
 

 

Appendix 1 

Transport Committee - 5 December 2012 

Transcript of Item 6: Questions and Answer Session with Transport for London 
 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  I am delighted to welcome back Peter Hendy, the Commissioner of 

Transport at Transport for London (TfL), and Christopher Garnett, who is a Board Member for Transport 

for London, and he is a member of the Finance and Policy Committee, which is one of the major 

committees at Transport for London.  Of course you also I think chair the Rail and Underground Panel? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  You serve on the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) Board and chair the 

Olympic and Paralympic Transport Board, so lots and lots of transport-related roles there and thank you, 

welcome back, Christopher.  I am not sure if you have been before our Committee? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I have, I had discussion on various 

other things at times, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Brilliant, so thank you, you are very welcome back before us.  I would like 

to just kick off, before we get into the Business Plan as our first subject area, I just wanted to pick up on 

the issue that came up this week about the Hammersmith Flyover.  I am wondering, Peter, whether you 

could just clarify for us, some information came out this week on the BBC that suggested that at the end 

of October 2011 there was a recommendation that TfL should install a support structure to prevent the 

likelihood of a sudden collapse, even though it might have been a remote possibility, and it took many 

weeks before TfL closed the flyover and carried out the works.  I am just wondering if you could clarify 

for us today, because it has just been in the news, why TfL did not act immediately on this, including 

perhaps introducing weight restrictions and what perhaps you have learned from this? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes.  The report on Inside Out is well up to the BBC’s 

current standard of journalism, Jimmy Savile and Lord McAlpine, and is a load of mendacious rubbish.  

They are quoting, not from a civil engineering analysis of the structure, but from a plan about what to do 

if it went wrong.  The whole thing is a load of garbage. Nobody in our position would dream of having a 

structure that was deemed to be unsafe in normal use for some weeks. Why on earth would we do that in 

case it fell down.  It was a particularly poorly made programme. I think the BBC should be ashamed of 

itself, as should the Member of Parliament (MP) for Hammersmith who has more or less alleged that 

somehow we behaved in an unsafe manner and, if you look at the disclosed reports under Freedom of 

Information (FOI) they are not a civil engineering analysis.  We knew that the structure was deteriorating, 

we have known it for nine years at least. We were consistently inspecting it and at the moment at which 

the inspection demonstrated that the structure was in worse condition than we imagined we closed it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  That is the evidence you have given us before; we just wanted to clarify.  

So the story that is out there, you are saying there is not one element of truth in it and you acted as 

soon as you had to? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  They are quoting from a document that looked at what 

you should do if risks came to pass.  It is a good thing that our organisation does do documents that look 

at what you should do if risks come to pass, but I cannot imagine for a moment -- I just said to myself 



 

 

when I first saw this, “Why would we do that?  Why would we keep it open if it was unsafe?”  We did not 

keep it open when it was unsafe; we closed it.  We received quite a lot of criticism for closing it, but then 

we did not know until the night before that it was in worse condition than we thought, but that was the 

point of looking at it.  I do hope the BBC stable of journalists recovers because we would like to respect 

what you see on the television. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Notwithstanding the fairly strong point that you have just made to the Committee, 

which is on the record, will TfL be writing to the BBC and to the MP for Hammersmith to take this up, 

because there could be repetitions in future if you do not nip this sort of thing in the bud? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Of the two bodies, I think the BBC has its own 

problems at the moment, but we have written to the MP for Hammersmith very forcibly. At the time that 

we closed the flyover we wrote to all of the local politicians, both the local authorities and the Members 

of Parliament, and what we said then was absolutely true and I would defend it, and we said that to him. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Sometimes when organisations are having other problems it is quite a good time to 

pile in and take up your issues as well. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I expect so, but my life is too short. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Exactly.  Thank you for that point, Roger. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It is the television equivalent of yesterday’s newspapers 

being chip wrappers; Inside Out is a pretty poor programme.  I hope they are not proud of themselves. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Thank you for your views on that.  Let us move on then to the Business 

Plan, which obviously came out yesterday.  Do you want to start off with what is new in the Business 

Plan in terms of reflecting the Mayor’s manifesto? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  As you know, we publish a Business Plan annually, 

which is the result of looking at the state of the business as it exists in the course of the year.  It is of 

course significant because it is the first plan to have been published since the Mayor was re-elected in 

May.  I think that some of the principal differences have been highlighted over the last 24 hours.  It 

contains within it a ten-year look-ahead at what we believe should be the right level of expenditure for 

the organisation, bearing in mind London’s greater than previously believed population and the 

population growth.  Two of the highlights in it are more planned expenditure on roads, highways and 

traffic signals than was previously planned, and more expenditure on cycling than was previously 

planned. 

 

I think the other feature that I would draw to your attention though is not just what you can see in the 

proposed disposition of funding.  Where we are in funding terms is, you will recall that we received a 

financial settlement in 2010 that was originally until 2017/2018.  It was originally designed to cover the 

period of Crossrail very largely.  Then as a result of the public spending cuts introduced by the present 

Government, it was curtailed to 2014/2015.  As we sit here now, it is not long in transport and 

investment terms until that period of time is finished, so this looks ahead and says, “Bearing in mind 

everything that is going on, what is the appropriate level of investment expenditure for longer than this 

period?” 

 



 

 

One feature in here is a prediction of a more stable level of investment capital expenditure over the ten 

years than we would previously have shown because of two things. One of which is that, aside from 

Crossrail - which is a very big project and continuing, and we would expect it would continue to be 

funded - we have had some pretty large peaks of expenditure recently on what was the Public Private 

Partnership (PPP), which is line upgrades. In the present economic circumstances we do not think that 

we are going to get very far looking for Government capital grants on a sort of peaked basis in the near 

future.  Added to which is, we are getting rid of -- the subsurface line upgrade will get rid of a great 

backlog of ancient trains.  Therefore, this now looks at a fairly constant level of investment expenditure, 

about £1.8 billion a year roughly over the ten-year period. 

 

It starts to form an argument about what we and the Mayor should be asking for next, because our 

settlement finishes in 2014/2015.  I have never met anybody who supposed that the Coalition 

Government will look for more than a year’s public spending round before the last date that the general 

election is due, and we cannot live on that basis.  If we go back to annual investment and capital 

spending, we will be back in the bad old days when we did not get much work done. It was expensive, it 

was stop-start, our suppliers could not run their business. 

 

I would not only say that in here are some things that have not been in here before in the detail of what 

is done in the various categories of what we deliver for London, but in here is a very strong argument 

about a sustained level of capital investment for the medium term on which the Mayor and we will start 

to argue, probably from January. Whatever Government does in terms of a further public spending 

review I think we can make a very strong case, and I hope you would all support us, for a medium-term 

capital settlement so that we can continue to upgrade all the assets that we have, we can continue to 

cope with London’s growth, and we do not go back to short-term annual settlements.  We may have to 

live with short-term annual settlements in revenue grant. I can see that is quite a likely outcome, but we 

cannot live with it for capital, we will go back to the bad old days. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  OK, thank you for that.  This is basically your ask of Government, but which 

areas are you particularly focusing on in terms of asking for this additional capital settlement over the 

next few years?  Which particular elements?  Is it the new Tube trains, is it the other upgrades? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  There is a continuing need to upgrade the assets of the 

Underground. As you will know, the benefits of doing that are not only that you get new trains, new 

track, new signalling, but also in the course of it you get higher capacity.  When the present funding 

package ends in 2014/2015, it is self-evident that the subsurface line upgrade, for example, is not 

finished at that point; the signalling rolls on until 2017; there will still be some trains to deliver.  You are 

almost expecting those to continue to be funded because we will be in dead trouble if there is no money 

for them because the factory will still be turning the trains out.  However, beyond that, you are looking 

at the Piccadilly line, you are looking at the Bakerloo line, you are looking at the Central line, you are 

looking at the Waterloo and City line.  The trains on the Piccadilly line are 1973, so they are 40-odd 

years old.  The Bakerloo line trains are 1972; they are at the end of their working life.  You would expect 

to see those lines upgraded and that is one large element of the capital plan and I think when Mike 

[Brown, Managing Director, London Underground and London Rail, TfL] was here in October he talked 

to you about the track replacement on an annual basis, which is not always what we have done in the 

past, but it is certainly what we should try and do in the future. 

 

There is also in this plan a much greater look at and forecast forward on the assets of the road network. 

You raised Hammersmith Flyover. Hammersmith Flyover is indeed a problem, whatever junk has been 



 

 

published about it recently. We have a number of other structures on the road network that are 50 or 60 

years old, many of them were in the brave new age of concrete technology and they all need looking 

after. We have not had in our capital plan a consistent amount of expenditure on those and we do have 

that in there in the future.  Those are at least two principal elements of that continuing basis. 

 

There is also a provision in here for longer trains on the Overground because it is already getting very 

crowded for double-tracking short sections of single track on Tramlink and on the Docklands Light 

Railway (DLR) and that sort of stuff, which I guess you would expect.  That is not about replacement of 

capital assets; that is about upgrading the system to cope with more and more passengers on it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Thank you for that.  If I could just pick up a couple of things within this.  

The roads element and your bid, you are saying it is for the assets effectively of the road network, how 

will that be allocated across different road user groups? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  You cannot allocate the capital much across different 

road user groups. What you can do is keep the asset in generally good condition, whether it is the 

highway surface, the pavement, bridges, tunnel, flyovers or whatever.  You can certainly upgrade the 

traffic signal system, which again is an advance on where we have been before.  The traffic signal system 

in London is called Split Cycle Offset Optimisation Technique (SCOOT); it is quite old in computer 

technology terms.  Its geographical coverage is partial.  We extended SCOOT this year to the East of 

London to cover the routes to and around the Olympic Park.  There clearly is great benefit to all road 

users from SCOOT because it turns traffic signals, which are automatic on timings that can only be 

adjusted by somebody turning up at the signals concerned in a van and opening a cupboard by the side 

of the road and changing a thing called a PROM, into something where you can alter it on a remote 

basis.  We can also produce better benefits for pedestrians and cyclists on that basis. 

 

I am at a bit of a loss to describe, in general highway asset replacement and maintenance terms, how you 

distinguish between all the users, other than to say that if they are in good condition the road network 

will be better for everybody.  Cycling money of course is more focused on a variety of things, including 

updating junctions and the like. Many of you know, as well as I do, there has not always been enough 

money in the past to do the sort of radical reconfiguration of junctions that people would like to see and 

this provides more of it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Let us pick up on the cycling money.  What proportion of TfL’s ten-year 

budget will be spent on cycling? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I wish I could remember the figure, but you can either 

argue it is too much based on the number of cycling trips in London or you can argue it is too little based 

on the growth of cycling.  If you want the number I will give it to you, but I am not going to -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  You do not have it off the top of your head? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  No, I do not. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  It is £930 million over ten years, which, if you work it out annually, is about 

what TfL has been spending now. It is not really a huge boost and it is certainly not the £145 million a 

year that we as a Committee recommended in our recent report on cycling.  Will you be revising it?  Will 

the Board potentially be revising this? 



 

 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I do not know.  The Board will have to decide what to 

do with the plan.  We do of course receive representations quite regularly from everybody who would like 

individual parts of the Plan increased. There is only obviously three ways of doing that, you can either 

get more money out of Government, you can put the fares up, or you can take it from somewhere else.  

The cycling money in here is more than has been spent in the recent past.  Of course one of the other 

answers to your question I did not answer in the previous question, which is that some of the money for 

the road network will go to improve cycling clearly, because if you improve the road network, if you do 

the right things on the road network, it will improve conditions for cyclists. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Christopher, as a Board Member, will you be looking particularly at the 

funding for cycling and consider whether it should be increased to the amount that we recommended, 

around £145 million a year? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  No, because we only have so much 

money, we have been through it all, we have had planning meetings and we worked through.  The 

number one priority was to make sure the money is there for, in my view, the continuing investment in 

the Underground.  That is the single most important section of investment to keep going forward.  You 

then work through the other priorities and as always, if you say we want to put more money there, where 

are you going to take it from?  So you try to arrive at what you think is a sensible balance and this is 

where we came to.  We have the TfL Board next week where we ratify the plan, but in the sort of 

discussions in Planning Committee and things, I think we are happy we have the balance about right, 

because there are always pressures on one place or another. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Funding is effectively what you are spending now; you are not planning to 

really increase that. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  We cannot increase that in that we 

have the Government grant, there is this great programme going on of cost economy, which is 

something that really started at the time that Boris [Johnson] came in.  I sat on the Board under Ken 

[Livingstone, former Mayor of London] and we did not really discuss economies, it was always about, 

“Let us spend the money here, let us spend the money here”, and he would say, “I will go away and sort 

out the money”.  He was very successful at doing that, but we are living in a rather different world these 

days where getting the money out of Government is extremely difficult and the big battle has been to 

make sure we get what we have without being able to go back and ask for more.  Therefore we have to 

subsidise what we are doing through fare increases, through the great efficiency programme, to make 

our capital go wherever we can.  We later come on to the Independent Investment Programme Advisory 

Group (IIPAG) and how that is helping us spend our capital better. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  OK, thank you for that.  Final quick question for me on this before I bring 

others in, in the Plan yesterday there was £300 million transport fund to boost development. I think it 

was about eight priority projects where you were going to improve transport links to support 

development.  Is this additional funding for new projects or were these works already planned? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I am glad you raised it; it is a new feature.  What it is 

designed to do -- it is additional funding to make some things happen for the benefit of housing and 

other developments that would not otherwise have happened without that funding. There are bits of 

money for things at Elephant and Castle and other places.  I think this is quite intelligent.  What this does 



 

 

is to put some of our capital funding into projects, many of which have been funded largely by third 

parties, in order to make them happen, in order to make the transport improvement happen, to bring 

better connectivity so that the other parts of the Mayor’s programme in terms of building houses and 

bringing on economic development can take place. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Fantastic, thank you for that.   

