
Matter 9 – Infrastructure, viability and 
implementation 
 

 
 
Issue 1 
Whether the Plan is justified, effective, consistent with national policy and in general 
conformity with the London Plan in relation to infrastructure and implementation. 
 
IP2 – Transport Infrastructure (P51) 
 
9.3 Taking each in turn, what is the evidence and justification for the strategic transport 
projects? Are the projects committed and where necessary does the NSP need to 
safeguard land to enable their implementation? 
 
Although proposals for a cycling and walking bridge by Rotherhithe were paused for 
affordability issues, net zero and related measures such as extension of congestion charging 
(in turn unlocking funding) will require significant capacity for active travel here. The 
alternative ferry option would only provide a maximum of about 500 cycles per hour,. This is 
very low by standards of peak hour flows on Cycleways in central London, which in 
additionally typically experience doubling of cycle flows in a couple of years of opening. The 
lack of river crossings for cycling east of Tower Bridge means that demand and growth 
would be likely to be far higher here, so the site for a bridge should be safeguarded.  
 
There remains a huge hole in the TfL Cycle Hire coverage  in Southwark despite the 
borough’s density. Elsewhere in inner London the scheme has been expanded far beyond 
the Central Activities area. The only expansion has been around Cycleway 4, funded by TfL 
as an attempt to make up for pausing of the cycle bridge. Although dockless cycle hire can 
play a role, their economics and availability remain too uncertain to be relied upon for 
anything but occasional trips. Docking stations are needed as far south as the Peckham, 
indeed the planning application for Peckham Rye station redevelopment proposed one. 
 
Southwark aims to extend the scheme to Burgess Park by 2023 but many of the proposed 
sites remain unfunded. In 2020, Southwark Cyclists applied for neighbourhood CIL for 
promised yet unfunded docking stations north of Burgess Park. Of all the applications, only 
£15,000 was awarded for feasibility study, a fraction of the £200,000 cost per station. The 
NSP should be amended to identify and safeguard docking station locations and include 
policies to require allocation of space for dockless rideables (cycles, scooters etc.) for all but 
small new developments. 
 

From: Ralph Smyth On behalf of: Southwark Cyclists 



TfL was critical of the lack of longer term ambitions listed in Southwark’s 2019 Local 
Implementation Plan, which appeared particularly bare compared to other boroughs. 
Southwark Cyclists believes this policy requires modifications to include: 

● Local cycling network, expanded upon that proposed in 2015 and integrated with 
Green Infrastructure; 

● Low Traffic Neighbourhoods covering the whole borough, which provides an 
opportunity to integrate the TfL Street Types approach and improve the public realm 
for walking; 

● Freight consolidation hubs and micro-consolidation; 
● Bus and cycle priority (as recommended in 2020 DfT Network Management Duty 

Statutory Guidance), and 
● Reconfiguration or removal of gyratories such as St Georges and around London 

Bridge station, both of which are pollution hotspots and impermeable for cycling. 
 
Consideration should be given to TfL’s financial position. In its 2021 financial statement it set 
out three different scenarios the level of budget it might have going forward, namely 
constrained, limited and policy consistent (decarbonise by 2030, that is TfL, rather than 
transport in London): 
 

 
 
 
 
9.5 Does the NSP provide sufficient detail about the proposed Bakerloo Line Extension and 
the phasing of proposed development in the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area to guide 
planning applications and the emerging Old Kent Road Area Action Plan? 
 
No. With growing uncertainty about when the tube might reach this area, it is more important 
than ever that high quality cycling infrastructure is delivered quickly by providing additional 
detail about the cycle routes, their capacity and delivery deadlines. In particular this should 
be in place before occupation of any housing developments. 
 
The draft OKRAAAP only commits to delivering cycle routes by 2036, the same year the 
tube is supposed to open, and then only 4km of new routes. As a result of the pandemic in 
2020, other boroughs have rolled out more protected cycling infrastructure in 16 weeks than 
Southwark proposes to in 16 years. Many of the routes proposed are likely to be inadequate. 
The supposedly strategic cycle route linking Burgess Park through Cantium Linear Park to 
Bermondsey was approved as a 4m wide shared path with pedestrians. This falls far short of 
the London Cycling Design Standards in terms of design speed or capacity for growth, 
particularly if use of non-standard cycles for freight and families increases. 
 
