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IM THE BEGIMNING. ..

Londar's Docklands Map 1 have been in decline since the 1820s,
firstly in terms of market share of British coastsl and oversess
trade when new ports such as Southempton opened, and 5ecmndly in
terms of totel throughput as structural changes in shipping freight
and industrial location have emerged in the post-war decades. The
Fort of Londorn Authority - which previously controclled dogks
upstream to Tower Bridpe - could nowadays just as well be called the
Port of Tilbury Authority, so far as its port activities are con-
cerned.

On the nousing and employment front there was a knock-on
effect as riverside activity decreassd, with prowing unemployment as
jobs directly and indirectly dependent on the Cochklands economy were
depleted. In parallel moves. population levels reduced as sLum
housing densities were slimmed by municipal replanning snd rebousing
schemes, with the County of London Plan 1943 preferrimg demsities in
the range of 100-200 persons per scre. Oocklands housing would be
in the upper 1G0s. The County of Londen planners hoped to rebuild
riverside industiries into reater blocks and allow riverside access
also for other uses. Liks most such sutravagant plens, it did not
matorialise, especizlly due to Britain's urgent post-war financial
difficulties.

The area generally was zoned for existing industrial and muni-
cipal housing uses in the Addmintstrative Cownty of London Deveiopment
Plemt 1351; thers were no 'Action Arees' (as they would he called
nowadaysl desling specifically with Docklands. where industrial

empioyment was presumed to carry on much as befors.  Thers were

Ffurthar local euthority rehousing projects, not only reflecting the
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bomo damage of the 1340s but also continuing the municipal outlonk
pravalent pre-wer. With few mpommuter railways, and industriai zening,
Docklands did not experience the traditional micdle class commuUteTs.,
and in practice persistad as 2 declining industrial village shurned
by most of Loncon.

It 4is also true to say that Docklends, as a unitary concept
centred on the river, was not in political or planning minds at ihis
date. There were the boroughs of Stapnay, Poplar, West Ham, and East
Hem on the north bank of the Thames: Southwsork, Bermondsey, Reptford,
Greemwich, and Woolwich on the south bank. Trensport ard land use
propiems were viewed largaly as accommocating the growth of radial
nommuter traffic on the roads and improving the lot of those on the
trains, and cotering for the growth in erbital road fraffic.

EQELELsths the main radisl trensport and the few cross-river
jinks. Both main roads shd passenger railways largely omitted the
docks areas and the eross-river links. The latter sarved to
emphasise the lack of identificstion of Nooklands as a unitary Tocus.
Cross-river facilitises at this stage were:

‘il the Dartford road tunnel, opened in 18963

{ii] one free car and pedestrian ferry at Woolwich, which was
modernised in the 1868s;

(iii) @& foot tummel alse at Waolwichs

{iv) the Blackwall Road Tunnel at Greenwich/Poplar, which was o
sub-stangard single carriageway. and carried one London
Transport bus route; the furnel was duplicatec, and new
approsch roads built, as part of the London Motorway Box
proposals in the 1860s:

{v] @& foet-tumnel at Graenwich/Isle of ODogs;
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tvii the Retherhithe road tunnel, similar to Blackwall, which
carried one bus rovte withdreawn in the 13983s;

(vii)] <the Zast London railway tunmnel, which used the originsl
Thames Tunnel built by the Brunels, and carried a peripheral
railway, the East London Line shuttle from New Cross,

Surrey DOocks and Rotherhithe under the river to Wapping.
Shadwall, Whitechapel and Shareditch. Through trains to the
City had bmen withdrawn from this line in 1849. To meke use
of this line for more than lncal journeys, passengers had to
change at least once or twice, at Whitechapel or New Cross/
Mew Cross Gate. fNotional plans existed four a 'Pool of
London" road tunmel downstream of and to replsce the road
links offersd by Towsr Bridge.l
It would be feir to conclude that with the decline in local
activiiy, by the 1880s. Cocklands was ovar-capitaelised in trensport
infrastructure for {mrediate local needs, but that regional pressures
such as the apparently inexorable growth of travel in the suburbs
meant that eross-river infrastructure was seen as inadeguate for the
Futura needs of London - and passibly Doocklands.

DOCKLANDS RAIL - THE 18960s ANO THE FLEET LINE SCHEME

The Port of London Authority withdrew its railway goods links by
1965, leaving a2 large acreage of former railway alignment. By thean,
loeal passengar sepvices consisted of: (1)1 the electrified East London
Line [which offered useful local links in upstream Docklands, and a
good range of links to other destinations but with the peralty of
imterchangingl: [(1ii] the electrified Fenchureh Strest to Tilbury and
Southend line serving Stepney East (a station marginal o focklands

and of more immediste use for East Londoners seeking employment at
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Oagenham and Tilburyl); {iii) the North Woolwich Line #rom Stratford
and Totterham, ssrving the Royal Docks area: Canning Town, Custom
House. Silvartown and North Woclwich. {This line had offersd through
trains to the City pre-war, end conrections via Stratford to North
and Morth East London, but was not electrified. Services deterioratud
in volume and hours of operation as docks and other local industrial
activities declined. to the peint that by 1873 there was merely a
20-230 minute peak frequency, and an hourly deytime off-peak service. )

On the south bank, Southern Electric provided electrified
suburban sarvices following the periphery of the Docklands arsa.
Redevelopmant of the Weolwich Arsenal/Thamesmsad area in this period
coaused en ilncrease in demand for radial commuting as there were
Insufficient local jobs to absorb the new pupulatianf Buses pro-
vided the main means of getting about by public tranaport, both
locaily and as feeder services to main radial routes. Oniy two
diract public transport linmks existed across the river: bus through
Bilaskwall Tunnel. and rail through the Fast London Line tunnel.

For the future, British Rail was engeged in proposals for
3limming down or withdrawing margiral or unprofitable reilways. The
unpublished 'Reilway FPlawn for Louwdon' [1965) attempted to bloedy the
Baeching Axe in the flesh of London®s suburban lines: Stratford to
North Woolwich was & candidate for closure. However, major pelitical
protests halted for the time being this general policy within the
London commuting area.

The focus for new London tube reilways was directed tu the North-
4West te South-East corridor, with a2 Flest Line prngased by 18858 %o
run from Baker Stireet to the West End., Fleet Strest, Fenchurch Strest.

and theace ynder river to Surrey Docks, New Cross and lLewisham (Map 2).
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Following the financing issues ¥faced with the Victeria Lins, this

tube was clearly to be justified on transport improvement and land

use planning grounds, rather than a commeraial basis. There wes

clesar justificationm for the north-west sector, because of overcrowding,
but the ratson d'efre for the City and South-East London sscbicns

was not ao clgar, not least becauae the finaneilal and cost-benefit
case for the line was nobt proven.

