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1.  Summary of Response. 
 

 The Motorcycle Industry Association (MCIA) welcomes the Mayor’s draft MTS and in 
general applauds its ambitious long term general vision for road transport in London. 

 MCIA questions whether the draft MTS goals can be easily, or even fully, realised unless 
Powered Two Wheelers (PTW – motorcycles, scooters and mopeds) are included within 
the MTS as part of the overall transport strategy to reduce pollution and congestion, 
alongside walking, cycling and public transport. It is this aspect which is missing from the 
‘challenge’ in Chapter one and overall ‘vision’ in Chapter two. 

 MCIA sets out the case for PTW use and its positive role in both transport and society. 
 MCIA contends that a positive step change in PTW safety can only be achieved by the 

final MTS recognising the positive role of PTWs in transport policy and subsequently 
unlocking much needed investment in reducing casualties and rider vulnerability in order 
to support this recognition. 

 MCIA embraces the Mayor’s long term ambitions for zero emission road transport and 
sets out the steps needed to achieve this with regard to PTWs. However, MCIA will not 
continue to support the charging of pre Euro III PTWs under the Mayor’s revised 
proposals to extend ULEZ beyond the Central area to encompass all of inner London, 
given the much higher proportion of PTW commuters who will be affected. 

 MCIA strongly welcomes specific proposals within the MTS ‘Focus on Motorcycling 
Safety’, but proposes that the introduction to this section revises language which talks 
about reducing reliance on PTW use alongside car use, offers more progressive 
terminology and embraces the ‘Safe Systems’ approach as part of the Mayor’s ‘Vision 
Zero’ policy. 

 MCIA proposes that the final MTS adopts the principles contained within the Motor Cycle 
Industry Association / National Police Chiefs’ Council / Highways England ‘Motorcycle 
Safety and Transport Policy Framework’ (MSTP) as they relate to both PTW safety and 
the role of PTWs in transport policy. 

 MCIA proposes that the Mayor works positively with industry to develop long term 
sustainable solutions to PTW enabled crime and PTW theft. 

 . 
 

2. Introduction 
 
The Motor Cycle Industry Association (MCIA) is pleased to respond to the consultation on the 
draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy for London (MTS).  
 
The MCIA is the trade body for the supply side of the UK motorcycle industry, representing the 
manufacturers and importers of Powered Two-Wheeled vehicles (PTWs) and the suppliers of 
associated goods and services. The UK motorcycle industry was estimated in 2015 to 
contribute in excess of £7billion to the UK economy and employs over 55,000 people in over 
5,000 businesses. There are approximately 1.4million regular motorcycle users in the UK. 
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In 2016, the London and Home Counties market for new PTWs stood at 35,307 units, with over 
100,000 daily PTW users. Home Counties figures are included due to the proportion of PTWs 
that are used to commute into London. This was a 9% increase over 2015.  
 
The two key market segments that were behind this increase were scooters and ‘naked’ PTWs. 
Both these sectors are dominated by 125cc PTWs which rose by 15 and 17 percent 
respectively. This clearly illustrates the increase of interest in PTWs for use as transport.  
 
In 2017, the new PTW market has fallen back. The main factors behind this appear to be 
related to early-year availability of new Euro IV models and in more recent months a knock-on 
effect from a large rise in PTW theft. This issue is commented upon later in this response. 
 
MCIA welcomes the draft MTS. This is a strategy that contains interesting scope and proposals 
against a backdrop of a developing public policy environment in the UK, the EU and in many 
other countries which is aimed towards a zero-emission future for road transport. This could set 
London ‘ahead of the curve’ as strategies to reduce carbon and other emissions are pursued 
world-wide. These are aims we broadly support – provided the role of PTWs is included. 
 
We welcome the detailed proposals in the section entitled ‘Focus on Motorcycle Safety, but 
MCIA is concerned to note that within this section, the MTS proposes to reduce reliance on 
PTW use, putting PTWs in the same category as cars. We also offer proposals in relation to the 
‘Vision Zero’ approach that the Mayor wishes to adopt. 
 
The draft MTS clearly sets out the challenges facing London as the population increases and 
pressure on public transport continues to mount. In broad terms, MCIA supports the proposed 
general thrust towards shifting citizen mobility towards zero emission non-car modes, but 
questions whether the proposed arrangements would merely result in yet more pressure on 
public transport services, given that the only alternatives to the car that are recognised outside 
public transport are walking and cycling. This is a particularly crucial point given the projected 
increase of 1.2 million additional people working in the capital by 2041. 
 
This is where the MTS makes the important and perhaps fundamental omission from its thinking 
– the role of Powered Two Wheelers as a transport mode which can help realise the Mayor’s 
goals.  
 
This omission applies throughout the Draft MTS which means that merely answering the 
individual consultation questions in a standalone way would result in a large amount of 
repetition. We have therefore sought to link this response to specific policies and proposals that 
need immediate attention as the final MTS is drafted. We have also provided an appendix which 
offers summary answers to the questions posed in the consultation that are relevant to PTWs.  
 
