London Borough of Ealing

Ealing Broadway Interchange Brief – January 2010

1.0
Background

1.1
Ealing Broadway is one of West London’s major transport hubs, providing an interchange between the local services out of Paddington on the Great Western main line, and the terminus of the District and Central lines. Over 20 million passengers per annum use the station.  The station is due to be rebuilt under proposals from Crossrail with an expected planning submission for works in early 2013.  

1.2
The area in front of the station is widely recognised as being of poor quality and lacking in a cohesive structure and function.  Interchange with buses, taxis and general accessibility is poor.  In recent years, a number of studies looking at this area have been undertaken (see Appendix A) but none have provided a satisfactory and comprehensive delivery of a robust single option to address the interchange issues.  The most recent study is the review of options by Urban Studio, a draft summary of the report of which is contained in Appendix B.  A full version of the final report will be made available upon appointment.  

1.3
A scheme to address the forecourt area of the station is being developed in outline concept form and will be made available on appointment.  It is anticipated the forecourt works would be delivered in the 2010/11 capital works programme.  

2.0
Scope of Study 

2.1
The principal aim of the study is to develop a robust and auditable preferred long-term solution to the interchange arrangements at Ealing Broadway.  Any solution taken forward will work towards the key objectives of: 

1. Providing the most effective solution for dealing with bus operational and infrastructure needs to enhance the bus/rail interchange experience.

2. Complementing the new planned high quality station forecourt providing a sense of arrival.

3. Enhancing the visual and physical connections between the station and town centre/Haven Green.

4. Providing better information and interchange facilities

5. Reducing severance and the need for crossing of roads

6. Ensuring there is no net loss of open space to Haven Green

7. Quantifying, justifying and seeking to mitigate any adverse impact on traffic flow and movement in the area

8. Enhancing the pedestrian and cycle routes from surrounding areas to the station

9. Ensuring that adequate capacity for growth in transport use is catered for

2.2 Developing a good long-term solution will require a fundamental review of bus services and operations in the area.  Any consideration of an “off-street” bus station will require robust review in terms of function, access, impact, timing, costs, land and property issues (including air space rights and commercial viability/development surplus) and build ability.

2.3 A better understanding of future demand and requirements is also necessary.  This includes understanding future flow, movement and interchange patterns, transport infrastructure needs (e.g. the number of bus stands and stops required) and a clear understanding on what other facilities require consideration (e.g. staff facilities).

2.4 Another key component will be looking at the traffic and existing network implications.  All options must not have a detrimental impact on the movement of traffic in the area and on key junctions.  This will require testing and demonstration.  The Borough holds no existing traffic models for the area and it is envisaged that some junction and link modelling will be required but not the build of a complete model.

2.5 Understanding the commercial and financial options and implications for any off-street bus station will also require sufficient review in order to be able to establish required levels of potential financial subsidy and cost implications in developing over structures and railway lines.  Understanding the required scale and massing, as well as any additional development to support commercial viability, is needed.  

2.6 A robust appraisal framework will need to be developed to test the options and outline business cases should be produced for each option along with a clear list of benefits and disbenefits.

2.7 At this stage, it is not expected that any public consultation or interface will be required.  Some stakeholder discussions with members and Council Officers will be needed however.   

2.8 Consultants may engage other consultant teams as necessary to help define and address all elements of the brief.

3.0
Work Programme

3.1
The work for this study falls into the following stages:

Stage 1
Data Collection and Familiarisation 


Stage 2
Options Development and Appraisal 


Stage 3 
Preferred Option Development
Stage 1 – Data Collection and Familiarisation

3.2

The consultant will be expected to familiarise themselves with all previous work and background information necessary to execute the study.  This will include the previous studies listed in Appendix A as well as relevant documents including:  

· Transport for London Interchange Best Practice Guidelines (Jan, 2001)

· Ealing Borough Transport Strategy, 2009

· LB Ealing UDP

· Arcadia planning applications 

· Reports from public meetings and consultations

· Crossrail Plans

· Ealing Broadway Station Transport Assessment (Halcrow, September 2006)

· Ealing’s Community Strategy

· Ealing’s Economic Regeneration Strategy

· Spatial Development Framework for Ealing Metropolitan Town Centre: Section 5 Transport

