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Transcript of Item 6: Transport for London and Borough Liaison 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Our next item is on Transport for London (TfL) and borough 

liaison.  Good morning.  Can I welcome all of our guests here today.  Can I welcome Councillor 

Catherine West, who is Chair of the Transport and Environment Committee (TEC) at London Councils; 

Councillor Colin Hall, who is Vice-Chair of TEC and Deputy Leader of Sutton; Councillor Russell King 

who stepped in at the last minute, from Wandsworth Council, but also on TEC and representing the 

Conservative interests, so thank you very much for coming.  Spencer Palmer is the Director of 

Transport and Mobility from London Councils.  Then from TfL we have Michèle Dix, the Managing 

Director of Planning; thank you Michèle for coming.  Alex Williams, Director of Borough Planning at 

TfL, and David Rowe, who is Head of Borough Projects and Programmes at Transport for London, 

good to see you, thank you for coming. 

 

In this session we wanted to examine the nature of the working relationships between the boroughs in 

general and TfL. I know that a lot of that will be about funding, but there are also lots of other 

aspects of our working relationship, shared services and shared planning and consultations and shared 

objectives and sometimes objectives that are not so much shared.  Although we have some questions 

around the various service areas and funding areas, I think we also just want to hear from you on what 

you feel are the positives and possibly the problematic parts of the relationships as they currently 

work at the moment?  Because it is incredibly crucial for Londoners, the environment we live in, that 

TfL and the London boroughs do get it right and that they do work together positively. 

 

I was hoping just to kick off with a few general questions to guide your opening statements and then 

we will move on and dig in a little bit more detail.  I do not know if Catherine would like to kick off 

from your side? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  Thank you, Chair, and thank you for 

this invitation.  This is my fourth year of chairing the [Transport and Environment] Committee and it is 

lovely to be here in formal process with you all.  We have obviously started our six-monthly meetings, 

which I think have been very positive, to speak almost off the record about what are the key issues on 

Londoners’ minds in relation to transport, but I think this, to formalise it, is a really good idea, 

particularly as we are coming up to the end of the four years. 

 

Could I begin just by congratulating Caroline on her new baby, that is lovely, we look forward to 

hearing all your stories about how you get the buggy on to the bus and what you do when -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I am already aware of that, I have to say. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  -- there are already two buggies on 

there and there is a massive row that breaks out between the mothers; it is often amusing to watch.  It 

is interesting when you go into that mode of using the buses with a buggy yourself; it changes 

everything. 

 

Chair, just to give an overview, I think what is very good about the borough-side and the TfL- side is 

the fact that we are obviously both operational in the way that colleagues here, having a scrutiny role, 



are less operational, and I think therefore we have a lot in common.  What has been really good is the 

fact that we have had Michèle and Alex particularly, and David more recently, the same people 

working on a number of problems in the last four years.  I always consider Alex to be the Mayor’s 

secret weapon because he is the person that all the boroughs, both councillors and officers, are very 

fond of and, if the Mayor has bad news, he often sort of pushes Alex over there to give us bad news 

so that we can have a go at Alex; he is a very nice chap. 

 

Also I think, over the four years, we have had our moments.  The Olympic Games were quite stressful 

for all of us in terms of making sure that all that ran smoothly and we obviously were involved in the 

planning 18 months ahead around Olympic routes, networks, and all sorts of things, and in the end 

that was a great success and I think that was really a good example of where the boroughs have 

worked well together. 

 

In more recent times obviously we have had the challenges around money and therefore we began a 

piece of work looking at all the contracts that we do jointly and we have managed to identify many 

savings, often coming from us as borough colleagues first, because I think we are a little bit more 

penny-pinching on the borough side because of our financial position currently, and in the very recent 

past the Roads Task Force, which is basically putting at the heart of a new look at surface transport 

how we can work better together. 

 

We have a number of ongoing challenges; I think capacity continues to be an issue.  This morning 

coming in on the Northern line - not from Clapham, but from the north, down - I had to wait for three 

or four to go past before I could get on a train, and I think we still have a lot to do there. 

 

Secondly, around the whole redevelopment of the National Health Service (NHS) services, I am very 

pleased that Michèle will be sitting on the London Health Board because I think that is going to be 

crucial.  As fewer Londoners have vehicles of their own, we have to look very closely at how we get an 

increasingly aging and often very deprived population, into important hospital and clinic treatments 

and I think any attempt I have had at trying to bring in NHS colleagues in the last three years has not 

worked because they have often been too internally focused at the time to attend meetings and to 

take a strategic view.  These are the sorts of problems we have to deal with now so that in two years’ 

time we have the correct routes into hospital care. 

 

Just on the Mayor’s Infrastructure Plan, obviously we have been very active on the Crossrail 

developments and the big picture.  We have had lively debates about High Speed 2 (HS2) and 

obviously been advised closely on that from TfL.  We have also done a lot of work around the 

potential that transport has as one of the growth areas in terms of developing opportunities for young 

people and I and other colleagues from the TEC have been to a number of job creation and skills 

development opportunities, not just with TfL, but with Network Rail, and I think all of that is making 

the case for more transport spend over the very long term and the importance that has as a way of 

promoting growth in the economy. 

 

I am going to actually just let Colin say a couple of words about Local Implementation Plan (LIP) 

funding, is this the right time for that, Chair? 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Yes, please come in just as an overview perhaps. 

 



Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  Sure.  I think the first thing that I 

would like to say is that I have been on TEC for a long time and worked with TfL therefore for a long 

time as well.  If I think back to the days when they had 23 programmes of work, compared to now 

where there are 5 programmes and streams of work, it is a completely different relationship and a 

positive one.  It is not all going to all be a love-in, this, I would not say everything is good, but 

reflecting back to where we used to be, compared to where we are now, things are just incredibly 

improved to what they used to be.  Our relationship with TfL is a very strong one.  As Catherine said, 

there are regular meetings, we hold meetings of the Chair and the Vice-Chair of TEC with TfL on a 

quarterly basis; that is a very helpful thing to do.  As a consequence we have come to understand each 

other’s problems better than we used to do. 

 

If I then turn to LIP you will not be surprised to hear me say that we are worried as boroughs.  The 

potential impact of what seems to be a 25% cut to the LIP programme financially, obviously there are 

some differences of opinion about that, certainly we have been told at meetings with TfL there is a 

25% cut on the table.  The Mayor does not say that; the Mayor in answer in fact here to Gareth Bacon 

[AM] said, “There is not going to be a cut, in fact I would like to see more money go into the 

boroughs.”  We need clarification about that because we have programmes of work going on in the 

boroughs that we need to make tough decisions about if those cuts are going to happen. 

 

Really the opening statement from me is about things are so much better than they used to be, I think 

we really do need to acknowledge that, it is important to know that things have changed a lot for the 

better, but there are some tricky times ahead. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  We will focus on LIP in some detail in a minute.  Did you want to 

add anything, Russell, about general working relationships? 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  I would support Councillor Hall’s comments 

around the significant improvement that we have seen over the recent years in the engagement with 

TfL and in the vast majority of areas the engagement is very constructive and very helpful.  I think the 

one area where it is not quite at the same level, I think everyone probably agrees, is in the buses. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Buses, all right, OK, we will come back to you on that then; that is 

very interesting. 

 

Would our colleagues from TfL like to respond to the general overview comments? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  OK, thanks very much. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Some plaudits there for you. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Thank you to Catherine 

and Colin for recognising the things that are working well and also recognising that within TfL there is 

a multi-layered approach to engaging with the boroughs.  We engage, as Catherine says, with London 

Councils on various levels, we also engage with the boroughs individually on an officer-to-officer 

level, but also Isabel [Dedring, Deputy Mayor for Transport] and I have regular meetings with the 

boroughs at a political and officer level just to understand directly what boroughs’ concerns are and 

how we can address them, so there is a whole cycle of one-to-one meetings with the boroughs at that 

level.  There is also an ambassador engagement with the boroughs where Alex [Williams], as Catherine 



rightly says, is a major plank in terms of ensuring there is good borough engagement, going around to 

all of the boroughs to understand are there issues and how we can resolve them directly.  Even if Alex 

cannot resolve all the issues himself, he knows a person that can. 

 

We have also sought to provide greater clarity in terms of what is going on in TfL’s work and how it 

affects the boroughs through the “Borough Bulletin” that gets produced monthly and is sent out, and 

the borough extranet in terms of providing information, so we have made I think a lot of progress in 

this improvements.  We have set up the sub-regional engagement to, not only work with the boroughs 

on an individual level, but recognising that a lot of the borough issues relate to cross-boundary issues, 

and therefore the development of sub-regional plans has been something that has been successful.  

We have sub-regional models, sub-regional plans that the boroughs can sign up to and we - TfL - and 

the boroughs can work to, recognising what is committed, but also recognising what the ambitions are 

for the future and beyond what can be funded. 

 

Having said all that, we also know that there are areas for improvement.  We are a big organisation; 

we are a complex organisation, and not everybody at every level knows how to get into the 

organisation other than through Alex, but it is about knowing who you need to speak to about what 

matter.  On the web we are trying to put out more information about who that person is that people 

need to contact for direct engagement and we are also, as part of the Roads Task Force 

recommendations, reviewing our internal governance procedures and how we liaise with the boroughs, 

particularly on delivery.  There is a working group that has been established after the Roads Task 

Force with Nick Lester [Programme Director, Transport and Mobility, London Councils], with borough 

officers, to see how TfL can improve that relationship further.  That is why I think a lot of good 

progress has been made, it has improved, it is nice to hear colleagues say that it has, but there is a lot 

more to do. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Catherine mentioned the Infrastructure Plan, which is being 

developed shortly, so before we get into the sort of nitty-gritty, day-to-day work on funding issues, 

can I just ask you, both sides really, do you feel that the boroughs are working with TfL or whether 

TfL is giving adequate opportunities to the boroughs to engage on planning the big picture transport 

developments for London, the infrastructure plans for the future in London.  Catherine was observing 

that the boroughs have been very supportive on Crossrail and other issues, so are they being engaged 

and, if so, how? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  There are different levels 

of engagement.  Certainly sub-regional plans are a mechanism for engaging, as I have said, the 

schemes beyond what is committed.  Through those sub-regional panels, through engagement with 

individual boroughs, it is about what they want beyond what we have in the programme already; what 

is in the Business Plan.  If we look at the sub-regional plans, you can see there are a lot of schemes 

there that are unfunded, but they do have wider borough buy-in.  The 2015 Infrastructure Plan goes 

beyond that; it goes beyond what is planned for 2030, it is looking for the bigger-picture stuff.  

Isabel Dedring, the Deputy Mayor for Transport, has invited boroughs to contribute with ideas.  In 

respect to the Roads Task Force, she wrote to all the boroughs -- 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Sorry, to the Infrastructure Plan? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  This is all relevant for 

the Infrastructure Plan in the sense that the Roads Task Force identified things that TfL could do that 



were short- and medium-term, but also some of the longer-term stuff that TfL needed to be engaged 

on to deal with the growth that is going to occur in the longer term.  Isabel wrote to all the boroughs 

inviting them to come back with their suggestions in terms of priorities for improvements, be they 

short-term, be they longer-term, and when we go and see the boroughs with our engagement, she 

always invites them to come back with ideas that they might have that we can take on board, discuss 

the sub-regional plans or discuss separately, but the idea is to encourage as much contribution to that 

discussion as possible. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  On things like Crossrail 2, for example, which is the big idea within 

the Mayor’s 2020 Vision, and you must be working that up as a proposal for the Infrastructure Plan, 

how are you engaging the boroughs in looking at those big non-roads infrastructure projects?  If they 

are going to work, it is where they hit the ground, is it not, in the boroughs? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We have had a lot of 

borough engagement in terms of the development of the Crossrail plans.  I can see that Alex is itching 

to say something, but there has been ongoing engagement, plus there are a series of forums going 

forward to maintain that engagement and certainly to maintain further engagement post the results 

of the consultation on Crossrail 2. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  Just with that on 

Crossrail 2, prior to the consultation there was a forum set up with London Councils to engage with all 

the affected boroughs on that route, or the two options for that route.  That forum will continue as 

the project evolves and as you get into more detail about potential detail of the safeguarding [of the 

route of HS2].  Added on to that there was a whole series of borough-by-borough meetings, because 

what happens in Wimbledon town centre is a big issue for Merton and there will be a very detailed 

debate with that.  So there are two levels of engagement; one is the pan-London engagement for a 

project of HS2-scale - which is what we need, and that is through London Councils - and then there 

are a whole series of bilateral talks with each of the boroughs to talk about the specific details for 

their projects.  That is what we are doing with Crossrail 2, as we have done on a lot of the big projects 

like on Crossrail 1, there was a similar set of forums involved, as we did on the development of the 

London Overground as well. 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  As a borough where Crossrail 2 will have a 

significant impact, going through Tooting and Clapham Junction, we found the engagement to be 

very constructive as well, so from a borough perspective that is certainly the case. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  We got our toilets, so we were very 

pleased, which became the only thing about Crossrail that every single Islington councillor knew that 

there were no toilets, but we got them in the end so it was great. 