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  Thank you very much.  The two issues would be to continue on the subject of 

roads for you, Peter, then predictably enough to return to planning.  Continuing on roads, I would 

certainly, on behalf of the majority of road users who are motorists, welcome the expansion upgrade of 

SCOOT for the record.  Exploring your investment through the taskforce, you mentioned earlier about 

maintenance of our roads, and this might be partly linked to the last point, I am interested about the re-

engineering, the unblocking of certain parts of our rail link.  Clearly in the Evening Standard last Friday, 

and that will be mentioned later, there was some information fed about certain junctions that would be 

re-engineered.  Do you see this funding as not just long-awaited maintenance, but also some re-

engineering of our difficult bottlenecks? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, and one that will be near home for you is Fiveways 

on the A23, which clearly, if you go down to Croydon, it is clearly one of the principal blockages, both 

east/west and north/south.  That is the sort of thing where this additional money will get spent in order 

to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  This is the additional money, which is the £300 million? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  No. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  This is out of the £3.8 billion? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  That is right. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  That is regenerative money, the £300 million? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  OK, I understand that.  Now, this is to be welcomed. The road network has 

been long neglected, that is patently obvious, and this investment is to be welcomed.  I would be 

interested to know about the process.  We talked a little bit about, in the report, around the taskforce, 

could you expand a little bit about how that will work? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes.  So Isabel [Dedring], the Deputy Mayor [for 

Transport], is currently chairing this taskforce, which has on it representatives of every conceivable group 

of road users. It is midway through a process of attempting to work out - which is quite a difficult job 

because London’s roads are oversubscribed for many classes of user, business users, personal users, 

cyclists, van drivers, cars, pedestrians, buses, heavy goods vehicles, the whole lot, taxis, private hire, who 

have I missed, they will probably write and tell me tomorrow morning - but different bits of the road 

network have primary uses for different purposes. That is not to say the other users are not important, 

but if you look at the A13, which is three lanes each way going out of London, it clearly has a different 

pattern of usage from East Sheen High Street, as the leader of Richmond Council will tell you, which 



 

 

unfortunately for him is part of the south circular road, which has both long-distance users or at least 

medium-distance users and local people.  Isabel’s taskforce is attempting to sort out how you might 

define what you are trying to do in broad terms for those things and following that I think it will become 

evident where you might spend this money in the best way. 

 

There clearly is quite a lot of economic benefit in reducing congestion generally because you enable 

London to go about its business better, you enable business to deliver faster and all that sort of stuff.  

There still is a process in here, which is not defined in the ten-year plan, of precisely where you spend all 

this money.  It depends on where the best places are to spend it.  There are some obvious junctions, 

which people know about; I can quote you Fiveways.  I am not down there regularly, but I know from 

being there a few times, and also from our postbag, that it is the sort of place that you would imagine 

that if you spent a bit of this money to sort out that junction it would work better and it would do a lot 

for a lot of people.  There clearly are some other places and equally, you can go into it if you want today, 

but there clearly are some junctions and some gyratory systems that some classes of road user really 

believe are quite bad for them. We will never sort out places like King’s Cross without a bit of money 

because the whole thing is full already.  Those are the sorts of places, and in the ten-year plan what you 

do, and we do it every year, and next year’s plan will update it and next year’s plan will look again at how 

much money there is and where it should be spent, is you say, “We think that spending more money on 

that part of our business will be a good thing to do and will contribute to the Mayor’s general aims of 

better economy and growth”. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  In the task force, you mentioned that there would be representatives and 

lobbyists from all the myriad of road user groups, many of them are very active, many of them are very 

vocal.  I should know the answer to this question, but regular Joe Motorist, who is representing him or 

her? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  There is a great list of them, no matter how -- 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  I do not really need to go into it, but there are -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Perhaps we could get that circulated. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  I do not want to know the detail, but just as long as they are represented. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  They are; there is the Motorcycle Action Group, the 

freight people are represented, ordinary car users.  David Quarmby is on there, he is the Chairman of the 

Royal Automobile Club (RAC) Foundation. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  OK, and thank you for that.  Moving on to a subject that predictably enough I 

bring up is about Tramlink, and I am bound to do so.  First of all, I welcome very much the capacity 

building at Wimbledon, which will benefit the whole part of the Tramlink network and the four additional 

trams.  For the record, I am disappointed on behalf of residents both particularly across Croydon and 

across to Sutton that there are no specifics about TfL investment in the extension of those two pieces.  

Would you like to comment on that, Peter? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The Plan I thought mentioned it somewhere, but there 

are various extensions, which Tramlink proposed. We are continuing to evaluate them, and that 

evaluation is not only about the cost of doing them but the benefit of doing them as well.  Certainly the 



 

 

Mayor has promised Sutton and I think Bromley and Croydon as well that we will continue to do that.  I 

think, Steve, if I may, that one of the things that the affected boroughs who are keen on the extensions 

could do is to help us by contributing to our understanding of what those extensions would unlock in the 

way of housing and economic development.  We have some correspondence with Bromley just now 

where what we need to do is to understand from their point of view what will happen in the borough in 

housing and economic development that would not happen if you did not do it.  In the great ranking of 

these schemes, clearly this plan, even though it plans to spend lots of money over ten years, is still short 

of money, there is still great competition. What you want to see, the Mayor has been arguing very 

strongly for example about Vauxhall and Nine Elms, and I think we wait with favourable anticipation for 

what the Chancellor might say this afternoon about that.  However, clearly you have to rank those 

schemes in order of what they do to London’s economy and its housing.  I think if the boroughs 

concerned want to see those schemes go up the ladder in investment, it is not the end of the world, 

there will still be another Business Plan next year and one the year after. If those schemes have good 

business cases they will go up the Mayor’s agenda and we will work to see to what extent they do, and 

the boroughs concerned can help a lot by making it very clear what the additional benefits are of doing 

this, not just in public transport terms, but in economic development and housing terms. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  In the 12 lines in the Plan that refer to Tramlink, it does mention about TfL 

working with stakeholders, developing proposals, focusing how it may be funded. Clearly your thoughts 

are around a sort of cocktail of funding doing any huge extension.  Do you want to expand on that? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think they have to be, I mean, for example, Vauxhall 

and Nine Elms and the extension of the Northern line, which is one of the Mayor’s principal priorities, is 

not in this funding plan because it is envisaged that the funds for it will come in various ways from 

Government and the development.  I think that is right.  The £1.8 billion I have talked about over the 

next ten years is about maintaining and improving the capacity of the networks we already have, which is 

a very substantial job in itself. It is not clear to me that there are any significant extensions to our 

networks that these days would be wholly funded by transport expenditure. They need to be ranked in 

the housing and economic development world, which is what the £300 million that Caroline raised is all 

about. 

 

Steve O'Connell (AM):  Lastly for me, I appreciate the commitment to spend I think £3 million or 

£4 million, not specifically this plan, to start working out the Sutton route. I think it is incumbent on 

particularly Sutton to be able to present the case for the regenerative benefits of moving that tram down 

through St Helier and elsewhere. I would certainly be contacting in league with Sutton Council so we can 

present a case to you and I am sure Croydon will and Bromley will to support their cases. There is much 

to be done. There is some disappointment that there has been no specifics, but we will take this further.  

Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Thank you for that.   

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Peter, in addition to already planned Tube access works within the Business Plan; 

can you indicate what level of funding would be allocated for step-free access to Tube stations? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Within this ten-year plan are a number of very major 

station rebuilds, all of which will have step-free access. This will, in the life of the plan, I think from 

memory but we will find you the figure afterwards, double the number of journeys on the Tube that are 

step-free.  There is not currently in the Plan the sort of additional step-free access, you are about to 



 

 

mention Harrow on the Hill - if you do not get there, but I will if you do not - there is not, in this plan, 

the sort of money to do that.  However, there are two other things, one of which is that Crossrail, when it 

is finished, will of course bring largely step-free access. I have asked them to look at the few suburban 

stations, which are Network Rail stations in outer London, which are not planned to have step-free 

access, so I have asked them to look again to see what can be done.  On the back of that, we are going 

to look again in the course of the next few months about cheaper ways of bringing step-free access to 

suburban stations on the Tube and outer London. I think that the likelihood is with the present economic 

situation that we are not likely to see the sorts of sums of £50 million, £60 million, £70 million, 

£80 million per Underground station for lift access.  If you do look at Harrow on the Hill to give that 

step-free access you need five lifts. You need one on each side and one for each of the pairs of 

platforms.  I think we might find some other ways of improving step-free access in those stations and I 

would anticipate before we come back with the next plan next year that we will have some ways of doing 

that I think. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Peter, my understanding is that you have a planned improvement for access to 

Tube stations already within the budget.  In addition to that, I understand that TfL would be looking at 

something like 28 stations to have step-free access.  Is that figure correct or not? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think that figure is, yes, it is correct. 

 

“By the end of the decade a further 28 stations served by TfL will be step-free, which on the Tube 

alone will double the number of journeys, which will be step-free, from start to finish.” 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Do you have a list of those stations, criteria and prioritisation criteria? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I am sure we can give you a list of the stations; 

otherwise we could not quote the number.  I suspect you will find that a number of them are Crossrail 

stations and they will vary in the numbers of passengers quite markedly. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Specific to those 28 stations, we would like to see that particular list of 28; could 

you publish that and when can we have that please? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, we may even have it, probably next week I should 

think. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  OK, that is fantastic.  I would now ask you about two stations, talking about my 

patch since you raised the issue, not just Harrow on the Hill Station, which has major implications given 

the situation that you have.  In addition to accessibility, and this is not the only exception, is the issue 

about regeneration of the area, etc, which is impacted by not having proper access to the major station. 

We also have an issue about Stanmore Station, which again with its proximity to Royal National 

Orthopaedic Hospital, etc, is a priority.  Will stations like those, priorities like those, will they be 

incorporated within your criteria for the additional upgrade? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  As I said, with a place like Harrow, I think the best 

thing that we can do in the sort of current funding climate that we are talking about is to see whether in 

the light of our experience, particularly the experience of making some of the Overground stations and 

smaller stations on the National Railway Network accessible, whether there are cheaper schemes that we 

can adopt that give you the same result. As I said, Harrow on the Hill, if you are going to do it with lifts 



 

 

you need five lifts and it is a major exercise. We need to see whether there is any other way of achieving 

the same end. 

 

Stanmore, as you know, I will have to go away and I am sure that we can write to you because Stanmore 

is accessible, but not everybody agrees that the level of accessibility that is provided is adequate. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Extremely poor.  

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Just to add that there is a Board 

Member who is always arguing for Harrow on the Hill so you clearly have very strong lobbying.  He is 

always going on about the inadequacy of the train indicator boards and so on, so I think that a lot of 

work goes on in lobbying on Harrow. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  I am grateful for that, we could do with all the support we can have, but going back 

to those 28 stations, can you confirm that we are looking at step-free access for those 28 and not any 

other upgrades? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I do not think it is limited to step-free access. I think in 

that total is included the major stations that will be rebuilt in the plan. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  I think it makes it even more important that the Committee has a clear list of those 

28 and indeed indication of budget, how much budget you will be allocating for those 28 additional 

stations outside your planned budget already. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  OK. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Yes, and what is planned for each of those stations, thank you. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Just a very quick one and that is Colindale.  As you will know, there is an 

enormous development going on in Colindale with the population going up from something like 13,500 

to 34,500.  Have you any plans to upgrade Colindale Tube Station in the light of that? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I was up there three weeks ago, four weeks ago, 

because the local authority took us around to show us the extent of the huge developments that were 

planned. We are now in discussion with them about how it is that we upgrade Colindale Station because 

it clearly will not be able to cope in its current form with the sorts of increases of numbers.  As I 

understand it, several phases of that development are very likely to take place, so we are in discussion 

with Barnet currently about how the station should be upgraded and more importantly who should pay 

for it. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Will you keep me informed of those discussions? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  I was just going to ask, linking station upgrades and the step-free access, 

when you are upgrading a station, do you automatically look to see whether it is feasible to provide step-

free access as well or does TfL look at them in a completely separately. 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The answer is yes, because in most of them it is self-

evident. The reason why this programme has slowed is not only because there has been much less money 

than there used to be, but also because the easy places have been done.  If you can put in, on suburban 

stations, which are above ground, and which are roughly at ground level, it is not very difficult.  Where 

they are on bridges, where they are on viaducts or in cuttings, sometimes it is easy to do, sometimes it is 

not.  All the deep-level ones have been exhaustively looked at to see whether old lift shafts and other 

things can be used for access. I do not think you will be able to find anywhere where somebody has not 

looked and said, “How easy is this to do?” because clearly, if we could knock it out for a few hundred 

thousand we would do, and there are some places where we have done it. 

