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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

A. The Crossrail Benchmark Scheme is based on 10-car trains operating at the rate of 24 trains per
hour (tph) in the central area. LTUC considers that the line as built must include expansion
provision for 12—car trains and at least 30 tph.

B. It is vital that carriage design is suitable for minimising dwell times. The present proposal is for
two doorways per car. LTUC welcomes Crossrail’s statement that detailed design studies will be
carried out to see if three doorways will be needed.

C. The western route proposal for only going to Heathrow, running semi-fast to replace both
Heathrow Express and the forthcoming ‘Baby HEX’, and leaving all other local services on the
Slough route to National Rail diesel trains, is unacceptable. It is essential that the Crossrail
scheme should provide a proper metro service on the route to Slough, and provide a metro
service to Heathrow. A fast service to Heathrow should continue; whether this is part of Crossrail
or separate may be a matter for further study.

D. The south-western route to Richmond and Kingston, in the form now proposed, is acceptable,
provided:

e Crossrail trains call additionally at St. Margarets — using selective door opening if necessary

e A proportion of the District line trains which will be diverted from Richmond operate instead to
Ealing Broadway

o All Piccadilly line trains call at the new interchange at Turnham Green.

E. As Crossrail will not adequately serve the large new development on the Chiswick bus works site,
a new North London line station should be provided for the north end of the site at Bollo Lane.

F. The eastern route to Shenfield is acceptable, although we have concerns that the need to retain
a separate Gidea Park — Liverpool St. service will restrict the scope for improving Stansted Airport
and other services on the Lea Valley corridor. Other points are:

o Crossrail trains should call at Maryland — with selective door opening if necessary.

o |If the separate Gidea Park service goes ahead, there is a case for operating this as an
integral part of Crossrail rather than as part of the normal National Rail network.

G. LTUC has several important concerns about the south-eastern route to Ebbsfleet.

e The alignment through the Royal Docks should be reviewed so as to serve London City
Airport and to avoid potential capital cost overrun and ongoing operational problems of using
the existing Connaught tunnel.

o A station at Woolwich is obviously desirable. If on-going work to establish a business case is

not successful, then the minimum requirement is passive provision for a station to be added
later.
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o We cannot see the case for extending Crossrail as far as Ebbsfleet, and are concerned at
both the cost implications and the effects on service reliability of interworking with trains on
the present South Eastern Trains (SET) network. We consider that Ebbsfleet would be as well
(or better) served by SET.

e There may be case for operating to Dartford, but only if Crossrail has segregated tracks in this
congested area.

H. In light of the concerns about Ebbsfleet and Dartford, LTUC considers that the whole issue of
running Crossrail trains east of Abbey Wood should be re-examined.
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Crossrail line 1- the Benchmark Scheme - consultation by Cross London Rail
Links Ltd.

A response by the London Transport Users Committee

Introduction

1. During 2002 Cross London Rail Links Ltd conducted its first public consultation on possible routes
for Crossrail line 1 (henceforward referred to in this paper as Crossrail.) The London Transport
Users Committee (LTUC) published its response in August 2002".

2. In summary LTUC’s conclusions were as follows:

I. LTUC supports the principle of Crossrail 1 as bringing significant benefits to users of those
corridors which it will serve, whilst noting that many aspects remain to be settled before the
overall value for money of the project can be determined.

II.  When considering routeing options, the following core points must be recognised:

a) Crossrail 1 should ideally operate on segregated tracks, separate from both London
Underground and National Rail passenger and freight services.

b) If full segregation is not achievable, detailed consideration must be given to the
impact of using shared tracks both on Crossrail 1 services and other affected
services. Such consideration is likely to be an iterative process in which detailed
infrastructure issues will be relevant.

¢) The advent of Crossrail 1 should not be detrimental to existing passenger flows.

d) Detailed consultation will be required on timetables both for Crossrail 1 and other
services before the infrastructure design is finalised.

