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London First - a business membership organisation which aims to engage the business
community in promoting and improving London - has just embarked upon a “Review of
London Governance” and have invited a number of senior officials (including Permanent
Secretaries) to a series of one-to-one discussions; they also plan to invite a number of
Ministers.

As Minister for London, Tony McNulty feels that in the first instance it would be most
appropriate for him to meet London First to give the Government’s views on the issues
raised by the review and co-ordinate any input necessary from across Government after
that.

The Government’s position is that it is premature to seek any fundamental change to the
arrangements for London governance. However, given London First's prominence in the
London business community Mr McNulty's view is that Government should co-operate
with the review without giving any undertakings to endorse its findings.

| would be grateful if you would draw this letter to the attention of your Ministers and
Permanent Secretaries, and take Mr McNulty’s advice into account when considering any
invitations from London First relating to their study.

We will of course inform you of any significant progress as it occurs on this matter.

Fiona Rodrigo
Assistant Private Secretary/Tony McNulty
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PRIME MINISTER - Jeremy Heywood
Andrew Adonis
Matthew Elson
Sarah Hunter
Ahnab Banerjee
Joanna Key
FUNDING LONDON INFRASTRUCTURE

You have a meeting on Crossrail with Gordon, Alasdair and JP on Tuesday. You
have a note on the case for and against from Matthew.

But you will be aware that we cannot take this decision in isolation. Each of the
three big London projects - Olympics (£4.6bn capital cost), Crossrail (£10-15bn)
and the Gateway (£1-10bn depending on scope) - make claims on some of the
same funding sources: in particular council tax and business rates. So too will
essential flood defence work (£4bn). We are rapidly, with Treasury, investigating
the totality of funding available, and the mechanisms for delivering this and
extracting any betterment produced. Some further details are attached.

Some funding for the Gateway and Crossrail can, however, be genuinely
additional — based on extracting the betterment (windfall gain to the value of
land/property) these projects will create. And all projects will yield some
fare/ticket income. Finally, I believe Ken may be willing to use some congestion
charging income for the Gateway.

We could well, therefore, be able to deliver the infrastructure to underpin the
‘mid scenario’ Gateway (120k new homes by 2016) without a call on council tax
or business rates, using instruments controlled by the local authorities/UDCs,
plus help from Ken.

Over the next two months ministers will need to decide whether we can proceed
with all three projects, and if so, the priority order for funding where conflicts
arise. We will be working with HMT to provide you with an assessment of how
the money might be raised, and the feasibility of securing the full funds needed.
(I guess that a successful Olympics bid would inevitably require some delay to
Crossrail).
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The difficulty of course is that we will need to decide on the Olympics bid first.
If that were to include the option of a supplementary business rate we would need
to consult on that in April, something which would look odd, if we were
subsequently to choose the same route for Crossrail and had not mentioned it
then.

You and Gordon will, I suspect, differ on the extent to which we can proceed on
the basis of loose funding commitments rather than worked up plans for new
instruments. For the timing being, we think it would be sensible:

a) to stress that the decision and the availability of funding will need to be judged
alongside other calls from London infrastructure projects — notably the
Olympics and the Gateway - and perhaps to find a way to bring the
discussions together. You may want quickly to run through these at the
meeting;

b) to press the point that officials need to be really innovative in looking at how
the funding could be secured.

MARTIN HURST
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Annex

Calls on funding

Hosting the Olympics, were a bid to be successful, would cost the public sector
2.6b net. The only tangible long term benefits are the refurbishment of national
sports training facilities and the reclamation of currently derelict land in east
London Ticket receipts aside, there will be relatively little future income. The
claims of wider benefits or ‘betterment’ are hard to quantify or pin down.

Crossrail will cost up to £15bn. There will be a future income stream from ticket
revenue, and very significant betterment to properties in the vicinity of stations.

The Gateway is a little more fluid. We guess that moving to the mid growth
scenario of 120k houses (compare under 80k houses if we do nothing) might cost
£1bn. Moving to the ‘high growth scenario’ of 180k houses is very much our
ambition, but would be much more costly. But we need to avoid double counting,
the eastern part of Crossrail would provide much of the necessary underpinning
for this second tier of work. Some of the infrastructure for the Gateway will
provide fares/tolling revenue. The infrastructure spending will also provide very
significant and potentially quite widespread betterment for developers, and for
existing property.

Sources of funding

There are four kinds of funding instrument:

o General London taxation - non domestic rates/council tax. These would be
the mainstay of any Olympics funding, but are also high on the list for
Crossrail. It is a fairly crude way of capturing ‘betterment’ but is simple.
The other big advantage of this route is that it yields funds in advance of the
infrastructure spending, hence removing the need for bridging finance. Ken
may also be happy to use some congestion charging revenue - particularly if
charging extends East of the City.

Premium fares for Crossrail, and for some of the Gateway transport
projects, taking them outside the customary Zone 1,2,3 pricing structure.
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e Ways of extracting betterment from existing properties. When a new rail
line such as the DLR extension to Lewisham is built, property and land
values shoot up. This ‘windfall gain’ can be tapped - e.g. through [ ].

Extracting betterment from developers/vacant land values. The best known,
is the highly imperfect route of ‘planning gain’. But past failures with a
development land tax (which always used to be seen as a socialist
redistributive measure) should not rule this out.

Both the last two mechanisms could in principle be offered to local authorities

and /or UDCs, thus making it clear that there is no new national tax raising
power being conferred.

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL - POLICY

Matthew Elson
7 March 2003

PRIME MINISTER . Jonathan Powell Andrew Adonis

Jeremy Heywood Nick Bisson
Sally Morgan Pat McFadden
Alastair Campbell ~ Clare Sumner
Martin Hurst Sarah Hunter

CROSSRAIL PROPOSAL: MEETING TUESDAY 11 MARCH, 11:00am

You are meeting with Alistair Darling, Gordon Brown and John Prescott to
discuss whether and how to take forward Crossrail. The project is vital for
London’s development and status as a world city. But it will cost £11.5bn.
Despite your previous requests, Treasury have not completed the assessment
of alternative funding solutions - this must be progressed urgently and
Martin Hurst has provided separate advice. Advice from AD is attached at
B on Crossrail, and at C on other London transport projects.

Context

London’s population is projected to grow by 738,000 and employment by
636,000 by 2016. Public transport demand in peak periods will increase by
25%. Over the next 10 years, the PPP will increase Tube capacity by around
15% on existing lines, but this will provide little relief to heavy rail lines, and
provide limited support to new growth in East London. Although there are some
initiatives to provide marginal capacity increases on heavy rail commuter lines,
the scope without huge expense is limited. London desperately needs Crossrail
if future growth is not to be put at risk.

Proposed scheme

A new central tunnel carrying 24 trains per hour will run from Paddington to
Liverpool Street with interchange stations at Marble Arch, Tottenham Court

Road and Farringdon. Four branches will feed into the tunnel (see map at A):

(a) Shenfield and Stratford
(b) Ebbsfleet, Royal Docks (City Airport) and Canary Wharf
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(c) Heathrow and Ealing
(d) Richmond and Kingston

Crossrail will carry 170,000 passengers in the morning peak by 2016 (cp.
465,000 rail journeys and 578,000 tube journeys in 2000). This will relieve
pressure on Great Eastern lines into Liverpool Street, North Kent lines into
London Bridge, Richmond and Wimbledon lines into Waterloo, and the
Piccadilly, Central, Jubilee and District lines in the central area. It will also
provide a number of knock-on benefits. For example, capacity freed up at
Liverpool Street would enable more services to Stansted - much needed if we
build new runways there. The Richmond/Kingston link would allow some of the
District Line Richmond trains to be used to bolster the Wimbledon service
instead.

The project cannot be broken down into smaller pieces as the bulk of the cost is
in the central tunnel, and the bulk of the benefit is in extending the connections.
Any smaller scale “core scheme” with optional extensions to be decided later

simply would not represent value for money. Crossrail would open in 2013/14.

The key questions you will want to consider with AD and GB are:

e Is Crossrail value for money?
e [s it affordable?
e How can we ensure that it is delivered efficiently?

Is Crossrail value for money?

The project will cost £11bn in 2002 prices (including a large but prudent 66 %
allowance for cost overruns), or £15bn in cash prices including financing costs.
Notwithstanding its high cost, the project has a respectable 1.3:1 benefit to cost
ratio — based purely on the value of reductions in overcrowding, journey times,
and highway congestion.

Of course there are potentially wider economic and regeneration benefits. Work
led by HMT suggests that Crossrail can overcome transport constraints that
would otherwise preclude the creation of between 35,000 and 62,000 additional
jobs in the Central London business services cluster. The increase in

productivity versus alternative employment opportunities could be worth up to
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£10bn in 2002 prices. And of course Crossrail could accelerate and expand the
potential to develop the Thames Gateway.

Is Crossrail affordable?

Most of the expenditure could be privately financed during construction, limiting
the cost to the Exchequer before 2012 to the (relatively) small sums allowed for
in the 10YP for project development. Beyond that point, revenue support
declining slowly from £1.1bn per annum would be required. Additional fares
would rise from £250m to £500m per annum, leaving a large funding gap.

We need urgently to know the potential from alternative funding mechanisms.
ODPM have estimated that the development of the Thames Gateway could
produce a £20bn increase in land and property values, part of which could be
captured through various mechanisms (development land tax, section 106).
Equally, a business rate surcharge could be applied to the £4bn base across
London. You may want to ask GB how Treasury work in this area is

progressing — particularly in relation to other calls for funding from the
Thames Gateway and the Olympics (see advice from MH).

Can Crossrail be delivered efficiently?

If we do decide to proceed with Crossrail we must be sure that the UK has the
capacity to deliver and that the right delivery structure is put in place.

The three major potential capacity constraints on delivery are construction
programme management expertise, signalling engineers, and construction labour,
and none is likely to be critical. The main construction phase for Crossrail

would begin just as the Channel Tunnel Rail Link is completed - and ideally, the

same programme management team would join the new project. Work on the
West Coast Mainline will also tail off at the same time, providing signalling
engineers. DTI is making a general assessment of the capacity of the
construction industry - it seems unlikely construction labour will be a constraint,
but it may be worthwhile to pay a small premium in order to reduce turnover of
casual labour.
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The existing proposal has been brought forward as a 50/50 joint venture between
TfL and the SRA. This arrangement has created tensions even during the
development phase, and will certainly not stand up to the pressures of delivery.
We need a strong, empowered public sector sponsor team to define the detailed
scope of the project and reporting to the Secretary of State, combined with a
private sector project management team responsible for delivery. With their
huge agenda, it is not clear that the SRA have the resources to be the public
sector sponsor. On the other hand, unlike the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (which
has an entirely separate management structure), there are considerable integration
issues with the existing network. DfT officials are developing options. You
may want to emphasise to AD the importance of getting this right.

Possible timetable

e March 2003: Continue with detailed design work

e Spring 2004: Introduce Hybrid Bill to Parliament. (AD notes that there
could be other transport demands for Hybrid Bills, for example, the Thames
Gateway Bridge connecting Thamesmead with Barking)
Early 2006: Royal Assent
Late 2006: Construction begins
2013/2014: Scheme opens

Other London transport projects

Crossrail is not the only major London transport project. AD summarises the
status of three others at C.

1. Thameslink 2000. You know the status. This is effectively a north/south
Crossrail to upgrade the existing line through Central London from Kings
Cross to Blackfriars and London Bridge. The cost of the project (£3bn) is
included in the 10YP, and the benefit to cost ratio is 1.7:1. The start of
construction has been delayed by the recent planning decision. DfT say this

will add 2-4 years, but JP is keen to find a way to shorten this. JP may feel

it excessive if you were to raise the delay in the meeting as he is already

trying to address it.
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2. East London Line Extension. This would provide a new heavy rail link
from Dalston/Islington to Clapham and Croydon partly by upgrading existing
lines. The cost is £1.1bn, and the benefit to cost ratio 1.1:1. Although
marginal in purely transport terms, it has significant regeneration potential in
East London, and has the advantage that it is approved and ready to go.

. Thames Gateway Bridge. This new bridge would link Barking and
Thamesmead filling the gap between the congested Blackwall and Dartford
crossings, and supporting development of the Thames Gateway. It would cost
£425m (not allowed for in the 10YP) and has a benefit to cost ratio of 1.3:1.
Half the cost can be met from tolling. The Mayor would like to employ a
Hybrid Bill, but we need to understand the potential to use traditional
highways powers.

MATTHEW ELSON
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Prime Minister, ey 2 7 FEB 2003
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From the Secretary of State

CROSSRAIL

We need to decide whether, and if so how, to take forward the
Crossrail East-West London rail link project. This is a major
strategic decision which will have a significant effect on the
development of London and the South East over the next decades.
If we want to proceed, we need to look critically at the options for
funding the project, for managing it, and for seeking powers. We
are due to meet shortly to discuss the way ahead.

SRA and TfL have completed work on the first phase of the business
case. While there is further refinement to do on the detail of the costings
and appraisal, the analysis shows that the project is likely to have a
positive economic case, with potential to provide substantial wider
benefits for sustaining London’s growth, and for supporting regeneration,
particularly in the inner Thames Gateway area. Without Crossrail,
central London’s transport networks will become increasingly subject to
severe overcrowding and congestion.

But the project is a massive one, with estimated capital costs of some
£7bn, which with operating and financing costs and risk would rise to a
total of the order of £15bn. Beyond the next year or so, we have no
provision for funding the project’s development, and there is no provision
for its implementation within the 10 Year Plan framework.

While we could and should look to the private sector to raise much of the
initial finance, there is clearly going to be a substantial impact on the
public sector in the longer term. We should need to cast the net widely
for other contributions, both to reduce the cost to the taxpayer and to
ensure that those who would benefit from the project are seen to make a
contribution.  This is likely to involve direct contributions from
developers, but more importantly some input both from the business
taxation system to reflect the resulting uplift in property values, and from
fares to reflect the benefits to users of the system.

So if we want to take the project forward, we need to explain to business
and other key interest groups what they would gain from the project, and
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'at least in broad terms how we would expect them to contribute. With
HMT and ODPM, officials need to do some further urgent work on the
options here, building on the more general work already under way on
alternative funding mechanisms.

We also need to strengthen the present project management framework.
First, to establish a stronger more coherent project client which more
effectively reflects the public sector’'s interests — not just those of SRA
and TfL - and keeps the project tightly specified. And second, to build a
much stronger private sector team to manage delivery of the project
itself. Officials are examining this urgently.

If we agree that the project is to be a priority, we need to consider the
options for seeking powers. Given the strategic importance of the
project, | believe there is a strong case for the Hybrid Bill approach
rather than a Transport and Works Act order. A Bill could be ready for
introduction in the spring of 2004, but we should not underestimate the
complexity of a project of this kind. In handling terms, we can expect
opposition from a range of private interests and environmental lobby
groups. | have not yet submitted a bid for the 2003/04 Session, and this
would of course need to be considered by LP. With this timetable, the
first stages of the project might — all being well — be open by 2013 or
2014.

| should record here that this is not the only such potential pressure on
the Parliamentary programme. We are also being asked by the Mayor
to support a hybrid Bill in the next Session for the Thames Gateway
Bridge, which though more local in nature than Crossrail also has
important benefits for supporting the regeneration of the area. It is also
likely to form an important component of the package of transport
schemes needed to deliver accelerated development of the Thames
Gateway. We are aiming to reach conclusions on this, through MISC22,
in May.

| am sending you a separate note on other major rail and road
infrastructure projects in London which are relevant to consideration of
Crossrail.

| am copying this letter to Gordon Brown and John Prescott, and to Sir
Andrew Turnbull.

(AoveED 8( SeckeTARY OF Sthte O
Q&ENED N ths ﬂrﬁsemc,e) :
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CROSSRAIL - BUSINESS CASE
Note by DfT officials

Summary

1. The first phase of work on developing the business case for the Crossrail
project is complete. It suggests that the project is likely to have a marginally
positive economic case, with potentially substantial wider benefits for London
and for regeneration. However, we are not yet able to demonstrate with
confidence that it will offer value for money.

2. The most promising option in economic terms would have four branches
radiating from the Paddington-Liverpool Street cross-London tunnel: to
Shenfield, Ebbsfleet, Kingston and Heathrow. But with a total cost of the
order of £15bn this would pose serious challenges in terms of the construction
industry’s ability to deliver, and the financial market’s ability to fund. Some
phasing of construction would almost certainly be needed. Even taking
account of the likely potential for raising funds from businesses and users
who would benefit, the long term impact on the national taxpayer would be
large.

3. Ministers will need to decide, once the business case has been digested,
whether the project is likely to be sufficiently worthwhile to justify the cost,
and if so what further work would be needed to support a firm decision to
proceed. In the meantime, there is the issue of what might be said about the
Government’s thinking on whether it is likely to commit to the project, how it
might be funded, and how powers might be sought.

Consideration

4. There is a substantial range of options for the Crossrail project, for how it might
be managed, procured and funded, and for how statutory powers might be sought.
Cross London Rail Links (CLRL), with their shareholders SRA and TfL, submitted to
DfT Ministers on 21 February a document setting out the Interim Business Case for
the Crossrail project. This gives a broad indication of the case for the project, and
the most promising way forward if Ministers want to pursue it, but further analysis
would be needed over the coming months to firm up on these proposals to the point
at which a firm decision to seek powers could be justified.

5. Key issues to be determined include:

routes and services

business case and benefits
funding and affordability
procurement and management
statutory powers

timetable

. The main messages from the interim business case document are as follows:
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Routes and services

7. The proposal which appears likely to offer best vfm (see next section) is CLRL’s
“benchmark option”, which involves the central tunnel from Paddington to Liverpool
Street, plus four branches to:

Stratford and Shenfield (taking over some existing Liverpool St services);

Isle of Dogs through the Royals to Abbey Wood, with some services
through to Ebbsfleet;

Richmond and Kingston (taking over some existing Waterloo suburban
services); and

Heathrow (replacing Heathrow Express).

The Annex includes a map showing the benchmark route option and tables, drawn
from CLRL’s document, outlining the proposed service pattern, breakdown of capital
costs, and preliminary benefit:cost ratios.

8. As the tables illustrate, a scheme which omitted the four branches would not offer
value for money, as it would not generate enough benefits to justify the cost of
building the central tunnel section. (An option which omitted one of the western
branches might still have a marginally positive economic case, but would be
significantly worse than the benchmark option.)

9. However, the benchmark option is an ambitious and costly scheme, with a point
capital cost of some £7bn, increasing to nearer £15bn once risk, operating costs,
inflation and financing costs have been factored in. This would pose a very
substantial challenge in terms of the capacity of the construction industry and private
finance markets. Some phasing of delivery would be likely to be required.
Development of the Kingston branch is at a substantially earlier stage than the rest,
with further work needed to confirm its technical and operational feasibility, and initial
consultations also suggest there is a significant degree of local opposition to be
overcome.

Business case and benefits

10. Based on the conventional economic appraisal, the benchmark option has,
provisionally, a benefit:cost ratio of around 1.3:1, on the basis of the Treasury’s new
Green Book appraisal methodology, including an allowance for “optimism bias”.
However, the validity of some of the assumptions underpinning the appraisal needs
to be probed further. Some of the costings are at a relatively early stage, and there
are concerns that the central case demand growth assumptions may be too
optimistic. There are also technical issues over the application of the new Green
Book which have yet to be resolved. At this stage, therefore, we cannot be confident
that the project will definitely demonstrate value for money.

11. There are also, though, arguments that Crossrail would deliver very substantial
wider benefits for London by providing additional transport capacity and quality to
support the continued growth and success of the capital, notably in the City and in
Docklands. This view is strongly held by the GLA and TfL. However, it is not yet
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certain whether, and if so how far, such benefits can be demonstrated to be
additional to those already captured in the normal appraisal. Further work would be
required to produce a technically robust assessment. In addition, the project may
increase the scope for longer term expansion and regeneration of Thames Gateway
(principally towards the London end), although these benefits are more distributional
in nature and the jobs may not be additional to the UK economy.

Funding and affordability

12. The benchmark project would involve a total nominal cost, including risk,
inflation and financing costs, of the order of £15 billion. CLRL have undertaken
preliminary modelling of a range of financing options, and have shown that it might,
in principle, be possible to build the project with only a relatively small cost to the
Exchequer up to the point of completion. This assumes that private sector borrowing
and a range of other funding mechanisms are deployed to the maximum practicable
extent. This would aim to extract a substantial contribution from those in London and
the South East who would benefit from the project. Potential measures include
raising funds from the business rate system, eg through the Tax Increment Funding
mechanism, and increasing central London fares. These would pose tricky policy
and legislative issues, and their feasibility has yet to be tested in detail.

13. However, the resulting costs to the public sector after construction would still be
formidable, running at perhaps £900m a year from 2013 to 2020, then slowly
declining to £300-400m a year by around 2030. Whether this could be afforded, and
if so whether it would represent the most appropriate priority for such expenditure,

needs to be examined further. There may in any case be a value for money case for
providing at least some up-front public sector support to reduce the cost of stretching
private sector borrowing capacity to such a degree. In addition, it will be necessary
to consider the regional and distributional impacts.

Procurement and management

14. It appears likely that the benchmark project proposal would be too big for a
single consortium to handle (it would be represent some 25% of total UK
infrastructure development by turnover for the duration of construction). CLRL are
therefore developing proposals for a multi-pronged procurement process involving
several concessionaires carrying out separate elements of the project in order to
make them digestible by the supply industry. This does though leave the project
integration risk with the public sector, although it should be feasible to reduce the
Government’s exposure by incentivising the (private sector-led) project manager.