· Spatial Development Framework for Ealing Metropolitan Town Centre: Summary

· Town Centre Strategy 2002 – 2012 (Ealing SPG)

· Ealing Broadway Cycle Improvements (Mouchel, April 2009)

3.3
In addition, consultants will need to obtain:

· Best available mapping from local sources;

· Details of existing structures and services;

· Statutory service providers data;

· Existing passenger numbers and forecasts;

3.4
It is anticipated that all relevant information required for the study will be readily available and there will not be a need for new investigation.  However, the consultant will be expected to put forward any recommendations for any additional surveys or requests for information required to aid the work. 

Stage 2 – Options Development and Appraisal

3.5
The Urban Studio Report (January 2010) reviewed the previous options put forward for the interchange and scored these according to suggested criteria.  The consultant is expected to review the options that scored “amber” and “green” from the original list of options and consider any additional options or enhancements to be added.

3.6
Once a final list of options has been produced (anticipated to be between 11 and 15 options) these will each need to be sketched and developed in sufficient detail to allow a robust appraisal to be undertaken on each.  The appraisal methodology will need to be developed and agreed with the client and should follow best practice of similar appraisal work on interchanges.       

3.7
Consideration will need to made of the following in reviewing options:

· Opportunities and challenges presented by major adjacent developments such as the Arcadia site and Crossrail project;

· High level review of development opportunity and commercial viability of off-street bus station options;

· Bus off-street and on-street solutions including determination on what level of stand and stop capacity is required;

· Bus operations – including consideration of dynamic bus stations, through buses, changing from single to double-deck services, relocating the termination point of some services from Haven Green to elsewhere (e.g. feeder services could include new routes, or increases in frequency of existing routes, to Chiswick Park, Hounslow, Hammersmith & Fulham and Harrow) etc.

· Business cases and clear lists of benefits, costs and disbenefits;

· Consideration of adjusting options previously developed and other options not previously considered;

· Potential staged delivery of a solution

· Traffic flows and movement e.g. queuing, road space allocation, road widening, opportunity for full and part pedestrianisation of sections, one-way operations, contra-flow bus and/or cycle lanes etc.  

· Urban realm (especially station forecourt area) looking at lighting, seating, materials, canopy and shelter, kerbs, identity etc.

· Land ownership and interface and potential acquisition of third party land with indicative costs (a land ownership plan will be provided)

· Construction methodology, worksites and delivery

· Haven Green interface and impact

· Review of cycle parking provision and facilities 

· Review of safety and crossings

· Pedestrian routes and access

· Taxi operations

· Pick up and drop off activity

· Staff facilities for underground, bus and taxi drivers

· Review of information and wayfinding

· Servicing/loading and shopfront operation

· Parking and blue badge spaces

· Levels and drainage

· Accessibility and increasing step free access

· Listed building and locally listed building issues

3.8
Options should be developed to the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) stage C with cost estimates at +/- 40% for each scheme.

Stage 3 – Preferred Option Development

3.9
This should involve work to the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) stage D of an agreed preferred option from the end of stage 2.  Cost estimates (+/-20%) should be put forward along with a construction methodology and programme.  

3.10
The final design should consider:

· Passenger flow and capacity (static analysis)

· Future flows (dynamic analysis)

· Interface and interchange with local buses, taxis and the local environment 

· Compliance with DDA and all relevant standards and guidelines
· Public art/sustainable energy opportunities

· Compliance with relevant design and guidance policy

· Appearance/ambience (artist impressions/visualisations/3D views should be costed)

· Development and approvals needed

· Land and property implications and opportunities

· Construction methodology and programme

· Interface with other projects such as Crossrail works and programme

· Risk

· Construction cost (+/- 20%)

· Operational issues 

· Maintenance and cleaning

· Staff facilities and existing facilities 

· Consideration of information and wayfinding

3.11
A review of funding opportunities with associated conditions and timings needs to be set out. 

3.12
At the end of this stage, it is intended that a final presentation will be made with details of the preferred option, artist impressions of the final solution and recommendations on the way forward.