 

I think the difficulty arises that when you do it, you want to do it properly. The criticism at Stanmore is, 

what happened at Stanmore is it is in a cutting, they made the station step-free by driving a path down 

the side of the cutting, there were complaints about how steep it is, whether you can get a wheelchair up 

and down it and so on, all of which we recognise.  We have sort of done all that and I suspect - although 

I am not sure it would be a very worthwhile exercise - if Mike [Brown] or one of his people were here and 

you went through a whole list of places they would tell you what the issues are.  One of the great 

disappointments about the original deep-level tubes is that they were generally all fitted with lifts, but 

the lifts generally never went to platform level.  Some of them still have lifts of course, like Covent 

Garden, but they are still inaccessible because the lift shafts do not go down to platform level.  If they 

did, it would be very easy.  We have looked at trying to get the lifts down to platform level and it is a 

very complex and expensive civil engineering job.  When we did Green Park, for example, which did once 

have lifts, they are in a different part of the station and they had been built over. The cheapest way was 

to build a new shaft, which is what we did.  If there is anywhere where you want to know what would be 

involved to do it, we can tell you.  The reason why the Overground network and the National Railway 

Network in London is easier to equip is largely because it is above ground, many of the stations are quite 

near ground level and are relatively easy to do. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  The reason I ask is because somewhere like Tottenham Hale, which is going 

to get money for redevelopment, and I do not know whether you have ruled out because of the expense, 

because it is a deep station, but if you are now looking at cheaper ways to do things, it may be possible 

to revisit some of those schemes with the new -- 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The cheaper ways to do things apply to places above 

ground. There is not a cheaper way to dig a vertical shaft than by digging a vertical shaft. We have had 

some experience even in that case where it has cost too much and we have had to stop.  If some of you 

remember Shepherd’s Bush, we started it and we had to stop it.  Tottenham Hale never had lifts because 

it [dates from] 1968, from memory, and if you wanted to make it step-free access you would have to 

build a vertical shaft and that, as I understand it, is not currently in the plan. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  It is not, OK. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  It was just a very quick question on bus spending in the Business Plan.  You 

have an item, “Bus capital expenditure: £198 million”, over the life of the plan.  Can you tell me how 

much of that is going on the New Bus for London and how much on other bus-related spending? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think that what you will see in here is the ten-year 

spend on things like bus stations, staff toilet facilities, stops, shelters and that sort of stuff.  I think you 

will find that the New Bus for London expenditure will be put in with the revenue/expenditure of the bus 



 

 

service, because it will be treated like we treat the cost of the buses now, which is as though it is a lease 

to the operators. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  This is all for infrastructure rather than vehicles? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes.  If I am wrong I will write to you, but I am pretty 

sure that I am right, and if I am wrong it is because I do not know what I am talking about.  I think you 

will find that is the correct way of accounting, otherwise the bus service expenditure will not be 

comparable at the end of the period to the start because you will have something like a twelfth of the 

vehicles that will not be accounted for in the same way. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK, thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  If you can clarify that, it will be one of the issues we will just pick up so we 

can get the clarity of how much the New Bus for London is costing.   

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Peter, it is amazing I think how the economy of London has 

changed so much so quickly. While we used to laugh about walnut whips as increases in council tax 

levels, we are now extremely concerned about the impact of expenditure increases on the budgets of 

lower-paid and people on benefits in London.  There is the growth of poverty.  The prospect of a retail 

price index (RPI) plus 1% increase in fares for the life of the Business Plan is extremely concerning.  I 

know that was what the journalists were briefed, but looking at the document I can see that RPI plus 1% 

is fixed until the end of the current comprehensive spending review (CSR).  Is it your expectation, or is it 

the assumption of the plan, that there will be an RPI plus 1% increase in fares every year on the Business 

Plan? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  When we do this plan as the Executive, and as we 

present it to the Board, all we do is to make an assumption about what the fares will be.  We do not of 

course determine what they will be because, as you know, under the Act that is not a decision of TfL or 

me or the Mayor as the Chair of TfL; it is a decision of the Mayor as the Mayor of London. The Mayor 

can vary his fares assumption from year to year and indeed would be pretty foolish not to if the Plan did 

not turn out in future years to have the same level of expenditure and income as it has within it. 

 

Apart from January’s fare increase, which is RPI plus 1% as you know, because Government found the 

money to reduce it from RPI plus 2%, the Plan just makes that assumption on that basis, as it also makes 

the assumption that all the present concessions continue.  If a future Mayor decides to have a different 

fares policy then the amount of money available for investment and indeed for revenue support will vary.  

It is our best estimate. Part of the information on which we base it is also what we think Government is 

likely to do with National Railway fares, because they have such a strong relationship. I do not know 

where the wreckage of this current Government’s assumptions about railway fares really are, or where it 

would lead you, but I think that they assume some very large increases followed by RPI.  They have not 

of course been able to carry out very large increases so their multi-year business plan for the National 

Railway Network will not have as much income in it currently as it would have done.  I suspect that will 

mean for the National Railway Network that future medium-term plans will have increases of RPI plus 

something because they did not get it.  If you remember, the optimism when the Government was 

elected was that they have had a few years of large rises and then it would be all right.  It has not worked 

out like that. 

 



 

 

That is not to say that we are not mindful, and it is not to say that the Mayor is not mindful about the 

effects on the lower-paid.  The other characteristic that I would say about this plan, and you would 

expect me to say it even though you might not find it very nice that I do, is that one of the reasons that 

there is a fares assumption of RPI plus 1% is because we have continued to assume that all of the current 

concessions apply for the full ten years. In comparison to most transport networks, not only are we likely 

to rely on significantly less revenue support than most of my European comparators get, but we also give 

significantly larger numbers of people the option of travelling at somebody else’s expense or at our 

expense and that is the consequence.  Nobody on a bus pays a fare below 18 or beyond 60 and there are 

some serious consequences of that if you are trying to balance the Business Plan. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  I remember that when the current Government made the current 

CSR settlement of this current transport settlement to TfL, there was something like a 12-page detailed 

letter, a very prescriptive letter, which, if you wanted the one-sentence summary would be, “If you do 

not put the fares up we will not give you capital expenditure”.  Are you saying that you are expecting the 

next round of CSR negotiations that the Government will be requiring very stringent demands on 

Londoners to carry on paying increased fares?  Because it was a very prescriptive letter, was it not, 

Peter? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It was, but it does not surprise you, does it, because in 

an era when every penny of Government expenditure is closely scrutinised, certainly Government itself 

will always want to make sure, whoever the Mayor is, that the Mayor in their view has some sensible 

ideas about raising revenue by fares income as well as the level of grant that they give.  I would be 

astonished if the next settlement did not have similar prescriptive views in it. However, what I am saying 

is that I am sure it will have to also be informed by what they plan to do with the National Railway 

Network and, nevertheless, that it does not bind the Mayor on a year-by-year basis. In fact, if our 

budget turned out to be better, or there was more money in it, or there were unexpectedly lower costs, 

or increased income then the Mayor could take a different view.  Certainly in my discussions with the 

Mayor, he has not enjoyed easily fulfilling what we think would give us a balanced plan; he has 

questioned us very closely.  For that reason, in here is a continuing level of economies that in my view, 

leading the management, will be progressively harder to implement, but we will have to do it because we 

should do. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  There has been an increase in the expected revenue surplus, I 

gather, from 2012/2013 and 2013/2014 and that has gone into the capital expenditure.  The Mayor did 

talk about bearing down on fares. Is there any likelihood that the increased revenues will be used to help 

hold down the fare increases? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think we are back into the familiar territory of the 

difference between cash and the operating budget: (a) we have quite a lot of cash in the bank at the 

moment and (b) on a year-by-year basis you will find that some of the capital expenditure slips, 

notwithstanding close attention by the Board to that. Much of it is due to early Crossrail funding income 

and later than expected capital expenditure on various things.  There is not a huge surplus on the current 

account. What you will find this year, or what you will find for the last two or three years, is that the 

Crossrail expenditure on buying property has been slower than anybody expected and also we are 

prudent people doing business so we do not -- 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  The intention was to ask about revenue surpluses. 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, but there is not much revenue surplus, it is in the 

odd £30 million or £40 million; that is not enough to make a sizable difference on fares. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  OK, well perhaps we could get some clarification in writing on 

that because that is not what our brief here says, but we could get that in writing I think from you, some 

clarification on the revenue surpluses on the operating funds. 

 

Last question: I am very concerned that over the years there has been a disproportionate increase in the 

bus fares. The typical bus passenger is paying 50% more now than they were in 2008. I was looking at 

the service volume plan for the bus services, in terms of the number of buses available and the services 

available, and it plateaued. The Business Plan shows for the next few years sticking at the current level. 

No growth, no net growth in bus services.  The population is rising, the number of predicted bus 

passengers is also rising, bus passengers are paying a lot more, so how is it that, if you are a bus 

passenger paying a lot more in your fares, expecting to be continuing to pay annual increases above 

inflation, your bus is just going to get much more crowded and there is nothing for bus passengers in 

this Business Plan.  Is that your perception of it and can you justify it, Peter? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  No. That would certainly be true if they were all full 

everywhere, I mean this is another subject on which you can get tied up with a lot of misinformation.  

What is certainly true is that the days of the year-by-year expansion of bus service mileage are not in this 

plan because the economy that we are living in is very different.  The subsidy for buses went up from 

2000 when it was nearly nothing and the service was unsustainably badly run and suffering from 

increased staff shortages, to over nearly £600 million from memory.  The Plan reduces the revenue cost 

of running the bus services year by year and it is now £400 and something million, and over the life of 

the Plan it will go down some more. 

 

Yes, it is true that people who are paying fares are paying a greater proportion of that and it is not going 

to increase despite the population.  However, what that means for us is that we are going to have to be 

smarter about how we plan the mileage and how we use it.  Since the primary purpose of all of this 

transport is to take people to work, to education, to establishments, to hospitals, to whatever they want 

to do socially, then we do have a job, which is to plan the bus service so that there is adequate provision 

for the people travelling. I think it does mean that, certainly in the height of the peak hour, we are going 

to have to get cleverer and cleverer about where we put the last few vehicles.  However, that seems to 

me to be inevitable now because we are not in the land of milk and honey where the revenue subsidy 

was able to rise substantially and continue rising. If Leon [Daniels, Managing Director, Surface Transport, 

TfL] was here, and I have done that job, it just means we are going to have to work harder in terms of 

where we run the mileage and the last few buses to cope with the peak.  We do want to take people to 

work; we do not want to leave them behind.  If the buses get fuller that is fine; if they get full then we 

have to redeploy the existing service so that we can carry people.  It is not going to be easy to do and I 

think that the average occupancy will undoubtedly rise but the average occupancy of a London bus is 

now, over all the days and all the weeks and all the times of day, is about 20 or so from memory; that is 

quite good.  The average occupancy of buses outside London is rather less than 10.  However, that 

encompasses both periods of the day when there are 90 people on them and periods of the day when 

there are 3 people on them, and we are just going to have to get smarter about how we do it. 

 

What is the bargain for bus passengers?  The bargain for bus passengers is that this is a bus service that 

everybody else in Great Britain would die for.  The people who live outside London are envious to an 

enormous degree about the ability to move around London 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, at fares that 



 

 

are a fraction of what you would pay in the rest of Britain and the reason is because the subsidy is still 

£400 million a year. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Yes, but it does not seem fair to me, Peter, that bus passengers, 

there are more of them paying more money every year and the prioritisation of the capital investment in 

the Tube and other parts of the network seem understandable but the bus passengers are getting 

absolutely nothing. I think people will tell you that in the morning rush hour it is getting harder and 

harder to get on your bus, it really is. Assembly Members will tell you in terms of case work, when there 

is a problem with a bus route and people are arguing for more frequencies, it just does not come, we do 

not get it.  The bus passengers are getting diddly squat out of this Business Plan.  There is not even 

much going on in terms of cleaning up the bus emissions.  There is a small programme that is not really 

large scale, so I would just put it to you that, yes, times are hard, but for bus passengers to get nothing 

out of their additional expenditure does seem unfair and probably economically not sensible because it is 

the largest part of the transport network and it is the thing basically that makes London work. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Hang on a second, because there is a sharp dichotomy 

in this plan about arguing about long-term capital expenditure on modes of transport where capital is a 

very important part of the expenditure and revenue expenditure. I would not even bother to go to 

Government with an argument about revenue expenditure that did not attempt to show a declining 

reliance on revenue, because whoever was in power in Government would be looking to reduce revenue 

funding on a year-by-year basis and I do not suppose we will stop being visited by that.  That was not a 

characteristic of the ten years from 2000 but it certainly is now and I have never met anybody who did 

not suppose it would continue.  The trouble with the bus service is it is largely revenue expenditure. 