15. In the meantime, there are concerns that the present CLRL structure is not
adequate for the next stage of development of the project. There is a need to
provide a clearer line of control and accountability in place of the current framework
which leaves responsibility split uncomfortably between SRA and TfL. There is also
a need to establish a clearer separation between the sponsor and project manager
roles, and to beef up the project management expertise. There may be some benefit
in taking on board some of the hard-won expertise gained from the CTRL project.
Developing and implementing a structure which delivers these improvements,
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without disrupting the momentum which has already been gained and/or alienating
key stakeholders will not be easy.

Statutory powers

16. The project promoters are strongly in favour of adopting a hybrid Bill to seek
powers for the project. Compared to the usual Transport and Works Act process this
would offers clear timing advantages, and would be distinctly less risky. CLRL are
working to be able to introduce a Bill in November this year, but this looks unfeasibly
tight, given the amount of work to do to develop the technical details of the scheme,
and to undertake the necessarily thorough public consultation process. Introduction
in spring 2004 looks to be much more realistic, were Ministers to agree to this
approach. Leaving it until the 2004/05 Session is not an attractive option, since this
would involve a high risk that the Select Committee process in the first House would
be interrupted by the next election, and hence have to be completely re-started.

17. No bid has yet been tabled for a Crossrail Bill in the legislative programme, so
this would need to be considered by LP in the usual way.

Project timetable

18. CLRL are still asserting that with a November 2003 Bill introduction the first part
of the line could be open by mid-2012. However, as indicated above the Bill is
unlikely to be ready so soon, and the CLRL timetable makes no allowance for any
planning or other difficulties which may cause slippage. In DfT’s view it cannot be

safely relied on. A more realistic completion date for the first section(s) might be
2013 or 2014, with the whole project finished possibly by 2018.

19. There is also a more immediate issue over the funding needed to support
CLRL’s timetable. Some additional funding would be needed in 2003/04 and
beyond, beyond that already committed, to enable powers and procurement to
proceed in parallel to meet this programme.

Next steps — issues for Ministers

20. Ministers will need to consider the interim business case presented by CLRL,
which will flag up some of the main issues for Ministers, though it will not provide all
the answers. These will include the aspects touched on this note. Key issues will
include:

e whether there is sufficient evidence that the project is likely to be worth taking
forward, affordable and deliverable to enable some form of positive
announcement to be made in the next month or so;

whether there is sufficient confidence to be able to indicate at least some
measure of support for a particular route option;

what line to take on funding — it will be important not to play down the likely need
for developers, business generally, and fare-payers to make a contribution;
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whether to commit to a hybrid Bill, and if so whether provisionally to earmark (but
probably not announce) a slot in 2003/04 and 2004/05;

what to say about the future management of the project — and in particular what if
any role the SRA, TfL and/or GLA/the Mayor might have;

what further analysis is going to be needed by when to enable Ministers to
commit firmly to proceeding.

REMP, DfT
February 2003
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Map showing CLRL’s Benchmark Option
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Table 1:
Benchmark Option Crossrail service frequencies in peak periods:

Area Frequency

(trains per hour)
Shenfield corridor 12 tph

Ebbsfleet (or Northfleet/Gravesend) 4 tph
forming extensions of some of:
Abbey Wood via Isle of Dogs 12 tph
Central Area 24 tph
Richmond/Kingston 8 tph
Heathrow (with the balancing 10tph turning back 6 tph
west of Paddington)




Table 2:
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Core section and route increments capital costs

Increment

Description

Capital Cost

Core

Shenfield and Isle of Dogs to Paddington

£5.4 bn

Increment 1

As Core Option with additional trains per
hour on ‘E’ lines to Liverpool Street and
additional trains on West Anglia route to
Liverpool Street

£5.6 bn

Increment 2

As Increment 1 with extension to Abbey
Wood and Ebbsfleet;

£6.2 bn

Increment 3

As Increment 2 with extension to Kingston

£6.7 bn

Increment 4

As Increment 3 with extension to
Heathrow

£7.0 bn

Nb: these are CLRL’s undiscounted point estimates at 2002 Prices,
excluding allowance for risk, operating costs, inflation and financing

costs

Table 3:

Incremental appraisal

Increment

Benefit-Cost Ratio Incremental BCR

Dogs

Core Shenfield/Isle of 0.59:1

Street

1 Additional Liverpool 0.75:1

6.3:1

2 Abbey

Wood/Ebbsfleet

1.05:1

3.6:1

2.24

4 Heathrow

3 Richmond/Kingston 1:.47:1
0

1.30:1

4.1:1

Nb. these are CLRL’s estimates, not yet vetted by DfT




Thameslink 2000

The Thameslink 2000 project is intended to provide a major increase in
capacity on the present north-south route across London. This is one of
London’s most congested commuter routes. An enhanced Thameslink is also
key to efficient dispersal of passengers from the CTRL at St Pancras,
scheduled to open in 2007. There would be a large interchange station at
Farringdon, providing links to the prospective east-west Crossrail line and
three Underground lines

Currently the project is estimated to cost £2.75-3 billion, with a healthy
cost/benéfit ratio of 1:1.6/1.8.

SRA and Network Rail had planned a phased implementation that would have
delivered most of the benefits from 2007. The core route between Kings
Cross and Blackfriars would have been upgraded by then, with works at and
east of London Bridge following, with full completion and the final service
pattern from around 2012.

However, the recent failure to secure planning consents is likely to add 2-4
years to those dates Implementation of the project is subject to securing the
necessary powers under the Transport and Works Act. Following a lengthy
public inquiry, the inspector recommended that powers should not be granted
until specific concerns, primarily over works at London Bridge station, were
fully resolved. ODPM concurred. The SRA are currently examining options to
satisfy these concerns prior to submitting revised applications.

East London Line Extension

The project will convert the existing Underground line (Whitechapel-New
Cross) to a high-capacity railway allowing through-running on to the main
network, with extended services to Clapham and Croydon in the south, and
Dalston/Islington in the north. There would be an interface with the
prospective new Crossrail line at Whitechapel, and significant interchanges
with existing rail and underground services in south and east London.

The project is estimated to cost £1.13 billion and has a cost:benefit ratio of
1:1.11. Additionally, it is seen as a regeneration catalyst in parts of East
London. There is very strong support for it from local authorities and business
in east and south London, where poor public transport links to central London
are seen to be a major hurdle to longer-term development. The project
figured in the Manifesto.

The project is not reliant on securing powers. Preliminary works on the
northern extension have begun, though they have been halted pending
resolution of a legal challenge on heritage matters. Subject to a successful
conclusion on that (which is expected shortly), and government approval for
the project, scheme completion would be in 2008.




Thames Gateway Bridge

The bridge is a new road link over the Thames between Barking and
Thamesmead — filling the gap between the congested Blackwall and Dartford
crossings. It would have two lanes each way of general traffic and one lane
each way dedicated to public transport. It links into the A13/North Circular
junction to the North and the A2016 to the South. It would be tolled.

It is seen as one of the key projects to support economic growth and
regeneration in the Thames Gateway, encouraging businesses to locate there
and developers to build higher quality, higher density housing in the area.
Accessibility would increase substantially. The bridge is intended as a local
scheme, unlike the earlier Highways Agency scheme which involved a direct
link to the A2 via Oxleas Wood (cancelled in 1993). Long distance through
traffic would be discouraged by use of differential tolls.

Transport for London, which is developing the project, estimates the cost at
£425m. Of this broadly £200m might be financed through toll income —
assuming £1 per car as at Dartford. The Mayor is seeking help from
Government to meet the funding gap, eg to help subsidise a 30-year PFI
concession. The BCR is put at 1:1.3.

Business, the boroughs and local people strongly support the scheme. But
there is some active opposition on local environmental grounds and from
those opposed in principle to new road schemes. A hybrid bill could allow
opening by 2010; this compares with a probable delay until 2014 using the
Mayor’s highways powers, partly because the risks of procedural delay and
judicial review by objectors would be much greater.

TfL plan a public consultation in May and aim to have their final environmental
and business case ready by end-September. However, we think Spring 2004
would be the earliest credible date for introducing a Bill.

Other projects in the Thames Gateway

A range of other important infrastructure projects in the Thames Gateway are
being actively considered by the Department in the context of MISC 22 and
the above is ‘without prejudice’ to those considerations.
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MEETING WITH JOHN BIRT - MONDAY 3 MARCH 2003

The Deputy Prime Minister met Lord Birt yesterday. You and Joan Hammell were also
present.

The DPM and Lord Birt discussed Lord Birt’s Transport Report and the Strategy Unit’s
ongoing work on London. Lord Birt said the London project was going well. It had been
inspired by separate pieces of work on health, transport and education where the recurring
question had come up: “What about London?”. What were London’s particular problems?
What drove the London economy? How did it relate to the rest of the UK? What skills did
London need? How did it get them? Did we have the right infrastructure? Did we have the
right form of governance? And how did all that affect health, education, crime, transport and
so on?

The team was still at the information gathering stage. But Lord Birt’s initial take, focussing
particularly on the economy, was that there was no shortage of skills in London. At both the
top and bottom of the market, London was a powerful magnet which drew in migrants from
both at home and abroad. The problem was a large indigenous population which had failed to
(adapt to new economic circumstances and which found itself stranded in large social housing

estates and without the will or the means to free themselves from a benefit dependent culture.

That created all sorts of problems, not just for the individuals, but for London as a whole.

That led the conversation on to social exclusion. Lord Birt asked if the DPM wanted to take a
strategic look at social exclusion issues. The DPM said he would be interested to hear Lord
Birt’s views. The SEU had done some good work, but the time had come to sit down and
look at what had been achieved on the ground. Had the SEU had any impact in the real
world? The DPM’s view was that it had, but that we had not worked hard enough to prove
the case. We had launched two new projects on mental health and barriers to employment,
but we were also planning to undertake a new strand on impacts and trends. The DPM said it

Website: www.odpm.gov.uk
Email: john.prescott@odpm. gsi.gov.uk




would be useful to take some case studies, for example on the New Deal or Sure Start, to
show what had been achieved on social exclusion.

Lord Birt asked if there was a delivery focus on social exclusion. On education he had
noticed that although average results had improved there was a long tail of failure which in
turn led to crime and health problems as well. Targets were all very well, but as they stood
there was no incentive to reduce the tail.

You said that floor targets were a major way to focus efforts to tackle social exclusion. Lord
Birt thought that a delivery focus on social exclusion with a big political push behind it could
have an impact. What was needed was an agreed strategy which the whole of Government
signed up to.

The DPM said he would be interested to have Lord Birt’s more considered views. He was
interested in the recommendations that the Social Exclusion Unit had made to date and how
far they had been implemented. It was particularly important to demonstrate success in
tackling social exclusion in new deal areas. Lord Birt was welcome to speak to Claire Tyler
about this. The DPM asked you to facilitate that.

hd

DAVID PROUT
Principal Private Secretary
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From: Nick Bisson
Date: 2314 February 2003
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Andrew Adonis Emily Hands
Peter Hyman William Perrin

LONDON ROADS UPDATE 28 FEBRUARY 2003

John Spellar’s weekly update is attached at A-C. JS has now called in
Transco (who have agreed to provide details of all their major planned
works) and Thames Water (who appear to be less co-operative). TfL have
carried out initial interviews for the London Traffic Manager, but do not
expect to make a final choice for another two weeks. Meanwhile, congestion
charging is still going well - traffic rose slightly this week with the end of
half term in London but is still 20% down on normal levels. The number of
penalty notices being issued each day for non-payment is down to 6,000. And
on the central line, formal approval has been reached on fitting the n w bolts
and brackets - we are promised further advice on the likely timetableii‘f for re-
opening the line on Monday.

Roadworks

Management of the current crop of roadworks appears to be going well; some
clear improvements have been made in eg. reducing the number of lanes blocked
at particular sites. TfL have finished identifying the “endemic pinch points”
where eg. traffic light rephasing may be needed to improve traffic flow - but this
is still not moving quickly enough. Co-ordination of the forward programme also
remains a concern; in particular Thames Water still do not appear to be co-
operating fully - and nor is there any evidence that their plans to dig up half of
Wandsworth starting in April have been reconsidered. But this seems to be more
a question of them not knowing what their forward work programme is (in itself
unacceptable), rather than deliberate non-co-operation.

Robert Devereux is now gripping the agenda, and seeking to press forward on
the following issues:
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Collection of robust data about actual congestion (rather than relying on
personal experience / anecdote)

Enforcement action against road blockages (including illegal works,
abandoned cars, delivery vehicles etc)

Relative priority for pedestrians and cars at traffic lights and junctions
Delivery patterns (eg. more night-time deliveries)

This looks like the right agenda, and Robert is doing the right things. But the
slow progress in appointing a traffic manager is very frustrating - even once a
candidate has been identified, someone with a senior position in business will
need to give 3 months notice to their current employer. We have been promised
further advice on this next week, but if we really are looking at another 3%
months to get someone in post, we need to press DfT to look again at interim
options eg. seconding in a senior civil servant or retired military officer.

Congestion charging
Around 150,000 vehicles per day are being captured on camera in the charging

zone (Capita believe this is 93-95% of the total). In the first few days, around
10,000 people/day were failing to pay, though this has now dropped to 6,000.
Around 38% of people are still paying the charge in shops/car parks; 22% by
text message; 8% by phone; 20% on the internet and 1% by post. The average
wait to be answered by the call centre is 20 seconds.

There have inevitably been some errors in the penalty notices issued, some due to
number plates being incorrectly given/recorded when people pay, others down to
the inaccuracies of the DVLA database or illegal vehicles (eg. some have been
spotted with cloned number plates matching the same model and colour of car;
details have been passed to the police). But around 50% of those receiving a
charge are paying within a day or two. The real test will come in around a
month’s time, when the deadline for payment expires and we start to see how
many persistent offenders are systematically seeking to evade payment.

We think you should now write to the Thames Water chairman unless, by
the end of next week, they provide a detailed forward work programme and
engage in detailed discussion about the Wandsworth works planned for
April. Do you agree?
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Matthew Elson From: Deborah Heenan

Location: 5/21 GMH

Tel: 3533 4483

Date: 28 February 03
Copies See end

London Roads Management

Papers and general progress

1. Attached are:-
Action plan progress report from Ben for 28 February: - Flag 1
Action plan annex A: pinch-points listing action being taken: - Flag 2
You have also had a note of last Monday’s meeting.

Traffic lights

2. JS raised the issue of a project plan for traffic signal work at Monday’s
meeting. TfL have agreed to table this at next Monday’'s meeting. Work is
ongoing as you know.

Transco and Thames Water

3 JS has seen both Thames Water and Transco. As expected he exerted
pressure on them to deliver a usable project plan of upcoming works. | am
preparing a further detailed note and will forward it shortly.

The new Director of Traffic Management

4. JS spoke to Bob Kiley again this morning on the recruitment of the new DTM.
As | have indicated in previous notes, BK was positive that the right choice
was for the DTM to report directly to himself.

BK said it might take a couple more weeks to find the right person but the
delay was worthwhile to ensure that TfL got the recruitment right. JS agreed
but pressed him to speed up the process where possible. | will write to you
separately next week.

Central Line

6. JS went out to one of the Central Line repair depots at Ruislip this afternoon
to see the engineering work for himself. He spoke to both the engineers and
the service manager about the work to be done on the repairs and gradual
reintroduction of service.

LU have been testing the revised procedures for modifying trains. Some final
adjustments were made and | just found out that formal approval has been
granted for the quality plan of the processes. Work has started to on the
traction motors to get the brackets and bolts fitted.

Deborah Heenan
PS/JS
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London Roads Action Plan

Progress Report 28 February 2003

This note sets out progress this week on London roads issues.
Headlines

Identification of endemic pinch-points now complete- work is in hand to
identify options for substantive improvements

Called in Thames Water on 24 Feb and Transco on 27 Feb to discuss
concerns over their major works programmes. Steps are being taken to
get better information on their planned major works.

You are updating the Lord Mayor of London on progress on 3 March

Successful week 2 of congestion charging scheme

Operational & Management Issues

Endemic pinch-points
An updated list of works-related pinch-points is attached.

Work on identifying endemic pinch-points is now complete. TfL are identifying
options for making substantive improvements at these locations. These options
will include both short-term improvements which can be made, and longer term
works which might be needed. This work will include a review of the traffic light
phasing at these pinch-points.

Recruitment of Director of Traffic Management

TfL are making good progress in recruitment of a new Director of Traffic
Management. Headhunters have been engaged and TfL have also received
around 40 applications from other routes. Candidates have been drawn from
both the Local Government and private sectors. Initial interviews have already
been carried out.

It may take a couple more weeks to find the right person for the job, but it is
hoped that the recruitment process will be complete by around the beginning of
April.

Congestion Charging

The second week of congestion charging proceeded relatively smoothly. There
was an increase in the number of cars travelling into the congestion-charging
zone as the majority of London schools returned from half term. Early estimates
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suggest that traffic was about 20% down on the normal level, compared to
around 25% down in the previous week.

The next test for the scheme will be Monday 3 March when all of the schools in
London and the South East have returned.

A21 Footway works in Lewisham

TfL have reported back on the recent problems on the A21 Lewisham High
Street, partly caused by pavement works on the A21 in Lewisham. Delays on the
A21 should now be at a minimum.

The footway renewal works along the A21 started in early December 2002 and
are due to be completed by 11th April 03. There are no further footway works
programmed for 2003/04.

The problems were caused by a combination of overrunning works by Thames
Water on the A205 (a Local authority road) and TfL’s own footway works.

The Thames Water works should have been comteleted in one day- on Sunday
23" February. However, they overran until the 25" and their traffic management
had insufficient capacity to meet demand, causing traffic to tail back onto the A21
Bromley Road.

At the time and at this location TfL contractors were working along Bromley Road
near the traffic signals at Southend Lane and had taken out one of the three
lanes at the signals. This reduced capacity and with traffic tailing back from
Beckenham Hill Road into the vicinity of the works, this soon caused traffic to
build up and queues to tail back to Downham.

The TfL contractors have again been reminded not to start before 10 am in the

am peak and be clear of the carriageway by 4 pm in the evening peak in the
predominant direction of flow. '

Legislation
Good progress continues to be made on instructions to lawyers.

Utilities & Boroughs

You called in Guy Chant from Thames Water on Monday 24 February to discuss
the impact of their works on traffic, and in particular how to ensure that the works
are notified to highways authorities in good time and what steps they are taking
to coordinate their works with other utilities.
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You also met with Rob Verron and Ed Bannock from Transco on 27 February.
These meeting highlighted, among other things, the clear lack of coordination
between the utilities and highway authorities. As a first step to overcoming this
Transco agreed to provide maps showing their planned major works over next
four six month periods, as they will affect major roads in London. These maps will
also be updated to include details of other utilities’ works and Highway authority
works.

Officials held their regular stocktake meeting with TfL the ALG and Met Police on
20 February.

Plan Co-ordinator
28 February 2003
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Progress Report on Works-Related Pinch Points: as at 27 February 2003

Area Contact

Location

Cause

Scheduled end date

Notes & Key Actions

Nick Atkinson
020 7941 7057

A41 Hendon Way
Major
Carriageway
maintenance
between Finchley
Road and
Cricklewood Lane

Lane closures to
facilitate resurfacing
work and central
reserve.

Resurfacing work started on
10 February 2003 for 6 weeks
(to be completed by end of
March)

Leaflets have been distributed to MP’s. Councillors
(Barnet and Camden) plus local residents informing
them details of the works and times.

Most works will be carried out during the night with
one lane open to traffic. During the daytime
interpeak there will be one lane (lane 3) closed to
enable central reserve safety fencing and lighting
works.

Nick Atkinson

A406 Safety
Fencing work
between Brent
Cross and Staples
Corner Flyover

Renewal of
substandard safety
fencing

This work started on 10
February 2003. There will be
single outside lane closure of
the westbound carriageway at
all times for two weeks
followed by another two weeks
closure of outside lane of the
eastbound carriageway.

Safety barrier is being removed and replaced. The
lane closure is to protect the section exposed.
Provided no unforeseen issues arise the works
should be completed for each direction in less than
two weeks. The effective width of the road at this
point is 5 lanes in each direction as there are also
merging lanes for the M1 and A41. The single
offside lane loss is not considered to be
problematical in terms of network operation.
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Area Contact

Location

Cause

Scheduled end date

Q-

Notes & Key Actions

Nick Atkinson

A406 westbound
near Pinkham
Way

Repairs to water main
by Thames Water

February until Monday 3
March 2003.

Work starts on Friday, 28

INEW: There should be moderate delays. All three
lanes will be open by 06.00 Monday 3 March 2003.

From 21.00 on Friday until 06.00 Saturday — Lanes
1 & 2 will be closed.

From 06:00 Saturday 1 March 2003 until 06:00
Monday 3 March 2003 only Lane 1 will be closed.

Nick Atkinson

A30 Staines
Road resurfacing
and lighting

Lane closures to
facilitate resurfacing
work and central
reserve.

2003. Programmed for
completion in 6 weeks.

Works started on 17 February |Leaflets have been distributed to local residents

informing them about the details of the works and
times. The emergency services, bus companies and
police have also been contacted.

Most of the works will be carried out during the night
with only one lane open to traffic between 21:00 and
06:00 hrs. Re-lighting will take place during the off-
peak periods 10:00 to 16:00 hrs.