MCIA is keen to support the Mayor’s vision for London, but feels that this can only be fully 
realised if all non-car private transport modes are taken into account when planning for the 
future. MCIA therefore calls for the Mayor to fulfil his pre-election pledge to properly include 
PTWs in his transport strategy. This will enable actions to support the use of this mode as 
commuter transport, significantly strengthen the MTS, create a step change in PTW safety and 
offer the public wider choice as the Mayor’s vision is implemented.  
 
 



 

3. The role of PTWs in London 
 
Prior to his election, the Mayor said the following in a letter to the Motorcycle Action Group 
(MAG): 
 

“As Mayor, I’ll work with the motorcycling community to make sure that riders’ rights and 
interests are taken on board as an integral part of the transport mix in the city. It’s clear 
motorbikes and scooters generate far less pollution, save time and money for the rider - 
and don’t create congestion. It’s absolutely right for us to enable powered two wheelers to 
play their part in delivering a less congested road network.” 

 
MCIA welcomed the Mayor’s position in this statement. It helped to generate confidence among 
London’s many thousands of regular PTW users and the businesses that support them, that his 
administration would take account of PTWs. The Mayor’s statement clearly states that PTWs 
would form a part of his policy for reducing traffic congestion. The MTS is clearly where this 
commitment should be translated into policy, so it is surprising to see that PTWs are only fully 
dealt with in the context of safety and are otherwise absent in the draft MTS.  
 
PTW can make a more significant contribution than they already do to addressing London’s 
transport and traffic problems. This is because they offer real benefits in terms of reduced 
congestion, improved air quality and an affordable transport solution for those who could not 
otherwise be able to easily travel for work or study. They are also an extremely flexible form of 
transport and offer a practical solution to those who work irregular hours, or who live where 
public transport links are indirect, costly and where cycling does not offer a viable solution.  
 
PTWs offer characteristics that contribute to fulfilling wider public policy requirements in the 
social, economic, educational, mobility and environmental area.  
 
A 2011 study by Transport and Mobility Leuven (Belgium) showed that a modal shift of 10% 
from private cars to motorcycles reduced lost vehicle hours in congestion on a trunk road by 
63% for everybody using that route (i.e. not just the motorcyclists).  A modal shift of 25% (one 
quarter of all cars replaced by motorcycles) eliminated congestion altogether.  Another study 
published in 2011 by Pierre Kopp showed that the 36% increase in motorcycle traffic in Paris 
between 2000 and 2007 accounted for a net benefit of €168million. So, not only are there 
significant benefits to the individual of changing to motorcycles in terms of reduced journey 
times, but the reduced congestion is beneficial to both society, business and the public purse. 
 
It is therefore essential for safety that in line with the Mayor’s pre-election commitment, PTW 
use is added to the ‘walking, cycling and public transport’ paradigm of alternative transport in 
the final MTS, to create a new paradigm of ‘walking, two wheeled transport and public 
transport’. This would offer the car using public an exciting, flexible and versatile 0-30 mile 
range of commuter options (bicycle to e-bike to ePTW to smaller capacity PTWs etc.). The 
benefits in terms of opportunities to develop complementary safety policies are clear and the 
MTS as a whole would be significantly strengthened. 
 
The realisation of this action will offer significant opportunities to reduce PTW rider vulnerability 
and improve safety above and beyond what TfL is already pursuing in a positive way. This is 
because, as a fully recognised form of commuter transport, PTWs would benefit from a greater 
proportion of available investment on safety and infrastructure issues, so leading to reduced 
casualties and reduced rider vulnerability. At the same time, a long-standing inequality between 



 

PTW users and those who use other forms of alterative transport will be addressed and 
opportunities for achieving the Mayor’s wider policy aims will be realised. Such an approach 
would allow the development of initiatives that could reduce PTW rider vulnerability and help 
develop a safer and more ‘visible’ environment for riders of all types of two wheelers. 
 
The Motor Cycle Industry Association (MCIA) in partnership with Highways England and the 
National Police Chiefs Council (NPCC) launched the third edition of the Motorcycle Safety & 
Transport Policy (MSTP) Framework in November 2016. This is a strategic document, but one 
which also serves as a detailed strategy to improve PTW safety though ensuring that PTW use 
is recognised in transport policy.   
 
This is where the MSTP differs in a creative and holistic way from previous motorcycle safety 
strategies. PTWs are now being seen as a mode of transport which carries several societal 
benefits in the area of mobility, accessibility, access to work and social inclusion. This gives an 
opportunity to pursue changes to policy which can see a safer environment for PTW use and 
offer vulnerable road users full policy attention. MCIA contends that the lack of proper attention 
to PTWs in London’s transport policy has augmented many of London’s road transport 
problems. The Mayor therefore has a great opportunity to correct this situation in the final MTS. 
 