 



9.6 Do the projects reflect the 2019 Movement Plan for the Borough and are initiatives 
such as the Southwark Cycling Spine or the Low Lines (including Peckham Coal Line) 
strategic transport projects for the Borough? 
 
No. The Movement Plan was vague as was the accompanying Local Implementation Plan 
(LIP), whether in terms of what was proposed, where and when or even why - see attached 
TfL criticism in its comments on the LIP. This provides further evidence about the need to 
increase capability to plan for transport in Southwark Council 
 
 
Issue 2: Whether the Plan is justified, effective and consistent with national policy and 
in conformity with the London Plan on promoting sustainable transport solutions in 
the Borough 
 
P49 Highways Impact 
9.13 Are any proposed modifications to the policy and its reasoning required as a 
consequence of the recent 2019 Movement Plan? 
 
As Southwark Cyclists have pointed out since 2015, this policy requires a complete rewrite, 
even more so as a result of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and New London Plan. The 
Movement Plan is generally vague, filled with verbs such as support, consider and explore, 
rather than making specific new commitments. The rewrite is needed even more given that 
Southwark’s own policy now supports the following, which are still absent from the NSP: 

● Construction and Management Plans; 
● Delivery and Service Plans, such as requiring off peak deliveries; 
● Bus priority measures; 
● Town centre upgrades, and 
● Motor traffic reduction, rather than demand minimisation. 

 
In addition far more ambitious modal shift targets are required to meet net zero by 2030 
aspirations and more ambitious trajectory adopted by the Government. 
 
One area where policy is required is to harmonise management and access. Lambeth’s draft 
local plan has a “One Public Realm” policy, proposing “seamless access to all our streets 
and public spaces, regardless of housing tenure or land ownership”. The Movement Plan 
acknowledges the need to manage parking from different housing tenures. This should 
include adoption of all areas accessible to motor vehicles: at present new developments 
suffer from limited parking enforcement, frequently obstructing active travel routes and 
generating additional motor traffic. 
 
Southwark has not published a full Annual Monitoring Report on its transport commitments 
since December 2018. It recently committed to publish a Low Traffic Southwark plan by the 
end of March 2021, which will be relevant for the NSP.  A particular issue is that in the last 
decade in London, TfL says, the number of walking & cycling casualties on neighbourhood 
streets increased by 38% - almost double the 21% increase on main roads. Hotspots in 
Southwark are the areas from East Dulwich through Peckham towards South Bermondsey. 
Mapping by TfL in 2020 identified areas here with the highest potential for Low Traffic 
Neighbourhoods in London. 
 



It will also be important for Southwark to explain how the draft 2021 paragraph 109 (was 
108) NPPF new requirement that when assessing sites (in plan-making) or applications 
(decision-taking) for 
“c) the design of streets, parking areas, other transport elements and the content of 
associated standards reflects current national guidance, including the National Design Guide 
and the National Model Design Code”. 
 
 
9.14 Is criterion 5 justified and is the NSP clear on what are ‘large development sites’? 
 
Insofar as requiring deliveries by motor vehicles to large developments to not be on public 
highway yes. However this requirement is excessive for deliveries by non-motorised modes, 
such as freight cycles and porters, which should be allowed to deliver from public highways, 
to give such the most sustainable modes and associated logistics models such as 
consolidation a competitive advantage. There should be a general presumption against on 
carriageway loading by motor vehicles, which should be a binding requirement for anything 
but small developments. 
 
 
Policy P50 - Walking 
Although there is no question posed for this policy, it is important to highlight that despite the 
policy referring to a walking strategy and a walking network, these do not exist. There is no 
walking network designated for the borough, simply certain leisure routes and also small 
networks in a couple of areas. Despite DfT in 2017 publishing technical guidance for local 
cycling and walking infrastructure plans (LCWIPs) and the NPPF referring to this in 
paragraph 104, Southwark has failed to produce this. Likewise it has no policy on home 
zones. 
 
TfL is due to publish its Strategic Walking Analysis in late February 2021 and this provides 
an opportunity for Southwark to undertake further work before adopting the NSP. 
 