 

I think on the other more day-to-day thing - which I think for Londoners is really important - is the 

concept of neighbourhood.  I think it is not just that this massive project goes ahead, but really in a 

sense the role of the boroughs is also that it is just around where these massive projects go and that 

they enhance neighbourhood and community cohesion, not detract from it.  I think Farringdon is a 

good example where we have worked really closely together and it has been positive.  However, I 

think in a way our later discussion about the LIP funding goes to the heart of it.  It worked well 

because we had an operation where we could work together because I think where we are coming to 

now in borough priorities is that lots of boroughs will not be able to afford much traffic engineering at 



all.  If you are a ‘big picture’ person you will think, great, in a sense TfL should just take the whole 

thing over, let us be strategic, they should just do the whole thing.  However, for those of us who 

know London and know neighbourhood, we just understand the difference that good borough 

planning and good borough integration makes. 

 

That is why later on Spencer [Palmer] is going to be talking about this idea that boroughs will be able 

to use some of the expertise from TfL but that also the boroughs will give the TfL thinkers and 

engineers a real-life experience in the borough and they get to meet stakeholders, they get to meet 

local members, the engineers get to actually understand the importance of place and neighbourhood.  

That is financed through the TfL budget.  The example I always use is the Nag’s Head in Holloway, 

which for most people who just pass through it, they just want to be through it as fast as possible, but 

for students who go to the City and Islington College and for the main city centre, we want it to be a 

pedestrian walkway.  I think that is where we are coming to, we have to maintain that dialogue and my 

worry is that we will become so pragmatic and strategic that we will forget that conversation that I 

think Londoners are crying out for us as elected members not to forget; they just have their hands up 

saying, “Do not forget us please”. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  It is absolutely the reason we are doing this meeting I think and 

whether or not there has been a shift of power away from the boroughs that is detrimental on these 

issues I think is a key one.  I guess part of my motivation for asking that was because there is one key 

strategic project that we have achieved in London and I am thinking about the Overground, the East 

London Line.  That project would have died a death if the boroughs had not have kept it alive for 

years and years, in particular the City of London Corporation, so the concept that strategy is 

something that arrives out of TfL alone does worry me because I think the boroughs very often can be 

very creative. 

 

I think we should move on to dig into the LIP questions, which Caroline is going to take. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I want to pick up the issue of funding.  We already heard 

from the boroughs some of the concerns there, but let me just look back in response to a colleague, 

Gareth Bacon, who is in the audience.  The Mayor made it very clear that he wants to see more money 

spent locally than ever before and he has stated that he is a keen defender and supporter of LIP 

funding, and yet there are these rumours going around that boroughs could face a 25% cut and we 

have seen correspondence from Catherine West and Jules [Pipe], the Mayor of Hackney; Councillor 

Ruth Dombey, Leader of Sutton Council, all really concerned of the impact of this potential cut.  I do 

not know who it would be from TfL would want to answer my question, what are TfL’s intentions 

regarding the future of Local Implementation Plan funding levels? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I think it is fair to say 

that TfL, as people know, have a 25% in their revenue budget, the LIP funding was revenue monies 

and TfL were considering how that cut in our revenue funding related to LIP.  However, at the end of 

the day it is a decision for the Mayor and the Mayor has made clear what he would like to do, and the 

Mayor will make a decision on that shortly. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Do we have a date when we can expect a decision from 

the Mayor on this? 

 



Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We do not have a 

specific date, we just know that the Mayor will make a decision shortly. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  By the end of December, is that shortly? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I cannot say, Caroline, 

exactly when he will make that decision, but certainly soon. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  OK, so the Mayor is going to make a decision soon, and I 

appreciate that you have serious revenue cuts, you have to find savings, but I am sure there are lots of 

other places.  Can you reassure us that the proposals you are putting to the Mayor would protect LIP 

funding levels at the current level? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  The Mayor has 

expressed his view, as you know, during Mayor’s Question Time, he has expressed his view to us, and 

we, TfL, need to respond to that. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Could I just 

pick up on the point that there has been a lot of discussion around LIP funding.  Obviously it was one 

of the areas that we had to look at early on in terms of where we could potentially make savings, but 

it is not the only funding that is provided to the London boroughs.  We have just talked about 

Crossrail and TfL has set up a Crossrail complementary measures fund in recognition of the fact that at 

these stations it is absolutely vital that the areas around the stations are treated as well as the 

infrastructure themselves, because they need to knit in to the fabric to provide those local links, 

whether it be buses or walking or cycling.  We have sought to identify sufficient resources between 

ourselves, the boroughs and third parties, to ensure that we can treat the areas around the stations as 

well as the line upgrades themselves. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  That is funding though that is controlled by TfL; you do 

not devolve that to the borough, you work with the borough but you control that funding. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Absolutely, 

those master plans that have been developed for every station from Farringdon through to 

West Drayton have all been done in partnership between Crossrail, TfL and the London boroughs. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Thank you for that, but if we go back, Michèle, to the LIP 

funding, boroughs need to be able to look ahead, they need to be working three to five years ahead.  

Will the announcement, when it comes - and I realise you cannot tell us when, we are on tenterhooks 

for that - will it be a three- or five-year settlement so boroughs can start to plan their work properly? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I cannot say at this 

moment in time exactly what the settlement will be and the duration of the settlement, I just know 

that we, TfL, are working to look at our Business Plan to make it work and to come back with a 

proposal that the Mayor can announce. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  In May this 

year we issued LIP guidance to every London borough in recognition of the fact that they were 

developing their next three-year plans and that provided indicative funding for the periods going 



forward, although it was recognised that was subject to what came out of the spending review.  The 

boroughs have obviously based their development of their delivery plans around that three years, so 

we are looking to provide clarity as to any changes in terms of the funding that we have identified for 

them for 2014/15 through to 2016/17. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I appreciate, subject to a decision by the Mayor, that 

there would be a three-year funding settlement with the boroughs so that they can plan their work 

accordingly. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Part of the 

LIP reforms, a big part of it has been to try and provide assurance so that there is certainty for people 

to be able to plan, particularly those larger projects that take longer in terms of the design and 

development, and the delivery. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  LIP funding is only about 1% of TfL’s overall budget so 

really it is relatively small in terms of the savings you are having to find elsewhere. Are you able to say 

anything about whether the budget is going to be protected at all or perhaps even some growth in 

there maybe for boroughs? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  In terms of monies that 

go to the boroughs, as David has said, there are additional programmes of money that have been 

directed towards the boroughs, the Crossrail complementary measures, the air quality fund, the funds 

associated with key improvements, the Mini-Hollands, so there have been large increases in the 

amounts of money that go towards the boroughs.  In terms of the proportion of the borough spend 

from LIPs as a whole, it is a small part of our overall budget, but it is a more significant part of our 

revenue budget.  We will need to make savings elsewhere to find money if that budget is to be 

protected, on top of savings that TfL is already delivering on in terms of efficiency savings that we 

have to find in the Business Plan period that we have to deliver in order that our budgets balance. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I hope you are not just going to say, “OK, we do all these 

other things”, throw in the Mini-Hollands, throw in the complementary measures, and then take that 

money off the rest of the LIP funding effectively. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  The Mayor, as you know, 

has made clear what he would like us to do; we just have to come back to show how we can do it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  OK, let us come to the boroughs because I know you are 

itching to come in, we will go around you in turn.  What effect would a reduction of LIP funding, or 

has it had over the past few years already, and could it have in terms of delivering your local 

programmes?  I know, Catherine, you have already mentioned problems around traffic engineers, for 

example. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  That is right, and clearly this will take 

us back to 1998 spending levels and if anyone remembers when we got the economic boom around 

1998, 1999, 2000, you will remember we could not get people into work because there were so many 

problems with the transport system and we are always playing catch-up.   

 



I think the question for me is about the way that we do things, because if you take a lot of capacity 

away from the boroughs - and do not forget the LIP funding also is a staffing issue because that is 

part of your element of spending on your traffic engineers - you are taking away that flavour of the 

neighbourhood and localism.  That is something that I think we have to fight to maintain, because 

London is such a large and can be a very impersonal place.  I think if you just have this very strategic 

view that TfL does everything you do end up without your lovely village concept, which is London.  I 

think we have to hold on to that. 

 

Just to give you one example, in a conversation with officers from TfL, and I do not in any way envy 

your task, Michèle, of trying to cover your budget because of the cuts from the Government, but 

when you look at, say, I have been told, “Well you will get the Archway Gyratory perhaps”.  The 

Archway Gyratory has been going to happen since I first became a borough councillor in 2002.  I am 

coming to the end of my period of local government next spring and it still looks the same as it did 

way back in 2002.  I completely accept that we might get a little bit more money for capital on some 

big projects like the Archway Gyratory or the Highbury Corner, but I think trying to sell that to local 

people, we are politicians trying to sell that to local people as, “We have really done our best to 

represent what you want.”  I do not feel that washes.  We need that and we need the LIP funding.  

That is what this city deserves and we have to fight for it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Yes, let us go round the boroughs first, and then I will 

come to Michèle. 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I think I started by acknowledging 

some of the great improvements there have been in that relationship between the boroughs and TfL 

and I do not want to forget that as we talk about things.  Moving to those five programmes was a very 

transparent way of doing business together.  I think we had a period of time of not understanding 

exactly what the formula was and how things worked and, for instance, in my borough in Sutton we 

get one of the lowest allocations of funding.  Actually, we understand why that is; the rules around it 

are ones that we can get our head around and that is clear.  We may not agree but we can at least 

understand a transparent process. 

 

I have a bit of a worry, looking forward, if we are saying that this is going to be inside the LIP process 

but these other things are going to happen outside of it, for instance, the Mini-Holland scheme, 

because that is not transparent.  We really need clarity about where the money is going to come from 

and how we are going to get it.  I think that having schemes that are provided to boroughs on the 

basis of how hard they push, who is listened to more than another person, is not really the way to do 

business together.  I have a worry that that will mean that some people get things because they shout 

more loudly or they are favourites at the time, and that will not work well for people.   

 

The other thing that I think is a worry to me is that there is an unintended consequence, potentially, 

with some of this, in that some of our very local schemes, a bit like Catherine has been talking about, 

would be the ones that suffer most.  We might well get to do our major projects but the small projects 

that are very important to a small group of residents will be the ones that we have to drop because we 

are going to have to make tough decisions about things not to do.  In my borough, we have got six 

local committees that have a bit of money each to spend on these sorts of projects.  I can foresee that 

I will have to make changes to that and may have to drop the things that are actually most vital to 

local people because they think they are important to the street they live in, in order to deliver the 

larger, major projects. 



 

We have had some really good projects working with them.  We have got a local planning group, a 

couple of those in Hackbridge and Beddington in Sutton.  Both of those are quite dependent on 

money from TfL and the relationship on those has been very good, but they would potentially be the 

sort of projects that would suffer in the future. 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  Yes, I think we are in danger of living in some 

sort of utopian world here where we want to see increases in strategic infrastructure, increases in LIP 

and without increasing any funding from the taxpayer.  We do not live in that world; we live in an age 

of austerity.  We have to make difficult decisions about where the money needs to go.  However, 

having said that, each borough is different.  For example in Harrow they have no Red Routes 

whatsoever, whereas in my borough, a lot of the significant issues that we face are on the Red Routes.  

For example, road safety is a significant issue for the entire city.  The boroughs have done fantastic 

work in recent years using LIP funding to significantly reduce the number of accidents and serious 

accidents on our roads.  However, if you look at where the real serious growth in accident problems 

that we are having now is on Red Routes.  The problems we are seeing with cyclists recently, those are 

on Red Routes.  We need to make sure that that investment takes place, to protect my residents.  

Tooting High Street is a real hotspot in terms of accidents, it is a Red Route.  We are working with TfL 

to bring forward schemes to deal with that.  