4.0
Deliverables

4.1
The principal deliverables for the study are set out in the following table:

	Time scale
	Deliverable
	Number of copies

	End of Stage 2
	Interim Report
	2 copies (plus electronic version)

	End of Stage 3
	Final Report 
	2 copies (plus electronic version)


4.2
Throughout all stages, the consultant will be required to attend fortnightly progress meetings with LB Ealing plus any other meetings/site visits as required.

5.0
Timescale

5.1
There is a desire to reach a conclusion on a preferred option by May 2010.  However, consultants will be expected to provide a study programme for each stage that reflects what they feel is a realistic timeframe to ensure robust and defendable outputs are produced.   

6.0
Contract

6.1
Consultants will be expected to adhere to the standard LB Ealing terms and conditions for consultancy services.  

7.0
Schedule of Rates and Costs

7.1
Consultants should provide an estimate of costs for each stage of the study (Stages 1, 2 & 3).  The estimate should lump sums for stages 1-3 and be broken down into tasks and by staff member and should include an estimate of all expenses.  

8.0 Tender Response 

8.1
Consultants need to submit proposals no later than 12.00 on Wednesday 27th January 2010.

9.0
Liaison

9.1
Liaison will be through LB Ealing’s appointed Project Manager:

Nick O’Donnell

Transport Projects & Policy Manager

Ealing Council

Perceval House

14-16 Uxbridge Road

Ealing

London W5 2HL

Telephone:
0208 825 8078

E mail:
odonnelln@ealing.gov.uk
Appendix A – List of Previous Studies

Ealing Broadway Interchange Feasibility Study Final Report (Halcrow, May 2006)

Spatial Development Framework – Tibbalds (May 2008)

EMTC Development Review – Tibbalds (May 2008)

Plans for Haven Green East - Glenkerrin (Dec 2008)

Partial Closure of The Broadway - Steer Davies Gleeve 

Mouchel Group Plan – commissioned by Highways

East Architects Public Realm Improvement Strategy – commissioned by Highways

Save Ealing’s Centre report received November 2009

Haven Green East bus station planning application Design and Access Statement (Michel Desvignes / Saxell Bird Axon et al for Glenkerrin) 2008

Tribal study on options

Appendix B – Draft Summary Report of Urban Studio Options Study

1. The project brief

Urban Studio Team were commissioned by LB Ealing in October 2009 to “produce a study of the options for Ealing Broadway Station Forecourt and Haven Green Transport Interchange”. This paper summarises the findings as at December 2009 and suggests possible next steps. A detailed account of the background and method employed in the study is contained in a separate report to be finalised in January 2010.

2. The basic options

A large number of options and variants have been put forward, from a number of sources, for the creation or improvement of a bus-rail and multi-modal interchange at Ealing Broadway.

The options assessed

	A. Upgrading and minor works

	0
	Do nothing/little

	1
	Improved and upgraded facilities, forecourt improvements

	2
	Widen diagonal road to provide additional stops

	B. Involving significant reconfiguration of the area

	3 a
	Bus station on south side of Haven Green, north of trees

	3 b
	Bus station on south side of Haven Green, north of BBC car park boundary

	3 c
	Bus station on south side of Haven Green taking car park 

	4
	Bus stops and stands relocated to the east side of Haven Green

	C. Involving major redevelopment & reconfiguration of the area

	5
	Bus station above Underground tracks 

	6 
	Bus station over National Rail platforms (no specification)

	7
	Bus station over District and Central Line tracks plus bus exit to The Mall 

	8
	Bus station over NR tracks and BBC car park; Central Chambers 

	9 
	Add mini bus station on part of Arcadia site (3 sub options) 

	10
	Add mini bus station to rear of Haven Green east side (not specified) 

	11
	Add mini bus station on NE corner of Broadway/Mall junction

	Further options requiring restructuring of traffic and bus routes

	12
	Creation of public transport mall Haven Green East and Station Broadway. General traffic 2-way on Springbridge Road. Diagonal closed.