 
Policy P51 – Low Lines 
9.15 Are the low line routes justified and is the policy effective in securing their delivery? In 
combination with Policy P51 are there any other programmes or funds to deliver the 
low lines in Southwark? What is the role of the Low Lines SPD (identified in the Local 
Development Scheme) and should this be referenced in the Policy and/or reasoning text? 
 
Southwark Cyclists support the Low Lines but are disappointed by the Council’s continuing 
and unjustified refusal to consider planning positively, by supporting cycling along them. 
Routes along viaducts are highly legible and provide welcome additional variety (rather than 
taking the same route every day) plus increase coverage of the cycle route network.  
 
In most cases there is ample space to provide for both modes but often poor design, such as 
forms of cycle-unfriendly traffic calming of types not permitted on public highway, are 
implemented. This has been an issue on recent developments along the railway parallel to 
Walworth Road. 
 



Southwark Cyclists has sought funding from Neighbourhood CIL and Southwark’s Cleaner 
Greener Safer budget for the route between London Bridge station and Bermondsey. The 
recently approved planning application for the Biscuit Factory site includes active travel 
routes through two arches, however people cycling are expected to dismount, so it would not 
be accessible for disabled cyclists or attractive for anyone. Unless there is a presumption of 
cycling along the Low Lines, opportunities like this will continue to be missed. 
 
 
Policy P52 – Cycling 
9.16 Will the policy, and its focus on cycle parking provision, be effective in securing modal 
shift to cycling? 
 
No this policy as well as the NSP as a whole fall far short of what is required to deliver 
ambitious levels of modal shift for all ages, so as to secure health and other social benefits. 
 
In relation to cycle parking, the standards are too low to meet the London Plan and should in 
any event be increased further in light of:  

● New policy from DfT in 2020 increasing ambitions for modal shift; 
● The step-change in ambition and delivery for cycle infrastructure by neighbouring 

boroughs in 2020; 
● The need to incorporate provision for charging of e-bikes, e.g. Lambeth requires this 

for every 1 in 10 spaces. 
 
 
9.17 Is the focus in policy on the Southwark Cycle Spine route justified? Are there other 
planned improvements or gaps to address in developing a safe and convenient cycling 
network for Southwark? Is it clear to future users of the NSP whether their site would 
on or adjacent to the cycle network in respect of part 1 of the policy? (is this the 
network routes shown on the Vision Maps?) 
 
No, the focus on the Spine is not justified, a dense cycle network is required rather than a 
single route.  
 
The Spine was promised to be completed by April 2019 but, even though the half north of 
Burgess Park has been abandoned, with TfL and Southwark recently undertaking changes 
to street layouts that would need to be removed for the route to be delivered. Elsewhere the 
route is different to what is shown on the plan and the scheme is completely inadequate in 
relation to DfT and TfL standards since the route is a busy cut through. While Southwark 
Cyclists supports the principle of the Spine, it is very concerned about the lack of any quality 
standards in practice, which is unacceptable for any cycle route let alone one supposed to 
be a flagship. 
 
Southwark has yet again failed to include current let alone proposed cycle routes in the 
latest amendments to the NSP. Both the policies and area vision maps currently shows the 
London Cycling Network (LCN) from the early 2000s. It does not show existing Cycleways 
let alone the cycle network committed to in the 2015 Southwark Cycling Strategy and again 
in the borough’s 2019 Local Implementation Plan. The TfL Cycleways (formerly 
Superhighways and Quietways) are strategic routes, with the borough proposed network 



forming local routes and there is some overlap with the LCN across both. The 2015 network 
(unchanged in 2019) is not compliant with DfT advice nor does it include priorities identified 
by TfL’s Strategic Cycle Analysis. It remains entirely unimplemented and unfunded (other 
than some small bids by Southwark Cyclists). Unless these routes and priorities are included 
in the NSP, policies about protecting and enhancing routes will not be effective. 
 
In relation to design standards for routes, they should meet and preferably considerably 
exceed the London Cycling Design Standards. Cycle routes need additional width to cope 
with future cycling growth, as cycling levels are still very low in London compared to 
comparable cities abroad. If developments simply allow enough space for current cycle 
levels, that would constrict cycling during the lifetime of the NSP, let alone of buildings. 
Southwark’s response to TfL suggests it is fine to mention these standards in another 
document. Given the failure of Southwark planners to look at other council documents to find 
up-to-date cycle network, it is obvious why these standards must be mentioned now in the 
main plan. 
 
