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1 INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

1.1.1 In 2009 a study was undertaken for WestTrans to identify the gaps in provision of orbital transport 
routes within West London and to provide recommendations for how orbital connections can be 
improved. 

1.1.2 The study was commissioned because, whilst most of the major transport routes in West London 
provide for radial movements to and from central London, orbital movements are generally poorly 
served. This has the effect of reducing not only the opportunities for longer-distance orbital 
movements across the sub-region but also the locally focused journeys to town centres and 
employment centres from non-radial directions. 

1.1.3 Informed by the findings from the 2009 study, in development of the West London Sub-Regional 
Transport Plan 2012 (WLSRTP), TfL undertook an analysis which identified seven ‘select’ corridors 
(shown in red in the image below) which currently underperform.  

 Corridor 1: Heathrow - Uxbridge 

 Corridor 2: Heathrow - Kingston 

 Corridor 3: Heathrow - Harrow 

 Corridor 4: Hounslow - Kingston 

 Corridor 5: Wembley - Ealing 

 Corridor 6: Ealing - Brent Cross 

 Corridor 7: White City - Clapham Junction 

Figure 1.1: Underperforming corridors (in red) 
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1.1.4 The key factors used in the TfL analysis were:  

 Demand (both existing and forecast); 
 Public transport versus highway journey time; 
 Population / employment growth; 
 Rail crowding; and 
 Highway congestion. 

1.1.5 WestTrans subsequently commissioned the West London Strategic Corridors Study, which was 
completed in 2012 and identified a prioritised and costed package of multi-modal transport 
improvements for the seven corridors whose aim was to address orbital transport connectivity 
issues. These responded to short, medium and long-term problems, present and future growth, and 
proposed regeneration within West London. 

1.1.6 The 2012 study involved extensive data analysis to identify current and expected future issues 
along the corridors such as bus crowding and highways congestion.  

1.2 OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 

1.2.1 The scope of the new study is to review whether the seven corridors are still the right ones to 
prioritise for improving orbital movement in West London. This new assessment focuses on the 
corridors themselves rather than taking a fresh look at the sub-region as a whole and refers to the 
three key themes at the heart of the draft Mayors Transport Strategy (Draft) namely: 

1. Healthy Streets and healthy people; 

2. A good public transport experience; and 

3. New homes and jobs. 

1.2.2 As with the original 2009 study and subsequent TfL analysis, the focus is on improving orbital 
connectivity by bus. However, it is becoming increasingly important to improve wider connectivity 
for cycling and therefore this has also been factored into the corridor assessment. 

1.2.3 The previous studies involved a lot of data analysis which was very resource intensive. Likewise, 
the latest (2016) WLSRTP also involved extensive data analysis to produce a wide range of relevant 
thematic mapping outputs. It was agreed that to undertake the assessment, rather than replicating 
the previous data analysis, a more cost effective and pragmatic approach was to interpret the 
existing WLSRTP thematic mapping (and South London SRTP - SLSRTP) in a systematic way to 
assess the relevance / impact on the corridor. This was supplemented with information derived from 
a desktop review of pertinent factors e.g. location of Crossrail interchanges, planned cycling 
improvements etc. These factors are discussed in further detail for each corridor in Chapter 2. 

1.3 STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

1.3.1 Following this brief introduction, this report is structured as follows: 

 Methodology - describing the corridors, data used for the analysis and scoring methodology;  

 Analysis summary - reporting on the relevant findings for each corridor; and 

 Corridor comparison – comparing the scores allocated to each corridor and concluding 
thoughts on each.   

1.3.2 Further details of the analysis are shown in the Appendices.   
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2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 OVERVIEW 

2.1.1 The process that was followed to review the corridors is shown in the figure below.  

Figure 2.1: Study Approach 

 

2.2 ROUTE IDENTIFICATION  

2.2.1 The first step of this study was to review the routes previously identified to understand whether they 
are still considered applicable and reflect the latest bus routes that represents viable travel options 
by bus along the corridor, whether as a direct route or whether necessitating interchanges with 
other bus services or rail / tube services. Determining whether a bus route represents a ‘viable’ 
option has been broadly defined by the travel time being approximately within ten minutes of the 
quickest route by bus.  
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2.2.2 As set out Para 1.3.1, the routes identified were:  

 Corridor 1 (Heathrow – Uxbridge): 

 Corridor 2 (Heathrow – Kingston):  

 Corridor 3 (Heathrow – Harrow): 

 Corridor 4 (Hounslow – Kingston):  

 Corridor 5 (Wembley – Ealing): 

 Corridor 6 (Ealing – Brent Cross):  

 Corridor 7 (White City – Clapham Junction): 

2.2.3 The map below sets out the above corridors. 

Figure 2.2: Overview of Corridors  

 

2.3 MAPPING APPRAISAL 

2.3.1 The corridors were analysed in relation to the existing WLSRTP and SLSRTP thematic mapping 
and scored accordingly. The maps chosen for the assessment concern the following aspects:  

 Population - baseline (2011) and future (2031) concentrations;  
 Employment - baseline (2011) and future (2031) concentrations;  
 Congestion - baseline (2012) and future (2031) bus and highways delays;  
 Other future considerations: 

 Planned cycle route – informed by the WestTrans Cycling Strategy; 
 Crossrail station locations; and 
 Opportunity Areas.  

 Policy – Draft Mayors Transport Strategy: 
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 Access to Housing Growth – informed by the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) 

 Propensity to Cycle – informed by assessments undertaken for the TfL Strategic Cycling 
Analysis. 

 Switchable Trips – informed by existing journey times / congestion whereby improvements 
to bus speeds would encourage a switch from motor vehicle trips to bus.  

2.3.2 As described later in this chapter, several of the above factors relate to current demand and issues 
regarding capacity and delay. However, the key determinant that is driving the need to provide 
better bus services on orbital routes in West London is the planned level of growth. To provide the 
context for this, in Figure 2-3 we have superimposed the corridors on a mapping extract from the 
Mayor of London’s ‘City in the West’ document.  

Figure 2.3: City in the West / Corridors Overview  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3.3 The following text and figures set out the factors and associated maps used for the analysis. Full 
versions of the maps can be viewed in Appendix I.  

Corridor 3 

Corridor 7 

Corridor 1 

Corridor 5 

Corridor 6 

Corridor 2 

Corridor 4 
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POPULATION DENSITY 

2.3.4 Figure 2-4 illustrates the population density and growth (excluding open space) for 2011 and 
2031 respectively. Population density across the sub-region varies significantly from Hammersmith 
& Fulham, which is more reflective of a central London region, compared to e.g. Hillingdon, which 
contains large areas of lower density semi-detached housing. Growth also varies across the region 
and is primarily linked by the various Opportunity Areas identified in the Further Alterations to the 
London Plan. These factors were selected on the basis that future improvements to public transport 
services, and in particular, bus services, would help support higher levels of population growth to 
reduce reliance on the private vehicle. 

