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INTRODUCTION

The reason for writing an account of the campaigsatve the London trams is that, to
my knowledge, little has been fully recorded orwmented concerning the fact that a
group of London tramway enthusiasts fought a loagdlcampaign with which my
late husband, Alan J. Watkins, was closely involt@detain the extensive tramway
system of London which was threatened with extorctiUnfortunately, the campaign
was unsuccessful.

Nevertheless, several years after this event, dled for the development of Light Rail
Transit systems in our major towns and cities iswgng. Transport planners are
beginning to realise that there is a traffic cotiggsand pollution problem in our
large conurbations.

Alan Watkins and his fellow enthusiasts foresave théappening and argued against
the destruction of a fine tramway system. They md want to retain a decrepit
system, but to develop a modern streamlined one takihose of many continental
and some American cities.

Having understood the significance of that campaldelt that it was important to
research it in order to fill a gap in transporttbig. | have a collection of material
relating to the campaign, which consists mainlyngflate husband’s correspondence
and newspaper cuttings.

My aim is to use this material to document the caignp  As | do not possess any
technical or engineering knowledge, and as | hatimanities background, | shall
write this account from a social and historicalibas



London Transport Map of the London Tramway Syst&331 © London Transport
by kind permission. (A.J. Watkins’ collection).



CHAPTER 1

REASONS FOR THE ABANDONMENT OF THE TRAMS
IN LONDON

In this chapter, | aim to co-ordinate the varioaasons for the withdrawal of trams
from London. To the majority of tramway enthussaghe reasons for abandonment
were all too commonplace, and the subsequent seselte an anathema to them.

However, to portray a balanced background to thepeaagn of Alan J. Watkins and
his fellow enthusiasts, the reasons for and agamstway withdrawal need to be
stated.

It is apparent that the whole issue was determimedhe political attitude of the
London Transport Executive (LTE) under Lord Lathand of the London Passenger
Transport Board under his predecessor Lord Ashfielthe tram was doomed in
favour of the trolleybus and later the motorbushe TLondon Transport Executive
would neither consider any opposing point of vieat would they consider any form
of compromise. The government of the day did mgho prevent the abandonment
of the trams either.

To substantiate this account, various sourcesfofrimtion have been consulted, the
main source beinljlodern Tramway949-1952, in which lies a wealth of information
from articles and correspondence.

Another useful source of information which givefulh account of tram scrapping is
an excellent book by Mr. J. Joyce entitl€jperation Tramaway In his book, Mr
Joyce states thdperation Tramawayvas London Transport’s code name for the
replacement of trams to buses. In the book referesm made to the first post-war
annual report wherein it is stated that it was @yt necessity to replace the trams in
South London by a more modern and attractive fofrtramsport (i.e. the bus). Mr
Joyce also states that:

As late as 1948, the London Transport chairman,dLbatham, declared that the
conversion of South London tramcars would havedi probably five years because
of slowing down of manufacture of new buses dumational requirements.

The ideas for scrapping the London tramway systamecto fruition in 1933 with the
formation of the LPTB, which was the result of thendon Passenger Transport Act
of 1933. Section 23 of this Act stated:

Subject to the provisions of this section The Baaay abandon either in whole or in
part any tramway forming part of their undertaking.

At least three months before the date on whichsaiey abandonment is to take effect
the Board shall give notice of the proposed abangemt and the date upon which
that abandonment is to take effect to the highwahaity responsible for the road
on or above which the tramway is laid or erected.

Upon any such abandonment the Board may, and ieguoired by the responsible
highway authority, shall, within a period not exdew three months from the date
upon which the abandonment takes effect or sucbeloperiod as the highway
authority may allow, take up, remove and dispostherrails, conduits, paving setts,
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posts, poles, wires and other works used or pralide the purpose of the tramway
so abandoned (in this section collectively refeneas “tramway equipment”.
Subject to the provisions of this section, the Baarany such case shall forthwith fill
in and make good the surface of the road to thesamable satisfaction of the
highway authority to as good a condition as thatvnich it was before the tramway
equipment was laid or erected.

Once the tramway has been abandoned, the Boardesdasbe charged for any
expenses incurred: and for the repairing of thads.

This first part of the Act said it all. The Lond&assenger Transport Board decided
to abandon the whole system rather than any pait of

In a speech entitled “Moving the Londoner” (which quoted in full inModern
Tramway May 1949). Lord Latham stated that:

The urgent problem for the future is the replaceiad@rthe tram in South London.

Trams were to be replaced by another form of transmamely buses. Buses would
provide a service to the public, which, in the edtkcircumstances of today, would be
no more costly than the trolleybus. The bus, mand attached to fixed wires, was
completely mobile. A fixed form of transport wobéunsuited to the changing plans
and highway structure of London.

In the JournaPassenger Transpodf August 1949, it is mentioned that:

The changeover from trams to buses in South Lomdmnmuch in accordance with
the modern trend of thought regarding the mostieffit mode of transport for street
passengers.

Surprise was expressed in this journal that theas & body calling itself “The
Tramway Development Council.”

It was stated inModern TramwayMay 1949 that Lord Latham advocated the
scrapping of the trams in order to rid the Londtreeds of traffic congestion. It was

maintained that because trams ran on rails, thirsgfithem to a route, other vehicles
could not bypass them and, consequently, causetlesaaffic congestion.

Following on from this, in the same article, thea@man of the British Transport
Commission, Sir Cyril Hurcomb, expressed his thasigin the abandonment of the
South London trams.

The decision for the replacement of the South Lordms by buses was taken after
prolonged consideration of the alternatives:

1. Buses would give greater co-ordination with Bxgsbus routes.
2. Extension of the routes will serve better traffbjectives.



Sir Cyril stated that the problems of tram retemticere as follows:

The necessity of expanding the electricity ifistron system.

Expansion of the cable system would be needed.

Electrical equipment and cables were in shoppdy and delivery dates a

long way ahead

4. The erection of trolley poles and overhead wivesuld have to include

Westminster Bridge and the Embankment, which weté blose to the
Houses of Parliament. This would result in a loBsivic amenity in the heart
of the capital.

(That was the real piéce de resistance).

wh e

Apparently, the Light Railway Transport League tadi Sir Cyril Hurcomb for an
interview to discuss these problems. He declinethe grounds that as the League’s
views were already known, no useful purpose woelddrved.

There was also a strong financial reason why Lonb@msport wanted to scrap the
trams. It was alleged that the trams were losb@uaione million pounds per annum,
and that both vehicles and track were worn oute ddst of replacement and renewal
would be great.

As a result of correspondence in tdentish Independenn 1949, Alan Watkins
wrote several letters to one of the correspondentslr B. Hichisson. This is Mr
Hichisson'’s first letter:

Whilst agreeing that trams are fast, they can dmdysilent when run on first-class
tracks. However, most of the tracks in London @smpletely worn out, and | am
afraid that if a modern vehicle were run on therRitead Road and High Street route
the noise would be just as appalling as it is nollhere must be many thousands of
tons of good metal buried in the roads of our greiéies, apart from the overhead
wires and standards.

What a great opportunity to make good our shortafyecrap, and how much neater
and tidier we shall be without all these hideousewiand etceteras. And lastly it will
give us poor main road dwellers a good night’s plee

In reply to this letter Alan J. Watkins wrote:

Dear Mr. Hichisson,

As the tramway correspondence in the “Kentish Iraejent” is now closed, | am

taking the liberty of replying personally to yoetter.

| quite agree that London’s tram tracks are in bamhdition, but the logical thing is,

surely to relay them. Even with the existing traihis would greatly reduce noise and
the provision of reserved sleeper tracks (quitesfids in the Eltham area) would

assist still more in this direction. Finally, neawams, similar to the Blackpool car,

would eliminate all objectionable noise. Whereerggd tracks cannot be provided,
the relaying could be part of a general schemeoafirresurfacing and improvements.
The fact that tramway equipment would yield mudlasenetal should not be taken
as a reason for abandoning the trams. All formgrahsport use a considerable
amount of steel, and if we carried the processabagie to its ultimate conclusion we
would have no transport left.

! At that time when these ideas were being discyssethjor war had just ended. There was extensive
rationing and many goods were in short supply.
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Worn out tramway equipment should certainly be agdw, but it must be replaced
with new equipment. With regard to overhead equigmenvould like to observe that

standards (and often overhead span wires) are regquior street lighting. Tramway

overhead equipment should, of course, be suppdnyetthe same standards, and in
this case there would not be a great deal of egtraipment.

In reply to Mr. Watkins’ letter Mr. Hichisson wrate

Dear Mr. Watkins,

| thank you for your letter of 39May 1949, and am glad that at least someone has
read my letter to the press with obvious intereJthe photos enclosed are very
interesting. | do agree that these vehicles areeent. They could be extremely
useful if run, say on the Victoria Embankment bre¢ &r too unwieldy for the
average London tracks. On the Plumstead route ftwrFerry to Abbey Wood — for
instance — there are many single tracks and th@ears to be no hope of any road
widening without terrific cost. | have often gat a tram preceded by a barrow boy
pushing his wares and before long a dozen cars \piee up waiting behind. This
holds up valuable traffic and taken over the yeaisttost business firms much delay
and incidentally loss of business.

There are many places in London with single tragksich are a single nightmare to
the police; and don’t you agree that the overheacksvare an eyesore. Parts of
Beresford Square and many other centres are coverngd miles of these ugly
overheads — which are constantly breaking and casiore traffic delays.

No sir, | think the day of the tram has finished amore vehicle traffic is needed. The
modern bus is beautiful to travel in and is verycimiaster and more mobile.
Incidentally, | notice you live in a quiet road- 6ars in my house has nearly driven
me deaf — we cannot sleep at nights with the wisdopen and at times we can
hardly hear the wireless. So roll on the buses!

In reply to this letter, Alan Watkins wrote on"19une 1949:

Thank you for your letter of May 31which | read with interest, although | cannot
agree with your views.

Firstly, there are many London roads suitable foest or reserved tramways, and |
would mention, among others, Kennington Road, Bieck Road, Brixton Road
(and most of the route hence to Croydon and Purlsgw and Old Kent Roads,
Bromley Road, Eltham Road, Westhorne Avenue anddH&kIRoad. At bottle-necks
and busy junctions (e.g. the Croydon main streed, Blephant and Castle) subways
could be constructed. These methods would prozidepid transit system at a
fraction of the cost of tube railway (which, | feell become necessary if the trams
are withdrawn) and would be more accessible. Iditawh, heavy passenger traffic
would be largely removed from the roads, and aatisl@nd congestion accordingly
lessened. Incidentally, tramcars of the types shaowthe photographs | sent you
would not be unwieldy. Trams 40 feet lbogerate quite successfully on the routes
from Embankment to Purley and from Victoria to &otft Road via Clapham and
via Brixton.

There is not much single track in London. In pRTB days, the total single- track
mileage in the County of London was about 3.69aniBmme of this has since been

! A 40 foot long tram is a Feltham car.



abandoned, and with the addition of the Croydonaarthe mileage cannot now
exceed this figure.

The only single- track routes are:
1. Plumstead High Street.
2. Lewisham to Greenwich.
3. Brigstock Road Thornton Heath.

The remaining sections are short, odd lengths laekthere, but the above accounts
for almost all the greater part of the mileage. eTast section mentioned is in a fairly
quiet road, and, from personal observation, workgegwell. The Plumstead route is,
| agree, far from satisfactory, but, quite franklyfeel that it is hopeless for any form
of heavy public transport, and | think that onetloé¢ following courses should be
adopted:

1. Widening, the objection being the heavy cost, algfothis course is most
desirable. (Residents and shopkeepers would strongly objdbieio premises
being confiscated and demolished).

Tram subway, possibly cheaper than the above.

Doubling the tram track. This could be done, aralld establish a “clean”
traffic flow. The road is a two-lane one, and da&mg is very undesirable.

wnN

I do not claim that overhead is beautiful, but i a&re to have the superior electric
traction, either from tram or trolleybus, | think is worthwhile. Experience
elsewhere has, however, shown me that London cagidqgpears to be unnecessarily
heavy, especially that for trolleybuses.