[ll. Subject to these core points, LTUC favours the following route options.
¢ Watford Junction
e Slough
e Shenfield
e Abbey Wood via Royal Docks, with consideration of finding a way of serving

London City Airport at an acceptable cost in relation to the passenger
benefits

IV. Crossrail 1 should include the following key features:

! “Crossrail line 1- Routeing Options — consultation by Cross London Rail Links Ltd. - A response by the London Transport
Users Committee’ (Copy available on the LTUC web site at http://www.ltuc.org.uk/view_document.php?id=913 or by
phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.)
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3.

e 24 hour operation
e All stations fully accessible, including level transfer between platform and
train.

In 2003 Cross London Rail Links Ltd conducted a second consultation. This related to a new

route option, to Kingston. LTUC published its response to this in February 20032,

LTUC’s summary conclusion to this second consultation was:

V. The additional Richmond / Kingston option, although it offers a number of new direct journey
opportunities, has serious shortcomings particularly in respect of lack of segregation from
other services and detrimental effects on existing passenger flows.

VI. Having been advised by Crossrail that they regard Richmond / Kingston as an alternative to
the Watford or Aylesbury routes, LTUC confirms that its choice of options remains as per

para. Il above.

VII. However if the Richmond / Kingston option is chosen, LTUC considers that:

a) it must incorporate certain infrastructure and other features if it is to be at all
acceptable.

b) construction of the Croxley link must go ahead in order to improve local links in the
Watford area and provide central Watford with a direct link to the City and east
London.

LTUC has evaluated the latest Benchmark Scheme in the light of its responses as above to the
previous consultations. A diagram map of the scheme is attached to this paper.

Development of this response has been assisted by a discussion between members of the
London Transport Users Committee (LTUC) and Messrs Bennett, Landells and Fishwick of
Crossrail. In particular this team provided answers to many questions put by LTUC to help it
understand a range of issues, including how the scheme would interact with existing National Rail
and LUL services®. This response has also been informed, where necessary, by study of the
detailed Public Consultation Drawings for specific locations along the proposed route.

The Central Area

7.

Earlier proposals for Crossrail were for up to 30 trains per hour (tph) in the central area, 12-car
trains and three doorways per car. The Benchmark proposal is based on a peak central area
service of 24 tph, 10-car trains and two doorways per car. This is a significant reduction in
capacity and raises concerns about station dwell time. The latter is a vital factor in the efficient
operation of a busy metro service through in-town stations where large numbers of passengers
will be boarding and alighting from each train.

2 “Crossrail line 1- Routeing Options - Richmond & Kingston — consultation addendum by Cross London Rail Links Ltd’
(Copy available on the LTUC web site at_ http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=609 or by phone to the Publications
Officer 020 7505 9000.)

3 The full list of LTUC questions and Crossrail’s answers is available on the LTUC web site at
http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1210 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.
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LTUC therefore considers it important that capacity to carry large numbers of passengers is not
unnecessarily constrained, either by infrastructure limitations or by design features which
adversely affect station dwell times. We welcome assurances from Crossrail that it would be
possible to install signalling for 30 tph, and that platform lengths in the central area will allow for
12-car trains. It is important that these elements of flexibility for future expansion are not
compromised as the scheme goes through further development iterations.

On the matter of dwell times, Crossrail envisage that these would be managed by platform staff,
by announcements and by good doorway design. Whilst we have no doubt that all these features
will be essential, we believe (both from professional advice* and from day-to-day observation of
existing LUL and National Rail metro-type services) that three doorways per car are likely to be
needed. We are therefore pleased that Crossrail will be carrying out detailed design studies on
this issue, but we must emphasise the importance of getting it right. This is particularly important if
platform-edge doors are installed — which for both safety and amenity LTUC would welcome®.

The Western Route (Heathrow)

10.

11.

12.

13.

The previous proposal included an option (favoured by LTUC) for Crossrail trains to operate on
the Great Western main line to both Heathrow and Slough. It would thus take over both the
present Thames Trains suburban service to Slough and the forthcomingG ‘Baby HEX’ all-stations’
service to Heathrow. LTUC favoured this proposal. The Benchmark scheme is very different and it
is one which LTUC cannot support.