Figure 2.4: SRTP - Population Density (2011) 

          

EMPLOYMENT 

2.3.5 The west sub-region has a relatively strong, diverse economy which supports a mix of professional 
services, local public services, retail, industrial activities and logistics and transport services. Maps 
of both existing and future employment areas (outlined in Figure 2-5) were selected to understand 
which corridors are most likely to be used to access job opportunities.  

Figure 2.5: Employment Density (2011) and Growth (2031) & Major Centre on Corridor 
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CAR OWNERSHIP 

2.3.6 Levels of car ownership vary quite significantly across 
the sub-region, as set out in Figure 2-6. For example, 
whilst car ownership is relatively high in Brent and 
Ealing, there are large parts of both that have low 
levels car ownership, mostly in areas with good access 
to public transport. Car ownership levels are highest in 
Hillingdon. This was considered a key factor in helping 
understand whether residents are more reliant on 
public transport, and hence a greater need to provide 
frequent, fast and reliable bus services.  

 

 

BUS SPEEDS 

2.3.7 Figure 2-7 sets out existing bus speeds (2013) and 
expected bus speeds (2031)1. This was selected as a key consideration due to the fact a corridor 
that experiences significant highway delays may constrain employment growth in these locations, 
as congestion and poor journey time reliability adds costs to business operations and restricts 
accessible to potential customers and suppliers. 

Figure 2.7: SRTP - Bus Speed 2013 & 2031 

      

 

 

                                                      
 
 
 
1 WLSRTP labels outputs as ‘Bus Speeds 2013 and Bus Delays 2031 

Figure 2.6: SRTP - Percentage of 
households without access to a car 
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JUNCTION DELAYS 

2.3.8 Similarly, existing and future junction delays were factored in the assessment due to the impacts 
that congestion can have on bus speed and reliability. A number of boroughs Local Implementation 
Plans consider the poor orbital public transport links in the region as one of the reasons why people 
travel by private vehicle, ultimately leading to increased congestion and slower bus journey times.  

Figure 2.8: SRTP - Junction Delay 2012 & 2031 

       

ACCESS TO HOUSING 

2.3.9 Each year, 50,000 new homes are needed to 
accommodate the demand from people who want 
to live and work in London and by 2041 around 1.2 
million more jobs will need to be created. People 
want to live and work in well-connected places so 
transport will help to make this growth happen. 
Figure 2-9 sets out the Housing Zones identified 
via the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment and the proximity of the corridors to 
these zones have been factored into this 
assessment. 

PROPENSITY TO CYCLE 

2.3.10 The Mayor has asked TfL to put the Healthy Streets 
Approach at the heart of its decision making. To 
achieve this, it is important to plan a longer term and 
coherent cycle network across London in a way that will 
complement walking and public transport priorities. To do 
this, TfL produced a Strategic Cycling analysis that included 
a forecast to show future cycling demand that will be used 
to justify future investment.  
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TRAFFICMASTER 

2.3.11 TrafficMaster data is made up of a mixture of vehicles 
with over 135,000 polled every 1 to 10 seconds giving 
an accurate indication on speed and congestion on 
main roads. The study assumes a corridor with 
severe congestion / low speeds has a greater 
potential to encourage a modal shift than a corridor 
that is lightly trafficked.  

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

2.3.12 Other factors that were taken into account in the 
assessment are: 

 West London Cycling Strategy – of particular 
interest is whether the corridors coincided with 
existing routes identified for improvements, proposed cycle routes and borough / TfL 
aspirational routes. 

 Crossrail Stations – demand is expected to increase along corridors for existing and future 
residents/employees who live/work within a relatively short bus journey or cycle ride to a 
Crossrail station because of the improved, quicker radial service into / out of central London. 

 Opportunity Areas – as set out in the City in the West and SRTPs, including the numerous 
Opportunity Areas.  

2.3.13 Appendix I-2 includes an extract of routes set out in the West London Cycling Strategy, as well 
as the Crossrail Stations located within the sub region.  

2.4 SCORING 

CATCHMENT AREA AND ‘SEGMENTS’ 

2.4.1 In order to make the scoring more precise and systematic, each route was divided into ‘segments’ 
to be analysed individually. These segments measure about 400m from the route on both sides 
and about 1km in length (as shown in the example below) and broadly correspond to the catchment 
area of the route. This distance was selected as TfL has an objective of providing a bus service 
within 400m (5 minutes’ walk) of most homes.  

Figure 2.12: Example of 'segments' 
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SCORING KEY AND TABLE 

2.4.2 Each segment was given a score from 1 (low) to 5 
(high) for each of the factors listed in the table below 
(2.1). For example, a segment scoring 5 for ‘Population 
Density’ would indicate high population density2. To 
ensure a consistent approach to scoring, some 
categories have been combined, as illustrated in the 
figure to the right.   

2.4.3 Scoring keys for all maps (including maps) are shown in Appendix I.  

2.4.4 Table 2.1 below is an example of how the scoring was applied, split by ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ 
considerations as well as ‘policy’ considerations and specifically, whether interventions would 
contribute towards the objectives set out in the draft Mayors Transport Strategy. The higher scores 
indicate poor performance (e.g. low bus speed, high delay) or high potential demand (e.g. high 
population density, high employment growth) which mean there is a greater need for good orbital 
movements.  

Table 2.1: Example of scoring table 

 

2.4.5 A spreadsheet analysis was carried out to compare the corridors (as shown in the next chapter) 
and identify the segments within each corridor which is considered a priority and therefore benefit 
from i.e. improved / new bus services, infrastructure to improve bus speed / reliability or e.g. a new 
cycle route, to accommodate the demand of sustainable travel along the corridor associated with 
the presence of Opportunity Areas. The full spreadsheet analysis is included as an Electronic 
Appendix.  

WEIGHTING 

2.4.6 The factors have been weighted in line with their respective importance and the same weightings 
are used for all corridors. These weightings have been agreed with both TfL and WestTrans. The 
spreadsheet model has been produced to enable future readers to amend the weighting according 

                                                      
 
 
 
2 Exception to this approach to scoring is ‘Bus Speeds’ where 1 (low) signifies high speeds and 5 (high) 

signifies low speeds. 
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to their priorities. Changes to the weighting will automatically update the scores allocated to each 
segment to reflect the revised priority. 

Table 2.2: Weighting 

Factor Weighting 

Baseline Factors 

Population Density (2011) 5 

Employment Density (2011) 5 

% Households w/o car 5 

Bus Speed (2013) 10 

Junction Delay (2012) 5 

Future Factors 

Population Growth (2011 - 31) 10 

Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 10 

Bus Delay (2031) 10 

Junction Delay (2031) 10 

Other future considerations 10 

Policy Factors 

Access to Housing 

20 Propensity to Cycle 

Switchable Trips 

2.4.7 It was agreed with TfL that a greater weight should be given to the future scenario to better account 
for future trends and in particular, population and employment growth. Previously, increases for 
these have been largely met by incremental improvements in bus services over time, but it is 
considered that similar improvements will not suffice (due to the significant development expected) 
if buses are to continue to remain a viable travel option for many.  