The draft policy in the 2021 NPPF in paragraph 105 (was 104) sets out new requirements for 
active travel networks to be “well-designed” and for supporting cycle parking to include some 
that is “secure”. 
 
9.18 Are the requirements in the policy justified and viable, including criterion 7 re cycle hire 
Fobs? 
 
Given the lack of progress rolling out cycle hire (see IP2 above) criterion 6 needs to be 
strengthened to require specific levels of contributions for different development sizes. 
 
The focus on fobs in criterion 7 seems outpaced by technological change with most 
schemes using apps now. It would be better to offer a subscription (i.e. technology neutral) 
of three years of cycle hire per adult in each dwelling, exchangeable for a voucher towards 
the purchase or servicing of a pedal cycle.  
 
 
Policy P53 – Car Parking 
9.20 Is the policy justified, effective, viable and in general conformity with the London Plan, 
including the requirements (3 year minimum membership) and the 80 dwelling 
threshold for car club provision? 
 
We strongly support TfL’s position that the proposed standards fail to comply with the 
London Plan and would undermine it, so should be brought into line with it at the earliest 
opportunity. Other boroughs like Camden adopted policies supporting car-free development 
borough wide even before net zero became law and the NSP should be amended to follow 
this too. The shift from car clubs with fixed bays to car sharing makes this viable. The policy 
requiring developers to pay for free car club membership should be removed, this risks 
encouraging driving and reducing the viability of developer contributions to active travel. 
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Third Local Implementation Plan – Consultation Feedback Form 
December 201 
 
Borough name: Southwark 
 
1.Overarching comments 
 
1.1  The borough is asked to provide an index to the LIP, cross referencing 

responses to each requirement set out in the borough LIP guidance, as the 

standard template has not been used.  

 

1.2  The borough is asked to provide an explanation of the approval process 

used to adopt the LIP. 

 

1.3  The borough is asked to provide greater detail on the consultation process 

for the LIP and who will be consulted. This should identify key stakeholder 

groups and explain why it is important to consult with these. Greater detail 

about when consultation activities have taken place would be useful for the 

final submission.  

 
2. Objective setting – Mode share 
 

2.1  It is noted that the borough has set nine missions which are supported by a 

series of actions. These statements broadly demonstrate an alignment with 

the MTS, but need greater detail on how some of these will be delivered.  

2.2 The borough should strengthen the links between mission statements and 

MTS outcomes. 

 
3.Objective setting – MTS Outcomes 
 

3.1 It is not always clear how a particular mission links to an MTS Outcome. 
Although each Outcome has been assigned to a mission it is not always clear 
why and in some instances potentially relevant Outcomes are missing. For 
example for Mission 1, some other MTS Outcomes are also relevant, such as 
Outcome 1 and potentially Outcome 2. 

3.2 The borough should strengthen the LIP by creating clearer links between 
missions and MTS Outcomes, perhaps linking outcomes to more than one 
mission.  

3.3 For MTS outcome 1: 
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 Mission 3 has been linked to the delivery of this outcome, but actions 

included as part of other missions will also help deliver against this 

outcome.  

 The LIP needs to contain more detail on how it plans to deliver a 

local strategic cycling network across the borough as this is not 

currently clearly demonstrated.  

3.4 For MTS Outcome 2: 

 Mission 7 and a number of associated actions set out a commitment to 

delivering Vision Zero. This could be strengthened by including more 

specific reference to road danger reduction or Vision Zero in the mission 

statement itself.  

 The borough should link this section more clearly with the analysis that 

was featured at the start of the document. 

3.5 For MTS Outcome 3: 

 The LIP needs to be strengthened to address a reduction in traffic 

and car ownership more clearly. Presently the action included on 

reducing traffic has three points relating to freight and deliveries, 

but nothing on reducing car trips in the borough. This should be 

strengthened in the final submission. 

3.6 For Outcome 5: 

 It is currently unclear how the associated Mission 8 will deliver this 

outcome. The associated mission appears to be focused on mitigating 

the impacts of major transport schemes on the borough and encouraging 

longer-term mode shift following station closures.  

 The borough should make the link between Mission 8 and Outcome 5 

stronger, or perhaps consider linking Outcome 5 to an alternative 

mission. A clearer demonstration of how this outcome will be achieved is 

needed. 