This provoked an =arly conceptusl asssssment [by London
Transport] of redevelopment possibilities related to heawy rapid
transit in South-East London. This was published as 'SE London and
The Fleet Line' by Llewelyn-Daviss and London Transport in July 1973.
This essumed the 5W section cpening by 1981, and related this to
population and employment predictions, and a land use pattern prefer-
red by LT {and desired to give adequate frein leoadingsl. Unsurpris-
ingly this Ffavoured intensive development and a high density of
activity within the walking catchment of the tube stations, 500m, and
medium scale densities within 1000m.

London Transport had acquirsd powers for the South-East London
sgoction of the line in 1371, to include also 2 new station a2t 5L,
Katharine's Docks, an 'up market’ Cock redsvelopment just east of
the City boundsry.

In abstract, though. once justificatiazn for a tube was
inseparably sntangled from extensive replanning of the ares, there
was no absolute reason why the detalled alignment or general
routeing shauld be that originaliy proposed by tha railway engineers -
this was the cart before thes horse. To build a tuba, or any major
Eransport link, should he viewed mot just as a cause, but 21sn 2

conseguence, of that area's needs. For this reason, and for the
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reason also that BR had invested substantial sums in rebuilding the
London Bridge approaches inwards from Lewiskham [so nmt strictly
requiring relief by the Fleet Linel: and because oy this time
Decklands raplanning as a whole was pecoming a live issue. the Flest
Ling link to Surrey Dozks bsocame Lncressingly 2 lost cause. In the
18978/77 outline public inguiry for Liverpool Strest termirus
redevelopment, Lthe East London Line was instead to be extended west
from Shoreditch into Liverpool Street, to provide a radial link Ffrom
Surrey Docks and New Cross. and possibly Lewisham, as & substitute
far the Fleet Lina.

In prectice, none of the tube schemas went Forward.

HOCKLANOS REPLAMMING

The creation of tha Greater London Council with effect from 1965,
with strategic planning powsrs extending over most of the London
Built-up sres [plus ths amalgamation of ths small London boroughs
into larger avthoritles administering populstion rumbers the size of
cities such as Bradorg or Cardiff) provided a major institutional
impetus to sseing the problems and oppertunities in Oochlands as a
common issus whether north or south of the river. The change in
outlook was net immediate, dut took five years before the Oregter
London Development Plam [draft; pars.5.9.9 in the finally agreed
version of 1578) that:

"the replanning of Docklands provides the opportunity

for the retention of some of the existing water ereas

which together with an improvsd transport infrastructure

would create new and imaginative compimations of resi-

tentisl. commercial and recreaticnsl development™.

Stated in thess genaral terms, the BLOP view on Docklands is

a guecstion Iooking for an answer, which is mot really the purpose of
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structure planning. By inference, "improved transport Infra-
structure” was to be an enabling tonl to reshaps the role of Dock-
lands, presumably with less emphasis an the 'industrial wvillage'.
Unanswered were the intertwined issues of: Whish sort of transport?
and What sort of land wse? A tube ling might be ineppropriate for
tha intendad land uses.

The GLOP indicated that it saw an industrial focus still For the
Royal Docks, the Blackwall arss and from Woelwich Ferry to Lovell's
wWharf; but that there was greater 'opportunity’ for other uses
upstream: at 5t. Katherine's Dock, London Docke, East Indiz Dock, and
the Surrey Commercial Decks. The GLOF also defined 'Action Areas”
where the GLU wished to bs responsible for preparing and adopting
schemes, becauss of Cheir London-wide Implications. Beckton, East
India DOock and the London Docks ares were amongst those defined as
Action Arsas, but 'Uocklands' as & whola was not yet viewed in this
way. In the event, Docklands as & unitary concept overtook the GLOP
Actipn Afea proposels. By spring 1871, with the GLOP still awaiting
the results of the Public Imguiry let slong agreement with central
governmant. the then-Conservative ELC commissicned & consultaney
report on redevelopment possibilitiss in the docks area of fast
London. This created an initial definition of the area referred to
collogquially as Docklands (seeMap 3).

ATTEMPTS AT A DOCKLANDS 'SPINE®

Hard at work with plot ratios, the consultants alsc received a
great desl of interested advics from campeigning. political and
academioc bodies. A Doekionde Spine was freguently canvassed, to

implant a new land use theme and & common focus for these land uses -

and possibly provide the "Isproved transport infrastructure® desired
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in the GLDOP. This spine would dnvelve a number of new cross-river
links if it wes to serve all the Action Areas and 'opportunity’ arsas,
because of the locval topography. Examples of idsas from cutside
sources include 'London's Flight Fast: Maplin City" by the Conservative
Political Centre - propesing to locate an access corridor te the
{Maplin} Thicd Londen Airport. viz Docklands: and Professor Peter
Hall's new town ideas reported in New Society in 1871,

Dogkionds' was published just bafore the 1373 GLL elections
which returned a Labour GLC- The consultants® report suggested
different treatments for the 5 sg. miles likely to be available for
rebuilding by 1891. Job losses, they felt, would raduce employment
Ievels to 30,000 in the area from 68,000 in 1966 apd 53,000 in 1071,
if no positive action was taken. Future prospects ramged from a low-
density suburben schemz largely sglf-sufficient with new factary and
office jobs encouraged, ta high-density public housing with industry.
to a high-density 'naw town'. ’Spine’ facilitiss were offered in the
higher-activity options, including a "minitrem’ linking the City with
the new develcpment areas. via St. XKetherine's Dock, Surrey Docks,
Isle of Dogs and Popler to the Royal Docks.

The finsl GLOP had these comments to make on the desired
ralationship botween tramsport proposals and new land uses:

"Irm plarmning new transport routes and services, thel
aseistance tramsport can give to arsas most in need of

rentwal willtbe a factor to be eonsidered. New trans-

port links should so far as gpossible be routed to provide

Lmproved communicetions for badly-served arszas and should

te co-ordinated with the plans for rehabilitation or

redevelopment of those areas...”
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"...hausing developmant ot higher densities than would

otherwisze be permitted may be suiftable in areas most

convenient to poblie transport facilities. The better

the sgrvice...the more appropriets higher densities

could be...”

