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Turning south London orange

Passenger demand, proposedin schemes and new stations / interchanges
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Background

The foreseen passenger demand is the driving force for the type and scale of service and investment
interventions proposed in this report.

The study area is essentially tBeuth Central suburban network, along with complementary
services which are inextricably associated with this complex operating network, and where logical
opportunities for shared services and benefits can be defined.

The services and stations reviewedatbfore start at Victoria, Thameslink/Blackfriars and London
Bridge, and on the West and East London Lines.

The key intermediate points where existing or potential train services mesh or overlap are:
1 Zone 2: Clapham Junction, Brixton/Herne Hill, Peckhgen [Rewisham
1 Zone 3: Wimbledon, Balham, the Streatham area and Tulse Hill, Crystal Palace and Catford



i Zone 4: Norwood Junction, Beckenham Junction
1 Zone 5/6: Sutton, West Croydon, East Croydon.

The potential for any one train service to impact on others haen discussed in the previous

chapter. It is considerable. The Centre for London team agree with the principles already set out by
Transport for London, in its initial proposals for simplifying and intensifying services on the South
Central network, thamarginal changes are not the solution here. Evolution in this case must be
accelerated, to achieve more of a metstyle frequent and trusted service.

Understanding the foreseeable demand characteristics is our starting point, from which we consider
that the TfL proposals represent an interim stage of mesattion, and that more investment will be
required, in the 2020s and through the 2030s. They would cost more than a Thameslink but less than
a complete Crossrail, around £186 billion pounds. Not adif that needs to be spent at once.

Planning should be clear about where the long term points, and work backwards from that to create
a series of investment stages.

Currententry+exit demand

TfL has assessed passenger demand on its relevant lines im2081he order of an additional 100
million passenger kilometres carried annually (so perhaps anothéblfillion passengers), capital
costs as £1.3 bn, additional operating costs £3.9 bn, with on the plus side time savings £8.5 bn and
road benefits (minly decongestion) £3 bn. These are undiscounted figures.

Without access to this scale of modelling, Centre for London has looked at the South London

suburban station demand going forwards. There has been a remarkable growth in demand in the

past decadestimulated by:

9 increasing road congestion

9 additional population

1 introduction of Oyster and Pay As You Go ticketing which integrates main line passenger
journeys with TfL services

1 better services from the mi@000s, some paid for directly by TfL on 8euth London network
(although not at a quality level which justified their inclusion within Overground marketing)

1 introduction of Overground services on several corridp¥LL to Clapham Junction from
November 2007 with later service improvements, Ellttsgards to Crystal Palace and West
Croydon from 2010, ELL via South London Line to Clapham Junction from December 2012.
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Some stations are included also in etlanalyses. It is the overall demand change that we are

f221Ay3 FT2NE (2 dzyRSNERGFIYR (GKS KSIRftAYyS @2fdzyS C
by Oyster Zone, and by Route Corridor Group. Services frequencies will be variable between

individud stations, and between corridors, but it is possible to identify some clear trends in demand.
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By Oyster Zone

Total passenger entry+exit volume LUL: 2005 2010 2014 2005>2014 20102014 (2013>2014
Main lines, Overground, DLR, Tramlink:  2005-06 2010-11 2014-15 % change % change | %change

Zone 2 main line stations in study area 21 stations including Clapham In 38,305,641 50,070,905 74,575,290 +45% +49% +10%
Average for Zone 2 excluding Clapham Jn (26.5m 2014-15) 1,293,955 1,519,978 2,405,473 +86% +58% +14%
Zone 3 main line stations in study area 22 stations including Wimbledon 33,659,799 56,573,362 71,431,898 +112% +26% +5%
Average for Zone 3 (Eastfields opened 2008) excluding Wimbledon (19.5m 2014-15) 1,092,962 1,921,662 2,471,667 +126% +29% +6%
Zone 4 main line stations in study area 16 stations 9,356,256 14,785,560 18,332,908 +86% +24% +4%
Average for Zone 4 584,766 924,008 1,145,807 +36% +24% +4%
Zone 5/6/7 main line stations in study area 14 stns incl East Croydon, Epsom as 'Z7' 28,344,066 39,238,605 45,922,776 +62% +17% +4%
Average for Zones 5,/6/7 excluding East Croydon (22.8m 2014-15) 995,842 1,472,151 1,781,214 +79% +21% +4%
This contrasts with other types of services:

Tube stations in South London Zone 2 9 stations 68,062,200 87,241,570 112,323,001 +65% +25% +7%
Average for Zone 2 excluding Brixton (25.4m 2014) 5,183,156 8,245591 10,368,693 +68% +26% +7%
Tube stations in South London Zones 3/4 7 stations, only Morden is in Z4 45,757,325 53,462,166 63,824,929 +35% +15% +11%
Average for Zones 3/4 6,536,761 7,637 452 9,117,847 +39% +15% +11%
District Line in South London Zones 2/3 4 stations 22,734,134 23,811,054 29,380,914| +259% +23% +6%
Average for Zones 2/3 excluding Wimbledon 3,855,611 4,046,098 4,694,095 +19% +16% +4%
Average for Zones 2/3 including Wimbledon 5,683,534 5952764 7345229 +29% +23% +6%
DLR in § & SE London [mainly 72, Woolwich Z4) & stations 9,017,154 28,650,380 40,481,444| +349% +41% +12%
Average per station 1,803,431 4,775,065 6,746,907 +274% +41% +12%
Tramlink main stops in South London (flat fare) 7 stops (in rail zones 4/5) no data 20,927,619 24,636,530 ? +18% +4%

Thereis a powerful growth in demand in Zone 2 at main line stations, whether served by
Overground or not, during the last year. ORR has had a reputation for-estierating passenger

volumes in city regions in past years, but the proportional changes compater zones

suggests strongly that this is a real and underlying trend. The increased demaddinse? the
underlying economic growth rates.

Even projecting this scale of demand change five years further would pressurise existing and future

additional capacities where those are planned. Looking ahead 15 years to 2031 could create

fundamental capacity problems on existing main line services, when it is those that are being looked

at to provide the vital capacity safety valve for the increasinglydbl lines. We consider that
substantial extra train and line capacity to be able to serve Zone 2 adeqqatélich is where
higher housing densities are also foresegn a critical matter to address. Automatic Train

Operation and European Train Cont&ystem (ATO/ETCS) systems are a starting point for action.