2.4.8 Future factors have an overall weight of 50 (of 100) with the baseline weight of 30 (of 100). The 
remaining score (20) is linked to whether the corridor can contribute towards the three key themes 
set out in the draft Mayors Transport Strategy. The weighting of each factor was decided with the 
following in mind:  

 Population and Employment Density provides an indication of the concentrations of current 
demand, not all of which will be adequately provided for. 

 Population and Employment Growth are of primary importance given that, to varying 
degrees, they will place increased demands on existing bus services and require better 
provision for cyclists.  

 Households without car included areas where the reliance on public transport is greatest 
and/or where trip distances are shorter. Many of these areas will have higher levels of 
deprivation, where constraints with travel options and travel costs may limit their opportunities 
for employment and contribute to social exclusion and poor wellbeing.  

 Junction Delay, both baseline and future, are partially taken into account in Bus Speed and 
Delay. 

 Other future considerations included: 
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 Cycling: due to the increasing importance of improving wider connectivity for cycling and 
sustainable travel associated with existing sites, as well as new developments that have the 
infrastructure to support a higher level of cycle through e.g. cycle parking facilities.    

 Crossrail: provision of direct, frequent and fast services will generate high demand, including 
for connecting bus and cycle  trips; and 

 Opportunity Areas: to a certain extent these have already been taken in account in 
Population and Employment Growth, but they will also become attractors for other non-
employment trips which need to be acknowledged in this assessment. 

 Policy factors reflect the three key themes of the draft Mayors Transport Strategy, namely: 

 Access to Housing: areas identified to facilitate the growing housing need in London should 
be located in areas that are accessible via sustainable means and not result in an increase 
in reliance in the private vehicle. 

 Propensity to Cycle: an analysis of origins and destinations show 33% of cyclable trips start 
or finish on major roads, whilst many more cyclable trips would be made using the strategic 
road network in spite of not starting or ending on it. Greater consideration of the impact 
interventions will have on the cycling environment will be required for routes identified with 
significant potential for cycle demand.  

 Switchable Trips: interventions on corridors / segments that improve bus speeds and the 
cycling environment where there is severe congestion / low speeds could act as an incentive 
to switch trips made by the private motor vehicle, to bus or cycle.    

2.4.9 The chart beneath shows the breakdown of the weighting. 

Figure 2.13: Weighting by factor (%) 

 

  

Population 
Density (2011), 5 Employment 

Density (2011), 5

% Households 
w/o car, 5

Bus Speed 
(2013), 10

Junction Delay 
(2012), 5

Population 
Growth (2011 -

31), 10

Employment 
Growth (2011 -

31), 10

Bus Delay (2031), 
10

Junction Delay 
(2031), 10

Other future 
considerations, 

10

Mayors 
Transport 

Strategy, 20
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3 ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

3.1 CORRIDOR 1: HEATHROW - UXBRIDGE 

3.1.1 Corridor 1 (Uxbridge to Heathrow) was not set out as part of the previous Strategic Corridor study 
undertaken in 2009. It was however agreed that there was merit in identifying the relevant routes 
between these two areas and a meeting was held with the London Borough of Hillingdon to agree 
the routes.  

3.1.2 This corridor falls completely within the London Borough of Hillingdon. It encompasses key 
movements between Heathrow Airport and Uxbridge Town Centre through the A3044, A408, 
A4020, A437, Coldharbour Lane, A312 and the A4. The corridor (illustrated below) is approximately 
6 miles long and was split into 29 segments. There are four stations along the corridor: Heathrow 
Airport (Tube and Rail), West Drayton (Rail), Uxbridge (Tube) and Hayes & Arlington (Rail). The 
segment plan is included in Appendix II.  

Figure 3.1: Corridor 1 context map 
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ANALYSIS – CORRIDOR WIDE 

3.1.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 

Table 3.1: Corridor 1 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 7 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 6 8 

4. % Households w/o car 7 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 15 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 4 5 

Sub Total  40 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 19 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 12 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 37 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 11 12 

11. Other future considerations 16 10 

Sub Total  95 86 

Policy Factors 40 37 

Grand Total 174 181 

3.1.4 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance / 
demand along the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the 
baseline and future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens 
over time. The greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is 
likely to be required. The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and 
confirms a 138% change in scores between both scenarios.  

Figure 3.2: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference  
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3.1.5 The figures below illustrates the factors that scored particularly high (4-5 / 5) for both ‘baseline’ 
and ‘future’ factors and the relevant section of route.   

Figure 3.3: ‘Baseline’ and ‘Future’ high scoring factors for Corridor 1 

          

3.1.6 In summary, the assessment found: 

 Corridor 1 had a relatively low score (=40), below the average for all corridors (=58) for the 
‘baseline’ scenario, but scored above average for the future considerations. This can be 
explained by a number of future developments, including: 

 Heathrow OA that will create 9,000 new homes and 12,000 new jobs around the southern 
segments of the corridor.  

 The introduction of Crossrail at West Drayton and Hayes, which is considered likely to result 
in residents nearby travelling along the corridor to access Crossrail services. 

 Improved cycling facilities at these Crossrail stations as part of the Crossrail Complimentary 
Measures (CCM) i.e. high quality cycle parking facilities and improved access routes. The 
additional cycle demand along these routes to access these stations presents an opportunity 
to add value of any scheme improvements by improving bus reliability and speed, as well as 
the cycling environment. 

 In addition, there are aspirational routes along the A408 between Uxbridge and West 
Drayton and the existing regional route connecting Uxbridge and Hayes, both of which 
are set out in the West London Cycling Strategy. 

 Hillingdon has the 7th highest AM and 10th highest PM peak current bus delays of all London 
boroughs3 and bus delays are expected to worsen throughout the corridor in 2031. This is in 
part due to poor connectivity opportunities between Uxbridge and Heathrow. 

 Segments around Uxbridge town centre received the highest scores overall (an average of all 
factors).  

 Segments on the A4020 close to Brunel University had high scores for population growth and 
future junction delay.  

 The relatively high score for the policy factors is primarily linked to the future propensity to cycle 
along some of the key routes identified in Corridor 1. In addition, the corridor provides access 
to future housing in the West Drayton area that has been identified by the SHLAA.  
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Future 



19 

  

West London Strategic Corridors Review WSP 
WestTrans Project No 70027217 
Confidential  

ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

3.1.7 The radar chart below summarises the weighted scores by segment. The exact location of each 
segment can be cross referenced with the map illustrated below. The full scale map can be viewed 
in Appendix II.   

3.1.8 The chart highlights that the baseline factors scored relatively low compared to future factors (for 
the reasons mentioned above i.e. Crossrail, Heathrow OA) and that improvements on this corridor 
would complement the objectives of the draft Mayors Transport Strategy (particularly for the section 
of route along the A4). 