Dave Johnson
020 7941 7065

A23 Brixton Hill

Footway reconstruction

Mid March

Loss of part of one nearside lane to accommodate
safety zone and pedestrians. The scale and nature
of the works does not allow only “out of hours”
working

Dave Johnson

Vauxhall Cross

Improved transport
interchange

31 March (Phase 1)

Signals now operational. Footway works
progressing — concentrating on pedestrian crossing
points and central area

Dave Johnson

Vauxhall Cross

Paving work

31 March (Phase 1)

NEW: Discrete, localised and limited paving work
interpeak on the gyratory, anticipated minimal
impact for network and Congestion Charging. Work
subject to close supervision and review.
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Area Contact

Location

Cause

Scheduled end date

@

Notes & Key Actions

Dave Johnson

A21, Bromley
Road

Street paving works

March 2003

NEW: Congestion occurred in this area earlier this
week due to Thames Water works in Beckenham
Hill Road overrunning. These works should by now
be complete - the Area Team’s street paving works
are ongoing.

Dave Johnson

A2, New Cross
Gate

Bridge strengthening

June 2003

Southern section of bridge deck now complete and
open to traffic. Strengthening taking place to central
and northern sections of the bridge. All on
programme.

Dave Johnson

A23 Streatham
Station

Under-strength railway
bridge

Provisionally October 2003

Some general traffic congestion may remain after
completion as bus lanes will be introduced.

Dana Skelley
020 7941 7061

A503 Finsbury
Park, Islington

Signal installation for
Traffic Management
Scheme

28 March 2003

Four linked sets of signals to be installed —
temporary signals will be used throughout the
duration of the works, inevitably causing some
congestion.

Richard
Williams
Hyder
Consulting
020 7316 6138

A4 Piccadilly
Underpass —
Westminster.

Westminster City
Council is carrying out
night-time closures of
the underpass for
routine maintenance,
Monday to Thursday
nights, 22:00 — 06:00
and also some
weekends, 08:00
Saturday — 16:00
Sunday, to be
confirmed.

31 March 2003

Night-time works is having a minimal effect on
traffic. No reported problems with weekend
closures.

C:\TEMP\LR 28 Feb AP AnnA pp2.doc




Area Contact

Dana Skelley

Location

Old Street
Roundabout,
Islington

Cause

Works to Central island
on Eastern arm of the
roundabout (Great
Eastern Street) require
lane closures to provide
safe working area.

Scheduled end date

Works have slipped past
scheduled end date — new
estimated completion date is 5
March.

@

Completion of works was delayed by snow and ice,
and as a result of poor workmanship by the term
maintenance contractor. Area Team is urgently
addressing the latter issue.

Notes & Key Actions

Works are during the night and in interpeak periods,
and are only causing very slight delays to traffic.

LUL

Mike Crabtree
0207 222 5600

Euston Rd /
Marylebone Rd /
Kings Cross one-
way system

Lane closures and
other disruptions due to
major LUL / CTRL
works.

2004 / 2005

Advance signage advising motorists to avoid the
area. Two lanes kept open in each direction during
the day.

Bus lanes have been provided along Marylebone
and Euston roads to minimise delays to buses.
New temporary layout from 1 March to mid June
2003, will be no more disruptive than the previous .

A13 DBFO
Brian Thomas
020 7941 7051

A13 Movers Lane
junction

Construction of new
central reserve and
junction.

Completion of major scheme
scheduled for July 2003.

All A13 DBFO major schemes are the subject of
extensive advance planning and public information.

A13 DBFO
Brian Thomas

A13 Roding
Bridge

Bridge Reconstruction

Completion of major scheme
scheduled for July 2003.

All A13 DBFO major schemes are the subject of
extensive advance planning and public information.

A13 DBFO
Brian Thomas

A13 Woolwich
Manor Way

Grade separated
junction improvement
scheme

for April 2004

Scheme completion scheduled

All A13 DBFO maijor schemes are the subject of
extensive advance planning and public information.

A13 DBFO
Brian Thomas

A13 Prince
Regent Lane
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Grade separated
junction improvement
scheme

for March 2004

Scheme completion scheduled

All A13 DBFO major schemes are the subject of
extensive advance planning and public information.




Area Contact |Location Cause Scheduled end date Notes & Key Actions .

A13 DBFO A13 lronbridge to |Grade separated Scheme completion scheduled| All A13 DBFO major schemes are the subject of

Brian Thomas [Canning Town fjunction improvement ffor June 2004 extensive advance planning and public information.
scheme
Thames Water SW London Reduced traffic capacityNovember 2004 Some works currently on site, but main works

approaches, due to Thames Water having greatest impact will commence after April 03.
Scott Cambell Battersea to main refurbishment

01923 898 084 [Roehampton,
including U.
Rich’d Rd,
W’worth town
centre, York Rd,
etc.
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Area Contact [Location Cause Scheduled end date Notes & Key Actions ‘_

Godwin A406 Southend [The following closures 1. 24 March 03 All these works are programmed to be carried out
Fernandes Road will be implemented to 2. 1 March — 6 March 03 overnight and during less disruptive time including
020 7941 7053 |(Waterworks facilitate various safety weekends. Traffic Management will constantly be

Corner to Charlie measures (East and reviewed and may change at short notice to improve
Brown’s West Bound - fravelling times.

Roundabout) -  |Carriageways) and loop
westbound detections installation
on westbound
carriageway:

1. Various lane
closures interpeak
and overnight within
this section

. Closure of A406
beneath Waterworks
Corner interchange

Godwin A12 eastbound |Lane one closed for Works to commence 3 March ‘NEW:

Fernandes between Preston footway diversion 2003 and expected to last for [Moderate delays expected

Drive and during works to replace |5 weeks. (7 April 2003) :

Redbridge the bridge parapet over

Roundabout the river Roding

Godwin A102 Kenworthy |[Essential Lighting 18™ February — 215 March Intermittent “Stop — Go board” control for lighting
Fernandes Road Column Replacement column installation, supply transfer and removal.
Works LLondon Buses report disruption as not significant.

C:\TEMP\LR 28 Feb AP AnnA pp2.doc
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Trevor Williams|A2975 St. Hellier [Resurfacing northbound21 March 2003 INEW: Long diversion will affect Bus Services. LB
020 7941 7071 |Avenue carriageway due to start services have been consulted.

17.3.03 for 4 nights,
21:30 — 05.30

Area Contact [Location Cause Scheduled end date Notes & Key Actions

Trevor Williams|A22 Godstone  [Carriageway 30 March 3003 Overnight diversions will affect bus service route

Road, Purley resurfacing due to start (every 30 minutes). London Buses aware.
Cross to Dale w/c 23.3.03, 22:00 to
Road 05:30 for 7 days.

Trevor Williams|A24 London Road|Resurfacing due to 25 March 2003 Long overnight diversion due to low height bridge.
and Crown Road, commence w/c However, buses will be able to use shorter
Morden 15.03.03, 21:30 to diversion.

06:00 for up to 10
nights

Trevor Williams|A20 Sidcup Road [Lane restrictions at 2 March 2003 Severe delays expected at peak times. Contractor

— National Grid  fjunction London-bound will work 24 hours a day. National Grid have agreed
water-cooled commenced 22 to vary the temporary traffic management

mains repairs at [February arrangement to provide extra lane capacity thereby
Fiveways junction reducing the potential am queues

C:\TEMP\LR 28 Feb AP AnnA pp2.doc
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Trevor Williams|A2 Blackheath HilllLocal carriageway 28 February 2003 NEW: Works programmed for periods of lowest
020 7941 7071 settlement repairs 28 traffic flows while respecting the needs of local

February 2003, 21:00 to residents. Some affect on night bus service.
24:00 with alternate one

way operation.

Area Contact |[Location Cause Scheduled end date Notes & Key Actions

Completion of retaining [1 March 2003
wall repairs 1 March
2003, 08:00 to 10:00
with short periods (20
mins) of alternate one
way operation.

Trevor Williams|A24 London Central Reserve works [Construction works on SundayNEW

020 7941 7071 Road/Langley 9 and 16 March, 08:00 to Planned on Sunday when no bus services run and
Avenue central 16:00, one way alternate one |nearby school closed. Further discussions taking
refuge way operation. place on avoiding peak period 11:00 — 14:00.

C:\TEMP\LR 28 Feb AP AnnA pp2.doc
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Nick Bisson
17 February 2003

PRIME MINISTER . Jonathan Powell ~ Peter Hyman
Jeremy Heywood  Philip Bassett

Sally Morgan Matthew Elson
Alastair Campbell  Geoffrey Norris
Andrew Adonis Emily Hands

LONDON CONGESTION CHARGING - DAY ONE REPORT

The introduction of London congestion charging has gone very smoothly. It
is too early to declare it a complete success — but traffic levels in the charged
zone are down by 25% (partly due to the start of half-term). According to
the RAC, there was no early rush of motorists attempting to get in before #»<
charge began at 0700, and no traffic problems outside the zone. So far
around 70,000 people have successfully paid the charge (the BBC claim the
total number who need to pay is only 80,000), and all the payment channels
are working well.

According to TfL, traffic is normally down 14 % in school holidays; today it is

down 25%. They say there are no signs of rat-running or extra traffic outside the

zone, and no major traffic problems - although there were queues at the
Blackwall Tunnel this morning. The bus service is running well (with more
people using it) and there are no reported problems on the trains. London
Underground say they have seen "no significant difference" in passenger
numbers, although the Evening Standard claims that London Bridge, Kings
Cross, and Liverpool St stations were busier than usual.

A few hundred people protested over the start of charging. Smithfield market
traders are some of the most upset (and still threatening another judicial review) —
they start work at 4am, but by the time they drive out of the zone, they have to
pay the charge. Iain Duncan Smith joined them outside City Hall, and is reported
in the Standard as denouncing the charge as “nonsense .... it’s classic Ken. It’s
cost huge amounts of money to implement and it’s going to hit people who have
no other way of getting in to work. It’s only going to hit the people on low
incomes who can least afford it”. Again according to the Standard, Steven Norris
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_ now chosen as Conservative Mayoral candidate - has “pledged to scrap the

charge if elected even though he supports road user charging and may

reintroduce it later in a different form”.

It is too early to decide the scheme is a success — much will depend on what
happens next week when half-term ends. But day one has gone very smoothly
indeed. We will alert you if anything changes.

D G~

NICK BISSON
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From: Simon Virley
Date: 17 February 2003

SALLY WARREN cc: File
(PS/Sir Andrew Turnbull)

STRATEGY UNIT - LONDON PROJECT
Thank you for your minute to Jeremy Heywood of 12 February.

The Prime Minister is content with the proposed Ministerial group to help steer
the Strategy Unit’s project on London.

o

SIMON VIRLEY
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Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service

©

From the Private Secretary

ANV

JEREMY HEVMD e

STRATEGY UNIT LONDON PROJECT

Following discussion with the Strategy Unit and ODPM, Sir Andrew
proposes that the Prime Minister should establish a Ministerial group to help
steer the Strategy Unit’s project on London. This project has been jointly
commissioned by No.10 and the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister. The
Deputy Prime Minister has overview and has asked Tony McNulty to take the
day-to-day lead.

2, The Ministerial Group will ensure the necessary input from the
relevant departments. Sir Andrew proposes that it should be an ad hoc
Ministerial Group and that its terms of reference should be:

“To review work on the Strategy Unit’s London project and the links
with the Government's input to the Examination in Public of the
Mayor's Spatial Development Strategy.”

The membership should be:

Tony McNulty (Chairman)
Ruth Kelly

Kim Howells
Stephen Twigg
Lord Whitty
David Jamieson
Malcolm Wicks
Hazel Blears
Nigel Griffiths
Hilary Benn
Mike O’Brien

4. Mike O’Brien’s interest may be in “world city” issues, as well as
organised crime and drug trafficking.

&, Liz Meek, Regional Director of the Government Office for London,
would be invited to all the meetings.

Ref. A02003/181
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0. .The ad hoc Group will have a joint Strategy Unit/Economic and
Domestic Secretariat.

7. If the Prime Minister is content with these arrangements, Sir Andrew
will to write to colleagues to let them know and we will aim for a first meeting
later this month

[ '\J
SALLY WARREN
12 February 2003

Ref. A02003/181
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Department for

Transport

From Secret f
e Great Minster House

76 Marsham Street

London SW1P 4DR

Tel: 020 7944 3011
Jeremy Heywood Fax: 020 7944 4399

i E-Mail: alistair.darling@dft.gsi.gov.uk

10 Downing Street 9@dit.gsi.g
LONDON
SW1A 2AA

Web site: www.dft.gov.uk

10 FEB 2003
Veas

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 3 February to David Prout about
the Strategy Unit’s project on government policy towards London.

Transport clearly has a key role to play both in meeting existing needs and in
the future development of London. We are already engaged with the
Government Office on work on the Government’s response to the Mayor's
London Plan, as well as more generally on transport improvements to
support the future growth of the capital. We are keen to engage actively with
the Strategy Unit in this new project.

Alistair Darling has asked that John Spellar should represent the Department
on the ad hoc Ministerial Group and that Robert Devereux, Director General,
Roads, Regional and Local Transport Group should be on the inter-
Departmental official group. Officials have already been in touch with the
unit and will be meeting next week to discuss further.

I am copying my reply to Private Secretaries of members of the Cabinet, Sir
Andrew Turnbull and to Geoff Mulgan in the Strategy Unit.

Y
A=

ANDREW CAMPBELL
PRINCIPAL PRIVATE SECRETARY
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i Gh 2 1 Horse Guards Road
HM Treasury Ly, London SW1A 2HQ
Head of Housing & ‘

Urban Team SR Tel: 020 7270 4729
Fax: 020 7270 5741

martin.wheatley@hm-

treasury.gov.uk

www.hm-treasury.gov.uk

Martin Hurst Esq

Policy Adviser

Nol0

Downing Street

London SW1 sﬂu 10 February 2003

THAMES GATEWAY

I said I would drop you a line about the issues we think need to be bottomed out
analytically as a basis for Ministers taking decisions about the Gateway.

Our starting point is that in principle the Gateway looks like a plausible bet for
accommodating a very significant part of an upward push in South East housing
numbers.

However, like you, we think Ministers will want to know substantially more about
delivery and affordability before they can make decisions. The key issues for us are:

6] the overall delivery model. How will the private sector approach the decisions .
which will ultimately determine whether the bulk of housing and other
development takes place? What are the means by which Government can
promote, constrain and influence these decisions? How far does this model
vary according to location, allowing for issues including the extent to which
large blocks of land are in single ownership, existing patterns of development
etc;

where the public investment (transport, flood defences etc) seems to be a
plausible precondition for development taking place in line with the
Government’s ambitions for quantum and sustainability, how much would be
required, and what would be the opportunity costs of spending available
resource in the Gateway as opposed to elsewhere. What are realistic
timetables for planning and delivering infrastructure and for its consequences
for private sector behaviour to work through?

how (other than conventional public sector investment) could the cost of
infrastructure be financed?;

INVESTOR IN PEOPLE




what structures need to be put in place to manage the Government’s interest in
the area over 15-30 years? What are the preconditions for them gaining the
confidence of other stakeholders, namely local government and the variety of
private sector interests.

I hope much of (ii) and (iii) will be elucidated by the already planned DfT-led and
Treasury-led streams. I am less clear currently how (i) and (iv) are going to be
addressed. Since there is considerable overlap between the analysis which needs to be
done on these issues and gaps we perceive in delivery planning for ODPM’s PSA
target 5, PMDU and we are talking to ODPM later this week to talk about whether we
can work with them on an intensive phase of analysis using some model like the
PMDU’s priority review process. There would be no problem from my point of view
if you wanted to take part in that discussion.

I am copying this to Paul Britton, Sarah Tyerman, and Kieran Brett and to Nick
Macpherson, Lucy de Groot, Jonathan Stephens, Lewis Atter, Gerry Friell, James
Steel and Philippa Murray here.

MARTIN WHEATLEY
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Martin Hurst / Alasdair
McGowan; David Roe (SU)
30 January 2003

PRIME MINISTER : Jeremy Heywood
Andrew Adonis
Geoff Mulgan
Patricia Greer (SU)
Lord Birt
SPAs

STRATEGY UNIT PROJECT ON LONDON

Last year you asked the Strategy Unit to undertake a review of London’s future
prospects and of government policy towards it. You identified a number of key
issues including: the prospects for London’s economy, including financial
services; housing for key public sector workers; the performance of public
services, especially education; infrastructure and planning; and the future roles
and powers of the GLA.

During the autumn the SU put together a team and held a number of discussions
with the DPM, who agreed before Christmas that the project should go ahead.

The purpose of this note is to update you on progress; to check that you are
comfortable with the developing scope of the project; and to inform you of the

Deputy Prime Minister's reservations about governance issues.

Timin

A public announcement of the project has been held back to avoid possible
clashes with the Olympics decision and the publication of the Community Plan.
We now expect to announce the project on 7 February. We are aiming for an
interim analytical report for you and JP by Easter and a final report in June.

Background

No systematic review of London’s prospects, and of central government’s impact
on London, has been undertaken in recent years. A more coherent central
government view of London’s needs might have helped:
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Inform specific decisions such as the tube PPP

Address variable performance by key public services;
Rationalise weak governance structures;

Tackle underlying problems (for example of infrastructure).

The goal of the SU project is to provide a clearer sense of where London is
going, based on hard-headed analysis; a shared understanding of what needs to be
done for national government, GLA and boroughs to collaborate; and specific
solutions to some of London’s more pressing problems. The study will, of
course, run alongside (and in some cases inform) key decisions that need to be
taken over the next 6 months, including whether to bid for the Olympics (by
June), the overall approach to the Thames Gateway (May) and decisions about
transport links including Cross Rail (from February).

Scope

At this stage the scope of the project is deliberately broad. The following list
summarises the main issues being looked at in the first analytical phase. The
second phase will focus in on a smaller number of key policy issues.

Key issues:

e The relationship between London, the rest of the South East and the UK
economy.
Reliance on financial and business services - how is this sector broken down
and how robust is London’s competitive advantage?
London’s strength’s and weaknesses as a world city.
The coexistence of wealth and poverty, and its implications for social
cohesion.
London as a magnet for international migration - the impact on jobs markets,
public services and social cohesion.
The impact of drugs and other aspects of the informal economy.
The existence of higher than average unemployment alongside skills
shortages.
Londoners' high propensity to exercise choice in and to opt out of public
services.
The variability of performance/delivery of public services.
The long term implications of London’s ageing physical infrastructure
(including housing and transport).
Quality of life in London, and desirability of living and investing in London.
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e London’s reliance on complex national funding arrangements.

The Policy Directorate has collectively discussed the project with the Strategy
Unit team. Points made in that discussion include:

a) London has a highly disfunctional labour market — with significant
unemployment, and very considerable non-participation, alongside job
shortages, and a requirement for migrant labour.

b) London has perhaps more than its fair share of delivery problems - job centre
plus; Hackney; transport; certain schools. It also has very high middle class
private provision for some services. This is linked to, but not solely a function
of, shortages of key workers - particularly in the second or third stage of the
career structure (young people want to live and work in London - families
want to move out).

London is not only a positive force for the UK economy, it can also be a
negative influence. Its house prices arguably dominate monetary policy, and
its wage rises can set the trend for other areas with lower costs of living.
Serious disruption to London (e.g. through natural or terrorist disasters) has
potential systemic implications for the UK.

There are some powerful statistics on the disparity of income and opportunity.
London is the centre of wealth in the UK, yet over 50% of its inner city
children are classified as being in poverty.

$ : o ;
there any steers you want to give at this stage? Qfﬂ\/\ \( il 0 h) t/d:}vg

Governance of London \\ QM K\:‘& Q\AN"‘ W

You asked that the project should look at governance issues, albeit as a privatW (}5;

Is there anything you would like to add to the SU list of key issues? Are

strand of work. Initially JP was also keen — not least because forthcoming

legislation on regional assemblies could leave the GLA looking anomalous. \1 & \W A M
However, JP has since asked that governance issues should be explicitly exclu&ed TQW
— in part because of the imminent Mayoral elections, and in part because the

Regional Government White Paper said that we would only review the GLA’s

powers once we had ‘some years’ of experience of both the GLA and the first K)

elected regional assemblies.

The SU have therefore agreed to a public statement that the study is not a review of
the arrangements for devolved governance, whilst making clear to the DPM that
the phase 1 work will include an analysis of the role of government departments

RESTRICTED




RESTRICTED

s

and other agencies in relation to public services and the economy. This provides
some cover for now in looking at institutions, and for making an assessment of
what is and isn’t working.

We may well need to look at governance in more detail in due course — indeed you
may explicitly require it. The GLA is only one part of the picture. Power in
London is scattered across a wide range of bodies - for example on transport there
are half a dozen bodies with strategic responsibilities for different modes, in
addition to the GLA and 33 boroughs. The GLA settlement already looks
anachronistic to some and there may be a case, in which the Treasury would be
interested, for a new deal for the locally-elected London bodies, with greater tax
raising powers and responsibilities.

On balance, it may be best not to force this issue with JP now - a further debate
about the final shape of the study is premature and could delay progress. If the
initial, analytical phase of the project shows up the need for further work focused
specifically on improving the governance structure for London, you will have the
option in April of either persuading JP to endorse it or commissioning some
separate, wholly private work. However there might also be advantage in being
up-front about this now (JP might resent being ‘bounced’ later on). Do you wish

to raise governance issues with JP now - or wait until later in the project?