In the zones further out, there is a stead$% increase in usage in the last year, about twice the rate

of economic growth, and visibly a faster rate of growth in Zone 3 compared to outes.Zbne
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also comparable with District Line and Tramlink recent growth, which of course started in 2005 at a

higher demand baseline. London 2050 planniigagking to significant additional population growth in

many of the outer suburbs, so the observed growth rate could be higher in further years in zénes 4

It is instructive to note that the change in demand in Zone 2 tube stations is much less than at

equivalent main line stations, albeit from a much higher per station starting point. It is plausible to
suggest that the crowded tubes within Zone 2 are creating conditions of suppressed demand.
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While the Northern Line has the scope for substantial seliviceases if the line is converted to two
railways in the mid 2020s after the Battersea extension and rebuilding of Camden Town, and the
Jubilee may benefit in the short term from Crossrail 1, the Victoria Line only has room for another
two peak trains pehour and then it is ful, until Crossrail 2 comes along.

DLR in South and South East London is still showing great vitality in growth. It demonstrates that
there is suppressed crosiwer travel demand still to be unleashed. More and better cnigsr links
are desirable. We shall return to this point.

A further material fact is the comparative rate of passenger entry+exit at each station, by zone and
type of service. At main line stations (including Overgreseed stations), the Zone 2 and Zone 3
averages are around the 2.4m mark annually, which contrasts wittn® at Zone 2 and Zone 3 tube
stations. To these extent that more comprehensive masation and Overground marketing can be
achieved, with higher rates of station usage, then this wildlveelcome step change and a relief for
nearby tube servicesalbeit that the main line service has to step up to the mark.

The District Line might provide a token of what is achievalléh limited evidence of an average 4

to 5milliondemand IS EOf dzZRAYy 3 2 AYof SR2yd |1 26SOBSNI GKA& YI & ¢
crossriver service offer, where rail transport is in short supply outside Central Londotur& fu
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Overground offer, allowing for different catchments and service offers.

By Route Corridor Group
Total passenger entry+exit volume LUL: 2005 2010 2014 2005-2014 2010-2014 (20132014
Main lines, Overground, DLR, Tramlink:  2005-06 2010-11 2014-15 % change % change | % change
Cross-5LL/Thameslink to SE London {15 stns) Wands.Rd-Lough In-Peckham-Lewisham- 15,408,118 26,996,154 37,254,078 +142% +38% +7%
Average via SLL/Tlink to SE Lon entry+exit per stn  Catford/Catford Bge-Beckenham In 1,027,208 1,799,744 2,483,605 +142% +38% +7%
Via Crys.Pal to Tulse Hill, 5. Bermondsey (13 stns) Beck.n-CPal-Streatham stns-Tulse Hill- 11,575,995 21,771,890 29,099,804| +151% +34% +6%
Average via Crystal Palace entry+exit per stn Peckham-5outh Bermondsey 890,461 1,674,761 2,238,446 +151% +34% +6%
Via Sutton-Croydon/Mitcham to Batt.Pk (22 stns) Epsom-Ep.Downs-Sutton-via W .Croydon/ 24,665,008 40,538,345 49,414,372 +100% +22% +5%
Average via Croydon/Mitcham entry+exit per stn  via Mitcham-Balham-Battersea (not Cln) 1,174,524 1,842 652 2,245,108 +91% +22% +5%
Thameslink Loop stns excd Wimbledon (8 stns) Tooting-Wimbledon Chase-West Sutton 1,210,512 2,655,162 3,819,956 +216% +44% +8%
Average Thameslink entry+exit per stn 151,314 331,895 477,495 +216% +44% +8%
Sydenham Line, ELL and New Cross ELL (14 stns) WCroy/CryPal-NXG/NX ELL - Rotherhithe = 25,190,466 29,605,777 48,319,246 +92% +63% +13%
Average Sydenham Line entry+exit per stn 1,799,319 2,114,698 5,451,375 +92% +83% +13%
Total South London Line (excl CIn) (6 stns) Wands.Rd-Peckham-5cuth Bermondsey 4,199,282 8,683,986 15,141,178| +251% +74% +9%
Average South London Line entry+exit per stn 599,880 1,447,351 2,525,530 +261% +74% +9%
TOTAL SLL/South Overground excl Cln, ECroy Combination of the two entries above 29,389,748 38,289,763 63,460,424| +116% +66% +12%
Total major Southern stations (3 stns) Clapham In, East Croydon, Wimbledon 39,625,216 55,990,444 68,759,720 +7d% +23% +4%

The largest changes in recent years in passenger demand are shown here as those which include the
new London Overground services provided tey East London Line. This is 4 to 5 times the economic
growth in the same period and demonstrates the considerable trust by prospective passengers and the
willingness of South Londoners to ally their travelling requirements with a good Overground service.

The rate of change of demand in the last year and indeed over the whole past 10 years is much
ANBIFGSNI GKFY (GKS ydzYoSNA aSSy i {2dziK [2YyR2YyQa
Junction, East Croydon and Wimbledon. There the passenger entryekxite rose only by 4%.

This is still above the economic growth rate but suggests that there is a degree of maturity in
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passenger demand at a station already benefiting from high frequencies, where an Overground
influence (already present at Clapham Jum}iwill have less impact on passenger generation.

On the other route corridors the recent growth rate is unsurprisingly a middle range of demand at
+5% to +7%. This is a reflection of averaging the different rates of demand across the inner, middle
and auter suburbs. There is one different result to note, which is the change of usage at local
Thameslink stations between Streatham and Sutton via Wimbledon (but excluding those three
stations). Here the recent growth has been 8% per annum despite only aetpice. The reason

for this is unclear.

Modelling future demand

The Centre for London team has modelled the prospective changes in passenger demand at the study

area stations. The base line has been taken as the recently published Office for Rakhadwmihia

(ORR) for 203452, CfL has adopted a cautious compound growth based on an annual 2% growth in

demand deriving from the economy, and overlaid with most stations also allocated an average

population growth element of 0.57%a The latter isthesdzR& | NBIF Qa S&adA ¥l iSR akl
line basis of the forecast central increase in London population to 2050, which is about 300,000 people
locally. Some stations which are outside Greater London or have poor train servicedevgigen

lower inaeases.

The starting point in overall volume is 224.2 million passengers entering and exiting at the study area
stations in 201415. With the compound economic growth by 2031, and a straight line addition of
0.57% p.a. of 20145 passenger travel (so eqaient to a straight line population growth), this

would be 308 million passengers entry+exit, using these cautious growth rates, a demand increase of
38%. By 2050 the passenger demand could be 448 million, which is a doubling from 2015.

This is of courseelying on unconstrained demand, and on averages across South London, whereas
in reality one would expect higher growth in some stations and less elsewhere, and some fares
increases higher than RPI. TfL models RPI+1% to 2020, then RPI +%2%, which nhagktioek

economic growth element as a stimulant for passenger travel. However the growth rates assigned by
CfL are in general only half of the recently observed change in demand at study area stations, and
those overall rates seen in the past decade amdlar or greater.

