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WHAT IS THE VEHICLE INCURSION FOR THE RAILWAY  NETWORK ?

Great Heck, 2001 Aspatria, 2013
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WHAT IS THE VEHICLE INCURSION RISK FOR LONDON UNDERGROUND network?

• Extended network 

• Various types of 

interfaces 
• Existing arrangements and degree of interface containment 

• Topography or other site 

restrictions
• Frequency of train service

• Various stakeholders
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ASSESSING THE VEHICLE INCURSION RISK 

“Managing the accidental obstruction of the railway by road vehicles” guidance ( DfT 

guidance)

• Score

• Urban environment

• Causal factors 

• Assessment factors

• Traffic incident history

• Traffic calming measures
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Borough Actual sites Bridges
High Rated 

bridges

Actual  bridges 

at risk

Junctions, 

kissing points

High Rated 

junctions, 

kissing points

Actual 

Junctions at risk

Dead ends/ car 

parks

High Rated    

Dead ends / 

parkings

Actual Dead Ends 

& Car parks at 

risk
Total number of Areas at 

Actual Risk per Borough

Epping Forest 28 8 4 3 4 2 2 10 1 2 7

Redbridge 25 4 1 2 8 1 1 7 1 1 4

Waltham Forest 25 6 2 3 1 0 0 6 0 1 4

Newham 33 11 9 6 10 10 10 1 1 1 17

Barking and Dagenham
17 5 3 4 2 2 2 3 0 1

7

Havering 12 5 3 3 0 0 0 7 1 2 51
1

Enfield 17 4 1 1 3 0 0 7 1 0 1

Barnet 59 15 12 13 8 2 2 32 2 2 17

Haringey 10 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1

Islington 9 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Camden 15 7 5 5 0 0 0 4 2 4 90
0

Tower Hamlet 3 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

City of London 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Westminster 27 10 3 3 0 0 0 7 0 0 3

Kensington and Chelsea 15 4 4 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 5

Hammersmith and 

Fulham 51 8 5 6 2 0 0 14 0 0
6

Hounslow 21 9 7 8 2 2 2 5 2 3 13

Wandsworth 10 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 0 0 3

Merton 18 3 3 3 5 3 3 4 1 1 7
0

Hillingdon 63 16 10 14 3 0 0 32 2 2 16

Ealing 62 23 18 19 0 0 0 28 4 9 28

Brent 51 16 10 12 4 0 1 24 1 2 15

Harrow 41 12 8 9 7 1 2 17 0 2 13
0

Watford 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Three Rivers 29 10 9 8 5 3 3 11 1 1 12

Bucks 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Chiltern 11 3 3 3 0 0 0 7 0 0 3

totals 659 190 126 136 69 28 30 232 20 35 201
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Hazardous Road/Rail Interfaces at Risk for Vehicle Incursion
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BASIC PRINCIPLES 

• Road Rail Interface Safety is a shared issue 

• Prevention is better than protection 

• Cost of a measure is less than the cost of an accident

• Budget is always “elusive”
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• COMMUNICATION IS A KEY ISSUE
• COLLABORATION ON CERTAIN LOCATIONS WOULD REDUCE THE COSTS

What is safe enough ?

Shared risk+ DfT guidelines+ ? = Vehicle Incursion  Risk 

reduction

↑ 𝑆𝑎𝑓𝑒𝑡𝑦
COST 

↓ 𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘

𝑅 =
𝑆

𝐶
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F i n d  a  w a y

S h a r e  
C o s t s

C o n t r i b u t i o n    
i n  k i n d  

D e s i g n

C o n s t r u c t i o n

M a i n t e n a n c e

C o l l a b o r a t i o n
F l e x i b l e  
s c h e m e s
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Thank you 
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Contact :
Melina Kakouratou

melinakakouratou@tube.tfl.gov.uk

02070279917 / 07921403141


