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The primary objective of introducing a new bridge across the Thames in Richmond is to improve
connectivity, thereby increasing access to homes, jobs, services, leisure activities and transport
links. The full list of objectives is identified below:
• Provide a more pleasant and safer journey experience for pedestrians and cyclists who

currently suffer from poor amenity on existing bridges.
• Improve the health and wellbeing of residents and others by affecting a mode shift from

motorised modes to walking and cycling, and by encouraging new trips to be made by active
modes.

• Provide a more direct and coherent route for short journeys over the river and to link into the
wider network for longer trips. This will help to connect people to homes, jobs, services,
leisure activities and public transport nodes.

• Support the potential for growth and regeneration.
• Contribute to improving the public realm and public spaces around the bridge, and help to

activate these areas.

A new crossing which meets the above objectives will contribute towards the delivery of a
number of policies and proposals in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy including:
Healthy streets and healthy people:
• MTS Policy 1: reduce dependency on cars in favour of active, efficient and sustainable modes

of travel
• MTS Policy 2: seek to make London a city where people choose to walk and cycle more often
• MTS Policy 3: adopt Vision Zero for road danger in London
• MTS Policy 5: prioritise space efficient modes of transport to tackle congestion and improve

the efficiency of streets for the movement of people and goods
New homes and jobs:
• MTS Policy 21: ensure that new homes and jobs in London are delivered in line with the

transport principles of Good Growth

OBJECTIVES



APPROACH

The approach to the study has been structured with the aim to answer the following
key questions:

• Where are the most promising locations for new cycle/pedestrian bridges?
• What level of demand is there for the new bridges compared to the existing

bridges?
• What potential issues and constraints may impact on implementing the bridges?
• What opportunities do the bridges provide for improving connectivity?
• Will the bridges provide value for money?

The study has been split into two key stages:

Stage 1: Desktop Review, Data Collection and Location Shortlisting
Stage 2: Appraisal of Specific Sites
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CONTEXT – EXISTING BRIDGES

Bridge Design type,
completion date

Length Width Cycle Lane? Access Other features 12-Hour
Ped. Count

12-Hour
Cycle Count

Total count

Hammersmith Bridge Suspension Bridge, 2
piers (1887)

210m 13m No, on road only Steps +
footway/ road

Narrow traffic lanes,
20000 veh/day

3,872 1,923 5,795

Barnes Footbridge Deck arch bridge, 2
piers (1895)

124m 2.4m No, foot bridge only Steps Runs alongside
railway bridge

1,223 256 1,479

Chiswick Bridge Deck arch bridge, 2
piers (1933)

185m 21m Yes - shared with
pedestrians

Steps + shared
use path

40,000 veh/day 382 554 937

Kew Bridge Arch, 2 piers (1903) 360m 23m Yes - shared with
pedestrians

Steps + shared
use path -

1,665 1,041 2,706

Richmond Footbridge Deck arch bridge, 3
piers (1894)

76m 8m No, foot bridge only Steps Split into two 2m
walkways

892 200 1,092

Twickenham Bridge Arch, 2 piers (1933) 118m 20m Yes - shared with
pedestrians

Steps + shared
use path -

706 750 1,456

Richmond Bridge Stone arch bridge, 4
piers (1777)

91m 11m No, on road only Steps +
footway/ road

Narrow traffic lanes,
35,000 veh/day

5,258 1,457 6,715

Teddington Footbridge Suspension, single
span (1889)

100m 3m No, foot bridge only Steps + ramps
-

1,544 1,042 2,585

Kingston Bridge Stone Arch, 4 piers
(1828)

116m 24m Yes – shared with
pedestrians

Steps + shared
use path

50,000 veh/day 4,781 2,302 7,084

Hampton Court Bridge Concrete Arch, 2
piers (1933)

97m 21m Yes – shared with
pedestrians

Road
-

3,899 1,457 5,356



CONTEXT – EXISTING DEMAND



WALKING AND CYCLING DEMAND - APPROACH

• Key assumptions made regarding demand, including 2km/8km catchment, no mode shift
from tube/rail, mode shift targets cycling/walking