3.7 For Outcome 6: 

 The borough should add more detail around this outcome under the 

mission to which it has been linked. Whilst this mission does talk about 

improving accessibility it doesn’t currently provide enough focus on 

public transport.  

 The borough should add more detail on how it will deliver against this 

outcome.  
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3.8 For Outcome 7: 

 It is currently unclear how the associated Mission 8 will deliver this 

outcome. The associated mission appears to be focused on mitigating 

the impacts of major transport schemes on the borough and encouraging 

longer-term mode shift following station closures.  

 The LIP should include more reference to bus services in the 

borough and any plans or aspirations around how these might be 

improved. There is currently not enough detail on buses and other 

public transport services such as National Rail.  

3.9 For Outcome 8 &9: 

 It is not clear how Mission 6 and action 14 in the plan will deliver 

against outcomes 8 and 9 to which they have been linked. The 

borough needs to include more detail in the narrative and some 

associated actions that demonstrate how it will deliver against 

these Outcomes. Currently the LIP does not sufficiently address 

how MTS outcomes 8 and 9 will be delivered at a local level.  

 
4. Borough targets 
 
4.1 It is assumed that the borough has adopted as targets the trajectories set in 
the borough data pack. The LIP could be strengthened by adding in some 
additional detail or narrative to confirm that this is the case.  

4.2 Following the moves to new collision reporting systems – the Case 
Overview and Preparation Application (COPA) for the Metropolitan Police 
Service and Collision Reporting And Sharing (CRASH) for the City of London 
Police – we have now completed initial back estimates for the number of people 
killed or seriously injured (KSI) for each borough between 2005 and 2017 
(contained in the 2017 ‘Casualties in Greater London’ factsheet, available on 
the TfL website alongside supporting data tables at 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/safety-and-security/road-safety).  

4.3 We will issue a revised set of borough trajectories for Outcome 2 and Vision 
Zero and need boroughs to update their targets to reflect these new trajectories 
in their final LIP for 2022 and 2030 (2041 is unchanged at 0). The level of 
ambition remains unchanged, despite these revised figures. The borough is 
also asked to include the following text in the final LIP under Outcome 2 
explaining the reasoning for the change in trajectories and targets: 

‘The Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) introduced a new collision reporting 
system in November 2016 - the Case Overview and Preparation Application 
(COPA). The City of London Police also moved to the Collision Reporting And 
SHaring (CRASH) system in October 2015. This has had a number of impacts 



 

 

Page 6 of 7 

 

on the data that is available to Transport for London (TfL), and the London 
Boroughs in the ACCSTATS database for collision investigation.  

Under the new systems officers use an ‘injury-based assessment’ in line with 
DfT STATS 20 guidance and online self reporting is available. Both of these 
changes are expected to provide a better assessment of injury occurrence and 
severity but have made data collected from November 2016 onwards difficult to 
compare with earlier data. 

TfL commissioned the Transport Research Laboratory (TRL) to undertake a 
back-casting exercise to enable pre November 2016 data to be compared with 
post November 2016 data. These initial back cast estimates include the number 
of people killed or seriously injured (KSI) for each borough between 2005 and 
2017 and this data has been used to update borough targets to align with those 
contained in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, namely a 65 percent reduction in 
KSIs by 2022 against the 2005-09 baseline, a 70 percent reduction in KSIs by 
2030 against the 2010-14 baseline and zero KSIs by 2041. The targets 
contained in this final version of the LIP have been set against Outcome 2 for 
Vision Zero to reflect the reporting changes. The level of ambition remains 
unchanged, despite these revised figures.’ 

 
5.Delivery Plan – Longer term 
 
5.1 The borough should provide more detail on how the list of schemes will 
support the boroughs long-term aspirations and how they align with the MTS 
vision and outcomes. 
 
5.2 The borough should provide additional detail on schemes provided in the 
table (for example, expanding on ‘Northern Ticket Hall’) 
 
6. Delivery Plan – 3 year programme 
 
6.1 The borough should provide more commentary on how the three year 
programme was derived, including how potential interventions have been 
identified and prioritised and how the programme will be delivered so as to be 
consistent with the MTS.  
 