(W

MARTIN HURST ALASDAIR MCGOWAN DAVID ROE
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| have seen a copy of Lord Rooker’s letter to you of 10 January enclosing a
copy of the draft Communities Plan for clearance. | welcome the latest draft
of the Plan and the opportunity afforded to my Department to contribute to
the drafting. Subject to the points below | am happy for this to be published
as planned.

| recognise the importance of developing solutions to tackle the shortage of
housing in London and the South-East. To this end, | look forward to working
with you and colleagues on taking forward the proposals for accelerated
development in the Thames Gateway through MISC 22. It is important
however, to ensure that anything we say now in the Communities Plan does
not pre-empt the work of that Committee, or the planned announcement in

May on the scale and timing of development in Thames Gateway. In relation
to the other growth areas, we also need to clearly distinguish between
transport improvements that are already in hand or committed, and those
identified by interested bodies or various studies where decisions have yet to
be taken.

| would therefore like to suggest the following amendments to the text of the
Communities Plan:

In the Overview in paragraph 21 and in Part 5: Growth, in paragraphs 5 and
8, given the further work of MISC 22 on the Thames Gateway, we should not
be committing ourselves now to a target of 200,000 additional homes in
growth areas in the South-East by 2016, especially as this will depend
heavily on the contribution of Thames Gateway which has yet to be decided.




This date should be consistent with dates given for the specific growth areas,
ie. 2031.

| should also stress that although the review of the 10 Year Plan for
Transport will consider the longer-term transport infrastructure needs of the
four growth areas, this is only one of a number of issues which the review
will need to take account of. Therefore in Part 5 the second sentence of
paragraph 14 should be reworded to say “As part of that review, DfT will
consider, alongside other priorities...”. Similarly, the first sentence of
paragraph 22 should instead read: “/mproving access to the Gateway will be
_ considered, alongside other priorities as part of the review of the 10 Year
Plan for Transport.” :

In the boxes on the other growth areas, the second paragraph on Milton
Keynes — South Midlands should be re-worded to read “The study identified
that more could be achieved through considering the options for improving
East-West links....”. We must avoid any suggestion that the Government has
reached a view on the case for such improvements.

Similarly, on the London-Stansted-Cambridge growth area, the second
sentence of the third paragraph should begin with “The study identified that
achieving this growth over time may require considering the options for
improvements to transport infrastructure and road and rail connections.”

In Part 3: A Step Change In Housing Supply, | am concerned that the
proposal in paragraph 9 for a significant increase in the supply of new
affordable homes for key workers implies that these will be only for those in
the public sector. Transport industry workers are largely employed by the
private sector, yet they perform a key function and one which requires
“residence in particular areas where affording accommodation can be a real
problem. The bus industry, for example, is experiencing serious driver
shortages in many areas and the cost of housing is quoted as a major
problem in filling the vacancies.

Subject to these changes, | am happy to support the publication of the
Communities Plan.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister, members of DA Committee and to

Sir Andrew Turnbull. Z/)

ALISTAIR DZQG&(A/
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I am writing to seek agreement on the handling of the Greater London Authority Act 1999

(Repeal) Bill.

This Private Members Bill was introduced by Lord Ampthill (a crossbencher) and had its
first reading in the Lords on 10 December. The date for seco_nd reading has not vet been
fixed.

The Greater London Authority Act 1999 created the Greater London Authority, including the
London Mayor and Assembly and its four functional bodies (Transport for London, the London
Development Agency, London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority and the Metropolitan
Police Authority). This Bill would repeal that Act and abolish the Greater London Authority. A
copy of the Bill is attached.

The Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Repeal) Bill is likely to be opposed by the London
Mayor and most Assembly Members, including those Assembly Members who are members of the
House of Lords (Baroness Hamwee, Lord Harris and Lord Tope). The Liberal Democrats are also
likely to oppose the Bill as they support the existence of a strategic authority governing London.
The position of the Conservatives is more difficult to predict — some see no need for a Greater
London Authority, but others support it.

I recommend that the Government opposes the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Repeal) Bill,
for the following reasons

e Government set up the Greater London Authority in May 2000. The objective was to create
a democratic and accountable organisation, which would deliver strategic direction and
leadership for London as a whole. Government remains committed to this objective and to
the Greater London Authority as the right framework for delivering it.




e Londoners supported the creation of the Greater London Authority. At the referenggy held
in London on 7 May 1998, 72% of voters (1,230,759 people) voted in favour of t

Government's proposals for a Greater London Authority. 28% (478,413 people) voted
against.

I suggest that we follow the usual practice where a Lords Private Members Bill is unacceptable to
the Government and express reservations during the Bill’s passage in the Lords, but do not attempt
to stop it. The Government should block the Bill in the Commons if it progresses that far.

I would be grateful if you could confirm, by 6 February, whether you are content with this
approach to handling the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Repeal) Bill.

I am copying this letter to the members of LP Committee, Jeff Rooker, Nick Raynsford and to First
Parliamentary Counsel.

Yours sincerely

Tony McNulty




.
. '

Gre'a\ter London Authority Act 1999
(Repeal) Bill [HL]

Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Repeal) Bill [HL]

A Bill To Repeal the Greater London Authority Act
1999.

BE IT ENACTED by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and with the
advice and

consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, in this present
Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:—
1  Repeal of Greater London Authority Act 1999
(1) The Greater London Authority Act 1999 (c. 29) is hereby repealed.
(2) The Secretary of State may by order make such consequential
provision in
connection with subsection (1) as he considers appropriate.
(3) A statutory instrument containing an order under subsection (2) is 5

not to be

made unless a draft of the instrument has been laid before and approved by
a

resolution of each House of Parliament.
2 Short title

This Act may be cited as the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Repeal)
Act

2002.
HL Bill 16
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THAMES GATEWAY: PROGRESS TO DATE; YOUR MEETING ON TUESDAY

Following your meeting in December, and your steer over Christmas that you
viewed the Gateway as a project on a par with the Channel tunnel as something
we had to do, we have been pushing departments to firm up the areas where
further work is needed.

In short, it seems clear to me that the case for the Gateway is every bit as strong
as ever. The costs of moving significantly forward are eminently bearable.
Around £500 million of new money would secure the infrastructure to underpin
nearly all the development - 120,000 new homes - we could reasonably hope for
over the period to 2010. And this money can potentially be extracted from the
very considerable betterment (a lot more than £500m I would guess) which the
development will create.

But it is also clear that there is quite a lot of work still to be done to refine
exactly which projects we might back, and to ensure the private sector
development does indeed follow. We need to know how much development gain
in each area we might create and how best to unlock this, and bring it forward
(the gain will often accrue after the development it needs to finance). And we
need reassurance on issues such as the supply of construction skills and flood
defences (most of the Gateway is on a flood plain).

We also need to decide how much we say now about the longer term. Moving to
full delivery - 180,000 new homes - over the period to 2016 will require the
promise of something like Crossrail, and I cannot say that the case for this in
analytical terms is yet unambiguous (although there is enough to justify a political
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push, should you want to do it). But deferring statements to await more analysis
runs the risk of not generating the commitment from the housebuilders.

It is clear that your urgency has not fully communicated itself to departments.
Many in DfT and Treasury in particular would rather widen the agenda and delay
decisions (although Alistair has told his officials that they must not stall). ODPM
by contrast are not temperamentally inclined to put the hard work into the
analysis which is needed to underpin responsible decisions, and to mount a case
which Treasury - and the developers - have to answer. But we are starting to
make progress, and will keep pushing hard.

You are chairing the first meeting of the new cabinet Committee on the Gateway
- MISC22 - at 9am on Tuesday. A steering brief is attached. As with other such
initiatives, street crime is an obvious example, the main benefit in this early
meeting may be in its very existence - which serves to bring ministers’ attention
back to the subject, and give further momentum. You will need to judge the
mood: it may be necessary for you to be fairly gung ho, so as to keep Gordon
and Alistair fully on board: neither the DfT nor (particularly) the Treasury papers
for the meeting suggest much real commitment.

The main output from the meeting should be an agreement on the key areas
where we need rapid further work, and on a timetable - a final decision in May
seems reasonable, and whatever we do, it would seem sensible to link the timing
of the Crossrail announcement. Before the meeting you might consider:

a) how much we can say now/in the DPM’s communities plan (for launch on
January 30) about our aspirations. JP wants to say something fairly firm,
Alistair is nervous. One option would be to let it be publicly known now that
you are chairing this group, and to say in the plan that we will make our
intentions known quickly - by the Summer at the latest. Is this OK, or would
you rather be more circumspect/ bolder?

How you want to take forward the idea of an outside ‘champion’: either to be
appointed now or to take things forward after May. Andrew Turnbull will
advise separately on what a champion might do. I strongly advise you to talk
again to JP before saying much about this to colleagues - he is nervous. I
pointed out to him that there is a difference between someone with an
executive role (which would upset the LAS and the UDCs, and might not be
the best way of getting particular local developments up and running) and a
‘champion’, selling the projects to the city and the housebuilders. Jeremy’s
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vision is of someone, reporting to JP or Jeff, who ensures that there is proper
project management within Government. This vision might well appeal more
to JP. You could suggest asking Peter Gershon to advise on how the project
management might best be conducted within ODPM.

[THIS IS A COPY. THE ORIGINAL IS |
RETAINED UNDER SECTION 3 (4)
| OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT

MARTIN HURST
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Steering brief.
There are four papers for the meeting:

1. Issues and timescales (from JP). This suggests four central areas for further
work. I suggest you seek to frame agreement around these. The four areas
are:

What development is likely to take place without additional infrastructure;
What more the government would need to do to support higher levels of
development;

The options for funding infrastructure;

A framework and timetable for taking the decisions.

. Thames Gateway and the Growth areas strategy (from JP). For information,
this paper contains most of the necessary background material.

. Thames gateway and Transport (from AD). Slightly grudging, but no more
than one would expect given that this is the opening shot in a bidding battle
for SR2004. Annex A to the paper (attached) sets out the main transport
schemes and their costs.

. Transport infrastructure funding (from PB). A slightly odd paper, which we
and OGDs were not shown in draft. In part it represents HMT’s attempts to
get DT to do some proper analysis for SR2004. The positive side is that
HMT commit to bringing forward work on alternative funding routes, but are
rather dubious they are the whole answer. The main candidates for alternative
funding routes are set out in an annex, attached.

We have suggested that the meeting might start with a brief introduction from JP
followed by short, map based, presentations from Jeff (or a dep) and Alistair.
Paul might then say something about financing.

You might make the following points:

a) this matters. We all need to seize the issues and run with them.

b) and we need to generate momentum. Believe we should aim for decision in
May. And believe we should say publicly now/in communities Plan that we
are pushing ahead with this work.

c) but there is a lot to do to underpin any decision. Want from this meeting to
get commitment to put the work in, and agreement on the areas we need to
work up.

RESTRICTED




RESTRICTED

)

By way of closure, you can sum up saying:

a) we have agreed the key issues that we need to address, from the ODPM issues
paper, and the detailed issues in the DfT and HMT papers. We also need to
look at the other possible constraints: construction skills and flood defences
for example.

b) we should aim for decision by May, which means we need to come back to
this group with as much as possible in two months or so.

c) we will say now/in JP’s communities plan, that we think the Gateway is
potentially extremely important, and that we are giving a high political
priority to working up plans.
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&NEX A from DfT paper
COSTS OF PLANNED AND PROPOSED TRANSPORT IMPROVEMENTS
IN THE THAMES GATEWAY

Committed Transport Schemes for Thames Gateway

DfT have made public commitments to deliver 9 schemes (some subject to | £342m *

statutory processes) costed at

In addition, TfL (subject to available funding and statutory processes) are | £556m (some PFI)

planning to progress 5 schemes costed at

Following outcome of Orbit Multi-Modal Study it is likely that DfT will also | [£270m]

progress schemes (widening M25 Jct 27 — 30)
Total £1,168m

Additional Transport Schemes identified by TG Strategic Partnership

Immediate Key schemes

DLR to Barking

£140m

C2c Metro upgrade

£20m

Thames Gateway Bridge

£425m

CTRL(D) to Medway

£50m (plus subsidy)

Total

£635m

The full transport scenario would require a further 27 schemes costed at

£2,357m
Total Required Transport Investment in Thames Gateway | £4.160m
(Committed and Additional)

* For specific major projects, where departmental approval is needed. In addition, TG has received

significant increases in general resources via the LTP and TfL settlements.

All costs are based on the best estimates of the relevant delivery agencies. The figures do not include

the estimated £10bn + cost of Crossrail.
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anex A from HMT paper

MECHANISM Operation

Road user charging (With Pricing based on external costs imposed, so prices highest in
congested areas but greatest traffic and (if revenues locally

associated Changes to recycled) economic benefits also in those areas
other transport pricing)
Local congestion charging As above, with more local visibility to revenues raised and

. . related spendin
and parking levies Ly

P]anning obligations Captures some development gain from planning permission
for new development, but already in use and net gains to be

identified

Development tax Captures gains from new development more widely and
transparently than planning obligations, with consequently

wider impacts

Greenfield tax Captures some of gains from new development on Greenfield

sites

Business rates Business only, with complex local/central government issues

over rates and spend

Business improvement Complex local coalitions of interest, mainly capturing limited
PR values after development
districts

Council tax Regressive structure, with infrequent adjustments to capture

value

Private procurement Good cost management and up front capital provision by
private sector, with revenue support and vfm issues for

government
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Nobel House
.7 Smith Square

London SW1P 3JR

Telephone: 020 7238 5339 defra
Website: www.defra.gov.uk

Department for Environment

Foud and Rural Affairs

From the Secretary of State’s Private Office
Direct Line 020 7238 5500
Fax 020 7238 5727
(8' December 2002

Jeremy Heywood

Principal Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London

SW1A 2AA

THAMES GATEWAY

| am writing to register my Secretary of State’s regret that neither she nor any
member of the Defra ministerial team is able to attend the Prime Minister's meeting
on the Thames Gateway on 19 December, and to highlight Defra’s interest in how
the development of the Thames Gateway area is managed.

Defra has a significant interest in the Thames Gateway project and my Secretary of State
was therefore surprised not to have been included in the initial invitation to the meeting. A
clash with Commons oral questions unfortunately precludes her attendance. She would
be grateful if Defra could be fully involved with the developing policy.

My Secretary of State is particularly concerned to ensure that the development proceeds
in line with Government initiatives and agreed policy on sustainable development.
Decisions should be taken forward within the context of the agreed community strategies
and the developing Regional Sustainable Development Framework. It is essential that
appropriate sustainability appraisals are made at each stage of the development.
Developers will need to employ effective energy efficiency measures and renewable
energy technologies to contribute to the low carbon economy which Government has
agreed.
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Matthew Elson
27 December 2002

PRIME MINISTER . Jonathan Powell ~ Andrew Adonis

Jeremy Heywood Nick Bisson
Sally Morgan Pat McFadden
Michael Barber Lucy Chadwick

CONGESTION IN LONDON - WEEKLY UPDATE

London’s roads have been quiet over the Christmas break. Progress has
been made particularly in completing major works. An update from John
Speller is attached at A. He is now focused on two things: ensuring that
adequate measures are in place to manage those significant works that
remain; and working through the network pinchpoint by pinchpoint to
ensure that traffic light settings are optimised.

Managing existing works

e The three biggest works have now been completed (at least in terms of their

impact on traffic). Shoreditch is reported to be providing much improved

flows. At Trafalgar Square, the traffic lights have now been reset and traffic
is reported to be flowing well (although it has not of course over the holidays
been exposed to full traffic pressure). The works at Vauxhall Cross were
completed as scheduled on Christmas Eve.

The A2 at Blackheath has now been reopened. It had been closed for 9
months following the collapse of a disused (and unmapped) mineshaft. TfL
are meeting weekly with representatives from local police and boroughs while
further works including a revised road layout are completed.

Smaller scale works have also been completed at Victoria Embankment/
Northumberland Avenue, and at the A127 Southend Arterial Road

Works at the following sites are now only happening offpeak and/or at night:
A23 at Brixton Hill; A100 on Tower Bridge Road; Victoria Embankment; A4
at Scotch House Corner
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e Regular meetings with Railtrack and the police are instituted on the A2 at
New Cross Gate Bridge in Lewisham where a railway bridge is being
strengthened.

Further work is required to ensure that disruption at Kings Cross is
minimised during the construction of the new underground station and CTRL
terminal. Although obliged to keep two lanes constantly open, the lanes are
too narrow to enable proper traffic flow, and traffic lights are not always
adjusted to reflect new road layouts.

The list of Borough works is growing as more information becomes available.
A complete log of works planned over the next 12 months must be
developed. Further checks are needed to ensure that every possible
mitigation measure for these works is in place. JS is also pressing to
ensure that sites are left tidy at the end of each shift.

Traffic lights / traffic control centre

The London Traffic Control Centre goes live on 24 hour operation on 6 January,
enabling live monitoring and direction of traffic across London - JS will visit
shortly to review operations. As well as a wide network of cameras, this centre
will gather information on incidents from bus drivers and traffic wardens. The
new traffic team will make a systematic assessment of pinchpoints junction by
Jjunction in order to ensure that traffic signals are optimised.

(U1 atpe

MATTHEW ELSON
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Annex A
Progress Report on Pinch points: 27 December 2002
General Actions Taken

e Communications have improved. Since 2 December, TfL’s early shift at LTCC (on duty from 6am) now receive
monitoring reports from stewards advising them on network status, activity over the previous night and any
anticipated problems. LTCC staff are therefore able to action any problems reported to them before the morning
peak.

o After the disruption at Vauxhall Cross in late November, TfL put a new management plan in place. Processes
elsewhere have been reviewed and refreshed to check that they are sound. TfL is satisfied that the correct
procedures are in place.

TfL is actively engaging with utilities at major works sites to minimise disruption, maximise working hours and
expedite works. Senior management has refocused teams on the importance of this.

C:\TEMP\LR 27 Dec AP AnnA pp4.doc




The list below provides an update on the eighteen sites previously identified by TfL and six further sites identified for inclusion.
Note: Disruptive roadworks at these pinch points shaded in the table are predicted to be complete by Christmas

rea Contact [Location Cause Scheduled end date Notes & Key Actions

nd traffic has been
veek but will need to
ly assess the impact.

ide of squ e L s
Dave Johnson |A23 Brixton Hill  |Lane closures to Mid March Working off peak and close liaison with contractors to
facilitate footway minimise road space taken up by works.
reconstruction.
Dave Johnson |A100 Tower Lane restrictions and |17 January 03 All main works causing disruption completed although
Bridge Rd temporary signals due there will be localised traffic management fort when

to carriageway and anti-skid, road markings and central refuge at Tower
footway reconstruction Bridge are implemented, off-peak and at night.

works, and Junction
remodelling at junction
with Grange Road.

 faciliies and control
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Area Contact |[Location

Scheduled end date

Notes & Key Actions

Lane closures and
other disruptions due to
major LUL / CTRL
works.

Euston Rd /
Marylebone Rd /
Kings Cross one-
way system

LUL
Mike Crabtree
0207 222 5600

2004 / 2005

Advance signage advising motorists to avoid the area.
'Two lanes kept open in each direction during the day.
Bus lanes have been provided along Marylebone and
Euston roads to minimise delays to buses.

Victoria
Embankment

Relighting works -
intermittent partial off-
peak lane closures

Dana Skelley

Still on schedule for late Feb
2003

Works carried out between peak hours. Working in
non-running (e.g. parking, loading) lanes.

1sea
2, New Cross
Gate Bridge,

Bave Johnson Under-strength railway

bridge

Lewisham

only. Advance signage.

February — capacity
improved (lanes widened);
une - scheme complete

Regular three-weekly meetings with Railtrack, pdlice;
etc. to monitor progress and impact of works.

Substantial area-wide warning signage in place.
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/Area Contact |Location Scheduled end date Notes & Key Actions

Godwin A102 Homerton Séfety Scheme Still on schedule for Late greed Traffic Management plan in advance of
Fernandes High Street. Feb/early Mar 2003 regular monitoring. Temporary light control / lane

ébdwm A10 Northwood LB Hackney Section  [Still on schedﬁle fbr mld?Jah 'i'emporary signals. Regularly monitoring schemeand
Fernandes Road / Rectory  [278 works. 2003. liasing with LB Hackney

Road
Godwin Upper Clapton  [Signal modernisation ([Still on schedule for late Feb |Agree Traffic management plan in advance and
Fernandes Road / Northwood early Mar 2003 regular monitoring.

Road
Brian Thomas |A13 Movers Lane [Construction of new  [Still on schedule for late
020 7941 7051 jjunction central reserve and January

junction.

G scheduie To
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Area Contact

Location

Cause

Scheduled end date

Notes & Key Actions

Dave Johnson

Kennington Rd /
Kennington Lane
(Kennington
Cross Junction)

Pedestrian / Cycle
safety scheme

Still on Schedule for Feb
(date to be supplied).

Minimum road space taken to safely facilitate works.
Traffic management and signage has been effective
with few complaints although we are monitoring
regularly as it is a high-profile site.

Dave Johnson

A23 Streatham
Station

Ongoing restrictions on
under-strength bridge
over railway

Substantial six-month
programme of works

Some congestion may remain after completion as bus
lanes will be introduced.

planned for summer 2003.

Thames Water

Scott Cambell
01923 898 084

SW London
approaches,
Battersea to
Roehampton,
including U.
Rich’'d Rd,
W’worth town
centre, York Rd,
etc.