Crossrail are now proposing that, out of 24 tph through the central area, just 6 should go down the
Great Western line and that these would be limited stop to Heathrow in lieu of both the existing
Heathrow Express and of Baby HEX. We have carefully studied Crossrail’s rationale for this
scheme, both as explained in the public consultation documents and as amplified in their
response to detailed questions put by LTUC, but regrettably we find it very unconvincing.

Heathrow Express operates 100 mph trains, giving a very fast journey time of just 15 mins. These
trains run on the fast lines and the rolling stock and the infrastructure are purpose designed for
operational compatibility with the 125 mph trains which share the route as far as Hayes (Airport
Junction).

To offer journey times which are not too much slower than Heathrow Express, Crossrail plan only
two intermediate stops west of Paddington. On the one hand this means that the service is not a
proper metro — the raison d’étre of Crossrail on all other sections of its route. On the other hand,
the two stops mean that the trains can no longer operate on the fast lines. Instead they will have
to share the slow lines with stopping and semi-fast diesel trains to Slough and beyond®. This
means there will be a mix of trains on the slow lines which is technically the opposite of what is
required for efficient scheduling and maximising the use of capacity. Electric Crossrail trains,
designed for high acceleration and therefore most suitable for stopping services, will make few
stops, whilst diesel trains with inferior acceleration and therefore more suitable for semi-fast
services will work the all-stations services.

* See London Transport Users Committee - Design of New Metro Stock: Briefing Report (Copy available on the LTUC web
site at http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1201 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.)

5 Whilst one can envisage 2-doorway trains being cascaded elsewhere if experience proves that 3-doorway stock is needed,
this becomes much more difficult if platform-edge doors have to be replaced — unless these can be designed for easy
conversion.

® Planned for December 2004.

7 Except Acton Main Line — an omission which LTUC does not support.

¥ Also, outside the peaks, with freight.

s:\general\users\jerry\rail\crossrail\crossrail 1\response - benchmark scheme - 19-01-04


http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get_document.php?id=1201

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

LTUC is very concerned that this mismatch will make it impossible to improve the frequency of the
presently ill-served intermediate stations between Paddington and Slough, and could indeed
result in some stations having even fewer trains than now. Bearing in mind that we are looking 10
years ahead, during which time we — and all other stakeholders including the Mayor - would
expect existing service levels to be improved, such a scenario makes no sense.

Whilst our concern applies to all stations which the present proposal would leave unserved by
Crossrail, particular attention must be drawn to the case of Southall. This station is already one of
the busiest on the line, and with large brownfield development sites immediately adjacent its
useage will increase substantially. For it to have Crossrail trains passing through, yet not benefit
from the direct service they will provide to both Heathrow and central London, would be perverse.
Indeed as far as Heathrow is concerned Southall, together with West Ealing and Hanwell, would
be left worse off because the Baby HEX service would cease.

We also believe that the proposed mix of trains on the slow lines would be less robust
operationally than one which had more equally matched average speeds. The latter would be
achieved by using electric Crossrail trains for the stopping services and confining diesel units to
the semi-fast trains going beyond Slough. This is important because efficient operation of the
Crossrail network as a whole depends on keeping perturbations imported from the national
network under careful control.

A final victim of the Benchmark proposal for the western route of Crossrail is the Greenford line. It
is clear that virtually any Crossrail scheme on this route would make it necessary to truncate the
Greenford branch at West Ealing, thus losing its direct service to Paddington and to the local
centre at Ealing Broadway. However under the Benchmark scheme its users gain no
compensating benefit at all, as there will be no direct trains to central London. Having changed at
West Ealing, passengers would have to change a second time to get on to Crossrail.?

It will be clear from this analysis that LTUC regards the Crossrail benchmark proposals for
operating the slow lines out of Paddington as deficient to the point of being unacceptable. We are
determined that a better solution must be found, and this must be one which provides a proper
direct metro service from central London to both Heathrow and Slough.

This inevitably means that a fast Heathrow link service must continue to be provided on the fast
lines. Whether this should be a Paddington to Heathrow shuttle as now, or whether it should be
part of Crossrail, is a separate issue which should be debated on its own merits.