 

I think from our perspective, from a Wandsworth perspective, yes it worked well for us, but I 

appreciate that there are other boroughs that need to look at it slightly differently.  In Harrow’s case, 

for example, they just removed the LIP and then had nothing from a TfL pot whatsoever, which 

causes different issues.  I do not think it is easy to have a one-size-fits-all model. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  OK, that is helpful.  Michèle, you wanted to come back on 

that? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  It was just to say that in 

terms of a number of the so-called major schemes that TfL is progressing, they are progressing with 

the boroughs, reflecting on borough requests and input to have those schemes, not just so that you 

could move vehicles along them but largely so you can enhance the other realms.  Picking up on 

Catherine’s point, TfL is strategic but it is also very mindful of the importance of an improvement in 

place, because that makes a big difference to local people as well as the whole environment.   

 

The schemes that we have got in our major programme, including Archway, are things that we have 

developed with the boroughs, and we have made some big changes over the past few years in terms 

of the types of schemes that we are proposing, such as Elephant and Castle, to reflect those local 

needs and the needs for place.  I hope boroughs will see those as positive changes.  

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  How do you think, from the borough perspective, that if 

there are further cuts to the funding - and you have been talking fairly glowingly about the 

relationship you now have with TfL - do you think that that relationship is going to be under strain 

and pressure if you have more cuts to your LIP funding?   

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  I think there is still a chance.  The 

Mayor has not decided; and I am an optimist.  I think with the good offices of my colleague here, who 

is batting for London, and all the other Conservatives that we have here, we can actually go in.  I 



cannot do it, but you can.  Why do you not go in, give him a hug, tell him he looked beautiful in his 

outfit in Qatar yesterday, and just basically lay it at his feet and say, “You can do this.  You can make 

a difference.  You can give us our local schemes and make every single borough councillor happy six 

months before the local election.” 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  In terms of the relationship, Catherine, I am sure 

Conservative colleagues are lobbying, as I say, and we have questions from Gareth Bacon, but in terms 

of -- 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I think hugging mayors is not necessarily what we are here for. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Behind closed doors, what you get up to, I am not 

interested. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  To be fair, it was not what the Labour group were here for during Ken’s 

[Livingstone, former Mayor of London] time, either. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  In terms of the relationship, maybe, Colin, you want to 

come in there, do you see that this could prove problematic? 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  Of course it will cause further tensions 

and pressure for the boroughs’ and TfL’s relationship.  There is no doubt about that.  The point that 

Catherine was making, we depend on the funding through TfL to support our engineering teams, and 

if we cannot get the money then we will not have the teams and life will become more difficult for us; 

we will not be able to deliver the things that are important to deliver for our communities.   

 

Yes, I have no doubt that things will get harder, but I am an optimist as well, unusually.  Amongst us 

lot I guess that is an unusual thing to be, is it not?  I do think that the relationship is a good one; we 

are going to have to work harder at that good relationship.  However, we will start to see the cracks if 

there is not money there.   

 

I completely understand the world that we are living in, as Russell has put it about austerity, but the 

point that I think you were making, Caroline, about 1% of the budget going to be spent with the 

boroughs locally on something that we all say we believe in - localism being very important - making 

decisions locally with people to deliver the best outcome surely is the right thing to do.  I would 

suggest probably that there are some large projects where a little bit more saving could be made on 

those that might get substantially greater saving than the bit they are looking for out of LIP. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Yes, and just following on from that, what further reforms 

do you think could simplify the LIP process?  I know it went from 23 to 5 programmes and that is an 

improvement.  I remember the days when just trying to get what you wanted to fit into one of these 

categories and the waste of resource that took.  However, to perhaps reduce the burden on resources 

in the future, are there other things that can be done to streamline the process to make it far less 

resource-intensive that would save money for the boroughs and TfL but allow you to deliver the 

programmes? 

 



Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I do not feel qualified to answer that 

question because I’m not inside TfL.  I suspect there are things can be done.  They are a very 

ingenious and creative bunch, therefore let us hope that can be done. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  From the borough perspective, in terms of the paperwork 

and everything, could be simplified, the resource? 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  Yes, the way that the process of LIP 

works is better than it used to be, but it is still quite heavy on paperwork.  The process of it is quite 

long-winded therefore I am certain that that could be made more straightforward, yes. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):   I know this mantra of austerity is 

something which we all have to deal with, but I think we are really missing a trick in terms of the 

future of this great city in five or ten years if we are too penny pinching with this money, the reason 

being, this is an investment.  Let us look back to 1998 when we had so much litigation at local level 

because we were not looking after our steps into buses and all that sort of thing.  You have to be 

careful that you do not penny pinch so much on transport spend that you end up spending it all on 

lawyers because people are falling over pavements, they are falling of bicycles.   

 

There is a sense in which transport spend is an investment.  It is like a mortgage; you are investing 

because at the end you want an asset which is worth something.  Also, if you have these huge 

schemes which are so fancy, it is a bit like when you go from Kew to Stratford; you are on the best 

train in the world.  When you go from Enfield to Liverpool Street, you are on a third-world service, and 

yet we are in the same city.  There are real reasons for that, and you would have to give me an hour of 

your time to explain why, under which franchise, etc.  However, for your average Londoner, we have 

to make the case for transport spend because it is an investment in our future population growth.  Let 

us not forget how many people there will be in this great city in ten years’ time, and unless we actually 

make those decisions now about the small things that matter, we will be dealing with a massive cost in 

10 or 15 years. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Can I just 

pick up on the point about the potential for further improvements?  The reforms that have been 

spoken of were introduced in 2010/11.  In 2012, jointly with London Councils, we did a survey of the 

London boroughs as to how they found the reforms and whether there were opportunities for further 

improvement.  Principally, that came back very positive.  There were a few issues around the particular 

LIP documents, which is the formal plan around how that process could be improved, and certainly we 

are planning to take those on board when we issue the next set of LIP guidance, but generally it has 

been very well received. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  David, I accept that but I am just thinking, if you have got 

to make some savings in the budget, are those things processing rather than frontline spend? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  There are 

undoubtedly opportunities.  LoHAC [The London Highways Alliance Contract], which I am sure the 

Committee is familiar with, is a way that potentially offers savings, with us and the London boroughs 

collectively coming together on contracts, delivery of schemes, and it is certainly something that we 

are actively discussing with each of the London boroughs. 

 



Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  That is a common procurement arrangement for highways work. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Yes, sorry, 

for the acronym. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Lovely, thank you very much. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  I will just indulge myself by making one comment on some of that 

exchange.  Of course we are in austerity times, whatever you think of that, but the population in 

London is growing, the tax base is growing as well as the demand, and the economy is growing in 

London, therefore there is some optimism to mix in with the pessimism there, I think. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  The reason I wanted to come in earlier on, I was quite interested in the thread 

that was developing through that exchange, actually, and I would like to ask really for some 

clarification from Michèle about it.  What TfL seem to be saying to the boroughs is, “Don’t worry if 

you lose some of your LIP funding because there are these other funds available now which are going 

to be supporting you.”  However, of course, those other funds are things like Mini-Hollands and their 

link to projects.  We know, do we not, Chair, because we have been around since TfL started doing 

this, that LIP funding used to be very much more controlled by TfL and has been relaxed in recent 

years.  Is what we are seeing here, Michèle, actually an attempt by TfL to re-establish control over 

what this money is used for by being much more directive with the boroughs? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  The process that we 

went through, as Colin said, a few years ago, was to develop a more efficient process for boroughs 

bidding for schemes that quite often had an impact in an area.  Why would you bid for a cycle scheme 

and a bus scheme and so on when actually a major scheme would cover the lot?  It was to respond to 

the boroughs’ concerns about the process and to give them more scope for developing holistic 

schemes that would affect their areas.  The LIP money is there for boroughs to implement locally the 

ambitions of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  It was a process, as I say, that was seen to be an 

improvement; not only the bureaucracy of it but in the quality of the schemes and the type of 

schemes that could be taken forward within the boroughs. 

 

The additional monies that have been found for the boroughs since then for borough schemes are 

specific in terms of taking forward Mayoral priorities, therefore on top of the LIP money there is all 

the Mayor’s Vision for Cycling money - the billion pounds’ worth of spend in improving cycling, the 

Mini-Hollands - the equality stuff and the Crossrail stuff.  The Crossrail stuff was identified specifically 

in response to boroughs’ concerns that there was no money in the pot to take forward the 

complementary measures required around Crossrail stations.  It has been a discussion and negotiation 

with the boroughs to find more money.   

 

Our position is not to exert more control, and I do not think our ambition before was to lessen control 

as such, it is just to ensure that the Mayor’s Transport Strategy can be delivered at a local level.  Going 

forward, there are lots of additional schemes that are strategic, and that at a local level are required to 

deal with London’s growth.  Many of the things that we have talked about this morning that people 

aspire to -- Crossrail 2.  There is no funding for Crossrail 2; we have to find a way of funding it.  

However, people want it; people want the improvements in terms of the rail lines. 

 



All the things that we are spending our money on everyone deems to be essential: finishing off line 

upgrades, finishing off Crossrail, but even when they are in place, come 2030 they will not be enough.  

We do need more infrastructure at both levels; the strategic level and the local level.  What we have to 

do collectively is to find how we can fund that.  I think the point that you are making, Valerie, is 

whether or not there are new ways in which we can seek to fund schemes within London, and that is 

certainly part of the 2050 infrastructure plan work, to understand all the needs of London at the local 

and the strategic level, and what mechanisms we can develop and take forward so we can all deliver 

what is required. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I do not think any of us on the Committee would disagree with that, but a shift 

of money from the current LIP package to hypothecated packages - which are linked to Mayoral 

priorities and the TfL plan - is as a direct consequence going to restrict the boroughs’ choices about 

what they do with the money more in the future, is it not? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I am sounding like a 

cracked record now.  The Mayor has expressed his views, he has asked TfL to consider those.  He will 

make a decision. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  It is a Mayoral decision to take money from LIP and put it into or it is the 

Mayor’s decision whether it happens or not? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  It is the Mayor’s decision 

whether he accepts TfL’s business plan. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Is that advice TfL is giving the Mayor, or is it advice that the Mayor is giving to 

TfL?  Where has this come from? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We, TfL, as you know, 

had a proposition.  We have got to make savings in the same way as the boroughs have to make 

savings.  We had proposed cuts in certain areas, we have got big cuts that we ourselves have to 

implement across the piece, substantial cuts and savings that we have to make, and a proposition was 

put forward.  We have been asked to look at that proposition. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Yes, it is 

really just to pick up on the point about the purpose of the other funding that has been identified, 

and just to give you a very simple example.  Every year, boroughs deliver a certain number of 

accessible bus stops through their LIP programmes, usually where they are doing road maintenance 

upgrades.  That would not have been enough activity to get us to the target of 95% of all of London’s 

bus stops being fully accessible, to reflect the fact that the fleet is accessible.  Therefore, TfL has 

identified additional funding that we can provide to the London boroughs to accelerate that delivery 

and get us to that 95% target.  It is not about taking away from the activity on the LIP, it is about 

enabling an uplift of it. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  What you are saying to boroughs is, “We will give you more money if you 

prioritise the things that we want?”  There is not a worry with you accepting that; that is a perfectly 

understandable position. 

 



David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  It was 

about achieving a specific Mayoral outcome in terms of the 95% of all bus stops within London being 

accessible, absolutely.  The other alternative would have been to say, LIP funding should be ring 

fenced for this purpose, and that would have been wrong, that would have been a retrograde step in 

terms of moving away from the reforms that had been introduced. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  All right, well, that is an interesting point that perhaps we can explore later.  

Can I just move on to safety, because Councillor King made a very good point about concerns that 

cutting LIP funding will jeopardise road safety schemes for vulnerable users.  How would you answer 

that, Michèle? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  In the sense that there 

are programmes to improve schemes across London, be they associated with cycling schemes or some 

of the other major projects schemes, they all have a significant impact on improving safety.  The 

intention is not to have a negative input on safety across London.   