A virtuous circle would be created as recognition of PTWs as part of a congestion reduction 
strategy leads to greater safety investment (as has been done for cycling), which leads to 
reduced casualties and enhanced opportunities to reduce traffic congestion through the use of 
PTWs. 
 

4. Focus on Motorcycling Safety (Proposal 11 and introduction on P66) 
 
Proposal 11 
We strongly welcome proposal 11, including the development of the London Standard for 
motorcycle training (page 67). The specifics of proposal 11 require little additional comment. 
The industry stands ready to work with Transport for London in realising them. Indeed, industry 
welcomes the existing partnership with TfL on current aspects of road safety delivery.  
 
Introduction to Focus on Motorcycling Safety 
We note that safety issues are often cited as a reason to discourage the use of motorcycles, 
but, as has been seen with cycling, policy integration leads to investment and greater interest in 
safety measures, which in turn reduces casualties.  
 
MCIA contends that a lack of investment in PTW safety, accessibility and security due to a 
desire to not encourage PTW use, has resulted in far higher levels of PTW rider vulnerability 
than should be the case.  
 
As such, MCIA feels that opening the ‘Focus on Motorcycling Safety’ with a statement desiring a 
reduction in reliance on PTW use (along with car use), sets a negative tone in what is otherwise 
a section of the draft MTS that industry welcomes. It also contradicts the Mayor’s pre-election 
pledge to “enable powered two wheelers to play their part in delivering a less congested road 
network”.  
 
MCIA offers a proposed redraft of this introductory section. This includes a more sustainable 
approach to Vision Zero, which is commented upon in more detail in section 5 below. 
Proposed revised text (P66) 



 

The Healthy Streets Approach means progressively reducing reliance on higher polluting 
private vehicles for personal travel by providing Londoners with more opportunities for 
walking, cycling, using public transport and also commuter powered two wheelers (PTW), 
including zero emission PTWs. We will work with the PTW industry and other stakeholders 
to develop the existing role of PTWs in London and as we move towards the Mayors goals 
for zero emission transport, develop initiatives to ensure the PTW fleet evolves towards 
zero emission as product becomes available on the market place. 
 
PTWs can also play a more significant role in low-impact freight and servicing trips, 
especially where these vehicles replace trips by lorry or van and are made by low and 
ultra-low emission PTW. 
 
PTW journeys should be safe. PTW users are disproportionately represented in fatal and 
serious injury collisions: 540 PTW users were killed or seriously injured in 2015, 
representing 26 per cent of all those killed or seriously injured (KSIs) on London’s streets, 
despite representing only 2 per cent of traffic. Of even greater concern is the rise in the 
number of these collisions (up by 3 per cent from 2014 to 2015), while the number of those 
involving other vulnerable road users reduced.  
 
Adopting Vision Zero for road danger along the ‘Safe Systems Approach’ lines recognised 
by the 2010 United Nations' Global Plan for Road Safety, will mean including specific 
actions to make PTW journeys safer. The Mayor will also adopt the key principles that are 
set out within the Motor Cycle Industry Association / National Police Chiefs’ Council / 
Highways England Motorcycle Safety and Transport Policy Framework (MSTP) as they 
relate to both PTW safety and the role of PTWs in the Mayor’s transport strategy. 

 
5. Vision Zero (Policy 2 and Proposal 10) 

 
MCIA has significant concern with the Draft MTS’s focus on the ‘Vision Zero’ philosophy. 
Although the aims of Vision Zero – zero deaths and serious injuries -  are laudable and in 
principle supported by the MCIA, this is not a concept that is rooted in practical reality all the 
time we have movements of people and goods on the highway - which by necessity will 
continue to interact with each other.  
 
For example, in order for the Mayor to achieve true Vision Zero as a final goal, then the use of 
bicycles will need to be curtailed.  
 
The Industry, police and Highways England instead firmly rooted its MSTP document within the 
principles of the ‘Safe Systems’ approach.  
 
Adopting the Safe System Approach is a commitment to the principles which puts safety at the 
heart of planning, design and engineering without sacrificing other operational requirements. It 
recognises the limitations of the human body and sets safety as a precondition for satisfactory 
road use. 
 
The focus is on the prevention of fatalities and serious injuries rather than simply on collisions; 
enforcing the belief that saving lives is possible, and any loss of life is unacceptable. Human life, 
rather than the vehicle, is positioned at the heart of the system; the assumption is made that all 
road traffic deaths and serious injuries are predictable and preventable. 
 



 

The safe systems approach is based upon the notion that: 
 We can never entirely eradicate road collisions because there will always be a degree of 

human error; 
 When collisions do occur the human body is inherently vulnerable to death or injury; and 
 Because of this, we should manage our infrastructure, vehicles and speeds to reduce 

crash energies to levels that can be tolerated by the human body. 
 