 

What I would say is that it is not going to stop the modernisation of the bus fleet and within here, for 

example, are 600 New Buses for London, all of which have much better emissions and air quality 

characteristics than the present bus fleet, and that will continue.  There is that, but you cannot square 

this circle unless you can either find more fares income or more Government grant, there is no other way 

to run more bus mileage. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I think Val’s question is very fair and 

valid and we had a long discussion over a number of meetings about this business of bus investment, 

frequency, how do you expand the service. It is, I think, one of the most complicated issues facing TfL 

because of the level of subsidy that London gets for its bus service in comparison to anywhere else in the 

country.  Having run, in a previous life, transport systems outside London, I was always very aware of the 

money that was going to London. Drawing together a number of points that have been made, yes, I have 

exactly the same recollection as you about the very clear statement from Government that, “If you do 

not put your fares up, what you do not put up in fares we will take away in grant, because we, Her 

Majesty’s Government (HMG), are not going to support London even more than we are already in 

comparison to the rest of the country”. I think the comparison is that the average bus fare outside 

London is about a pound and inside London it is about 60 pence, and London does have this 

fantastically good bus service. 

 

Going forward from there, when we were then looking at saying, “Can we expand the bus fleet?” which 

we were looking at two or three years ago on the previous plan, you then said, “Where do the economics 

come from?  How are we going to find the money?  Where is the capital going to come from, the 

operating costs, extra grant?”  We just could not make the figures stack up.  I totally accept the point 

that it is tough on the bus people, but also in this plan we are seeing bus capital expenditure going up 



 

 

from £23 million to £112 million in the financial year 2014/2015.  I think that is probably, Peter, going 

into garages and other things, which the passenger will not see, but again is money that we have to 

spend to make sure that we can keep delivering the service we have.  It is a very difficult thing at this 

level of subsidy that goes into buses versus what is happening in the rest of the country and that is 

something that certainly was going through the TfL Board’s mind when we were looking at this whole 

issue. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  On this specific point of the increase in the bus fares, it cannot be right, can it, 

that, to quote Val Shawcross, that bus passengers are getting “diddly squat” out of the bus service.  

Certainly it seems to me that statement is quite simply grandstanding.  I know from the report, perhaps 

you will confirm this for me, that the satisfaction among the ridership of our buses is increasing.  Is that 

true? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think it is. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  That does not chime terribly well with getting diddley-squat.  Is it not also a fact, 

and can you confirm what Mr Garnett has said that the subsidy for London bus passengers is infinitely 

greater than the subsidy that is given for bus riders elsewhere in the country? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, it is, because most bus passengers in the rest of 

the country get no subsidy at all, they are paying the economic cost. As I have described at least to some 

of you before, I could run this bus service at no subsidy. What I would do is jack the fares up by about 

times-four and reduce the service in the peak hours by about three-quarters?.  I could make it work 

really well at no subsidy at all; London would be devastated both economically and socially as a 

consequence and that is the reason why we work so hard to justify the amount of money that is put into 

the service in subsidy.  I think that realistically the prospect of getting any more subsidy, which would be 

needed to increase peak-hour traffic even more, is vanishingly small. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  All these arguments about bus fares being terribly high and the poor oppressed 

Londoner who travels by bus is somehow or another getting a raw deal is not the teeniest bit accurate.  I 

think the most striking figure that we have heard today, and the figure that we have repeated often, is 

that the average fare in London is 60 pence but outside London is £1. That suggests to me in fact that 

London is getting an extremely good service from this. 

 

A specific question I would like to ask you both is, if the fares regime that you are proposing so far as 

increases are concerned is not implemented, what are the things in this plan that you would be unable to 

do? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Tony, the only thing I would say is I am not proposing 

anything; I am making an assumption about what the Mayor will do over the life of the plan.  If we made 

a different assumption, for example if we made an assumption of sub-RPI increases, then you would 

have to take out either revenue support principally for the bus service, or some level of capital 

expenditure, or both. The difficulty that everybody has been faced with ever since we started discussing 

that here and at the Board is that it compounds itself on an annual basis.  As we discovered in the years 

from 2000-04, if you do not inflate fares on an annual basis you do not merely affect the economy in the 

year where you do not inflate them, you affect all subsequent years.  Those with long memories will 

recall that there was a very sharp correction in bus service fares in 2005 and 2006 because you could not 

make the books balance because they had been held static for four years.  That is why we make the 



 

 

assumption that we do, because you cannot make this plan add up.  What looks like a relatively small 

decrement if it were only RPI and not RPI plus 1% in one year, compounds itself through the length of 

the Plan into hundreds of millions of pounds. I am not saying that with glee, it is just a matter of fact.  If 

you take out of this plan, if you compounded, from memory, and I might be wrong, the effect of RPI 

against RPI plus 1% is £70 million or £80 million I think on an annual basis. If you take it across ten years 

with inflation you have probably knocked £1 billion out of this plan and if you do that then there really 

are some things that you cannot deliver. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  So, if we were to do this, and indeed I would agree with you that if revenue from 

the fare box does not increase incrementally there will be the same kind of devastation created across 

the whole of the transport system that you have said that you would create if you were to abolish all 

subsidies altogether. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It might be different devastation but it would certainly 

be very noticeable at the end of ten years.  One of the central arguments about this - which I suspect 

from whichever political viewpoint you come from that you cannot fail to have some sympathy for - is 

that in a growing city with an increasing population, if you do not find generally the means to keep these 

vast transport networks in good order, the consequence of failure to do that is very long term.  If you 

look at how long it has taken us to climb out of the hole that was created by a combination of a lack of 

investment and diverting investment to building the Jubilee line and hence not investing in the 

Underground for some years hardly at all, then in circumstances where the city is growing at 

80,000 people a year, the results probably are devastating in the long term.   

 

I do not apologise for advocating a situation that says, “Here is a set of hard financial numbers, but 

which has within it ten years worth of expenditure to keep these systems, not only in a good condition, 

but increase their capacity”, then somehow you have to pay for them.  You have to pay for them either 

through Government grant, from third-party receipts like advertising and so forth, which we are trying 

very hard to increase, or by reducing the costs, which we are driving at, or by fares.  There is no other 

method of doing it and my compatriots doing the same job worldwide are faced with the very same 

problem.  The great luxury that this city has, which is a wonderful luxury, is that it is expanding, it is very 

productive, and therefore you can make a very strong argument to Government for getting the sorts of 

investment that you need to continue. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  To sum-up, one of the reasons why London is the most successful city in the 

United Kingdom is because of the transport policy, which you are implementing, and the transport 

policy, which is being proposed by the Mayor, is the only way in which it can be kept in that state. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It certainly looks like it, unless somebody else can find 

an appreciable sum of money that is not so far accounted for. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Thanks very much.  Thank you, Chairman. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Thank you, Tony.  Before I bring Roger in, I would just like to welcome 

Tufnell Park Primary School from Islington who have joined us.  We are the Transport Committee and we 

are interviewing our guests about the Business Plan for transport in London this morning. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Thank you, Chair.  Just before we leave the fares issue, Mr Garnett, you said that 

the average bus fare was 60 pence? 



 

 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  60-65 pence, yes. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Who pays that? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I declare an interest, I have a 

Freedom Pass, thank God, so I declare that straight away, but it makes you terribly lazy, the Freedom 

Pass. Previously you would walk; you get on the bus.  So it is the over-18s and to the under-60s who are 

paying it and they are carrying this fare burden for everybody else. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Chair, I have a feeling of déjà-vu. I used to have this argument with Ken 

Livingstone because the average fare quoted by TfL tends to be lower than the lowest amount that you 

can pay for a ticket, which I am not saying is questionable, but I think that we need to have the 

calculation explained to the Committee if we are going to use figures like that, because on the face of 

them they look difficult. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Let me explain it very easily.  Most people on low 

incomes, and I do not forget, and I do not think the Board forgets, that we do have a lot of people in 

London struggling on low incomes, do not of course pay cash fares, which are a very poor bargain. They 

are either on pay-as-you-go or bus passes, they make multiples of journeys and the best value tickets are 

bus passes and on average people make with bus passes very large numbers of journeys, which is how 

you get an average of 65 pence. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  So you are not including the freebies? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I cannot remember, but they make very large numbers 

of journeys as well. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I mean that would make a huge difference. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It would, but even if you exclude them the average 

number of journeys made on travel cards and bus passes, because you can do it, is very large. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  The comparator, and I cannot 

remember whether it is in or out, is the same on both. So the pound, if the subsidies are in, the free 

passes are on the pound, if they are on the 65, or they are both out. I cannot remember which way 

around but we are comparing, as I understand it - because it is a question I have often looked at - we are 

comparing apples with apples. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Of course the costs turn up elsewhere too because 

London Councils have to pay for the cost of the -- 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Because they are not free. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  They get a relative bargain as well.  It is a shame they 

do not pay on a per single journey ticket basis, otherwise the subsidy would be less and we could run 

more services.  But somehow I have not found a London borough that wishes that calculation to be done 

like that. 



 

 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, we have had that debate before as well, I think some councils would gain and 

some would lose. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  They would all lose on my method of calculation. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  You can do it now with Oyster too, so there is no excuse for not doing it. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  If you are advocating the councils paying for the whole 

of the Freedom Pass on a per journey single ticket basis, we will have a very different Business Plan with 

a very large increase in bus mileage and probably a very -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  I do not think you would be popular with London councils, Roger, if you 

suggested that. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  A one-off pretty large reduction in fares, but I would 

not walk past your town hall for some years. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Moving on, Chair, to the issue of the Business Plan.  The funding settlement for 

Transport for London now covers you for the next two and a half years, which is a relatively short time 

compared to the plans that you have been used to in the past.  Is that length of time that you received 

the funding settlement for curtailing some of the things that you might otherwise be doing in the plan? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  No, not yet, but it will.  That is the point of making it 

clear about the need for another medium-term settlement.  We have all sorts of contracted expenditure 

that lasts for longer than the current financial settlement allows for.  You could not build Crossrail if you 

asked the contractors for an option to suspend work after 31 March 2015 on the grounds we had no 

money, so we are expecting that to continue, just as we are with the subsurface lines, signalling and 

trains.  However, as we move towards 2014/15 we would start to become reckless, and I think the Board 

would start asking us questions, if we continued to let large long-term contracts on the basis of funding 

settlements we could not see.  Historically, the organisation has driven some very bad deals on the basis 

of short-term finance.  If your suppliers really do not know how much capital you have from year to year, 

they will suspect that you might not be able to buy what it is that you are saying that you will buy. As we 

move towards that-- and certainly none of us would want to get into that circumstance, if only because 

we are beginning to show some really good fruits of long-term purchase with people who can rely on the 

workflow to create jobs and wealth in other parts of the country, if not in London.  So, as we go through 

this next calendar year of 2013, if we cannot see a reasonable prospect of a medium-term capital 

settlement, then we will start to wonder whether we should do some things that we otherwise would do. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Does that long-term purchasing option enable you to make savings on 

procurement? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, absolutely, it is the only way of doing it. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  On the agenda for the TfL Board for 

next week we are going to be approving expenditure, additional project expenditure, on the deep Tube 

programme of £11.27 million on the assumption that we will get that money in the next spending review. 

There is no way we can go out and order the trains, the signalling or anything else until we know we get 



 

 

that in the next spending round, but we are preparing ourselves for that so the Board does look very 

carefully at what its forward commitments are against where the funding is coming from. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Which bits of the Tube upgrade will those be? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  At the moment, we make the 

assumption, because we place the orders for the subsurface, as Peter was saying, the signalling. The 

money for that will keep coming through, but we cannot commit yet to the expenditure on what is called 

the deep Tube programme because we do not know if we have the capital for that. In preparation for 

that we are committing capital resources, £11.27 million, it could go up to about £20 million, to make 

sure that if and when we get money from Government for the next round of expenditure we are ready to 

go.  However, we do look carefully at making sure we are not making commitments for which we are not 

funded. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  How are you making the case to Government for longer-term funding? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  One of the ways we are making it is to publish this 

plan, so you make it clear what it is that you are going to do, which drives benefit to London.  It is not 

just a transport plan, it clearly produces you the circumstances of coping with the additional population 

and economic activity. Then I suspect in the New Year we will start, or we have already started, talking to 

the Department for Transport (DfT) and the Treasury about the advantages of doing this, so I do not 

think we are knocking at the door that is completely closed.  I think the Government has said and, 

indeed, the Opposition has said.  They have both talked about the benefit of transport investment in 

driving economic growth.  What we really want is for them to put their money where their mouth is, 

because what you need to see is some medium-term commitment.  Certainly, unless the Mayor changes 

his mind, I would expect him to be on this subject quite strongly in the early months of the next year and 

we on the Board will be too because it is so important.  It probably is the most important thing facing us. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Going back to the whole debate 

about this plan, one of the things we have brought up really strongly was making sure that in the Plan 

we had made sure we had got in there any assumptions about the deep Tube. As we all saw going back, 

the lack of investment where it went to us, we then had the private finance initiative (PFI).  We really do 

not want to go there again, but at least it got us some investment going, which we might have been able 

to get under better control because of the change to the Metronet and Tube Lines. 

 

We have to keep this investment going.  One just knows, particularly in rail, you cannot run stop-start.  If 

we want to have good economies, if we want to have good prices from manufacturers, you cannot keep 

going from feast to famine.  We want to go and get this forward order. 

 

Of course, the other thing that goes on against all of this is the credibility of what we are delivering.  The 

fact that the Victoria line is running - famous last words - for the moment is running pretty well.  I always 

have a terrible thing whenever I say that then something goes wrong, but it is going well.  The extra 

Jubilee trains come in and the Jubilee line is now coming right, so you develop this credibility.  We are 

seeing the efficiency of capital spend.  That at least then gives encouragement to government saying, 

releasing this capital, they are spending it well and that is also part of what this is about. 