 

Roger Evans (AM):  The Mayor’s Road Safety Action Plan sets a London-wide target of a 40% 

reduction in road casualties, yes?  That is a step change, is it not?  That is a very ambitious demand of 

TfL and London boroughs.  How can you hope to achieve that if you actually start to reduce LIP 

funding? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Because the programmes 

that we have in place will address many of those issues.  If you, say, look at the cycling work, you look 

at the better junctions work, which are addressing safety issues, you look at the improvements that we 

are making to signals in terms of pedestrian SCOOT [Split Cycle Offset Optimisation Technique], they 

will all have a bearing on improving road safety.  It is a challenge that has been set down and one that 

we, with the boroughs, intend to deliver.  We are not anticipating that any changes in the LIP funding 

would affect that and, as I keep on saying, no decision has been made on LIP funding. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Councillor King made a good point about a lot of the accidents in his borough 

happening on TfL roads.  Do you have a feel for the whole of London about how accidents are split; in 

other words, where the major responsibility lies here?  Is it with the boroughs or is it with TfL? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  

Approximately a third of the collisions on London’s roads occur on the TfL road network (TLRN), and 

two-thirds occur on borough roads.  What is essential is that we work collectively together to address 

those.  There are certain activities which are obviously very specific to our roads and very specific to 

the borough roads in terms of engineering solutions, but there are also activities that need to happen 

collectively, be they campaigns that TfL can lead to get the educational messages out about how 

people can improve their behaviour on the roads. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Can I just ask a factual question there?  David, you said something 

like a third are on the Red Routes, but of course the Red Routes are only 5% of the road network in 

London, therefore it is a very disproportionate figure.  Do you have that figure in terms of the volume 

of traffic on the different roads? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  I can 

certainly provide the Committee with the exact figures.  I have given you a rough breakdown there.  It 



almost equates in terms of the levels of traffic, as well.  Although the TLRN only accounts for 5% of 

London’s roads, it carries about a third of London’s traffic. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  OK, thank you. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Do you have a similar breakdown for casualties?  If you were to take accidents 

on TfL roads in my area, for example, they are busy trunk roads where the traffic is travelling very fast, 

therefore you would expect to maybe have more casualties with those than you will with borough 

roads where people are just bumping each other at the traffic lights or whatever? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  We readily 

provide fact sheets on collisions in London that relate to both the Mayor’s roads as well as borough 

roads; that information is available.  We also have something called ACCSTATS which is a database 

which is available to the London boroughs and ourselves where you can interrogate the data to 

understand more about the particular collisions that are taking place and what the causal factors were. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Alex, you seem to be itching to get in. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  Just to make it clear 

that in the business plan, it does recognise that we need to invest in the TLRN and road safety 

measures, in particular in the TLRN, where often the casualty stats are steadily high.  There is extra 

investment there, and I can give you the example in Wandsworth.  A key issue over the long term has 

been what happens around Wandsworth gyratory and we are pretty close to getting a deal with the 

developer and TfL investment to enabling that substantial scheme to be funded and implemented in 

the life of the business plan.  We do recognise that issue and there is money in the business plan to 

address that issue. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  OK, Councillor West, do you feel reassured by what you are hearing from TfL 

here when it comes to safety schemes? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  I think the trouble with the argument 

that, “OK we will take it away from LIP but we will put it into the bigger schemes” is just that I 

actually am a believer in localism and this is the trouble with centralised systems.  I think at the local 

level you can be quite nimble with certain programmes, therefore if you can see that accidents are 

increasing on a particular stretch of road, even a mere councillor can shout out, “Run down and fix 

that.”  Whereas I think going through what is, from the outside - it has got nothing to do with the 

wonderful human beings inside it, but from the outside - TfL is a labyrinthine bureaucracy and I think 

it is about the fact that, at borough level, even the person who does not really understand anything 

can find their local councillor and say, “I am very worried about this particular transport issue,” and we 

can get our officers down there and sort it. 

 

That is the kind of flexibility you need; you need both, don’t you?  I think at the moment we are 

tending a bit too much into the big labyrinth and not enough into the nimble, quick fixes which we 

can do at borough level. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Michèle wants to react to that. 

 



Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Just in the sense, and I 

do not want to steal anyone’s thunder later on, that TfL recognises the importance of borough 

officers and borough staff and the points that Catherine made earlier about maintaining borough 

staff.   This is why we have worked with London Councils to ensure that there is a scheme going 

forward - I do not know if Spencer is going to elaborate on that - whereby we can help support that 

process with exchanges, with graduate schemes, with apprentices, because we have done a lot of that 

already with the boroughs.   

 

We do realise you have to have people who are working at a local level, understand those local issues, 

work with the people, work with local members for those schemes to be delivered.  It is not a case of 

local versus strategic; it is a recognition that all are required and we want to find a positive way 

through this. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  If there is a scheme in place it might be useful, Chair, if the Committee have a 

separate briefing on that rather than going into detail about it here.  I am sure that is information you 

can provide us with. 

 

Can I just ask you, Councillor West, how effective the boroughs’ involvement in the Mayor’s Roads 

Task Force has been? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  We have had a permanent, most 

senior member of staff on the team, Nick Lester, who has been working in transport since goodness 

knows when.  He has been to most of the meetings and obviously he brings a wealth of experience to 

that, and we have had regular feedback, both at our one-to-one with the Commissioner [of Transport] 

and also at our executive-level committee.  Our executive is made up of myself as the Chair, 

Mike Fisher from Croydon and other colleagues across the piece.  I feel that has been a really 

interesting piece of research.   

 

What has not come out of the Roads Task Force is a real sense of what I call the ‘hierarchy of road-

users’, which is an unfashionable statement these days.  I am sure you have got a more fashionable 

title for it. 

 

The point is, for example, Victoria [Borwick AM] was there when we did the big event with Living 

Streets.  It is about, in essence, in inner London, are we broadly going to encourage and accommodate 

cycling and pedestrians or are we going to maintain a fiction that each road user, including lorries, 

including the ‘white van person’, and so on, can use the roads at the same time and we do not have to 

worry about anything?   

 

Logic would suggest that we need to have some sort of hierarchy and I still feel that the Roads Task 

Force has not really come out and spelled that out.  It is trying to still be all things to all people.  I 

think really if we want to be courageous about transport - and I think we have to be if we want to 

maintain our population - what we need to get towards is a position where we say, central London 

really now needs to be entirely a 20 mph zone, and there is a debate to be had about where we stop 

that.  Then what we need to do, following on from that, is to say, in outer London we can be more 

flexible because there are bigger roads, it is longer distances and all the rest of it.  

 

However, I still do not feel, despite the Roads Task Force meeting for long periods of time and with 

lots of paperwork and lots of officer time, I do not feel that we have really nailed it and said that is 



what we are going to do.  I do not know.  This is not the time for a discussion on the 20 mph zone, 

but it is emblematic that some boroughs are being more forward-thinking, in my view, than TfL, 

because they are saying, “We have the guts to have a go and try to create something that is different.  

If it does not work, then we will look at it again.” 

 

However, I think we have to - if we want to accommodate the growing population which we have - we 

have to show some guts on this and actually try to do some of these things and spell out what our 

priorities are. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Councillor King, you have a slightly different view? 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  Yes, it was interesting.  Recently at London 

Councils we hosted a number of experts, including the Mayor’s Cycling Commissioner [Andrew 

Gilligan], and we had a transport planner from Amsterdam, who is obviously regularly given as a great 

example of how to “humanise” if you like, a city with huge traffic numbers.  What was really 

interesting, which I had not realised, was that Amsterdam does not have that sort of hierarchy of 

needs you would have thought it would have had, given how pro-cycling it is.  What it does is, it looks 

at each individual road and works out where it fits in.   

 

For example, they may have three roads running relatively in parallel because they have got more of a 

grid system.  They may have one road which is prioritised for cyclists and pedestrians and therefore it 

is very clear that all the infrastructure is focussed on providing for cyclists and pedestrians.  The next 

road alongside it might be focussed very much on public transport and be focussed on providing 

infrastructure for the buses to get into and out of the city very quickly, and then another road would 

be focussed very much on the needs of heavy goods vehicles (HGV) and white vans. 

 

What they provide is a way of meeting the needs of all users in the city to some extent.  They have 

not done it overnight; it has not been something that was just done very quickly in two or three years, 

it has taken over thirty years to get to where they are now.  However, by doing that, they have not 

had the same hierarchy that was being talked about; they have looked at each individual road, which 

is what is really what the Roads Task Force came out with. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I think that, on the face of it, is an attractive option, but do we have the road 

capacity in London to be able to do that?  That is the question, I guess. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  With all due respect, Amsterdam does 

not have this.   

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  If I can just intervene?  As a matter of fact, I think it is not fair to 

say that the approach of the road user hierarchy did treat all roads the same.  In fact there has always 

been categorisation of roads within London in terms of how that affects the hierarchy.  I would not 

want people to think there was ever a simplistic approach to road use management. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I have to say, I think saying everywhere in London should be 20 mph seems to 

be precisely doing that but, Michèle, what is happening now? 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  That is a default position, though, is it not, Roger? 

 



Roger Evans (AM):  Default and absolute. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Then you nominate roads which do not fall under the 20 mph 

approach.  There is some complexity around these arguments.   

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, we are rooting some old bones up here. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Sorry, it was just to say, 

the Roads Task Force, which was a group of independent people of which Nick Lester was one, along 

with other representatives from different user groups, came up with a set of recommendations that 

they asked TfL and the boroughs to take forward.  One of the recommendations was that we did 

develop street types or street topologies, recognising -- 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Street types? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Or topologies, which is a 

longer word for saying “Street types.”  It is similar to that that Councillor King described, that certain 

roads would fulfil different functions in terms of the level of movement accommodated on, versus the 

amount of place-making, versus other roads.  If you take something such as the A40 out in west 

London, at one stage it is a very much a major arterial road and its primary function is to get vehicles 

to move on it, four-wheeled vehicles, whereas other street types in London might be local residential 

roads where you are going to have much more interaction on the street between pedestrians and 

vehicles and parking.  Just a different role.  We were to describe levels of service for each of the 

different users.   

 

These were the recommendations from the Roads Task Force.  They set down some indications as to 

what those levels of service might be for different users, but what we agreed was that we would take 

that recommendation forward, working with the boroughs to identify what roads across London 

conformed to what road types and how we could develop a network on that basis with the boroughs. 

 

It is not TfL saying, “This is the answer.”  It is working with the boroughs.  There is a working group 

now that is taking that forward, developing those service levels.  Obviously, if everybody said, “I want 

my road to be a local road and it is just for walking and cycling,” that would have serious implications 

for movement across London and we would have to understand how you can maintain that movement 

function, be it with new capacity provided elsewhere.  One of the Roads Task Force ideas was that 

you could look for new capacity, potentially tunnelled somewhere, or that you manage the demand 

downwards.  

 

I think it is quite clear what the Roads Task Force was recommending, and it is quite clear to us that 

we do not impose it; we have to work with the boroughs to flesh that out in more detail and apply it. 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I just wanted to come in on that end 

point, really.  This whole piece of work has been done around road types and topologies.  I think it has 

been useful, in the way that Russell has described.  Knowing the kinds of roads that you have got and 

how you might use those is a very sensible thing to do and the work has been done collaboratively 

with the boroughs and TfL.  However, I still think it is important for us to recognise that there is a 

hierarchy of need there for people on each of those roads, because a person walking across a road 

acts in a very different way to someone driving at 40 mph, and that is just common sense.  I think that 



got lost in the last Mayor’s Transport Strategy, frankly.  It is a point that was missed out, sadly, that 

we should have stuck to.  However, it has been a piece of work that has gone well between us and 

TfL.   

 

My worry is the next stage.  My worry is that now we know there are these nine notional types of 

roads we have got to try to identify which roads are what type.  That cannot be something that gets 

imposed on us and I do not believe it is the intention to impose upon that on us, but the boroughs will 

have go through a piece of work over time; as they look at a road, what sort is it, how do we use that, 

how do we treat it, how do we make changes to it?  I would like to be clearer, really, about how are 

we going to do that.  Is LIP going to be funded on consequence of identifying a road type, for 

instance?  I do not believe so, but it might be a question back to TfL. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  That is an interesting piece of work and it will be fascinating to see how it 

develops.  Can we just move on, because I appreciate we have spent a fair bit of time on this, to the 

issue of traffic signals?  Councillor West, a 4% increase in the TfL charge; do you feel that is a 

reasonable increase? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  Since 2010 when I took this over, we 

have had many a long discussion about trying to drive down the cost of all procurement of all ongoing 

works, as well as expecting at the same time as being more efficient, to include more training and 

skills for our young people, because you will all be aware that the people who fix our traffic signals, 

the average age of people working on our highways is 55 and we need to -- 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I was not aware of that.  That is amazing. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  We need to reduce that right down to 

19 or 20, in my view.  That is not a good average, is it?  Reduce it by 30 years, perhaps.  Because 

obviously, clearly, what we want to do is, we want to get the young people who are out there who 

want to do this sort of work, into it.  There are some good schemes going.   