Although | now live in a quiet road, | have had soaxperience of living on a bus
route, and | can assure you that they do their besirown the wireless. | have been
very disappointed in the new London buses, andtfetlthey are little better than
those they replaced. Frequent travelling betweerl®/ and Eltham has shown me
that they have a peculiar and unpleasant motioniciwi can best describe as
“shuddering”. This view is held by several peoplknow, not all of them pro-tram. |
can assure you that the Blackpool type of tram @a@ive no trouble due to noise,
and | think that similar trams should replace thegent London ones.

In reply, to Alan J. Watkins’ letter of f9une 1949, Mr Hichisson wrote:

Thank you for your letter and | hope you will forgime for continuing our little
controversy. Evidently we have something in com#an argument — | should like
to meet you at my club, Eltham Conservative Clvkr @ beer or two. The trams for
years have been the pet of the LCC - a pet, howetech has been very expensive to
the citizens of London as they have never paidQ£0D down last year on revenue).
They are my pet aversion and, believe me, | hausecéor complaint. Outside my
house there is a tram stop (downhill). Every trdmat passes is braked hard (even
when stopping for passengers) — there is a furtep 50 yards down the hill and
every vehicle hurls down braking and re-brakingiluhie full agony of the full stop is
heard.

| have complained of this several times but to fiece Every driver seems to look
upon this stretch as a nice little spot to test thetir brakes (at our expense — nerves
and all). Heaven forbid one of your Glasgow morsstaurtling by and repeating the
same performance — especially at 4 o’clock in tleenimg when one is supposed to



be getting some sleep! | have taken the troublmadke a note of every tram that is
noisy and report them to LPTB. Only recently | wr@selling on tram No. 97 — the
noise was so appalling that | had to get out andnge to another car. How the
conductors can stand it all day | do not know.

Car 97 at Woolwich Market (author unknown).
The noisiest tram in London.

No traffic in these modern times should be allow@dun on the streets metal to
metal. They may be fairly quiet at first but tihecks soon get worn by the other
heavy traffic and we have all this racket over agaRailways are the only exception
as their tracks are entirely used for one purposd st many years. If we are going
to pull up tracks let us pull them up for good drae modern travel on rubber tyres
as all other traffic has these days. The buselsimvgrove in time. | consider them to
be most comfortable and very quiet and very fastimgoand no doubt in a few years
will be the perfect machine.

I work in Woolwich and am looking forward to retinent some day (if | am still alive
and sane). A nice little cottage in the countryl giit me — then | can sit down and
think of the new owner listening to a Glasgow triaumtling down the hill outside his
house (heaven forbid). The buses can come asasothey like (the sooner the better
for my nerves and health)- and others too!



Alan Watkins replied to this letter as follows:
Dear Mr. Hichisson,

Thank you very much for your letter received theekend. | shall be very pleased to
see you some time, and suggest one Saturday dblyoSsday evening. | leave you
to suggest a time, but for your guidance, | am foeeJuly 18, or any Friday
evening.

The trams may have been a pet of the LCC, butwleeg certainly not expensive to
the London public. Nearly every year they contthtee make a profit until after the
LPTB took over. In fact, they continued to makeafit until 1937/38. The present
losses can be attributed to:

1. Neglect of the system before the war, with aqunset heavy maintenance. If a
high standard of maintenance had been policy thnoud, the present costs
would be lower. This applies to tracks as weltass.

2. The running of buses and trams together oversdme route. This is very
wasteful, as full use is not being made of the wagn assets. London
transport is, in effect, competing with itself!

3. Payment, from tramway revenue, of outstandingrggs on abandoned
routes. This has happened in many towns, and ébglly occurring in
London at the present moment. Such charges shheujid by the replacing
form of transport.

| would stress that, at the present day, it is véifficult to obtain financial figures
with regard to London Transport. The tramway aatds, in any case, incorporated
with the trolleybus account, making comparisonsywdifficult. At the same time, |
doubt whether any London Transport services areimgaé profit, and | have heard
(unofficially, of course) that both the Undergrouadd the Green line coaches are
working at a loss. It may well be that the tramviass is not as heavy as we think
when compared with other services.

You will notice that the profits declined as routesre abandoned (as is to be
expected), but the loss of 1938/39 can probablgthéuted to the large number of
trolleybus conversions during the previous yeasor

The trouble of which you complain concerning braisesbviously due to the form of
braking used on London trams (i.e. the magnetickrarake). On many modern
systems, including Glasgow, air brakes are used] #rey are almost silent in
operation. They would certainly eliminate the toteiyou mention. Modern trams
are very quiet in operation, and experiments incBfgool (and also the USA) have
shown this is so on worn track as well as on gobbm personal experience, | have
found that the latest Glasgow trams are more cotabde and smooth running than
the latest London buses, and they are also faserthinly prefer them to anything we
have in London, and | certainly think that they wlddbe introduced down here.

Looking forward to seeing you,
Yours sincerely,

A.J. Watkins
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The result of the meeting between Mr. Hichisson muydate husband is
unknown. It remains a mystery as to whether ordioHichisson was convinced by
Alan’s arguments. They probably agreed to differcainly.

There is an excellent essay on the subject oflppkn Yearsley imramway London
by Martin Higginson and lan Yearsley and publistwdthe LRTA in 1993. Mr
Yearsley expounds in great detail the economic famahcial factors behind the
decisions to scrap the trams.

There also appeared to be much apathy on the pahieo_ondoner regarding the
scrapping of the trams.

People did little to oppose the change to busesthge passing of the trams was
mourned during the last tram week.

In the March issue dlodern Tramwayl950, it is written that only organised bodies,
acting on legal advice, could make their objectitnewn to a tribunal. Ordinary
people did not have the wherewithal to do this.

The April issue oModern Tramwayl950 quotes, in abridged form, correspondence
between the Chairman of the LRTL and the Operafitgnager (Trams and
Trolleybuses) of the LTE. This correspondence shthe intransigent attitude of the
LTE towards tramway development and the feasibdityhaving modern tramcars in
London instead of the rundown vehicles now opegatin

The League suggests, therefore, that a prelimirdggnonstration of the modern
tramcar be made soon and a frank discussion beirdxdafor Londoners and that the
most suitable routes be reprieved...and a final decidbe made after discussion
between the Executive and the public.

The Chief Public Relations Officer LTE replied afidws:

As you know the decision to replace the London gragnanother form of transport
was taken as long ago as 1935, when a large prapodf the trams and of the tracks
and ancillary equipment were nearing the end oirthseful life. The completion of
the replacement plans was delayed by the war améh# in 1946 that the decision
was finally reached to substitute oil-fuelled busasthe trams that then remained.
The reasons that led to this decision were expthinghe report of the LPTB for that
year. It was a decision that was reached onlyrafexy careful consideration of all
the factors that were involved affecting, as they ot only the operation of the
London Transport Road Services, but also every tfgeaffic that uses the London
streets. You will see, therefore, that the Londmam3port Executive is committed to
the policy, which they consider to be right andgen In these circumstances, the
Executive regrets that they cannot avail themsedvese offer you have made.

In Modern TramwayNovember 1950, a letter was published fréransport World
5"August 1950 which stated:

The travelling public of London will miss their tra, which for 80 years have served
them well and faithfully. Nevertheless, even thetrhardened tramophile must admit
that they have had their day, and if their depagtig tinged with a little sadness, then
there is consolation that progress cannot be stayed
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By August 1950 the outlook for trams over most loé tountry was a bleak one.
Tramway systems were abandoned without recoursietscope and possibilities of
the type of public transport advocated by the LRTLhe decision to abandon the
trams was made upon the advice of managers andiltams. In July 1950, Lord
Latham announce®peration Tramaway The abandonment of the trams was to
commence in October 1950 and to be completed bgh@ctl952. In fact, the entire
system was withdrawn by"sluly 1952.

The December edition dflodern Tramwayl 950 reported that London would become
an All bus city. The London Transport Executive regarded the LiBlailway
Transport League as a “ bunch of cranks.”

The London Transport Executive stated that the obdrack maintenance was a
strong reason for the abandonment of trams andnthat roads were too narrow to
take them.

Mr A B.B. Valentine, one of the five full-time merats of the London Transport
Executive, stated that buses easily deserve firste pfor the relief of traffic
congestion.

Therefore the main reasons for tramway abandono@nbe summarised as follows:

Road congestion.

Flexibility of the bus.

Environmental aesthetics, such as overhead wires

Economic/Financial — cost of replacing trackd aehicles. (The cost of the
new buses was not taken into consideration).

Cheap petrol and diesel fuel.

Road safety — very often, passengers had tallicemns in the middle of the
road.

PwbdPE

ou

Regarding the demise of the tralbpdern Tramwayluly 1950, stated that:

Tramways have not failed — it is the regulationsyggaing their use which have
caused them to fail.

In a personal statement, J.W. Fowler, the chairafahe LRTL, said:
July 8" 1952 was the blackest day in the transport histdrondon.

Mr. Fowler thanked the members who rallied aroureldriginal cause. The attempt
to save London trams had failed, but the effortseweorthwhile. Mr. Fowler
referred to the Tramways Act, 1870 and the Royah@dssion Report of 1930. Both
these documents had been damning to trams.

The Tramways Act, 1870 stated that the local aitieerhad to maintain the road
between the track and 18 inches of road either sid¢he track. The Royal
Commission did not recommend that the tramway dpesabe relieved of this
operation. The Commission recommended that notreawways be constructed and
that although no definite time limit would be laigdwn the trams would gradually
disappear and give way to other forms of transpbrequal capacity without the
disadvantage of the tram. These recommendatiors daom for the tram.
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It seemed at one time, i.e. until 1946, that Londoansport wanted to replace the
trams, which still survived after the war, withlteybuses in the same way as almost
all the pre-war abandonment of the trams. Howéwtid not have the courage to say
so outright. The whole tramway abandonment schemam a political decision the
part of London Transport, who would not countenaaog form of suggestion or
compromise. More than fifty years later, it cands®=n how wrong and misguided
they were.
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CHAPTER 2

THE LIGHT RAILWAY TRANSPORT LEAGUE’S REASONS FOR
RETAINING THE LONDON TRAMS

Prior to analysing Alan Watkins’ material relatittgthe campaign to save the London
tramway system, it is important to outline the geheeasons the Light Railway
Transport League gave for the retention of the agtw As in the previous chapter,
the main source of information iModern Tramway1949-1952, where good
documentary accounts can be found concerning tbe @nd cons of the situation.
This chapter aims to co-ordinate the various actsodealing with tramway retention.

Having read these interesting articles, it is appaito me that a kind of ‘trench
warfare’ existed between the Light Railway Transpbeague and the London
Transport Executive.

The Light Railway Transport League proposed seesid valid reasons for the
retention of the London Tramway System in a moderm, not the run-down system
in being at that time. Notwithstanding any argutserthe London Transport
Executive was determined to close down the tramsgstem in its entirety, and
refused to listen to the proposals of the League.

It is ironic that over fifty years after the demiskthe tram in our major cities, some
of these cities have brought back light rail rapahsit systems, similar to those on
the continent. The reasons for doing so are tmeesas those advocated by the
League over fifty years ago and are as follows:

1. Light Rail is a good method of moving large nargoof people in an urban
environment quickly and efficiently.

2. Light Rail is beneficial to the environment deere is no pollution from
vehicle exhaust.

3. Provided that the tram is modern, the track welintained, and it is operated
in a manner to maximise its potential, there isulbstitute for it.

The League wanted the London Transport Executivedopt a style of vehicle
similar to an American vehicle known as the PrasideConference Committee tram
or PCC that was efficient, comfortable and quiktwas light in weight, modular in

design and very smooth running.

An article inModern Tramwaylune 1951 entitlefihe Case for the Tramcéawy
Elmer C. Wrausman, discusses the merits of the moBEC tram. The excellent
characteristics are listed as follows:

1. The modern PCC car provides a quality of rided grassenger capacity
unmatched by any other surface transit vehicle.

2. Due to its smooth but rapid acceleration andedexation, it has the ability to
command its place in traffic.

3. Unquestionably, it has by far the longest lifeany existing surface transit
vehicle — at least three times the life of somebus
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4. Due to its acknowledged reliability, the PCC cacord for availability is
very high. Hence the number of spare vehicles ssarg to maintain peak
hour schedules is less with this proven unit.