The 2010 United Nations' Global Plan for Road Safety promotes a ‘five pillar’ strategic approach 
for managing road safety and creating a truly safe system: 

 Pillar 1: Road Safety Management 
 Pillar 2: Safer Roads and Mobility 
 Pillar 3: Safer Vehicles 
 Pillar 4: Safer Road Users 
 Pillar 5: Post Crash Response 

 
In the instance of motorcycle safety, the key areas are rider behaviour, other road user 
behaviour, road and infrastructure design and maintenance and finally the vehicle itself.  
Addressing these areas is intended to reduce the likelihood of one of these components of the 
system failing and in turn reducing the consequences to the individual of that failure.  A failure to 
address all of the safe system pillars could lead to an avoidable incident, an example being 
aquaplaning, whereby if the rider is suitably trained, the tyres have sufficient tread depth, the 
speed has been reduced due to the knowledge of the risks of standing water and the drainage 
of the roads is adequate, then the risk of aquaplaning and the likely consequences of 
aquaplaning are both very small; however, if one of those factors is failing, then the potential for 
a catastrophic incident is high.  
 
Clearly, it will not always be possible to prevent a collision from occurring, the Safe System 
acknowledges this, but by ensuring a holistic approach, rather than considering each element in 
isolation, the likelihood of death or serious injury should be minimised. 
 
MCIA would propose that as the Mayor considers his approach to implementing Vision Zero, he 
does this in a manner which adopts the Safe Systems approach and evolves his overall 
philosophy towards this approach. 
 
 

6. PTW Enabled Crime (proposal 13) 
 
MCIA welcomes the Mayor’s commitment to reverse the rise in PTW theft. Industry stands 
ready to support action to reduce, what is in the main, PTW enabled crime. 
 
PTW enabled crime is a specific problem which has wider-reaching implications for society at a 
number of levels. The individual owner suffers financial loss, reduced mobility, which can in turn 
affect their ability to work and enjoy recreation time. It affects society, contributing to the overall 
levels of crime and specifically reducing the quality of life for those communities affected directly 
by PTW enabled crime. PTW theft operates from the level of the opportunist thief through to 
organised crime gangs where the thefts form part of a wider criminal network. 
 



 

PTWs are more vulnerable to theft than cars simply because they can be more easily removed, 
secreted, broken up and disposed of. The recovery rate of stolen motorcycles and scooters is 
very low in comparison to cars and larger vehicles. 
 
The increase in PTW theft seen in London during 2016, surging dramatically in percentage 
terms during the summer of 2017 represents a significant shift in the nature of the problem of 
PTW enabled crime. The main machines of choice for the thief are scooter type models, though 
the theft or ‘bikejacking’ of high end, high value motorcycles has also become a major issue. 
 
Historically, organised criminals stole PTWs to export or to break for parts to export or sell on 
line.  The PTW industry’s MASTER Scheme has done much to tackle this problem and serves 
as a powerful example of how an industry can work together on a common problem that seems 
to be damaging customer confidence and negatively impacting on the market place. 
 
The increase in this type of crime in and around London is a completely different type of 
criminality and this trend goes far beyond being a motorcycling issue.  The current trends are for 
smaller PTWs to be taken simply to provide a tool to commit other crimes.  The intrinsic value of 
the bike is therefore largely irrelevant: the motorcycles and scooters are being taken simply for 
the functionality that they provide. 
 
The ‘functionality’ of the small two-wheel PTW is further enhanced for the criminal due to a 
wider socio/political environment that can make it controversial for the police to pursue 
vulnerable road user suspects, and the ability of PTWs to get through traffic and even cross 
country.  In other words, these small PTWs are the perfect enabling tool for street robbery. 
Motorcyclists are therefore becoming a sector of transport users that is being specifically 
targeted by criminal gangs – even if the rider has taken steps to enhance the on-board security 
of their PTW. 
 
We welcome the Mayor’s interest and concern about PTW theft and PTW enabled crime. But 
we would stress that the issue is about multiple matters, some of which have been addressed 
by PTW manufacturers, such as greater use of immobilisers, tougher steering locks and other 
optional on-board security products that have been made available to riders. Clearly, the issue 
is about multiple factors, not just on-board machine security and we invite him to engage 
industry when developing a sustainable way forward. As a first step, the MTS should recognise 
the positive role that PTWs play in transport and invest in protecting users of the mode – as is 
being currently done for cycling. 
 
Solutions to the problem are far more complex than at first may be thought. MCIA is working 
with the Home Office and the wider motorcycle industry and community in order to develop a 
sustainable approach to this urgent issue.  
 
MCIA stands ready to work with the Mayor and TfL on addressing motorcycle theft and would 
welcome an early meeting directly with him to discuss the matter further.  
 