"In progping activities near rall and bus services the

value te travellers of buillding aleang *ranspert corridors,

in terms of improved service. and to bthe opsrators, in

terms of better use of track and vehicles, must be

recognised...”

*...when redevelopment and new development take.place Care

must be taken to improwva access from rail and bus, where

possible. This is especially important in Central Leondon

ang town centres and other aoress where public transport

parries large numbers of people. It is also important that

advantage should be taken of situstions where existing

rail facilities are under-utilized...”

The unitary concept had thus developed to the point where it wes
sesn not just as am administrative focus but also as a possible
spluvtion to the probolems of Docklends, sxemplified by the transport
‘Spime’. It is perheps noteworthy, though, that in the lower activity
pptions, inciuding 2 traogitional "East End' stvile of land use
redevelapment, a repid transit link was not seen to be appropriate
Or NecEssary. knrecuer. in 211 options even the exdisting rail links
WETE SEEn as Ltos generods - the Morth Woolwich Line could be replaced
by a bysway. The number of people anticipated im any proposal was
"wgll below the capacity of a tube”: also the consultants felt that

& cross-river tabe would need bto be below ground, at high cost. The
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minitram was prefarrad, cannecting imte 3 Fleet Line &t Fenchurch
Street, with the Fleet Line tu Lewisham S2ving lower priority. All
the options for radevelopment had a high price tag, £6506-950m at
1971 values.

The incoming ecgministration at County Hall had noted consider-
able concern by local residents ang boroughs sbout attempts to turn
Docklands into classic suburbis or & New Town anvironment - the
locel constituencies predominantly Teturned a Labour majority, teo.
So the 'Doeklands’ plans were unceremoniously rejested. This was a
votable contribution to ar already hurgenning industry - the Braat
Locklands Paperchase.

Fresh endeavours by the new GLC fooused on reactivating
estadllished industrial land and on devising new schemas likely to
gain the active support of the variocus local boroughs and cemmunities.
This was o worthy exercise in conscltation, but regrettsbly turned
into loecal government béck~scratching. Lach borough (Tower Hamlebs,
Newham, Scuthwark, Lewisham and Greesnwichl had 2 major input in the
ideas for its own territory within the boundary defining Uocklands,
and was happy to support the others' proposals providing its own
was also supported in turn. It wes the GLC's sisyphean responsibility
to reconcile the impossible, by making & coherent and plausible whole
uf what were, in effect, five different bids for housing, tramsport,
employment, shopping, rew education facilities, and so furth. The
task was devalved to a councillor and officer-lavel working party
which formally brought together the GLC and the borcughs. The
warking party's names inciuvded, at variows dates, *Docklands Joint
Committee’ and 'Docklands Development Team' ~ the latter a somewhat

unfortunate acronym.
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A 'RIVER LINE' ZPINE

ALl agreed it was vital to provide s degree of wverall coheslon.
The two cbvicus ways of glueing the area, the planning and the
soliticking together wera to go for a Jocklands Spine, which would
wander bhrough the areas switsble for redevelopment, and 3 rapid
transit link. lUrban motorways and new high-quality radisl roads vere
now out of political and planning favour within London, where the
Motorway Box and other road schames had been @ major political plank
at the 1972 elestions snd nad brought the anti-motorways party to
power. Thus the rapid transit link assumed & primacy which was out
of proportion to its practical zdvantages - and out of proportion £o
the likely paessenger traffic levels naving regard to the various
torough's proposals for new land uses.

The Lomdon Bail Study (1974) reportad on the problems and pros=
pects for London's passenger railways during the next generation of
rail investmesnt. Part of their remit had bsen to identify areas
lacking adequate rallwsy facilities ond proposse appropriate schemes.
Serving Docklands redevelopment was one ides taken on board and
reissusd ir the shape of a proposed “River Line' tube. This wou ld
diverge from the Flmet Line at Fenchurch 3tresat and serve parts of
the Docklends area bafors reaching Woolwich and Thamaesmead. Unce
agzin, the LRS nhad heen intended as & political animal; this time by
the Cansarvative GLC who had hoped the study team would report in
time for bBhe 1873 EiECtiUﬁS. The River Line now fulfilled Labour's
pelitical reguirements of & Spine and 2 high-guality public transport
irput. The Docklands Joinmt Committes rejected busways a5 untrisd
in London, light rail becsuse It was £2Zm more costly then minitram,

and minltram because it too was untried in Londan. Tha River Line



was more desireble than buses.

Eidding by boroughs bagan early. For sxample, Towar Hamleis
[Dogklands in Tower Hemlets, Dctaber 1973) sought @ new tube line
surfacing beyong Fenchurch Street and following estabiished, under=
used railway sligrmment to Limehouse and Poplar. thence into the
Royal Tocks where it would again follow under-used railway routes.
The borough aleo sought improved orbital public transport facilities
as an aliernative to motorway prajests and tied to intsnsive land
uses focussed on public tranmsport interchanges - a “HeéngRail' or
Outer Circle service based on roautes such as the Stratford-Nerth
wWoolwich line.

Gresnwich wanted the btube [in the Blackwall peninsulal rather
than in the busier Poplar; Newham wanted ths tube to run to
Thamesmead via Beckton rather than via Woolwich Town Cenkre, and so
¢i. In the event the Dockiasnd Joint Commitiee’s preferred routeing
for the 'River Line' Spine iMzp 3) represented political aspirations
rather than just relative traffic demands and would serve four of the
five boroughs, via St. Katherine's Dock and Wapping {Tower Hamletsl,
Retherhithe and northern Surrey Docks (Southwark), Isle of Uogs
{Tower Hamiets), Blachwall Peninsyla [(Greemwichl, Custom House, &
branch to Beckton, and Silvertown (all in Newham), and Woelwich and
Thamesmead (Gresnwich]. Lewlsham Councll had to be contert with a
vagus commitment to & long-term tube link: sither the Flaet Line
(for which parliamentary powers existed) or an East London Line
extension.

In cue course London Trensport acquired pariiamentary DOwWers
for the River Lime tuh=; the Flest Line scheme to South-East London

was dropped quietly., and the Decklands propesal became the tube's
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preferred esstern alignment beyond cemtral London. As such, the
route bocems known as the Jubllee Line, when that name was applied
Eo the Fleet Line projeet in central London.

Any tube would be a loss-leader for Docklands; it would not pay
for its operating costs, let alone repay dirsctly the initial capital
investment. Londen Transpert only undertook to go ahead with son-
siruction work prauided the operating costs were underwritten, end
the capital costs paid for as supplementery fundimg, separste from
the Dasic capital funding provided yearly for the Underground system.