What is clear is that from a 24 tph Crossrail service under the Benchmark proposal (of which 12
tph go the Richmond / Kingston), there would be sufficient trains both to provide 4 tph fast to
Heathrow if desired and an 8 tph slow line service jointly destined to Slough and Heathrow. In
terms of both resource utilisation and passenger benefits this must be better than the Benchmark
proposal for 6 tph on Crossrail terminating at Paddington from the east'?, whilst at the same time
the Thames diesel service will have suburban trains terminating at Paddington from the west.

In response to LTUC’s questions on this point Crossrail said, inter alia, that operating Crossrail to
Slough would “require a significant amount of infrastructure for a relatively low train frequency.”
This may be so, but it has to be looked at in the context of the total benefits of the service as a
whole — just as (presumably) the total benefits of the proposed south-western route have been

° We note that in the local consultation information card / panel for West Ealing, there is an erroneous reference to this
station being served by Crossrail. There is also a reference to increasing the Greenford branch service from 2 tph to 4 tph but
only as a possibility, and while there is mention of improved mobility impaired access there is no commitment. We very
much gain the impression that the issues surrounding the Greenford line are being treated as a minor matter. Whatever the
outcome — and in LTUC’s view an option well worth looking at would be to convert the line to light rapid transit as part of
the West London Tram project — as with all services which might be adversely affected by Crossrail it is essential that they
receive (and are seen to receive) full consideration.

10 Actually having to continue empty to reversing sidings at Westbourne Park
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used to justify what must be a very expensive tunnel to Gunnersbury for a low frequency (in a
metro tunnelling context) of only 12 tph.

22. In light of this analysis, LTUC’s conclusion can only be that Crossrail must go to Slough as well as
to Heathrow, and that it must provide a metro service worthy of the 21 century for both of these
important routes.

The South-Western Route (Richmond)

When the Richmond / Kingston route was first proposed, LTUC concluded that we could not support
it. In summary this was because:

o the large number of trains to be operated to Kingston would require substantial changes to
the South West Trains (SWT) timetable, with several stations on the Twickenham and
Hounslow routes having their services reduced and with no compensating benefits

o there would be substantial risk of Crossrail services being unreliable because of delays
imported from the SWT network

o of the two options put forward, one would break the North London line link between Richmond
and north-west London. The other would break the direct service on the District line from
Richmond to central London. Although Crossrail would offer compensating benefits for this,
insufficient information was provided to asses the balance of advantage.

23. The proposal now being put forward in the Benchmark Scheme addresses these issues. In
particular:

» The number of trains to Kingston is reduced to 4 tph. This, together with a grade-separated
junction at Richmond, eliminates the need to substantially change the SWT timetable and
greatly reduces the risk of SWT delays being imported onto Crossrail.

» The proposal to sever the North London line link to Richmond is dropped.

» Crossrail has provided LTUC with comparative journey time information for District line
(including faster times after planned modernisation in 2013 — 2016) and for Crossrail to
various central London destinations'". This indicates that while passengers who travel direct
to District line stations would have longer journeys as a result of having to change at Turnham
Green'?, passengers to a wide range of other central area destinations — including those in
the heart of the west end and the City — would have substantially quicker journeys. Many
passengers who presently use SWT into Waterloo would also have quicker journeys to the
central area by transferring to Crossrail ™.

24. On the basis of the information now supplied, LTUC can therefore now support the principle of
Crossrail serving Richmond and Kingston. Nevertheless we have comments on some of the
details of the present plan.

T Qee Question 24 in the Crossrail questions and answers, available on the LTUC web site at

http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1210 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.

2 Even some of these passengers could benefit, or at least have their losses reduced, if their ultimate destination is near an
alternative station. One example would be that passengers to Embankment working in the Strand / Covent Garden area might
switch to Tottenham Court Road (Crossrail) or go via Tottenham Court Road to Leicester Square or Charing Cross. Another
example is that users of Monument might switch to Liverpool St. (Crossrail), where there would be a choice of exits to
Liverpool St. or Moorgate.