• The scale of development is relatively low, with around 2,000 residential units, 26,000sqm
education, 90,000sqm office and 25,000sqm retail space planned within a 2km catchment of
the bridges. The largest residential development in relatively close proximity is 910 units,
which is located about 1km from bridge 21b



SHORTLISTED SITES



SHORTLISTED SITES DISCOUNTED





SHORTLISTED BRIDGE LOCATIONS - DEMAND



DEMAND COMPARED TO EXISTING BRIDGES
• 1. Bridge 15 – 3446 pedestrian and cycle trips, 5th busiest bridge
• 2. Bridge 13 – 2564 pedestrian and cycle trips, 6th busiest bridge
• 3. Bridge 21b – 1763 pedestrian and cycle trips, 7th busiest bridge
• 4. Bridge 10c – 1205 pedestrian and cycle trips, 10th busiest bridge
• 5. Bridge 21a – 546 pedestrian and cycle trips, 11th busiest bridge



DEMAND COMPARED TO EXISTING BRIDGES



DEMAND COMPARED TO EXISTING BRIDGES



ACCESSIBILITY – BRIDGES 21A & 21B



ACCESSIBILITY – BRIDGES 21A & 21B



ACCESSIBILITY –
BRIDGES 13 & 15



ACCESSIBILITY – BRIDGES 13 & 15
Figure 7.5 Walking journey time isochrones
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Figure 7.6 PTAL map



ACCESSIBILITY – BRIDGES 10C Origin Destination Walking Cycling
Ref a Richmond Park -5 -1
Ref a Sainsbury's 3 -1
Ref b Hampton Wick 0 0
Ref b St Mary's University -9 -3

 Journey time
difference (mins)



ACCESSIBILITY – BRIDGES 10C

Existing

Bridge 10c

Figure 7.8 Walking journey time isochrones
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BRIDGE DESIGN

Figure 8.3 Bridge design assumptions
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Figure 8.1 Bridge design types



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS

Site specific assessment of the constraints and risks for each location,
which include the following:
• Land ownership
• Network connections
• Aesthetic and heritage sensitivities
• Flood risk
• Moorings
• Conservation areas
• Protected trees
• Visual intrusion
• Opportunities
• Potential for commercial activity and/or development
• Local area enhancement



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 10C
Figure 8.5 Bridge 10c location: views from Canbury Gardens



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 10C



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 13
Figure 8.7 Bridge 13 location

View north along Thames Path(east side)

View east through Ham Lands where new shared use path is required to connect to Riverside Drive

View west to Radnor Gardens



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 13
Figure 8.6 Bridge13 landing site considerations



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 15

View east to Ham Street car park

Bridge will connect to existing road on northside of  Orleans Gardens

Figure 8.9 Bridge 15 location

View east to Orleans Gardens

Figure 8.10 Bridge 15 location



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 15
Figure 8.8 Bridge15 landing site considerations



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 21A & 21B
Figure 8.12 Bridge 21a location

View west to Ferry Wharf

View north towards Kew Bridge

View west to Brentford Ait

View south to Kew Gardens car park



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – BRIDGE 21A & 21B
Figure 8.11 Bridge21a and 21b landing site considerations



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – SUMMARY



LANDING SITE CONSIDERATIONS – SUMMARY



LANDING SITE ASSESSMENT

RED AMBER GREEN 10c 13 15 21a 21b

1 Land ownership Not publicly accessible
Public space or a public accessible
space one side of bridge

Public space or a public accessible
space both sides of bridge

10c - north side private, 21a north side
private, 21b south side private

3 Planning areas Over approved planning areas.
Over planning areas with pending decision or in
planning areas where the land-
ing site could be incorporated into design.

Outside any identified planning areas.
Site 21b - Waterman’s Park, planning
application in to redevelop for moorings

4 Green Spaces N/A Not a green space

Is a green space. Assumption that long
term improvement can be made to
green space and temporary impacts
can be mitigated.

5
Protected vistas, heritage and aesthetic
sensitivities

Significant impact Minor impact No impact

Thames Strategy (not a formal document)
mentions vista from Richmond Hill. 13 -
close to protected vista.15 - Twickenham
riverside contains historic residential
buildings (not protected).21b aethetic
sensitivities as close to protected vista.