C:\TEMP\LR 27 Dec AP AnnA pp4.doc

oad

reduced traffic capacity
due to Thames Water
main refurbishment

eope

November 2004

Some works currently on site, but main works 'ha\,/ihg |
greatest impact will commence after April 03




rea Contact [Location

Scheduled end date

‘Notes & Key Actions
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OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

26 Whitehall
Jeff Rooker London SW1A 2WH

Minister of State For Housing,

Planning and Regeneration Fax: 020 7944 4489

E-Mail: jeff.rooker@odpm.gsi.gov.uk

Tel: 020 7944 3012 ( g\ )

Web site: www.odpm.gov.uk

PRIME MINISTER 23 DEC M\'

Qo Toy

| am pleased to be able to report that Meridian Delta Ltd (MDL) have today
submitted their planning application to the London Borough of Greenwich, for the
creation of a new 26,000 seat sports and entertainment arena inside the Millennium
Dome, and for the regeneration of 190 acres of the Greenwich Peninsula. The
application is the largest single development proposal in the UK for many years. It
follows some seven months after contracts were signed between MDL and English
Partnerships (EP) for the sale of the Dome, and represents another significant
milestone towards bringing the Dome back into a worthwhile and successful use,
and the regeneration of one of the largest brownfield sites in Europe.

Meridian Delta’s planning application envisages the provision of a 26,000 capacity world
class arena inside the Dome, with a further 62,000 sq m of entertainment and leisure
space around the outside of the arena but stiill inside the Dome. Outside the Dome
Meridian Delta would like to provide around 10,000 homes, of which at least 3,500 are
likely to be affordable; 340,000 sq m of commercial space; 33,000 sq m of retail provision;
a new 600 bed hotel with conference and banqueting facilities; major areas of public
realm and open space; and a new school with additional community facilities.

Subject to securing planning permission, work on both the arena and the wider
development could begin in mid-2003. On this timetable, the Anschutz Entertainment
Group (AEG) (which will build and operate the arena) would expect to open the arena in
2005. However, much depends on progress made with the planning application itself,
and on discussions between Meridian Delta and the planning authorities over the
community and other facilities that the developer will be expected to provide. However,
everyone involved in the planning process is committed to seeing the application
succeed, and coupled with the extensive community consultation that Meridian Delta
have already undertaken, there is every prospect that the planning process will proceed
relatively smoothly.

MDL believe the development will deliver 24,000 long term jobs. At this level, the project
is set to deliver substantial benefits, for Greenwich, for London and for the Thames
Gateway. The Peninsula is a key site at the entrance to the Gateway, and early progress
on this site will help establish a development momentum for the wider agenda.




A key isg.e to be resolved through the planning process is the amount and nature of
affordable housing. This site has the potential to make a substantial contribution towards
increasing the number of affordable homes available in London, and as such to provide
an early indication of our ability to deliver against the targets we will be setting ourselves
in the Communities Plan. My office will therefore be discussing with the developers, the
GLA and the London Borough of Greenwich, how much affordable housing should be
provided on the site, against an over-arching objective of providing a balanced and
sustainable community on the Greenwich Peninsula.

| should emphasise that, under the Ministerial Code and the published Guidance on
Propriety Issues in the Handling of Planning Casework in ODPM, | am not taking any part
in consideration of the planning application, despite my wider planning responsibilities.
As announced to Parliament in July, Chris Leslie is the Minister with responsibility for
considering any Dome related planning matters. There is an equivalent separation of
roles between officials who advise Chris Leslie on the planning issues and those who
support me on other ongoing Dome considerations.

| also took the opportunity this week to clarify to Parliament my position in relation to the
Dome and the New Millennium Experience Company. We received Counsel’s opinion that
it could jeopardise the outcome of some outstanding litigation involving NMEC if the
shareholding in NMEC were formally transferred from Charlie Falconer to me, and on that
basis he remains the legal shareholder. However, he has given me full power of attorney
over all NMEC matters, and as a result | have full Ministerial responsibility for the
Company.

Finally, the Dome will, once again host a New Years Eve party for 40,000 people
organised by the Ministry of Sound, this year in collaboration with Anschutz Entertainment

Group. Last years event was highly successfui and faciiities are aiready being installed
inside the Dome, in preparation.

Overall, the Dome is steadily and quietly transforming itself into something which, subject
to successfully obtaining planning permission, could be a major success story.

| am copying this minute to the Deputy Prime Minister, Tessa Jowell and Paul Boateng,
and to Mavis McDonald, Sue Street, Gus O’'Donnell and Sir Andrew Turnbull.

SR

JEFF ROOKER
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Senior Policy Adviser 20 December 2002

Dear David
PRIME MINISTERS MEETING ON THE THAMES GATEWAY

The Prime Minister met the Deputy Prime Minister, the Chancellor, the
Secretaries of State for Transport and for Culture Media and Sport, Lord Rooker,
Lord Sainsbury, Margaret Hodge and John Hutton. Andrew Turnbull, and other
officials were also present.

I attach a note of the discussion. I am very grateful to Ralph Ward for its
production.

I am copying this letter to the private secretaries to the Cabinet ministers
for those departments present, to PS/Margaret Beckett and to Sir Andrew
Turnbull.

Yours ever

Mok Wt

MARTIN HURST

David Prout
ODPM
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Meeting to discuss the approach to tackling demand in the South East and
particularly the role of the Thames Gateway - Thursday 19 December 2002

The Prime Minister

Deputy Prime Minister

Chancellor of the Exchequer

Secretary of State for Transport:

Secretary of State for Culture,Media and Sport
Lord Rooker:

John Hutton:

Margaret Hodge:

Lord Sainsbury

The Deputy Prime Minister outlined his proposals for tackling the housing crisis in
the South by taking a strategic approach to the development of four growth areas
identified in 2000. He intended to follow up his July statement with a document to be
published in January that would set out how the supply of housing could be
increased over the next few years in a way which was sustainable and made
maximum use of land which had already been developed. He emphasised the need
to deal with the issue in a comprehensive way and the key role of other Government
departments.

Lord Rooker made a presentation (attached) setting out the role of the growth areas
in more detail and in particular the strategy underpinning the development and
regeneration of the Thames Gateway. The four growth areas were capable of taking
a significant amount of the new housing needed in the South. The Thames Gateway
presented particular opportunities because there were substantial amounts of brown
field land, and planning had been carried out for some years jointly with local political
leaders and other players. The Thames Gateway Strategic Partnership which he
chaired also included other Government Ministers and the private sector.

The past decision to route the Channel Tunnel Rail Link through the Gateway had
attracted some private investment. But we would not get the scale or quality of
private investment needed nor realise the full potential of the Gateway for jobs, skills
and housing without some Government investment.

He outlined how this growth potential could be enhanced in a phased way through a
programme of planned investment, new delivery mechanisms and co-operative
working between Government Departments. ODPM was already budgeting additional
resources to start the process. He emphasised the support which existed among
local authority and private sector partners for the strategy.

Notwithstanding its location in the south-east, the Gateway had a major national
dimension as the link between UK regions and Europe

Introducing the discussion The Prime Minister asked the meeting to address two
key questions -was this the right vision in principle and was it practical.

The Secretary of State for Transport said that he thought on balance it was right
to face up to the fact that more investment had to be put into the South. But it was an
important decision with significant political implications, and had to be taken in
knowledge of the regional implications [on which topic it was noted that Patricia
Hewitt had written before the meeting]. It would have profound implications for
spending and would skew investment. There were real practical problems. The Ten
Year Plan was totally taken up by the investment needed to catch up after decades




of under-investment. It would be irresponsible to publish a document which implied
that infrastructure would be provided if that infrastructure could not be funded.

The Chancellor said that in his view the project did need to go ahead, but it required
a systematic approach which carefully considered the scale of investment required
against the timescales involved. He emphasised the pressures on public spending
after 2008, just as the major expenditures would be coming on stream. it would
therefore be necessary to look at other solutions. There were issues of local
government finance and we needed to look at innovative ways of ensuring that the
private sector bore some of the costs. Planning gain had to be rethought.

Margaret Hodge declared a constituency interest .She was clear that quality
development would not be forthcoming without a strategic approach. The area had
one of the poorest rates of progression to post 16 education of anywhere in the
country. There was a real opportunity to build the country’s skills base. There was
already very innovative work going on with the higher education institutions in the
Gateway. Her department was prepared to look at the schools needs as though it
were a new town, developing approaches to school planning that allowed schools to
be put in place alongside new development, rather than after .

Lord Sainsbury commented on the need to underpin the growth areas -particularly
Thames Gateway and the Cambridge/Stansted area with adequate transport
infrastructure if private investment were going to be attracted. This did not
necessarily mean huge sums. Private investors needed to see a phased programme
and to have confidence that the government would deliver. The criteria for appraising
transport projects were also very important.

John Hutton noted that the area had relatively poor health provision at present,
although it had an above average SR allocation and a number of major health
projects were now being pursued. His depariment would want to work with ODPM as
a matter of urgency to understand the service planning needed.

Tessa Jowell outlined the implications of the potential Olympic bid for the meeting.
She had had a useful meeting that week with John Prescott and Lord Rooker. There
were potential benefits but also risks, relating to blight and accessibility. Further work
was being done to see the extent to which the Olympic ‘template’ and the Gateway
regeneration 'template’ overlapped

Summing up the discussion, the Prime Minister said that there was general
agreement that the approach was right in principle. We had to have more housing
provision in the South. The Thames Gateway provided vast amounts of brownfield
land and its strategic location as an outlet to Europe gave it significant value. The
basic issue was the cost of the transport infrastructure needed and how it should be
financed. Investment couid certainly be phased but it had to be undertaken within the
context of an overall framework, which provided shape and direction but did not imply
commitments that could not be delivered. He proposed to set up a Ministerial
Committee urgently to determine the framework for taking it forward.

He said that while there were read acrosses to this agenda, the decision on the
Olympics bid should be taken forward separately.
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COMMUNITIES PLAN - THAMES GATEWAY

[ 'am sorry that I cannot attend your meeting this morning to discuss the Thames
Gateway project — I have to be with Geoff Hoon to discuss BAE Systems. David
Sainsbury will be representing me at your meeting.

[ know ihat David will be making these points anyway but I would like to underline
my concerns about having too much focus on the South East. Of course I recognise
the housing problems in and around London ; also that we need, for example, to fulfil
our commitment to developing the Cambridge area as a world class centre for
research and technological excellence.

However, housing problems cannot be tackled in isolation — they need to be
considered in the context of regional economic strategies. We also need to recognise
the impact on other budgets and other regions : there needs to be investment in
infrastructure, especially transport. Despite the increase in the Spending Review, the
pressures on the transport budget are great, and there is a serious risk of pre-empting it
and thus of exacerbating the problems of regions other than the South East.

We do of course have a PSA target, shared with the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister and Treasury, aimed at “making sustainable improvements in the economic
performance of all English regions and over the long term reduce the persistent gap in
growth rates between the regions...”. My concern is that by focusing unduly on the
South East we will make it harder to achieve the second part of that target..

I would like us to take a look at this issue across the whole of Government and across
the whole of the country.

I am copying this to John Prescott, Alistair Darling, Paul Boateng and David
Sainsbury.

_Qc:ﬂ/

19 December 2002

PH

dei

Department of Trade and Industry
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Martin Hurst
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PRIME MINISTER : Jeremy Heywood
Andrew Adonis
Simon Virley
Matthew Elson
Simon Stevens
Sarah Hunter

THAMES GATEWAY

You are holding a meeting on Thursday, with Gordon, JP, Geoff Rooker, AD,
John Hutton, Stephen Twigg, Lord Sainsbury and (perhaps) Tessa. JP will start
with a few words, and Geoff will then give a presentation on the four key growth
areas, majoring on the Gateway. You saw my note over the weekend, and wanted
a word in advance of the meeting — we hope to get a few minutes at 10am.

JP having tested the water (hence his robust exchanges with AD - see my

previous note, attached) has decided to play the meeting in a non-confrontational
way. He will seek to concentrate on getting agreement to the principle of a
biggish push on the Gateway, and to joint working (under a possible cabinet
subcommittee). Awkward questions on funding would be ducked, to SR2004.

Even this may involve some questioning of: a) the concentration of growth in
housing above baseline on four key areas - you can emphasise that there is still a
big job to get the other LAs to meet their baseline increases; b) the extent to
which we want to build on brownfield land (one of the strongest arguments for
the Gateway); and c) the regional balance of housing provision. These have
previously been agreed collectively, but it will not stop them being reopened.

What JP would like from you is very positive endorsement of the Gateway, in
particular for establishing it as the most important key growth area for building
extra homes. (He may well avoid specific figures, but the number of homes
would need to exceed the 80,000 already planned for - either the ‘middle way of
125,000 homes or the ‘full whack’ of 180,000.)

You will want to decide how you play the meeting. Your positive
endorsement for making the Gateway a centre piece of the Government’s

CONFIDENTIAL
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strategy would be very welcome. But you may want to go further, and press
those round the table for some demonstrable movement before SR2004.

This need not involve big resources - for the 125,000 houses option ODPM
believe we only need maximum public spending on transport of under £400m
most of which would be after this SR anyway, and some at least of which could
be financed through innovative routes such as allowing UDCs to extract
betterment. But the £400m needs unpicking (the one page annex to my earlier
note details the projects).

You will want to decide whether you are, in principle, willing to push AD
and other spending ministers a little. We have two weeks in the New Year
before we have to finalise the Communities Plan and without picking a fight
you could buy time by asking for a report back within that period - asking
people to be as positive as they can about what the Plan might say.

You will also want to consider how you play the relationship of the Gateway to
the Olympics bid (due to be announced the day after the most likely date for the
Communities Plan). More work is needed on the relationship between the two

projects — you could ask for this in any report back. While some elements (e.g
Cross rail) are complementary there are competing claims. Inevitably, if
successful, the Olympics’ infrastructure would dominate relative priorities.

JP or Gordon may also raise the wider Communities Plan. As expected Gordon is
unhappy at the lack of provision for social housing and decent homes - and
therefore dislikes the things we have secured from JP, vis good funding for key
worker homes and for the growth areas/South east in general.

MARTIN HURST

CONFIDENTIAL
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PRIME MINISTER

COMMUNITIES PLAN - THAMES GATEWAY

I'am sorry that I cannot attend your meeting this morning to discuss the Thames
Gateway project — I have to be with Geoff Hoon to discuss BAE Systems. David
Sainsbury will be representing me at your meeting.

I know that David will be making these points anyway but I would like to underline
my concerns about having too much focus on the South East. Of course I recognise
the housing problems in and around London ; also that we need, for example, to fulfil
our commitment to developing the Cambridge area as a world class centre for
research and technological excellence.

However, housing problems cannot be tackled in isolation — they need to be
considered in the context of regional economic strategies. We also need to recognise
the impact on other budgets and other regions : there needs to be investment in
infrastructure, especially transport. Despite the increase in the Spending Review, the
pressures on the transport budget are great, and there is a serious risk of pre-empting it
and thus of exacerbating the problems of regions other than the South East.

We do of course have 2 PSA target, shared with the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister and Treasury, aimed at “making sustainable improvements in the economic
performance of all English regions and over the long term reduce the persistent gap in
growth rates between the regions...”. My concern is that by focusing unduly on the
South East we will make it harder to achieve the second part of that target..

I would like us to take a look at this issue across the whole of Government and across
the whole of the country,

['am copying this to John Prescott, Alistair Darling, Paul Boateng and David
Sainsbury,

C‘;ﬁ/’-/

19 December 2002

PH
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House building and new household numbers
during 1997 to 2001: private and social DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

- Serious housing shortages in
London and South East - risk to
public service promises

B rrivate

| Social

s  Market collapse in parts of

Midlands and the North

e Need over 1 million new homes
In South East by 2016

Need to build sustainable
communities, not just houses
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® The Strategy for the South East

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

» South-East highly constrained by protected areas
€.g. green belt and opposition to more housing

- Strategy announced in 2000 (RPG9) to concentrate
on 4 growth areas - Thames Gateway, Milton
Keynes/South Midlands,

London/Stansted/Cambridge and Ashford

o July 2002 statement confirmed strategy and pledged
to accelerate growth areas:

« 950% in Thames Gateway

« 50% in Milton Keynes/South Midlands,
London/Stansted/Cambridge and Ashford
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‘Thames Gateway - The Potential

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

180,000 new homes by 2016

330,000 jobs - catering for indigenous growth in South
East

80% development on brownfield sites (c.f. 50-60%
elsewhere)

Regenerate area with poor educational attainment and
health record

Build on support from local authorities, GLA and RDAs




Thames Gateway - Major
Development Areas
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4 Thames Gateway - The Base
Case

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

CTRL and closeness to Europe already stimulating some
growth

New university campuses and regional innovation centres
On current infrastructure and without clear commitment

can just about deliver 80,000 homes and 166,000 jobs by
2016

Will not get quality or quantity of development

Poor quality development could preclude any later attempt
to exploit full potential of area - wasting a valuable
national asset




Thames Gateway - Current
Growth Plans (RPG9)
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JThames Gateway - Building a

Platform for Growth

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

 Urban Development Corporations and other new
structures to drive development

» £450M ODPM investment over SR2002 period on land

acquisition, site assembly, local infrastructure and houses
for new teachers and nurses needed for services

» Cross-Government agreement to planned approach to

provision of schools, health and other services in SR2004
onwards

» Plan for cost effective transport improvements in review of
10 year plan recognising opportunity cost to existing
programme if Thames Gateway projects receive priority




Potential

Thames Gateway - Future

T
i
e e Sunge

o~
et [
[ ; \, 4 A {
INNER LONDON [OUTER LONDON|. MID GATEWAY
METROPOLITAN. [RIVERSIDE-NEW| \ FOCUS ¢
{ AREATS__ PQ‘MMII‘NITIES
K

¥

Ba sil&on

Canvey/
Shellhaven —

o
L\_A_‘—-_Tr"‘_ ARy

X,

QT:\TJSS?E)(I’QWNS’
{

Woolwich

A

I

R

® gL StaﬁA\‘ ( J Homes t potential gﬁ'{aximum
fiiis /[ \____ Homes | additionaf growth resulti
wa CTRI - g esulting
Wk s 1\'\' B ] from opening up fa,fnher strategic areas
T’- == Fastlink to Medway { 23 5

{ \ B Homes|- current plans
4— DLR extention to Barking

y ]
74— Thames Gateway Brié,g 3 Aliban reals_]20[§1_'

}" Zones of Change ./

Gatewdy‘Ared ; S

A
il . Produced by PLUS, ODPM

Sittingbourne/
Sheermess

- I’,V,m\\ MEDWAY CLUSTER

7

f
s

: s v ]

ing the 2000 Ordancejuwéy‘ﬂaupd;ry Line data and urban area dala)&
with the-sanction of the Controllzr of HM Slauonal'wt)!ﬁoer, 2000. W

Licence no. GO 272671 Crown Copyright Rese 2002

2

Y A~

7 =]
{1 5

ay

oy

Sapead
ol
(s

i

r

=
il
b

;

4

Source - Thames Gateway Strategic Executive estimates based on site audits

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

By 2016 could
deliver 180,000
new homes and
330,000 new jobs,
in a staged way,
through a planned
programme of
service provision
and improved
access
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~ Other Growth Areas

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

« £170m ODPM spend in SR2002 to fund land assembly
and local delivery in three other growth areas

o Infrastructure - as in Thames Gateway, Health and
Education would need to plan for provision of services

» Transport - major schemes identified in multi-modal
studies, but not yet funded - additional schemes would
iImprove local and east-west links




Other Growth Areas - The
Potential

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

By 2016 can
deliver 300,000
new homes

350,000 - |0 Third Round
additional growth:
South Cambridge,
300,000 | | Braintree/New
Settlements

250,000 -
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200,000 - additional growth:
; Bedford, Luton,
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JProposed Messages in
’ Communities Plan

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

Must build developer and stakeholder confidence by:

- Confirming cross-government commitment to the 4
growth areas

- Announcing delivery vehicles and ODPM funding

« Commitment to long-term planning for public services and
infrastructure

- Fast, joint working to develop specific solutions and
funding mechanisms

CLEAR VISION

OPPORTUNITY TO TACKLE HOUSING CRISIS BY EXPLOITING
MASSIVE POTENTIAL OF THAMES GATEWAY AND OTHER
GROWTH AREAS TO BUILD SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 14




18/12 2002 16:08 FAX 02072385727 MARGAREA BECKETT @oo2
02072385727

Full consideration must be given to the collective environmental impacts which such large-
scale development is likely to create and the additional demands it will impose on
resources. Developers will need to take into account the additional demands on water
supply, the need for waste and recycling facilities and the impact that increases in
population and transport are likely to have on air pollution and noise nuisance. We must
also consider the effects of development on existing green spaces and the need for new
ones. Green spaces are important recreational resources, benefiting the mental and
physical health, and general social wellbeing of those that live in the area.

Due consideration must also be given to biodiversity. There has been much public concern
over development of sites within the Thames Gateway such as the Site of Special
Scientific Interest at Rainham and the option of an airport at Cliffe. The project is likely to
attract considerable negative criticism unless we are able to demonstrate that biodiversity
and wildlife considerations have been factored in fully. :

The development plans will also need to take account of the impacts of climate change
which could increase flood risks and the pressure on natural resources. Flood risk is of
particular concern, given that the proposed development would be built largely on the
Thames floodplain. The area currently benefits from a high standard of flood defences,
but these will need to be renewed at considerable cost in the 15-20 year period before
2030. The next generation of defences will not only need to take account of forecast rising
sea levels and more intense storm events, it should also seek to increase benefits and
reduce costs by looking for more sustainable solutions where this is possible, such as
through realignment of the current defences. It should be recognised that no system of
defence can provide absolute protection and intensification of development in this area will
extend the commitment of future generations to continued investment in high standards of
flood defence for public safety.

