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David,
 
I have attached an initial response regarding the Busway based on the recent
 internal meeting I had with colleagues here.
 
If you are able to address the points raised this would be helpful and I suggest we
 then follow this up with a round the table meeting.
 
Feel free to give me a ring if you wish – alternatively I will speak to you after you
 return from your holiday.
 
 
Mike Johnson | Planning Obligations Manager | Land Use Planning | Borough Partnerships
Transport for London | 8th Floor, Windsor House, 50 Victoria Street, London SW1H 0TL
Tel: ) | Mobile:  | Email: 
 
For more information regarding the TfL Land Use Planning team, including TfL’s Transport
 assessment best practice guidance and pre-application advice please visit
 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/businessandpartners/15393.aspx
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Greenwich Peninsula – Busway Proposals September 2011 
 
 


1. Can GPRL Demonstrate how this proposal considered to be better than, 
neutral, or worse for buses than that contained in the Agreement for 
Lease between TfL and HCA? 
 


2. Can GPRL show whether this proposal results in any pedestrian or 
cycling benefits compared to that contained in the Agreement for Lease 
between TfL and HCA? 
 
 


3. Does this proposal result in more developable floorspace than 
implementing the route contained in the Agreement for Lease between 
TfL and HCA? 
 


4. What consideration has been given to safety in the proposed layout, 
particular with the interaction between buses and other vehicles? This is 
a major concern. Has a stage 1 safety audit been completed on the 
proposals? If not this will be needed to take the proposals forward. 
 


5. How does this scheme address the current junction between Edmund 
Halley Way and the Busway which is confusing and can cause delays to 
both buses and other vehicles? 


 
 


6. Can GPRL provide more detail with regard to the likely shared use of 
the busway in terms of numbers of vehicles that would be accessing the 
office developments (the concern over the number of car parking 
spaces (potentially some 50 spaces) and potential volume of traffic 
remains) 


 
7. GPRL to provide confirmation that the proposed routing is at the 


developer’s request this review should be at no cost to TfL.   
 


8. If there is to be a shared use surface TfL would request that the busway 
be adopted highway – TfL would not wish incur the cost of maintaining a 
busway that would be used by other traffic – GPRL to provide this 
assurance. 


 
9. TfL would wish to ensure that the current service yard is retained and to 


this end it needs to be demonstrated how this would operate.  The 
proposals not only reduce the operational area of the service yard but 
also create a pinch point which should be avoided. 


 







10. The question of relocating any blue badge parking further away from the 
Interchange remains and is likely to be unpopular and would be 
perceived as a reduction in the quality of the Interchange by those who 
rely on the proximity of these bays to the station.   


 
11. Notwithstanding the above, it is unclear how service vehicles or cars 


which were turned away from the barrier would be managed. It is noted 
that that vehicle manoeuvres can be made but this should form part of 
the safety audit referred to above. 


 
12. The designated meeting point TfL currently has for the emergency 


services (the rendezvous point – RVP) will need to be safeguarded and 
it must be shown this will not disrupt the bus movements. 


 
13. The service yard area is used as an overspill area when the station 


introduces crowd control. This needs to be addressed. 
 


14. The proposal implies that the use of the service yard as a kiss and drop 
area is undesirable.  This view should be considered in line with a wider 
transport strategy and alternative facility needs to be arranged. 


 
15. The impact on the bulk rubbish collection for the station will also need to 


be assessed. 
 
 


16. The risk of hostile vehicles is a risk that TfL recognise is important and 
therefore welcomes the opportunity to explore this further with GPRL.  


 
17. There would need to be a commercial agreement with TfL if part of the 


service yard were to be given up to allow servicing of GPRL’s site. 
 


Mike Johnson  
TfL Lane Use Planning 
 
 
 
 