Also there is no allowance in our estimates for the supplementary effects of the Overground where
it does not already exist and which may have shorter or longer term fundamental impacts on
demand levels. They make no allowance for higielity stations and/or higher frequency train
services. Overall the foreseeable demand could be greater across the study area network than we
have modelled.

We have applied the growth rates to stations which are shared with other train operatorsasuch
Clapham Junction and Wimbledon which are shared with South West Trains. This is because
economic growth and housing growth should apply regardless of operator.

There is a vital observation which arises, that by the 2050s a South London networkyf largel
converted to Overground standards could be facing double the present passenger volumes with

! ORR station usage statistics for 2%} published 18 December 2015.
http://orr.gov.uk/statistics/publishedstats/stationusageestimates

JRC


http://orr.gov.uk/statistics/published-stats/station-usage-estimates

massive consequences for the scale of station, train and line capacities that should be planned for
now and built in successive decades. It is nothing less tlfiandamental reshaping for passenger
6SySTAG YR [2yR2yQa o6SySTAlG 2F GKS SyGANB { 2dziF
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point, but that that they might or might not keep pacetiwthe underlying demand until the 203@s

by which time other larger scale investment appears to be needed. This should be being planned for

now, as a coherent long term strategy, with short and medium term interventions designed not to

conflict with thelong term infrastructure needs.

Interchanges and Connectivity

Historically on many routes in South London it has been the case that suburban stations have
offered direct trains to several London termini rather than just one. These might offer a spread
between City and West End destinations, for example.

Although the South London network has many lines crossing each other there are also relatively few
locations where a useful interchange is offered. This has also limited the extent to which, despite
appearances, it is easy to get between suburbs in south London. Centre for London considers that
there will need to be important improvements both in local accessibility and with easier interchange,
to enable simplification of service structures so that higlequency and more reliable services can

be operated.

The 201415 identified interchange volume at suburban South London stations was 52 million of
which 69% took place at just two stations, Clapham Junction 28.5 million and East Croydon 7.5
million. Ths illustrates the shortage of other useful main line suburban interchanges across South
London.

The bulk of tube interchanges are in Zone 1 or its borders, though Balham has a useful role, and
Canada Water another vital creager function by joining meh of the South London network to
Canary Wharf via the Jubilee Line. Canada Water entry+exit on the ELL rose in one year from 6.2
million in 201314 to 10.3m in 20145, and because interchange between national rail and the
Underground is counted as an eftbm one operator and an entry in the statistics of the other
operator, these figures point to a sharp rise in ELL/JLE interchange numbers.

By the 2030s Crossrail 2 should be built and this will also stimulate much additional interchange
within the Souh London suburbs, especially at Clapham Junction, Balham and Wimbledon.
Interchange is to be encouraged if it improves the range of accessible origins and destinations.

New Services and Objectives
Satellite Activity Zones

Centre for London has built dhe initial thinking by TfL in this section. We start with a big challenge.
While the South London rail network historically has focussed on serving Central London, and in
some instances other parts of London via Clapham Junction, the geographical stisathanging

to create major job clusters not just in the centre but also in inner North West and East London. The
Old Oak Common and Park Royal Mayoral Development Corporation (OPDC) is forecasting 55,000

JRC
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jobs in its environs, Stratford has a similargmtial, while Canary Wharf and its vicinity are heading
beyond 200,000 jobs.

{2 FINJOGKSNB Aa y2 SldAgrtSyd W{lIG§SttAGS ! OGAQDAGE
previously dense office cluster in central Croydon is metamorphosimgvier higher quality offices and

high density housing. It is for someone else to consider whether there should be a South London SAZ

which might help to contain some of the demand for travel. In its absence there is an urgent need to

create direct rail seiiees from the South London suburbs to these locations, not just rely on the West

and East London lines which mostly require (WLL) interchange at Clapham Junction or (ELL) interchange

at Canada Water despite its constricted 4 car platforms on the ELLylailes Line crowding.

Projecting our baseline growth estimates to 2050 shows Clapham Junction entry+exit at 53 million
compared to 26 million now (the interchange numbers are similar and additional), while Canada
Water could rise to over 20 million. Tradter is physically impossible at an 8/10/tar scale,

without a complete reconstruction not just of this station but also other ELL tunnel stations and
parts of the complete railway, dbe railwaytunnel approaches to stations would require alteration

in some cases. If one looks this far ahead, a financial study may show that it is no more expensive
and will produce additional journey time benefits, to build a relief ELL nonstop between Lewisham
and Canary Whai#.2 miles ifrom Ladywell to north of Gzary Wharf) This would also relieve DLR.

There is a wider strategic opportunity to use an existing {Kkdt) railway line most of the way to
Croydon southwards, and northwards to consider a new direct line to Stratford in due course. We
R2y Qi dzft&iBeNd@ Gf ndestment this might require, but for example it is now impossible
to imagine a circumstance when the ELL might have to be shut for 2 or 3 years to change itfrom a5
car to al0-12 car railway. The Jubilemé& would not accommodate thieterchange numbers either.

The desire for new capacity to the SAZ destinations therefore provides a starting point for our
additional priorities for new and improved services in South London. We support the TfL proposal to
raise service frequencies ongaWLL and to run 4tph through trains between East Croydon and Old
Oak Common (OOC). This will also achieve a direct link to HS2 providing that the through trains from
South London can serve OOC, which is not yet certain.

Underlying railway technicahanges

The main step change which is required in all contexts is the adoption during the 2020s and not

later, of ATO/ETCS technology as discussed in the preceding chapter. This standard of automated
signalling is to be introduced on the sabrface lins of London Underground over the next 7 years

and will allow frequencies on that complex network (with flat junctions all round the Circle Line) of

up to 32tph. Mainline trains are longer and may take longer to clear junction sections but a

minimum targetof 24tph can be aimed for, and more where possible now and where track layouts

Oy 6S FR2dzAiISR® 2SS | faz2 | RI20FGS INHke@SNI I R2 LI A
motorway intersectiorg at busy suburban locations. We have a number of dedasuggestions

which are in theonline Annex. These will become necessary in our view in order to accommodate

the additional passenger capacity and train frequency pressures foreseen by 2050.

There are 4 substantial proposals which merit discussion mtegreletail. A diagrammatic map of
the preferred peak service frequencies and new links is shown there.
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There is a longtanding aspiration in the Streatham area for a tube extension. There were official
proposals once for a Vmtia Line extension from Brixton but the Victoria line is now nearly full. A
Northern Line extension was canvassed but that opportunity has been taken up by the Battersea
extension. The other tube which has been championed, the Bakerloo Line, is nowgudpesrds
South East not South London.