7. Emerging Technologies and PTWs (Policies 5 and 6) 
 
As mentioned in the introduction above, the MCIA welcomes the Mayor’s ambition to move 
towards full transport decarbonisation. Although the vision has an ambitious timetable, this 
helps to focus minds, particularly as London is not alone in seeking zero emission road 
transport to a mid-21st century timetable. 



 

 
The motorcycle industry has not stood still in this area. Indeed, electric powered two wheelers, 
ePTWs have been readily available on the market for far longer than alternative powered cars 
and formed the bulk of the UK electric vehicle market until the Government introduced a plug in 
grant for cars. MCIA urged Government to extend this grant to ePTWs at the time, but the long 
delay before the PTW grant was launched in 2015 did have the effect of suppressing the ePTW 
market, despite the large purchase price differences between eCars and ePTWs.  
 
Technology has also moved in leaps and bounds, particularly in the area of batteries, which has 
extended the range of early ePTW models. Technical regulation has also ensured a robust 
product, fully in line with European ‘norms’.  
 
Major manufacturers are engaged in the long term development of the ePTW market and 
Government grant eligible product is available on the UK market. However, this is an 
evolutionary process involving continuing technological development. It will be some years 
before an ePTW mass market is created. Incentivisation of this future market is therefore 
essential and the final MTS needs to address how London will move ePTW incentivisation up a 
gear from the already available central Government grant. Initiatives in the area of plug in 
infrastructure and potentially, ePTW hire schemes should be considered as part of the MTS. 
The Mayor should also commit to working with the industry on developing the ePTW policy area 
as part of the MTS. 
 
This could result in a significant trigger for the commercialisation of the ePTW market, enable a 
progressive move to ePTWs which will support the Mayor’s long term plans. 
 
However, ePTW market development will rely on a range of factors, not least, technological 
development and if the correct transport public policy ‘levers’ are put in place - both in the UK 
and Europe.  It is essential that the Mayor fully supports the principle of PTWs as alternative 
transport with positive benefits in the MTS from day one. As this will create the conditions for 
future ePTW market development. 
 
TfL Electric Bike Partnership Opportunities 
The Mayor will also need to carefully consider how he moves forward with his plans for so called 
‘e-bikes’. MCIA has a number of concerns about how the matter has progressed thus far. MCIA 
noted a communication from TfL on September 13th 2017 which called for expressions interests 
to take part in opportunities for e-bike development, as a way to encourage the greater uptake 
of cycling. We also noted a TfL presentation from August 31st which discussed a range of 
initiatives under consideration.  
 
MCIA has significant concern about how this initiative is being both developed and presented. 
Much of our concern revolves around the potential for this initiative to lead to a rise in the illegal 
use of e-bikes which have top speed and power which places them within the PTW classes of 
vehicle. TfL’s proposals do not make it clear that a legal e-bike has a top speed of 16mph and a 
maximum power output of no more than 250watts.  
 
Faster and more powerful e-bikes are in fact PTWs of the moped (AM) or up 125cc (A1) classes 
(these are often known as speed, or power-pedelecs and a large number of models are 
externally identical in looks to legal e-bikes). But, in order to ride them legally, riders need to 
hold appropriate licences and wear a safety helmet. The machines themselves need to be 
insured, licenced and carry a DVLA registration, showing a number plate on the vehicle.  



 

 
Unfortunately, there is still a wide availability of product which does not conform to the above 
regulations. Those who market and sell electric two wheel products have an obligation to 
correctly identify e-bikes and ePTWs (be they pedelecs or styled like a traditional PTW scooter 
etc).  
 
None of the matters above are reflected in TfL’s ‘expression of interest’. This urgently needs 
amending in order to make it clear that the machine specification that will be covered in the 
initiative is limited to legal e-bikes.  
 
MCIA is also concerned that the PTW sector was not included when this initiative was being 
planned. The MCIA has worked closely with the Bicycle Association to develop the correct 
legislative framework for e-Bikes versus ‘speed’ or ‘power’ Pedelecs (actually PTWs) and led 
the two-wheel sector’s liaison with the DfT on the matter. This work resulted in regulatory 
clarification by the Government. Additionally, there are MCIA member companies which are 
involved in the production of e-bike products. It is therefore unfortunate that MCIA were not 
included in TfL’s ‘call‘ for expressions of interest.  
 
Given MCIA’s significant involvement and experience in the development of e-bike/ePTW 
standards and its work to create a legislative environment for these zero emission products to 
develop, we are ideally placed to advise and support the Mayor going forward as he seeks to 
develop the role of electric two wheeled product. We seek the opportunity to do so.  
 
Lower Polluting PTWs as a Zero Emission ‘enabler’.(Policies 5 and 6) 
The realisation of the above potential goal for zero emission PTWs relies on the Mayor fulfilling 
his pre-election pledge to support PTW use in his policies. This will make the environment much 
easier for the development of zero emission PTWs, given that the issues affecting rider 
vulnerability and use casualties are not related to PTW propulsion methods.  
 