5. PCC car maintenance and operating costs are low.

6. The PCC car can be stored outside throughouy#ae. It cannot freeze up.

7. This modern car not only serves more peopleupérthan any other surface
transit vehicle but serves them with superior catfmnvenience and safety.

8. The PCC car is clean. No combustible fuelswsed, hence no obnoxious
fumes or oily smoke is encountered on the highway.

This was the type of vehicle the LRTL enthusiastd m mind. This vehicle would

have wide aisles with large double doors at thentfrand centre, which would

facilitate the smooth flow of passengers. Some R&G had three door openings,
front, rear and centre. For these operations, {6€ Rar equipment in proper
applications has definitely proved its ability twopide pleasing and profitable
service.

One of the complaints about the London tram wasitiveas bone shaking and noisy.
This was because the vehicles and track were werglown, especially after the last
war.

Charles Klapper in an article ifhe Journal of the Institute of Transpdbvember
1953, calledrhe Decline and Fall of the London Tramwaysote:

It has sometimes been argued that Londoners neagrtline opportunity of seeing

modern type trams for themselves. That is nogetteer so, for when the London
United Tramways Uxbridge Road cars were re-seated @-motored the revenue

increased. Similarly, with the introduction of thandsome 64 seat Feltham cars
which had been designed by the Underground Groulp aviview to using reserved

track light railway to Uxbridge, revenue rose agaiRevenue rose still further when
trolleybuses replaced the trams.

Revamped LUT car at Shepherds Bush. (author unknown
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The tramway enthusiasts believed that a modernchkehiinning on reserved tracks
could play a vital role in the transport systeniohdon. Their battle cry was:

Let them try a modern tram on an efficient line.

In Modern Tramwayduly 1950, there is an article by. F .K. Farrellited A Future
for London TramwaysThe salient points of this article are:

1. Most of the London lines can be modernised.

2. The most suitable lines can be retained in otdesperate them as an express
service to compensate for the lack of tube selmies®me areas.

3. The single track in Lewisham Road could be gmess-way.

4. There could be separate lines in an up directiobhewisham.

5. On Lewisham, Lee Green, Woolwich routes, thelsaae wide enough for a
reserved track.

6. Associated North London tramlines offer fair gibsities of modernisation,

especially if the Manor house line were to be deewria Petherton Road.

Junction layouts could be simplified.

In conclusion, this could be a short-term exmemtal programme to lead to a

future development of rapid transit transport.

© N

LUT Feltham car at Uxbridge. (author unknown).

The London Transport Executive stated that the oesild provide a smooth
comfortable and efficient service. However, it vpagnted out that more buses would
be needed to replace the tram because the tranalgdater passenger carrying
capacity. For example, on the Catford to Victoria Camberwell route, 109 buses
replaced 99 trams. This constituted a wastefulofisesources.

The closing of the Kingsway Subway was anotheryfollThis route could have

remained a fast link connecting North and Southdaon The route was put forward
as a prototype for an express-way. The Light RailWeansport League said about
this closure:
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The closing of the subway to trams was the crowiially of London Transport
policy.

It was during this time of arguments and countguarents that Alan Watkins was
active. He spoke at the meetings of the South dor@roup where he put forward
various enthusiastic proposals for tramway retentidHe gave one lecture on the
possible local applications of trams in the Brixamea. He was always in favour of a
balanced integrated public transport system, asdrigpaign literature shows.

In Modern TramwayDecember 1950 is a report of the South London Citreenof
the LRTL of which, Alan Watkins was the Chairmdde said that:

The public campaign had included meetings at Staat Brixton and Lewisham.
These meetings were preceded by handbill and te@dii&ibution as well as postal
distribution of literature. The activity of theWwemembers who had distributed leaflets
was appreciated. The Press Campaign in the loegdeps had been reasonably
successful, but less successful in the national erehing papers. In general, the
Committee received less support from League menthansmight be expected and
hoped that the position might be improved in tleispect.

In the Chairman’s opening address at the LRTL ahmemeral meeting, which
reported inModern Tramwaypecember 1950, it is stated that:

The London situation is pretty grim. It has longeh threatened and now looks as
though we shall be fated to be an all-bus towrspite of the warning of Manchester
(to choose a place of considerable size as an el@@mpVe are asked from time to
time what we are going to do about it. What cande@ We have put in our protests
several times, we have sent out many thousandsraflars, we have had an
enormous expression of support for our efforts faitizens in South London and we
know that thousands of people are dissatisfied wlith decision of the London
Transport Executive.

| am afraid that the London Transport Executive arelined to look upon us as a
body of cranks, whereas all we want to do is t@wba fair hearing and to represent
the views of a considerable body of their “custosiiewho are totally unrepresented
at 55, Broadway. The select body of the Executaee such power that it is
impossible to find a parallel anywhere.

I'll say no more on the subject, but | feel, as wdiudo, furious that there will not be
even one tramline in London in a few years timgerEthe Kingsway Subway and the
Embankment routes will go.

Another reason for the abandonment of the Londamgrwas the cost of running the
system. London Transport stated that the systemlegng one million pounds per
annum at 1950 prices. However, there was no dortting information about the

cost of track maintenance.

An article written inModern Tramwayl5" March 1951 entitledrack Costsvherein
an eminent transport officer in England stated: that
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One mile of double track would cost £36,290. T¥ertwead construction would cost
£2,670. The total cost of a mile of double tradkeet tramway at the present day is
thus under £40,000, and after allowing for all pb$s contingencies it is difficult to
see how it can be legitimately increased to momntf45,000. This is a 25%
reduction on the commonly accepted figure of £680,00

In the long term, a replacement bus service coeldnore costly as more vehicles
would be required to move the same number of peapte more crew would be
needed to man them. The LRTL proposed a singl&-ttamcar with a pay-as-you-
enter system. A letter by Gerald Druce advocdtingjidea, was published Modern
Tramwayin February 1952.

Sir,

| congratulate you on the leading article publishedhe January issue of “Modern
Tramway” suggesting the introduction of high-caggcsingle-deck cars on British
tramways, with which | am in full agreement. Whilee design of car would have
been modified to suit the needs of each individiydtem, it would be a great
advantage if a standard design could be evolveahvhiould be capable of running
on the majority of the existing systems. Sincg dlesign would then be required in
relatively large numbers the initial cost of eadr could be kept to a minimum.
Whilst the pay-as-you-pass system of fare collectiould not present many
difficulties for a system with a simple fare stuwret, such as Edinburgh, some delays
might be caused through the slow collection of dan@ systems that have a large
range of different fares. On such systems thedhiction of season tickets and the
provision at busy points of ticket machines (simtla those in use on the London
Underground) might be desirable.

When considering the economics of single-deck ojperathe reduction in track
maintenance costs due to the better riding qualitié these cars compared with a
double-deck car, and the reduced cost of any fusut®vay construction, should be
borne in mind.

Yours faithfully,
Gerald Druce.

The late. John Walton, also a close friend of Aldatkins, wrote a letter in a similar
vein toModern Tramwayn April 1952.

Sir,

Regarding single or double—decked trams, | beligna¢ any attempt to foist on the
travelling public in this country a street vehiolth a high —standing capacity is
doomed to failure. While they will put up with tnercrowding which occurs on the
London Underground and on most suburban railwaysely much doubt if they
would put up with it on trams and buses.

As single- deckers are usually cheaper to constindtmaintain, | suggest that a type
could be evolved to seat about the same numbdreasxisting London double-decked
trams, with a standing capacity of about 25 whiabuld bring the total capacity to
100. The dimensions of this type would have tthbse of the PCC type, i.e. 51feet
overall (50 feet body) and 9 feet wide with 3 argkating. The conductor’s position
would be fixed, and as the design | have in mindildvdbe double-ended, the
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conductor’s desk itself could be made so as toasdyetransported from one end of
the car to the other, the seat at the end not enamuld be used for passengers.

Trusting this suggestion will make a good comprentistween those who believe in
single-deckers, and those who, like myself, belewégh seating capacity.

Yours sincerely,

John E Walton

London 18' February 1952

The LRTL had contacted all the political partiest, balthough the main political
parties expressed some interest, the result wheegjative.

The Department of Transport examined the situadioth the reasons for and against
tramways; but because of the highly complex legmtaconcerning tramways, it
could not recommend the extension of tramway trarsp

An address given by Mr G.F. Sinclair, Chief Teclahielanning and Supplies Officer
of the LTE, at a Passenger Transport Associatiomfecence was published in
Modern Tramwayune 1949, in which he stated:

What was needed was a broad system of transpdrtanitose affinity to the lives of
the people.

There should be a functionally sound relationshigtween transport and town
planning.

Roads should be on two levels. Upper level for §ukmver level for a subsurface
railway, plus high speed motor roads.

He continued to say that the size of the bus wadeiguate to carry large numbers of
people and what was required was a longer traffiit to bridge the gap between the
double-decker bus and the multiple-unit stock train

The tramway enthusiasts argued that the tram wawehy vehicle to do this. The
enthusiasts also maintained that a tram runningaid& took up no more lateral space
than its own overall width, whereas any large s@arehicle needed a considerable
margin of safety on each side.

The arguments and ideas for tramway retention indba of the late Alan Watkins
and his contemporaries, some of whom are still wigh were ahead of their time.
Like many visionaries of previous centuries, thegrevnot taken seriously. They
were“voices crying in the wilderness”.

However, the ideals and principles held by Alan kifet and his fellow enthusiasts
are alive today and are beginning to bear fruit.

The following items are copies of material publdhs the LRTL at the time of the

campaign to raise public awareness of the impoetaricmodernising and retaining
the London tramway system.
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Re-Develop London's Tramways,
and relegate buses and trolley-buses to  lightbaded
outer routes.

MODERN TRAMWAYS
Are safe, swift and silent.
Assist the orderly flow of traffic.
Deal easily with large crowds.
Cause queues to clear quickly.
Provide the most comfortable travel.
Use neither imported oil fuel nor imported rubber.
——Use British coal for power and British steel fadk.
Do not wear out the roads.
Emit no poisonous fumes.
Operate equally well in streets, in subways, ospecial private tracks.
——CHARGE LOWEST FARES.

Publicity material produced by the

THE LONDON PASSENGER TRANSPORT BOARD

has scrapped more than half of the tramways whicformerly operated in and
around London.

In consequence

—Street fatalities have increased.
—There is less room in vehicles.

—There are more replacing vehicles on the road to cauwsmgestion.

—You have to wait longer to board vehicles.

—Journeys are no quicker.

—You travel over bumpy roads instead of smodtesrails.

—There is no passenger transport available in fogggather.

—THE CHEAP FARES of tramway day have DISAPPEARED.

*TRAM SCRAPPING POLICY
has so far cost the Board several million pounds. YOU are helping to pay for

this mistake.
DO YOU W'ANT THE DOSE REPEATED?

* See over for the solution of London's TransportProblem.

Issued by the LIGHT RAILWAY TRANSPORT LEAGUE a volu ntary

non-profit-making body independent of all political and commercial interests, and working
for the public good by advocating the greater usef modern tramways and light railways.
use of modern tramways and light railways. LondorOffice: 245, Cricklewood Broadway,

N.W.2.
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CHAPTER 3
CONGESTION, SAFETY, POLLUTION
The main reasons the enthusiasts had for tramwagtien were:

Many people could be carried safely by tram.
The air was not polluted by petrol and diesel fumes

In a letter to théReveillenewspaper on 20June 1949, Alan Watkins wrote:

Unrationed petrol will bring severe road congesti@specially in big cities. To ban
private motorists from central city areas wouldhebut it is obviously unfair.
Another solution is to remove heavy public trangjimm the roads. This can best be
done by a system of electric light railways, opgtin shallow subways or on
reserved tracks along main roads. In addition, slioks, operated by fast, silent
electric rail coaches at cheap fares would gredtinefit travellers.

There was a valuable informative book dealing wiiils subject entitledowards
Ideal Transportby CR Bizeray, published by the LRTL in 1947.