'3 This in turn would release capacity on SWT services through Putney and Wandsworth Town, where at present there is
very serious overcrowding.
7
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25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

31.

We note that Crossrail trains would not call at St. Margarets. We understand that this is due to
site difficulties, and therefore the cost, of extending the platforms to cater for Crossrail’'s 10-car
trains. However as Crossrail is clearly intended to be a metro service — a concept which LTUC
fully supports — we consider it undesirable for its trains to omit intermediate stations. If such a
station is likely to be very busy, we take the view that the cost of making it suitable must be
treated as an indivisible part of the project as a whole. If, like St. Margarets, the station is less
busy then we can accept that disproportionate expenditure should be avoided if possible. One
means of doing this would be to use selective door opening, which we consider should be
workable provided it affects no more than one or two stations on each of Crossrail's arms. LTUC
therefore considers that Crossrail trains should call at St. Margarets.

The diversion of District line trains away from Richmond will enable the Wimbledon branch
service to be increased. This will be an important benefit, as this is the busiest of the District’s
three western branches. However we support the Benchmark Scheme’s proposal that a
proportion of the displaced Richmond trains should be diverted to Ealing Broadway. This is
important both to avoid too great a reduction in frequency between West Kensington and
Turnham Green and to safeguard the interests of Richmond branch passengers who still need to
reach District line stations.

Creation of a Crossrail / District line interchange at Turnham Green raises the question of whether
Piccadilly line trains should also call there. This has long been an aspiration of local residents, but
it is one which London Underground has always rejected on the grounds that disbenefits to
through passengers would be greater than the benefits to local passengers”.

We believe that the advent of Crossrail would totally change this equation. Large numbers of
passengers from the two Piccadilly line western branches would benefit from being able to access
Crossrail for faster journeys to the west end and the City15. At the same time passengers from the
Richmond branch whose existing journeys are disrupted by Crossrail would have an additional
range of alternatives to help minimise their losses. LTUC therefore considers it essential that as
part of this Crossrail proposal all Piccadilly line trains should call at Turnham Green.

A weakness of the Crossrail route via Turnham Green (rather than Chiswick Park as earlier
proposed) is that it runs so near, yet so far, from the major development on the site of the former
Chiswick bus works. This is a very large development for which the present transport services in
the area will not be adequate.

Whilst it is true that Crossrail will serve this development at Gunnersbury, this station is at the
southern extremity of a very large site. LTUC is concerned that the relevant authorities have not
yet paid sufficient attention to the transport needs of this development. If Crossrail is to run via
Turnham Green, then we regard it as vital that access to the northern part of the site must be
improved by providing a station on the North London line where it crosses under the District line
near Bollo Lane'®.

Finally there is an issue of future service frequencies on the North London line. At present this is 4
tph”, with increasing traffic likely to be catered for by lengthening the trains. However looking ten
or more years ahead to the time when Crossrail might open, we expect that the line will both need
and justify a true ‘turn up and go’ service of 6 tph.

' Except for a limited number of calls at the extremes of the day.

'3 Particularly the City, which the Piccadilly line does not serve at all.

16 Obviously an interchange between such a North London line station and the District line would be desirable, and the
whole issue becomes even more important if the ultimate decision is that Crossrail DOES NOT go to Richmond.

17 Plus a few peak ‘crowd-buster’ shuttles on certain parts of the line.
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32. LTUC therefore asked if routeing Crossrail to Richmond (12 tph) would stand in the way of
increasing the North London line to 6tph over the shared tracks between Gunnersbury and
Richmond. Crossrail replied that this would present some difficulty'®.

33. Although disappointing, we wonder if this response is perhaps unduly influenced by current
industry conservatism about what frequencies can be achieved on a well-managed railway. We
note that 6 tph on the North London line would only mean a combined service of 18 tph and
believe that with suitable signalling and the existing five terminating platforms at Richmond this
should in practice be achievable. LTUC therefore considers that the detailed design of Crossrail to
Richmond should include provision for a 6 tph service on the North London line.