 

Roger Evans (AM): How is your relationship developing with the Department for Transport post-

reshuffle? 



 

 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think it is pretty good.  I have been here nearly seven 

years now.  I am on my eighth Secretary of State, my fourth Permanent Secretary.  I think one of the 

things that we should all celebrate about London governance is that it is relatively stable.  You deal with 

people who are there long enough to understand the issues.  Nonetheless, I think we have a much better 

relationship with the Department than we have had in recent times because they have their own 

preoccupations.  They do not seem to be much bothered with the wash-up of the PPP anymore, which is 

pretty good. 

 

Earlier, Val referred to, and was absolutely right, that the last settlement letter we had from Government 

was very prescriptive about what it expected us to deliver.  Do not worry.  We will have delivered it all.  

We will have delivered it on time and on budget, because that is part of the process, as Christopher says, 

of justifying further money.  We pay.  Steve Allen [Managing Director, Finance, TfL], Leon and I pay very 

close attention, as the Board does, to those undertakings given to Government so when we go back for 

more we will say, “Have a look at this letter.  Look what we did” and it will be all right.  I think that is 

really important. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  In the reshuffle, of course, we had lost a Secretary of State and a Minister of State 

who are both London MPs and had them replaced with people who are from outside London.  Do you 

anticipate you will need to make changes to your arguments to appeal to those people? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Well, Stephen Hammond [Parliamentary Under 

Secretary of State for Transport] is there. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Stephen is good, but he is at the most junior level. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The point about delivery is really important.  The point 

about economic justification is really important.  That is an argument that goes beyond the Department.  

If you cast your minds back to Crossrail, the reason why Crossrail was authorised by Government in the 

end was not that we made transport arguments to the transport department; it is that business went to 

the Chancellor and the then-Prime Minister and said, without this, the City will not economically 

develop.  Whether or not they wanted to do it, they found the money to do it. 

 

One of the ways in which you make this argument clear is not for us to argue for this on transport 

grounds, because there are always people, even Christopher, who say, “Well, they would say that, would 

they not?”  If you are in my position, you would always like new trains and buses and all that sort of 

stuff.  I would anticipate that the Mayor makes that argument, not just on the basis of a better transport 

system, but on the basis of economic growth.  I would expect London First and the London Chamber of 

Commerce and Industry and the Confederation of British Industry (CBI) in London and other business 

groups to come in and say, without this, it is not going to work.  As you would expect, we have talked to 

them about it.  I would expect to weight in the arguments about the relative success of the Olympics, 

about the fact that we delivered all this.  I think we will make that case not just about transport but 

about the benefits to the city and the country of doing it. 

 

One of the things the Mayor does in speeches from time to time is to refer to the number of jobs in the 

rest of the country that is created by what we buy.  He is also right to do that.  While the Secretary of 

State is no longer the MP for Putney, but is the MP for Derbyshire, I expect he remembers he has what is 

billed as the only remaining railway rolling stock manufacturing plant adjacent to his constituency where 



 

 

many of his voters work.  If we ordered a fifth car for the Overground trains, do you know what?  There 

would be more work for the factory in Derby.  Now, it is relevant. 

 

It is also relevant for people who increasingly are crammed in like sardines on a surface that is extremely 

successful.  It has more than one impact.  What I would say is that I think we will rely on those arguments 

probably more than we will do just about the transport arguments. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  That is reassuring.  Can you tell us a bit more about your progress on attracting 

income from other sources? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, as part of the changes to the organisation that 

saved a lot of money, we have set up a separate group to look at the opportunities for commercial 

development.  We do have some of course.  We have the largest advertising contract in Britain. I suspect 

the chances of getting more money out of that are pretty small, because the people who currently 

perform it are paid a lot of money at the height of the market and it is not anything like the height of 

the market. 

 

It is the case that we would envisage that we could make more money, for example, out of sponsorship 

than we have done in the past.  We need to find still more ingenious ways of property development.  

Sadly, most of the vacant land adjacent to our property is gone, but we still have quite large tracts of 

land.  The Board regularly presses us to develop those things and we are now taking on Board people 

who have the expertise to do it.  In fact, in this plan are several hundred million pounds worth of 

additional income, which is projected on being able to do that.  I cannot remember now whether 

anybody has been here yet to talk about it, but if you want somebody to come back in the spring or 

summer to say how we are doing, we will do that.  It is really important.  You would not forgive us for 

either not bearing down on the economics of the cost to the organisation or for trying to maximise every 

other form of income, which we should clearly do. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, even if you look at our present estate and the retail estate, we think we can 

do better, actually.  We certainly persuaded ourselves that, bearing in mind the enormous throughput in 

some of our stations, the retail offering in some of them is really rather poor. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It could be a lot better.  You can expect to see some 

radical proposals to improve that in the near future.  Many Tube stations have throughputs of several 

hundred thousand people and we ought to be able to have higher class retail in there.  It is a bit difficult 

sometimes.  The spaces are very constrained.  They are not ones that every retailer wants.  Some of them 

have no water supply.  Some of them have no toilets.  They are underground.  However, they are 

adjacent to large numbers of people and we should absolutely maximise all of that. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Is that a feature of the plans for Crossrail? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, it is.  Crossrail, of course, will turn out to have 

some very big stations.  Everyone likes architectural temples, but my temples I am afraid will have some 

money changers in them because we have no alternative. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, you could apply that principle on the Jubilee line as well. 



 

 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, part of the problem, Roger, is that you have to 

design the station so that the retail areas are by and large outside the gate line rather than inside it.  The 

best thing you can do with that bit of space at the back of Canary Wharf is to hold orchestral concerts, 

but only for ticket-holders, unfortunately. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  When the Mayor was in India recently, he was talking about selling TfL 

consultancy services there.  Is that a growing market for you? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  He took David Waboso, who some of you will have 

met, with him.  He is the London Underground (LU) Director of Capital Projects.  I was very pleased that 

he did.  Many Indian cities are looking at developing mass transit systems, because of the rate of urban 

growth.  What I asked David to do was to find out what it is that they really wanted to do. 

 

There are some considerations, Roger.  Firstly, we cannot not do as well as or better than we have done 

or are trying to do here.  We have an enormous programme of capital development here and it cannot 

stop because you send people who really know what they are doing to the other side of the world.  

Secondly, I do not really want to supplant commercial businesses who offer advice.  I would not mind 

making some money out of surplus capacity, but it cannot be at the expense of the job that we do for 

London. 

 

Therefore, we need to be a bit careful about it.  There are various classes of places that you can help.  

Obviously, in India, there is this huge urbanism and development of new metros.  We do have some 

expertise in operating, building and equipping metros, which we could dispense.  We share some of that 

with the developed cities in the world, because they have things to tell us.  In developing countries, we 

probably do have something to sell.  The question is how much of it there is, what you can make, and 

how much it costs you to provide it. 

 

If you think I am a bit cautious about it, I am, because the Board, the Mayor and you would not forgive 

me if you discover all of our best resources are in Hyderabad advising them how to build new metros 

when actually quite a lot of it has to be here to adapt the one we have to the 21st century.  I expect we 

can do some of it. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Also, there is the whole Oyster and 

the amazing work that Shashi Verma [Director of Customer Experience, TfL] does, which is world-

leading, I think.  How do we exploit that? 

 

To just go back to your point about commercial activity.  We had a presentation at the finance meeting 

recently on that.  I think the Board or the finance committee rather said to the new commercial director, 

“I think you can probably do better than that”, so there is a lot of pressure coming from us about saying, 

“Are we being ambitious enough in what we are trying to do in raising from third-party source revenue 

streams?” 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Is there not a risk that Hyderabad metro system might poach all your best 

staff if you go out promoting him like this, so they do not actually work in London at all, but they are 

working for perhaps more money even in Hyderabad? 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think most of my staff would probably rather live 

here.  There is a bit of a risk.  There is that risk anyway.  That, if I may say, is a reason to pay people 

properly, because there is always that risk, whether they are in Hyderabad or they run Go-Ahead. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  It is a question to Peter about the discussion that you are having with 

Government.  I am just looking for a crumb of hope for the stressed users of the Gospel Oak and Barking 

line.  I have received notice that they are very disappointed that they have not seen any indication in this 

plan about the electrification of that line.  Is there a problem?  Is the current dispute with the 

Department over the funding of the electrification of that line delaying things? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I am not sure there is a dispute.  We certainly have a 

difference of opinion with Network Rail about how much it will cost.  I would be hopeful that, when you 

wake up tomorrow morning, that there will have been some progress, if not before we go to bed this 

evening. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  If there is progress tomorrow morning, that means you already have the paper 

in front of you, knowing what is going to happen next. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Curiously, I do not, but I am ever-hopeful generally.  

We have certainly been asked some questions about how it might work, because the other point, which is 

a serious point, is that electrification is good for a number of reasons.  Air quality is one, oddly enough, 

maybe not oddly.  The other one is capacity, because if we did electrify, we would have three car trains 

and not two car trains, which would make an enormous difference.  We have been asked sufficient 

questions about how this might work for us to be quite hopeful that, by the time the Chancellor sits 

down this afternoon, we might get something. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  That is very good news. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Linked to that then, will there be good news about the procurement of the 

much-needed three- or four-car diesel train for that line, because it goes together, does it not? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  If it were electrified, we would have new electric trains 

and they would be three cars. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  They would be three cars, so that would be around the projected 2013 

delivery period, would it be? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  No, it would be much quicker than that. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Much quicker. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Part of the argument--  I do not know if it is an 

argument.  Part of the debate we have been having with Network Rail about the cost of doing it is that 

quite large parts of that line are electric already.  You only have to string up a few more wires and you 

can do the whole thing.  We have never particularly accepted that the outline costs we have been quoted 

are of the right magnitude.  If Government is minded to agree in some way that it can go forward, you 

will have new electric trains and they will be bigger trains.  Hence, there will be more capacity. 

 



 

 

The other thing Christopher reminded me about is that the other great thing about it--  Well, there are 

two good things.  The primary beneficiary of electrification is actually goods traffic, because it will enable 

a lot of freight trains to be electric haul across London, rather than diesel haul.  That is of additional 

benefit to the national railway network, so I would be quite hopeful. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Yes, well, I will send you the question, because that is the other discussion I 

had yesterday when I was going through the Plan with some people who advise me.  It was that there 

was no reference to the 207 rail freight strategy.  That seems to be out there on its own and it was a 

question about how that is going to be woven in to the Business Plan, if not this year, next year. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Most of the stuff that we service and about freight by 

rail has been advocacy, curiously enough, of railway links outside London.  They have just finished the 

North Corridor at Nuneaton, so you can divert a much greater amount of freight traffic around London 

rather than through it.  The principal beneficiary of that is that in due course we ought to be able to run 

an increased service on the North London line, which will be a great benefit.  The Nuneaton Curve has 

just opened. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Just opened, yes. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  And we will come back to that.  I would not expect to 

see in this plan huge expenditure on freight.  What I would expect to see is a continuing argument about 

the right use of the railway capacity in London for the services that benefit Londoners, which I think is 

very important. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Yes, it is just making those out, because as you pointed out, if we could sort 

out freight, it would release up extra capacity for North London, which is vital for my constituents and 

the rest of London. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  You see, it is really interesting.  If you go back to the 

discussion we had about who argues for what, the reason that the Nuneaton Curve has been built and 

they are going to build a curve at Ipswich, which enables you to sort of turn right from Felixstowe and 

Harwich up towards Ely and around outside London, we are one set of people arguing for that.  Business 

is another set of people.  Business does not want its freight rumbling through North London either, 

because our trains delay their freight trains.  I would much rather they were all rumbling about through 

Nuneaton.  I do not care what happens in Nuneaton.  It can be full of container trains for all I care. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Thank you very much.  Let us hope we have good news.  That is 

really great.  I think we need to pick up a little bit of speed, so if I can just rattle through a number of 

questions about rail development in London.  Christopher, how are discussions going then on Crossrail 

2?  Has the Mayor’s preferred route option been nailed down and what messages are we having back 

from the DfT about Crossrail 2? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Very much work in progress.  We 

had a discussion at the rail panel the other day about it where Peter’s people at TfL came to talk to us 

about it.  We rather as the panel were saying we would like to go for the option whereby you start well 

south of London and you go well north of London, like Crossrail, so you do have the benefit of the 



 

 

through-rail service.  Very much work going on.  We have said to them, “Please come back”.  Then it will 

have to go to the finance meeting, then probably go up to the Board to agree the policy, so there will be 

a lot of discussion on that before TfL lodges its formal position about -- 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  It has not gone in formally yet. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  No, it has not. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Any informal soundings? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I would not be aware, because we as 

the Board would not be aware of that.  That would be going on between Peter’s guys and the DfT about 

where those discussions are at. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The Government asked the Mayor to review the 

safeguarded alignment, so the Mayor will and we will have to go back to them.  I think it is fairly clear 

that there are two choices, as Christopher says, between a within-Greater London scheme and a scheme 

that connects various bits of the national railway network, which I think most people think has greater 

economic benefit, even though it costs more. 