6 Flood risk High Probability Medium Probability Low or Very Low probability

7
Moorings and other river uses (e.g.
boatyards, rowing clubs)

Signficant presence/historical
significance

Minor presence/historical significance No presence/historical significance
10c - moorings on all banks including
island

8 Topography Land drops away on egress from landing pointLanding site at 5-6m say and level from river bank
Landing is high (say above 8m) and/or
space to raise ground levels as integrated
solution (e.g. parks).

21b - A315 to north of Watermans Park 3-
4m above landing point

9
Conservation areas/ Site of Nature
Importance

Both side of bridge within
these areas

One side of bridge within these areas Neither side of bridge within these areas

10 Protected trees
Large number of protected
trees

Small number of protected trees No protected trees

11 Proximity to residential buildings < 20m to residential building.
Approx. 20m from building with win-
dows facing landing point

If: a) bridge landing arrives significantly
far from a residential area (> 20m); b) is
not a residential building; c) there are
no windows facing the bridge landing.

12 Sevice Utilities
Assumed all landing sites have
the same level of complexity.

Assumed all landing sites have the same level of
complexity.

Assumed all landing sites have the same
level of complexity.

13 Listed building
The footprint of a listed
building
forms part of landing site.

Adjacent to listed building No listed building

14 Building of townscape merit N/A
The footprint of a building of townscape merit
forms part of landing site.

No building of townscape merit

15
Requirement for improvements to
connecting links

Substantial improvements
required

Small-scale improvements required Very minor improvements required
13- Substantial length new links required
through Ham Lands

16
Potential for commercial activity and/or
development

No potential Limited potential Significant potential
e.g. café potential for 21a 21b north side,
15 northside

17 Potential for local area enhancement No potential Limited potential Significant potential

Bridges
CommentsLanding Site Considerations - Key Criteria

for Stage 2 ReviewRe
f Criteria Scoring

Table 8.3 Landing site assessment



BUSINESS CASE ASSESSMENT

Strategic Case



BUSINESS CASE ASSESSMENT - COSTS



BUSINESS CASE ASSESSMENT - BENEFITS
Quantified Benefits
The following impacts of the bridge have been quantified and valued:
• Journey time savings
• Safety
• Ambience
• Health
• Emissions
• Absenteeism
• Decongestion

Net Benefit to Passengers and Private Sector (including tax impacts) £ PV
1a. User Benefit - Time Saving 27,910,527
1b. User Benefit - Ambience 52,781
1c. User Benefit - Absenteeism 810,105
1d. User Benefit - Health Benefit 613,334
2. Revenue Benefit
3. Non User Benefits - Road Decongestion 2,657,583
4. Non User Benefits - Noise, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Accident Benefits and Others 118,377
5. Indirect Taxation -76,407

Sub-Total (a) 32,086,300

Costs to Government (broad transport budget)
1. Grant (Capital) Costs 8,631,952
2. Operating and Maintenance Costs 1,511,700

Sub-Total (b) 10,143,651

Net Present Value (NPV) (a-b) 21,942,649
Benefit Cost Ratio to Government (BCR) (a/b) 3.16

Wider Economic Benefits Impact (c)

Net Present Value including Wider Economic Benefits (NPV) (a+c-b) 21,942,649
Benefit Cost Ratio to Government (BCR) including Wider Economic Benefits ((a+c)/b) 3.16

Bridge Modification to Calculated Demand
-20% -10% -5% Central +5% +10% +20%

10c 2.53 2.85 3.01 3.16 3.32 3.48 3.80

13 4.01 4.51 4.76 5.01 5.26 5.51 6.01

15 4.06 4.56 4.82 5.07 5.33 5.58 6.09

21a 0.45 0.51 0.54 0.57 0.59 0.62 0.68

21b 1.39 1.56 1.65 1.73 1.82 1.91 2.08



APPRAISAL SUMMARY
Summary of bridge features and outputs



APPRAISAL SUMMARY
Impacts assessment

Achieving project objectives



APPRAISAL SUMMARY
Delivery risks

Recommendations