The London Transport Executive’s argument for abamy trams was that they
caused traffic congestion in so much as they rutramks, so they could not swerve to
avoid other vehicles thus resulting in a traffimja

The supporters of the tram argued that as tramslarg parallel lines, they would
impose road discipline onto other vehicles.

There was much concern about the overall safetsaaf travel, especially for cyclists
because the front wheel of the cycle would catehettige of the track and the cyclists
would be thrown off.

In a letter to theCTC Gazette May 1949, Mr. Smallwood, referring to the
Birmingham tramway system, wrote:

Leeds has tram tracks wide enough to allow cyctisds extra bit of scope for cutting
across the lines and straightening up; but in Bmgham, there are

narrow-gauge tracks and, in most places, wood seftkat makes a great deal of
difference, and in wet foggy weather a cycle resgim great deal of careful handling
when braking on wood blocks and crossing tram litlesugh travelling in a straight
line. Moreover, in wet weather, the tramlines ecotlwater after a storm, as every car
passes it splashes water on to you. | shall tloeeebe glad to see the tramlines
removed.

As for buses, in Birmingham, we have some bad mdivmit a large proportion of
good ones.

21



In a letter to thé&Evening Newslated 11 July 1949, Alan Watkins wrote:

Cyclists might be more willing to see cycle traifkbey were decently paved, did not
throw you on to the roads at awkward and dangenmases, and were not used by
pedestrians.

Why should tram tracks stop cyclists pursuing aaigtit line? | have cycled
extensively in London and Southampton, and haveetbho tendency to swerve, nor
have | experienced any inconvenience from the poesef trams or tracks.

Overall, the tram was quite a safe vehicle. Inteeteby T.F. Dowden of Thornton
Heath dated 1949 it is said:

Trams do not normally skid, they slow up and retguthe traffic and it is the pace
that kills.

Another argument was that tram travel was unsabtaume people had to walk out
into the middle of the street in order to boarchthéhis would have been a dangerous
thing to do even taking into the considerationltveer traffic levels of that time.

In a letter toThe Starin October 1949, Alan Watkins advocated the ustading
islands in the road for passengers to board thm, tiaus obviating the necessity for
people to walk into a busy thoroughfare to boatchen.

Some people, not just tramway enthusiasts, wereerord about the increased level
of air pollution from petrol and diesel powered wdds should the trams be
abandoned. Alan Watkins, writing to tNews Chroniclénow defunct) in July 1949,
said:

Exhaust fumes from vehicles must be detrimentalutdic health but, despite this,
there is a growing tendency to replace electricljpubervice vehicles by motorbuses.
The air in large towns would become purer if trgbeises were to replace
motorbuses.

Among Alan Watkins’ papers relating to this campaigfound an interesting letter
written by the prospective Liberal candidate foutboLewisham and published by the
Kentish Mercuryon 8" December 1950 entitled:

Abandoning the Trams — Ridiculous and Stupid

Ridiculous and stupid was the opinion expresselllby. C. Korn on the decision to
abolish the London trams, the last of which willve the rails at the end of 1952.

Mr. Korn was speaking at a meeting of the Lighth\Ray Transport League, held at
St. Dunstan’s Hall, Brookehowse Road, BellinghamSaturday.

How would Rushey Green look at the end of the peaks with buses following each
other at 20 second intervals? It would spell chapsl hopeless congestion and
would it not be wiser to spend the money on théemmisation of trams?

However he made it clear that he was not advocéaliegetention of the present out-

dated trams. Modern tramway systems, such as tepeia Blackpool, Leeds,
Aberdeen and Glasgow and in various parts of thddwavould on the other hand,
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immensely benefit the public not only from the gadfi view of speed and comfort,
but also because of their low cost.

What would happen to those tram drivers who hadmgivp a lifetime to their jcbHe
asked. It is not easy for a man of 45 or 50 to learn tavdra bus. There were also
the skilled engineers whose job was to maintaintitisns. What is going to happen
to these people?

He believed they would be thrown out of work anverdgually become a burden on
the taxpayer. There was also the question of dxiehneeded for the running of
buses. It would have to be bought from dollar srea

And where are they going to get the rubber for tifres from? | haven’t seen any
rubber plantations in this country. Obviously wava plenty of hard currency to
throw away. He commented.

(This was written five years after the end of tlee@d World War, when rationing
was still in force).

Replying to these statements, Alan Watkins wrotethte Kentish Mercury 9"
December 1950 and said:

In these days of traffic congestion and economibi@ms, it is refreshing to hear of a
realistic approach to the transport problem, and. MtC. Korn is to be congratulated
on his remarks relating to tramway abandonmenteesly as regards imports.

It is essential that imports be reduced to a minimyet they will be increased by the
vast quantities of oil and rubber required for theditional buses. Trams, however,
use home produced power, and the hard currencydshyedramway modernisation

could be used for more essential imports (e.g.)ood

In addition, tramway abandonment means inferioriliiées, as witness the strong
complaints about the replacing buses in the Wandswarea, and the heavy fare
increases when the first tram routes were closed.

On balance, it was felt that the tramway systerhandon needed to be modernised
and not abandoned. Much work needed to be donethleumotorbus, with its
tendency to swerve and its unreliability in bad theaas well as its choking exhaust
fumes was clearly not the answer to the problemslwdin public transport and of the
transport of London in particular.
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CHAPTER 4
THE COST OF KEEPING AND ABANDONING THE TRAMS

From 1935 to 1939 the London Passenger Transp@tdBsiated that tramcars ought
to be replaced with trolleybuses. Those plans vperteaside, resulting in the part
completion of the trams to trolleybuses conversibhe LTE said now that the

motorbus, being the more modern and attractiveclehshould replace the trams.

Regarding these statements, J. Eldridge in a léttehe Evening Standaredn 4"
December 1951 wrote:

Both statements cannot be correct, and, in my opirthe modern tramcar is still the
ideal vehicle for the busy route. Besides beingapler to run than the bus, the
modern tramcar is more comfortable, faster and isdtelso has a greater peak load
capacity.

The above letter expressed the main feelings optbéram group at that time.

The financial details of the cost of running thentdon trams are mentioned in a
recent publication calledramway Londonpy lan Yearsley and edited by Martin
Higginson published by the LRTA, 1993.

The aim of this account is to document the thoughtsideas of those involved in the
campaign to save the London trams.

At the time of the campaign, it was thought by five-tram group that London

Transport was secretive in not giving any statidtevidence for the economic details
of tramway conversion. The public had a right tmWw, but that right was denied.
The following letters by Alan Watkins illustrateigtpoint.

The Chief Public Relations Officer of London Tram$stated that the change over
from trams to buses would improve services. (Landicansport was asked for
further details).

From the non-appearance of a reply from London $pamt, | presume that these
details have not been supplied. Doubtless theeefacts and figures to support the
tram scrapping policy, but as they were not prodldeis not surprising that there

are people who have no faith in the buses-for-tranoteme.

Alan J Watkins, the Kentish Mercury“?April 1951

The scheme to replace trams was a costly one, @amequently, an increase in fares
was announced. Although it would cost a lot to srodse the system, the cost
incurred would be comparable to the cost of abamdnt. The LTE maintained that

with tramway abandonment, services would be chesp@rovide when the buses

took over.
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Those who supported the trams said that more bueekl be needed to carry the
same number of passengers and that petrol and di¢seould be more expensive
than electricity.

Alan Watkins wrote in th&unday Graphion 4" October 1949:

The devaluation of the pound is leading to increlapdaces for petrol and oil. In
addition, considerable quantities come from dolkources, and dollar saving is
important. In view of this, it is not desirable thhuses should replace electric
transport, yet some authorities intend to replagants and trolleybuses by
motorbuses. This should be stopped immediately.

L. Scadding of Richmond wrote in tivening Newsn 23° May 1950:

Fares must go up in London when trams are due dmapping. Yet the manager of
Blackpool Corporation stated a few weeks ago:

“The trams in Blackpool still run at pre-war faresd contribute £1,000 a week to
the local rates. What is wrong in London?”

Similarly, a letter in theStreatham Newdated ¥ October 1949 by G. Druce, stated
that without the trams, fares in London would bghleir and Londoners would be

more disgruntled. Mr. Druce’s reasoning is thaitlier tramway systems can make a
profit, why cannot London?

There were also great social implications concgrniamway abandonment. There
could be much unemployment as no overhead wiresnanglacks would be made.
Tram depots would be closed. There would also He Health hazards from
atmospheric pollution from diesel and petrol fumehkjch would add to the cost of
medical care under The National Health Service.

In a letter to th&entish Independemtf 8" May 1949, Alan Watkins wrote:

The threat of unemployment to many workers at ttvedan Transport Executive
Charlton repair shops, due to the proposed movRulip, must largely arise from
the decision to replace the 800 trams by 1100 husebsthe consequent necessity of a
repair depot to deal with the 300 extra vehicldsthe tramways were retained and
modernised, Charlton works would be tied to Soutindon, and the threat of
unemployment removed.

When the trams are withdrawn, the electrical andmnent way staff will also be
likely to become unemployed.

Writing in theKentish Independemtated 14 May 1950, Alan Watkins stated:

As a passenger who is likely to help pay for tlaentiscrapping by 100% increase of
his daily fares, may | protest about the expenditoir several thousand pounds on the
construction (and subsequent demolition) of a ladgpot the purpose of which is the
scrapping of tramcars.

! penhall Road “Tramatorium” at Charlton, Woolwich.
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Disposal of the trams must create a problem, batve heard of no other system that
has employed such expensive means.

Also, the twenty-four permanent way men would b&dseemployed on the much
needed relaying of existing tracks.

Regarding the new garages that are required, teeabrStockwell necessitates the
demolition of several houses. In view of the pne$wusing situation, this should not
be allowed.

(There was a serious housing shortage afterthevarld War).

On studying this correspondence, it seems thaagain, London Transport failed to
think things through regarding the overall implioas of abandoning the trams.

The economical statements said that buses werepehéa run — yet more were
required to provide the same level of service.

More than fifty years on from the abandonment & ttams in London on"5July
1952, the reasons, expressed above, for retainengams still ring true.

In order to give a balanced account of the battgsng around the abandonment of
the trams, | have included some anti-tramway cpoedence published in the
Kentish Independern 2F' October 1949. J.1. Taylor wrote:

| see by your editor’s table that the LTE has dedly decided to dispense with trams
in London. This dispelled the pro-tram Canutesaasak the sea of people in London
are concerned. One has often read letters in tles$from those who declare trams
are cheaper to run, yet | see that figures produogthe LTE for 1948 show a loss of
more than 4 million pounds.

A Plea

How can anyone honestly say that they like ridingoo even hearing a tram? The
RTL bus type is progress, and you always get thesple who don't like it. | myself
would like to have my own car, but being a humliepsassistant, | have to use
public transport, and | know that the bus will baah better than waiting at Dickson
road each morning and sometimes getting one othrek trams going only part of
the way to Beresford Square, rain, snow or sunshiA&so, need the oil only come
from dollar countries? So, | say, hurry up withrppa of stage 3 of the changeover
from trams to buses for the Woolwich area.

R.J. Young of Well Hall.
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CHAPTER 5

FARE INCREASES AFTER TRAM SCRAPPING

All the trams in South East London will be replatgdhe end of 1952. We trust that
this will contribute a noticeable improvement iartsport facilities in that area.

So stated George Dodson-Wells, the Chief PubliatRels Officer for the London
Transport Executive, in théentish Mercuryon 16" February 1951.

During the period 1949-1952, much concern was esga@ about increased passenger
fares after the demise of the trams.

K.G. Harvie wrote a letter to th€ent Messengedated 18 May 1951, which was
entitled:

London Transport and the Passengers

Since London Transport’s compulsory acquisitiod @33, trams and track have been
neglected and no new vehicles built. The two peheap fare, one shilling all day
return and workmen’s tickets have been abolishegtteer with the useful transfer
facilities. Last October fares were raised to effthe cost of tramway abandonment,
and now we face another fare increase. London §part has not inherited the
LCC’s concern for the passenger’s welfare.

Replying to this letter F. Muskett said:

Yet, we are told, buses are cheaper to operate treans. If this is so, why do not
fares drop when the trams are withdrawn?