My Secretary of State regards it as essential that the Thames Gateway Partnership works
closely with the Environment Agency on the siting of development, the environmental
pressures and demands on resources which it will create, and to ensure that appropriate
sustainable defences are built in to the new riverside construction.

| am copying this letter to David Prout and to other recipients of your letter of 8 November.
%;w twuaa«%

DAVINDER LAl
Privagé Secretary
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Martin Hurst
13 December 2002

PRIME MINISTER k@‘\)} - Jonathan Powell
; Jeremy Heywood
) Andrew Adonis
W Matthew Elson
Joanna Key
Simon Virley
Simon Stevens

THAMES GATEWAY

There has been a standoff between JP and AD regarding the provision of
transport infrastructure needed to support the development of the Gateway. JP
(rightly in my view) argues that we need to give a firm signal about certain
transport links (costing the public purse no more than £400 million) in order to
get things moving. AD had said he couldn’t even consider this until the revised
10 year plan in 2004, and there can be no extra spend, or diversion of existing
spend, before 2008 at the earliest. His position is softening a little, but not much.

JP wants to avoid confrontation, but we and he need to know where our bottom
line is. The key question is whether you are prepared to give a signal now
that by Thursday’s ministerial meeting you would like AD to make
significant further movement towards JP’s position. Otherwise, JP will try
and do the best deal he can.

Gordon is also reportedly nervous about the evidence for a serious building
programme in the Gateway, but in reality the Treasury may be using this
argument to reopen the issue of building on greenfield across the South East.

Other ministers - CC, AM and PH - seem likely to support the Gateway
development (it is good for business — possibly essential for London to remain a
world city - and the area has health and education problems which development
such as the Gateway could do much to tackle).

Jeff Rooker has written to you (attached) with a copy of his likely presentation
and a 10 minute video, should you want more detail at this stage.

RESTRICTED




RESTRICTED

R T

Housing numbers

It has been collectively agreed that significant growth in housing in the South
East/ London will be needed above and beyond the ‘baseline’ RPG 9 assessment
(of 930,000 houses by 2016, including 80,000 in the Gateway). It has also been
agreed that such growth should take place in the ‘growth areas’ of Ashford,
Milton Keynes/Northampton, Cambridge/ Harlow and the Thames Gateway.

This is not really new. RPG9 was acknowledged at the time as a conscious fudge
to avoid the political flak on allegations of concreting over the South East.

Exactly how many more houses we need is to some extent unclear. It will be hard
to achieve the RPG9 numbers across the South East — only London and Surrey
are close at present, and ODPM must be pushed to make councils meet their
obligations.

The bottom line, though, is that even with full RPG9 implementation, the
modelling suggests a shortfall of 200,000 houses. This could of course be too
large in reality. There are inevitable uncertainties. And there is a political
decision how far we actually do predict and provide.

There are also options for how the 200,000 might be spread across the four
growth areas — we already have transport plans which will help outside the
Gateway, such as the M1 widening and the improved Stanstead rail link, which
will open up some development in Milton Keynes and Cambridge.

But under almost any scenario, if we want to tackle the housing problem in the
South East it seems to me clear that the Gateway must deliver quite a lot of
housing in excess of the RPG9 baseline. The Gateway can also deliver in the
medium term, support expansion of Canary Wharf, and get most building on
brownfield land (it is 80-90% brownfield, the other growth areas less than 50%).

ODPM offer three scenarios for the Gateway:

e The RPGI baseline, with existing resource allocation, of 80,000 houses. This
includes already agreed transport plans. Even this will not be straightforward.

e A ‘middle way’ of 125,000 houses, 45,000 above RPG9. ODPM are treating

this as their main case for the medium term - I agree. They have allocated
£450m to finance the brownfield reclamation etc. which this would require.

RESTRICTED




RESTRICTED

Cigd

But it also requires new transport infrastructure - examples include DLR
extension to Barking, a new bridge, improved services on C2C, and a fast rail
service (using CTRL) from Medway (see table A below). Given that some
revenue would come from tolling/private finance the estimated cost to
government would be no more than £400m.

The “full option” of 180,000 houses (100,000 over RPG9). This would require
at least one more bridge - and a big one, over the estuary - and if Crossrail
happens, an extension to Ebbsfleet (and if it doesn’t then something similar).

There are also infrastructure needs for health and education. But while these are
not in the 3 year SR settlements, CC and AM are clear that the resources would

be found to ensure the increased population have access to the services they need.

Options/compromises

AD is in part making a political point - he has been given a very tough job, and
doesn’t want to be distracted. And it is true that full vfm analysis is still needed
on the precise infrastructure projects. But the key issue is how far we can make it
clear that the transport infrastructure will come, where needed.

a) At a minimum we can say what we are doing/planning to do under the 10 year
plan, and say that regeneration/growth will feature in subsequent appraisal
decisions - with announcements in the 2004 review of the 10 year plan. This
is where AD is currently.

We could go further, and say that we back, in principle, infrastructure
sufficient to secure 125,000 houses, subject to confirming vfm, and pledging
to look for novel financing solutions/betterment extraction (see my note on the
Communities Plan). We would explain that this will include opening up the
‘Barking Reach’ brownfield site (this alone gives 20,000 houses).

¢) We could be bold, and pledge the £400m, as a guarantee should we not
manage to secure private finance.

Picking a fight/pushing Alastair and/or Gordon too far is risky - they may seek
to reopen fundamental issues of policy like the regional split. Both would rather
stick at a). But being too timid, is itself not without risk — not least to the
economy of London. Does any option appeal at this stage?

RESTRICTED
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We could also say something about the longer term, and add that we will seek to
move towards 180k houses, on the back of innovative financing solutions to the
major infrastructure which could be required. (This would give a real signal
regarding our intentions, but Gordon and AD could be nervous). Is it too early
for this?

Il Ues

MARTIN HURST

RESTRICTED




A Infrastructure required to get Thames Gateway to 125,000 houses (not all costs

RESTRICTED
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would fall to public spending)

SR2002 period
(2003/4-2005/6)

2006/7-
2009/10

2010/11-
2015/16

Transport:

- DLR
Barking
extension
DLR
Woolwich
extension
Thames
Gateway
Bridge
CTRL
domestic
services
c2c
improvement
s (London -
Barking -
Tilbury
route)

£1-2m?
Preparatory work
£1-2m?

Preparatory work

£72m

Preparatory work

£34m (to 2007)*

£250k

Preparatory work

£186m'

£160m’

£353m?

Operating subsidy
from 2007

£5m

Operating subsidy
from 2007

' DLR extensions likely to be funded via a variant of PFI with TfL taking the revenue risk.

? Thames Gateway Bridge likely to be tolled, thereby reducing the burden on the public purse - funding
gap estimated to be around £200-250m at these prices.

* CTRL Domestic assumes option to Medway towns. Subsidy estimated at £300m NPV discounted from
45-year period (equating to Channel Tunnel concession).

NB: Transport commitments relevant to the Gateway already in the plan include

the DLR City Airport extension, Transit schemes for East London, Greenwich

Waterfront and Kent Thameside (initial phases for each), A2 upgrade, A249

Swale Crossing and local road enhancements.

RESTRICTED
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26 Whitehall
From the Office of Jeff Rooker London SW1A 2WH

Minister of State For Housing,

Planning and Regeneration Tel: 020 7944 3012
Fax: 020 7944 4489

E-Mail: julia.penton@odpm.gsi.gov.uk

Martin Hurst
10 Downing Street
London

Web site: www.odpm.gov.uk

Jeff Rooker thought it would be helpful for you to see a copy of the draft presentation that
the DPM will introduce and will then be made by Jeff on Thursday 19 December, about
coverage of the growth areas in the Communities Plan.  This is still work in progress but
| hope it will give you a good idea of the areas he would like to cover.

One of the most critical points Jeff would like to make is that the Communities Plan must
show cross-government commitment to development in the four growth areas. As you
know, Jeff and Tony McNulty have been talking to colleagues around Whitehall about
their role in delivery in the growth areas. Transport is one of the most critical issues. Jeff
realises that there are real budget pressures on DFT, however, he is clear that we need

to be able to say enough in the Communities Plan to show our commitment.

This is particularly true in the Thames Gateway where our partners have worked hard to
reach agreement about delivery vehicles and need reassurance about cross-Government
commitment. He therefore thinks that it will be very important for the Plan to give a clear
indication of the process and timetable for the delivering the critical infrastructure projects.
Jeff thinks that it would be extremely helpful if, in advance of this discussion, the Prime
Minister could be given an overview of the whole Thames Gateway area. He has
therefore asked me to forward to you a copy of a 10 minute video about the Gateway
which was shown at the Urban Summit. | hope that you find this useful.

JULIA PENTON
PIVATE SECRETARY
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Communities Plan

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

House building and new household numbers in the
last decade: private and social

Serious housing shortages in London
and south east - risk to public service
promises

fth (000s)
S 2
> g

Market collapse in parts of Midlands and
the North

Completions/Household gro
£ A
2 g

Private

Inefficient and unresponsive planning
system that holds back development

Need over 1 million new homes in south
east by 2016

Need to build sustainable
communities, not just houses




The strategy for the South East

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

e Government announced in 2000 (RRG9) that 930,000 new homes
needed by 2016 (a compromise figure).

o Latest figures, post census, suggest need at least 1.1 million.

e 50% would be concentrated in 4 growth areas - Thames Gateway,
Ashford, Milton Keynes, London/Stansted/Cambridge. Thames
Gateway contributes 50% of this.

e 50% to be provided in wider South East, BUT
- Local authorities not meeting targets..

- Shortage of supply acute at lower price end of market. Vacancy
rates for key workers growing
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Thames Gateway

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

= Potential to supply 200,000 homes to 2015 - twice RPG target.

= 80% on brownfield sites.

= Growth taking place in some areas already on back of CTRL and
closeness to Europe.

= Support in Thames Gateway partnership from RDAs, GLA Local
Authorities and other departments.

= WWon't get quality and quantity of development we need if leave
entirely to the market.




The Thames Gateway
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DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

Insert aerial photo split
into sections showing
main areas for
development




Building a platform for growth

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

ODPM to spend £450M over SR2002 period:
= key worker housing.
= new delivery structures to drive development by:
- improved planning capturing land values.
- site assembly.
- pump priming of infrastructure.
- making full use of publicly owned land.

= possibilities include Urban Development Corporation at London
end and in Thurrock.

= need to work with other departments to understand how
existing programmes contribute to schools, hospitals and
transport infrastructure.
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BUILDING A PLATFORM FOR GROWTH
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Releasing the potential

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

To release the full potential over 15-20 years we:

= need cross-Government agreement to develop a planned approach to
provision of schools, health services and other services, including leisure
facilities;

= investment in transport infrastructure could be particularly important but
need to understand opportunity costs if Gateway projects are to be given
new priority;

* need to give private sector confidence that Government is committed to the
longer term development of the Gateway.




Other growth areas e

= £170m ODPM spend in SR2002 to fund land assembly and
local delivery in 5 centres

= Infrastructure: Health and Education would need to develop a
new approach to plans of provision as in Gateway.

= Transport - main schemes have already been identified in
multi-modal studies, but not yet funded. Some additional small
schemes would help improve local and east-west links.
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e Growth-areas - costs
-and potential to follow

New Séttlements
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Growth areas - additional to RPG9
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What we should like the
Communities Plan to say 2 acor T

Communities Plan must maintain developer and other stakeholder
confidence:

* confirm Government’s commitment to providing for major growth in South
East through 4 growth areas. Thames Gateway has most potential.

* announce delivery vehicles and ODPM funding

* there is a Government-wide policy to long term planning to provide public
services and infrastructure

* announce joint working to develop specific solutions and funding
mechanisms (e.g. land value capture) quickly. (Possible early cross-cutter
for SR2004 led by Treasury.)

*STRENGTH OF COMMITMENT DETERMINES RATE OF PROGRESS.




. N
s ity
10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SW1A 2AA

Foreign Policy Adyviser to the Prime Minister, 12 December 2002
and Head of the Defence and Overseas Secretariat

Can, 4’/1‘.;\-,

Many thanks for your letter of 11 December. The Prime Minister was
very grateful for your kind words.

May I in turn say how much Catherine and I enjoyed the Lord Mayor’s
Banquet. It was a spectacular occasion, one more of the many that you have
masterminded with such flair and skill during your time at the Guildhall. I know
that the Prime Minister would want to join me in paying tribute to the

distinguished contribution you have made. You will be greatly missed.

Thank you, too, for your kind words on my next job. It will be a
fascinating opportunity. If your new life brings you and Sally to Washington, I
hope that you will get in touch.

Thank you again for much kindness and unfailing cooperation.

M/L 1’4/\7 .L/rﬁ wr7444—-

e «
Ane
DAVID MANNING

é

A F P Barnes Esq




Pord Mapor & Sheriffs’ Committee

Telephone: 020 7332 1206 Guildhall,
Facsimile: 020 7332 1895 London EC2P 2EJ
Direct Line: 020 7332 1200 '
Fax No.: 020 7332 1895

Our Ref: LMD/02/4/A¥PB/AE 11 December 200
]
W
|

On this my 17" and last occasion in this capacity may I ask you to convey my warmest
thanks and congratulations to the Prime Minister for his speech at the Lord Mayor’s
Banquet.

Given the awesome dangers which may lie ahead for us as a nation, it was reassuring
and inspiring to hear the Prime Minister make his points so cogently and so clearly, as
was obvious from the reaction of those present.

May 1 also offer you the warmest congratulations on your posting to Washington. Sally
and I have much enjoyed the company of you and Catherine and offer you both our love
and very best wishes for the future.

Following the Ceremony for The Duke and Duchess of Gloucester, Lord Mayor’s Day

and Banquet and then the Mexican President there has alas been a significant amount of
sick leave here. 1 enclose the Minutes of 5 November as promised.

Wad BN,
Adwa,

A.F.P. Barnes,
Honorary Secretary

With kindest regards,

Sir David Manning,

Head of Overseas and Defence Secretariat and Advisor on Foreign Policy,
10 Downing Street,

London,

SWIA 2AA
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P;eie"tation This day, His Royal Highness The Duke of Gloucester and Her Royal
ﬂotnfrary Highness The Duchess of Gloucester were presented with the Honorary

f':gegigy"‘tgf Freedom of this City, in pursuance of the Resolution of the 11th October

His Roval 2001 and, after the reading of the Resolution by the Town Clerk, the

Highness . Chamberlain addressed them in these words:-
e Duke of

Gloucester 7 !
and Her “My Lord Mayor, may it please Your Royal Highnesses, Your Excellencies, My Lords, Ladies

Royal and Gentlemen,
Highness

The . - - .
Duchess of For many centuries the City and the Monarchy have enjoyed a very special relationship.

Gloucester  Like any long-standing association, it has had its moments but throughout its history the
golden thread of loyalty runs unbroken.

The events hosted by the Corporation of London during this Golden Jubilee year of the
second Elizabethan age show the links to be as strong and vibrant as ever.

It is therefore a particular privilege to welcome to Guildhall this evening Their Royal
Highnesses The Duke and Duchess of Gloucester in order to present them with the
Honorary Freedom of the City of London - the highest civic honour the City can confer.

The Honorary Freedom is a comparatively recent innovation and can only be bestowed by
a formal resolution of the Court of Common Council. The first recipient in its present form
was William Pitt the Elder in 1757.

It is true that there were a number of earlier cases of Honorary Freedoms including Charles
Il and The Duke of Cumberland but we are inclined to discount these from the Roll of Fame
because, how can | phrase this delicately, the honour was more often than not granted at
the request of the recipient.

Since 1757 when the Common Council first used the Honorary Freedom as a mark of
outstanding contribution, it has been bestowed on 253 individuals. This 254th ceremony is
however unique because it is the first time the honour has been granted jointly.

There is good reason for this. It recognises that from the outset of your public life Your
Royal Highnesses have worked very much as a team. The strong bond was evident from
the moment Your Royal Highnesses met at Cambridge. When you, Sir, became heir to the
Dukedom after the tragic death of your brother Prince William, the foundations were there
to enable you and The Duchess to take on, with confidence, a formidable programme of
Royal and public duties.

Together you have represented The Queen, the Country and your many patronages on
countless occasions. Since 1974 your travels in this capacity amount to an odyssey
embracing more than 50 separate nations worldwide.

Closer to home, we in this City take great pride and pleasure from Your Royal Highnesses
joint and welcome involvement in our affairs. Both when representing Her Majesty at
Guildhall and in your personal connections with so many Livery Companies which are all
represented here this evening.

Like any successful team you have individual talents and interests which combine to make
the team that much stronger.

You, Ma’am, have adopted numerous patronages and energetically work to support them.
Many are in the fields of medicine, education and welfare, reflecting your concern for
children in need, the elderly and those with debilitating illness. You are also conspicuous
by the support which you have so readily given to the Armed Services and the welfare of
those serving and their families. Your Royal Highness is also president or patron of a
number of organisations which have an emphasis on music, the arts and sport, including
the Royal Academy of Music and the Lawn Tennis Association.

Perhaps that sporting link was pre-ordained, for your Wedding Day on the 8th July 1972
coincided with Wimbledon Finals Day. Dare | say that that was the beginning of an
immensely successful and inseparable “mixed double” which is reflected in tonight's
presentation.
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My Lord Mayor, you will know that His Royal Highness is the third Duke of Gloucester to
receive the Honorary Freedom. Following William Henry in 1765 and Henry William in 1921,
The Duke's father. With His Royal Highness's role as The Ranger of Epping Forest, coupled
with his patronage of St Bartholomew'’s Hospital, participation in the Lord Mayor’s show in
1995 and frequent visits as Grand Prior to the Priory of St John of Jerusalem, the connection
between the City and The Duke of Gloucester is both strong and durable. :

Even in Shakespeare, the Lord Mayor making a rare dramatic appearance, acclaims an
earlier Richard, Duke of Gloucester, with the cry ‘God Bless your Grace, we see it and will
say it’.

Within a few scenes that Duke of Gloucester becomes Richard Ill whose memory, thanks to
Shakespeare, has not travelled well down the centuries. Your Royal Highness is patron of
the Richard Ill Society whose mission it is to rehabilitate the reputation of the last
Plantagenet King. This not inconsiderable task is perhaps a measure of the indefatigable
energy and commitment which you, Sir, bring to your Royal duties. A role which passed to
you unexpectedly but which you embraced with dedication and determination.

| am sure, My Lord Mayor, that you and all others here tonight would agree with the
observation expressed in the memoirs of Princess Alice, Duchess of Gloucester, that ‘My
son and daughter-in-law, the present Duke and Duchess of Gloucester work as hard as we
ever did and incomparably harder than we did before the war’.

You, Sir, and you, Ma’am, over the last 30 years have fulfilled the highest expectations and
worked tirelessly with grace and charm in your service to the City and the Nation. We are
all extremely proud of you both and look forward to this singular yet double recognition of
your public work and voluntary service both at home and abroad.

Your Royal Highnesses, as Chamberlain of this great and ancient City it is now my privilege
and pleasure to extend to you, Sir, the right hand of fellowship and greet you as a Citizen
and Goldsmith of London and to extend to you, Ma’am, the right hand of fellowship and
greet you as a Citizen and Fan Maker of London. On behalf of the Lord Mayor, Aldermen
and Members of the Court of Common Council, | offer you both this box made of oak and
hornbeam from Epping Forest which contains your copies of the resolution for the
presentation of your Honorary Freedom.

May | now ask each of you, Your Royal Highnesses, to accept from the Right Honourable
the Lord Mayor a gift to mark this happy and memorable occasion.”

Her Royal Highness The Duchess of Gloucester replied in the following
terms:—

“My Lord Mayor, Your Royal Highnesses, Your Excellencies, My Lords, Aldermen, Sheriffs,
Ladies and Gentlemen,

May | thank you, My Lord Mayor, and the Corporation of London for the warm and
wonderful welcome extended this evening at Guildhall to The Duke and myself.

The honour that you have shown us in conferring upon us the Honorary Freedom of the City
of London has deeply touched us, and we are overjoyed by your great kindness and
overwhelmed by your generosity.

As Prince and Princess Richard of Gloucester, we were granted the Freedom of the City of
London when we first became Liverymen respectively 37 and 29 years ago. We are very
pleased to see the Prime Warden of the Worshipful Company of Goldsmiths, The Duke's
Compurgators, and the Master of the Worshipful Company of Fan Makers as my
Compurgators present this evening. These are both ancient and acclaimed Livery
Companies and we are proud of our association with them and with our other distinguished
Livery Companies.

My connection with the Fan Makers is very dear to me as | follow in the footsteps of my
beloved mother-in-law, Princess Alice, Duchess of Gloucester. We are missing her presence
here tonight but we know that she is with us in spirit.
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Today with the Honorary Freedom, My Lord Mayor, you have invited us to join a very
august, select group of public figures — with only nine living members, and The Duke and |
look at one another, and ask ourselves as to how we could possibly deserve such acclaim.
Thoughtfully, you have given us a little time to brew on your good tidings but, although you
haven’t asked me to, | have to report that neither of us can come up with a suitable answer;
we are, nevertheless, very flattered that it has been granted and granted jointly. We like to
consider ourselves real Londoners, having lived here since we were married 30 years ago,
our children having attended school here in their early years, and our son later studying at
King’'s College, London.