7. Delivery Plan – 1 year programme and Pro-forma A 
  
7.1 The pro-forma A submission contained no schemes linked to MTS 
outcomes ‘Quality Public Transport’ or ‘Unlocking’. If the borough has schemes 
that could be linked to these outcomes this should be identified in the form.  
 
7.2 The borough should provide greater detail on the specifics of each 
intervention, for example, the locations of proposed "calm streets", the number 
of demonstrator zones etc.  It would also be useful to know whether any of 
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these schemes are designed to complement non- LIP funded schemes taking 
place in the borough. 
 
7.3 The borough should provide more detail on the origin and prioritisation 
behind the annual interventions and more information on practical 
considerations. Commentary should also be provided on how TfL's business 
plan and third party actions could affect the delivery of borough objectives. 
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a number of 

actions. Although 

more detail could 

still have been 

included, this has 

strengthened the 

submission. 

The LIP needs to contain more 
detail on how it plans to 
deliver a local strategic cycling 
network across the borough 
as this is not currently clearly 
demonstrated.  

• Two maps have 

been added to this 

section of the LIP 

outlining the 

existing and future 

cycling and also 

walking networks. 

Probably just about 

adequate, but there 

isn’t a great deal of 

narrative to 

accompany the 

maps.  

Adequate 

For MTS Outcome 3: 

The LIP needs to be 
strengthened to address a 
reduction in traffic and car 
ownership more clearly. 
Presently the action included 
on reducing traffic has three 
points relating to freight and 
deliveries, but nothing on 
reducing car trips in the 
borough. This should be 
strengthened in the final 
submission. 

• This has been 

strengthened – 

Action 7 in the new 

submission has 

been re-worded to 

explicitly address 

reducing car 

ownership and use. 

Previously this 

action was vague 

and referred to a 

Street Wise 

Framework and 

reducing car 

ownership wasn’t 

covered.  

Adequate 

It is not clear how Mission 6 
and action 14 in the plan will 
deliver against outcomes 8 
and 9 to which they have been 
linked. The borough needs to 
include more detail in the 
narrative and some associated 
actions that demonstrate how 
it will deliver against these 
Outcomes. Currently the LIP 
does not sufficiently address 
how MTS outcomes 8 and 9 
will be delivered at a local 

• Outcomes 2, 4 and 8 

have now been linked 

to Mission 6, steering 

away from a focus on 

Outcomes 8 and 9 

alone. This mission 

and the associated 

action would deliver 

against these MTS 

outcomes. 

• Outcome 9 is now 

linked to Mission 5 

which does appear to 

Adequate.  
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Mission 1, some other MTS 
Outcomes are also relevant, 
such as Outcome 1 and 
potentially Outcome 2. 

The borough should 
strengthen the LIP by 
creating clearer links between 
missions and MTS 
Outcomes, perhaps linking 
outcomes to more than one 
mission.  

have also been 

moved to sit 

beneath different 

missions.  

• Although more 

could have been 

said, additional text 

has been added for 

each Mission 

outlining how it will 

deliver the MTS 

For MTS Outcome 2: 

Mission 7 and a number of 
associated actions set out a 
commitment to delivering 
Vision Zero. This could be 
strengthened by including 
more specific reference to 
road danger reduction or 
Vision Zero in the mission 
statement itself.  

The borough should link this 
section more clearly with the 
analysis that was featured at 
the start of the document. 

• The first point has not 

been addressed – but 

additional text has been 

added to better link 

with vision zero 

• Section is extensive. 

Met 

The borough should make 
the link between Mission 8 
and Outcome 5 stronger, or 
perhaps consider linking 
Outcome 5 to an alternative 
mission. A clearer 
demonstration of how this 
outcome will be achieved is 
needed. 

• Additional text has 

been added outlining 

how the mission will 

deliver against the MTS 

outcomes. Really 

Outcomes 8 and 9 

should have been 

linked here as it talks 

about Good Growth in 

the first action.  

Partially met 

The borough should add 
more detail around this 
outcome under the mission to 
which it has been linked. 
Whilst this mission does talk 
about improving accessibility 
it doesn’t currently provide 
enough focus on public 
transport.  