 

The other point of course is that, since Government is committing itself to High Speed 2 (HS2), you have 

to revise the alignment, because the new route must go through Euston. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Okay.  The other project we have talked about that seems to be a 

goer: the Northern line extension.  A quick update on that would be helpful, although I have to say I 

chaired a third public meeting on it last night, so I could probably fill in some of your gaps, Christopher.  

How do you feel it is going? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  We have everything ready, in terms 

of we voted the money to let all the planning work go ahead.  TfL is ready to go as soon as we hear 

anything out of Government.  Everything we have done is ready, but we are all waiting for the proverbial 

green light. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  My script says you should be careful not to pre-empt 

any announcement the Chancellor might make in his autumn statement about a funding package for the 

Northern Line, so I will not do that then. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  A very good briefing you have there. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  That is very useful.  We will be careful.  You could tell us: would 

you be ready to submit for Transport and Works Act (TWA) order in April? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  We have approved the money for 

them to get on and do it. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Subject to the consultation, which you know about, 

because you have to go through the consultative process of asking a local community how you build it 



 

 

and where it goes.  Notwithstanding some individual objections, there is generally a consensus that it is a 

really good thing in principle.  Most things are good in principle until you announce the details. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  It enjoys the support of the councils quite strongly actually. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, there is a huge groundswell of wish to get on with 

this thing, but we must not pre-empt the proper processes.  Otherwise, the TWA order process will 

corrupt. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Of course, which is the planning process.  Okay, well, you cannot 

talk about that too much, but no warning notes there. 

 

There was cross-party support for TfL to take a greater role in running inner suburban rail franchises.  We 

know you put some notifications of interest in on some of the particular franchises.  How is that going 

given that, as I know, the DfT has slowed up the whole franchising process in the UK generally?  What 

prospects are there for TfL to take a greater role? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Government consulted in the summer in general 

nationally about greater local control for railway services.  The results of that consultation, which were 

announced a few days ago, produced a very strong view in favour of it, not merely in London, but 

elsewhere.  The Mayor and the present Secretary of State asked for a joint working party to be set up 

between my staff and the Department.  That is due to conclude very shortly.  I have asked the Mayor’s 

Office to see if they can fix a meeting between the Mayor and the Secretary of State before Christmas to 

see whether we can bottom that out. 

 

My view would be, notwithstanding the hiatus in the general franchising timetable, that it would be no 

difficult thing to assume to agree in principle if the Department was so minded to do and we hope that it 

is.  How that will impact the general franchising timetable is a lot more difficult to see, because they 

appear to be in some local difficulty. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  It might be that the slowing of the general franchising timetable 

has given you a window of opportunity to work up London’s. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It might be their appetite to try to run it all themselves 

has been rather diminished. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  It might be wanting to give away some difficult problems.  That 

would be good.  Can I just have a minute with you on the Tube.  Last time we spoke, Peter, in this 

Chamber, and I think we also spoke to Mike Brown about it, we were following up the Mayor’s manifesto 

commitment 14-point plan to increase reliability on the Tube by 30%. Our chat from David James 

[Chairman] from IIPAG tells us that delays are 30% caused by passengers, 30% caused by industrial 

relations being bad, 30% technical and mechanical failures roughly.  How are you getting on with 

producing your detailed working-out of that?  We were expecting to see some sort of detailed document 

published. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  And I think you will. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  In November. 



 

 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Mike and his people are working quite hard on it.  

There is money in this plan for the expenditure that you need to make some improvements.  Recent 

performance has actually been quite good.  Notwithstanding David James’s views, you can see that 

fixing a number of small things and doing a number of small things differently makes quite an 

appreciative difference.  For example, fixing covers over the emergency buttons on the Victoria line 

trains and other trains has made a huge improvement to the number of delays.  Some of the things that 

we did during the Olympics, we carry on permanently because they have worked for us. 

 

You will see a plan - I am just trying to remember, I am getting old now - we have not been back to the 

Mayor in detail, but we will publish a plan.  I have every optimism that that 30% will be delivered in the 

timescale that he promised it, if only because--  One of the dogs that has not barked recently is: 

compared with the noise, confusion, discomfort and disruption caused by the Jubilee line upgrade, you 

would barely notice that we are quite a long way through the Northern line signalling upgrade because it 

has been done differently.  There are a few closures.  There are closures on Sunday mornings and so on.  

It has not caused anything like the disruption on the Jubilee line.  That will contribute materially to the 

improvement in reliability. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  That would be very good, thank you. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Again, we have regular bulletins of 

this on the panels and up through.  Something we are looking at very hard, with others having quite a lot 

of railway experience, cross-question very carefully a guy called Phil Hufton [London Underground Chief 

Maintenance Officer] leading this.  The plans look good. 

 

Valerie Shawcross (Deputy Chair):  Can we see them then? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Well, they are going to publish 

them.  As I understand it, they are going to come along with the plan.  We have only seen a draft, but 

there is a lot of work going on.  Then you announced a recent reorganisation in relation to Tube lines to 

help drive all that forward, so yes, it is all going in the right direction, but it is a heck of a challenge.  It is 

a challenge.  One knows just how tough it is to improve performance on a running railway, very difficult. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Yes, Christopher, I wonder if we could just spend the next few minutes shining 

some light on the TfL Board.  Particularly important because you now have seven new members, 

including Brendan Barber, the outgoing Trades Union Congress (TUC) General Secretary, who most 

people know, the former chairman of TravelWatch, a lady from Energy UK and a number of others. 

 

Could you share with us: what were you able to say to them in terms of the effectiveness of TfL Board 

and the achievement over the last 12 months?  Were you able to identify, for instance, three key 

achievements? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I myself am coming off the Board at 

the end of December after six years. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Okay, well, you can dish the dirt.  Just dish the dirt! 

 



 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I can give a sort of pretty unbiased 

view about what happened based on those six years on the Board.  The Board gets much, much more 

involved these days than it did when I went onto it.  There is less defensiveness from Peter’s people, so 

we have good discussion going on.  There is no doubt, we have benefited from IIPAG driving challenge 

on some issues, which has helped us as a Board to be able to sort of challenge why we are doing it like 

that. 

 

The person I had particular discussion with was John Armitt [Board Member, TfL] because I worked with 

him in railways and then he had been chairman of the ODA.  When he was approached by Peter to come 

on, he said, “What is it going to be like?” so I told him and he is still here.  Seriously, what they have 

been able to do in this round is to have some very serious players onto the Board.  We benefitted 

enormously from having Tony West and Patrick O’Keeffe, who have just been fantastic, they are just 

great guys on the Board.  It was very important that we got the trade union case, so the fact that 

Brendan Barber is coming on is really good news, John [Armitt] coming on and other people coming on, 

so it is a pretty powerful Board.  I think the Board is more powerful today than it was when I first went on 

to the Board six years ago, and a lot of challenge going on. 

 

What have we done to make change?  One of the issues that has been going on, which perhaps leads to 

the IIPAG discussion later on, when we get to that, is this whole question of contingency. How much 

money is TfL holding in its contingency budget at any one time, and I think it is about £1.2 billion.  I 

think we are getting to the situation where we come to the view, through a series of processes of 

challenge that quite a lot of that can be released, and that can go into what is driving this degree of 

capital expenditure.  That would be an example.  I think there is better scrutiny of the planning process, 

going through the papers.  The meetings just generally are better, so everyone is able to drive for better 

results. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Many of us - and I certainly - worked with John Armitt through his ODA years 

and he is a god, as far as I am concerned. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I think most of us would join you in 

the worship, yes. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  I know that he would see that £1.2 billion as the people’s money.  Do you get 

a sense that the rest of the Board see that, as them having, if you like, this real important position on 

behalf of Londoners or do they see themselves as accountable to the Mayor?  I just sometimes get a 

feeling that we are not clear who the Board thinks it is there for. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  The Board is an odd structure, isn’t 

it, because we are appointed by the Mayor and we are answerable to the Mayor. However, we also are all 

Londoners, we are users, we experience it and see it - I had the joy of trying to get here this morning, 

and the South West Trains were in chaos, went to the Tube and it was running, hurray - so we are all 

coming with our own experiences and things, bringing it.  I think we are very conscious of how do we, 

with all the money that TfL gets from Government, from the fare-paying public, from precept and so on, 

how do we use that money to the greatest benefit of the people in London and London’s economy?  

That is very real.  I am always driving to say, “Can we spend the money better?”  You go back to your 

questions earlier on, Val’s [Shawcross] question of the buses and things: how do we save money so that 

we get more capital, and that is the £500 million.  The money is London’s money.  However you describe 



 

 

it, it is money that is there to be invested in transport in London and it is not the money for anywhere 

else. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  In your six years - because it is a really good point to have this discussion - 

have you seen decision-making processes improved or is there something that you would like to see 

differently? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  No.  Quite often, there will have 

been pre-discussion, then we get papers forward, and one of the things we have been saying very much 

is we do not want papers coming forward, particularly with the finance meeting and the new planning 

meeting, both of which are open meetings now, whereby we are presented with the solution.  We want 

to have the thing of being able to look at some of the options a bit earlier on, so that is why we are 

beginning to sort of say, “Oh, haven’t we seen that before?”  The answer is yes, because it was going 

round an iterative process of looking at it, and that has all got much better. There was a frustration on 

the Board about saying, “Why didn’t you show us the options?”  That is again where IIPAG come in, 

because IIPAG are also saying, “You don’t need to do it this way.  You could have done it that way.  It 

could have been cheaper to do it some other way”.  That again has all improved, whereas previously, 

when I first went on to that Board, I just thought it was a rubberstamping authority. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  I think the one area we still have a lot of problems with is in terms of 

transparency.  Let me just give you an example.  This Business Plan, it was floated with the press on 

Friday.  There was lots of talk about it on Monday, but to date, this body had to go and find that 

document.  What was that about?  Is there not a sense within the Board - and maybe it is a question for 

Peter - that if you are going to embargo documents, embargo them as far as possible to get buy-in for 

TfL.  You are not doing anything that secret.  You are running a service on behalf of Londoners. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Yes, but the debate that goes on 

about, “Do we put the money here?  Do we put the money there?  Do we put the money somewhere 

else?” that does take place generally in the closed sessions of the agenda.  The broad principles will be 

discussed, the papers come forward to the planning meetings, I think in the open session - I may be 

wrong on this, but I think there have been a number of papers coming forward - and remember, the 

Planning Committee has only going for about a year now, so it is a process that we are going through, 

getting established.  Those are the open meetings which take place at Palestra, so this is all getting more 

open from that point of view.  Like any document, it has an embargo.  It is a bit like this afternoon’s 

Autumn Statement, isn’t it?  You start leaking things out: people do, it always happened, politicians 

always do that. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  Can I just turn to Peter, because I do realise that this Assembly did not get an 

embargoed copy. Can you take that back and do something about it, because it is ridiculous.  Why was 

this body kept off an embargoed list? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  My experience over 12 years with two Mayors of 

opposing political persuasions is that each of them has always wanted to get their own story out before 

their opponents have the same material to brief against it.  That is my experience. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  No, but apart from your experience, I am just talking about transparency and 

about information, about a public service. 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  That is not actually an argument about transparency, if 

I might say so.  It is just an argument about who gets the documents in time to put out press releases 

first. All I am saying is that over 12 years with two Mayors of differing political persuasions, they have 

both been extremely anxious to get their side of the story out first before other people can brief against 

it. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  So it sounds like you have issued a diktat that says -- 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I have not done it. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  You are in charge, the buck stops with you.  Somebody has made a decision to 

take the Assembly off the embargoed list of documentation from TfL. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I do not think so.  The papers for the Board meetings 

are made public.  The Board meeting is today week and they are made available in the afternoon or 

evening of the day before, and I think you will find if you go back in history over the life of TfL that the 

incumbent Mayor has always been able to do some briefing over the content of the Business Plan in 

advance of its publication. 