Figure 3.4: Scores by Segment for Corridor 1 

  

  

                                                      
 
 
 
3 Set out in Hillingdon’s Local Implementation Plan 
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3.2 CORRIDOR 2: HEATHROW - KINGSTON 

3.2.1 Corridor 2 covers three London Boroughs: Hillingdon, Hounslow and Richmond. It encompasses 
key movement routes between Heathrow Airport and Kingston. Some of the key roads included in 
the corridor are Bath Road, Uxbridge Road, Kingston Road, Stanley Road and Hampton Court 
Road. The vast number of viable travel options means the route has been split into 56 segments. 
The segment plan is included in Appendix II. The figure below sets out the route of the corridor 
and other factors pertinent to this study. 

Figure 3.5: Corridor 2 context map 

 

ANALYSIS – CORRIDOR WIDE 

3.2.2 The table overleaf provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 
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Table 3.2: Corridor 2 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 8 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 7 8 

4. % Households w/o car 6 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 24 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 4 5 

Sub Total  49 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 18 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 9 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 32 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 9 12 

11. Other future considerations 8 10 

Sub Total  76 86 

Policy Factors 33 37 

Grand Total 158 181 

3.2.3 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance / 
demand along the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the 
baseline and future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens 
over time. The greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is 
likely to be required.  

3.2.4 The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and confirms a 55% 
change in scores between both scenarios.  

Figure 3.6: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference  
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3.2.5 In summary, the corridor had a relatively low score (=49 vs Av. 58) compared to the average for all 
corridors for the ‘baseline’ as well as the future considerations (=76 vs Av. 86). The assessment 
noted: 

 The highest scoring segments on the corridor overall (an average of all factors) correspond to 
Hounslow, explained in part by the Heathrow Airport OA. 

 Although relatively low scores overall, the area around Hounslow town centre scored highest 
as part of the baseline considerations.   

 In particular, the segments around Hounslow and Kingston scored highly in relation to both bus 
and junction delays (2031). Bus and junction delays are also noted throughout the corridor, 
although to a much lesser extent than that experienced for the corridors located further east 
and within (or adjacent) to numerous OAs (i.e. Corridor 5, 6 and 7). 

 Growth population was relatively low, with the exception of Hounslow which is expected to 
accommodate some of the 12,000 new homes set out in the Heathrow OA. 

 The corridor also scored relatively low for other future considerations, such as improved cycle 
links set out in the West London Cycling Strategy and the introduction of Crossrail. For the 
former, the scores were limited to the section of route linking Heathrow Airport and Hounslow 
(predominantly along Bath Road) that is set out as an aspirational route, and proposed 
improvements between Hounslow and Hanworth, along Hounslow Road (A314).   

 The corridor coincides with a number sites identified in the SHLAAs on the northern section of 
the route between Heathrow and Hounslow. Nonetheless, the overall score for the policy factors 
is beneath the average score for all corridors (=33 vs Av. 37). 

3.2.6 The figures below illustrates the factors that scored particularly high (4-5 / 5) for both ‘baseline’ 
and ‘future’ factors and the relevant section of route.   

Figure 3.7: Baseline and Future high scoring factors for Corridor 2 

   

 

ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

3.2.7 The radar chart overleaf summarises the weighted scores by segment. The scores can be cross 
referenced with the map to the right (the full version can be viewed in Appendix II) to identify which 
segment the score corresponds to.   

Baseline Future 
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3.2.8 Whilst the total score (average baseline and future) is relatively low, the chart highlights significant 
differences in scores by segments. This is due to the characteristics the corridor encompasses i.e. 
town centres as well as suburban London areas. There are a number of segments whereby 
improvements to bus speed / bus reliability as well as enhancement to the cycling environment, 
would contribute towards the objectives of the Mayors Transport Strategy. 

Figure 3.8: Scores by Segment for Corridor 2 
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3.3 CORRIDOR 3: HEATHROW - HARROW 

3.3.1 Corridor 3 covers three London Boroughs: Hillingdon, Ealing and Harrow. It encompasses key 
movement routes between Heathrow Airport and Harrow Town Centre, running parallel to the A312, 
which forms part of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) between the A4 and A40. There 
are five stations along the corridor; Heathrow Airport, Hayes and Harlington Station, Northolt 
Station, Northwick Park Station and South Harrow Station.   

3.3.2 The corridor is approximately 12 miles in length, and was split into 16 segments. The segment plan 
is included in Appendix II. 

Figure 3.9: Corridor 3 context map 

 

ANALYSIS - OVERVIEW 

3.3.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 
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Table 3.3: Corridor 3 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 12 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 7 8 

4. % Households w/o car 9 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 21 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 3 5 

Sub Total  51 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 12 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 11 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 37 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 8 12 

11. Other future considerations 16 10 

Sub Total  83 86 

Policy Factors 51 37 

Grand Total 185 181 

3.3.4 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance / 
demand along the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the 
baseline and future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens 
over time. The greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is 
likely to be required.  

3.3.5 The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and confirms a 63% 
change in scores between both scenarios.  

Figure 3.10: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference 

 

3.3.6 Overall, the corridor had a relatively low score for baseline factors (=51) and future factors (=83) 
compared to the average scores (58 and 86 respectively).  In summary, the assessment found: 

 Population density is relatively high for Corridor 3 (2nd highest), which can be explained due to 
high concentrations in the surrounding area of Harrow town centre. 
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 Employment density is relatively similar to that of other corridors, with the exception of Corridor 
7 that scores highly due to it being located on the border of central London.   

 The worst performing segments on the corridor overall (an average of all factors) correspond 
to the area around Hayes and the part of the network that crosses with the M4.  

 Growth in population scored relatively low, which is despite the fact a large part of the corridor 
is covered by the Heathrow OA and the northern part of the route is adjacent to Harrow & 
Wealdstone OA.  

 It did however score highly on employment growth (2nd highest), that can be attributed to the 
future jobs associated with Heathrow OA in particular (12,000 new jobs).  

 Bus delays are projected to worsen significantly for large parts of the corridors, which is linked 
to the additional vehicle trips generated by the OAs.  

 Another factor considered to impact on predicted bus delays is the introduction of Crossrail at 
Hayes & Harlington Station, with nearby residents / visitors travelling along the corridor to 
access the much quicker and improved service. 

 There is a mixture of existing regional routes and borough aspirational core routes that coincide 
with the corridor, set out in the West London Cycling Strategy, which contributed to it scoring 
highly compared to other corridors. This includes the regional route between Hayes and 
Heathrow Airport, as well as aspirational routes around Northolt.   

 Orbital improvements along the corridor would complement the objectives of the draft Mayors 
Transport Strategy due to the expected increase in cycle demand along the route and existing 
congestion on the route. The latter indicates some potential for switchable (vehicle to bus or 
cycle) trips if interventions resulted in reduced journey times for sustainable modes of travel.   

3.3.7 The figures below illustrate the factors that scored particularly high (4-5 / 5), split by both ‘baseline’ 
and ‘future’ scenarios and highlights the relevant section of the route the high score is linked to.  

Figure 3.11:  Baseline and Future high scoring factors for Corridor 3 
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ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

3.3.8 The radar chart below summarises the weighted scores by segment. The scores can be cross 
referenced with the map to the right (the full version can be viewed in Appendix II) to identify 
which segment the score corresponds with.  