REAPTNE THE WHIRLWINMD

The GLC was not im @ position io gusrentee the tube's capitat
costs {about £325m at mid1373 prices for the full line from Charing
Crass to Beckton and Thamesmead]. But regardless of the political
differences about what to do with the land uses within Docklards,
both main polirical parties at County Hall supported the fube
extenszion as a means of providing a fresh stimulus to Docklands and
in the absence of any other ideas directed to this objective. Howsver,
both main peliticsl garties over Westminster fBridge, in Parliam=nt,
were agreed that a Jubilee Line was very poor value for public money,
and was exceedinpgly unlikely to gst their backing for funding
sgparately fram LT's general investment programma. (A case, perhaps,
cf poor cross-river links!)

It was not just expenditure on a tube lins which central
EUVErNMEN: wWas beiné asked to back in Oocklands - anly 20-36% of new
housing would be privately financed, there wes dock infilling, new
roads, drainsge and sewerage, and projscts to oreate mew employment
bases. such as the freguent GLC call for a Channel Tunnel terminsl

to be sited in Docklends. Financislly, the sniution to Docklands




was sesn by London's jocal authoritiss as & major call on the
rational purse, for schemes which were in some respects thelr pet
idess all condensed into one geographical terriiory, convenient far
bidding and hopefully supplementary to their basic budgets. The
call was coming from a region of the country which had a declining
population but still had, relatively, better infrastructure and &
sounder econumic cutlook than many reglons further afleld whose
reprezentatives were also coming cap in hand to central government.

The foreign-exchange crises which affected the Labour Government's
budgetting from 1878 did not help either Dockiands’ or the tube's
chances. The then D.0.E. had the same attit.de sbout the tube, with
sultable civil service resarvations. In evifence to the House of
Commons' Expenditure Committee, in 1975, officials had commented:

"Strand to Fenchurch Street; it is particularly expensive

- E50 million for 2.5 miles of tube... It comes out with

3 retio of benefits o cost of about 0.3 to 1 for that

2.5 mile section. That mears crudely that you spend $50

millien on 2.5 miles of tube and at the end of the day you

bhave & public asset worth L17.5 million...”
And, on the Docklands extension:

"One wouwld went to see the development 2f this pruposal

carried & stage further before one could say there was

a full commitment to it. T am not saying that it might

im the end turn upon 3 positive cost-benefit resuit.

One eannot exclude the pessibility that the Sovernment

might as an act of feith, so 1o speak, say 'This is

right; it will cpen wp this area and to the extent that

cost-benefit analysis does mot carey the field it is
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atill right %o do it against the prospect of future

benefits which are not at this stage capablz of analysis'™.
The Expenditure Committes had concluded im 1875 that:

"River Lire is foremost of the specific proposals dependent

upon lerge scale public expenditure. We fingd 1ittle

evidence that this proposal has been tested against a

wide range of alternative public trensport systems to

ensure that the substantial investment needed 1s Justi-

fied... wWe recommend that studiss should be made af

alternative proposals for a long-term dockland public

transport system bazed upon existing surface lines and

rights of way. MWe nots thet such facilities follow

much of a8 possible alizpment for the River Lime...”

¥, ..it appears that warthwhile improvements can bhe made

to existing services at modast cost. We recomsend thet

steps shoule Be taken to secure the early provisicn of

better bus and reil services and interchange facilities

in order to improve access to employmznt”.

Because the shest volume of funding demended by the tube project
created so much uncertainty. the idea of a tube 1line alse failed to
generage much advence enthusiasm among potential investors in
Docklands. Thus the loss-leader argument was stifled, and with it
the mase that in the long-run the costs of the line could be recovered
by higher proparty J;lues and rates within the redevelopad areas. The
London Doeklande Strategie Plan (the crestion of the GLLC and the local
borobghs] which was finally published in 1378 thus emergaed intc an
unpleasant world where its central proposals were peing strangled at

birth. And if the Ffunding problems and central government reluctance
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were not insuperable obstaclas, there was amother GLC election In
1877 which returned London to the Conservatives, who fnurd perpetusl
municipalisation of the docks arse anathemas.

PALLTATIVES - OR REALITY?

But what to do with Docklands? 'If insuffioient public funds
extst or are unlikely to ba provided, thenm conventional publie
erpenditure themes are out', went tha thinking. Neither did new town
technigques of pre-constructead premises and guaranteed housing merge
233ily into an envirormert where thers wers d4lready large numbsrs of
industrisl Duildings available for refurbisnment and & major housing
shortage. Equally, thz legecy of the docks et an unsavoury taste
in the minds of prospactive developars - Docklands had a bad public
image in spite of its proximity to the highly-priced and highiy-rated
property in the ity of London. Bright and dim Ideas still came
forward. Lass sensitive to major road projects, the new GLD nroposed
g 'Docklands Southern Relief Raoad’ cutting scross Surrey Docks and
the Isle of Dogs - =ffectively a new Doocklands Sping, and ancther
loss-lmader. Another brainchild was to stage the 1588 dlympics in
Landen - in Docklands. But the Labour Covernment which gxisted wntil
1379 was unlikely to be vary favourable dispessd to expensive projests
premoted by &4 Conservative council, guite apart from straightforward
crificsl analﬁBis of such schemes which might also shew them in a bad
light.

Howewver. by 1877 there was now official concern in the 0.0.E.
and other ministries sbout the down-at-heel s-ate of mush of Britain's
inner cities, rot just Dooklands., So far as initiatives were con-
cerned. thersfore, the new GLC could call on seme mational Ffunding.

It chos=s to use its transport powers to make nodest improvements to
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Docklands infrastructure, beliesving transport still to ba the hest
'enabling tool'. Local road improveméants went ahead, and on Lhe
nublic transport front certain bus routes were introduced, the East
London Line refurbishaed, and the Stratford-florth Woolwich Lirme
authorised for upgrading with new and rebuilt stetions and linked

to the Korth London Line to form an orbital reilway across Morth and
Fast London. [This latter project. supported in the Zondon Rotil
Study as a mere medsst wersion of an Outer Circle service. had been
held up due to funding preblems:; the only initistives the previous
Labour GLC had f2lt 2ble to maka on the North Woolwich Line was to
support the existimg service levels which BR had propesed cutting in
18761 .