 

Jennette Arnold (AM):  OK, so it goes to the Mayor then.  Thank you, and thank you, Christopher, for 

the answers to my questions. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Can I say one other thing about the Board, since you 

raised it. The Board has one other function which is material, as far as I am concerned, which is that this 

is a very big organisation and it is actually at times quite difficult to run. One of the great things about 

having an experienced Board is that you do have a reserve of people to whom you can turn to for advice 

- and confidential advice, sometimes informal advice - and I pay tribute to the members of the Board 

certainly in my time here, because actually one of the great things about having a variety of people on 

the Board, including people with industrial relations experience and from different parts of the 

community, is that you do have some people to talk to.  Whilst there is obviously a desire to conduct as 

much business in public as possible, because we are dealing with public money, it is also astonishingly 

helpful to have people who can give you some advice about things informally, and that I am not sure 

whether they are paid for, other than conceptually in the relatively small fee that they get, but many of 

them have been very useful to me and my colleagues for doing it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Thank you.  I wanted to move on to the area to ask Christopher about 

IIPAG.  You have said this morning how the Board has benefited from IIPAG, they have been really 

challenging.  You also earlier said how you are going to be approving next week at the Board the Deep 

Tube Programme Feasibility Project. However, my understanding is that your Finance and Policy 

Committee, which there was a number of people sitting in on last week, at that, David James from IIPAG 

said he had serious concerns about the level of funding that had been requested. He had advised the 

Mayor that a clear vision for the programme was needed before planning started, and the costs for the 

project were far higher than necessary for the programme.  Given all that, are you really listening to 

IIPAG’s advice or do you just listen to it and carry on making the decision that TfL wanted you to make 

in the first place? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  Like all these things, you hear what 

is being said, you hear the arguments, and as a Board member you make up your mind and say, “OK, 



 

 

where is that coming from?” and there is more work to go on.  David [James] did come out and make 

those comments.  I have to say I was a bit surprised when I heard them and I think that people have gone 

away and had a think about, “What was he saying and working on?” But no, there are a lot of things that 

have come out of IIPAG that have been very helpful.  There are some things that have come out of IIPAG 

which have not been right.  We were having a debate on something recently where actually TfL had an 

expert who was far greater than the IIPAG expert on a particular technical problem and IIPAG said, “OK, 

we got that wrong” and went away.  IIPAG, at the end of the day, it is a group of people with varying 

experiences. At the same time, TfL employs as consultants some people with phenomenal experience - 

some people may have less experience. There is always going to be a debate about what IIPAG says, but 

you cannot just simply say, “Because IIPAG has said it, it is necessarily 100% correct”.  What we as a 

Board have to do is to weigh it up, hear the arguments and say, “Yes, OK, that does make sense”.  “No, 

not sure about that.” 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  On the whole, have you found them to be very useful, particularly the 

recommendations they have been making around savings and investments? 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I think I made the comment to you 

when I appeared before you previously.  I was a Board member who, when I went on to the Board, and 

having seen the way the Olympics was running and things, was always quite surprised that we did not 

have some sort of independent scrutiny in the way that IIPAG does on what we do.  I think it is 

absolutely invaluable.  I know at times Peter and his team have found it quite frustrating in the early 

days, but I think that has now settled down.  Both sides perhaps were not being as tactful as they might 

have been in dealing with each other and we had to work our way around that.  But no, please do not be 

under any illusion that IIPAG is not a good thing for TfL. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  From our point of view, I should say that actually we as 

a management welcome it.  I think there is a difference, because we ask the Board and the Board 

members in the committees for approval. We do not ask David James and his colleagues for approval, we 

listen to what they say.  As a matter of fact, with the Deep Tube programme, David was instrumental in 

persuading my colleagues to raise their sights and consider more options than they were previously 

doing, which is why I think we were slightly surprised that he then said, “You are raising too many 

options”.  Now, you cannot have that both ways, but that is OK, that is a debate to be had. 

 

The other thing that is worth saying is that actually we are pretty lucky to have people with such a length 

of experience, particularly in running such a complex network as the one that we have got.  David and 

his colleagues also have expertise, but it is not necessarily about running the detailed operation of a very 

elderly Deep Tube railway.  On occasions actually we think, on the whole, we know more than they do.  

That is not unreasonable.  Sometimes they know more than we do.  We have a debate with them. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  How are you finding the benchmarking information that IIPAG provides, 

and what plans are there to make those quarterly benchmarking reports publicly available? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  We have always done benchmarking and we have 

always found it useful.  You might recall when we have discussed it, one of the reasons why it is not easy 

to put it in the public domain is because the benchmarking we do with other comparable metro systems 

around the world works as well as it does because we have an agreement between us that we do not 

publish anybody else’s results.  That is very reasonable, because there is not a metro system that comes 

out consistently top of the results and some of our European colleagues would be in serious trouble if 



 

 

their position on the league table for staff productivity were to be discovered by their own management 

or their own municipal organisations.  We share it on an anonymous basis.  It is not IIPAG who do the 

benchmarking, it is through CoMET and NOVA that we do the benchmarking.  We give it to IIPAG and 

discuss with them what it shows. The important discussion is about what it says, about what 

interpretation you place on it and what you do next.  That is the really important discussion. 

 

David [James] I think talked to you about what he is and is not prepared to put in the public domain, 

and certainly we and he are on the same page on that. Much though it would be interesting for people 

to see comparative statistics across the world, we would immediately evaporate any chance of people 

providing it on a comparable basis if we made too much of it available.  That is not to say that it is not 

useful, and David has been here to describe the consequences of the use being made of it, which is to 

try to improve productivity and reduce costs. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  If I just come in, also one of the 

reasons IIPAG came into existence was when we had the winding up of Tube Lines, one of the things you 

had with Metronet and Tube Lines was the comparator between the two That was the DfT request about 

saying, “How are we going to measure?”  One of the things that I think is invaluable is the comparator 

between Tube Lines’ cost of doing things and Metronet’s cost of doing things and looking at that, so the 

cost of re-laying track and the cost of doing this.  Again, that is all very important. So it is also the 

CoMET stuff, which we do not see, because again, it has to be anonymised, and then we do see the 

Tube Lines/Metronet, which again is very helpful. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM): Thank you, Chair.  A question then for Peter.  You have had the Assembly’s 

report on the cycling investigation.  What is your initial response to the recommendation in there? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  We are going to reply in detail to it. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Yes, absolutely. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  We will do that.  I think you will find that part of the 

response in the Business Plan to the quantum of investment - compared with the previous plan, on 

which there is more investment than there was in the previous plan - is in response to the growing levels 

of cycling in London.  The Assembly report is thoughtful, it has a lot in it.  We have to digest it and come 

back to you in detail. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK.  We look forward to hearing those comments.  Just in terms of taking on 

board those ideas, the proposals for the new cycle super-highway, will we be seeing any major 

differences from the previous ones in terms of improvement, in terms of addressing some of those safety 

issues and segregation issues and so on that came up during the investigation? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes, I think you will.  I think that proposals 2 and 5 - in 

fact, I know one of them is going ahead, because I got a leaflet through my front door yesterday about 

the one to Peckham from Victoria - I think you will find that some of the design principles are much 

improved, based on the experience that we had with the first lot, and also the comments that people 

have made. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  There is a great deal of frustration that that is ending at New Cross though and 

not going beyond there. 



 

 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  There is, and actually, as you might expect, I have 

asked my own questions about it.  It remains the fact that still on London’s road network there are places 

where actually fitting all this lot in is very difficult to do. One of the reasons for the Roads Taskforce and 

one of the reasons that you will be so interested in what it comes out to say is that there still are parts of 

the network where physically fitting everything in is really very difficult to do.  I think that the result of 

the Roads Taskforce will be interesting and hotly debated, because south of New Cross, it is actually hard 

to fit in a cycle. The more stringent the design principles, the harder it is to fit into a road network with 

very large volumes of traffic and a finite road space. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Certainly the evidence that we heard from other cities in Europe and so on is 

that they took a clear decision to reallocate road space and actually allow more space for cyclists.  If you 

are just trying to cram everything in and try and cram in the same traffic flow and so on, yes, it can be a 

problem, but if you take a fundamental rethink about how best to use road space, then we can get some 

different sorts of answers there. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  You do not get any more road space out of a 

fundamental rethink.  You might treat the various classes of road users in a different way with a different 

priority. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Absolutely. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think one of the characteristics which is different 

about London is that it is a much larger area.  You can fit the whole of Copenhagen into zone 1, which is 

not in fact where many of the road capacity problems exist, which are in Middle and Outer London. 

Actually if you chose to - from memory, it is the A21, between New Cross and Lewisham and down there 

- fit in cycle facilities, it is self-evident that you will disadvantage some other classes of road users.  That 

is not a decision that you cannot take; you can take that decision, but if you do, you have got to bear in 

mind what the effect on other road users is, that is all.  I think the Roads Taskforce is brave, I think it is 

producing - so far as I understand it - a higher level of agreement between the different representatives 

than you might otherwise suppose.  I think that when it gets to a conclusion, we will of course take on 

board what it says with alacrity. However, it still remains on the radial routes into Central London, there 

are many, many places where road space is very hard-fought for, either through residential parking, 

business parking or the use by sheer volumes of traffic and/or cyclists and pedestrians.  Somebody has 

to make that choice.  It is informed on a political basis, which is why it is chaired by the Deputy Mayor 

for Transport.  That taskforce will be material in trying to sort out some of those difficulties, and you 

would hope as a consequence that we will be better able to look at what we should do for cycling in 

areas like the A21 south of New Cross than we have done currently. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK, thank you.  In terms of the spending in the Business Plan, the press 

release that went out from TfL referred to £913 million over the next ten years, but there does not seem 

to be an actual breakdown of that in the Business Plan. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Generally, the Plan sets out in detail the three 

following years.  The capital spend beyond that is described in orders of magnitude, for two basic 

reasons, one of which is we haven’t got that money yet, and the other is because it is likely to change 

over time. It is the same difficulty in answering as if you say, “Well, what are you going to spend each 

pound of that £913 million on?”  As I said earlier on, I think one of the advantages of producing this plan 



 

 

is to give an indication of what we and the Mayor think are the right general orders of expenditure in 

order that we can go off and make the argument to get the money. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Over the following seven years, after the initial three years, there isn’t any real 

detailed breakdown of figures, that is a part figure at this stage then, is it? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  We can give you some totals of capital expenditure.  I 

am sure we can give you an indication of cycling expenditure over that time, bearing in mind the Plan 

will be revised on an annual basis.  It is a lot more than what was in the previous plan, even in the shorter 

period of time that the previous plan covered.  It is an increase compared to the previous plan and we 

will go away and see how much indication we can give you about where it will be.  The Mayor’s Vision for 

Cycling document, which is to be published later this year, is likely to spell it out in more detail. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  What, both over the forthcoming three-year period and the subsequent 

seven years, we will see a detailed breakdown? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK, thank you.  Can I just say in terms of the next three years, we know all the 

caveats you put in about the subsequent seven years, but the three-year plan, how certain is that 

funding and how much of it depends on savings elsewhere and so on? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It is likely to be fulfilled, simply because in the near 

term, the Plan is that it will, in fact, form the basis of the budget for the period from April 2013 to 

March 2014, and we will be getting ready to spend that money. I would expect that to be fulfilled in 

total, and I would expect us to be able to say in some detail what it would be.  It will be finishing off the 

cycle super-highways that the Mayor promised in as high a quality as we can do it.  He talked about a 

new east-west cycle super-highway.  I would envisage bringing that forward, 

 

“A network of quiet routes on quiet residential streets and cycle facilities on at least one and 

hopefully three Outer London town centres, better junctions programme, cycle super-highways 

[we have talked about], expanding the Biking Boroughs programme, trialling new road layouts 

and signalling techniques, further investment in cycle hire, including the intensification and 

meeting the target for 80,000 cycle parking spaces.” 

 

I was reading that, by the way. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  I thought you were.  The junction review funding, is that in addition to the 

figure that you have given? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think it is in there, actually, but forgive me, if I am 

wrong I will tell you. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK.  When can we expect to see the cycling czar appointed then? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think that is an appointment of the Mayor, not of 

mine, or of ours. 

 



 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  He might discuss it with TfL in advance, possibly? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  He might. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  But he hasn’t? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I could not tell you. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK, thank you.  Then finally, the timetable for the proposed new east-west 

route. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  We are looking actively at the moment about how we 

do it We are going to try and talk to the Mayor about it in the next few weeks, following which if he likes 

the look of it, I expect we will be starting to think about consulting about it. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  OK, thank you. If we can move ahead then to the issue of wave and pay 

contactless payment, there seems to have been some slippage in the timetable. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  There was, but we have got there now, so from a few 

days’ time - next week sometime - you will be able to use contactless bank cards on bus journeys. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  On buses, so that is going back to the original timetable by the end of 2012? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes.  I think we were originally planning to do it in 

March, were we not, and we deferred it because we couldn’t get the equipment to work quite in the way 

that we wanted. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Then the timetable for Tube, DLR ...? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  November 2013, pay as you go on all modes, daily and 

weekly capping and so forth, 2014 season tickets online.  I think that is all from memory, Darren, without 

trying to be clever about it.  I think that is more or less what we have said before, actually.  It was the bus 

introduction that was delayed a few months. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  That is going to be rolled out at the same time as it is rolled out on 

National Rail as well then? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Do you know, I can’t remember about National Rail. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  I do not know about National Rail, 

no. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Because we have been told by the Association of Train Operating Companies 

(ATOC) that certainly their expectation was that it was going to be rolled out at the same time, both on 

National Rail and TfL. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  That may well be right, actually.  I do not think the 

technology that they would use is dissimilar from ours, so I would not be surprised. 