 

What we have tried to do is a two-pronged attack, which is ask for more and ask for it to be provided 

with less.  We started out on this journey in 2010 and refused to approve any of our joint contracting, 

signals included, until we got that reduction.  I think over the period we have had a reduction on 

these sorts of contracts, but probably not as much as we would all like.  I know that TfL at a senior 

level are also trying to press down on this, but there is certainly more that can be done. 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I do not want to repeat things, but I 

have said in these discussions over a period of time that sometimes some of the outer London 

boroughs more naturally face out of London and have relationships with places like Surrey or others, 

therefore why could we not work with them to do work with traffic signals, for instance, instead of 

having to work within this closed-shop system? 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Would that be much cheaper? 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I do not know the answer to that. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Do they get better deals out there? 

 



Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I would certainly like to look. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Does TfL know?  Do you benchmark against what people are doing outside 

London? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We have discussions 

with London Councils all the time, it is an annual discussion, and they ask “why can’t we reduce our 

costs?”  What we have said is that we can when we come to renegotiate our contracts, which is 

exactly what we are doing now.  There was a paper we took last time to say that we were in the 

process of doing that and we will be able to come back with better prices and those savings will be 

passed on to the boroughs; exactly what they have been asked to do. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  What is the contract timescale we are working to?  Just so that we can join you 

in celebrating the result. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  I know there is a joint 

procurement exercise underway with officers nominated by London Councils; therefore they are 

intimately involved in specifying the contract and going through the assessment of the tenders that 

were returned.  The market is not as competitive as we would like, from TfL’s perspective and the 

boroughs’, and we are very keen on new entrants coming in and stimulating more competition.  I think 

the timetable is 2014 for the new contracts, but it would be best if we come back to you with 

clarification of the exact timetable. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  It is 2014. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, I think the Committee would find it useful to know that, so we can keep an 

eye on it. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Spencer might know the 

answer on that one. 

 

Spencer Palmer (Director of Transport & Mobility, London Councils):  My understanding is 

that the absolute end date for the current contract is March 2015, but we understand there might be 

a possibility to terminate it earlier, in September 2014.  The key here, for us, with all the things we 

have been discussing, is really early London borough engagement in the process, and that is what we 

have got at the moment.  We have got this group that we are taking part in the negotiations for this 

new contract.  That is key, to make sure that we get that local perspective again, in terms of what we 

deliver in savings locally, through the new contract. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  OK, thank you. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  What are the implications of funding for programmes like the Borough 

Cycling Programme being provided by a separate process rather than through the LIP process?  We 

will start with Michèle. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Well, the main 

implication is that it is additional money that the boroughs can bid for.  Over and above the LIP 



money these were additionals, like funding streams made available for boroughs to take forward their 

cycling vision and for boroughs to bid for those schemes, so it is additional. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  I know it is additional.  How was this process decided upon? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  When we 

issued the LIP guidance in May, we also issued borough funding guidance for the cycling programmes, 

the purpose being to enable boroughs to develop their LIP programme and then think about the 

complementary activities that they could deliver specifically on cycling.  What we have tried to do is 

ensure that that is transparent and readable for the boroughs in terms of when they prepare their LIP, 

as well as when they put together their cycling programmes. 

 

There are elements within the overall cycling programme that slightly sit outside of that; an example is 

the Central London Grid, where we have a project board that consists of all the central London 

boroughs together with TfL and the Cycling Commissioner, and we are working through the alignment 

of the routes on the grid and funding will be allocated to develop and deliver those routes. 

 

Where there are things that sit outside of that process that is aligned with the LIPs, then we have 

ensured that the boroughs are part of that governance. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  How does TfL address concerns that a focus on the competitive bidding 

process results in schemes in some boroughs not being implemented because resources are unevenly 

distributed? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Within the 

guidance that we issued, we gave an indication of the levels of funding that would be available to any 

borough.  What we were not seeking to do was have a situation where one borough got a lot of 

money and another borough got nothing.  We have tried to provide an envelope that people work 

within in terms of developing bids.   

 

Another part of the guidance that is also made very explicit, that as part of that boroughs can bid for 

resources for staff to deliver these programmes.  We are very conscious that one of the biggest 

constraints, potentially, around the delivery of the cycling vision, is around the people resource, and 

you have heard some of the challenges that already exist and we want to ensure that we recognise 

that and provide some resource to help with it. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Have you seen any boroughs do that so far in terms of bidding for 

additional staff to see a project through? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Yes, the 

way that we did it, because we issued the guidance in May, we said, “If you want funding for 

2013/14, because we are keen to get these programmes underway, come back to us sooner and we 

can help with that.”  The vast majority did, and also looked for support for borough staff.  We have 

already put in place some resource to help with that, and the work for 2014/15, onwards, we are 

currently looking through those submissions. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Could we have a London Councils perspective on the additional funding 

processes on top of LIP?  Catherine? 



 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  The additional commitment to cycling 

is really welcome, particularly - as the former leader of Islington Council I would say that, would I not - 

because we are one of the big cycling boroughs.   I think it has real potential around public health 

benefits and so on, in outer London as well, just in terms of cycling in the neighbourhood. 

 

However, anecdotally from other leaders, some of the meetings with the Mayor’s adviser have been a 

little bit contrasuggestible, because if you put a high profile individual into what is an officer-led 

process which seems to be going quite smoothly, and you get councillors involved, it can be a bit 

combustible.  If you add all of those ingredients together, you get a delay, because it is almost 

impossible, as you would know from your days as a borough councillor, that if you get lots of different 

parties with different views around a table to agree a cycling scheme, it will inevitably lead to delays.  

Sometimes I think it is a bit lumpy in terms of the process.  I do think it is good to have a cycling 

champion, I do think it is wonderful to have the money, but there is no doubt that we will see delays. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  That is the localist argument very eloquently put, and the need for a localist 

approach and so on.  However, there is also, on the other side of the argument, to be fair, there is the 

strategic approach, that we need consistency from borough to borough and expect a consistency in 

terms of standards and so on, particularly on some of the larger cycling schemes.  How do we balance 

that? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  I think we have to work harder and 

also we have to have the skills and expertise and that is where I have been personally very anxious in 

this portfolio area for about 18 months now about the cliff edge that we have in local government.  

You would be aware that by 2017, 43% of our funding will have disappeared, and if you ask the 

average borough councillor, do they want their local library or do they want their local traffic engineer, 

there is not much of a choice there. 

 

I am afraid that this particular portfolio area will, over time, be eroded in the boroughs unless we are 

forward-thinking, which, I believe, under our leadership it has been, in terms of looking at workforce 

and capacity and skills.  I am a huge believer in British engineering.  I think that we should be doing 

much more to promote it.  However, I am really worried that we are going to lose a lot of our local 

borough knowledge because some of our older engineers are going up to retirement age now and we 

have to replace them with really good, high quality workforce and maintain all that knowledge and 

skill base in the boroughs, not just at TfL level.  We have to work together and we have to be creative 

about these skills.   

 

I think we have actually come up with a package through the work which we have developed with 

officers about trying to maintain that.  That is how we are going to stop it being lumpy, because if we 

have the officers who are focussed -- members will come and go.  I believe cycling champions will 

come and go, depending on what happens in 2016 [London Mayoral election], but we must have that 

really good, high level of engineering capacity in our workforce, and that is why I think the scheme, 

which Spencer will go on to describe, is really quite innovative and exciting. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  I completely agree with that, but what about TfL’s approach now of a 

funding pot for additional staff to see projects through?  Do you think that could be useful or are you 

concerned that that is too short-termist and not provide the continuity and the local expertise? 

 



Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  Yes, relative to other money in the 

public sector at the moment, that pot for cycling is quite big.  However, we have to develop the 

workforce expertise, and not just buy in consultants.  I am a strong believer in having people based in 

their locality.  Let us not just purchase off the Bechtels and so on of this world.  As much as I respect 

their genius for other sorts of work, I am a big believer in having people based in and having loyalty to 

the neighbourhood.   

 

Some of the best people I have known in local government have been these traffic and transport 

planners, and we are really fortunate to have the same skill base in TfL at the top in terms of 

maintaining that follow-through on these big projects.  I think that is the sort of thing that we have 

got to aspire to. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Certainly, those were my own experiences on local schemes, when you have 

got that local knowledge and consistency, it is a real asset. 

 

What do you think of this Committee’s proposal that the overall cycling budget within TfL should 

match the number of cycle journeys that are made in London and that as the number of cycling 

journeys increases the budget would increase?  That was a recommendation from this Committee of 

cycling investigation. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  That sounds like a very good 

recommendation and could I congratulate the Committee on highlighting the importance of cycling?  I 

do not think it is disconnected that your excellent review on cycling, what was it, 12 months ago, 

suddenly led to a big uplift in the cycling budget.  I think that is really good, because when we met 

informally, we were talking about following the money.  Do you remember that conversation?   

 

I think that these conversations are really important and we are all working towards the same goal, 

which is, number one, to stop the amount of accidents that are happening at the moment; we have 

got to hold these HGV drivers to account.  It is not just about what the engineers can do, it is about 

our driving practice, the link in with the Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency (DVLA) and all those 

other things.  Then, at the same time, in a parallel programme, doing the big schemes, like your 

flyovers at Hammersmith and so on, but also your minor schemes.   

 

That is where we come back to the theme that we have had from the beginning, which is your very 

nimble, little LIP programmes which link in your little side road which brings you on to the big London 

superhighway, or whatever, therefore it is all integrated.  Not that we have this wonderful highway, 

but to get to it, there are 20 potential accidents just waiting.  Do you know what I mean?  It has got 

to be integrated. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Which links to your earlier point about a default 20 mph speed limits where 

boroughs want them, and so on, as well. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  That is right. 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I do not want to repeat what Catherine 

said, but there are some things there perhaps I do need to say a little bit more about.   

 



Certainly, I very much welcome such a substantial programme of investment in cycling and it is very 

sensible that it matches the increase in cycling over time, because that is a logical way to work.  I think 

we have got to be very careful, though, that this is transparent.  Again, because I am being the 

cracked record now, I would have much preferred, frankly, that this money was available through the 

LIP process. Instead we are bidding through that instead of something else, it is a different way of 

working and then there would be another something else later.  That way, confusion reigns and we do 

not really want to do that.   

 

I agree with everything that has been said by Catherine but my pitch is; please let us get this back 

inside the LIP process, or have a process that is nice and straightforward that everyone can 

understand. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Thank you.  Can we just move on to air quality now?  To what extent are 

borough resources further stretched by TfL’s requirement to demonstrate their eligibility to access 

funding from the Mayor’s Air Quality Fund?  Catherine, again, do you want to start? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  Sure, thank you, Darren.  Obviously, 

as one of the boroughs which has led on the 20 mph push, we think air quality is a massive issue.  My 

own view is that it is not just about transport, and we have recently had a conference whereby we 

have joined up housing and transport, because I think for a lot of people going into Accident and 

Emergency with asthma-related issues, respiratory things, pneumonia, etc, you trace it back to their 

housing.  It is often linked in with that and not just a transport issue.   

 

Having said that, this is the Transport Committee, therefore I will focus on what we can do better.  I 

think, obviously, there have been some small steps taken towards improving the bus fleet and I am 

sure from your point of view it feels like big steps, but we have to maintain our focus on always 

having the cleanest fleet possible, and also any reduction that we can in terms of not just from the 

point of air quality but from congestion.  I think all the boroughs in the inner part are really focussing 

very closely on this.  The particular committee with the particular air quality summit which we held ten 

days ago was held in conjunction with the London Borough of Camden, because obviously that is 

quite a big area immediately to the north of London when you look at Camden and Islington and 

trying to think about better ways of improving air quality. 

 

Obviously, once this cycling spend starts coming into reality, hopefully it will accommodate a growing 

number of cyclists, and also make walking much more attractive.  I thought it was quite a good 

suggestion to have everybody walking to work yesterday, Michèle.  I do not know whose idea that was 

in your press team, but I think we do have to promote walking as well.  I was interested that during 

the Olympics we did have people walking more, and I think once again public health and all the rest of 

it, but we do need to be thoughtful about the way that we present that to the public so that they 

accept it in a positive light, not just the cycling but also the walking agenda.  Obviously trying, as well, 

to have that right balance between encouraging people not to have a car if they possibly can, 

particularly in inner London, but where they do, trying to encourage the best possible transport 

options so that they are using it just for one or two journeys a week. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Thank you.  Michèle, obviously air pollution does not neatly respect 

borough boundaries, therefore this is a strategic issue, very much, as well as a local one.  Do you want 

to comment on this from a TfL perspective? 