, S0 AG Aa I X FdzaAoES 208808RVESNVAOSY & NBY GSy D2 ¢
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passengersvho choose to make their way to Brixton because that is the easiest tube interchange.

The main line railway has three stations all on different lines but no one of those three offers a high
frequency tubetype service. At Streatham there are trains to Thaitink and London Bridge. At

Streatham Common there are trains to London Bridge and Victoria, while at Streatham Hill there are

only 4 tph just to Victoria.

TfL has sought to address the shortfall by proposing a Streatham interchange. This would lmg south
Streatham town centre at the convergence of the Thameslink, London Bridge and Victoria lines near
Streatham Common. New high level Streatham platforms would be relocated southwards, with a
walking interchange to an extended Streatham Common staticnin Bervices would be directed
towards Victoria only from the Streatham Common platforms, and to Thameslink and London Bridge
only from the Streatham platforms. No trains would run via Streatham Common to London Bridge.

The outcome would be a useful newtsirban interchange, simpler service structures and better
service frequencies with greater reliability. However Streatham town centre would continue to be
poorly served for travel in the direction of Clapham Junction, Victoria and the West End inchaling t
new Crossrail 2 interchanges. Streatham Hill might see an increase to 6tph.

The Centre for London team has started with its estimated baseline change in demand. The three
stations catered for 10m passenger entry+exit in 2054 Nearly 14m are foresedar 2031 and

20m in 2050. These are numbers which make a clear case for radical change. The Centre for London
proposal is to take advantage of the hilly ground which has existing railway tunnels east of

Streatham Hill and north of Streatham stations, dnild a tunnelled flying junction between the

two lines. Streatham station would be 4 tracked with parallel lines in each directiowismd-
stationinterchange between serviceshe tunnel distance would i&km(so 6 km for 2 tunnels)

including 2tracks underground, less if surfacdrdcking were possible through Streatham.

I FAdzZNIKSN) FEeAy3da 2dzyOliAzy gAGK GKS {GNBFOGKEY [ 2Y
capability at Streatham station, and also allow a much higher frequencyestisam Hill at the

north end of the town centre. Many Victoria stopping trains could be rerouted via Streatham Hill and
Streatham to provide extra services. Streatham itself would see a service frequedynmdhute

intervals in peak periods.

While in he context of 2031 demand modelling the TfL proposal has the attraction of lower cost,
f221Ay3 2 GKS wnpna U(KS-UBGSOATAB(ASYODESKI By R2 ¥ ¢
attractions. It would also enable the development of a primary-tailsinterchange at Streatham,

from neighbouring communities. It could stimulate new developments in Streatham town centre

with greatly improved accessibility at the northern and southern nodes of the town.
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A new South London Line

The South Londorine is the ast west railway across South London within Zone 2. Starting at
Victoria or Clapham Junction, it nominally but incompletely serves the town centres of Clapham,
Brixton, Peckham Rye and Lewisham. It also serves the major hospital campus at Denmark Hill, and
other inner suburban locations.

It is a 4track railway for much of its route but the different tracks do different things. The ELL service

over the southern pair of tracks goes through Brixton town centre without stopping as the engineering to
achieve hat could cost upwards of £100m. The South Eastern service from Victoria is nowagn all
ASNBAOS 4 HOGLKE FYR ol0LK Ay LISI1az odzi R2SayQi
business case for a new eagtst station at Brockley neaewisham, which could open up a new

interchange there with the nortisouth Overground route serving cra$ger travel, Crystal Palace and

Croydon. Looking to the future, Zone 2 is an area of increasing development densities and fast growing
travel demandas we have seen with the 201% data. The GLA Opportunity Area plans include a high

density housing objective in the New Cross, Lewisham and Catford area.

Putting together this chain of missed opportunities and foreseeable high growth creataadiedying

case for investment in new platforms where they are missing and improved service frequencies. The
existing stations in total handle nearly 28m passengers entry+exit between them. Growth projections
without additional services point to 38m in 2DA&nd nearly 56m in 2050. It is inconceivable that all

these passengers will solely want Central London. Allied to housing densities, there is a good basis for
establishing a better frequency and a more joingzicrossSouth London corridor.

Subject to tle business case for necessary route investment, we support an increase in ELL services from
Clapham Junction to 6tph, and an additional 3tph making 6tph in total on the Southeastern route to
Lewisham. To serve the GLA Opportunity Area better and to apeidiing complexities at Lewisham
junction, we propose that the additional 3tph be continued to Catford and Beckenham Junction to
terminate there. This keeps the extra trains continuously on the south side of Lewisham junction.

We are aware of TfL propdseao extend the Bakerloo Line to Lewisham by the 2030s, potentially as
phase 1 of a later extension towards Catford and Hayes. However we also see the merits of
achieving early service improvements along the South London Line and of supporting the GLA
housing objectives, which will have good Gross Value Added and can be included in the business
case of a railway franchise devolved to a TfL Overground concession.

Thameslink, Herne Hill, and a resolution for Brixton

This report has not focussed in detail ©hameslink service options, wittthe limits of study resources.

We have noted and support the TfL proposal to double the Thameslink loop services via Streatham,
Wimbledon and Sutton, from 2tph to 4 tph each way. This would benefit a poorly serveof s@ath

and southwest London. With ATO/ETCS in the inner and middle suburbs, TfL considers that this additional
frequency should be feasible with the extra trains starting and ending their journey at Blackfriars.

The main constraints on the Thamesliokite within the suburbs are at Herne Hill, where they can
conflict with fast trains on the Victoria/Bromley/Kent services with both routes then capacity
constrained, and at Tulse Hill where Thameslink also has flat junctions with the South London

JRC
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servicedo London Bridge. A further consequence of the present junction designs is that trains are
limited to 8car length on this Thameslink route and the same length constraint applies to the
London Bridge trains. Looking forwards it is highly desirable thatipms are reorganised with
conflictavoiding tracks and to enable trains to extend to 10 oc&Rlengths.

TfL has not proposed such major interventions in its South London scheme, but Centre for London
thinks this will become essential when looking ads 2050. The scale of costs would be
considerable. At Herne Hill when looked at on its own the apparent option is to put Thameslink into
tunnel with overall costs afver £100m persingletrack kilometre (this depends if single or double
track tunnels wee adopted) and a possible station underground costing at least £200m unless cut
and-cover were possibleor enlargement from within the running tunnels. A scheme cosim¢p

£1 bn looks likely, particularly if a northern tunnel portal had to be nortbaafghb@ough Junction

so incurring a second dedevel station Amuchlower cost would be incurred at Tulse Hill which has
the space for a flyover and additional platfasion that line.