3.3.9 The assessment confirms that the southern part of the corridor scores higher in the future factors 
(due to the impact of Heathrow OA), whilst the northern segments score higher with the baseline 
factors. This is due to the number of future developments in the region that is ultimately linked with 
growth in population and job opportunities and hence additional trips. 

Figure 3.12: Scores by Segment for Corridor 3 
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3.4 CORRIDOR 4: HOUNSLOW - KINGSTON 

3.4.1 Corridor 4 covers two London Boroughs, Hounslow and Richmond, and encompasses key 
movement routes between Hounslow and Kingston. These include Nelson Road, Sixth Cross Road, 
Stanley Road, Heath Road and Kingston Road. The corridor is approximately 5 miles long and has 
been split into 19 segments for this study. The route is located on the path of a number of stations, 
namely:  

 Hounslow Station; 
 Whitton Station; 
 Twickenham Station; 
 Teddington Station; 
 Hanger Lane Station; and 
 Hampton Wick Station.  

3.4.2 The segment plan is included in Appendix II. The figure below sets out the route of the corridor 
and other factors pertinent to this study. 

Figure 3.13: Corridor 4 context map 
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ANALYSIS – CORRIDOR WIDE 

3.4.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 

Table 3.4: Corridor 4 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 8 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 7 8 

4. % Households w/o car 6 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 24 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 3 5 

Sub Total  46 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 15 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 9 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 29 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 7 12 

11. Other future considerations 2 10 

Sub Total  62 86 

Policy Factors 25 37 

Grand Total 134 181 

3.4.4 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance / 
demand on the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the 
baseline and future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens 
over time. The greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is 
likely to be required. The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and 
confirms a 35% change in scores between both scenarios.  

Figure 3.14: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference  
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3.4.5 The corridor scores beneath the average for both baseline factors (=46 vs Av.65), future factors 
(=62 vs Av. 86) and policy factors (=25 vs Av. 37) The assessment concluded: 

 Although the corridor scores below the average for both baseline and future factors considered 
above, it is noted that: 

 Population growth is expected in Hounslow - linked to the Heathrow OA that includes over 
12,000 new homes, some of which will be located in this area. 

 Whilst current bus delay is not recorded as part of the SRTP for 12/19 segments north of the 
corridor, it is noted that Hounslow Council acknowledge4 that the road network struggles to 
cope with peak time traffic, particularly on some of the orbital north / south routes where the 
volume of traffic (in part, caused by the lack of alternative transport mode choice) coupled 
with a lower road capacity can cause severe delays. Severe delays are reflected in some of 
the scores associated with ‘Bus Delays (2031)’ on the northern segments of the corridor in 
and around Hounslow.  

 As above, this is considered to be associated with the additional vehicle trips generated 
by the Heathrow OA.  

 The worst performing segments on the corridor overall (an average of all factors) correspond 
to the Hounslow and Twickenham areas. 

 The assessment noted there is no OAs located on, or adjacent to the southern part of the 
corridor. This is reflected in the relatively low scores for future factors on the southern segments.  

 Similarly, the corridor does not link up with other future considerations factored in the score, 
namely Crossrail, or cycling improvements / aspirations set out in the West London Cycling 
Strategy with the exception of a small section of route from Hounslow on the B361. 

 The characteristics above reflect the relatively low scores for policy factors too, with the corridor 
not providing any direct links to strategic housing land and is expected to have relatively low 
levels of future cycle demand compared to other corridors on the northern section of the route.   

3.4.6 The figures overleaf illustrate the factors that scored particularly high (4-5 / 5) by relevant 
segments, split by both ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scenarios.  

Figure 3.15: Baseline and Future High Scoring Factors 
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ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

3.4.7 The radar chart below summarises the weighted scores by segment. The scores can be cross 
referenced with the map to the right (the full version can be viewed in Appendix II) to identify which 
segment the score corresponds to.   

Figure 3.16: Scores by Segment for Corridor 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4.8 The chart confirms that the northern part of the corridor scores higher (due to the impact of 
Heathrow OA), whilst the southern segments score more highly with the baseline factors compared 
to the future factors. This is due to the lack of OAs within / adjacent to the southern section of the 
route, which is ultimately linked with growth in population and job opportunities and hence additional 
trips. 

  

                                                      
 
 
 
4 LB Hounslow Local Implementation Plan 2011 - 2031 
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3.5 CORRIDOR 5: WEMBLEY - EALING 

3.5.1 Corridor 5 covers two London Boroughs, Ealing and Brent, and encompasses key movement routes 
between Ealing Broadway and Wembley town centre. The corridor consists of key orbital roads 
which facilitate movement by traffic, buses, pedestrians and cyclists. These include Castlebar 
Road, Argyle Road, Horsenden Road South, Bilton Road, Ealing Road (A4005 and A4089) and a 
section of Wembley High Road (A404) which forms part of the Transport for London Strategic Road 
Network (SRN). It includes four stations, namely: 

 Wembley Park Station; 
 Alperton Station; 
 Hanger Lane Station; and 
 Ealing Broadway Station. 

3.5.2 The corridor is approximately 5.5 miles long and has been split into 12 segments for this study. The 
segment plan is included in Appendix II. The figure below sets out the route of the corridor and 
other factors pertinent to this study. 

Figure 3.17: Corridor 5 context map 

 



33 

  

West London Strategic Corridors Review WSP 
WestTrans Project No 70027217 
Confidential  

ANALYSIS – CORRIDOR WIDE 

3.5.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 

Table 3.5: Corridor 5 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 10 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 7 8 

4. % Households w/o car 9 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 33 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 7 5 

Sub Total  66 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 22 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 6 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 42 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 16 12 

11. Other future considerations 13 10 

Sub Total  98 86 

Policy Factors 36 37 

Grand Total 200 181 

3.5.4 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance / 
demand on the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the 
baseline and future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens 
over time. The greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is 
likely to be required.  

3.5.5 The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and confirms a 48% 
change in scores between both scenarios.  

Figure 3.18: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference 
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3.5.6 The baseline factors score (=66) was above the average score (=58) for all corridors and exceeded 
the average score for the future factors (=98 vs Av. 86). The policy factor score was in line with the 
average score. In summary, the assessment concluded:  

 The area with a relatively high population density is focused in the areas surrounding Wembley.  

 The worst performing segments on the corridor overall (an average of all factors) correspond 
to Ealing Rd and the North Circular Road. 

 Ealing already has one of the worst figures for annual vehicle delays on the road network, and 
the OA at Park Royal will contribute to this worsening. The Old Oak OA, although not located 
on the corridor, is considered likely to contribute towards worsening junction delays / congestion 
with residents living nearby travelling to / from the area along the corridor. 

 Despite three OAs located along the corridor and another OA located in close proximity, 
population density does not score significantly above the average for all corridors. This can 
be explained in part, by the fact that there are many more jobs being created, than new 
homes. This reasoning also applies to the above point that discusses worsening junction 
delays.  