The Eastern Route (Shenfield)

34. The earlier proposals for Crossrail, allowing up to 30 tph in the central area, provided for the
entire present Shenfield metro service of 16 -18 tph to be diverted out of Liverpool St. and into the
cross-London tunnel. As the Crossrail trains were to be 12-cars instead of the present 8-cars, this
would have provided a substantial increase in capacity on this very busy route. At the same time,
it would release an entire pair of tracks between Bethnal Green and Liverpool St. to provide
additional paths for outer area trains on the Great Eastern line and for services on the West
Anglia route via Hackney Downs.

35. The reduced scope of the Crossrail Benchmark scheme (24 tph x 10-cars in the central area)
means that it can only accommodate 12 tph from the Shenfield line, which will be insufficient for
the traffic. It therefore proposes to retain a separate 6 tph x 8-car service between Gidea Park
and Liverpool St.

36. Crossrail claim that an advantage of this scheme is that for passengers whose destination is
Liverpool St. it is more convenient as they continue to arrive at a surface station rather than one
which is underground’®. On the other hand, of course, it reduces the extent to which congestion
relief and demand growth can be addressed on other Liverpool St. services.

37. Whilst this change of plan does not negate LTUC’s long-standing support for Crossrail to operate
to Shenfield, it does raise some questions.

38. With the planned expansion of Stansted Airport and population growth in the Lea Valley —
Cambridge corridor, will the costs avoided by designing Crossrail for only 24 tph simply move the
West Anglia route’s problems onto another budget rather than solve them? Will it, for example,
become necessary to add an extra pair of tracks from Bethnal Green to Liverpool St.2%?

39. What effect will the interworking of National Rail trains and Crossrail trains as far as Gidea Park
have on the reliability of Crossrail, particularly in comparison with the previous proposals which
would have given Crossrail largely exclusive use of its tracks throughout between the tunnel
portal and Shenfield? In principle LTUC would oppose this loss of segregation. However as the
Gidea Park trains would interwork with other National Rail trains only west of the Crossrail tunnel
portal into Liverpool St., this may not prove too much of a problem. However we can see a case —

" See Question 27 in the Crossrail questions and answers, available on the LTUC web site at

http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1210 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.

' For Crossrail’s full statement explaining the rationale for their proposed Shenfield line service, see Question 1 in the
Crossrail questions and answers, available on the LTUC web site at http:/www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1210 or
by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.

20 8-tracking into Liverpool St. is something which the rail industry seems to have largely ignored — perhaps in the hope that
Crossrail would come to the rescue — but the local authorities have had the foresight to safeguard the appropriate land when
dealing with planning applications in the area.
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particularly for flexibility of response when services are disrupted — for the Gidea Park trains to
operated by Crossrail stock and drivers rather than run as part of the National Rail network.

40. Finally, the Benchmark Scheme takes advantage of the Gidea Park — Liverpool St. service being
operated by 8-car trains by having these trains serve the relatively lightly-used Maryland and thus
avoid the need to extend the platforms for Crossrail. As with St. Margarets, LTUC rejects the
concept of a metro service omitting a station and therefore considers that Crossrail should call at
Maryland — using selective door-opening if necessary.

The South-Eastern Route (Ebbsfleet)

41. The previous Crossrail proposal offered south-east options of routes via Royal Docks or via
Charlton and continuing to Abbey Wood or Dartford or Ebbsfleet. LTUC’s preference was for the
Royal Docks and a terminus at Abbey Wood. We therefore welcome the Benchmark Scheme’s
selection of the Royal Docks route.

42. Two issues remain in connection with the route through Docklands. The first is to record our
surprise that a station at Woolwich is not included in the scheme. Crossrail’'s response on this -
that construction cost is high, that passive provision will be made, and that lower cost options are
being sought21 — is noted. We very much hope that a solution can be found to provide Woolwich
with a Crossrail station from the opening date, but if this is not achieved then LTUC would regard
passive provision as essential.