	13
	Broadway closed (pedestrians and cycles only) plus option 7 or 8

	14
	Bus station at station forecourt, reposition Crossrail station entrance


3. Objectives for an improved Broadway

A wide range of documents and consultations have been used to derive objectives for improving Ealing Broadway. These address 

· Ealing Broadway as a strategic interchange 

· Ealing Broadway as a destination / place 

· Deliverability

While the achievement of these objectives forms the basis for the assessment of different interchange options, it is recognised that there may be over-arching considerations as to what sort of place the Council and stakeholders would like Ealing town centre and the Broadway to be in the future.

4. Commentary on the assessment process

Three major changes have occurred since the last review of options for TfL in 2006, and the interchange options are assumed, as far as possible, to be modified to take these into account.

a)
Crossrail has been given the go ahead

b)
Intensive development for the Arcadia site has been refused

c)
The West London Tram proposal has been dropped 

The assessment was undertaken in the form of an objectives-achievement matrix. Each option was ranked in terms of its ability to satisfy each of seven objectives, thus enabling an overall score. The objectives have not been ranked in terms of importance, thus allowing maximum transparency in the assessment process.

5. Headline results

The options are placed into one of three categories

Green – satisfies most criteria well

Amber – has potential to satisfy criteria

Red – fails to satisfy most criteria

The options with the “green light” overall are Option 4 - Haven Green East, and Option 12 – the “Bus Mall” proposal generated by the current project team. Both of these suffer a handicap, however. The former is dependent on known issues being resolved through a revised design; the latter would require traffic management and bus operation restructuring. Both offer significant potential and deliverability, however. 

Options that are ranked just below involve full-scale bus stations at the station forecourt or over the station area tracks. Access and development issues would have to be overcome, and the cost and viability would require closer investigation.

Of the various off-street bus station options, the best ranked are the large facility over the District/Central Line tracks with access to The Mall (Option 7, SEC proposal) and the south side of Haven Green (Options 3b and 3c). 

At the other end of the scale, it is worth noting that “doing nothing” (Option 0) is not the lowest scoring option! Other options ranked lowest (“red light”) include those taking more of Haven Green (2 and 3a), and small off-street bus stations that would require retention of existing bus facilities as well (9, 10 and 11). The issue of whether bus stations are replacements for or additional to existing bus facilities proves to be crucial in determining the result. If, after creating an off-street bus station with all its attendant costs and disruption, the environment of Haven Green and the Broadway cannot be improved, the result is the reproduction of current problems on a larger scale, and hence a very low rating. These options can reasonably be ruled out from further consideration.

In between lie options that score moderately, though for different reasons: Upgrading existing facilities (Option 1) because benefits are small, Haven Green south (Option 3b) because of negative pedestrian impacts, and bus stations located over rail tracks (Options 5, 6, 7, 8) because of access impacts and doubts over functionality and deliverability. 

Finding a good long-term solution will be highly dependent on the flexibility available for restructuring bus services at Haven Green. Retention and expansion of terminating services inevitably places a huge strain on the space available, and hence the quality of the place.

Giving further consideration to an “over the tracks” bus station requires, first and foremost, evidence that such a solution would provide benefits to passengers and the local environment and can meet bus operation requirements. If that test is passed, the key issues will be cost, funding, implementation, and timing.

An initial view on over-the-tracks options suggests that:

· Construction costs of a “slab” with bus station could be within the cost range manageable as a publicly funded project;

· Third party costs of air rights could be substantial over National Rail tracks (between Haven Green and Arcadia) requiring substantial development surplus. Recent rejection of the intensive development option, coupled with the loss of developable space caused by a bus station, casts serious doubt over the possibility of generating sufficient development surplus in this location.

· A bus station over Underground (station) tracks would involve assembly of third party land for access. If subsidy were required, enabling development over the bus station would be difficult to conceive, in terms of both form and viability. 

6. Issues needing further investigation

a) Bus capacity

A limitation of the assessment exercise relates to bus capacity. The current number of stops and stands, and details of all the routes and frequencies is known, but it is not known what the capacity of the current arrangement is. Still less is it known what capacity alternative arrangements (such as a bus station) would have, given different traffic and bus movement configurations. 

b) Future demand

There is no up to date information on likely future demand for bus access, following the opening of Crossrail, and the capacity required to cope with it. There is currently no information as to the suitability of present bus routes and interchanges to meet overall future needs, nor as to the potential to restructure them to meet wider Borough needs.

c) Bus station layout

More information is needed on what form any off-street bus station should take to get an appropriate balance between passenger comfort and convenience and efficient bus operation. The sketch designs available to date are not supported by information as to why these designs were preferred over alternatives, nor are their functionality or impacts well established.

d) Development viability

The costs and benefits of constructing a bus station over railway tracks, and the viability of any enabling development, need to be established in advance of any decision on such an option. 