Thae MNorth Woolwich service was seen as spearheading a fresh GLC
approach, the idea being fo build an under-river single-track rail
tunnel for local passenger services between North London, Stratford,
the Royal Oocks and Woolwich Town Certre. Ultimstely,. the tumnel
would form part of the Jubiles Lins when and if that got ths go-ahead.
This was & relatively oheap project (28m in mid 1975 prices for the
turnel, £Bm Ffor the other elemants). However, avthorication for
mejor initistives stiil rested with central government, which changed
colour in 1879, A potentislly favourable climate for funding now
sxisted - o Conservetive-GLD and a Cemservetive Government.

Horasce Cutler, the GLC Leader, went fo sze Normal Fowler, the
Transport Minister. HNational funding was restricied, as gver. Dut
agroement was reached ia June 1873 for cantral government to earmark
funds for & specific programme of road snd rall lmprovementis in the
Uncklands area. There would be 2 pause, though, while options for

public transport investment custing less than the full Jubilee Line



wera sxamined - & clear hinmt thet thet project was defunct.

A working perty reporied urgently, with 'A Study of Dower Cost
Alterngtives to the Jubilee Line in Pocklands'. Examined and
rejected were: (i)} through services from Disirict/Hammersmith Lines
to the Eest London Line [operaticral preblems, low benefits)s (ii)
& new brench from the District/Hammersmith linss to the Isle of Dogs
(construction costs, low benefits); {iii) & through service from the
Oistriat/Hammersmith limes to the North Woolwich Line [construction
costs, low benefitsl; [ivl 2 northern aligrment for the Jubiles [ine
[lower beneflts for smell cost reduction].
Favoured in principle for further consideration, byt outside the terme
of refarence, ware various improwved loocal links:
*extensinn of the E3st London Line ko Liverpool Streot andfor Lewisham
{820m to Livergool Street. 1979 prices)
*Woolwich Rail Tumnel for & Kerth London-Woolwich service (535m
*eervice improwvements on tha Cast London Lines, and impreved cross-
river bug services, through a new resd crossing east of Woolwich
{82ml.
Contrasted with the full Jubilee Line [£323m) were altarnative 'spinal
links':
*a trunceted Jubilee Line from Charing Cross to Becktorn {5200m)
TAutomated Iight vail, notiorally from Aldgate Fast to Beckben and
the Tsle of Oogs [£120m)
light rail with street running from Aldgate to East Indie Hock Roag,
thence segregated to Beckton end the Isle of Dogs [(£40-50m)
*two buswey wpticns for the same route, varying in degrees of
sggregation from ordinery traffic (£15-24m). The same study noted

that revenue generatsd by any alternative option, including the
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Eruncated Jubilee Line, would more than sover costs, providing
paraliel bus and rell services were reduced to match. Estimated
peak passengar flows were broadly similar for each option. Busways,
light rail with street running, and 2 frunceted Jubiles Line woyuld
all carry 2700-3800 passengers in the pesk hour. sutomated light

rail 3450-4300. In net present value, tha foliowing results asmerged:

Vet present cosi OF whiah NOT
of optionsg covered by commuter
{spread cver time savings
B0 vears) [to Central London)
Busways £28-35m £25-3Zm
Street Light rail  S47m i{midpoint) £43m
dutomated It.rall  £90m £83m
ghort Jubiles Line £155m £148m

The costs not coverses by commuter timeg-savings would have to be set
against local travel penefits within Docklands, and against changas
in lend valuss. They largely represented the loss-leadar elements of
any Oocklands public transpoert scheme end were the Figures needed ta
quantify the political 'act of falth' in giving & go-ahead.

Examplies of possible fransport "packages' were also given in the report:

Cost  Busway &uto. Short Full Other iocal Wihm,  Sthn.
(&m} light Jubilee Jubilee publie roads Relief Relisf
ratl  Line Lina tremapt Boad Foad

OVER 7

YEARS

£50m * - ‘ . . * .

109m * R . . * - "
BVER 40

YEARS

£200m - * . - " » .
£290m - + b4 . * * * .
L340m * . . - * * *
£390m R - - . * * . y
£410m . . . * * * *

Armed with these estimates, and following high-level negotiations, the
Minister [Morman Fawler] anmmounced in June 1980 that he would sllocate

Z100m over 15 yesrs. This was nat the £500m+ extravaganza originally



seught by the GLC and the pther loscsl authorities, who hed wantad
the £410m package plus the Southern Reliesf Rogd. Govarnment views
ebout the valus of loss-leader projects ware sherply in cantrast
with the GLC's, and the emphasis was also directed to roads schemes.
with the Docklands Northern Relief Rpad and local road schemes
petting the go-ahsed, but no firm commitment to any form of repid
transit system for Docklands.

MNoteworthy, too, was the lack of goverement commitment to a
Doecklands 3pine, the absence of mew cross-river links within the
docks area, and the reliance placed on Dock.ands regeneration Dy
improved road sccess to and from peints beyond Greater London, with
the D.o.T. intending toc go ehead with long-nooted schemas for a
radial motorway-~standard road from the MLI 1o Heckney, 2nd & new
urbital motorway from South Woodford to Barking and over the Thamas
(the Fast Londsn Riwer Crossingl - effsctively the sontinustion of
the Morth Circular Read. The Minister had decidad that pollcies and
practices common to other depressed areas of Britain wers more
likely to assist Docklands than the GLC's home-grown schemas.

MAMMON IN THE SERVICE OF THE COMMUNITY?

These projects made no general assumpilons about likely changss
in land use; so Lo that oxtarnt eny regeneration was expected to be
led by external influences, attracied to Docklands by sasier access.
The asthorisation signolled a substantial shift away from a policy
of regenerating Docklands through projects dovetailing with the
lacal community which, for all its detailed defects, was Lhe sense
of direction offered by the London Docklands Stiratsgic Plami. A mare
profound obiestion by central governmenit to the GLLC's scheme was

that although County Hell wes the strategic planning avthority for



London it had signelly failed cver 10-15 years o devise = strategy
acceptable boih to other locel authorities in the area and te
Whritehall ang Parliament. The ultimate prerogative was Parliament'=s.
The slternstive method of administering Cocklends, which had been
canvassed at the time of the Expenditure Committes’s quastioning in
1975, had been 2 New Town Corporstion. The Consarvative Government
new determined (with Michael tHzseltine st the D.o.E.) that the time
nad come to adopt this more agegressive brand of lecal mansgement than
establishad local governmant.