The truth is that trams have always provided theagter fares, and this is still true in
cities using the modern tram. In London there hiaen heavy fare increases since
tram scrapping began, in some cases of 200 or 300%.

In a similar vein, a letter was written The Staron 6" September 1950.

A Word For Trams

London’s fares are high enough now. Would theseeases be necessary if the
trams were modernised instead of being scrapped®dekh trams give a better
service than is possible with buses.

A .J. Watkins replied:

In all large towns that have abandoned tramwaysedahave risen steeply, and are

still rising. Let Londoners take warning and prées tramway modernisation even
when there are hints of still more increases.
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The matter of fare increases was also debatedebyahdon County Council, and was
reported by th&vening Newsn 7" March 1950, under the heading:

Tory Challenge On London Fares
The Leader of the London County Council askedhere a safeguard?

Mr. I. J. Hayward, Labour leader of the LCC, wilé tasked at tomorrow’s council
meeting if he proposes to take any steps to safdghe interests of the travelling
public in London in view of the Transport Commigs&o proposals to revise
passenger fares in London.

The matter is expected to be raised by the Tormabar for the Hampstead division,
Mr. Geoffrey Hutchinson, KC, who leads for his Bast the Finance Committee.

Mr. Hutchinson has tabled a question asking thelézavhether the proposals will
involve an additional burden amounting to £3.5 imilla year to the travelling costs
of the people of London, and whether they will me@abandoning workman'’s fares
on trams and trolley buses without providing an@ute compensating advantage.

Many Londoners were concerned about the loss okmvan's tickets. Apparently,
trams and trolley buses were legally obliged toyide workman'’s fares but the buses
were not. This amounted to an increase in fareshie travelling public.

Mr. Clayton, branch organiser of the London PasseAgsociation, said that:

The public were not informed as to what may or mat/happen — so they thought
that nothing would happen.

. A .J. Watkins wrote ifThe Staron 7" February 1950:

The proposed fare increases will cause hardshith¢oaverage passenger. Although
cheaper rail fares are promised, this is no comforthose who have no convenient
railway to use, whilst the railways cannot, at pdedurs, absorb additional traffic
resulting from fare increases. Passengers willeheovcontinue to use road transport
— at higher fares.

It is significant that the increases are to taki=ef in October, when the Wandsworth
tram routes are to be withdrawn. Tram scrapping l@ways resulted in higher
fares, apparently London is to be no exception.

To summarise:
Tram scrapping would result in higher fares.
Trams were more economical to run.
The system had to be modernised and improved.
The ideas of the pro-tram group were not heedeitiéy TE.
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The Modern Tramwaylarch 1950, has an article entititdndon Transport Fare
Adjustments.The article states that:

Under the title of the London Area (Interim) PaggenCharges Scheme, the British
Transport Commission is submitting to the Transgoitbunal a number of proposals
for the elimination of the “many inequitable anomeal which result form the
“existing different levels of fares” obtaining ohd various modes of transport in the
London area, including the suburban services ofRadway Executive.

Among other things, it is proposed to replace tlekmen’s fares at present limited
to trolley bus, tram and train by a system of cheagy morning fares available on
all forms of transport except Green Line coach&be new early morning fares will
be higher, in general, than the present workmearted and in all cases lower than
the proposed ordinary fares. These, on London §part services will b e revised to
a basis of about 1 ¥4d a mile. The existing 1%dmim fare for about one mile
remains; the 2v fare is raised to 3d ; the 4d addf&es remain: above that, fares
will be increased as required to the 1¥d a milelscaTransfer fares (mainly
confined to trams) will cease.

The commission are seeking authority to introduresé changes on®10ctober
1950, when the conversion of the South London teyme bus operation is due to
begin. The estimated net effect of the lowerirgpaie fares and the raising of others
is to increase the gross receipts from passengaices in the London area in a full
year from about £74,250,000 to about £77,750,000.

I conclude this chapter with a lengthy letterTioe Starl4— 8-1950written by A. J.
Watkins in which he set out clearly his reasonsnfatrscrapping the trams.

The Editor The Star

Dear Sir

At the end of 1949 | offered some comments onftbet ¢hat the London tramway
conversion scheme could have on fares, and yowedaibe matter with London
Transport. | stated that the authorities refusedjive an assurance that the scheme
would not entail higher fares, and this led mehe tonclusions:

1. Economic implications of the scheme were notwknowhich rendered
commencement of work unjustified.

2. That the general effect was known, but the aiiibés did not wish to divulge
this until the full scheme was prepared. The stete was made in February
1950, by which time work on conversion was in hand.

Subsequent events justified conclusion (2), butdw of the date of publication, it is
evident that the general information that | desireduld have been given when
requested.

The evidence given at the Transport Tribunal haslenia clear that the conversion
scheme has considerably influenced the fare prdpos&lthough the reason given is
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an intention to ‘level’ road and rail fares, it salol be stressed that the bulk, if not all,
of the increased revenue (£2.5 to £3.5 million) gal to a concern already making a
profit. Rail single fares will, in some cases,rbduced but day return tickets do not
appear to be altered (e.g. Bexley to Charing Cregsremain at 2/10d), and most
people use return tickets. It is therefore reas@do assume that the increase is to
pay for the tramway conversion scheme, and thishess partially admitted. It is
also verified by the fact that, in most large towasscrap trams, fares have risen
considerably, as witness the following examples:

1. Manchester Trams gone and fares are still rising

2. Liverpool Fares rise and cheap facilities arethdrawn as each tram
route is closed.
3. London There have been two fare increases sitiG@nway

abandonment commenced.

Witnesses at the Transport Tribunal have suggestadtramway modernisation
could remove the necessity for such heavy fareas®s, and certain figures were
published in “The Star” recently. It should be estsed that heavy capital
expenditure after a short period is an economic essity with the bus
programme, but the expenditure on a tramway modation programme could
be spread over a period, as much of this equiproeuld be used.

It has been suggested that London’s trams are eim tast legs, but while this is
true of some, it is not true of the whole fleeR t&ms are to be sold to another
authority, and about 200 others may also be soldansport authorities would
not buy old junk! An improved standard of maintere would eliminate the
present uncomfortable riding and breakdowns, andcamnection with this |
append details of capital expenditure over the ed941-1947.

Another aspect is that of fuel and rubber. Bothdsuand trolley buses use rubber
and buses imported diesel oil, but trams use ne#dpart from the comparatively
small amounts used for insulation and lubricatiohn view of the economic
situation it is necessary to curtail imports to amximum, and the increased use of
trams, and, to a lesser extent, trolleybuses, whbelg in this direction.

| appreciate the publicity “The Star” has given tioe efforts to prevent the fare
increases, and hope these comments will be ofugeut

Yours faithfully,

A. J. Watkins
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CHAPTER 6
A QUESTION OF CAPACITY

Replace trams, cut down queues!

This was one of the arguments of the LTE for tramagping. The LTE implied that
the bus would be more flexible and thereby cut dtamg queues.

The pro-tram group argued that this could not bassa 56-seater bus would replace a
74-seater tram. They said that more buses wouldebaired to carry the same
number of people as were carried by tram.

A letter was published in tHéentish Mercuryl9" May 1950 entitled:
Buses for Trams - A Question of Capacity.

| do not know whether the public of South Londoweheonsidered the difference in
the number of passengers which will result fromdbmeversion of trams to buses, but
the outlook is rather gloomy.

In a recent “Mercury” article it was stated that 80trams are to be replaced by
nearly 1200 buses. The great majority of trams &teseaters, with a total carrying

capacity of 59,200, but the new buses only carrywstich means the total capacity of
1,000 buses will be 56,000. Assuming all vehialeson the road at the same time,
3,200 passengers will be left behind. Add to this fact that the buses almost
certainly will not cover exactly the present tramutes but will no doubt extend

beyond, it is easy to see now that more busesbeilheeded to provide the same
service.

What are these other 3,200 would be passengergdoido to get to work? Go by

Underground? Impossible, there is not an adequatetem in any part of South

London; there is, of course, the Southern Electhat these trains are grossly

overcrowded as it is. To provide a complete artesectory service, | think at least

1,200 buses will be needed to replace the trams.

We in South London, especially the South East, seestto it that we are not left

behind, as so often has happened in the past.

Alan F. Deverell
In reply to the above letter, A. J. Watkins said:

Mr. Deverell's fears that tram replacement will tdsin a lower passenger carrying

capacity are well justified, as tram scrapping &bere has often resulted in longer
queues. This would be overcome by providing am@iti vehicles, but is influenced
by the problem of street congestion. This is sheagtowing and several extra

vehicles will only hasten the trend towards chadslarge increase in the number of
road vehicles is undesirable, and high capacityseagier vehicles are necessary.

In London, these are supplied by 74 seat tramoalrsist higher capacity trams, e.g.
Blackpool's 84-seaters, are operated on modernesyst The use of similar cars in
London would mean better services with no extrackes
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| do not suggest that London’s tramway system keirmed in its present form, but
modernised until it can be replaced by electrictigailways, running on reserved
tracks or in subways, and operated by high capauitlcoaches.

Here are some extracts from readers’ letters puddisin theKentish Mercuryin
1951. The letters quoted below illustrate the némdgood public transport in
London.

S.E. London Transport. A Reader’'s Demands

When the LPTB took over the running of buses ammgrafter smashing all private
enterprise, they gave us a slogan: “ CheapnessHEfidiency.” Those in Lewisham
who have memories now emit a hollow groan everg they recall —as they must do-
the very many efficient services we used to haderyprivate competition.

There are no prizes for the answer, but can anywmtleme if there is any worse
service anywhere in the world than a number 58isertram.

Perhaps the LTE would like to explain to the huddref people who wait anything
from 15 to 25 minutes at King William’s Walk, Gregech, in all weathers after

working all day, their idea of “Cheapness and E#imy.” When the LCC ran the
cars along that route we had two services (Nosad® 62) and a rush-hour service
(No. 50).

We have repeatedly been told that the LTE are ¢tpkire trams off the roads and
substituting three buses for every two trams, binvite the people to consider
carefully what will happen when they do. Duringcember we had a fair example of
different classes of weather and what happened?se8were practically at a

standstill in fog and frost. The people who on oight waited over half an hour for

a bus opposite the Town hall, Catford, could gimeaaswer to that. The trams were
still moving occasionally, although perhaps nothe direction that everyone wanted.

The South-East of London is being very badly seavelddeveryone could demand that
we should have the services we are entitled to,ifitfte LTE cannot supply them,
someone else should be allowed to.

A tube should at once be considered and startdds Would serve a dual purpose of
providing an atom bomb shelter and a passengerspart service in any weather.

A .B. Stewart

Arrangements made to send letter and literatuMrt8tewart, and an official letter to
the paper. (A.J.Watkins)
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In reply to Mr. A.B. Stewart’s letter to thiéentish Mercury Mr. George Dodson-
Wells, Chief Public Relations Officer for the Lomd@ransport Executive, wrote:

| would assure you that we are doing all we cargiee travellers in this part of
London the best possible facilities. As regardsrtroute 58, to which your readers
particularly refer, a service of 15 trams an hoarscheduled to operate on this route
during the peak periods, with six extra trams taf@al, at the busiest times, in the
evening.

When fully operated, this service is ample for thguirements of the traffic. The
trouble to which Mr. Stewart refers, which is gigakegretted, has occurred because
the route has been affected by acute staff anthgoitock difficulties, which depleted
services on a number of occasions.

Supervision is given by an official to the queuekiag William Walk, Greenwich, on
all possible occasions to ensure that the servazesoperated to the best advantage.
A separate queue for route 58 faces the queuedotes 36, 38, and 40 to make
conditions as easy as possible, and, when thetgitupermits, trams are turned back
towards Catford and Forest Hill.

Perhaps, | may add that the trams on route 58 areet replaced by buses in October
this year and that all the trams in South East Lamavill be replaced by the end of
1952. We trust, despite your correspondent’s fe#nat this will contribute a
noticeable improvement to transport facilities lvat area.