 

 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  When we had the meeting with ATOC last week, and we were discussing the 

issue of them developing their own Oyster-style technology, which would be different to Oyster, their 

view was very clear, that both types of cards could be used on the same machines, but different users 

had the option of buying different types of cards, largely depending on where they lived and what their 

travel patterns were, but you are confident that these two systems sit side by side, using exactly the 

same equipment? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  Yes.  We are in the course of - and have largely 

completed - the adaptation of existing Oyster readers to cope with ITSO [the national standard for 

interoperable smart ticketing] as well.  I think it is a shame that the Department of the Railway Industry 

has pursued ITSO, because I think Oyster is a better and certainly a faster solution. Nevertheless, 

interoperability is coming and they have got to be confident on their own network about it.  I think what 

is a shame is that we know that there are millions and millions of Oyster cards in circulation and it seems 

a bit odd to me to try to recreate it in a different way. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  I think it seems a shame.  I think we would all agree it is a shame and we would 

have preferred one clear system and one clear card. If we are going to have two different sorts of cards, 

obviously we need to ensure that there is compatibility across the network, because it is always a 

nuisance when there are two different types of competing technology, but we do not want to go down 

the VHS/Betamax route where their stuff will not even be used in the same types of machine. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It seems our video-recorders are going to accept either, 

so that is OK.  I think it is a shame.  I think ITSO is a concept, whereas Oyster is a real product. The 

Department themselves are inconsistent, because we have had some agreement to extend Oyster outside 

London on some parts of the national railway network, and a refusal to extend it on other parts of the 

national railway network, which is completely inexplicable. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Since the Olympics, when we had happily a respite from industrial action, the 

amount of industrial action threatened on the various transport systems has increased.  What can you do 

about stopping that? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It is a bit like the weather.  Sometimes it looks as 

though it is going to rain, and it does not rain as often as it looks as though it is going to.  I think the 

leaders of the trade unions of our staff sometimes have to answer to themselves about what they 

threaten.  I think it is a shame it is written up by the media as though it is going to happen when it isn’t, 

and I think that we have fantastic staff who are sometimes badly led by their leaders.  We have made 

some progress, Tony.  Mike [Brown] and Leon [Daniels] together held 200 seminars at Stratford before 

the Olympic Games, not only during the working week, but the weekends and at night as well.  We saw 

22,000 of our 27,000 staff and Mike explained to everybody who came from London Underground (LU) 

about what his plans were, about the modernisation of the system, and modernisation which embraces 

having more passengers and giving more certainty to many people who work there than might otherwise 

be the case.  I think it is a shame that so much is threatened, and I think it is also a shame that 

sometimes it happens.  But it doesn’t happen that often. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  I understand that, but you will recall that before the Olympic Games lots of things 

were threatened, but they did not happen, and the reason they did not happen, to paraphrase 



 

 

Aneurin Bevan [Minister of Health, 1945 to 1951], is because we stuffed their mouths with gold.  Is that 

a fair summary of why we did not have industrial action during the Olympic Games? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I have heard the Mayor say something like that.  I 

mean, the fact remains, as far as I am concerned, that if you ask people to do more work or extra work, 

then actually you should pay them for that.  I think it is not reasonable, which is why we had a vigorous 

debate about bus drivers.  I do not think it is half so reasonable to pay people just because something is 

happening, and of course, as you know, we got to a settlement in that case in the end.  They were not 

our staff, but what actually happened is that the amount of money available would have been more for 

people whose jobs had been altered, but that the trade union negotiated a settlement where everybody 

got something rather than the people whose jobs were affected got a bit more.  That is sort of an 

amenable outcome, I guess, but I think the more general principle holds.  We did not stuff people’s 

mouths with gold, particularly on the Tube.  We asked people to do more, work later and they did a 

bloody good job, and I think that is entirely reasonable. 

 

I do not think it is reasonable to ask to be paid twice to do the same thing, and that is why we have 

currently a bit of a dispute about Boxing Day again, because I think people who get 43 days’ holiday and 

are paid £46,000 a year, who have been paid for working on Boxing Day, there is a limit to how much we 

should pay again to encourage them to work on Boxing Day.  If the management look intransigent about 

that, it is because we are reasonable people as well. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  I do not think you are behaving intransigently.  We would say that is robust 

behaviour and is the appropriate behaviour of an employer looking after his employees and similarly 

providing a service to Londoners.  As you know, my friends and I have a solution, or what we believe may 

well be a solution to the problem of industrial action, which says that there should be a threshold, where 

there should be -- 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Police Commissioners. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  I will come to that in a moment, but there should be a threshold where the number 

of union members who vote in an election organised by the unions, unless the result is a majority of 

those eligible to vote gets through, the strike should not take place.  Can I say that there is a difference 

of course between people who are members of a union and ordinary electors.  People who are members 

of a union presumably have paid, they have joined to take an active part in the union.  People who 

choose or choose not to vote, as happens, for example, people who vote Liberal in Rotherham, they have 

chosen either to do so in that particular case - I am focusing on the question - and we are suggesting a 

possible solution to what has been an endemic problem with TfL.  I am merely asking those people who 

are responsible for the effective day-to-day management of running TfL whether or not any possible 

adjustment in the way employees support industrial action should be considered.  Simple matter.  

Indeed, I believe you have spoken on the matter in the past. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I have.  I think the difficulty with what you propose is 

that the Government do not seem inclined to want to do any legislative activity about industrial relations 

at all. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  I am afraid you are right. 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  It is a shame.  For the avoidance of doubt, it is a shame 

that we have so many ballots which are supported by so few people that result in threats of industrial 

action, very often before we have exhausted the negotiating process, which are consistently reported by 

the media as doom, catastrophe and chaos for large sections of the travelling public in London.  Many of 

them do not happen and they cause a diminution in people’s confidence about a transport system that is 

actually very good and is supported by a lot of conscientious staff doing very difficult jobs.  I think it is a 

great shame that that takes place, because none of us, I think - or certainly not on my side - would 

dispute the right of large classes of people who work for us to be represented by trade unions, but I 

think the people who run them and the people who represent them have a responsibility to be 

representative themselves. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Hear, hear.  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  Yes, I want to add about the Road Safety Action Plan.  You went out to 

consultation over the summer and the closing date was the end of September.  From your earlier 

indications, are there going to be any major changes to the Plan as it was in consultation? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The last meeting was held on 16 November, chaired by 

the Deputy Mayor for Transport.  Next steps include analysis of all the responses, the production of a 

consultation report, feedback from that and all that lot will go into it, revised, and final plan in early 

spring 2013.  That hasn’t stopped us - and various members of our Board will know about it - looking in 

great detail about some aspects of road safety that we are particularly concerned about. Motorcycle 

safety is one of them, pedestrian safety is another, the safety of cyclists particularly in relation to heavy 

goods vehicles is a third.  We are not doing nothing on those subjects pending the Road Safety Action 

Plan, but it is too early for me to tell you what the outcome was of the detailed consultation about the 

Plan which was published.  However, it is very important to note that we are not not doing anything 

pending that.  The Road Safety Action Plan ought to inform what more, different and better things we 

should do. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  I notice the action plan has a target of a 40% reduction in killed or seriously 

injured (KSI) up to 2010. However, last year KSIs increased in all those three categories that you 

mentioned, in fact, quite substantially - on cyclists, 22% increased; pedestrians 17% - so that looks like 

it is a reversal of a long trend.  What did this year’s figures look like?  Is that increasing trend continuing 

or not? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I do not know is the answer.  As you know, this is 

another perennial source of debate.  The long-term trends in those categories are going down.  The last 

published year in various respects was not as good.  They are also affected of course by the numbers of 

people, so you can have a lot of debate about the actual number of cycling KSIs, but they have to be 

related to the amount of cycling.  Notwithstanding that, of course any killed or seriously injured is not 

just a statistic, it is a tragedy for the people involved. We do look seriously, and that is really what I mean 

about looking at the causes, because we spotted, for example - and if I have not spoken to you about it 

before, I have certainly written to you about it - that actually a disproportionate number of those cycling 

accidents are with heavy goods vehicles (HGV).  There are things that you can do well in advance of any 

general plan to do something about that and we are working as hard as we can to do something about 

that.  I am not sure that I can see a change in the long-term downward trend, and in fact it has been a 

very considerable downward trend over the ten or 11 years of the Mayor and TfL.  However, we are 



 

 

concerned about it, and I hope you will see when the Plan is published that there will be some additional 

and different things that we can do to improve it. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  I think, Chair, given that we are coming up to the end of the year, to have 

those figures would be very useful. 

 

I notice that in the plan, there is the assessment that safety cameras on London’s roads have saved 

approximately 500 KSIs each year, and I notice that you are aiming to digitise the existing cameras and 

maintain them, but are there plans to actually put any more safety cameras on London’s roads? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I would have to go away and revise.  The criteria for 

putting cameras in, unless I have missed it, has not altered for some time.  Digitising them actually will 

produce an improvement in the way that they operate, because quite a lot of the technology is now 

obsolete and digitisation enables you to retain more images, which means that you can deal with more 

people.  I do not recall, Joanne, that there has been a change in the criteria for putting them in, but we 

will drop you a line, because I simply can’t remember. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  That would be useful, because I know on my patch we have a scheme going 

live on the North Circular Road at Bounds Green, there is lots of concerns from residents about the speed 

of vehicles. 

 

To follow on then, one of the things you also talk about in your plan is about having innovative 

approaches to road safety and it seems to be suggesting that lots of Government regulations are 

preventing you from carrying out those innovative new approaches.  Is that correct? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  The Mayor wrote to the Secretary of State recently.  

There has been a certain amount of irritation, I think, from the Department, from either us or the Mayor 

- one of us at least - saying that some of our potential innovations are restricted.  Indeed, they have 

asked us to talk to them about things that we could do.  The traffic sign regulations are extremely 

prescriptive.  You cannot go and invent your own traffic signs, nor do things with traffic signals that are 

not nationally agreed.  I know that there is some sympathy across the Ministers in the Department for a 

more relaxed approach to it.  I am carrying around with me a copy of the letter that the Mayor sent to 

the Secretary of State, because I saw Norman Baker [Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for 

Transport] the other day, and he said, “Why didn’t you write to me?” so I will send him a copy of the 

same letter, because I can quite easily send it to him. 

 

There is a whole raft of stuff in highway engineering and traffic signal engineering which is very, very 

prescriptive.  You can’t just put signal heads at different heights and that sort of stuff, and we would like 

to try some of that out in order, as much as anything else, to see whether we can improve enforcement 

and compliance, because some of the cyclist-only facilities, for example, you put up the signals in a way 

that they may not be so obvious to people, or at least if they choose not to take notice, they can argue 

that they might not have been as visible as they could be.  There is a difficulty there and the Mayor has 

written to the Secretary of State and I will copy it to Norman [Baker] and to Stephen [Hammond] and I 

hope that more than one of them can unlock some of this stuff. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  The last question I wanted to ask was about pedestrian schemes.  Is TfL 

planning to put any more pedestrian-only schemes in any parts of the network at all? 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  On our network, it is quite difficult, because our 

network is the red routes.  We have, as you know, supported a number of borough schemes which have 

involved quite large changes in the priorities between pedestrians and other classes of road users.  I am 

struggling to think of examples on the red route network where a massive change in pedestrian priority 

will be easy to achieve. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  I did mean really on borough roads.  I would not expect this from TfL. 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think we have supported borough pedestrianisation 

schemes and we will continue to, so long as they are not obviously detrimental to other classes of traffic.  

With other hats on, we have got to consider, for example, the bus service, where people would like the 

bus service to access suburban town centres and would themselves be disadvantaged if it is not able to 

do so.  I cannot immediately recall any obvious change in the sorts of schemes which we are funding 

away from boroughs who want to change and improve pedestrian access. Indeed, it is one of the things 

that improves the viability of suburban town centres, providing you can do it without detriment to other 

classes of road user.  That is the difficulty, as ever. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  There are some boroughs now that are going forward with 20 mile an hour 

boroughs, and some of the criticism of TfL is that you do not necessarily seem to buy into some of that, 

particularly with regard to bus timetables.  Is that the case or are you co-operating with those boroughs 

that are putting these schemes in place? 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I would be interested to know whether there was any 

substance in the allegation that 20 mile an hour limits were not supported by us merely because of bus 

timings.  It is a long time since I have seen a bus timetable that relied on an average speed of more than 

20 miles an hour.  In fact, if we could, we could save quite a lot of bus mileage and probably reallocate it 

in a way that Val [Shawcross] would be only too pleased to.  The average speed of buses in London is 

about eight or nine miles an hour, so I would be surprised.  If that is an allegation about the bus service, 

maybe you could drop me a line and tell me where it is being made, because I would be interested in it.  

We have reservations about 20 mile an hour schemes on parts of our network where it is not evident that 

it is justified, but we have supported 20 mile an hour schemes in many boroughs through the Local 

Implementation Plan (LIP) process, as far as I know.  Drop me a line if anybody has got any examples.  It 

is a long time since I have seen a bus schedule with average speeds above 20, or indeed maximum speeds 

above 20.  My experience of recently driving buses in London is you barely get above third gear actually 

for distances of more than 100 yards. 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  In Outer London, it is sometimes different, I think. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  OK, thank you, Joanne.  I think we are going to leave our questions there.  

Our last one on customer service, we have got a briefing with TfL this afternoon, but we would just like 

to put on record our thanks for the really positive response to Val’s [Shawcross] rapporteurship on this 

matter for our Committee and we look forward to taking that further forward. 

 

Christopher, obviously it is the last time we are going to have you before us as a Board Member, so thank 

you for all your work and contribution to our Committee over a few years.  It was July 2011 that you 

were last before the Committee, so thank you for that and I hope you go on doing, I am sure, lots of 

other roles and so on.  I am sure our paths will cross again. 

 



 

 

Peter Hendy (Commissioner for Transport):  I think you should ask him after he has gone to tell 

you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Maybe we will, Peter, maybe we will. 

 

Christopher Garnett (Board Member, Transport for London):  You have always been very 

welcoming and the questioning has always been very fair. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon (Chair):  Lovely.  Christopher and Peter, thank you so much for your time today.  We 

have overrun, but it has been a really useful session.  Thank you very much indeed.  I do not know if it is 

too early to say I hope you have a good Christmas and New Year, but I hope you do.   