 



Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Just to say that, as you 

know, following the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy and the production and review of that  that we do 

need to do more to address air quality.  The Air Quality Fund was to stimulate more ideas that the 

boroughs could implement at a local level to improve air quality.  The boroughs have bid, there are 

programmes that are now being taken forward to pilot ways in which we can address air quality.  As 

you know, we, TfL, are always trying to improve our fleet, but recognise, particularly with Nitrous 

oxide (NOx) emissions, that our serious concern is - not only in London but in many other cities - if 

we are to meet the NOx requirement set by the EU it will require more of our fleet to be cleaned up.  

As part of the ultra-low emission zone work (ULEZ), we are looking at ways in which we can stimulate 

greater improvements in the fleet as used by others, without imposing high compliance costs on 

individuals, because as you know, when we have looked at the ULEZ, you can encourage walking, 

cycling, public transport use, etc, but the emissions that come out of vehicles obviously make a big 

difference.  How you can clean those vehicles up will depend on the availability of those vehicles, the 

cost of those vehicles, and the more you try to clean them up to become ultra, ultra-low, the higher 

the cost.   

 

We have got to do a balancing act in terms of how we can meet that and we will be reporting back to 

the Mayor at the end of this year in terms of the proposals that we are considering. 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  I just wanted to highlight an example recently in 

the borough around Putney High Street.  Putney High Street’s NOx emissions exceed annual levels 

about three days of the year, therefore it is a significant issue.  We managed to do quite a lot of 

detailed research looking at individual vehicles and how they were contributing to the NOx problem 

and which I think was quite ground-breaking, actually.  What it revealed was that 70% of our NOx 

emissions were coming from the buses going down Putney High Street, therefore it was a very 

significant proportion, given that they are only a very small proportion of the vehicle traffic.  About 

another 20% was coming from HGVs.  

 

I have to say, credit to TfL; when we showed them the information they did not put their head in the 

sand and do the ostrich approach, quite the opposite, actually.  They recognised there was a 

significant issue and took significant action towards improving the buses and we have now started to 

get preliminary results through in terms of the reductions in NOx and it looks like it is making a 

significant impact.   

 

However, we are in early stages; there is a whole load of other things that need to take place.  The 

HGV stuff we know in terms of the Euro standards that are coming through over the next few years 

will increase.  Also, we have significant congestion problems within Putney High Street, part of which 

is caused by the need for vehicles to deliver on our high streets.  It is a high street and therefore it 

needs deliveries, and that causes extra congestion and increases the pollution.  We are looking at ways 

of trying to manage those deliveries in order to reduce congestion, and I think that is one of the 

things that will probably come up a big later, is around the freight agreements and whether or not we 

can do things.   

 

I think it is a whole combination of things, but I certainly welcome the approach that TfL have shown, 

and are proactive in this issue. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  Going back to the initial opening statements, the boroughs were actually 

very warm and friendly towards TfL on a whole range of issues in terms of the relationship, but you 



did say buses was one of the big issues for you and the big problems where it has been less 

transparent and less easy to influence TfL from a local perspective.  Is that very much on the air 

pollution side as well as issues around routes and services and so on?  Is it the traffic, air pollution 

component, as well as the effectiveness of local services that is a key issue for boroughs? 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  I think on the air pollution in Putney High 

Street, that was not the case at all.  Very positive on that with regards to the buses.  I think that the 

bus issues are around where they go, and the frequencies and those sorts of issues.  I think there is a 

view from boroughs, Catherine will tell me if I am wrong, but I think there is a perception that basically 

our bus system is based on the legacy of where we were 100 years ago, and it has just been added on 

piecemeal, and there is not really been a proper strategic look at where our buses need to go based on 

population changes and need, and the dynamics of London and how it works.  I think that that work 

needs to take place at some point, which means a massive shakeup which is a huge piece of work.  

However, we talked about the growth of London going from 8.2 million to 10 million in 2030; buses 

are going to have to make a significant contribution to that, and at the moment they are not being 

pulled out strategically in the same way that other aspects of our transport system are. 

 

Darren Johnson (AM):  If you have not read it I am sure you will enjoy reading this Committee’s bus 

report which was formally signed off on the agenda this morning; I am sure you will find that useful.   

 

The services issue is a big issue that we have looked at, but I am just wondering, where there are 

problems, if TfL’s actual bus services are often undermining local schemes that you are trying to do, 

with your LIP funding around creating a more pedestrian-friendly environment or whatever, and how 

that is balanced. 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  Yes, I can give you a small example, really, that 

perhaps highlights the approach in some respects.  We wanted to do a New York-style closed street 

festival type thing this year, in my ward, actually, and unfortunately it is quite a major road, relatively.  

It is a B-road, but it has got a bus going down it.  It is only a relatively small single-decker bus, but it 

has a bus going down it.   

 

However, we managed to close off the street and we had a massive street party, the weather was 

fantastic.  There are shops there, a small shopping parade, which were really boosted by it.  It 

encouraged people to walk and cycle, it links two commons: Wandsworth Common and Clapham 

Common.  We got some pushback from the buses initially, and then after the event they said, “We will 

charge you significant amounts of money if you want to do it again next year.”  It was just those sorts 

of things that you just feel sometimes that that is not quite the right approach. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  A very interesting example.  On the bus report, Darren, if I can just 

intervene, one of the things that we identified that we had not done enough work on was the air 

quality impact of the buses.  I know the Environment Committee is interested in this, but perhaps we 

should have a session as part of our follow-up seminar of the bus report looking specifically at this, 

because I think it is pretty clear there has not been anywhere near enough progress within TfL in 

cleaning up the bus fleet.  It is very interesting and powerful to hear that local research and thank you 

for that. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota (AM):  I just want to get in because we are talking about buses and one of the 

things we raised an issue about was that we have seen that the NHS has been reorganising without 



properly consulting with local authorities.  You have already raised an issue about transport and 

getting patients to the right places is a very important thing.  We do not have it right so far.  What 

have been the blocks, what can we do to link up the reorganisation of the NHS, which is coming very 

fast, and getting the transport right so that patients are taken to the right place at the right time? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  It is interesting you ask.  This was the 

first piece of work which was bequeathed to me from my predecessor, Councillor Moylan, who some 

of you would remember.  He said to me, “If you could get the NHS involved in transport planning, 

then you are a better chair than me”.  Actually, we did try to have an initial meeting and invited the 

senior person who we thought was responsible and by the time the invitation got there, they were no 

longer in post.  I think because of an internal reorganisation, which has felt like the sort of recurrent 

theme. 

 

That is why it is really good that Michèle at her level is now sitting on the London Health Board.  As 

we progress towards various changes within the NHS, we need to be mindful constantly, particularly 

of buses, because obviously our older population is predominantly in the outer suburbs, and as they 

are no longer able to drive or choose not to for whatever reason, maybe not having the income for a 

car, we need to be really having those decent bus services.  If you ever get the cross-country bus 

service, the C11, from Archway to Hampstead to the Royal Free Hospital, it is full of old people going 

to doctors’ appointments and you go on there and you start feeling young yourself, which is a pretty 

good experience.  Our buses, which go directly to hospitals - because that goes directly from the 

Whittington to the Royal Free - are packed with old people going to doctors’ appointments.  I know if 

Enfield were here, they would say, “Please, please can we have better services for our very far-flung 

hospitals” and equally, Croydon and parts of London like that.  We really do need those regular 

services, safe services which older folk feel safe on and considerate bus driving so that they do not get 

on and the bus takes off and they fall over, all those sorts of day-to-day issues which the boroughs 

love.  That is our bread and butter. 

 

I believe now there is a bit of a change in terms of the leadership around this policy area in TfL, maybe 

it is time for the TEC in its new incarnation in the spring - depending on who ends up being the new 

chair of TEC in the spring - can have a fresh look at this.  We know that the Transport Commissioner is 

very keen on buses and I think this would be an area of work that would be really fruitful and perhaps 

that is something that we could focus on early on, taking of course into consideration your piece of 

work that you have just completed, because this is the only way that we are going to manage the 

population growth as well as the issues around the NHS. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  I think Michèle needs to respond to that, yes. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  There are a 

thousand things I want to say, one of which is I think we have made enormous improvements to the 

quality of our buses and the emissions from our buses, maybe not as fast as people would like in terms 

of zero-emission buses, but we are making great inroads and certainly there is money in the business 

plan to get even more cleaner buses on the streets.  That said, we know and we want to try to do 

more. 

 

On the health side, when the Lord Darzi report first came out about polyclinics and consolidating 

health activity, we became very much engaged, because quite often decisions will be made by the 

NHS on configuration of NHS facilities.  They move things: they might move a whole load of services 



out of district centres to some remote location and then turn around to TfL and say, “Why aren’t you 

running a bus here?”  What we did do is engage with the NHS, because we knew who to engage with 

then, about, “You should take these things into account in your decision-making.  Other than the 

time for an ambulance to get from A to B, you need to take into account how long it is going to take 

for the population that are going to be served by these new facilities to take in the future and what 

impact that will have”.  We did work closely with the NHS.  We built a specific model for them, a 

transport model for them to use so that when they had these configuration discussions, they could 

look at how they were affecting accessibility of patients to these services and where it was worsened 

to reflect that. 

 

When there was the Joint Health Commission that was headed up, there were lots of opportunities for 

saying to the NHS, “This, from a travel perspective and a bus requirement perspective, is going to be 

worse for patients or better for patients, inpatients, outpatients” and so on.  There was good 

engagement.  The change in terms of the infrastructure of the NHS in London has caused a bit of a 

ripple.  We are trying to ensure that the good work that we did before is picked up again and we have 

said to Catherine, and the TEC generally, that TfL have got a lot of interest in health issues, not only 

in terms of the provision of bus services, but also in what GPs can do to promote healthy lifestyles to 

reduce the impacts of the costs on the NHS service.  We are producing a summary of all the activity 

that TfL is engaged in on health issues.  It is not a best practice guide as such, but it is just a summary 

of the ways in which we can help boroughs and help the NHS in addressing some of these issues.  

That is the report that is due out at the end of this year, which obviously we will share with people. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota (AM):  Just as a follow-up, this modelling you do, do you share it with the public 

or is it just for consumption of the NHS, because this has been a big concern across London, of travel 

times and concerns about bus routes.  I just want to see, is this information in the public domain or is 

it something that you are asked to produce by the NHS London, something you share with them?  Do 

you put it in the public domain? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  It is a model we 

developed for them to use. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota (AM):  If some people want information about this, do you give it to them or is it 

just for their -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  When it was first 

developed, we did the modelling for them.  We then gave them the model to use so then when they 

made decisions, they could run the model.  What we are concerned about is that there is not anyone 

there using it and therefore what we want to do is take that use -- 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota (AM):  That is a very big worry. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  It might be very useful for the boroughs to have access to that 

model, because they are players in terms of not just transport planning, but negotiations with the 

NHS. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Happily, because, as I 

say, it is a tool to be used. 

 



Victoria Borwick (AM):  I just wanted to support my colleague, Dr Sahota.  When we are making 

these closures, I do not think it is very clear to people on either side of the decision to change the 

healthcare provision that when we talk about the fact that it would be possible for a vehicle to travel 

for a certain length of time to get from one closed hospital to a new facility that these are only 

proposals and that actually then the NHS would have to fund the provision of such services.  I think 

that is all kept rather hush-hush, and I think it is something that it is a good opportunity here today to 

say in a public meeting that, “Actually, what is going to happen about funding?”  If the NHS do 

decide to close a facility and therefore say that everybody is better to be treated somewhere else, 

what are they actually doing about funding the transport to that new facility? 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  I think this is really important, but we are probably getting a little 

bit off the borough/TfL relationship issue and we did discuss it in the bus report. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  No, no, because it must 

include the boroughs.  I am really sorry, Val, but it is not the case.  The boroughs now have a health -- 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  I was just going to suggest, Victoria, that again the bus planning 

NHS relationship is something that should come up in our seminar, because there is obviously a lot of 

follow-up work that needs to be done on that. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I am really sorry, but 

now that the boroughs do have Health and Wellbeing Boards, it is absolutely the point that has been 

made, and I think it is a discussion that actually Catherine has tried, other people have tried and we 

should use this sort of forum to make sure that people do realise what is actually going on out there. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Yes. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  I would be happy to attend a seminar, 

if that was helpful.  I have also chaired the Health and Wellbeing Board up until recently and I think 

there is a discussion to be had and support Michèle in her role about trying to promote the 

importance, because often the transport bit falls off because there are so many other things within 

health which are dominant. 