 The score factors in the introduction of Crossrail at Ealing Broadway station that is assumed 
will create additional trips along the southern segments of the corridor from nearby residents 
selecting to travel in / out of central London on a quicker service. 

 The score also factors in borough aspirational cycle routes set out in the West London Cycling 
Strategy. This includes an aspirational route along the North Circular that would provide a link 
to Ealing Broadway, as well as a proposed cycle route using the less congested part of the 
network linking Ealing Broadway and the A40. 

 The score associated with the policy factors reflects the average score. The assessment noted 
that the corridor coincides with some of the key routes identified that is expected to experience 
an increase in cycling activity, and in particular along the B455 between Ealing Broadway and 
the A40 mentioned above.  

3.5.7 The figures below illustrate the segments that scored particularly high (4-5) for specific factors set 
out in the table above. 

Figure 3.19: Baseline and Future high scoring factors for Corridor 5  
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ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

3.5.8 The radar chart below summarises the weighted scores by segment, confirming higher scores for 
the future conditions with the exception for segment 1 (Wembley). The exact location of each 
segment can be viewed in the map below (and Appendix II) to cross reference the scores against 
these factors.  

Figure 3.20: Scores by Segment for Corridor 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5.9 The higher scores for the future conditions reflect the nature of the surrounding areas of the corridor 
that is expected to experience significant growth in population and job opportunities, and hence 
additional trips (and congestion) along the corridor.   
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3.6 CORRIDOR 6: EALING – BRENT CROSS 

3.6.1 Corridor 6 covers two London Boroughs: Ealing and Brent. It encompasses key movement routes 
between Ealing Broadway and Brent Cross, most of which consists of the A406 North Circular, a 
key component of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN). There are a number of 
significant parallel side roads throughout the corridor which in places serve orbital bus routes, 
including Tanfield Avenue and Crest Road near Neasden, the Neasden Lane gyratory and service 
road parallel to the North Circular and North of Hanger Lane gyratory. Along the route, there are six 
stations, namely: 

 Hanger Lane Station; 
 Stonebridge Park Station; 
 Alperton Station; 
 Wembley Stadium Station;  
 Neasden Station; and 
 Wembley Park Station. 

3.6.2 The corridor is approximately 6.5 miles long between Ealing Broadway and Brent Cross, and 4.5 
miles from Wembley to Brent Cross. It has been split into 20 segments; the exact location of each 
can be viewed in Appendix II. The map below highlights the corridor and some key factors pertinent 
to the assessment. 

Figure 3.21: Corridor 6 context map 
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3.6.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 

Table 3.6: Corridor 6 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 10 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 8 8 

4. % Households w/o car 11 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 28 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 7 5 

Sub Total  64 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 18 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 7 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 37 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 19 12 

11. Other future considerations 12 10 

Sub Total  93 86 

Policy Factors 35 37 

Grand Total 192 181 

3.6.4 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance of 
the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the baseline and 
future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens over time. The 
greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is likely to be 
required.  

3.6.5 The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and confirms a 45% 
change in scores between both scenarios.  

Figure 3.22: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference 
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3.6.6 Corridor 6 scored above the average for both baseline factors (=64 vs Av. 58) and future factors 
(=93 vs Av. 86). However, the score for the policy factors was beneath the average (=35 vs Av. 37). 
The assessment concluded: 

 The worst performing segments on the corridor overall (an average of all factors) correspond 
to Ealing Rd and the North Circular Road close to Ealing. 

 Ealing already has one of the worst figures for annual vehicle delays on the road network, and 
the OA at Park Royal will contribute to this worsening. The Old Oak OA, although not located 
on the corridor, is also considered likely to worsen junction delays / congestion with residents 
living nearby travelling to / from the area along the corridor. 

 Despite three OAs located along the corridor and another OA located in close proximity, 
population density does not score significantly above the average for all corridors. This can 
be explained in part, by the fact that there are many more jobs being created, than new 
homes. This reasoning also applies to the above point that discusses worsening junction 
delays.  

 The score factors in the introduction of Crossrail at Ealing Broadway station that is assumed 
will create additional trips along the southern segments of the corridor from nearby residents 
selecting to travel in / out of central London on a quicker service. 

 The score also factors in borough aspirational cycle routes set out in the West London Cycling 
Strategy that coincide with the southern segments of the corridor that ultimately link up with 
Ealing Broadway. The assessment also notes an indicative route for a quietway using the 
quieter roads just north of the A40 that ultimately connects to Wembley. 

 The highest scores for the policy factors is linked to the segments between Wembley and 
Hanger Lane along Ealing Road. This is linked to the propensity to cycle in the future as well 
as the potential for switchable trips from private vehicle to bus / cycle due to existing congestion.  

3.6.7 The figures below illustrate the factors that scored particularly high (4-5) and the location where 
the score was high. This is split for both ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ considerations.  

Figure 3.23: Baseline and Future high scoring factors for Corridor 6 

      

 

Baseline Future 
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ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

 

3.6.8 The radar chart to the below summarises the weighted scores by segment, confirming higher scores 
for the future conditions, compared to baseline conditions. The exact location of each segment can 
be viewed in the map to the right (and Appendix II) which can be used to cross reference the 
scores against these factors. As discussed above, the higher scores for the future conditions 
reflects the fact that there are three OAs located along the route, with another located within close 
proximity.  

Figure 3.24: Scores by Segment for Corridor 6 
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3.7 CORRIDOR 7: WHITE CITY – CLAPHAM JUNCTION 

3.7.1 Corridor 7 covers two London Boroughs: Wandsworth, and Hammersmith & Fulham. The corridor 
encompasses key east-west movement routes between west and central London including the 
A219 and A3219. There are multiple public transport services running along and across the corridor, 
including the South West Trains network, the Overground, the Wimbledon brand District line, the 
Hammersmith branch Circle and Hammersmith & City lines, the Central line and the Piccadilly / 
District line through Hammersmith. The corridor is approximately 5 miles in length and was split into 
15 segments. The segment plan is included in Appendix II 

3.7.2 The corridor is shown in the figure below and highlights some key factors pertinent to the corridor 
that had an impact on its score. 

Figure 3.25: Corridor 7 context map 
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ANALYSIS – CORRIDOR WIDE 

3.7.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for the corridor against each factor.  
The latter column sets out the ‘average’ score for all seven corridors to provide some context to the 
score and ultimately helps inform which corridors should be prioritised in the west region.  Scores 
that exceed the average score are indicated in bold. 