The Mayor must acknowledge that as a zero-congesting form of transport, traditional commuter 
PTWs already contribute to reduced pollution. Fleet averages for Co2 and other pollutants are 
already proportionally much lower than the private car fleet. 
 
Therefore, PTWs are already part of the ‘toolkit’ of transport which is helping towards the 
Mayor’s goals for transport and pollution in London. Supporting commuter PTW use now, will 
enable a much faster transition to ePTW zero emission product as the market in this area 
develops and subsequently a greater chance for the Mayor to realise his wider goals. 
 

8. Road User Charging (Proposals 18 and 19) 
 
MCIA welcomes the current PTW exemption from the Congestion Charge and calls for this to 
continue. 
 
MCIA supports the general principle of policies to improve air quality. Furthermore, we agree 
that road transport as a whole has a role to play in meeting the necessary reduction of pollution 
of all types.  
 
As has been often mentioned, diesel engines are by far the worse culprits in regard to nitrous 
oxide (NOx) emissions from road transport.  London has a large number of vehicles with diesel 
engines on the road and bringing those up to the highest standards would improve air quality 



 

dramatically, especially in locations such as Oxford Street where nearly all motor vehicles are 
using diesel engines. Motorcycles do not use diesel fuel. 
 
Original ULEZ proposals 
Regarding the evolving nature of the proposed Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ), MCIA 
welcomed the Euro III and later exemption for PTWs under the originally proposed central zone 
ULEZ (2015). This was because it was estimated at the time that this would exempt around 80-
90% of all PTWs.  
 
TfL’s Environmental Impact Assessment in its 2015 consultation on ULEZ, noted that 
motorcycling’s contribution to NOx emissions is projected to be only 5t per annum of a total of 
687t per annum from road transport in 2020.  This is projected to reduce by 31% without any 
further intervention. PTWs, whatever their age, do not contribute to congestion and mile for mile 
pollution in real time traffic will always be lower than a private car. 
 
We therefore find that charging pre Euro III motorcycles £12.50 per day in line with cars and 
vans to be wholly disproportionate.   
 
The aim of the ULEZ should be to encourage a switch to lower polluting forms of transport – 
across the entire age range of vehicles on the road. It should not disproportionately discriminate 
against one class of older vehicle, such as pre-Euro III motorcycles, as the £12.50 proposal 
does.  
 
Proposals to Extend the ULEZ Zone 
Unfortunately, the proposed extension of the ULEZ zone to the whole of inner London creates a 
different situation which encompasses a much higher proportion of commuter PTW riders than 
in the central zone.  
 
A large proportion of these riders rely on their PTW to provide essential cost effective daily 
transport for what can be lower paying jobs and for whom public transport, walking and cycling 
are not realistic options.  
 
Given the intrinsic congestion and environmental benefits of all kinds of PTWs whatever their 
age, MCIA cannot support PTWs being subject to a charge in this much larger proposed zone. 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this matter further with TfL.  
 

9. MTS Implementation (Policies 23 and 24, plus proposal 9) 
A fundamental omission within the implementation plan, as set out in Figure 55 on page 271, is 
the absence of measures in relation to PTWs.  
 
This calls into question the Mayor’s commitment to delivering even the matters that are set out 
in Proposal 9. MCIA calls for the implementation plan to be amended accordingly, also taking 
into account the role of PTWs in other areas of the draft MTS as outlined in this response.  
 
The same should apply to Policy 23, so that boroughs also create local implementation plans 
which fully include both the role of PTWs in transport planning and the need to improve 
accessibility, improve safety and reduce rider vulnerability. 
 
Motor Cycle Industry Association.  September 2017. 
 



 

Appendix One: MCIA Summary Answers to Specific Consultation Questions 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER 1 –THE CHALLENGE 
1) London faces a number of growing challenges to the sustainability of its transport system. To re-
examine the way people move about the city in the context of these challenges, it is important that they 
have been correctly identified. 
 – Please provide your views on the challenges outlined in the strategy, and describe any others you 
think should be considered 
 
The challenges are reasonably identified, though MCIA does feel that in terms of individual mobility, it 
must be accepted that not all journeys can or will be possible to be made by walking, cycling and public 
transport on their own. Motorised transport will always be an option that people need and want – 
though increasing proportions of that transport powered by non internal combustion engined means is 
a technological direction of travel that needs to be taken. 
 
As serious and fundamental omission from this chapter is the role of powered two wheelers. Individual 
mobility by PTWs (electric models as they become more available) is matter covered in this response 
(Sections 1-3 above). We seriously question whether the Mayor can achieve his goals if he does not 
include PTWs within his plans - as he pledged to do before he was elected. 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER 2 – THE VISION 
2) The Mayor’s vision is to create a future London that is not only home to more people, but is a better 
place for all of those people to live and work in. The aim is that, by 2041, 80 per cent of Londoners’ trips 
will be made on foot, by cycle or using public transport.  
– To what extent do you support or oppose this proposed vision and its central aim? 
 