 

Victoria Borwick (AM):  Really, what we are asking of boroughs is how effective are current 

methods for sharing the information?  How good do you think the information is that you get?  We 

have just talked about transparency, we have just touched on this with the points that have just been 

made.  What further types of information or data-sharing or how do you communicate and how could 

it be better and is there something you need from TfL in order to personalise your transport planning? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  We have got very close working 

relationships and I do not find the information an issue, but that is probably because of my current 

role, but as we are going into the population growth debate around schools and so on, and yet our 

public services are very stretched, just that we maintain a kind of capacity around that information 

exchange.  I feel particularly the outer London boroughs do get a raw deal in terms of just the buses.  

I think the trains are less good and all that, and that is something I have been trying to do in this 

four years, is to try to get not a two-tier approach to our transport offer and there is a lot of detail in 

that around franchises and so on.  I think actually there is a role for the Mayor to play here too to say, 

“Every Londoner should have the kind of train service that you get from Kew to Stratford and that if 



you happen to live in Enfield and you have to catch a train which has slashed seats, has graffiti all over 

the sides of the thing, we just cannot have that”. 

 

I think what would be helpful at this level as the strategic body is just maybe to do a little bit of an 

audit and do what we do and go on safari - we have had so many interesting trips in TEC - and just go 

and visit these stations, go and see what TfL will tell you they think is probably one of the 

worst-performing rail services, say, and which is the best.  Then you will be able to see for yourself, 

because the information is not one thing on a piece of paper, but when you actually experience it.  I 

think when the riots happened, this was when we really got our skates on and got the providers in and 

everything, because both Croydon and Enfield - so different political persuasions - but they both felt 

that in transport terms, their boroughs had not been as well-served.  It is not necessarily the transport 

spend, it is more the attention to detail and so on and I think there is a real role for borough leaders to 

be making the case for the place that they represent, not just looking at their council services, but 

saying, “Why aren’t my stations as good as others?”  I think this information request is a good one, 

particularly when we are thinking about where is the population growth going to be, where is the 

impact going to be on new schools, for example. 

 

That is another reason to have more bus routes, new schools and just trying to map things a bit more 

efficiently.  I am not sure how much mapping happens with education, for example, Michèle [Dix].  

Obviously we have talked about the NHS, but education is another one, particularly in the east of 

London.  There are schools in the east of London, as you know, where instead of having two forms of 

entry, so 60 children aged four, you have got ten forms of entry.  That is a lot of four-year-olds and if 

you think about the transport costs in a low-income area where people do not have cars, there are 

transport implications.  I think maybe doing a little bit more mapping would be good in terms of 

developing information on this. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Share data.  Can I hear from the other boroughs and their 

feedback? 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  Yes, perhaps could I add a comment 

now, which is the observation really on the transparency on buses.  I think that it would be really 

useful to share a bit more data on bus route planning, on bus utilisation by people, on reliability of the 

buses, the journey times it has taken.  That we find quite difficult to get information on, and also on 

the changes to routes.  Anecdotally, my own experience quite often is that we will see a demand for a 

change of a route but that will not be picked up in the revision of that route, but the changes that TfL 

see do get picked up and I think we could work more closely together on that sort of project. 

 

Victoria Borwick (AM):  To give them the opportunity of influencing bus routes? 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  In principle, yes, we do have the 

opportunity, but what I am saying is sometimes that does not happen.  We cannot always get 

everything that we want, I appreciate. 

 

Councillor Russell King (London Councils TEC):  The thing I would say is we do get quite a bit of 

bus data, but it is impenetrable and it is not the sort of thing that is published at the moment either in 

terms of public domain.  I think a lot of that data is something that is perhaps not sensitive and 

therefore should be available to the public to be able to look at, so if they are having a problem with a 

particular bus service, there should be a way that they should look and go, “Well, why haven’t I got 



more buses on here?” and that sort of thing, so that they influence the decisions at TfL, because I 

think at the moment it is just too much closed. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Michèle, doubtless you would want to respond. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Just in terms of 

data-sharing, I believe that we do share data.  Whether there have been specific requests that have 

not been fulfilled, I am not aware of that, but we do share data, we are trying to share more data.  

One of the things that we did do and I think has made a difference - I hope boroughs will say will 

make a difference - was the actual development of the sub-regional models and one should not 

underestimate the importance of those as a dataset for assessing all your transport planning needs at 

a strategic level.  We invested heavily in making sure those models were valuable, that they are there 

for boroughs to develop their own plans, they are there to make decisions about developments, 

particularly if big developments want to come on-stream, what the impacts will be. 

 

Also in that sub-regional planning process, a lot of work was done on understanding the challenges 

that boroughs face across their networks and our networks.  Some of the data is data that the 

boroughs collect and have access to, so there is data-sharing, the boroughs giving us data and us 

sharing our data, but what has been deemed the right thing to do over the past number of years is 

sharing that data is better for all of us.  As I say, if there are issues where we have not, then let us 

know, because we are trying to be much more transparent and open with our data. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  It is just worth noting 

that the issue of transparency was raised in the Roads Task Force work and it is recognised it is an 

issue.  It was recognised in the response that TfL wrote to that report on the same day that it was 

published in July of this year.  Once of the things we are looking at, certainly for highway schemes on 

the TLRN, is how we can improve the information available about the development of those schemes 

as they develop really, because I think certainly we can learn a lot from the boroughs there.  If you 

think about a major highway scheme in the Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, you would probably 

know where that scheme is in development and there will be published committee reports on the web 

to say what decision has been made in terms of consultation or implementation. 

 

We do not have that for a lot of our schemes, so what we have got now is a working group with 

London Councils; Nick Lester; boroughs; the Deputy Mayor for Transport, Isabel Dedring and TfL staff 

working through how we can try to improve the transparency and information flow on the website and 

with borough context to try to see how we can address some of those issues.  We recognise it is an 

issue and we are working to address it. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  I was just 

going to make a point about the bus services.  Increasingly what we are trying to do is also support 

trials where changes might take place.  For example, there is a trial running in Hackney at the moment 

on Narrow Way which is rerouting services of out of Narrow Way to create an improved environment 

for pedestrians and cyclists there, but before we and the borough went in and did permanent works, 

we wanted to test that that worked for local passengers as well.  It is a good way to understand 

whether the changes will affect one part of the users in that area and understand whether the benefits 

outweigh the disbenefits before actually going in and doing any physical works. 

 



Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Thank you.  Of course, Richard Tracey [AM] was on the radio this 

morning talking about transparency as far as where bus accidents are, because obviously it would help 

the boroughs with their own road planning if they knew more about where the accidents were, so 

while we are talking about transparency, perhaps you would just add to that your list, Michèle. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Generally really, Michèle, can you tell us how TfL measure the success of your 

borough engagement programme activities? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We are actually 

considering how we can measure that more objectively.  In part, it is to do with the covenants that 

Catherine [West] and colleagues might make on us in terms of ways in which we can improve that 

engagement and the relationships that we have developed with the boroughs, but we are embarking 

on looking at how we can measure that more objectively on an annual basis. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  It is going to be quite a subjective thing to measure, is it not?  Do you currently 

do a customer satisfaction thing where you ask boroughs what they think? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  That is the sort of thing 

that we are looking at. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Do you have an example of good practice? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We have an example of 

good practice with other people, with our customers, but in terms of the boroughs, we are specifically 

looking at how we can measure that in an objective way through surveys. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes.  I did not really mean an example of good practice in surveys, I meant an 

example of good practice in partnership, something which you would say, “Here is an example of 

where we have worked really well with a London borough.  This is how we would like to do it 

elsewhere”. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Catherine has just been 

telling us what has been good, and it has been good, which is the apprenticeship scheme that we have 

done jointly with the boroughs.  There is good engagement, it is a joint approach and I think every 

time that we have new apprentices in, then we can only be supportive of the good work that has been 

done by both of us. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  OK.  Catherine, what more do you want to see here from TfL? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  Let us just say that if I was asked to 

fill in a survey and the last question was, “Were you happy with your LIP funding?” and I got what I 

wanted, I would give it nine out of ten, because clearly a lot of what we do at borough level, as you 

know, is about the financing.  I would hate to go out after four years in this role and under my 

leadership for things to have gone back to 1998 spending levels for boroughs, because I am big 

defender of the local and the neighbourhoods and so on and I just know that pounds can only be 

stretched so far.  We know that in terms of quality of life, most Londoners spend most of their lives in 

a three or four-mile radius.  You ask the average Wandsworth person have they been down to 

Greenwich lately, they hardly know where it is, so the big schemes matter a lot in terms of the 



strategic, but what matters in terms of people’s quality of life is what happens in the three to 

four-mile radius around their home and can they get the buggy on to the bus and when they went 

down to the shop, did they trip on the pavements and all those sort of basics. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Before I just move on to the last section of questions, I want to 

make the Committee aware that we have just received news that yet another young cyclist has been 

killed this morning.  Very sadly, a young woman has been killed at Bow Roundabout, and although we 

have got no information about the circumstances, I think in the situation where we have had 

four cycling deaths in eight days now, it does mean that I think the urgency is upon us all to resolve 

some of these issues.  I know the next Committee on 10 December we wanted to follow up our 

Gearing Up cycling report by taking a close look at how things were going on the Mayor’s Cycle 

Safety Action Plan and I think it is all the more important that we do that now, especially since 

Bow Roundabout was the subject of a coroner’s letter to the Mayor.  Clearly there are some really 

critical danger points in our road network that all of us working together need to press for 

improvements on that.  That is very sad news to note. 

 

We should finish off, I think, the discussion this morning about the boroughs and TfL with looking at a 

number of other issues which we have not managed to raise this morning so far. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  The first one is on freight management, so Michèle, when assessing the pilot 

schemes for pan-London issues like freight management, how will the views of local residents be 

balanced against a need to ensure that constructive solutions to wider-scale problems are found? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Sorry, Tom.  Were you 

talking about pilots for night-time deliveries? 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Yes, night-time deliveries. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We are setting these up 

with the boroughs and we are in discussion with them.  It is trying to explore ways in which, if a pilot 

is taken forward, it can be done with better practices by the operators in terms of how they make 

those deliveries and in discussion with the boroughs and locals to ensure the schemes that go forward 

are going to be acceptable in those locations.  That is why it has been done in this pilot in an iterative 

way. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  There are a 

number of pilots that have been identified where boroughs have shown a very keen willingness to get 

involved.  For example, Camden is one borough, together with Richmond, and we are working very 

closely with them, as Michèle said, to ensure that the conditions are right and ensure we can capture 

information in terms of whether that works locally as well as achieving the strategic objectives around 

reducing congestion. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Can I just say, some of it 

is not night-time deliveries, it is out of hours. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Out of hours deliveries. 

 



Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  It might not be during 

the main peak of the day, like 7.00am until 7.00pm, it is whether or not something can be done on 

the shoulders of the peak, rather than necessarily in the middle of the night. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  What is the sort of timescale on the pilots that you are running? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  Sorry, it is not fixed, is 

it? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  It is not, 

but the intention is to try to get something in place so that we have got some information for early in 

2014, so quite quick to be able to go back to local residents groups and others and say, “Look, this is 

how potentially the pilots could work in your local area” and then to roll them out from the early part 

of next year. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Are you finding that most boroughs are being co-operative and constructive in 

terms of their relationship with you working on this? 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Absolutely, 

and it has, as Michèle said, been able to identify a variety of different situations as well.  It is not 

one-size-fits-all in terms of different town centres and different circumstances, so the examples that 

have come back have been very helpful in terms of those different challenges. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  It is also worth noting 

that prior to the Games, we did a whole series of night-time delivery trials in boroughs across London 

and that was trialling different delivery techniques where they would have quieter trolleys and get rid 

of the beeping and everything like that.  That was very successful as well, actually, and I think we did 

them in locations where they were likely to be problematic locations in terms of complaints and there 

were no complaints as a result of these trials going on. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Excellent, thank you.  In terms of moving on to door-to-door transport, what 

progress has been made on joint working to deliver this for Londoners who cannot use mainstream 

public transport? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I think it is ongoing 

progress that is being made. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  This was obviously one of the 

challenges which the TEC as a Committee managed at the beginning of 2010 when the cuts came in 

from the Government, just in terms of having to look more carefully at the way that Taxicard, for 

example, works.  Obviously in the old days, under the former Mayor, TfL would just top up that 

system whenever it got a bit low and so we have had to work much harder to put a ceiling on to the 

cost of the scheme in its totality.  Once again, information about how passengers have responded to 

that would be quite helpful to have again. 