Centre for London has therefore-examined the combination of botrixton, see above, and

Herne Hill, and proposes a different solution for those difficult locations where longer trains and
higher frequency stopping services are desired. The common feature at both locations is the
Victoria/Kent fast services. The projita is to put the Victoria/Kent fasts into a new tunnel
betweenthe Battersea rail landsear Wandsworth Roa@nd southeast of Herne H{b km tunnel

route). This would incur tunnelling costs but avoid the need for tunnelled statiarthe Thameslink
route at Herne Hill. It would free track capacity for additional stopping services and new Brixton
platforms on the Southeastern line towards Peckham. In turn the ELL trains using the SLL might be
able to use those tracks and platforms, and so avoid a@#l€um for a Brixton high level station.

The existing ELL tracks through Brixton would then be available for use as a freight train
management loop, and help to provide yet further passenger rail capacity across South London. Fast
trains should gain morkne capacity through the busy inner suburbs, and a faster run giving shorter
journey times. Centre for London proposes that the full chain of benefits that could arise from any
fast train tunnel should be explored in detail.

'Y WwHpQ hdziSNJ hNBAGE

Cente for London discussions with Surrey and Kent County Councils demonstrated considerable interest
in Overground proposals that did not limit themselves to the Greater London boundary. By definition
there are practical limits to the useful journey time tlzastopping train should be scheduled to do, but
equally a limited stop service can and should go further. London 2050 planning is forecasting significant
increases in housing numbers and density in outer London suburbs. In such suburbs normal expectations
would be for a considerable increase in car ownership and use, particularly on orbital journeys, although
this creates sustainability issues. It is reasonable to expect the housing changes to drive additional use of
the M25 as a bypass between outer sutsigmd also to reach neighbouring towns to access jobs.

We consider that this combination of issues starts to make the case for specification of a limited stop
4tph service paralleling the M25 and directly associated with the London suburbs, rathersihgn

the North Downs Line via Redhill, in order to minimise orbital road traffic within those London suburbs
and to relieve the M25. A further benefit of a 4tph service is that it can be competitive kupamd-

go with a motor car. A limited stop sereireduces journey times and in this specific instance the train
interiors can be designed to a standard closer to that of avaéin more seats, Wi etc.

JRC
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We have given careful thought to the stops which would be of most use within and outside Greater
London. An outline proposal is to start trains in Surrey at Woking, with a new platform on the
southwest side, then stop only at the following locations. Guildford (reverse in bay), Horsley (Surrey
railhead), Leatherhead, Epsom, Sutton, Wallington, Wesydon, Norwood Junction (then new

tunnel to Kent House), Beckenham Junction, Bromley South, St Mary Cray, Swanley, then 2tph to
Medway stations and 2tph to Maidstone East. Passengers would be expected to use the train for
journey segments, not the whold@sdance. This is just how the Overground is used.

The tunnel betweemorth of NorwoodJunctionand Kent Housé3.2 km route)ould also be used
by the Canary Wharf/Lewishar@toydon service suggested above.

We recognise that this would be breaking ngr@und for intersuburban and orbital travel and

offering a new type of service. We consider that historically the nominal administrative boundary
between Greater London and the neighbouring Home Counties has been seen as a block to cross
boundary servicélevelopment, particularly where it did not conform to the classic radial railway offer.
The M25 when conceived was not thought of as a main development corridor in its own right, rather
a London strategic bypass. In practice it has stimulated large seaddogpments within accessible
distance of the motorway. Looking to future decades, an affordable railway solution, which is
possible on this occasion, may be a desirable strategic option to adopt.

The London 2050 proposals themselves contained an ostlineme for an outer orbital passenger

railway which in north London made extensive use of the HourSl@@&Neasden and Gospel OGak

Barking railways. However in South London it faced iscgée costs in trying to drive a route orbitally in

inner London aass complex junctions which favoured radial services, or required extensive tunnelling to
FOKAS@S 'y 2dziSNI[2yR2y 2NbAGIf YR a2 KAYRSNBR
endeavours to minimise additional infrastructure, with the largedjlsitost being the tunnel.

New stations, platforms and interchanges

As part of the metrasation strategy, Centre for London has reviewed the existing location of stations
and undertake a higtevel assessment of the scope to provide new stations oebettcesses, at places
where access to the South London rail network is a problem. We have identified 13 sites where new
stations or additional platform@f allowing other services to catipuld be considered. This excludes
some additional platforms suggted in theonline Annex for operational and capacity reasons.

The choices were made by considering built up areas with a long gap between stations, providing

much of the catchment was more than 800 metres from an existing station, so could improve Bnta&
Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL). Another check was made to see if high density areas only
had limited access from services which passed by, and where a demand case might be made for a new
stationor new platforms to increase accessibility and service volume. We took into account the

proposal for a Bakerloo Line extension south east most probably towards Old Kent Road, New Cross
Gate and Lewisham. The following possible locations are put forwacdtfigideration:

JRC
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hy GKS {2dziKSIaGdSNy tAySa
Home. Its purpose would be to provide direct service to the
Battersea development catchment from the SLL and inner S
London. It would replace that former function at Batea

Park, which lost SLL services in December 2012. It would al:
provide interchange with the adjoining new NLL terminus at
Battersea Power Station. A further option is for the
Southeastern Victoria/Brixton/Orpington trains also to call. Tl
stop could beon either the low level or high level pair of track:

I adzomadlyidAralrft WYSGNRQ aAl g
outer South London network between Croydon and
Wallington and onwards to Sutton. It would serve the
Beddington suburland would also be accessible from the
Roundshaw Estate to the south.

As described earlier, this would be a new pair of platforms
on the eastiwest SLL between Nunhead and Lewisham, sc
opening up those travel directions for the suburb aiso
provide direct interchange with the existing ELL Overgroul
and Southern route.

A recent Bakerloo Line scheme might have served this inste
of Old Kent Road. However it is still possible to serve
Camberwell by rail with a station biuiln Thameslink where the
pre-World War One station existed south of Camberwell Nev
Road. This would close a 2 mile gap in rail coverage betwee
Elephant & Castle and Denmark Hill. The introduction of
ATO/ETCS would help make this additional station wiekain
the approaches to Elephant and Blackfriars.

12



1 Clapham East

Despite the very high Public Transport Accessibility Levels
the catchment of Clapham Junction and the various
FGGSNARSE adldArzyasz GKSNB
between thoseclusters, and PTAL falls from the highest
rating, 6A or 6B, to the lowest, 1A or 1B. Consequently
Centre for London has given some thought to the merits o
20t adGrdAzy Ay GKFG y2 Y
potentially available for development ihe arealt could
- i not be on the main radial lines, and the only option would
a Iocal statlon on the ELL SLL route, at a point where it adjoins freight running lines. Centre for
London suggests that the practicability of such a statloyutd be investigated, before a business
case veretaken further.