7. Next steps, and phased improvements

Short term

· Improvements to the station forecourt could be implemented in the short term to provide major benefits, and without prejudicing any of the bus interchange options in the medium to longer term.

· A project group, involving all the main players, could be set up in the short term to address the wider issues highlighted and to plug the gaps in knowledge. This is regarded as essential before commitments are made to taking forward any longer term options. It should also be a priority to establish what growth in passenger demand can be handled by existing bus arrangements, by increasing service frequencies.

· A key decision is needed in the short term as to whether any, and if so what, provision needs to be made within the planned Crossrail new station for development over the tracks, and/or for the provision of an of-street bus station.

· A further key output from a project group would be an early recommendation on what use, if any, is to be made of land to the south of Haven Green for bus interchange purposes. 

Medium term

· If the concept of developing over parts of Ealing Broadway station (to provide a bus station, or other development) survives the next round of testing, designs will needed along with details of funding and viability, etc. The timing of such a major scheme would be sensitive to the timing of the major Crossrail works. Upheaval lasting for many years could have a negative impact on Ealing’s economy and amenity.

· If an off-street bus station over railway tracks or platforms is ruled out, then major effort could be devoted to on-street solutions, or ones involving reconfiguration of Haven Green. Such solutions could involve significant restructuring of bus services, and as such are unlikely to be feasible in the short term.

Longer term

· Longer term options consist either of simpler on-street options not being required until the longer term, or of complex and expensive solutions taking time to implement.

The next steps, therefore, would appear to be to

A. Progress improvements to the station forecourt.

B. Plug gaps in technical understanding of future bus access. requirements, and the ability of existing arrangements to satisfy them

C. Set up a project group with key stakeholders to get active consideration of area traffic management and bus restructuring to bring about step change improvements to Ealing Broadway and Haven Green, and to “bottom out” the question of an off-street bus station.

D. Give urgent consideration of Arcadia/related site possibilities, taking into account any other potential for development “over the tracks” generally at Ealing Broadway.

	
	
	Interchange
	Regeneration / Destination
	Implementation
	

	
	
	Create interchange benefits for users 
	Ensure interchange functionality for operators 
	Provide interchange capacity for growth 
	Improve local accessibility 
	Protect and enhance local environment and assets
	Enhance regeneration potential and value
	Ensure that scheme can be implemented in step with demand
	

	
	
	All modes, but priority to rail, bus and pedestrians
	All modes but priority to rail and bus
	Or potential for growth
	To station, Haven Green, town centre (i.e. other than interchange)
	Open space, public realm, buildings
	Enhance destination value of Ealing Bdy
	Funding, risk, value, timescale
	

	Option 0
	Do nothing
	0 - no change
	0 it works, but no better
	1 - some growth possible, but not forecast growth
	0 - worsening as bus increase
	0 - worsening
	1 - only by not removing devt sites
	4 - no issue
	6

	A. Upgrading, minor works
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Option 1
	Improved and upgraded facilities on current layout
	1 - some improvement but no detail available
	1 - little improve for bus, possible better other modes
	1 - some growth possible but not forecast growth
	1 - Minor improve possible
	2 - Some improve possible
	2 - Would add some value to the area
	4 - Almost all land public ownership, apart from forecourt
	12

	Option 2
	Widen diagonal road to provide additional stops
	0 - Does not bring users closer
	1 - Probably eases current operation with stands on east side of diagonal, stops on west
	2 - Provides for some growth, but not full growth forecast
	0 - Makes diagonal harder to cross
	0 - increases visual intrusion of buses on Green
	0 - area will look worse, although devt sites will not be touched
	1 - all land in public ownership, but loss of common land probably can't be replaced
	4