From serly 9381 in prectice, and with formal effest from July
1881, Docklands along the northern bank of fhe Thames was defined as
the territory of the London Docklands Developmeni Corporation [(LDDC).
Docklands south of ths river, in Breenwich and Lewisham, were laft
to the riparien respomsibilities of the local councillors. Docklands
within Southwsrk, Gneluding the commercislly-atiractive arsa Upstraan
to Towsr Bridge and London Bridge) was. howover. placed within LOOC's
control.  Southwark alresdy hed four creas-river links: London Bridga,
Towgr Bridge. the East Londen Line and the Rebherhithe Tupnel. 5o st
@ skroke, more or less, the pesrceived need for 'strategic' mew cross-
river 1inks were ssvered (the LODC currently support instead the idea
of local ferries linking the south bank with favoured loeatioms an
the north bank]. A Docklands Spine, to the extent that any sping was
really justifisd, would bDe fosusmd orly on the narth bapk of the river.
The philosophy de;ermined Ffar the LOOC was one of attraeting privets
finance, tn stand Docklands ‘on 1is two feet': 'Fe have no problems,
oniy opportunitisr’, was the new theme.

Assets which the LDOC could sxploit were the dock waterfrontages

- which could be used &5 2 focus for environmental amenities rather
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then be expensively filled in - and Oecklands' proximity to the city
of Londen. It wes indeed remarkable that property values coeld
plummet so rapidly within so few miles of the centre of & capital
ocity. The potential was there, if only esthusissm could bs converted
into hard cash. The theme thus becamsz the over-riding method of the
LB0C. Breaking the leg-jem was LDOC's key concern; a glance at other
parts of centrael and inner London, such as Covent Garden and Chelses,
suggested what possibie scale of returns were in activities ang Finamece.
The LODC prospectus dwelt on the idea of Docklands offering a
new location for activities traditionally centrad on the Tlty of
London and the West End - the front offics might still need to have
& W, WC or £C postcode, but the ancillary jobs and premises could he
sited with advantage (lower lLand and lsbour costs) a few miles
downstream. An added fillip was thwe prospect {subseguently sdopted)
of the Isle of Dogs hecoming an Enterprise Zome, with no rates to pay
entil 1887,

LIGHT RAIL IN THE 3ERVICE OF MAMMON

Land and labnur costs might well be _ower just gast of the City:
the obvicus bottleneck was the lack of a visthle link plugsing in
Jocklands bto the heart of London. Passenger +flows might be low in
proactice, but the need was there for & 'nigh profile' stimulus. A
busway was off-key, 2 tube line far toe sxpensive. Tmportamtly too,
the rapld timescale required from the LODC by centrsl government
demanded thst The passenger link should stimulste investment while
it was still im the planning stage, and while under construction.

30 the link had to be credible from the very beginning. credible both
financially and in gsographical cowsrage.

LODC urgently requested a review of low-cest rail link gptions
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far that part of Docklands closest to ceniral London, where political
angd investment attention was strongest {af this stage it was under-
stood that the Royal Docks would continue gperating for some ysars].
Fortunately London Transport had already undertaken samz leng-range
projestions for 'intermediete capacity guided transport systems'
during 1380, following the study of alternatives to the Jubllee Line.
and was therefors able te cepitelise on this work, LT reported back
to LOOC in thres months. in September 1887, The heppy medium batwesn
the two operational extremas of buses and tubes was Iight rail, which
also had poiitically tolerable capital and revenue cost Implicstions.
LT recommended light rail aptions sentred on exlsting under-used
British Rail and Part of Loaden Authority infrastructure. {Other
options for branches from the East London Line were rejscted due to
high cest and low benefits].

A north-snuth fasder tram was favoured. incerporating street
ruaning from Mile End Underground Underground interchange to Limshouse,
thence to the Isls of Dogs, as was a railway viaduct route from the
City via Stepney East to Limshouse and the Isle of Dogs. VYarious
detailed routeings through the Isle of Dogs were assessed, but these
did not affect the basic outcome of the study. Peak flows were
gxpected to be abosut 2400 passengers per hour with elther route, based
gn certain rosy assumptions sbout employment levels supplied by LGOC
(but any light rail scheme was hoped to help stimulate these jobs -

a chicken-or-egg p;ﬁblemj. Capital costs were estimated as £23m

(mid-1381 prices} for & M-5 scheme and L45m for & basic E-W scheme
(£50m comgined N-5 and E-W), using conventional, continental light
rail systems, with add-on costs of £12m for a mors convenlent City

termirus that Mimories, and a further £12m for auvbomated light rail
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which was, however, relatively unproven.

Mo scheme produced & positive net present value - a typical
percentage of capital cost covared anncally by net bGenefits was 189%
and 22% for the £-W and N-2 schemes respectively (7% for & combined
schemal, and 14-15% for eutomsted light rail. London Traﬁsport
camment that "this i3 not surprising considering thet LT's appraisal
deliberately did not sttempt to assess or value the impact of any of
the opticns in aciuvelly stimuelating development”. Once agasin, the
key politicazl issue was whather this was a reasonahls price to pay
fer & loss-leader which would hopefully repay its investment in terms
of lang valuss and genaral economic sotiviby.

A notional timescale for a light rail scheme was to ses planning
complets within 18 months [the prirciples and goneral routeing being
decided early on), parliamentary approval taking 1 year, then a go-
aghead with construction starting in 5 months, and opening in stages
within 2-3 years (3-4 years with the more convenient but mors
complicated and expensive City terminusl. From beginning to end of
the project, this would be less than 7 years, praferably fewer than
6. The LDOC wanted at least part of the schems oper by Autumn 1885,
which would reguirs a very hectic schedule indeed, agreed to and
adhered to by &ll, especially during thephazes of planning and
politicael sutherisation.

The scheme in orinciple for a combined N-8 and E-W light rai:l
network was adepted with characteristic wvigour by the LODOGC. The
obstacla was wWhitehall, concernad by the risks of high-speed decisiaon-
making on backs of {large) srvelopes which might sobsequently resbound
with calls for extra capital and subsidies. The Minister of Transport

thy then, David Howelll was a2lso mors sceptical then Michael Heseltine,



in Environment, about the merits of iight rail.

Tt took LDOC %o organise a helicapter ride around Docklands to
convince the Minister of Trarsport of the virtues of the scheme.
"Land values” was the objactive stated when the go-ahead was
anncunced at ths 1982 Conservative party conferance. The full project
wWas authorised. cash-limited to £77m in out-turn prices with cash
drying up in 1887, snd with an implied requirsment for Dozklands Light
Rail to cover its operating costs with fares and other commercial
ravenus. DLR was to be formally indopendent of Londan Transport for
managing purpGses, dut for the time heing a separale {sgconded) OLR
team would be chairad by an LTE Board Member.