Published in th&entish Mercuryl6" February 1951.
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Map showing the Kingsway Subway drawn by the latenJC. Gillham and given to
the author. Reproduced with his kind permission.
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CHAPTER 7
THE KINGSWAY SUBWAY

A tunnel running from the Embankment, under Aldwyitliough Kingsway, to
Bloomsbury still exists. This was once part ofart route linking South and North
London.

The Kingsway Subway was five eighths of a mile lofigne gradient from the

Kingsway to the Strand was one in twenty. It hadhi new stations and there were
trams every six minutes from five o’clock in the mimg until ten minutes past

midnight. The journey from Southampton Row to @marCross took six minutes.

The subway was an excellent fast link from NorthSouth London giving good

connections with the East End of London.

Tram entering the Kingsway Subway. (A.J.Watkindlaxiion).

There is a very detailed account of the historytt@f Kingsway subway by C. S
Dunbar in his book on the Kingsway subway, entitled
London’s Tramway Subwagublished by the LRTL in 1948.

In his account it is stated that approval for thbvgay was granted in 1902 to link
Theobalds Road to the Embankment at Waterloo Bridge

On 29" December 1905, a new line was inspected by thedBafaTrade in Rosebery
Avenue and St. John’s Street to the Angel at Isting Public service from the Angel
to the Aldwych began on Z4February 1906. Smoking in the cars waspeinitted
because of the risk of fireOn 16" November 1906 the route was extended to
Highbury station. The Embankment tramway also edess powers for the subway
link had been obtained. Through services usinglsideck F Class cars commenced
on 10th April 1908, but the tunnel was not highwgtofor the double-deckers.

In 1929 the London County Council decided to insesthe headroom to sixteen feet
six inches. The roof of the tunnel was raisedatrtorthern end and all the rest of the
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tunnel was deepened. Service using double-deckiicles commenced on 14th
January 1931 and a batch of new E3 cars were &idda subway services.

Sadly, on & April 1952 trams ran through the subway for thst lame carrying
members of the Light Railway Transport League.

The members of the Light Railway Transport Leagunted to retain, extend and
develop this route as a rapid transit route.

In a letter to théevening Standard8th May 1950, J. Thompson of Tooting wrote:
Why Not Retain the Tunnel?

Reader W.H. Bett says that the Kingsway tramwawnduis unsuitable for motor
traffic. Surely this justifies the retention andaernisation of the three tramway
routes using it?

As an advocate of a modern light rail transit sysfer London, Alan Watkins was
strongly in favour of retaining the Kingsway subwayriting in theEvening News
dated 2% June 1950 he said:

In suggesting that London trams should be repldmedome form of railway, reader

A.P. Tatt, writing in the “Evening News” on $6une 1950, apparently realises that
replacement by buses will not improve the transpduation, but will worsen street

congestion and slow down services. AbandonmerieoKingsway tram subway

means three surface bus routes, which may disosgamaffic in this area. Retention

of the subway and development of a system of ederack tramways and subways
would, therefore be beneficial.

In a letter toThe Stamdated 18 October 1949 entitlediramway Subvays. S.P..Harris
wrote:

One of the most useful and efficient methods oérgndund travel — the Kingsway

tram subway from Bloomsbury to the Embankment- beagbandoned when South
London’s trams are replaced by buses. The priecgfltramway subways is one that
has not been exploited sufficiently in London.

In a letter taVlodern Transportlated 28 January 1950 Alan Watkins wrote:

Mr. Joyce’s Birmingham experiences confirm my owrhe tramways there have
many good points, and are superior to London’s,ngein better condition, and

providing more reliable services. | found congastio be mainly away from the tram
termini, the present trouble in Martineau Streeingenon-existent as the Perry Barr
and Witton trams were then running. Trams werevarg and departing regularly,

as was the case at the other termini.

The reserved tracks are an asset to the city, dmild be a feature of most large

towns. In conjunction with tram subways, they giveny of the advantages of an
underground railway (and are cheaper to construinbined with the accessibility
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of street tramway and bus routes, and greatly assigmproving traffic conditions.
The replacement of trams by buses does not lebetter traffic flow, and the only
real solution is to remove the heavy passengerspart from the streets.

Reserved tracks exist in many systems and are tapdlronsiderable expansion,
whilst the value of tram subways is shown by tleedp and congestion-free services
given by the Kingsway subway in London.

Tram in the Kingsway subway 1946© GF Ashwel{AJ Watkins' collection).

The following extract is taken from an article etKentish Independerdated 12
August 1949 entitled:

They want Trams under the Streets

The members of the Tramway Development Counciipasixo stop London from

discarding its tram system, visualize modern subtray systems bigger and better
than the Kingsway Subway, capable of carrying thads of passengers in silent
comfortable high-speed trams. These could spefadystiorough the tunnels at 25

second intervals. Subway tramways are cheapeuild than tube railways. It says

that its system could be installed for an averags of £200,000 a mile, and no costly
signalling equipment would be required. A tubeeltosts more than £1,500,000 a
mile.

Although the proposed scheme would mean that sisowayld have to be built under

the streets in congested districts, the trams waoltie to the surface where there is
sufficient room, and run on lines fenced off fréva &djacent roads. In this way, it is

claimed, that the trams would offer no obstructiomther traffic.

The leader of Woolwich Borough Council said

! The author has been unable to trace the prespytigit holder of GF Ashwell's photographs that
the late Alan Watkins had in his collection.
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As | don't think the proposal would be acceptaloléite LTE | have not given it any
further consideration

To summarise the thoughts expressed in this chaftterfoundations for a rapid

modern improved tramway system for London wereitn. sinstead of developing

this system, the LTE abandoned it.

Their philosophy of total tramway abandonment dat bring order out of chaos

instead it eventually led to greater congestiormoshand atmospheric pollution that
London’s legacy is today.

Bus above entrance to Kingsway subway 1947 © Gshwall.
(A.J.Watkins’ collection).

The Last Day of the Kingsway Subway Tram in Lond@nJ. Watkins’ collection).
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CHAPTER 8
THE END OF THE ROAD

During the years 1951-1952, the Light Railway Tpors League accelerated its
campaign to modernise and retain the London tr&@n. 7" April 1951, there was a
special tram tour of South London. This was heidtlee last Saturday along the
Purley and Thornton Heath route before stage tlfethe abandonment, seventy
members attendedModern Tramwayreported that the well-known driver, Stan
Collins drove the last tram. Proceeds from the sékickets went to charity.

Stan Collins driving the last tram off April 1951 (LT Museum).

In March 1951, Croydon passengers complained alegaate bus services along
routes not served by trams.

Oon 24" November 1951, the Chairman of the LRTL gave adress that was
damning to the enthusiasm of the South London canpes. He said:

Although we still believe in our principles, theighg of the LTE is too much for us.
The London Transport Executive is a power of ita.oWwhave come to the conclusion
that no matter how one appeals to them with reasioey will not budge from their

position that they will supply the type of publiartsport they think fit. The public

have no voice whatsoever, even Parliament, | undeds has no voice in this matter.
Alan Watkins, referring to the Chairman’s addreasked that an Extraordinary
General Meeting be held to determine the futurthefLeague.

In Modern TramwayDecember 1951 there is a letter from Ken Farrélloaating
tramway retention and | quote from part of it.
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The case for tramway retention is undoubtedly gfevrin Glasgow, Birmingham,
Pittsburgh and Lille than in London...but, nevertisslghere is a strong case for
trams especially for outer suburban and interurls@nvices.

In London the South London trams served an aremefpated by only one
underground railway, already loaded to capacity,vasre also the surface electric
lines of the Southern Region.

There were various factors for tramway abolitiogny of which have already been
mentioned heretofore. The major factors were:

London Transport did not like them!

Buses were cheaper to run and were more flexible.

Trams were regulated, but buses were not.

Expiry of 21year tram leases whereby the local @iithwas given the right to
purchase a privately owned undertaking after aopeaf 21 years from the
time when the providers were empowered to consttwarid for every seven
years after the initial twenty one as stipulatethim Tramways Act of 1870.
Vehicles and tracks were in need of renewal andirep

Buses were a cheap alternative to this.

Charles Klapper in an article for tlBeurnal of the Institute of Transpoovember
1953 wrote:

After the formation of LPTB in 1933, it was decidedxtend the trolleybus route to
the rest of the South London system to Bexleyh,Eaitd Dartford where the track

and cars were worn out. When the South Londonnsereame up for review in 1945
after the second world war, the motorbus was fagdunstead of the trolleybus. At
that time (before taxation changes) diesel fuet tass than traction current. In 1946

a bus scheme for London was prepared. In thedtsie, 114 buses replaced 162
trams. 737 trams were taken out of service anceweplaced by 768 buses.

In volume 10 no. 2 September 1989Tdfe Journal of Transport HistorRichard J.
Buckley wrote:

Capital cost was the reason for tramway abandonmer®nce fresh capital
expenditure was envisaged. It became clear thatttheway would cease to be
viable. In 1951, bus capital costs were less tiencapital costs for trams. This was
largely due to permanent way renewal.

In 1952, at the time of the abandonment of the $tarhe Economistated g July
1952 published an article entitledd Street car named Defunatherein the reasons
for tramway abandonment were listed:

Trams were not allowed to run in the West End afidan.

Prejudice against trams.

Limited allowance of trams into the City.

With its narrow streets, London was not like coetital cities.

1870 Tramways Act, which stipulated that the roadween the rails and
pavement 18 inches either side had to be maintdigpede operating powers.
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Housing developments which were away from tram esunade tramway

extension expensive.

Continental cities did not have the same amounirb&én sprawl. Therefore,
tramways were economically viable.

The article cites costs:

EXCESS RUNNING
RECEIPT FOR TRAMS COSTS VEHICLE COSTS
£2,360.000 £1,250,000 TRAMS £8,000-£11,000
BUSES £3,500-£5,000
TROLLEYBUSES £6,000

The article states that:

The capital cost per seat provided is about theesémn a bus and trolley bus — and
about half what it is for a tram.

The article concludes with the negative thought:

The tram is still a major form of transport in Eu® with the exception of
France...yet there are signs on the Continent thatthm will not go on forever.

During the years from 1948-1950, the campaign tee séhe tram became very
vigorous. In 1948 the LRTL South London Branchtgestcards to 6,000 people.

One tenth of the replies received favoured modemithe trams.

At that time, the South London Press was sympathetvards the trams and printed
many pro-tram letters, articles and reports on wag happening. On the whole, the
national press was not sympathetic and seemeditalliferent to the whole matter.
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Tram 1951 at New Cross Depdt Suly 1952. (Author unknown).

In 1949, the Tramway Development Council, whosedhearters was at Peckham,
was formed to save the London trams. The Coutaijjesl a leaflet campaign that
advocated modern single-deck trams to carry aBOuytassengers. There was also a
South East London Action Group, in which the latarAJohn Watkins was involved,
which met at the Progress Hall, Eltham.

On 28" March 1950 a meeting was held at St. Leonard’sr€htiall, Streatham, at

which 80-100 people were present. It was proptseldlay tram scrapping in favour
of replacement by modern vehicles.

On 18" June 1950, a public meeting was held at the \ayel Lambeth Town Hall,

Brixton. Several speakers for tramway retentiomengresent, but the hall was only
half full.

London Transport publicly stated that the tramseaterbe scrapped in order to secure
integration with other transport services!

In 1952 the campaign to save the London tram edédlure.
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Fletham Tram in 1952 at Penhall Road waiting to sSoeapped (A.J. Watkins’
collection).

The last tram week in London, which signified thed eof a particular transport era,
has been well documented by both the national aaodl Ipress as well as by some
transport journals. The selected letters andlastiased in this account tell their own
poignant tale.

However, 1952 is not the final chapter in the stiryhis campaign. The seeds for a
good clean efficient transport system sown by theke campaigned for one fifty
years ago are beginning to germinate. There is th@eanCroydon Tramlink and the
Docklands Light Railway in London. There is talkwinging more trams back into
Central London. Suddenly, the tram seems to beod ¢dea. Politicians are at long
last beginning to agree with the pro-tram argumehts952.
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Front and reverse of tram ticket portraying LasirirWeek July 1952. Given to the
author by Diana Burfield. Reproduced by kind pession.