The role of PTWs is missing from the vision. This is commented upon in sections 1-3 of this paper.  
 
3) To support this vision, the strategy proposes to pursue the following further aims: 
• by 2041, for all Londoners to do at least the 20 minutes of active travel they need to stay healthy each 
day 
• for no one to be killed in, or by, a London bus by 2030, and for deaths and serious injuries from all 
road collisions to be eliminated from our streets by 2041  
• for all buses to be zero emission by 2037, for all new road vehicles driven in London to be zero 
emission by 2040, and for London’s entire transport system to be zero emission by 2050 
• by 2041, to reduce traffic volumes by about 6 million 
vehicle kilometres per day, including reductions in freight traffic at peak times, to help keep streets 
operating efficiently for essential business and the public 
• to open Crossrail 2 by 2033 • to create a London suburban metro by the late 2020s, with suburban rail 
services being devolved to the Mayor 
• to improve the overall accessibility of the transport system including, by 2041, halving the average 
additional time taken to make a public transport journey on the step-free network compared with the 
full network 
• to apply the principles of good growth 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree with the aims set out in this chapter? 
 



 

These aims are broadly supported by MCIA, but we question whether they can be realised unless PTW 
use is included in the Mayor’s plans.  
 
With regard to safety, we believe that the Vision Zero approach should be applied using the Safer 
Systems principle. This is commented upon in more depth in section 5 of this paper. 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER 3 – HEALTHY STREETS AND HEALTHY PEOPLE 
4) Policy 1 and proposals 1-8 set out the Mayor’s draft plans for improving walking and cycling 
environments (see pages 46 to 58). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve an improved environment for 
walking and cycling? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
 
MCIA agrees that these plans will create an improved environment for cyclists. We also urge the Mayor 
to include measures to support the use of and reduce the vulnerability of PTW riders, by including PTWs 
in his core approach to alternative transport modes.  
 
5) Policy 2 and proposals 9-11 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to reduce road danger and improve 
personal safety and security (see pages 62 to 67). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would reduce road danger and improve 
personal safety and security? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
 
With regard to Policy 2 and proposal 10, we believe that the Vision Zero approach should be applied 
using the Safer Systems principle. This is commented upon in section 5 of this paper 
 
We support Proposal 11, in particular 9d – the ‘London Standard’ for motorcycle training. 
 
We support the individual measures within Proposal 11, but feel that the introduction of ‘Focus on: 
Motorcycling Safety’ sets an unfortunate negative tone. 
 
Further more detailed comments are offered in section 4 of this response 
 
6) Policy 3 and proposals 12-14 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to ensure that crime and the fear of 
crime remain low on London’s streets and transport system (see pages 68 to 69). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would ensure that crime and the fear of 
crime remain low on London’s streets and transport system? Please also describe any other measures 
you think should be included. 
 
MCIA agrees with Proposal 13 and welcomes the Mayor’s interest in the important issue of motorcycle 
enabled crime. We comment more fully on this in section 6 of this response. 
 
7) Policy 4 and proposals 15-17 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to prioritise space-efficient modes of 
transport to tackle congestion and improve the efficiency of streets for essential traffic, including freight 
(see pages 70 to 78). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would tackle congestion and improve the 
efficiency of streets? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included 
 



 

MCIA supports the principle behind Policy 4, but only if it includes the role of PTWs in reducing 
congestion. We feel that the policy is both incomplete and cannot be fully realised unless this omission 
is addressed in the final MTS (see sections 1-3 above) 
 
8) Proposals 18 and 19 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to road user charging (see pages 81 to 
83). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach to road user charges? Please 
also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
 
Please refer to section 8 of this response.  
 
In summary, MCIA welcomes the current PTW exemption from the Congestion Charge and calls for this 
to continue. 
 
With regard to ULEZ, MCIA welcomed the Euro III and later exemption for PTWs under the originally 
proposed central zone ULEZ, as it was estimated that this would exempt up to 80% of all PTWs. MCIA 
also felt that those older machines which would be subject to the daily charge, should not be subject to 
the same charge as non-exempt cars, given the contribution of all PTWs to reduced congestion.  
 
The proposed extension of the ULEZ zone to the whole of inner London creates a different situation 
which encompasses a much higher percentage of PTW riders than in the central zone.  
 
A large proportion of these riders rely on their PTW to provide cost effective daily transport for what can 
be lower paying jobs and for whom public transport, walking and cycling are not realistic options.  
 
Given the intrinsic congestion and environmental benefits of all kinds of PTWs whatever their age, we 
cannot support PTWs being subject to a charge in this much larger proposed zone.  
 
9) Proposals 20 and 21 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to localised traffic reduction strategies 
(see page 83). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree with this approach? Please also describe any other measures 
you think should be included. 
 