DESLIGN CONSTRAINTS

London Transport sdmit they were the most supprised of all to
find a tsntative icea burgeon into full-blooded authorisstion well
within 2 years, with an enjoinder to design, gain parliamentary
approval end complate construction work bafore a further 5 years had
glapsed. WNormal planning processes would have taken far luhger [the
initi=l extension of the Piecadilly Lins tube to Heathrow Central,
for example, bad taken 4 years to obiain authorisation sven with an
attractivesly commarcisl case). Perhaps prnsurprisingly, the initisl
planning ideas did undergo modification - with sggregated tracks
throughout, high-leval or old railwsy rosteing rsther than a street-
level profile, and @ change of northern terminus from Mile End to
Stratford {less convenient for losal journeys, easier for long-
distanne arcess ~ Sge ﬂEE;EJ' This re-specificebtion wes adoptad with
the LDOC's and GLC's agreement, thass being the cliemt autharities
to whom DLR hed to report. LDDC still required s high-visibility
railway, with 21l that thils implied in themstic design.

The main effect of the changes, though, was to sccentuate the



128

already tight limits te tha authorised cash. A City terminus mors
convenient than Minories could not be afforded without ssparate
funding, nor could all the potential stations be constructec, more
frequent services gperated, nor many useful festures of station
design adoptec. For 2 transport project which will form a showpicce
for British light rail enginesring {a further reason for its
aythorisation by central government and the suppert of LODE} it is
remarkable that there will be no direct interchaﬁga in the City with
the Underground, but rather a 150-metre walk from Tower Hill tube
station to the light rail terminus at Minories in ths centre of a
busy one-way traffic system.

According to a GLC monitoring report on BLR corstructien, the
cheapest [ateall struntures are not 'intrinsically the guietest®.

The timescale does not allow for extra facilities which would delay
thé main works, while the tendering process, geared to one package

of preposals, makes it more difficult than in usual British plenning
procedurs to modify a pre-determined specification. DR besie raill-
way, key odditions and other Righ prioriiy items current at December
1883 are listed in Table I. For basie ratiway, read 'affordable':

for key additions, read 'marginally affordable'; and for high pricrity.
'can someone stump up some more meney?’ Even a typical 5% contingency
sllowance has had to be excluded to force the estimetes far the basic
railwsy ang key additions past the definsd cash limit.

In January 1884 & Bill wass proceesding through Farliament
(dezlayec by the 18983 General Election] for the East-west light rail
scheme from the City to the Isle of Oogs, and the 1884-85 parliament-
ary session will see the Bill for the North-South line to Stratford.

The preblems faced in detailed planning were defined clearly in GLC




S Limehouse,

ODOCKLANDGS LIGHT RAILWAY - SUMMARY OF

0P7I0NS*

Table I :

- BASIL RAILWAY

 TT66m out-turn)

Minimum ievel neces-
sary to achieve an
operating railway

o, Routeing

-~ City (Minories],
- Isle of
. Dogs, B Stratford

 §_1. Sarvice Levels

U2 rovbkes x 8§ trains
. per hour {10 trainsi

" 2. Structurss

" Surface railway

assumed in Isle
of Dogs

Steel/concrete aasumed
all new viaducta

3.
to
ta

4.

Remedial measures
track and property
reduce nolse

Mumber of Stetions

10

5. Provision of
Escalators
Mone included

stations

G. Environmantal
Works at Stations

Nona included

7. Passenger

Communications

None included

8. Enhanced Terminal
Stations

None included

g3. Lifts at
Stations

Mone included

KEY ADUITIONS

(£10.4m out=-turn}
to form core
railway

Core necessary to pro-
vide worthwhile soheme.
and basis for planning

8 trains per hour
(14 traina}

Elevatad railway n
Tele of Dogs

fHoise reduction
measures provided

Additional:

- horith Quay

= South Quay

= M1lwall Park

Envircnmental works
provideg

Public address
CCTv

Lifts/disabled/all
staticns

HIGH PRICRLTY ITEMS
[£5.5m gut-turn!
for decision and
possible addition
to core railway

Enhanced service
Ievel (16 trains)

All concrete
structure

Additional:
- Devons Road

7 gaealators at &

stations

Train Indicators

Enhanced provision
at Tower Hill

*Source: GLE Report T103Z, OLR - Progress to December 1883 {8/12/83)
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report T1032 (Uscember 4983): It pointed out that the previous
Government had limited the project at a very sarly stags, when the
railway specification was still ;athar general and the oost sstimates
anly outline: "Further work has shown that these costings were
reasonably sccurate but that the rallway speclfivcaticn did not allow
for a number of features which Doth clients regerd as essential to
the achieving the standards of service and amenity that would enable
it to meet its objective of providing a service attractive to all
groups in the local community (ircluding the disablecl snd attract-
irg new cevelopmsnt to the Docklamds aree ™ [T1032/10.1).  Thare was,
this report continued, a case for reviewing the cash limits: an
additional 5% on the cost "ecould slmost double the sesrvice level”,
while "The case for reviewing the time limit for the project (inherent
in the cash limit) would alsc be examined.”™

Tne prioritigs of LUDC remein to attract money, jobs and people
ta Docklands. With the closure of the Royel Docks, their problem now
extends to MNewham, and LOOC nave sought extension of DLR to Heckton
and North wWoolwich, and in 1384 used other ploys of a satellite
terminal and a short-take-off-and-landing airport (bitterly contested
locally) to find new means of enticing sctivities to a location
further removed from the traditional focus of Londsn commercs. The
aythorised DLR (row regarded as Stags 11 has had to be desigrned alsc
to allow for this possible Stege 2 extension to Mewham. In planning
terms it 18 very deéirahle to see the new high-activity developmants
focus on sites close to OLR stations, but the LOODC's more urgent task
ig simply to attract the companies Into their srea. The Corporetion
trust that the presence of DLR statiens will prove 2 sufficient

inducemznt in itself for companies to decide to locate near the light
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railway. LDOC wamts the stations o have a high visibility Image
four precisely this reasuon, and to reinforce the percelved
attrections of Docklands.

Cerrently there are pre-OLR bus services operated by LT and
sponsorad by the LDAC. such as= the Dockiands Clipper from Mile End
tube station to Limehouse and the Isle of UOogs {Mzp &). These
fulfil the passenger demand for 2 loss-leader service before ULR
gpens. The services are also ancther way for LDODE to damonstrate
vigihly their commitment o Docklands and publidic transpart - and,
by extension, Docklands Light Rail =nd the financial and property
tenefits which are wanted from the schema.