Last tram week in London. July 1952. (A.J. Watkiowlection).
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CHAPTER 9
THE EFFECTS OF TRAMWAY ABANDONMENT

The late Alan Watkins early in 1952 wrote the faling account of the repercussions
of abandoning the trams in London:

Recently London Transport has stated that the abament of tramways has resulted
in a big improvement in traffic conditions. Thiashnot been the experience of
several independent observers (except in the ldnBlewv Cross Gate), and it is
suggested that, where there has been some slighbweament (as at Kennington), the
same could have been achieved by road and trackowements, which, in most
cases, have been long delayed. The following ebesnape selected:

1. New Cross GateConsiderable delays hawadways been experienced owing to
the trams running in and out of the depot, and ¢hanging of crews which
was often carried out with anything but smartnessThis point is
unsatisfactory for a depot, but the following impements could have been
made:

A double triangular junction into the depot, eliraiing the necessity
for reversing cars running in.
Quicker crew changes.

Even so, little improvement could have been effidoyethe use of buses had not many
of the replacing buses been operated from Rye barege, Peckham. This has quite
naturally led to coincidental improvement at Newn €3 Gate, but much of the trouble
has been transferred to the narrowest part of Paokiidigh Street, almost on top of
the busy Rye Lane junction.

2. Elephant and Castleimprovement here can be attributed to the newitraff
arrangements, whereby road traffic is now contrdlley the general flow of
the trams.

3. Brixton: The position here is steadily worsening as the srare removed.
Large traffic blocks are prevalent, and conditicm® so bad that the buses
are forced to load and unload in the middle of thad. This represents
deterioration as tramway passengers could use difapisland.

Some years ago, an independent body proposed avagrsubway under Brixton.

Had this scheme been followed, considerable impneve would have been

effected, as the following services could have beesroved from the street (based
on existing routes):

TRAM NOW BUS

8-20 57

22-24 50

16-18 109

10 95

78 178

33 Tram service still running
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4. Victoria (Vauxhall Bridge Road) Considerable improvement has been
claimed. This can hardly be so as some bus serviow turn in the middle of
Vauxhall Bridge Road, blocking all traffic by soidg. This was not so in the
days of the trams as, although there were ofterrs¢wrams waiting to enter
the terminus, the rest of the road was free foeothaffic.

5. EmbankmentTraffic congestion has increased since the intreidncof buses.
Formerly, all public transport was virtually segratgd from other traffic.
There have been at least two serious accidentgaltiee conversion

6. Kingsway SubwayThe full effect in Kingsway cannot be judged uttii
withdrawal of tram routes 33-35 in April. Despigeveral questions, no
authority has yet explained how closing the subwap improve traffic
conditions in this part of London

From the foregoing it will be seen that:
1. The improvement in traffic conditions due to withdal of the trams is
generally negligible.
2. That the reverse often occurs.
3. That at least £9,000,000 has been spent on theecsion scheme that will
show no long-term good results. The money couic H@een better spent,
with better results, on tramway modernisation.

Before proceeding to discuss the advantages ddlimgf a new rapid transit tramway
system, the effects of the conversion on servivesids be mentioned. It should be
said that the tram services were far from satisfact Journeys were often delayed
and many cars never reached their destination. vidtecles were often dirty and bad
riding.

It is quite true that in many cases the buses ammning less erratically and are
keeping better to schedule. This has been claasealvindication of thecheme, but
the following should be borne in mind when considgthis aspect:

Operation of the trams was inefficient. Many trdrivers deliberately went
at a slow speed, even when higher speeds werebpmssit is doubtful
whether any encouragement was given from highertersa

There is no doubt that the trams could have bearatpd more efficiently
and it is interesting to note that many tram systeoperate their cars
regularly, frequently and efficiently.

The London trams were dirty because no one botherelban them, and bad
riding because maintenance was poor.

No effort was made to put the track into first-slasondition. In the
circumstances, it was hardly surprising that thentis were unpopular.

As regards the effect on passengers waiting to doahicles, the result has
been definitely retrospective. Queues have lengithdecause the capacity
of the routes has, in most cases, dropped conditiera

On top of this, many services have been cut.

The result of the conversion is therefore, in gahea deterioration of
services.

46



Economics

It has been claimed that the trams in South Londeme losing £1,000,000 per
annum. For 100 miles of route, this is fantastit.is suggested that, if they were
losing this amount of money, the department corezkis inefficient, and the matter
should be investigated. Glasgow has the largeshivay system in the country and,
although, at the moment it is also losing moneys doing so at only a third of the
rate in London. (The financial result of the reéroduction of penury. Fares on the
Glasgow trams, and in some cases, buses will behedtwith interest).

It was admitted at the Transport Tribunal in 19%@tt the increase in fares (which
came into effect on Octobet 1950) was not considered unreasonable in viewef t
cost of the tramway conversion scheme. Now faie$oago up again!

General

Despite the objection of many Londoners to the $raaveral quarters have asked for
a trial of modern trams. London Transport has sefd all these requests and also
turned down all offers to provide a tram for thigrpose

It will be seen that the public have not been aldwo have a say in the matter. Itis
feared that the authorities have decided that thens must go, and that the policy
must be carried through despite all protests andease effects.

It has already been mentioned that the public weregiven an opportunity to see a
practical demonstration of modern tramways. Despitis, a modernisation plan,

based on existing routes, was prepared and sulinittethe Executive for their

consideration. The plan could not be consideredhengrounds that the Executive
was committed to the tram scrapping policy — a eatheculiar statement, since they
instigated the scheme.

In a letter to th&entish Mercuryon 18" August 1950, Alan Watkins wrote:

Sir,

As a regular user of London’s trams, | welcomedti@pping of the existing vehicles,
but do not think that buses are best as their regtaent. Having subscribed to the
cry “Scrap the trams,” | have since experienced falims of public road transport,
and visited cities where trams are modern, fast $m@ying or lumbering), and
operated efficiently at cheap fares (Glasgow- 1kesiior 4d). Also, the usual results
of tramway abandonment have been longer queuesjdnfservice, more accidents
and congestion, and higher fares. This will bersbondon if the trams go; and one
major inconvenience is the increase of the 7d maxinfare to 1s. 3d. | therefore
welcome, however belated, any plan for tramway mosiation as an alternative to
these inconveniences.

Yours faithfully,

A. J Watkins
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CHAPTER 10
CAMPAIGN SATIRE

Participants in this campaign produced a satintajazine calle®ell Punch | have
a copy of some of these magazines in the late Al&atkins’ handwriting. | thought
that it would be interesting to include some exterfpom them. One article is
particularly amusing and not entirely related tonivay campaigning.

WRITING TO THE PUBLIC RELATIONS OFFICER.

The diversion of writing to the PRO is a most uraeling one. Those used to it do
not usually expect a reply, but do at least gebadylaugh from it.

The life history of a letter to the PRO is intenegtto trace.

Having arrived at the headquarters of the trangpauthority in question, all letters
are sorted into grades labelled:

1. Praise

2. Enquiry

3. Protest

4. Stinking

The number of letters in the first and second aaieg is negligible, while categories
three and four comprise the bulk of the corresponde Letters in the first and
second categories are normally answered promgtlyri.ten or twelve days. Letters
in the other categories do not usually receive ansvior some time, this presumably
in the hope that the writer had forgotten what hetgsted about, for the reply often
bears no resemblance to the subject of the oridgtizir.

Category four is the most interesting, and we feilow the history of such a letter.

A gentleman one day waits an abnormally long tirehis transport, and decides to
tell the operators where they get off, and with dgaped in poison, proceeds to retail
the sins of his local transport services.

The massive missive is conveyed via the usual adiarna the palatial headquarters of
the wrongdoers and together with other similartigsds sorted as above.

“Stinking” letters are conveyed by officials weayimubber gloves, gas capes and
respirators to a place where they are allowed tb aff.

When the dust is thick enough the letter in questsfirst opened, then read and
forwarded to the “Stock Phrases and Platitudes .Defound the walls are large
cabinets full of phrases designed to confuse theeisind divulge nothing.

The reply, having been duly processed and vettedhably appears as follows:

Dear Sir,

We thank you for your letter of the™dl.

Buses on service run at 3 minute intervals andiféstigation has failed to reveal
any irregularity at the time and date to which yeter.

As you are no doubt aware, the trams are beingaegl by a more mobile form of
transport, but trolleybuses were not chosen asevesicles are route bound in much
the same way as trams.
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We are sorry that the state of certain trams givasse for complaint, and sections of
track are, in your opinion, in bad repair. Lastayemiles of track way were relaid,
and tramcar maintenance accords with the highestddrds of safety.

You refer to the apparently unnecessary removatab signs, station nameplates,
etc., and their replacement by new type signs. a¥¢ere you that all signs replaced
have reached the end of their useful life.

We thank you for drawing our attention to the abmadters.

Yours , etc.
And this is what he could have written in an unceed reply:

Dear Sir,

After several weeks of dust gathering, the departrhas condescended to open your
letter.

We agree with you that service is atrocious. Thgel run how and when they like,
but we do not intend to do anything about it.

So you dare to question the policy of replacingmtsaby buses, instead of
trolleybuses! We have no more to say on this stibje

We agree that the trams and tracks are falling its,bbut you must realise that
specially low standards of maintenance are parwfpolicy.

Perfectly good signs and nameplates are removedrapldced by others bearing
garish replicas of our insignia, the sign of theegtest transport authority in the
world.

So, if you intend to write to the PRO you know wtaexpect!

Another amusing item was a satire in verse thaldcbe sung to a chorus from “The
Pirates of Penzance” by Gilbert and Sullivan.s lentitled:

TRAMATHOLOGY

O! What a glorious opportunity
To scrap the trams with impunity
For we must have vehicles with elasticicity,
-We want nothing on the road that runs on elediyici
At Penhall there is every facility,
To carry out our latest imbecility
For it can be nothing but insanity,
Preventing this is an asset to humanity.

Satire was also portrayed in this mock advertisemen
LATHAM BARNES & CO. UNLTD.
DEMOLITION CONTRACTORS

FA(I)RE RAISING A SPECIALITY
ALL FORMS OF DESTRUCTION WORK UNDERTAKEN.
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SPECIAL TERMS FOR RAILED VEHICLES
OUR NEW REFUSE DESTRUCTOR CATERS FOR ALL TYPES OBEES.

NO ONE CAN MATCH OUR QUOTATIONS WHICH ARE HIGHLY FRE.
HEAD OFFICE: BROADWAY THEATRE, LONDON. TEL: RELege 000 Dear.

WORKS: PENHALL ROAD, CHARLTON. TEL: CRD 1597 (NoxiEensions).
TELEGRAMS; TRAMAWAY, LONDON, E.1.
FIRE SUBSTATION: CHANGE-PIT, DOWNHAM. TEL: C(L)AL796.
CIRCUMSTANCES (FORTUNATELY) BEYOND OUR CONTROL
LEADS TO OUR FELTHAM DEPOT BEING
CLOSED.
TEL. ENQUIRIES - B (R) N 109.
On the political front in December 1951:
The motto of the new Government seems to be, iNpthicceeds like recess.’
A complaint from the LRTL.
The League complains that little information is thmoming from members in
tramway centres. Certainly news from London, lpeat and Birmingham is on the
scrappy side.
Another (not very complimentary) advertisement:
VISIT THE FLEECE SHOP
55, BROADWAY, S.W.1.

THE BEST SHEEP LIVE HERE
Let us pull the wool over your eyes.

ADVICE TO BEGINNERS:
HOW TO TRAVEL BY BUS
OR
DID YOUR MOTHER COME FROM
LEYLAND?

Owing to circumstances beyond their control, mamppgle are faced with the

frightening necessity of having to go about theilydbusiness by bus. This article is
designed to lessen the fears of those unaccusttorthis form of transport.
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The first thing to do is to find the bus terminughis is not as easy as it sounds. In
districts where tramways have been scrapped thisually hidden cunningly away in
some inaccessible side street.

This is done on purpose, so that the service seei®guate to cope with the traffic.
There is no redress, however for the Executiveoisrasponsible for the failure of
passengers to find the bus terminus.