Table 3.7: Corridor 7 – Scoring Results 

Factor Weighted score 
Average 

Score 

Baseline Factors 

1. Population Density (2011) 17 10 

2. Employment Density (2011) 14 8 

4. % Households w/o car 18 9 

5. Bus Speed (2013) 36 26 

6. Junction Delay (2012) 6 5 

Sub Total  90 58 

Future Factors 

7. Population Growth (2011 - 31) 22 18 

8. Employment Growth (2011 - 31) 14 10 

9. Bus Speed (2031) 39 36 

10. Junction Delay (2031) 16 12 

11. Other future considerations 3 10 

Sub Total  94 86 

Policy Factors 41 37 

Grand Total 225 181 

3.7.4 Whilst the total scores (detailed above) provide an indication of the current / future performance of 
the corridor and a need for good orbital links, the difference in scores between the baseline and 
future factors provides an indication of the extent to which the performance worsens over time. The 
greater the difference, the larger the scale of intervention or improvement that is likely to be 
required.  

3.7.5 The figure below sets out the score for baseline factors and future factors and confirms just a 4% 
change in scores between both scenarios, significantly lower than the other corridors.  

Figure 3.26: Baseline Vs Future Scores – Difference 
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3.7.6 The figures below sets out the factors that scored particularly high (4-5) and the location where 
the score was high. This is split for both ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ considerations.  

Figure 3.27: Baseline and Future high scoring factors for Corridor 7 

      

3.7.7 In summary, the assessment found: 

 Corridor 7 significantly exceeded the average baseline scores (=90 vs Av. 58) and to a lesser 
degree, the future factor scores too (=94 vs Av. 86). It also scored slightly higher than above 
the average for policy factors (=41 vs Av. 37). 

 The nature of the surrounding area of the corridor, that is on the border of central London means 
that it scored highly on all factors concerning population density, employment density and bus 
speeds / junction delays. 

 In particular, the northern segments scored highly 
on the percentages of households who do not have 
access to a private vehicle, which is linked to the 
excellent accessibility to public transport services 
(PTAL 6), illustrated to the right.  

 The existing, and predicted bus delays is 
intrinsically linked to poor north-south public 
transport connections, which as set out in the 
Hammersmith & Fulham Local Implementation 
Plan, is described as ‘relatively sparse and 
consequently many north-south journeys are 
undertaken by private vehicles’.  

 The worst performing segments on the corridor 
overall (an average of all factors) correspond to 
where the corridor crosses the A315. 

 The lack of improved public transport connectivity 
is reflected in its only low score, ‘Other future considerations’, where other corridors have 
scored higher due to e.g. Crossrail.  

 The corridor does however score relatively well due to the route coinciding with the aspiration 
to improve existing cycling routes that connect Hammersmith and Putney, south of the river5. 

 Unsurprisingly, the majority of the score associated with the policy factor is linked to the future 
propensity for people to cycle along this route, which reflects the corridors location on the 

Baseline Future 
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border of central London whereby more people will cycle than those travelling in outer 
London.  

ANALYSIS – BY SEGMENT 

3.7.8 The radar chart below summarises the weighted scores by segment, confirming much higher scores 
for the baseline conditions, compared to future conditions. This is explained by the fact Corridor 7 
is in an area where there is less scope for significant population / employment growth compared to 
e.g. Corridor 1.  

3.7.9 The exact location of each segment can be viewed in the map below (right) and Appendix II to 
cross reference the scores against these factors.  

Figure 3.28: Scores by Segment for Corridor 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
 
 
 
5 Albeit noted routes off the main carriageway may be more desirable – West London Cycling Strategy 2016 
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4 CORRIDOR COMPARISON 

4.1.1 This chapter summarises the results of the assessment discussed in depth above and makes a 
comparison of results across the corridors. This information is useful in determining whether these 
corridors require investment to address current / future performance issues and to cope with 
increased demand, and thus whether there is justification for undertaking more detailed studies to 
identify quick-win improvements as well as longer-term solutions.   

4.1.2 A comparison of results for the seven corridors identified is set out below.    

COMPARISON - OVERVIEW 

4.1.3 The table below provides a high level overview of the score for each corridor split by baseline, future 
and policy factors.  

Table 4.1: Summary table including total scores 

Corridor No. Route 
Baseline 
Factors  

Future  
Factors 

Policy 
Factors 

Total 
score 

Corridor 1 Heathrow - Uxbridge 40 95 40 174 

Corridor 2 Heathrow - Kingston 49 76 33 158 

Corridor 3 Heathrow - Harrow 51 83 51 185 

Corridor 4 Hounslow - Kingston 46 62 25 134 

Corridor 5 Wembley - Ealing 66 98 36 200 

Corridor 6 Ealing – Brent Cross 64 93 35 192 

Corridor 7 
White City – Clapham 

Junction 
90 94 41 225 

4.1.4 The higher scores indicate poor performance (e.g. low bus speed, high delay) or high potential 
demand (e.g. high population density, high employment growth) which mean there is a greater need 
for good orbital movements.  

4.1.5 Whilst Corridor 7 has the highest total combined score, this does not necessarily indicate that it is 
the most suitable choice for future investment and further investigation. The chart overleaf 
summarises the total baseline and future scores, but importantly also shows the difference in 
scores. This is of particular importance when considering the priorities for future investment, as it 
provides an indication of the extent to which future performance may worsen and demand increase 
over time – signifying where investment may provide the best value. 
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Figure 4.1: Baseline and future scenario scores (% of average score) by corridor 

 

4.1.6 Corridor 1 has the greatest increase between baseline and future scores and Corridor 7 has the 
smallest increase. The respective difference in scores is largely a reflection of the high growth 
potential in the catchment of Corridor 1 as well as the relatively acute current capacity and road 
space constraints around Corridor 7. 

4.1.7 The scores associated with each factor varied significantly between the corridors. The table below 
sets out the score for each factor for each corridor. Each cell is colour coded to represent its score 
for that factor compared against all corridors.  

Figure 4.2: Summary of all Corridors 

 

4.1.8 The assessment concludes there is merit in investment for all seven corridors identified, as they 
are still the main orbital routes for the sub-region. Moving forward, it is considered logical to extend 
Corridor 7 from White City to Old Oak (reflecting the orbital routes identified in the West London 
Transport Infrastructure Constraints Evidence Report) when exploring opportunities to enhance 
performance / reliability on the route.  

4.1.9 The following text boxes summaries the findings of the assessment, on a corridor by corridor basis.  
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Corridor 1: Scores lowest for the ‘baseline’ factors, but highest for ‘future 
considerations’. 

 The low scores associated with ‘baseline’ factors is representative of the relatively 
suburban nature of the borough (Hillingdon), compared to boroughs closer to 
central / inner London. 

 The high scores associated with the ‘future’ factors is partly explained by the fact 
that the majority of the route is within the Heathrow OA, meaning that the route is 
expected to attract additional trips associated with the 9,000 new homes and 
12,000 new jobs expected. Furthermore, high scores were obtained due to the 
number of Crossrail Stations that the route would provide connectivity to and the 
associated benefits of these stations for cyclists i.e. part of the Crossrail 
Complimentary Measures. 

 The difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scores (+138%) indicates that incremental 
improvements along the Corridor would not suffice to meet future demand and 
larger scale interventions will be required.  

 The corridor scored relatively high (3rd highest) with regards to the policy factors, 
indicating interventions to enhance the performance of the corridor would 
contribute towards meeting the objectives of the draft MTS.  