1 Clapham ngh Street and Wandsworth Road

Platforms on the Southeastern tracks at these stations would
enable a direct service to Victoria to be reinstated. This had bee
withdrawn in Deceber 2012 when the original SLL service was
withdrawn and replaced by the ELL to Clapham Junction, as pa
wider changes to London Bridge services. An alternative option
moving Southeastern services onto the ELL tracks through thes
stations is unlikly to be feasible as the tracks are configured in
relation to neighbouring junctions. It could help interchange
awareness, to rename Clapham High Street station as Claphan
North as it provides an interchange with that Northern Line stati

1 ImperialWharf access south of the river for Battersea Village

Imperial Wharf station is close to the river Thames among
new developments on the north side of the river. Batterse:
Village is within potential catchment distance on the south
bank and itself is beynd easy access of Clapham Junction
station. The local authorities and other interests are
proposing that a footpath should be constructed alongside
7 the railway bridge over the river, and this would create a
= 127" direct south of river catchment.

JRC
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1 Lewisham (and Lewisham South)
S, e W N The present station struggles to cope with existing
passenger and interchange volumes and will requi

some reconstruction to enable easier interchange

between platforms and with the DLR and buses.

However the main constraint is the muttirectional

flat junction just to the west of the station, which

leads to considerable timetabling difficulties and is

one of the main limiting points for Southeastern

suburban services. For example, in the high peak

when many employees at Canary Wharf might seek
reachthat development from South East London,

there is only one through train in that hour which ca

be timetabled across that junction and others nearb

if it comes from the South East mainline direction (v

Grove Park).

The@ f dziA2y LINRPLIZ&ASR o6& /SyiGNB F2NI[2yR2yQa O2yad
interchange platform on the SE mainline itself, which would avoid the need for those trains to access
Lewisham directly (not that there is capacity to do so). A 550erteavolator could connect

Lewisham South with Lewisham junction interchange and also give direct access intermediately to
the shopping centre and thereby achieve a considerable improvement in access and connectivity.
Further details of the proposal aeailable at this link:
http://www.jrc.org.uk/PDFs/Future%20Railway%20at%20Grove%20Park. pdf

The link should also anticipate the Bakerloo Line extension, due around 2030.

1 New Cross to New X Gate

\Q WA )/1 Centre for London has considered the long term viability o
o AW YA /,“:\7:::» the ELL branch from Surrey Quays to New Cross. At pres
3, A

i~ /\—-J; Wr P it has a 4tph service and might be capable of an increase
L[N, 1y 6tphifthe ELL itself went to 24tph. It is a useful link as it i
S “}f/ = the onlymeans, other than DLR, for downstream crassr
22:/’%\} access between Docklands and the SE rail netwimluever
S 7,2 there may be greater utility in using these service slots to
,f {’fu AN provide a higher frequency crosser service to Peckham
h & and a new ELL corridor acsoSouth London to Streatham,
¢220Ay3 YR 2AY0fSR2y® ¢KAA ¢g2dA R aGNBYy3IIKSYy (GKEC
relieve congestion at Clapham Junction on the South West Trains platforms and on the heavily
loaded ELL Skkrvice, by attracting such passengers to change instead at Wimbledon. A
replacement interchange for New Cross would of course be essential. The proposal is to build an
underground travolator between New Cross, Goldsmiths College and New Cross Gatangerch
At New Cross Gate a more frequent train service would be available on the ELL and existing Southern
route. This would be a practical alternative linking the Southeastern and &eutinal retworks,
and it would also create Southeastern lines accés®New Cross to the proposed Bakerloo station at
New Cross Gate, for those trains which avoided Lewisham.

JRC
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1 Penge West to Penge Eastierchange

/ \/\\\ ! :"//? This is an option for connectivity between the Southeaster
! - and South Central networks, as a short and mediemmn
scheme before any Norwood Junctient House tunnel
was built for R25 and other trains, or in case that scheme
not progress. A walkway would be constructed alongside
each railway line, to the point where they intersect.

TfL has researched the opih, and concluded that it does

not achieve high benefits. It would be a long interchange,

to 650 metres with no travolators Centre for London considers that a shorter interchange could be

achieved, if Penge West station were relocated to headmoather than south. This would reduce

the walking distance to 400 metres. However it would be a higher cost option, and limited to the
a02LIAYy3T aSNBAOSAE RSaAayFriSR G2 OFff G SAGKSNI 2
outer orbital cagbility.

1 Streatham Interchange
This is discussed in the section abdved 2 dzi G KS { GNBFGKFY W +ANIdzZ £ ¢ dz

1 ¢220Ay3 {G P&2NnmEOnsx
S S S RS AR Theinitial reason is St Geor@eHospital with its huge
BT ( Doy \ catchment, yet withpoor/no rail access from the bulk of
‘\\ " \' / South London, other than thidorthern Line. A St Geor@e
&) " station would alsanterchange with the main A24 bus
/N 5 o ‘,.;"‘_ s <7, corridor, and increase the 'within 400 metre' local rail
.= w4/ =L catchment for developmentThe area between Colliers
= G Ve 7 ~ 5 Wood and Tooting Broadway is already seeing extensive
N0 (7 o= investmentin high density housing. Moving the Thameslin}
N loop from 2tph to 4tph would be a helpful start, while a late
ELL Wimbledon service could help make this station as successful as Denmark Hill for hospital
access, and also relievieet crowded Northern Line.

Passenger estimates for new stations

Passenger estimates for stations are based simply on similar stations elsewhere in Greater London.

Some stations may be able to be authorised quickly, but it will be potentially 2020 Be&ire

adFrdA2ya YAIKEG 6S 2LISYSR® Ly ¢F[ Qa LI FyyAy3as Al
until 2026 when first stage works were complete. That might influence the effective opening dates

of some stations if taken forwards. A commentargi§ i 2 dzi 0St2¢® { GNBIFGKIY W
been excluded from this analysis.

In summary, the additional stations if all taken forwards could have an equivalent passenger
entry+exit volume of roundly 230m at 201415 levels, taking a broad view of potei demand
(central estimate 17%m). With the same baseline growth as applied to the existing South London

JRC
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station network, passenger numbers could rise teZZ2n in 2031, and 338m in 2050. These are
substantial numbers, in aggregate, and achieve ana&#oig overall passenger numbers.