	B. Significant reconfiguration
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Option 3 a
	Bus station on south side of Haven Green, north of trees (plus stops on HG east and Broadway)
	1 - marginally better access to stops on Green
	0 - design not proven. No stands. May require 2-way Springbridge Rd
	0 - No capacity to meet forecast growth
	1 - better access to Broadway and Arcadia potentially
	2 - loss of common, but compensated by unification of Green
	3 - Allows full devt of Arcadia site
	1 - unlikely to overcome objections re loss of common land
	8

	Option 3 b
	Replacement bus station on south side of Haven Green, north of BBC car park boundary
	3 - brings most stops together, one access route to station
	3 - should work and keeps buses within the site
	3 - allows for some growth, especially if redesigned to give more stops and less stands
	0 - pedestrian access more difficult and dangerous due to bus access roads
	2 - allows unity of Green, and better HG east but may be net loss of Green. Trees needing replacement
	3 - better bus access may enhance devt values
	2 - land in public ownership but will be concern about common land
	16

	Option 3 c
	Replacement bus station on south side of Haven Green taking car park 
	3 - brings most stops together, one access route to station
	3 - should work and keeps buses within the site
	3 - allows for some growth, especially if redesigned to give more stops and less stands
	1 - potentially closer to destinations
	3 - allows unity of green, better HG east, and should be possible for no net loss of common. Trees need raplacement
	2 - by taking car park, potential development site is lost. But better bus access enhances other sites
	2 - much of land in public ownership but will be concern about common land. Car park should be easy to acquire
	17

	Option 4
	Bus stops and stands relocated to the east side of Haven Green
	3 - brings stops closer together and will be more legible
	4 - should work but tight turning could be issue. Taxi and drop-off could find it difficult 
	2 - Room for some growth, but not full forecast demand. No potential for exapnsion
	3 - Offers potential for better access across Green, and to Uxbridge Road through Arcadia site
	3 - enables unity of Green, but HG east probably worse with more vehicle activity
	3 - Preserves development sites, and allows better station environment
	4 - All land in public ownership, replacement of common land should be OK
	22

	C. Major redevlpmnt & reconfig
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Option 5
	Bus station above Underground tracks (5 sub options considered) Bdy stop retained
	3 - brings most stops together, one access route to station, under cover
	1 - bus movement likley to be worse, current capacity not matched. 
	1 - some growth possible but not meeting forecast demand
	0 - takes people further from their destination, and mixes them with station traffic
	3 - allows unity of green, better HG east, and should be  net gain of common land.
	2 - Development over bus station difficult to conceive (use/mass?)
	1 - 3rd party land or air rights potential barrier plus cost of raft provision and liaison with Crossrail and NR
	11

	Option 6
	Bus station over National Rail platforms (not specified)
	3 - would allow close intwegration of bus and rail
	1 - access problematic 
	2 - doubts aboout capacity at reasonable cost. Access issues
	1 - takes people further away from destinations
	3 - allows unity of green, better HG east, and should be  net gain of common land.
	2 - Development over bus station difficult to conceive (use/mass?)
	0 - 3rd party land or air rights potential barrier, plus cost of raft provision, plus cost of meeting NR and Crossrail requirements
	12

	Option 7
	Large bus station over District and Central Line tracks plus bus exit to The Mall (One Broadway stop retained)
	3 - Would make interchange a lot easier and under cover. Better end of platform access but ticket control issues
	2 - access via The Mall may be unacceptable without route restructuring. But simpler Broadway access benefit
	4 - should be plenty of capacity to meet forecast growth
	1 - takes bus passengers further away from destinations
	3 - apart from access ways, enables substantial improvement of Haven Green
	2 - Development over bus station difficult to conceive (use/mass?)
	1 - 3rd party land or air rights potential barrier plus cost of raft provision and liaison with TfL, Crossrail and NR
	16

	Option 8
	Bus station over NR tracks and taking BBC car park and Central Chambers (part)
	3 - brings most stops together, one access route to station
	3 - should work for bus movement and management
	3 - extra capacity possible, but needs redesign with more efficient use of space
	1 - pedestrian access to station is poor
	2 - some loss of south or Green, but compensated by diagonal closed, and HG east better integration
	0 - loss of development opportunity over tracks and on (ex BBC) car park
	1 - high cost of developing over tracks, plus 3rd party risks (esp NR)
	13