43. The second relates to serving London City Airport (LCA)22. The chosen alignment is to use the
existing Connaught tunnel (presently used by the North London line to North Woolwich) beneath
the Royal Albert Dock, presumably to reduce costs. This makes it impossible to directly serve
LCA. Crossrail indicate that demand would not justify a station there, but offer a straight alignment
of the track at Silvertown to facilitate a future station with a bus link to the airport.

44. We are concerned that this takes too pessimistic a view of the future development of LCA, and
that the implied cost savings of using the Connaught tunnel may be illusory. This very old tunnel
was built to long-outdated standards as regards clearances, is only suitable for low speed
running, and is notorious for water seepage and liability to rooding”. It could well be that attempts
to refurbish and re-equip it for Crossrail encounter serious difficulties and end up both in a
substantial project cost overrun and something which leaves a legacy of high maintenance costs
and a performance bottleneck.

45. LTUC would therefore urge that the whole question of Crossrail’s alignment across the Royal
Docks and the costs and benefits of running via London City Airport, with at least passive
provision for a station, should be re-examined.

46. We turn finally to the question of Crossrail’'s proposed south-eastern terminus. LTUC’s previous
preference was for Abbey Wood, with full segregation of Crossrail tracks from the National Rail
Dartford line. This was to avoid serious issues of adverse effects on the existing users of Dartford
via Woolwich line trains (including the semi-fast trains from the Medway towns, and ‘round-the-

2l See Question 10 in the Crossrail questions and answers, available on the LTUC web site at

http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1210 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.

22 See Questions 4 & 11 in the Crossrail questions and answers, available on the LTUC web site at
http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get _document.php?id=1210 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.

2 Back in steam days, when the Port of London Authority (PLA) had its own private railway system in the docks, it was
standard practice for North Woolwich line trains to be diverted onto the PLA surface lines due to problems in the Connaught
tunnel.
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Any

corner trains from the Sidcup to the Woolwich line). We were also very concerned at the impact
on Crossrail reliability of interworking with the very complex existing24 services, particularly
through the intensively worked flat junctions and constricted layout at Dartford.

We have carefully studied the Benchmark Scheme proposal and justification for operate Crossrail
to Ebbsfleet®, taking particular note that the traffic estimates (300 in peak 3 hours) are extremely
low. Crossrail explain that these do not take account of park & ride traffic, of employment and
population increases in the area, or of the SRA’s forthcoming Integrated Kent (IKF) franchise
proposals, so that the business case (already positive) will be stronger than so far claimed.

As Ebbsfleet is well outside the LTUC area we have no basis on which to assess the likely traffic,
so we do not wish to dispute Crossrail's view of the likely use of a local train service. However
given the availability from the same site of the intended high speed CTRL domestic services to
Stratford (for Docklands and the City) and to St. Pancras, we seriously question the likely demand
for what will be a slow all-stations service to London via Crossrail.

Surely the demand at Ebbsfleet will be for local movement towards Dartford and onward to the
various town centres served by the three SET routes in south London — via Sidcup, Bexleyheath
and Woolwich and perhaps extending as far as Lewisham? Such demand does not need
Crossrail — it would be served as well (probably better) by SET / IKF services.

In summary, to expose Crossrail to the costs, and the potential adverse effect on reliability, of
operating to Ebbsfleet just does not seem to add-up.

It might be that there is a case for Crossrail to extend as far as Dartford. However this would still
cause concern about service reliability, unless it was given independent tracks eastwards from
Crayford Creek (junction with Bexleyheath line) and its own terminating platform at Dartford
station.

LTUC therefore considers that the whole issue of running Crossrail train east of Abbey Wood
should be re-examined.

queries regarding this paper should be addressed to:

Jerry Gold

Rail

Support Officer

LTUC
6 Middle Street
London EC1A 7JA

Phone: 020 7726 9992

Fax:

020 7505 9003

jgold@ltuc.org.uk

# Now South Eastern Trains (SET).

25

See Question 5 in the Crossrail questions and answers, available on the LTUC web site at

http://www.ltuc.org.uk/get document.php?id=1210 or by phone to the Publications Officer 020 7505 9000.
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