T5LO proposed
station/works Type Location Comparable station  Why? 2014-15 pax entry+exit | 2031 pax entry+exit | 2050 pax entry+exit
Simple access, Zone 2 development Overshadowed by neighbouring
Battersea 'Bark' |complexrail works area, adjoins new DLR West India Dock  stations, slightly remote 1.500.000 2,067,723 3.008.384
Simple access, Zone 5 outer suburbs, Mix of commen land, old settlement
Beddington standard rail works estates Hackbridge and suburbiz 1,000,000 1.378.486 2,005,590
Zone 2, inner South Nunhead [entry+exit), Adjoiningstation in similar
Mew interchange London terraces, Tulzse Hill [key catchment [1.3m), plus interchange
Brockley platforms mixed uze interchangeflows)  flowtoadd (0.7m) 2,000,000 2,796,971 4,011,179
Within cperational
railway viaduct, Zone Similar viaduct presence (less
Complex access, 2, inner South London  Queens Road, vizible), up-and-coming inner
Camberwell complex rail works  terraces Peckham neighbourhood 1.800.000 2.481.274 3,610,061
Zone 2, inner South
Complex access, London terraces, Loughborough Hemmed in between other lines,
Clapham East complex rail works  mixed use Junction deprived catchment, only 4 tph 1.400.000 1.929.880 2 807 825
Zone 2, inner South Half pre-2013 destination riders,
Clapham High Complex access,  London terraces, before service diverted and raised [ ®¥tr2pax
Street complex rail works  mixed use Clapham High Street  from 2tph to 4tph [x3 use) 600,000 827,09 1,203,394
Complex works, Zone 2, upmarket Expansion of existing catchment by || extra pax
Imperial Wharf river footbridge residential area Imperial Wharf 4056 800,000 1,102,789 1,604,472
Complex access, Zone 2 inner 3E London Stratford Similar distance existing < > new
Lewisham/ complexworks+  town centre and main  International [but station, long interchange traverse, | SXtrapax
Lewisham South  |travelator interchange NOT on Oyster/PAYG) more destinations (x2 for PAYG) 2,000,000 2,796,971 4,011,179
Complex access, New Cross ELL suggested for assume
New Cross{New complex works + New travelator link to closure, replacement access via SEMe pax
Cross Gate travelator replacerailway spur  New Cross MXG, longer interchange but shorter o o
Complex access, Difficult to forecast if suppressed
Penge West/ complex rail works, Zone 4 suburbia, demand between SEand 5C :af'”d be
Penge East walking link stations adjoin town networks. Streatham suburban highs=r
interchange between stns centre Streatham interchange points to 500,000 p.a. 500,000 689.243 1,002,735
Zone 3, 5outh London Cumulation of Streatham and 2ssume
terraces and semis, Streatham Hill stations, some s3Me pax
Streatham Complex access, mixed use, edge of upheaval of pax flows, some then grow
Interchange complex rail works | town centre Streatham stations | additional connectivity 2,000,000 2,756,971 4,011,173
Zone 3, S5outh London
Complex access, terraces and semis, Streathamstations  More comparable to new tube not
Streatham "Virtual [high profile 1arge mixed use, edge of greatlyenhancedin  project, large scale modelling estimated
Tube' scale rail works ‘town centre service levels required 1] [1]
Simple access, Zone 3, busy South Middle suburbia, allows for City/
standard rail London mixed use Tulse Hill (2.6m] Canary and Thameslink
waorks, platforms catchmentand access mixed use destinations, stn could be up to 10
possibly on to major hospital, catchment, Ladywell tphwith better Thameslink and ELL
Tooting St George'd different zide of large developments in for hospital (1.1m) to Wimbledon. Allowance for 3.700_ 000 5,100,397 T.420.681
Zone 2, inner South Half pre-2013 destination riders,
Complex access,  London terraces, before service diverted and raised [ ®¥tr2pax
Wandsworth Road |complex rail works  mixed use ‘Wandsworth Road from 2tph to 4tph [x3 use) 450,000 620,319 902,515
17,750,000 24,468,121 359.599.21%

Resources required

The TfL proposals establish a baseline for required resources. It is not certain that all the Centre for
London schemes can be adopted, as each will require a business case and project deiiatignval

We are however clear that, on the scale of foreseen passenger demand, astaigeof ramping up

2T Ay@SaildyYSyil -3adiewoBectvd ilkba unavoidalde, if 2050 volumes are to be
accommodated. It is not an either/or, as it Icokke the demand will come with the economic and
population changes, while the estimates we have set out are on the low side compared to recent
8SINEQ AYONBlFraSa Ay GNY @St @2f dzySo

The difference in scale will comprise a series of individual big projedtsame route upgrading
programmes:

A multi-billion schemeg whichever is adopted to refresh the ELL crod¢h S NJ NR dzi SQa

capacity to accommodate, in the long term, 10 orcE2 trains.

Substantial works over and above simple platform lengthening, arftyioig junctions, at a
significant number of stations and intersections, including Balham, Brixton,
Lewisham/Lewisham South, Norwood Junction, Sutton and Tulse Hill.
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f 9AGKSNI G4KS {GNBFGKIY WxANIdzZf ¢dzoSQ LINRP2SOGX
1 Additional interchange/travolator works at Lewisham/Lewisham South, and New Cross/New
Cross Gate, the latter also associated with works to support a new ELL route corridor to
Wimbledon.
9 The crossSouth London SLL corridor upgrade via Lewisham.
'y  WwH p QitallindzirtBeshighvitib Kent and Surrey.
1 The potential for 3 new, short tunnel projects in addition to the ELL capacity refresh:
0 b2N¥B22R Wdzy Ol A2y (gand ¥ Sifade ot cBaddzdder Iparkdd WwH p Q
New Beckenham for any Croydbewisham link.
o0 ¢KS {UGNBIUGKFIY WxANIdzZ f ¢dzo6SQ Fa RA&aOdzaaSR
o Atunnelled fast line past Brixton to free up the surface lines through Brixton and
Herne Hill, and to enable more frequent stopping trains on ELL via SLL, Southeastern
and Thameslink.
1 Associated depot prasion for additional and longer train sets, and stabling sidings.
1 A cumulative volume of other necessaries and unavoidables which come with railways.