 

Corridor 2: Low scores for both ‘baseline’ (5th) and ‘future’ factors (6th). 

 The low scores associated with the ‘baseline’ factors are explained by 
characteristics of the area that the route falls within. With the exception of 
Hounslow, the majority of the route is located in areas where population density 
and employment density is relatively low (for London) and car ownership is 
relatively high. The latter is noted as being linked to significant congestion that is 
ultimately reflected in the high score associated with bus speeds. 

 The low scores associated with the ‘future’ factors is primarily explained by the fact 

the majority of the route does not fall within / adjacent to any OAs. The exception 

to this is the northern segments of the route, around Hounslow. 

 The difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scores is 55%. This, in combination with 
the relatively low scores set out above indicates that incremental improvements 
along the Corridor may suffice to meet future demand and that improvements are 
less of a priority.  

 The corridor scored low (6th) with regards to the policy factors, indicating that 
interventions on other corridors in the region would better contribute towards the 
objectives of the draft MTS.   
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 Corridor 3 has some similarities with Corridor 1 & 2, with relatively low scores for 
‘baseline’ factors (5th) and ‘future’ factors (5th).  

 As with Corridor 1 and 2, the relatively low scores for the ‘baseline’ factors reflects 
the characteristics of the area the corridor falls within – with relatively low population 
density and employment density compared to routes that fall within inner London 
boroughs. 

 Some of the ‘future’ factors scored slightly higher due to the Heathrow OA on the 
southern segments of the route, and its close proximity to the Harrow & Wealdstone 
OA. This contributed to higher scores for both population and employment growth.  

 The difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scores is 63% indicating a slightly greater 
need for improvements along the corridor to meet future demand, compared to 
Corridor 2.  

 The corridor scored highest with regards to the policy factors, primarily linked to 
large parts of the route expected to experience an increase in cycling activity / 
demand and a number of housing growth areas identified in the SHLAA. 

 

 Corridor 4: Scored lowly for both ‘baseline’ (6th) and ‘future’ factors (7th).  

 Similar to Corridor 2, the low scores associated with the ‘baseline’ factors reflects 
the characteristics of the route, which falls within areas with relatively low population 
and employment density. 

 The fact that the majority of the route is not within, or adjacent to any OAs with the 
exception of Hounslow, is the primary reason behind the low score for ‘future 
factors’.  

 The difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scores is just 35%, beneath the average 
difference across all corridors. This, in addition to the low scores set out above 
indicates incremental improvements along the corridor are likely to suffice to meet 
future demand on the corridor.  

 The corridor scored lowest with regards to the policy factors, indicating that 
interventions on other corridors in the region would better contribute towards the 
objectives of the draft MTS.   
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 Corridor 5: High for both ‘baseline’ factors (2nd) and ‘future factors’ (1st). 

 The North Circular forms a large part of the corridor and is considered a congestion 
hotspot – contributing to the high scores for bus speed and junction delays that add 
to the high baseline score. 

 The ‘future’ factors scored highly, similar to Corridor 1 and 7. This is partly 
explained by Wembley OA located to the north of the route, the Park Royal OA 
around the Hanger Lane gyratory and also the Old Oak OA further west which is 
considered likely to result in increased use of the corridor. Future weight was added 
to the future score due to the importance the West London Cycling Strategy places 
on providing a north-south route link between Ealing and Wembley.  

 The difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scores is 48%, slightly beneath the 
average difference across all corridors. However, unlike Corridors 2 and 4 where 
there is a similar difference, Corridor 5 scores highly on both fronts indicating a 
high need for interventions to be progressed.  

 The corridor scored slightly beneath the average score (albeit 4th highest) with 
regards to the policy factors, indicating improvements could contribute towards 
the objectives set out in the draft MTS.  

 

Corridor 6: Relatively high score for both ‘baseline’ factors (3rd) and ‘future’ factors 
(4th). 

 The high score for the ‘baseline’ factors is partly due to the fact the corridor follows 
the North Circular for large parts, which is considered a congestion hotspot. This 
contributes towards high scores for junction delays and bus speeds. 

 Similar to Corridor 5, the ‘future’ factors score high due to the Wembley and Park 
Royal OA that will together, result in an additional 13,000 new homes and 21,000 
new jobs.  

 Similarly to Corridor 5, the difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ scores is just 45% 
but scores highly on both fronts. This indicates that the route is already a high 
priority with regards to improvements being progressed, and will remain the case in 
the future.  

 As per above, the score for the policy factors reflects Corridor 5 and is slightly 
beneath the average score for all corridors. The similarities with the scores for 
Corridor 6 is understandable when noting that some segments form part of both 
corridors.   
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NEXT STEPS 

4.1.10 Based on the methodology used for this study and the resulting scores for each corridor, it is 
apparent that all seven corridors suffer from poor performance and high demand at present or in 
the future. Therefore, to varying degrees there is merit in investigating the scale and type of 
improvement measures that will be required to address these issues and cope with demand for all 
of the identified corridors. 

4.1.11 As discussed, the total scores for the current and future factors cannot be viewed in isolation, it is 
arguably of greatest significance to focus attention on the difference between these scores in 
determining how investment should be prioritised. This should include consideration of a range of 
interventions, which to be transformational, may need to include those which require significant 
road space reallocation and off-road transit solutions.   

4.1.12 However, whilst it is important to plan for the future, the current poor performance and high demand 
for bus services on the corridors must not be forgotten. As such, in parallel with exploring measures 
to mitigate future delays and accommodate growth, there is value in considering quick-win solutions 
that can be introduced along the corridors in the short to medium-term. 

4.1.13 The findings of this study can potentially be used to assist boroughs to identify areas of ‘quick-wins’, 
by reviewing areas that scored highly, indicating poor performance or high demand for good orbital 
movements. 

  

 

 

 Corridor 7: Highest ‘baseline’ factors and high for ‘future’ factors (3rd Highest). 

 The high scores associated with the ‘baseline’ factors is a complete contrast to 
some of the other corridors (namely 1, 2 & 4) and explained by the characteristics 
of the area that the route falls in. The area is considered to be typical of the 
characteristics associated with an inner / central London borough, namely 
excellent links to public transport services (albeit primarily west-east links), high % 
of households with no vehicle, high population and employment density. 

 The already high population /employment density and congestion etc means there 
is less scope to grow, compared to other areas further west. Nonetheless, there 
were high scores for future ‘factors’ with development expected to continue in the 
coming years. It is also noted that the western part of the route coincided with the 
aspiration to improve links between Hammersmith and Putney.  

 The difference in ‘baseline’ and ‘future’ factors is just 4%, primarily linked to the 
high scores for the baseline factors. This reflects the fact that current road space 
and capacity constraints mean that investment may provide relative less benefit 
than for some of the other corridors.  

 The corridor scores highly for policy factors despite low scores associated with 
supporting future housing growth. The high score (2nd highest) is linked to the high 
level of cycling activity and potential for switchable trips.  
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MAPPING APPRAISALS 
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SEGMENT PLANS 
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