As Members of the Royal Family and in our public life, we have the huge privilege of
continuously meeting people, greatly committed to their work with charitable causes -
many individuals being volunteers, doing all kinds of good works, giving of their time,
talents and expertise. Some high powered and greatly skilled, others willing to do the most
mundane but essential tasks — all of them enjoying being part of a team supporting a noble
cause. It is inspiring and immensely rewarding meeting these volunteers on my varying
engagements in London and throughout the country. | meet volunteers in schools, often
for children with special needs, medical research projects, hospices, homes for the old and
frail, and also in community initiatives for sport, music and the conservation of the arts. |
see so many wonderful places, and it is the people involved who make them so. But, Ladies
and Gentlemen, there are never enough of them and it is often all too clear what a struggle
it is to raise the necessary funds.

Charity work in Great Britain, however, is a tradition. | don't think | have a friend who has
not involved him or herself somehow or other. How far back this tradition goes, | am not
sure - it is one of the major aspects that makes me very proud to be British, there — | knew
it would slip out somehow. '

There is another facet to voluntary work, that | think is very important, and that is the sense
of fulfilment and reward in the knowledge of the value of your contribution as a volunteer.
In this country there is a firmly grounded tradition, and a freedom, to help one’s fellow men
in many different forms, and | think we should be proud of that and grateful for it also.

Few bodies, My Lord Mayor, are more deeply involved in these matters than is the City of
London which, besides its extensive commercial activities, is engaged in a considerable
amount of charitable work. Firms, institutions and Livery Companies raise and donate huge
sums, the largest independent charitable fund, being the Corporation of London’s own
“Bridge House Fund”. Together, with the “Heart of the City Campaign” and the Lord
Mayor's personal charity, “The Square Smile”, (for which | understand the Lady Mayoress
has undertaken extraordinary courageous feats) the City and Greater London as a whole,
get a substantial and much needed boost to aid a huge variety of important projects. These
include education and the homeless, work with the disabled and young people, and even
cleaning up the Thames. Again, many of the 300,000 employees in the City give willingly
of their energy and skills in their spare time to help other people within their communities;
and | congratulate them.

Guildhall has got to know us well over the last 3 decades — and we you, having attended
over 20 occasions, when the Lord Mayor and the Corporation entertain a Head of State. On
such occasions, having the elevated position beside the visiting Head of State, | feel | have
had more than my fair share of conversations with intriguing personalities. Somehow my
very first experience here at Guildhall springs to mind, namely the visit of President
Echiveria of Mexico, back in 1973. He would expound me on all matters of his choice for
twenty minutes at a time while his interpreter — an elderly lady with a strong American
accent — would speak simultaneously. | couldn’t follow much - | was trying to look at him
and, with my other eye, lip read her.

Years later, Mexico was once more a State Guest of the United Kingdom, different
President, same interpretress! My friend with the American accent had aged somewhat
and this time the poor lady had an awful trouble holding in her teeth. As she translated The
President’s thank you speech, standing right here, battling with her dentures, | really had to
think of Queen and Country and the Tower of London, to control my giggles.

In the old days — and long before your time, My Lord Mayor, there was often at State
occasions a trembling atmosphere here in the Old Library, with the entourage of a Head of
State feeling somewhat nervous about the formality of the ceremonial procedure. Here
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they were, confronted by the Sword and the Mace and the austere and formidably robed
Aldermen, who one by one would approach their President, paying homage and walking
backwards! Maybe some of the foreign Suite were more familiar with the gruesome history
of the Tower of London, than were they with the equally ancient but infinitely gentler history
of Guildhall. Word passed from nation to nation, and | have it on the best authority that
there was a time when visitors from abroad would gladly accept an invitation from Her
Majesty’s Government — as long as they did not have to come to Guildhall and face the
awesome ceremonies, Gog and Magog and the rest of us! Of course, they were all
persuaded otherwise.

My Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Sheriffs,

The Duke and |, seem to have no such reservations and are delighted and also most grateful
that this occasion is being marked by a Banquet in the historic Great Hall to which you have
very kindly invited — quite a few guests! | am so glad that the Band of the Adjutant General’s
Corps is providing the music for this evening'’s festivities. The Corps is a source of great
interest to me and, as a Deputy Colonel-in-Chief, | am proud of what they have achieved
since their formation in 1992.

Those guests, for whom this is a first event at Guildhall, will soon see that the hospitality of
the Lord Mayor is second to none. | know that the Remembrancer, assisted by Mrs. Hoban,
has taken immense trouble to accommodate us all — thank you, Adrian and Fiona for all your
splendid help. May | also thank the Chamberlain, who, on behalf of the Lord Mayor, paid
such handsome tribute to us in his magnanimous and personal speech.

It is a great pleasure to see so many Members of the Corporation of London present, and
we are very grateful to our hosts that we have been able to invite representatives of a
number of our charities and other organisations with which we have a close link. There are
many distinguished guests here tonight, and The Duke and | are honoured by your
presence. Richard and | should like to welcome especially Princess Benedikte of Denmark,
an elegant and much respected Ambassador for my old country and an inspiring réle
model.

Then, of course, there is our own Household; a very small, tight knit and hard working team
who have been with The Duke and me for anything between 13 and 30 years. My 3 long
serving, long suffering, faithful and ever helpful Ladies-in-Waiting and similarly our Private
- and Deputy Private Secretaries. My Lord Mayor, maybe they are the answer as to why we
are here tonight?

You were kind enough, also to invite our children, and we are jolly glad to have them here,
and relieved that university, job, medical work and Army all obligingly fitted in to a few
hours off this evening.

There has always been a certain amount of teasing going on in the Gloucester family. Easy
targets are: their mother’s Danish accent, their father’s “hayfever” during sentimental films
and a general mocking of their parents “romanticism”. Not so long ago my son, tried this
one on me: “Oh, Mummy, you and Papa are so romantic; whenever he comes into the room
you call out to him: Je t'adore! | was immediately on my guard — “What do you mean,
Alexander? | never speak French to your father”. “Well, you do, and when he leaves the
room, you positively shout: Je t'adore, shut the door”! Tonight, as we float home on cloud
nine, we are lucky to have our young family who will no doubt bring us back to earth with
a bump.

It is a real joy to Richard and me also to see a number of our friends present on this special
occasion; some have flown in from as far as Moscow and Shanghai — Danes, of course, can
never resist a party!

Will you allow me, My Lord Mayor, along with you and the Corporation of London to
welcome all these wonderful guests. | know you will all enjoy yourselves here at the
famous Guildhall, and we thank you from our hearts for being here and supporting us in
this our 15 minutes (of fame).

My Lord Mayor, Court of Common Council, The Duke joins me in a sincere and heartfelt
thank you for the Resolution that you passed, for this fine Presentation Scroll Casket which
contains the said Resolution, and for the generous gifts of gold cufflinks for my husband
and for me a hat pin which cunningly converts into a brooch. Both items, beautifully crafted
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by Grant MacDonald, portray the City’s Dragons as found on your own Holborn Viaduct.
Very dramatic and awfully grand, these are precious mementos of one of the mpst_spemal
and happy occasions in our lives, and we shall treasure them and wear them with joy and

immense pride. Thank you all very much.”

charkham, Resolved and Ordered — That the Address of Mr. Chamberlain and the reply
LP:CBE.  of the Duke and Duchess of Gloucester, given by Her Royal Highness, be

Trai".gir entered on the journal of the Court and printed in the Minutes of the
é',?sr_'b,, '.5,'&_’, Proceedings sent to every Member.

D.Mus.,
Alderman

The following Members were presented to their Royal Highnesses, the Duke
and Duchess of Gloucester:-

Anthony Noel Eskenzi, C.B.E., Deputy, Mover of the Resolution for the Presentation
Jonathan Philip Charkham, C.B.E., M.A., the Chief Commoner
Sir David Rowe-Ham, G.B.E., D.Litt., Alderman
Sir Alexander Graham, G.B.E., D.C.L., Alderman
David William Brewer, C.M.G., Alderman and Sheriff
Martin Clarke, Sheriff
SIMMONS.

At the conclusion of this meeting, Their Royal Highnesses and other guests
were entertained to dinner in Great Hall. At the conclusion of that dinner, the
thanks of the Duke and Duchess of Gloucester, were delivered by The Duke
in the following terms:—

“My Lord Mayor, Your Royal Highnesses, Your Excellencies, Aldermen and Sheriffs, My
Lords, Ladies and Gentlemen,

The Duchess and | are very conscious of the honour that you have devised for us in
conferring the Honorary Freedom of the City on the pair of us; and we are delighted to
receive it together. It is so fashionable these days to have special offers — two for the price
of one - in no way reduces the effect.

As in so many ways the Lord Mayor and Corporation does not do things by halves, but
creates this dazzling occasion in this splendid historic Great Hall. No one who comes in
here, could be under any illusion, but that they are included in the long list of people, who
have been here before them, over many centuries, to witness events, some no doubt trivial,
others of great significance, not just to this country but to many others as well.

I am well aware that over the years | have attended no less than 23 different banquets for
visiting Heads of State and have helped you, on this very spot, to entertain various Kings,
Queens and Presidents. | would say that without exception they were all impressed, not
only by the style with which you do things here, but also the content of the speeches that
reflect with erudition, and frequently affection, the relationships between whichever
country concerned, and our own. Lord Mayors of London do not just speak for themselves
and not just as the representatives of a capital city, but as the embodiment of a living,
breathing, functioning institution of international significance.

| have of course visited this Great Hall for many other events, not hosted by your
Corporation. For you kindly lend this wonderful resource to many other organisations and
good causes. | have presented prizes, scholarships and awards here; launched Boys Clubs
weeks, attended lectures, seminars, concerts and even an International Shipping Event. All
of them achieving special emphasis as a result of being held in this imposing building.

Thg Corporation of course is no stranger to good causes, as | know well, from the time you
invited me to take my father’s place as Ranger of Epping Forest. Nearly 150 years ago the




5th NOVEMBER, 2002 257

Corporation had the foresight to acquire and preserve the remains of the ancient Epping
Forest for the benefit of London’s citizens who could travel there by the new underground
railway and enjoy some rural air, instead of Epping being swallowed up by the advancing
suburbs. This concern for environmental considerations was perhaps a century or so ahead
of the contemporary variety. Today you present Epping Forest, not just as an archaic escape
from city life, but as an educational tool to demonstrate the role that forests, and timber
itself, plays in our daily lives. The oak casket which you presented, My Lord Mayor, is a
product of your own Forest of Epping.

As Prqsidgnt of both Christ's Hospital and St. Bartholomew'’s Hospital — two very different
organisations — but both over many centuries strongly linked to the city, | am aware of the
value of those links and the support provided.

You have also supported the Cancer Campaign — now newly amalgamated with the Imperial
Cancer Research as Cancer Research UK. The Lord Mayor Sir Roger Cork — who tragically
died just two weeks ago personally raised somewhat more than a million pounds for this
particular cause. As a Joint President, | would like to acknowledge that achievement. Not
all events here are necessarily fund raising, some are celebratory. | recall a fifth centenary
celebration for the Richard Ill Society, which the Chamberlain referred to, an occasion when
the late Duke of Norfolk was surprised to be cheered, when he demonstrated his ancestor’s
support for Richard Ill and was even more surprised when he referred to the second Duke’s
support for Henry VIl to be loudly booed. Sometimes, My Lord Mayor, it is important to
calculate your audience's loyalties!

Historical Society’s, preservation groups and cultural concerns all benefit by collecting their
interests and resources together and creating associations to share their enthusiasm thus
greatly boosting their effectiveness.

In this country for one man to pursue an interest and he risks being regarded as an
obsessive or eccentric; for two or three it may be judged a conspiracy. But if you can form
a Committee, and elect a Chairman and suddenly all kind of doors are opened. Witness the
methods for funding building projects for noble public purposes. There are many bodies
that will contribute funds, including the Lottery boards — but, they will never donate enough
to complete the project, so that funding has to come from different directions. Local
Authorities, European funds, as well as private individual contributions and the many
Charitable Trusts, who show great expertise in making their donations work. Consensus
creates trust and builds on experience.

Inevitably it is a system approved by those who get funded and not by those who fail.

The City of London is not just a British Institution it is an international one — it is very deeply
involved in every aspect of International business. | witness a small part of this in my role
as President of the British Consultants and Contractors Bureau — a body dedicated to
identifying the right kind of British expertise to solve problems identified in many corners
of the worid. | have been their President for 25 years and | have watched it grow in stature
and competence. Today we may be less sure exactly what is British, but that does not
matter, because we are more sure of the tradition of our British approach to Consultancy
and our many clients understanding of what they expect from us, as opposed to what they
expect of other countries consultancy traditions. | travel every year to different parts of the
world with teams of consultants to explore the possibility for further collaboration. | am
constantly surprised how warmly we are welcomed, with disappointment expressed that
we don't come more frequently. This is because of the high reputation that British
Consultants have — not just for competence and integrity, but also for cooperating with local
consultants, to ensure the project has a smooth passage. The trend is increasingly for
projects to be turned into package deals, with consultants, suppliers and operators from
several different countries and the finance frequently from London. The BCCB even has a
department that advises on barter, grandly titled ‘Counter Trade’, which demonstrates our
flexible approach to solving the problems found all round the world.

What makes me proudest of the consultants is how they can make a real difference to the
quality of life of so many people globally, it is just a shame they get very little recognition
for their achievements. This is something we have tried to affect by creating a ‘Consultant
of the Year Award’ which | help to judge, and gives me an insight to the scope and
consequence of our members, and | hope gives the general public a better idea of what they
achieve, sometimes in very trying circumstances.
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My Lord Mayor, | have always been interested in Statues and.Monuments - | even
published a book on London Statues many years ago. It is interesting to note that we are
accompanied here tonight by the heroes of this city. Gog and Magog can of course
symbolise whatever you may choose. And for ‘Aldermen as hero’, you have William
Beckford, but of course his statue is overshadowed by Wellington, Nelson, both Pitts,
Marlborough and more recently by Churchill, reflecting the significance of the military and
the political on our relationship with the rest of the world.

Beckford came from a Gloucestershire family, who thrived as a consequence of sugar
estates in Jamaica. In fact William Beckford was Lord Mayor twice - which seems
excessive, you might think — but his banquets were known for their sumptuousness and
everyone thus looked forward to this second coming.

You will note there are many words on his monument in gold, they are a quotation of an
impromptu and unexpected speech which he made to George Ill, when there was a certain
disagreement about the liberty of the City, versus the prerogative of the Crown. You can
read how the loyalty of the City to the Crown overrode their sense of hostility to the
government of the time.

The monument to Nelson over there, caused one eminent visitor | recall, to complain that
Copenhagen was not a battle that Nelson won. The Queen of Denmark had a point of
course, because the Admiral in charge had felt we were losing and hoisted the withdraw
signal to his junior Admiral, who famously put his telescope to his blind eye and carried on
regardless.

Tragically the Battle was totally unnecessary because Denmark’s Ally — the Russian Czar had
just been assassinated by his Palace Guard and thus Napoleon’s Baltic policy fell apart.

| was fortunate to be invited this evening to inspect, in Guildhall Yard, a guard of honour
composed of the Royal Gloucestershire, Berkshire and Wiltshire Regiment who currently
happened to be on duty in London, and in whose activities | take great interest and much
pride as their Deputy Colonel-in-Chief.

Their presence reflects the tradition of mutual respect that the city shares with the armed
services, and the many Territorial Army volunteers from this city, who more mundanely
play many different roles here in the financial centre. My wife and | would also like to thank
the Company of the Pikemen and the Musketeers who so picturesquely greeted all of us
with their 17th Century courtesy, together with the splendid State Trumpeters of the Life
Guards - so much more effective than merely clearing your throat!

| have referred to worthy causes and The Duchess has spoken of the many voluntary bodies
that play such an important role in British life. There are of course no end to these causes
and some are more altruistic than others, but all clamour for support. The Corporation of
London, both collectively and individually responds to that demand, while at the same time

ensuring.that the complicated workings of International Capitalism continues to function in
the way it should, at least in London.

Maintaining the integljity of those, who hold huge responsibility is a team effort. | believe
thajc the_ process of tying people together through these voluntary institutions apart from
their daily occupation, increases both a sense of trust and of reality and demands a sense

of iptegrity, which if it were ever allowed to relax could diminish the faith that makes
Capitalism work.

The importance that the City of London has in ensuring public confidence in our financial
structures can not be over emphasised and it is for that reason, My Lord Mayor, that my
wife and I.feel very honoured by the event you have created today, in the twilight of your
year of office, and we wish you and the traditions you stand for, every good fortune in the

years ahead and thank you for this evening and the handsome mementos you have given
us.

It is therefore with a sense of gratitude that | ask my fellow gu i i
ests to rise and drink a toast
to the Lord Mayor and the Corporation of London.” g |
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Thank you for your letter of 29 October inviting me to comment on your proposal to
publish your Review of London Wholesale Markets report for public consultation.

In principle, I have no objection to the publication of this public consultation report.
However, given the sensitivities surrounding the potential closure of New Billingsgate and
Smithfield markets and the implications for strategic planning, economic development and
transport, I would suggest the Greater London Authority and associated bodies in particular
are consulted.

I look forward to the report's publication in mid November.

I am copying this letter to Patricia Hewitt, Alistair Darling, Gus MacDonald, Robin Cook,
Lord Williams, Andrew Turnbull and Martin Hurst at No 10.

T

TONY MCNULTY
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THAMES GATEWAY

The Prime Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister talked briefly at this
week’s ODPM stocktake about the importance of the Thames Gateway in the
Government’s future strategy for the South East. The Prime Minister would find it
very helpful to have a more detailed discussion about this with the Deputy Prime
Minister and other Secretaries of State with a key interest in the agenda.

The meeting would need to cover the overall strategy and timetable for
developing the Gateway (DPM), the requirements for schools and higher education
(Charles Clarke), hospitals and healthcare (Alan Milburn), and transport (Alistair
Darling). It should also look at the economic and jobs strategy (Patricia Hewitt), the
impact of any London Olympic bid (Tessa Jowell), and ways in which we might
capture some of the value the development will create over time to finance some of
the infrastructure (DPM and Paul Boateng).

I should be grateful if your officials (Genie Turton and Neil McDonald)
would contact officials from other departments to arrange a framework for a
presentation and discussion. We will try to find a 1% hour slot in the first half of
December.

I am copying this letter to Chris Wormald (Department for Education and:
Skills), Heather Rogers (Department of Health), Andrew Campbell (Department of
Transport), Erica Zimmer (Department of Trade and Industry), Hugh Ind
(Department for Culture, Media and Sport), Lucy Makmson (Chief Secretary’s
Office) and to Genie Turton and Neil McDonald.

o Yy

JEREMY HEYWOOD

David Prout ‘
ODPM '
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You discussed this with JP as part of your ODPM stocktake earlier this week. / =
We attach, by way of background (for you only) the presentation given on this
subject to DA(SER). It is well worth skimming the maps at least.

In short, the Thames Gateway will fail to deliver half of what it could without
some tough decisions. But although the Gateway includes large parts of Kent and
Essex, development must start in London. Ken is already involved, but will try to
muscle in and claim the credit for whatever we do. We need to decide quickly:

a) how much infrastructure we are willing to support, and when;

b) how far we are willing to streamline planning systems through innovative
vehicles such as UDCs;

¢) how and how far to extract the planning gain/betterment from development, in
order to release funds for infrastructure.

Do you have views?

ODPM can’t do this on their own. You are hosting a meeting with the key
ministerial players and officials in early December. At the very least, this should
secure better joined up working. Thereafter, there are a number of options. We
could leave it to JP, and offer support as and when - we are not convinced this
will deliver enough. We could set up some formal ministerial group reporting to
you, say, every six months. Or we could consider a ‘supremo’ (Ayling/
Hestletine? ). Whichever you do, you will want to discuss with JP. But which if

any appeal at present?
e /((/( : ,ﬁ\ \Q'\
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Background/detail

While the issues of abandonment and reducing the stock of unfit housing are
important, sorting the housing supply problems in the South East is probably the
key issue for the DPM’s communities plan, and for housing policy in particular.

Development around Milton Keynes, Cambridge and Ashford will happen in due
course, and the infrastructure issues in these areas are soluble. This can do a fair
amount for South East housing — perhaps 300,000 houses in total by 2016, but
the large majority of these were already planned.

However, it is the Thames Gateway, with the potential by itself for over 200,000
new houses (i.e. housing for 500,000 people), which is the single most important
part of the answer. It is, in some senses at least, the furthest advanced, but it is
also the one where the final outcome is least secure. It has most of the brownfield
land, and the biggest medium term capacity, by some margin. The existing
Thames communities also have some pretty severe social problems (e.g. only
10% of children going on to post 18 education), which a dynamic Gateway could
do much to help correct.

The scale of the problem is illustrated by the two ‘extreme scenarios’:

e A ‘steady as you go’ policy, with no central grip on infrastructure, might
yield 70,000 new houses - less even than the 100,000 in the regional plan.
This increase assumes the completion of CTRL, and planned improvements
to the M2 and DLR. Doing no more than this — or deferring decisions - might
well in turn prejudice the chances of future bigger numbers, since
development if unchecked will tend to be low density, and land intensive.