The exhausted passenger arrives at the termines;ahductor and driver, who the
moment beforehand, have been loafing against thatoa, leap into frenzied action.
The bus starts with a jolting, and all standingseagiers assume a horizontal position.
If one intends to brave the top deck, the conduntay ask for one’s fare on the
platform; at this instant the bus turns a sharmegrand it is a toss up between you
and centrifugal force.

It is well to read the regulations regarding puld@rvice vehicles before travelling.
How many passengers know that it is an offencetmotise your hat when entering
the London Transport area; also that it is an aféeto alight from a vehicle other than
by the doors and openings provided for that purposbough we feel that an exit
from the top deck window would prove hazardous @amnmal circumstances. The
regulation forbidding the throwing of money on thavement to be scrambled for
seems unnecessary; you couldn’t do this after gayour fare.

The sensible passenger thus boards the bus andtsnibenstairs, bracing himself
against the top of the staircase for the first pdnghe transmission. If he hurries to
his seat, he will be just in time to miss the secpause. However, his troubles have
just started. A sharp look out should be keptréts in the road, drain covers and the
like.

Looking out of the window, the passenger obseritde roups of people waving at
the bus every few hundred yards. This is not amdabut (intending) passengers
waiting at request stops. The usual method ofailng the nuisance of having to
stop is for the driver to wait for the bus in frdntstop, and then rush past the stop.
How can a driver keep to schedule if he has to stothe route?

Sometimes drivers become lonely when there aretmer dbuses about, and so run in
convoy; this is “a banana service.” Other bus idgvtactics include the “pincer

movement”, in which any vehicle approaching a kg $s forced into the kerb, and
the “kerb-polishing erosion service,” much in evide in narrow streets.

Some years ago, the heads of the bus industrypgether to design a bus in which
the lower deck passengers would bump their heaudbtlee upper deck passengers
would be unable to see out of the windows. Thisiswn as the low-bridge bus, and
the occupational disease of their passengers\gbiadge bus neck.”

The observant passenger notices that buses areedivinto different types:
Uncomfortable and very uncomfortable. The RegegpeTl (AEC) is chiefly
distinguished by the fact that it is the only bbsittlurches violently when it is
standing still. This is due to the improved aimgression brakes which announce
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their approach by a loud shrieking noise. Thedomg remarks also apply to the
Regent Type (Leyland), but in addition, this ty@e de identified be the pneumatic
drill motion of the steering column, to which dnseare introduced by a spell with a
permanent way gang.

Of course all these bumps and vibrations cause aueltling in the bus that, after a
time, conversation is impossible, and this is duhe question anyway on one type of
bus that has such a rough engine that ones votoenied to sand paper.

Sometimes in winter bus drivers haven't the foggidsa where they are going, but
the passengers are taken on a cheap mystery Ttnertorchlight processions are one
of the sights.

Even the hardiest bus traveller must recoil frojpuainey in icy conditions. If there is
a steep camber on the road, it often happenshbatehicle cannot restart, which is,
perhaps, just as well. It is useful to remembat,tif the bus cannot remain in an
upright position, passengers may break the glasestape (having previously
obtained the permission of the Executive.)

But, strange as it may seem, there are still pewple actuallylike buses!

This article concludes my selection frdell Punch The magazine during its brief
period of publication contained many satirical des, poems and advertisements.
Maybe, the enthusiasts and campaigners felt thistileafun at the LTPB’s expense
helped to keep them sane.

The last tram in London. 21/7/1953. © F. Merton iAtk® Under this tarpaulin is
snow broom 022 , former LCC B class car 106 athB# Road . This has now been
restored by London County Council Tramways Trigsaa open top car and now runs
at The National Tramway Museum at Crich in Derbgeshi

(A.J.Watkins’collection).

! The author has been unable to trace the copymigtier of Mr. F. Merton Atkins’ photograph.

52



CHAPTER 11
CONCLUSION: THE END AND A NEW BEGINNING
On July §' 1952, the last tram ran in London. Most of thents were burnt at the
“tramatorium” at Penhall Road, Woolwich. Julianohipson in his bookondon
Trams in Cameratates that on July"41952, the League said:

Tomorrow we come to what is surely the blackestinlasamway history.

A few trams were saved for posterity. July 8952 marked the apparent failure of a
long campaign.

No one would have imagined that 35 years latemght lrailway would emerge in
London. The Docklands Light Railway opened in 198dd has proved to be so

popular that it has been extended to link Lewishd@th Greenwich thus providing a
vital link between South London and the City.

THE DOCKLAND’S LIGHT RAILWAY
A FLOURISHING AND GROWING SYSTEM

Docklands Light Railway cars at Greenwich Statidd0& (Author’s photograph).
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In 1991 the feasibility of a tram link in Croydorasrmooted and in 1992 the Croydon
Tramlink Act was passed. The construction of tfenivay system caused much
disruption to the centre of Croydon and some peopee opposed to Tramlink.
Nevertheless the year 2000 saw trams running agatme streets of Croydon. The
livery of the cars is the same as that of the oddns and the numbers of the cars
followed on from the last number of the last oldntr which was a nice touch!
Tramlink is proving to be very popular with peopled one can now hear being said

You can take the tram to such and such a place!

The Croydon Tramlink begun. (Author’s photograf§94).

New tram tracks in George Street, Croydon. (Authphotograph 1994).
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The seeds of modernising the trams to provide g &san and efficient transport
service were sown in that campaign. As a redutcampaign did not fail.

The vehicles of both the Docklands Light Railwayl dne Croydon Tramlink are well
designed, light and airy and cater for the needslgfassengers.

Other light railway systems have been developesiome of our other major cities
namely:

System Year Opened
Tyne and Wear Metrg 1980
Manchester Metro 1991
Sheffield Supertram 1994
Midland Metro 1995
Nottingham 2004

Dublin 2005

Readers offramways and Urban Transitormerly Modern Tramvay, will be aware

that there are now many proposals for further trasn@evelopment in London and
other large conurbations.

It must be a wonderful feeling for members of thghtt Rail Transit Association,
previously the Light Railway Transport League, wianticipated in the campaign of
1946-1952, to be able to see the positive restilisear action.

However, articles imframways and Urban Transstress that the campaign for light
rail must continue.

In the June 1998 issue dfamways and Urban Transihere is an article entitled,
London is Grinding to a Standstillt states that the average speed of vehiculaelra
is 10 mph on account of traffic congestion! Itvexy strange that the argument for
getting rid of the trams in London in 1952 was tarec traffic congestion! The
enthusiasts for retaining the London trams alwayd that the trams would alleviate
congestion! Today, those in power and in charggasfsport development embrace
this philosophy! If these people had been listetoethen, London trams would have
been modernised to a high standard, and much meael have been saved.

In the November 2001 issue dfamways and Urban Transihere is a brief report
entitled:

Livingstone seeks public views on the London Tram

Forty seven years after 1952, a leading membdnet.ight Rail Transit Association
Mr. G.B.Claydon writing in Tramway and Urban Trafsiuly 1999:

Reliable, fast, frequent,clean, safe and secutets the tram!

The tram is dead! Long live the tram!
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Trams outside East Croydon station. October 2@a0thor’s photograph).
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CHAPTER 12
ALAN JOHN WATKINS 1926-1993: SOME BIOGRAPHICAL DETA ILS

Alan John Watkins was born in Welling, Kent, onyda® 1926, the only child of
Florence and Walter Watkins. His father becameid®erechnical Officer at W.T.
Henley's Cable and Telegraph Works at North Woohy&nd his mother trained as a
dressmaker, but did not work after her marriage.

Passport photograph of Alan John Watkins.

Alan had a middle-class upbringing and receivedaiiy private education, namely
at the now defunct Upton College, Bexleyheath, dram 1940-1944, at Dartford

Grammar School for Boys. He experienced some stiieation during the early part
of the Second World War when he went to stay oridleeof Wight. Alan had a year
in the Sixth form at Dartford and wanted to attéhdversity, but his parents refused.
Alan was disappointed — but did not argue withgasents!

To avoid going into the armed forces, Alan was appced as a Mechanical Engineer
at Eastleigh Locomotive Works. Alan suffered frasthma and the apprenticeship
was considered to be better than square bashing &pprenticeship was
commensurate with a degree from Southampton Untyelait work and asthma took
its toll and he failed to graduate.

Later, in 1955, he embarked on an external coursEransport Studies at London
University and obtained a Certificate in 1963. gein the Certificate, Alan had to sit
several examination papers and write a dissertatvbich was entitled:

The Social Effects of the Motor Car on Public Tizors.

In 1950, Alan left British Rail Southern Region ¢maotive works at Eastleigh to
commence work as a wages and general clerk wiffrévillion Ltd., which was a
firm of haulage contractors at Slade Green, EH#gmt. From 1951-1964, he held a
post as a cost and invoice clerk with the Reliaf@ephone Company Ltd.
Cheapside, London. The firm relocated to Wellinglugih, but Alan did not wish to
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live there, so he took voluntary redundancy, anasseguently obtained a post with
Engelhard Industries as a sales and invoice clerk.

On account of relocation to St John's Street in dam and the poor working
conditions there, he took early retirement withwaéry redundancy in 1983. A few
months later, he obtained a post in the Works Depart at Queen Mary’s Hospital,
Sidcup. In 1990 he contracted cancer and retirdg.ea

Alan’s hobbies and interests were wide-ranging. wées passionately interested in
transport, especially tramways, railways and padtdamers. In connection with his
interest in transport, Alan and various friendvétked extensively, especially in the
Home Counties.

In connection with his interest in transport, Alaould occasionally meet one of the
apprentices from Eastleigh works, a Mr. E. Trotegnp told me that in 1946 Alan had
invited him toBexley where they travelled by three tram routed ane trolley bus.
Mr Trotter had hit his head on the trolleybus roéflan said“you can’t stand up in
these, you are not on a tram, ndWThis rather tortuous journey from London to
Bexley was primarily to show Mr Trotter a part biettramway system. The return
journey by rail was much shorter.

Alan, together with fellow enthusiasts, travelleeeoall the tram and bus routes of
London, thus acquiring an encyclopaedic knowlediggamsport in the Capital. He

went on many of these journeys in the company ofJdhn Walton, now many years
deceased, and the well-known author of tramway obk. Julian Thompson, who

now resides in the Philippines. Being interesteddrious forms of public transport,
they visited the newly opened Shenfield Electrieelin 1949. They took paddle
steamer trips to Southend and did the return joubyerain. Mr. Thompson informed

me that, until 1954, you could ride on the trollages there.

Later Alan met Mr Trotter at a boat show! Appargnt#hlan was contemplating a
narrow boat holiday. (Alan could not swim!)

Mr Trotter last saw Alan was at Neasden Works ogi@y in 1963 to commemorate
the centenary of the Metropolitan Railway the poegsor of the London
Underground. Knowing his interest in steam tragtidlan said, rather drily,What
are you doing among all this electrical equipment?”

On one occasion, Alan did the journey by paddlearster from llIfracombe to
Swansea, arriving at Swansea at 2a.m., and wasisadpto find that there was
nowhere open for breakfast, especially after a g&symy crossing!

Not only was he interested in transport but he alas a keen rambler and a member
of Morley College Rambling Club, where he usedead walks and youth hostelling
weekends. He had a detailed knowledge of Ordn&weey maps and railway
timetables, which made him an invaluable membéhefclub. Alan was patient with
people and took great trouble in giving fellow merhthe help and information they
required. He also enjoyed classical music, esflgdhe music of Elgar, Holst and
Vaughan Williams.
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It was through Morley College rambling club thdaA met me, as | was working in
the library there at that time.

We were married on #5March 1972 and were very happy because we weeetabl
share very many interests together walking musieerand transport.

Alan contemplating the scene at Cwmcarn SceniceD@went. June 1989. (author’s
photograh).

We had many interesting discussions on wide rangopics. He was a very
knowledgeable and stimulating companion. Alan déed 16" August 1993. His
demise was untimely, and | hope that by writings thccount of his part in the

campaign to save the London tramways | have carig a little to transport
knowledge.

Alan at Smallbrook Junction Isle of Wight Steanil®ay. July 1990. (author’s
photograph).
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