Boroughs should create local implementation plans which fully include both the role of PTWs in 
transport planning and the need to improve safety and reduce rider vulnerability. PTWs should be 
exempt from any borough-based road user charges. 
 
We are concerned that under proposal 21, a patchwork of measures, which apply to similar vehicles in a 
different way, could emerge. This would have the effect of creating confusion, uncertainty and a 
perceived ‘hostile’ environment to many legitimate road users. This makes the proposal a finely 
balanced and sensitive matter and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss this further with TfL 
 
10) Policies 5 and 6 and proposals 22-40 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to reduce emissions from road 
and rail transport, and other sources, to help London become a zero carbon city (see pages 86 to 103). 



 

– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would help London become a zero carbon 
city? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
 
MCIA comments in section 7 of this response on the role of PTWs within the Mayor’s plan to create a 
zero emissions city by 2040. 
 
MCIA is keen to engage TfL as these plans develop. 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER 4 – A GOOD PUBLIC TRANSPORT EXPERIENCE 
14) Policy 12 and proposals 51 and 52 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to improve the accessibility of the 
transport system, including an Accessibility Implementation Plan (see pages 127 to 129). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would improve accessibility of the transport 
system? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
 
MCIA urges the Mayor to consider how improving and increasing PTW parking provision could help 
enable more ‘multi-modal’ journeys involving PTW and public transport. We would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss this matter further with TfL 
 
This is of particular relevance at key public transport hubs for those commuting from outside London. 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER 5 – NEW HOMES AND JOBS 
18) Policy 19 and proposals 75 to 77 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to ensure that new homes and jobs 
are delivered in line with the transport principles of ‘good growth’ (see pages 193 to 200). 
 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve this? Please also describe any 
other measures you think should be included. 
 
If the predicted growth of 1.2million additional people working in the capital by 2041 are realised, 
London’s transport system could be overwhelmed under the Mayor’s current proposals which are 
limited to walking, cycling and public transport. It is essential that the role of PTWs is considered as part 
of the strategy to manage the movement of such a growth in transport users.  
 
The table on page 199 should also include guiding principles for PTW parking. 
 
Proposal 77 on deliveries should also include small PTWs and ePTWs – in line with Proposal 9.  
 
19) Proposals 78 to 95 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to use transport to support and direct good 
growth, including delivering new rail links, extensions and new stations, improving existing public 
london.gov.uk/transportstrategy transport services, providing new river crossings, decking over roads 
and transport infrastructure and building homes on TfL land (see pages 202 to 246). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would ensure that transport is used to 
support and direct good growth? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
 
With regard to Proposal 88 MCIA calls for the Mayor to exempt PTWs from the proposed user charges.  
 



 

Proposal 94b should include measures for facilitating the safe use of PTWs, with plans for increasing 
accessibility and reducing vulnerability for PTW users, in line with existing PTW infrastructure guidelines 
(TfL and IHE) 
 
20) Policy 20 and proposal 96 set out the Mayor’s proposed position on the expansion of Heathrow 
Airport (see pages 248 to 249). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree with this position? Is there anything else that the Mayor 
should consider when finalising his position? 
 
MCIA is working to develop plans for the inclusion of PTWs within the future transport planning 
framework for access to and from Heathrow Airport. We would be happy to discuss this further with TfL 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER 6 – DELIVERING THE VISION 
21) Policy 21 and proposals 97 to 101 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to responding to changing 
technology, including new transport services, such connected and autonomous vehicles (see pages 258 
to 262). 
– To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach? Is there anything else that the 
Mayor should consider when finalising his approach? 
 
Policy 21 once again omits the specific role of PTWs and the need to create a less vulnerable 
environment and greater accessibility for users. MCIA calls for this policy to be amended accordingly. 
 
22) Policy 22 and proposal 102 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to ensuring that London’s 
transport system is adequately and fairly funded to deliver the aims of the strategy (see pages 265 to 
269).  
– To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach? Is there anything else that the 
Mayor should consider when finalising his approach? 
 
Policy 22 should take account of the need for greater investment in PTW safety and accessibility, in 
order to realise the aims set out in Proposal 9.  
 
Despite TfL’s welcome and active interest in tactical PTW safety measures, Underinvestment in strategic 
PTW safety, particularly in accessibility measures and parking, is arguably contributing to a more 
vulnerable roads environment for PTW users than needs to be the case.  
 
The absence of PTWs in the Mayor’s overarching policy for transport in London as expressed in the draft 
MTS contributes towards this unfortunate situation.  
 
23) Policies 23 and 24 and proposal 103 set out the proposed approach the boroughs will take to deliver 
the strategy locally, and the Mayor’s approach to monitoring and reporting the outcomes of the strategy 
(see pages 275 to 283). 
 – To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach? Is there anything else that the 
Mayor should consider when finalising his approach? 
 
MCIA is concerned that PTW matters are not included in the MTS implementation plan. This is 
commented upon in Section 9 of this response above. 