=

Put in an aggregate form, this would be of the order of-£5(bn overall, even if tunnelling was

undertaken sequentially to minimise oreff costs. So this would be beyond the costs of a

Thameslink, and towards the cost of a Crossrail, on top of unavoidable and necessary renewals costs
such as signalling replacement (by new ATO/ETCS equipment), and witbfstimérain fleets also

due for early replacement (though this is revenue expenditure if they are leased). The tunnel
da0KSYSa ¢2dzd R 6S GKS fFNBSad WwoAa3d GAO01SGQ AGSYO®

What the funding buys, however, is not along one corridor but a complete metro stanaibsey

throughout South Londor2 @S NJ mTp &ljdzZr NB (Af2YSGONBaE 2F . NRGI Ay
[ 2YR2Yy Qa4 YySAIKOZ2dZNEP® ¢CKA& Aa YlIye Y2NB oly3a F2N
travelling experience in South London and some neighibglareas, and the underpinning stimulus

F2N) SO2y2YAO0 INRPYUOKI gAGK {2dziK [2YR2Yy GKSYy Il of
future.

€N

Furthermore the expenditure would not all be upfront, but afforded over several sequences of
Spending Rdews and railway investment Control Periods. The development stimulus discussed
elsewhere in this report also helps to achieve payback on the railway investment through Gross
Value Added and Treasury net receipts.

JRC/TSLO
8.1.2016
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ANNEX: TSldiscussion paper on new stations and interchanges

Public Transport Accessibility assessment faw/altered stations in TSLO proposals
27 October 2015/JRC

Note: In theassessmenbelowz GKS t ¢! [ SadAYlIiSa FNB o6FaSR 2y ¢
9 orangepoint showspotential station entrance
1 orange circleshows potential nearby high density catchment with 400m access circle

equivalent to about 480m if you have to detour (not all straight line access)
1 more distant catchment of 800m is equivaler to 960m, which is rail PTAL limit
ol KSNJ &400naid200@d@tchments also shown.
New stations(six stations)

FGGSNBSE W FN]Q

Beddington

Camberwell

Clapham East

[ S6AAKIY W{2dziKQ Ay (iSNOKIFy3S
Tooting St Georges

. GG S NB @S 528968, NJ166)The former South London Line route into Victoria from inner
South London has been severed at Battersea Park station by platform extensions. Trains still make
the journey into Victoria via SE tracks, but the configuration of trackpkatfibrms, and complex
timetabling, means trains cannot easily serve intermediate stops between Denmark Hill and Victoria.
So these trains miss out Brixton, Clapham High Street, Wandsworth Road and the Battersea
catchment.

In easier operating circumstaes, a frequent Metretype service would be expected to call at some

or all of these areas as part of a strengthened inner London network serving growing population
densities and busy centres such as Brixton. Solutions are suggested elsewhere in this note f
Clapham High Street and Wandsworth Road. These propose additional platforms on the SE tracks, a
comparable solution adopted also in North London to operate multiple Overground services (ELL,
and NLL) over a busy network in the Highbury and Canonbuay Separate options are suggested

in this note for Brixton, in tandem with operational amdrastructure issues in the Brixton and

Herne Hill areas.

This leaves direct access between inner South London and the rapidly renewing and high density

Battersea area, as the remaining journey pairs to be addressed. The SE tracks offer both high level and

low level lines through the Battersea area, includingpgcior an intermediate station adjoining the

Battersea Power Station development and the planned Northern Line extension terminus. To

distinguish between the existing Battersea Park stagibny R 6 SOl dzaS Al l®R22Aya (K
potential stationonKS {9 GNJ} O1a A& OFfftSR . FOGGSNESIF W.IN]Q
intended primarily as the new CreS®uth London Overground at 6 tph each way, serving Vietoria
LewishamSE London, adapted and improved from the existing Vieeidford sevice.A further

option is for Southeastern VictorBrixtonBeckenharOrpington trains to call additionally or instead.

TheSEA&GAY3D t¢! [ tS@St A& cl 06! O0OSaaAroAtAle LYRSE
committed schemes the latter excludes the planned Northern Line extension). Addition of +6 tph
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(combined +12 tph twavay) will not on its own to move the immediate catchment to PTAL 6b,
however the addition of the Northern Line extension at up te3&3tph each way then makes the
difference and PTAL 6b is achieved.

¢CKS LlaaroftsS t20rGA2y 2F | . FGGSNAESF W. FN)y adl da
location is on the neighbouring viaduct to the west. The Northern Line station location adjoins and is
shown in black.

Ranelagh
Gardens

BATTERSBA. ! wY Q

N v él HM\X\) \\)\/
=

Cogyright © 2005 Microso? Comp:; L
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Beddington(OS 530123, 1643398 The bcationisat Plough LandetweenWaddon and Wallington.

There is aubstantial '‘Metro' gap between stations in the outer GLA rail network in South London,
between Croydon and Wallington and onwards tdt&u [A longgone halt was called 'Bandon’, but

the village proper is Beddington, so statioamedafter that.] Much development has taken place,

eg Roundshaw to the south, but more may be posslleal scope for developments on vacant

lands, also existing residential areas with poor access to local rail services, plus Roundshaw estate
nearby Bus services provide existing background PTAL volume of 2 (Accessibility Index 8.45 in 2011,
8.68 in 2031). At least +4 tph to be provided (camebi +8 tph). Incl. buses, +1 improvement in PTAL

is achievable across the catchment. Alternatively, + 6 tph would achieve +2 PTAL, to level 4, close to
the station entrance, with an Accessibility Index of over 16.
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Camberwell(OS 532234, B738)¢ not directly on the proposed expanded Overground network, but on
CKFYSatAy]l ¢6KAOK R2SayQi a-dmikd vatdldzighborauigh Juhdtidh LIK I y
Denmark Hill or Herne Hill. There has been a cedtury call for better locakil services, since tHast

Camberwell station was closed in WW1. There have been nine separate Bakerloo schemes since the
1920s, and a tenth is under consideration, which reviews different alignments for a Ba&Erloondon

extension. Since the 1980siaw CrossRiver tram service has also been considered but not approved.

The viaduct space of the former Camberwell station still exists, south of Camberwell New Road, and
this could be reused with adaptationWith South London area investment in improwgaerability in

the 2020s, he Thameslink specification could be revisited to insert a station in what is otherwise an
inner London rail desert, in an areeceivingheavy renewaandinvestment.Alocalstation catchment
map shows that a combination of a Camberwell Thameslink station and at least one Old Kent Road
Bakerloo extension station could partuch of this part ofnner SE LondoWn the maThis would be
allied with higher density developmentsy example at Old Kent Road.

The existing PTAL level near the former Camberwell station is 5 (Accessibility Index 24.45 in 2011,
HN®Tp AY Haom0O AY ¢F[ QA t¢! [ LEXFYYyAyad ! RRAGAZ2Y
PTAL level to 6a. A finr increase in service levels would benefit connectivity, for example with the
possibility of direct services with Streatham/Sutton/Wimbledon and Peckham/Catford/Bromley.
However the step to PTAL 6b would not be achieved.

CAMBERWEL(and Old Kent Road)

Old Kent Roal
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