The borough should add 
more detail on how it will 

• Additional details have 

been provided for all 

Missions 

Met 
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Mission 1: Our mission is for equality in movement (MTS Outcomes 1,2,6 & 7) 

 

Mission 2: Our mission is for movement to benefit mental wellbeing (MTS Outcomes 1,2 & 6) 

Action 1: reduce noise 

Action 2: reduce visual stimuli 

Action 3: Cultivating positive experiences 

 

Mission 3: Our mission is for movement to benefit physical health (MTS Outcome 1) 

Action 4: Infrastructure to support a culture of active travel 

Action 5: Getting active 

Action 6: Staying active 

 

Mission 4: Our mission is to be flexible in how we manage our streets (MTS Outcome 3) 

Action 7: Reduce private car ownership and usage through increasing parking control 

Action 8: using time to manage 

Action 9: Managing our kerbside 

 

Mission 5: Our mission is for movement to support businesses to thrive and prosper (MTS Outcomes 3, 8 and 9) 

Action 11: Getting the infrastructure right 

Action 12: Manage space efficiently 

Action 13: Support places that excite and attract people 

 

Mission 6: Our mission is for neighbourhoods to have places for people to connect (MTS Outcomes 2,4 & 8) 

Action 14: Creating opportunities for people to connect 

 

Mission 7: Our mission is for all people to have a positive experience on our streets (MTS Outcomes 2,3 & 4) 

Action 15: reduce traffic on our roads 

Action 16: Reducing exposure to poor air quality 

Action 17: Improve road safety towards Vision Zero on killed and serious injured in our roads  

Action 18: Improve safety and sense of safety 

Action 19: Improving conditions for which our roads are a workplace 

 

Mission 8: Our mission is to manage change and make the transition a positive experience for people (MTS 

Outcomes 5 & 7) 

Action 20: A changing borough (growth in homes and jobs) 

Action 21: Responding to new transport infrastructure 

Action 22: Proactive in managing change 

 

Mission 9: Our mission is for information to be shared and collected effectively and for you to use it with ease (MTS 

Outcome 1, 2 & 4) 

Action 23: Information exchange 

Action 24: Building stronger public services 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Assessment summary - Delivery Plan adequacy (proposals and timetable) 
 

Chapter Three of the LIP3 Guidance outlines the requirements for the delivery of the schemes that the 

boroughs wish to deliver. The requirements specify that the borough outlines a programme of long term 

interventions up to the year 2041, a three year outline programme of works which they wish to develop and 

deliver, and a more detailed annual programme of works. The boroughs also have to provide a risk register 

and its proposed measures to mitigate them. 
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The LIP3 submission has been assessed against these requirements and it has been shown that the 

LIP satisfies them. 

 

The borough has ambitions to deliver a number of large projects up to 2021/22. Two examples include: 

• Long Lane- A scheme to address rat running in response to changes in the wider network and to 

improve connections to Guy’s Hospital. 

• Lordship Lane- A scheme to implement speed reduction measures following the review of a 

borough wide 20mph restriction. 

 

The three year programme conforms to the requirements and supports the aspirations as outlined in the 

MTS. 

 

Turning to the detailed annual programme, the borough intends to promote  a range of projects that 

support the MTS. The borough intends to invest £2040k per year over the next three years, including 

physical measures to reduce road traffic accidents that supports the Mayor’s Vision Zero objective. Two of 

the schemes the borough intends to deliver in the first year of LIP3 include: 

• The Southwark Cycle Spine Route (£200k) which will provide greater cycle connectivity for cyclists 

in the borough. 

• The Kerbside Smarter Street programme (£150k), which proposes to develop a number of ideas 

detailed in the borough’s Kerbside strategy to better utilise this space. 

 

In addition the borough intends to invest in complementary measures to promote behavioural change and 

accident reduction. These include initiatives such as road safety education and the development of a toolkit 

to promote walking and cycling to school. 

 

The borough will promote modal shift away from the dominance of the motor car by promoting the 

following walking and cycle schemes ;  

• Deliver Walking Network (£1100k over the next three years) - A sensory audit of streets with 

residents and various groups with varying physical requirements. 

• Calm Streets (£150k over the next three years) -The creation of ‘calm’ streets to improve the 

environment for walking by identifying street clutter and simpler highway designs. 

 

Also include info on any special project e.g. Liveable Neighbourhood or interesting initiative that you can 

see from their LIP 

 

In conclusion, the borough’s delivery plan supports the Mayor’s aspirations as outlined in the MTS 
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