A maximalist approach, with funding for 2 new river crossings, Crossrail
extended to Ebbsfleet (i.e. south of the Thames in Kent), the Dockland Light
Railway extended to Barking Reach, improvements to existing rail and new
light rail, 210 new schools and a number of new PCTs could secure over
200,000 houses by 2016, with more to follow.

Of course, there is no question of government delivering all of this now, or

possibly ever. And the analytical underpinning for many of the decisions is just
not there yet.

CONFIDENTIAL
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In reality, a phased approach will be best. Infrastructure investment would start
in eastern London (Barking Reach) - linked perhaps to the expansion of Canary
Wharf. £500-750 million (from government and/or private funds) could enable
development of 30,000 houses. But even this requires ministerial consensus and
may not happen unless you take a hand.

Beyond that, it appears from what we currently know that it will be the future of
Crossrail which will really determine whether we get close to 200,000 houses.
Even a statement of continued interest would help - keeping developers
interested, and starting to yield increases in speculative property values, which
could be tapped to finance new development.

There is, of course, also a link to the possible Olympics bid. Much of the
transport infrastructure would be common to the Olympics and the Gateway.

We will also need innovative thinking about funding - with the Treasury having a
key role. It seems clear that this will have to involve extracting a greater
proportion of the ‘betterment’ from development, and from the infrastructure we
put in place, than we can do through existing means.

Innovative planning vehicles such as UDC - cutting bureaucracy and enabling
joint working and some freeing up of funding- will help, but are not of
themselves the solution. And short cuts, while welcome, will need care in design.

A particular issue concerns the timing of any announcement about our intentions
regarding the potential new 4™ London airport at Cliffe. Announcing our
conclusion in January — when the DPM’s communities plan is set to hit the streets
- would help remove a barrier to forward planning for the Gateway (it is very
hard publicly to plan for options south of the Thames when the main
infrastructure project in the area - and the direction of much commuting - is
uncertain). But the price - losing the PR boost it would give should we want to
develop other options may not be worth paymg Do you have a v1eww i

n
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MARTIN HURST MIKE EMMERICH
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REVIEW OF LONDON WHOLESALE MARKETS

| have seen Lord Whitty’s letter of the 29 October to you seeking comments
on the review of London markets.

| am happy that the report is published, the key recommendation of markets
being concentrated onto composite sites could reduce congestion, which is a
key policy objective for the Government. | presume that there will be full
consultation with Transport for London and the London Development Agency
who will both have an interest in this review.

| am copying this letter to Patricia Hewitt, Gus Macdonald, Robin Cook, Lord
Williams, Andrew Turnbull and Martin Hurst.

s
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The Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP
Secretary of State for Trade and Industry

Secretary of State
Lord Whitty Department of
Minister for Food, Farming and Sustainable Energy Ixade aud industry
DEFRA 1 Victoria Street
Nobel House London SW1H OET
17 Smith Square Direct Liie
London 020 7215 6272
SWIP 3JR

DTI Enquiries
020 7215 5000

URL http://www.dti.gov.uk.
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REVIEW OF LONDON MARKETS

Thank you for your letter of 29" October enclosing the near final report of the Review of London
Markets. The report is a good starting point to aid future plans for London markets, however I do
have some concerns if this document is to be used as a formal Government consultation document.

It is likely that any changes will affect business — particularly small business. I would welcome
further information on numbers of companies who might cease to trade or suffer from reduced
profits.

There should be clear assessment of the options available and both costs and benefits associated
with the options. For a formal consultation I would suggest that there is a shorter document
drawing out key recommendations with benefits and costs to both current traders and
customers/suppliers. The report could then be used as an annex.

I hope you find these comments helpful and look forward to seeing the final consultation
document. I am copying this to John Prescott, Alistair Darling, Gus Macdonald, Robin Cook,
Lord Williams, Andrew Turnbull and Martin Hurst at

No 10.

(e sile

PATRICIA HEWITT
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Department of Trade and Industry




CABINET OFFICE
70 Whitehall
London

The Rt Hon Lord Macdonald of Tradeston CBE SWIA 2AS

Minister for the Cabinet Office &

Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster Tel: 0207276 1250
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The Rt Hon John Prescott MP

Deputy Prime Minister
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London
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REVIEW OF LONDON MARKETS

Lord Whitty wrote to you on 29 October seeking views and comments on the report of the
review of London Markets which is due to be published in mid November.

I have no objection to the publication of the report and welcome the proposed consultation
that will give stakeholders the opportunity to comment on its recommendations. When
DEFRA consider implementation of the report a Regulatory Impact Assessment should be
produced. The impact these recommendations will have on business, particularly small
businesses, should be identified. It is likely that this will attract significant media interest so
the costs and benefits of the recommendations in the consultation document should be clearly
spelt out.

Can I also remind Ministers that such correspondence should normally allow ten working days
for a response, particularly when such a complex report is attached.

I am copying this letter to Patricia Hewitt, Alistair Darling, Robin Cook, Lord Williams, Sir
Andrew Turnbull and Martin Hurst at No. 10.

W

S
GUS MACDONALD

Web site: www.cabinet-office.gov.uk

Email: gus.macdonald@cabinet-office.x.gsi.gov.uk
& @c 2L i INVESTOR IN PEOPLE
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REVIEW OF LONDON MARKETS

Earlier this year, in response to the Eighth Report of the Select Committee on
Agriculture of April 2001, | commissioned jointly with the Corporation of London a
review of London wholesale markets. The terms of reference for the Review
were to consider:

Whether the existing London wholesale market facilities are well adapted to
the needs of the business communities and users which they serve;

The effect on the operation of the markets of the legislation which governs
them;

The potential impact of product diversification and changing demand for the
services provided by wholesale markets; and the scope for developing a co-
ordinated strategy for the future management of the markets

and to make such recommendations to the Secretary of State and the
Corporation of London as the reviewer considers appropriate, after having regard
to the practicality and legal and financial implications of implementing them.

A near final draft of the report, prepared by Nicholas Saphir, is attached. |
propose to publish the report in mid November. Together with the Corporation of
London, | have asked Nicholas Saphir to present it to an invited audience of
stakeholders on the day of publication.

)
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The key recommendation is that markets should be concentrated on to
composite sites to allow a greater variety of produce to be offered from the same
location, especially for the catering market. This would improve efficiency and
reduce traffic congestion. The report recommends that constraints on the
freedom to sell a wide product range or to hold markets within a specified
distance of existing markets should be removed.

The consultation process will provide an opportunity to judge whether
stakeholders agree with the commercial analysis of the report and are prepared
to co-operate in implementing its recommendations. If there is a consensus that
consolidation is desirable, the removal of legal obstacles to the relocation of
existing markets (by means of legislation) is likely to become a live issue. This in
turn could open the way to the better utilisation of facilities at New Covent
Garden Market (which is managed by a public corporation sponsored by Defra).
However, as no Departmental funds are available to fund new development, the
progress of integration of the markets will necessarily depend on the extent to
which the Corporation and others are willing and able to do so.

It remains the Department's aim to disengage from involvement in wholesale
markets. A key aim of the consultation will therefore be to establish the extent to
which others, including the Corporation and commercial interests, may be willing
and able to take forward the report’s recommendations.

| would welcome the views of colleagues on the report and on any aspects of its
recommendations in which they may have an interest. Subject to there being no
objections from colleagues by Tuesday 5 November | propose to set in hand

arrangements for the publication of the report and consultation with stakeholders.

| am copying this letter to Patricia Hewitt, Alistair Darling, Gus Macdonald, Robin
Cook , Lord Williams, Andrew Turnbull and Martin Hurst at No 10.
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The Rt Hon Alan Milburn MP Ars
Secretary of State for Health e
Richmond House =\
79 Whitehall
London SW1A

2 October 2002

LONDON CHOICE PIL.OT
| am seriously concerned that your proposed announcement today

commits us to a national roll-out of the London pilot on choice across
England.

I'm afraid | cannot accept this. We agreed that a decision on whether

or not to roll-out nationally the London choice pilot is subject to
Treasury approval and made in light of the Prime Minister's Delivery
Unit's evaluation of the London pilot. Given that the London pilot only
began yesterday we are not yet in a position to make a decision on
national roll-out, nor should we be raising expectations to this effect.

As Gordon said in his letter to you of the 6 December “Because

capacity is not yet in place, there is a grave risk that increased

£8/c0°d N3L d3gWnNN- OL v 1WH 301440 1SO WOdd  £2:21 E8rve-100-ca




£8d Y10l

demand will simply drive up prices in the private sector. | am also
worries about the destabilizing effect this might have on capacity in
the public sector and our first commitment is to build up that

capacity.”

We are therefore not prepared for you to make an announcement at
this stage that the London pilot will be rolled-out across the country. |
remain concerned, especially given the latest progress report from
the Delivery Unit, that this will raise patient expectations without
having the capacity and capability to deliver them. | must therefore
insist that the original agreement not to proceed with rollout until the
Prime Minister's Delivery Unit and ourselves have considered its
evaluation and signified our approval, is strictly adhered to.
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OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

5 26 Whitehall
Jeff Rooker § tidon

Minister of State for Housing, SWIA 2WH
Planning and Regeneration
Tel: 020 7944-3012
Fax: 020 7944-4489

Our ref: LR/025744/02

The Rt Hon Estelle Morris MP
Secretary of State

Department for Education and Skills
Sanctuary Buildings

Great Smith Street

London

SW1P 3BT

MAYOR’S DRAFT LONDON PLAN

Thank you for your letter of 5 September regarding the Mayor’s draft London Plan.

| agree with the points you have raised on the challenges posed by the projected
growth in the school age population and the wider issues of cultural and sporting
facilities and affordable housing. Officials are currently formulating a Government-
wide response to the Plan and your thoughts on these issues will be reflected in that

response.

Officials from Government Office for London, DfES and the GLA have had a number
of meetings to discuss issues, including those you have raised, and | feel it is
important for this dialogue to continue beyond our response to the Mayor's draft
London Plan on 30 September.

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, EAPC Committee, and Sir Andrew
Turnbull.
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MAYOR'’S DRAFT LONDON PLAN

| have seen Jeff Rooker’s letter of 6 August regarding his proposed course of
action in relation to the Mayor’s draft London Plan.

| agree with the points that he suggests making in response to the Mayor's
Plan, in particular regarding the deliverability and affordability of some of the
Mayor’s policies within the plan period.

Jeff is right that, where practical, we should consider attracting growth away
from London as part of our regional policies.. However, scope for such action
is limited, as for many firms the alternatives to London are not other parts of
the UK but New York, Paris and Frankfurt. It would be difficult to try and
constrain growth in London which is such a driving force behind our national
economy.

That said, significant elements of the Mayor's Plan are based on an
assumption that major transport projects will be delivered by some very
ambitious deadlines. And affordability will be a key issue for larger schemes,
the Mayor's Plan almost certainly implies public spending which is
considerably in access of existing investment plans.

It is important that we register these points in the terms Jeff has suggested,
expressing the need for realism and prioritisation.




@
| also think we should encourage the Mayor to consider a range of possible
growth scenarios, to develop a detailed implementation strategy with
strategic investment and other milestones, and to test the sensitivity of
certain assumptions to changes in the timing and delivery of key
infrastructure, particularly transport, to produce a Plan that is realistic, robust
and flexible.

| am copying this letter to Jeff, and to the Prime Minister, members of EAPC
and Sir Andrew Turnbull.

Nom,
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MAYOR'S DRAFT LONDON PLAN

Thank you for sight of your letter of 6 August to Gordon Brown. | wanted to take this
opportunity to flag up a number of education specific issues related to your point about
accommodating the scale of London’s forecast population growth.

It must be right to do all we can to protect the Green Belt. The projected expansion of London
secondary school pupil numbers in the next few years will pose us both a challenge and an
opportunity in this regard. We will clearly need to take an early and systematic look at the
overall pressure on school places in London. This work is already under the aegis of Stephen
Twigg in his role as Minister for Young People and Learning with responsibility for London
Schools. The forthcoming appointment of the London Schools Commissioner will give further
impetus to our work with the GLA and the Boroughs in these strategic planning matters.

We will certainly look to absorb much of the additional demand through spare capacity and
extensions of existing schools. New schools will, however, play an important part in our overall
strategy, both to accommodate additional pupil numbers and to replace unsuitable premises
and failing schools. This capacity to offer schools and communities a fresh start is a key part of
our strategy of renewal and is fundamental to raising standards and offering more genuine
choice for parents in our most disadvantaged communities.

This can pose real dilemmas in planning terms where the considerable gains to generations of
pupils, and to the wider community, of the new school and its facilities have to be balanced
against the loss of green space and any incursion into the Green Belt. | know these
considerations will be in the forefront of your mind in responding to the Mayor’s draft plan.

There are of course wider issues for the Mayor in considering the overall position of cultural and
sporting facilities. The needs and aspirations of school pupils and young people in general
should be key here. | hope also that the capacity of schools and their facilities to contribute to
the overall well being of the community should not be overlooked.
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Finally, | would like to add my support to the suggestion that, in agreeing proposals for housing
developments, the Mayor should be explicit in calling for affordable homes for key public sector
workers such as teachers, whose numbers and quality are essential to the developments in the
Capital that he describes in his introduction to the Draft Plan.

| hope that the above comments are helpful to you in drafting ygxr response to the consultation.
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LONDON

In your recent letter to the Chancellor you requested
comments on the line yd>u proposed to take in response to the
Mayor's Draft London Plan.

I am fully content with your propoged line, which is
consistent with the MOD's position. The MOD has a number of
more detailed comments on the Draft London Plan and my officials

have provided these separately to Government Office London.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.
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From JEFF ROOKER
Minister for Housing,
Planning and Regeneration
OFFICE OF THE A=
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTE
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' Eland House
MINISTER OF STATE Bressenden Place

London
SWI1E 5DU

The Rt Hon Gordon Brown MP Tel: 020 7944 3012

Chancellor of the Exchequer Fax: 020 7944 4486 :
HM Treasury e-mail: jeff.rooker@odpm.gsi.gov.uk

Parliament Street
London
SW1P 3AG
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MAYOR’S DRAFT LONDON PLAN

Web Site: www.odpm.gov.uk

The Mayor has recently published a full draft version of the Spatial Development Strategy
(known as the draft London Plan) for consultation. | am writing to seek EAPC’s agreement
to the line | propose to take in responding to the key issue raised in the draft plan - how to
accommodate London’s future growth. | would be grateful for colleagues’ comments by 9
September in order to meet the consultation deadline of 30 September.

London’s future growth

The draft plan sets out the Mayor’s vision for the future development of London and has a
15-20 year time horizon. Comments on the draft plan must be submitted by 30 September.

The key issue raised — and one of national significance - is London'’s future growth and
how to accommodate it. The plan states that London’s population is forecast to increase
from 7.4 million now to over 8.1million by 2016. Employment is projected to increase by
over 600,000 jobs in the same period, with most of the net gain being in the continued
growth of business services.

| believe that the Mayor’s forecasts, particularly the population estimates, are reasonable
working assumptions as inputs to the planning process, although they do not take account
of the ability of London to accommodate the scale of future growth suggested and need
further sensitivity testing against alternative scenarios for the future.

Is growth desirable?

The Mayor believes that growth in London’s population and employment is unavoidable,
desirable, and that, with significant investment in infrastructure, it can be accommodated.
Accordingly the Mayor's strategy is to fully provide for the projected growth within the
existing built-up area without any reduction in the quality of life, making London an
exemplar of sustainable development and a model “compact” city.
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i ’1e Mayor argues that planning to accommodate London’s continued growth is
(]

conomically essential to maintaining London’s world city role as well as assisting in the
regeneration of the capital’'s deprived areas.

The Mayor's desire for London to make provision for its own needs sits well with existing
Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9) and the recent Regional White
Paper “Your Region, Your Choice”. The Deputy Prime Minister’s initiative to develop
growth areas in adjoining regions may divert some of London’s proposed growth and it will
help ensure that any migrants from London, live and work in the wider south east region,
rather than increase the number of long distance commuters into London. However, the
growth area initiative is primarily designed to ease existing pressures in those regions,
rather than to significantly divert growth from London.

Most of the key elements of the Mayor’s policy framework in the draft plan accord closely
with Government guidance. Considerable emphasis is placed upon achieving compact and
sustainable forms of development by utilising brownfield not greenfield opportunities. In
addition, the plan proposes higher density, mixed use development, as well as recognising
the need for close integration between land-use, transport and economic initiatives.

Although | don't advocate deliberately constraining the growth of London, | do wonder
whether we might consider further the opportunities for attracting some growth away from
London, for the benefit of the UK as a whole, as part of our policy of making the regions

more successful.
Is the strateyy deiiverable?

Critically, the scale of growth that the draft plan assumes can be accommodated is based
upon assumptions regarding the delivery of essential infrastructure, including new public
transport schemes, additional housing, health and education facilities. Substantial private
and public sector investment is implied, which in some cases, particularly public transport
schemes, is well in excess of existing expenditure plans.

My officials are seeking to establish how deliverable elements of the draft Plan are, but my
preliminary view is that in some key areas, the Mayor's strategy does not take sufficient
account of constraints to the growth proposed. Future levels of investment are a key
constraint but there may be others, such as the availability of suitable land and the
capacity of the construction industry to deliver the numbers of homes and offices required.

In terms of responding to the draft Plan, | believe we should signal our concerns regarding
the deliverability of parts of the plan and ask the Mayor to consider further the scale and
timing of growth that can be accommodated within the plan period. The Mayor has set his
aspirations high, and will doubtless refer to his plan’s growth strategy in future negotiations
with Government. So, it is important we flag up any significant concerns now in order to
inform the public debate in respect to the draft plan, which will take place at an
examination in public early next year.

In conclusion, | am minded to make the following main points on the Mayor’s overall
strategy:




Agree that the draft plan should respond positively to London's likely future growth;

Support the broad thrust of the policies which seek to encourage more sustainable
patterns of development;

But flag up our concerns about the scale and timing of growth that can be
accommodated within the plan period.

Officials from the Government Office for London (GOL) are already in touch with officials

from all relevant Government Departments to consider the more detailed points of the draft
~plan. If you have not yet seen the draft London plan, copies and more information can be
obtained from GOL (Tony Thompson GTN 7217 3148 or Nick Tennant on GTN 7217
3146)

| would be grateful if you and EAPC colleagues could let me have any comments by 9
September. :

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of EAPC and to Sir Richard Wilson.

Rl LA

JEFF ROOKER
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Lord Mayor’s Banquet

The Senior Alderman below the Chair, Alderman Gavyn Arthur, has asked me to advise you
that the Lord Mayor’s Banquet is to be held this year at Guildhall on the evening of Monday,
11"™ November, and, subject to election, he hopes very much that you will be able to attend.
The speakers at the Banquet will be the Lord Mayor, the Prime Minister, the Archbishop of
Canterbury, the Lord Chancellor and the Late Lord Mayor.

It is hoped that you will be able to reserve the date of the Banquet. Invitations to the Banquet
will be sent early in October immediately after the election of the Lord Mayor.

If at this early stage you find that you are unable to attend, would you please advise us

accordingly.
W ]

Remembrancer

Jeremy Heywood, Esq, CB

Principal Private Secretary and Head of Policy Directorate
Prime Minister's Office

10 Downing Street

London SWIA 1AA
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FROM THE OFFICE OF LORD WHITTY
MINISTER FOR FOOD, FARMING AND SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
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Nobel House
17 Smith Square
Department for London SW1P 3JR

Environment, ] Tel: 020 7238/5387/5790/5385/5386
Food & Rural Affairs - Fax: 020 7238 1100

ol

MY

email: pus.lords@defra.gsi.gov.uk
Lead Official D&Ao\ Nix

Rt Hon thn Pre.:sg;ott MP [ iction 8y ' l-02
Deputy Prime Minister -
ODPM § mMco | mospa |fomene i

26 Whitehall For information i
London Pome Whiee e

SW1A 2WH gﬁW
[ 29 October 2002
N-B -bv

g

/ - // Q “34944 EL hs

) (SeA
REVIEW OF LONDON MARKETS

Earlier this year, in response to the Eighth Report of the Select Committee on
Agriculture of April 2001, | commissioned jointly with the Corporation of London a
review of London wholesale markets. The terms of reference for the Review
were to consider:

Whether the existing London wholesale market facilities are well adapted to
the needs of the business communities and users which they serve;

The effect on the operation of the markets of the legislation which governs
them;

The potential impact of product diversification and changing demand for the
services provided by wholesale markets; and the scope for developing a co-
ordinated strategy for the future management of the markets

and to make such recommendations to the Secretary of State and the
Corporation of London as the reviewer considers appropriate, after having regard
to the practicality and legal and financial implications of implementing them.

A near final draft of the report, prepared by Nicholas Saphir, is attached. |
propose to publish the report in mid November. Together with the Corporation of
London, | have asked Nicholas Saphir to present it to an invited audience of
stakeholders on the day of publication.

@,

PR
INVESTOR IN PEOPLE




The key recommendation is that markets should be concentrated on to
composite sites to allow a greater variety of produce to be offered from the same
location, especially for the catering market. This would improve efficiency and
reduce traffic congestion. The report recommends that constraints on the
freedom to sell a wide product range or to hold markets within a specified
distance of existing markets should be removed.

The consultation process will provide an opportunity to judge whether
stakeholders agree with the commercial analysis of the report and are prepared
to co-operate in implementing its recommendations. If there is a consensus that
consolidation is desirable, the removal of legal obstacles to the relocation of
existing markets (by means of le<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>