

ayoral 
CIL has been updated in 8.1.10, in line w

ith our 
previous feedback. 

290 
‘Strategic transport im

provem
ents’ should be 

added as its ow
n sub-point to part 2 and listed as a 

priority alongside affordable housing for use of 
section 106, additionally and separately from

 part f 
w

hich is currently insufficient to com
ply w

ith 
London Plan D

F1 parts A
 and D

.  
 This is necessary to ensure full com

pliance w
ith 

London Plan policy D
F1 w

hich prioritises strategic 
transport im

provem
ents alongside affordable 

housing w
ith accom

panying exam
ples of step free 

access to stations, bus capacity and infrastructure, 
H

ealthy Streets and cycle netw
ork im

provem
ents. 

Clear conform
ity w

ith T3 and policies T4 is also 
required. 
 The current policy drafting m

ay give the 
im

pression it excludes contributions to highw
ay 
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w
orks along the A

10 and general LU
, rail, bus and 

cycle netw
ork enhancem

ents from
 the section 106 

regim
e, w

hich is not appropriate.. 
 W

e are also concerned about the policy as 
currently drafted in relation to London Plan 
policies T1, T4 and particularly T3 part E: 
D

evelopm
ent proposals should support capacity, 

connectivity and other im
provem

ents to the bus 
netw

ork and ensure it can operate efficiently to, 
from

 and w
ithin developm

ents, giving priority to 
buses and supporting infrastructure as needed’. 
 W

e suggest the policy text is updated to ensure 
strategic transport m

itigation is supported and 
s106 contributions can be collected for it. 
 

D
efinition of TfL 

243 
W

e suggest that the definition of TfL on page 243 
is am

ended as follow
s: “The body, under the 

control of the M
ayor of London*, responsible for 

strategic transport policy and the provision of 
public transport, including buses, the 
U

nderground, and the D
LR. TfL is also Traffic and 

H
ighw

ays A
uthority the Transport for London 

Road N
etw

ork (TLRN
) or ‘red routes’.” 

 
This has been updated in line w

ith our previous 
com

m
ents. W

e also acknow
ledge inclusion of the 

H
ealthy Streets indicators diagram

 from
 the 

M
ayor’s Transport Strategy at page 166 and the 

explanation m
aking clear the City Transport 

Strategy aligns w
ith the M

TS, w
hich is strongly 

supported. 