DOCKLANDS LIGHT RAIL: WHAT RELEVANCET

If you decide you need a rapid iransit link, ag=inst slterna-
tives the scorecard for light rail is favourable within 2 tightly-
knili built-up area:

* lower Ffinancial putlay per £ net present beneflt

* similar perceived advantages as heavy rail (=g tubel,

for less cost

* justified at lower passenger wolumes, and operated more

scongmically

* 1Ff demand picks up. can still cope with passenger flows

* with cash-limited outlay, & larger network and greatar

planning and passenger beneflis than a tube

* can be built more guickly than a tube

“ less depandent on large-scale land-use replanning. because

of lower initial costs and ease of building in smz2ll stages

* lass enforced rebullding roguired to gensrate adsquate

passenger flows, so less disturhance to astabiished land uses
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*easler and cheaper to modify if planning is reviced ar
new extensions reguired
* easiar to dovetell closaely te existing and planned land
uses, because of technical ability to work within tighter
constraints ~ sharp curves, street running option. more
freguent stations
* enables fullest use to be made of estaplished but undapr-
used rights-nf-way [(fovoured also irn the Greater London
bDevelopment Flas and by the Housme of Commons’ Expenditurs
Comnittee]
* grester opportunity to substituts for local bus

services, providecd that the reouteing and stapping patitern

is convenient, so minimising transport rosources while

retaining passenger terefits

"mare flexihle service pattern than tube.

wWhat this scorecard owiis is the disposition of political
objectives and influgnces. and the nwerall administrative and
planning themes which mey tend to favour or disadvantage any pro-
nosal for repid trensit. Any large-scale projsct needs an adminis—
trative and markoting framework, defining and publicising the nature
of the scheme, befere political eoknowledgement i3 fortheeming. ..
and political authorisation is another matter aitopether! A light
railway [or any majer public transport preject dependent on more
Lhan commereial income to justify 1ts existence) is very raliant on
support from extarnal authorities. In the context of Docklands,
gstimated passenger flows and net benefitc are low by rapid transit
stondards, in spite of low car ownership Iscally. So the financial

cese for any link is discoureging, whether as a feeder service or a
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trunk route. Rapid transit had to await the concept of 'Docklands'
@s an erza raquiring special peliticsl consideration before any
scheme was ldikely to be considered seriously. Once 'Aocklands' was
identifiled the argumenis for loeal road snd public transport
improvements ware generally without sericus opposition, end many
small-scale schemes nave gone ahsad, including electrification of
the North Leondon - Morth Woolwich line (te be complets by May 1885).
The arguments +or a mafor shift in eccessibility, Linking Oocrlands
more essily with other ereas. turned on the strength of supoort for
new transport investment, and especialiy on the variscus political
views on how e Docklends revivel should be schieved and how #ar
transport was sesn as the wital 'enabling tool'.

Londen Lebour local authorities were generally but not
unanimously opposed to major urban road projects. and saw 2 Uocklands
revival best accomplished by propussals geared to established
aspiraticns wiithin the East London area. This required extensive
public finance, available im sufficient quentity omly from central
government. GSomewhat unhermoniously, their planning also renuired
an expensive Oocklands Spine. in the form of 2 new tube railway
(the River/Jubilee Linel. whose locel lamd use implications might
paradoxically undermine their planning ideals.

Conservative GLCs had to cope with potentially hostile local
baraughs in the Dccqunds area, had a less inhibited attitude towards
urvan reead bullding, and aspired towards more private inuvolvement
and a New Town style of development. This weahkened the case for the
bockiands Spine, which had heen a convenlent administrative and
pianning peg upon which Labour could hang its various proposals. So

the strategic emphasis was directed towards easisr road acness
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within and frem putside London. ard there was & less whole-hearted
commitment to implementirg the full Jubilee itine tuke schame.
National governmerts [both Laft and Right) were perhaps slow
in appreciating the scale of problems in the inner-cities, ot saw
ne particular resson to single cut Lendon Docklands frem the list of
depressad regions and irner-city areas, saw no strung case for the
velume of public expanditure sought by London authorities, and caw
no case at all for the Oncklands Spine in the scale or form propossd.
In due course, transport projects similar to those in other depressed
areas were sdvenced by central government for Bocklands - these did
not include rapid transit or any other form of Docklands Spine.
Failure to achisve much new econtmic activity in Cocklands was
the consequence of a decade nf disagrsement between central
government initiative te instal a Mew Town Corporation to administer
Docklands, whose obiestives were to achieve results, guickly and
2L small public gost. With tiresmals and financing both very tight,
" the new London Oocklands Development Corporation Identifisd that a
low-cost version of a Docklands Spine was vital, to improve the
perceived asecessibility of Docklands and turn the vacant acres into
hard cash. This in turm regquired some farr of rapid transit link.
Broadly speaking, most rapid transit options in Becklands
(excepting the more grandoise schemes) can pay for their rurnning costs
under certain assumptions, but tha lacrease in the "hsavimsss' of
Lthe repid transit design merely results in the increase in benefits
pacing the increases 4in running costs. So there is Ao net advantage,
in cepital cost, in moving beyond a base leuel of accessibiiity.
Urless, of course, it is seen as &ocially important [increasing the

abscluta volume af bermefits Incally), aor as policitally imperative
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{buying voting effiliaticns prior to an slection}, or as = loss-
teader paying for itas higher capital costs throuzh increases in
property and rating valuas, and nhigher sconomic activity [which alse
Igads to lower public support paymenis such as unanployment bhenefits).
A tube railway was too high a price for central govermment to pay
for results in Dockliands: Iight reil emerged as the politically
appropriate trade-off betwson future land veluss and economic activity.
and present-day public expenditure levels. The guestions about how
practical and convenient the light rail system will be for day-to-day
users, haw well the new high-density Docklands land-usss will focus
aroung light reil stations, and what measure of passenger hensefits
wiil really beg galrned, ware noi seen as imperiant in the decision
process. ‘Amy raptd tramnsit {s better than nonez; If {t succesds we
can always improve it luter’ pgoes the argument. Fassengers ysing
Oocklands Light Rail in years to come may, however, hava cause to
reflect that sophisticated plamming and soccial-benafit optimisation
technigues have not advanced far as pelitical tozls for public

projects,
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