 

We, as the operators, have found that in terms of all of our concessionary schemes, Taxicard, 

Freedom Pass and so on, we have been able to top and tail around the edges of those very expensive 

but popular and extremely important services, so we are delivering them much more efficiently than 



we used to.  I think we have tried as much as we can to maintain our commitment at borough level to 

concessionary transport, but it is a smaller budget than it was previously.  I am not sure whether you 

have all received letters from constituents saying that they are having any problems with Taxicard, but 

I think the boroughs have been extremely slow in the way that they have changed their budgets, they 

have not come running in and done it.  It was more in 2010 we slowly reduced certain boroughs’ 

allowance, and as ever with these schemes, if you get the 32 boroughs in a column, they are all 

different and all over the place and they all have historic deal-making between TfL and the boroughs 

and all the rest of it, but I think over time we have managed to make it a little bit more homogeneous 

and also a bit more efficient in the way that we run it. 

 

I also think that in the last four years with the Olympics and so on the whole of the network has 

become a little bit more accessible, so whereas some of our councillors who used to attend a council 

meeting with Taxicard are now able to get the bus and I think that is wonderful, because what we 

want to work towards is the fully-integrated service whereby disabled people can catch the bus, so 

well done to everybody in terms of working towards that vision.  I know it is not perfect, but that is 

why, for example, step-free access, extremely expensive programme, but an investment and an 

investment in our future of an inclusive vision of London. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  I welcome that, Catherine, that that is what we are working 

towards. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I think that is a very good point.  I believe that the Assembly has looked at the 

whole issue of the door-to-door transport and found it was quite uncoordinated and the 

recommendation was made that it be organised or coordinated more on a sub-regional level.  What 

would you think of that idea, Catherine? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  That is right.  I recall coming into the 

job and having my first briefing with officers and working out that certain parts of London had a very 

big deal going with the black cab companies and other parts of London did not have anything like 

that.  It is a bit the same as the patchwork quilt of transport services provided by boroughs 

themselves.  Some boroughs provide an enormous of special educational needs transport for children, 

for example, to various schools - special schools, schools outside the borough and so on - and all of 

those programmes are the sorts of things that currently boroughs have done a lot of topping and 

tailing on.  As we go into 2014 to 2018, those sorts of programmes are all going to have another 

haircut, I think.  I think that is where, once again, to make the case for the local; if you start going 

down a particular path and you see that there is some sort of disadvantage to a particular group of 

transport users, that is when you can withdraw at borough level and quickly put something else in, 

whereas if you are running a big strategic network, it is quite hard to do that.  That is why the 

boroughs sometimes have that role, which is just so important, and that is why the relationship is so 

important and the partnership is so important in terms of the local and the strategic. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Michèle, do you have anything to add on this whole issue of co-ordinating 

things more on a sub-regional level? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I think it is a sensible 

point and I think it is something that we should work towards.  I accept Catherine’s points about 

ensuring that you can reflect the local and the strategic needs, but I also think that, as with all of 

these things, when we have finite budget and there is only so much that we can deliver on, it is trying 



to make the most of what we can do within those budgets.  It is good to hear the points that 

Catherine is making, but the bigger issue here is how can we make the whole network more accessible, 

such that the reliance on these schemes is less in future, so people can all use all the systems. 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  One final point is just to say that if 

you look at the fleet which lots of local authorities use, they are often the most polluting as well 

because they are the cheaper fleet, because local authorities are always considering how to save 

money.  Over time, clearly that is the sort of thing that we want to pinpoint and try to think of 

different solutions which are also greener, and also the use of technology so that if you are a service 

provider within a local authority, your service user can have on a handheld exactly five minutes, 

four minutes, three minutes until they can stand outside the door and be taken off to hospital or 

something.  It is about trying to have green solutions, modern solutions, things which work, and I 

think if you take a long enough run-up to it, you can achieve some really good options, but I think it 

does take this relationship and this partnership to make it work. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  This really is to London Councils about the impact of higher fares on the 

provision of concessionary cards of one kind or another.  Can you tell me how you are addressing, for 

example, fraud and tightening up eligibility? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  We have got a specific piece of work 

that we are doing on fraud and lost and stolen passes.  Do you want to add anything? 

 

Spencer Palmer (Director of Transport & Mobility, London Councils):  To elaborate slightly on 

that, previously the Freedom Passes were issued every two years, but since we have improved some 

technology, we have moved to a five-year card.  We have not had the opportunity to reissue every 

card.  We are very much aware of fraud and have done some work on that.  What we have been doing 

is some analysis of using data that is available is to find out those people we suspect have moved from 

London or have died whilst they have got their pass.  That piece of work is actually leading to 

significant savings through stopping possibly fraudulent use and reducing the number of cards that 

are out there, and that is ongoing at the moment.  We are actually writing currently again to all of 

those addresses where we had evidence that they have either moved on or have died, and what we 

will be doing in the New Year, if we do not receive evidence that the cards are still valid and they do 

still live at that address, we will be stopping those cards.  That is one of the issues, tackling fraud. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Have you any idea what percentage of card use may be fraudulent, because it is 

not only people who have died and have moved, but from observation, people who are eligible or are 

users - perhaps this is one for Michèle - of Freedom Pass usually have them in some sort of a wallet, 

they do not display the photograph or anything of that kind and they simply tap in or out, so the 

opportunity for, if you like, defrauding the man on the frontline who is the bus driver must be very 

considerable.  Is that something that TfL might tighten up on and ask for a cursory glance at these 

passes, which are photo ID? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I do not have the 

statistic myself.  I will have to go back and ask about that. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  What about the point I have just made about the card is not actually displayed, 

the photo card, and it is simply tapped in or out? 

 



Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  I will have to check on 

that.  I do not know if either of my colleagues can answer how that check-in process takes place. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Because that is a very easy way of fraud, is it not? 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  It is not something that has come up before, but I think it would 

be worth looking at some written information, if you have it, on whether or not we have a problem in 

this area. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  We will come back with 

that, sorry. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  All I would 

say on that is Freedom Pass holders are subject to the same checking as other travellers using smart 

cards and Oysters and they are asked to display their cards with their photo ID by inspectors when the 

enforcement is carried out. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Yes.  I merely repeat the observation that people just simply tap in with their 

wallet.  Mine says, “Back Boris” on it, as a matter of fact. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I think, Chair, while we are at it, I might point out that I have actually had my 

card inspected on a bus without someone opening it to see whether my picture was inside it and that 

is potentially far more of a problem, I think, because there is no check at all. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Just a couple of other questions, which relate to joint working, and this really is 

for TfL on sub-regional working.  Is it possible, you think, that if instead of having your principal 

negotiations through individual boroughs and you negotiate through sub-regional working that it is 

possible that the interests of individual boroughs might be subsumed by the sub-regional interest? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director of Planning, Transport for London):  That has not been 

demonstrated to date, because there are lots of issues that are discussed and debated at a local level.  

What has been successful in the setting up of the sub-regional panels and the sub-regional working is 

it provides a forum for boroughs to engage on those matters that cross their borough boundaries, so 

it is not one or the other.  We try to engage at both levels and I believe to date it has worked 

reasonably well.  Councillors may wish to respond on that, but the latest versions of the sub-regional 

plans, which this year we did not produce a massive report, we tried to summarise those plans on big 

posters which summarised what has been committed in terms of what will be delivered, what has been 

delivered and what more wants to be delivered.  Getting borough buy-in to those on a sub-regional 

level has been really positive, because as you know, roads do not suddenly stop when they hit the 

borough boundary and trains do not stop, but nor do some of the proposals to address, say, air quality 

in a more holistic way.  It has not negated the need to have individual discussions and negotiations 

with boroughs about specific things within their areas. 

 

David Rowe (Head of Borough Projects and Programmes, Transport for London):  Can I just 

add to that, that we did a survey in the summer with each of the sub-regions to just sense check 

whether the arrangements were working well or not and what came back very strongly was the 

support for the sub-regional approach, because it offered a way for boroughs to deliver economies of 

scale in terms of activities, for example, be that travel planning or looking at freight issues across an 



area, because you are absolutely right, a lot of these issues are not confined to borough boundaries 

and therefore where they can be looked at collectively, there is a much better way of delivering it at a 

lower cost. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  I think a good example 

of where the sub-regional approach has added a lot of value is in north London, where individual 

boroughs were often lobbying about the poor quality of the rail services in north London, as 

Catherine [West] mentioned earlier, going from Enfield down to Liverpool Street or Finsbury Park.  

They identified a scheme through four-tracking of the Lea Valley Line and there was lobbying through 

the sub-regional panel arrangements at the ministerial level and the Secretary-of-State level and a 

funding package for those enhancements to the rail network were agreed as a result of that.  

Individually, they were unable to get a solution, but collectively, through the sub-regional approach, 

there is a funding deal for circa £72 million of investment in the rail infrastructure that will 

significantly improve the rail infrastructure on a key corridor for the region.  I think it added value 

rather than we have seen in some of the debates elsewhere. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Thank you.  Finally, this is one for the boroughs.  I believe that London Councils 

recently complained that because of lack of information from TfL they were unable to lever Section 

106 contributions for future developments because TfL failed to provide adequate information about 

the cost of provision of transport.  Does that ring any kind of bell? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  I think, as I said on a number of 

occasions this morning, we do just need to keep these conversations going in these channels, because 

different boroughs have different experiences and I know I could easily get that information because 

my officers have very good working relationships and we are a very high-development borough.  It 

may be in an outer London borough where there is not that high level of capacity around transport 

planning and so on, or perhaps not the good relationship that that information was lacking.  In 

general, I have found on both on technology and information that TfL, particularly, dare I say, since 

1997, TfL’s information and general IT is actually much better than the boroughs and we have actually 

been quite reliant on TfL for other things too around information on crime and so on. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  If I can put some flesh on this, the precise quote that I have here is that 

London Councils’ submission to the bus investigation, which was reported today, you said that, 

“Boroughs were unable to secure optimal contributions from the developers due to lack of up-to-date 

from data from TfL and that developers would not come in unless there were adequate transport 

plans”.  Does that ring a bell? 

 

Councillor Catherine West (Chair, London Councils TEC):  Now, I know what this is.  This is the 

piece of work being done with Chris Roberts [Leader, Greenwich Council] being done about parts of 

east London where the transport networks traditionally have not been strong.  I do not know whether 

Michèle [Dix] can comment particularly on that, or you, Alex.  Because it is projected, perhaps there is 

an uncertainty around data. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of Borough Planning, Transport for London):  All the major planning 

applications that are referred to the Mayor, TfL responds to those, and as part of responding to those, 

there was a good debate with borough officers and the applicant about what is appropriate in terms 

of mitigating the development impact.  I would say on the buses side, that is a good example where 

there was actually a lot of evidence base provided in a short space of time to fund enhancements to 



bus services to mitigate the impact of the development.  There is a whole host of cases I am working 

on at the moment where we were able to identify the impact on the bus services, work out the kind of 

service patterns that might need to change and quantify the impacts of that and get the developer to 

pay for that.  I think the example you might be referring to in Greenwich is where there might have 

been a slight difference of opinion between ourselves and Greenwich, where we felt the bus services 

for that site in Charlton were actually sufficient already, in other words, they did not need the money 

to enhance them.  That was from our analysis of the transport assessment there, so we always need to 

be proportionate in what we ask for and only ask when there is a genuine need.  I think in that case, 

there was probably a difference of opinion between TfL and Greenwich as to whether the services 

needed enhancement or not and I think our view is that they were adequate in their own right. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  OK, thank you very much.  Unless anybody wants to make any 

additional closing comments, I think we have exhausted our issues. 

 

Councillor Colin Hall (Vice-Chair, London Councils TEC):  I just wanted to take the opportunity 

to thank you for the comments in your bus report particularly about times being hard for residents 

and that the next generation of Oyster having different kinds of fares available, because I think it is 

really important that we do acknowledge that and thank you for what you have done on that, because 

we need those different kinds of bus fares.  We certainly need the one-hour card or we need the 

early-bird fares.  They are really useful to residents and it is great that that has been recognised. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (Chair):  Thank you very much for that and we look forward to working 

with London Councils some more on those bus issues, I think, because there is certainly a lot of 

resonance at a local level.  Can I thank all of our guests today?  It was quite a challenging meeting 

with a very wide range of issues and perhaps we asked you to wash your dirty linen in public and you 

were more diplomatic than maybe we wanted, but having said that, I think the reaction, it is very good 

to see that this is a healthy relationship between London Councils and TfL and some very good 

co-operation going on, but clearly some real stress points around the funding issues which do need to 

be resolved.  Thank you for your time today. 