	Option 9
	Bus station (mini) on part of Arcadia site (3 sub options considered but no detail spec.) providing 4-5 stops (Existing stops retained)
	0 - splitting of stops removes benefits
	1 - bus movement likely to be worse, and may not be feasible
	3 - should resolve future capacity issue
	1 - some would benefit from closer access to town centre, but split stops negates this
	1 - little impact on environment and conservation area
	0 - takes valuable development land
	1 - loss of development value and 3rd party issues
	7

	Option 10
	Mini bus station to rear of Haven Green east side (not specified) (Existing stops retained)
	0 - little benefit because extra stops are separated, and tucked out of sight
	0 - bus movements would be much more complex, plus generate extra bus miles
	1 - could add some capacity, but not proven
	0 - pedestrian access poor and stops further from destinations
	0 - will intrude on conservation area and private amenity
	0 - no regeneration value
	0 - 3rd party and CPO issues, plus cost for small gain in capacity
	1

	Option 11
	Mini bus station on NE corner of Broadway/Mall junction (Not specified) (Existing stops retained)
	1 - Brings some bus users closer to station portal, but most buses likely to remain as at present
	0 - split stops complicate bus movement and management. Functionality not proven 
	1 - would add capacity, but extent not proven
	1 - some benefit from closer access to town centre, but split stops negate this. Bus access would disrupt main pedestrian route to town centre
	0 - No benefits to the Green. Would involve loss of listed building(s) on NE corner
	0 - would take land and/or airpace potentially suitable for development
	0 - 3rd party and CPO issues, and loss of locally listed building
	3

	Requiring major reconfig traffic
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Option 12
	Creation of public transport mall Haven Green East and Station Broadway. General traffic 2-way on Springbridge Rd. Diagonal closed.
	4 - Would be simple and legible in form, and bring most bus users close to station portal. Shelter and facilities might not be concentrated
	2 - depends on ability to re-structure routes and management. Format of kerbside stops is tried and tested, however.
	3 - should resolve future capacity issue
	3 - Enables closure of diagonal and provision of more space for footways and crossings
	4 - Buses likely to be more intrusive in Station Broadway, but less so on Haven Green. Conservation area will be enhanced
	3 - Preserves development sites, and allows better station environment
	2 - All land in public ownership. Requires pro-active partnership with TfL and operators on new bus route strategy for the Broadway
	21

	Option 13
	Broadway closed (pedestrians and cycles only) plus options 7 or 8
	3 - Benefits most users apart from diversions resulting (not specified)
	2 - should work for all operators but design not specified
	2 - depends on bus station option chosen
	4 - would be a major improvement of the Station Broadway area
	2 - Would enhance the area and provide quality public square outside station
	3 - Preserves development sites, and better station environment will add value
	2 - involves reconfiguration of traffic in town centre, plus bus access to/from The Mall as with Options 7 and 8
	18

	Option 14
	Forecourt replacement bus station, reposition Crossrail concourse/entrance (not specified)
	4 - brings passengers close to station portal, benefitting facilities and time saving
	2 - Should be functional but dependent on bus route structure and management
	2 - Not certain as to capacity
	3 - Brings bus users closer to the town centre
	3 - Enables better use and unity of Haven Green and enhancement of conservation area
	3 - Preserves main development sites, but station forecourt will not be so attractive 
	1 - Forecourt in 3rd party ownership, and TFL operator and Crossrail active participation needed
	19

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 = Little or no enhancement, or ineffective, or unfeasible, or negative impact
	
	Overall score
	
	
	
	

	1 = Some enhancement but doubts about extent or efficacy or impact
	
	Green = 20-28
	
	
	
	

	2 = Moderate enhancement/potential/feasibility/no adverse impact
	
	Amber = 10-19
	
	
	
	

	3 = Good enhancement but doubts about extent or efficacy
	
	Red = 0-9
	
	
	
	

	4 = Especially good enhancement or efficacy
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost and development viability are key issues
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


