
 

 
 

Appendix 1 

 
Transport Committee – Wednesday, 10 January 2018 

 
Transcript of Agenda Item 7 – Cycling Infrastructure 

 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  This brings us to the main event: cycling infrastructure.  I would first like to 

start by welcoming our guests.  First of all, Simon [Munk], welcome, and you are the Infrastructure Campaigner 

for London Cycling Campaign.  Welcome.  Matt Winfield, you are the London Director of Sustrans.  Welcome.  

Dr Justin Spinney, and you are Lecturer, Human Geography, University of Cardiff.  Is that right?  Lovely.  

Dr Rachel Aldred, you are Senior Lecturer, Transport, University of Westminster.  Then we come to 

Chris Boardman MBE - congratulations - Cycling and Walking Commissioner for Greater Manchester.  I think 

we all see you as someone who is owned by the country, not just by Manchester, Chris.  Then Richard Dilks, 

who is Transport Director for London First.  Welcome, everybody.  It is a big Committee.  We normally have 

slightly smaller panels.  What I would say to Members and also to guests is feel free to ask any questions and 

feel free to answer questions, but clearly, we do not have to have every question answered by every member of 

the panel.  Thank you.   

 

If we kick off, then, with the first question, which is mine, it is a very open, broad question.  I would on this 

occasion appreciate the views of every member.  We will start with you, Simon, and we will work across the 

table.  What are the biggest barriers to improving cycling infrastructure in London?  Simon, if you would like to 

kick off.   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  The key answer to that really is 

the boroughs at the moment.  We have a massive issue with political will to deliver cycling infrastructure that 

varies dramatically from borough to borough.  We also have issues with Transport for London (TfL) and their 

willingness to remove road space from private motor vehicles particularly, and to deliver it rapidly enough.  

Modelling, capacity terms, etc, trump cycling schemes and delay cycling infrastructure routinely.   

 

We have had the Mayor state very clearly his ambitions on active travel, and he has also pledged to triple the 

mileage of protected space on main roads, to fix junctions, to double the cycling budget.  That is all very 

welcome, but the question here is what he can do to exert enough pressure downward on to TfL, on to the 

boroughs, to ensure that those pledges are fulfilled.  That is the key for cycling infrastructure: to deliver rapidly 

enough and to deliver to the right quality. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.   

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):   There is going to be some repetition here, I think.  The 

political will is vital.  Janette Sadik-Khan [Transport and Urban Issues Advisor], who was referenced in the 

paper that we got, said, “If you push the status quo, the status quo pushes back”.  That does happen; that is 

our experience.  We know a couple of things about this.  We know that cycling infrastructure is popular.  

Consultations we have been involved in typically have 60% and upwards in favour.  Sustrans, the national 

organisation, does a survey of attitudes to cycling called Bike Life.  I have it here.  It was published a couple of 

months ago.  It includes Greater Manchester.  This says that 70% of people are in favour of cycling 

infrastructure, even to the detriment of motor vehicles, so we know that it is popular.  We know, when it is in, 

people like it.  We have so much evidence to support this, but we know it is painful politically in the short term.   

 



 

 
 

A specific I would like to share is in Estreham Road in [London Borough of] Lambeth, where we were looking 

to take out some of the car traffic going through that road.  The initial discussion with the local community 

suggested that 30% were in favour.  We did a trial there for six months, and after that trial 60% of people 

wanted that trial to be made permanent.  Yes, it is a political issue right the way through.  Leadership from the 

Mayor, which we have, and then through every level in local authorities. 

 

There is an issue around resourcing and technical capability.  There was a discussion here yesterday about 

money, which is clearly an issue.  I think boroughs’ funding has been cut by 60% in the decade from 2009 to 

2010.  When Andrew Gilligan [former Cycling Commissioner] spoke to you, I think he talked about some 

boroughs having ability and some boroughs having resource, but not the ability to do the job, and varying 

capacity in local authorities.   

 

We also need to remember that the level of spending on cycling in London is fairly new, so there is not a 

massive pool of high-quality highway engineers out there who really get cycling.  That is changing.  TfL has an 

apprenticeship programme.  We do, too.  We are only small, but that is an issue.   

 

Just to pick up again on the funding point, the Mayor’s commitment to £770 million for cycling over five years 

is really important.  Clearly, it could be more.  There are issues with spending money, but the amount of money 

sets the ambition against other modes.  Thank you.   

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  To avoid too much repetition now I would just like to pick up on 

one point there and perhaps develop it a little bit.  It is around that idea of the temporary trialling of schemes, 

which is integral to positive forms of public participation.  A lot of the delay in construction of schemes and a 

lot of the kickback against schemes has been around issues of consultation and participation, but we have seen 

in many, many places that if we can trial schemes and prototype schemes, in a way, that is a key form of public 

participation and gains traction with the community.  That is certainly something that should be emphasised, 

and that should be done from a very early stage, rather than when plans have been relatively well developed. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  I was pleased to see this question because I have just 

published a paper called Barriers to Investing in Cycling: Stakeholder Views from England.   

 

Just a couple of things from that.  In London, you will be pleased to know, people feel more positive than in 

other parts of England in terms of investing in cycling, but that is partly because there is a lot of pessimism in a 

lot of the rest of the country, so it is still a patchy picture in London.  Political and financial barriers were seen 

to be the most important and the most problematic, and particularly political barriers, political will, that even if 

you had the money in some cases, if you did not have the high-level political support throughout, that could 

still block investing in cycling.  People in respect to London talked about variable political and organisational 

commitment.  For example, within TfL, perhaps there are varying levels of commitment to Healthy Streets.  

Some departments in TfL are very signed up, perhaps others less so.  Also, boroughs potentially having varying 

attitudes to cycling.  We often need political support at all levels, councillors and Members of Parliament 

(MPs), not just the Mayor, and that can be really important throughout.  We have not yet managed to 

mainstream cycling into planning in London and the rest of the country. 

 

It is important also to say that it is a political and not primarily an engineering problem, and maybe there are 

three broad issues.  Firstly, change is always difficult, whatever policy area.  If you are trying to do something 

differently, it is always hard.  Secondly, in terms of sustainable transport, any kinds of changes in support of 

sustainable transport are difficult, not just in the United Kingdom (UK).  If you are seen to challenge the 

position of the car, providing for buses and walking can also be challenging.   



 

 
 

 

Also, finally, we have particular issues with cycling in this country.  It has been particularly marginalised and 

particularly stigmatised.  That is a final barrier that perhaps other sustainable modes do not face, so that is why 

we need this high-level political support at all levels throughout, not just in terms of planning schemes but 

execution, ensuring that all the details are right as well.  Really, political will is the big thing, as Simon [Munk] 

said.   

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  In the interests of 

efficiency, I was just going to say that, but maybe that is the point that you have a group here and people who 

proceeded to say exactly the same thing.  I would put a slightly different emphasis on it.  I would say political 

courage to upset the status quo, another word that has been used again and again, but it does take political 

will to get things done.  This is seen as a political issue, and it is not.  Every survey that is done says the public 

wants it, but everybody assumes that this is going to be a political problem.  That is because we just give way 

too much emphasis to the vociferous minority, and there is something about negative news making a headline, 

so it makes a headline, and the headline makes people think, “This is what everybody thinks”.  We need to give 

much more weight to the quiet majority in making decisions.   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  To avoid repetition, I would just make a couple of 

additional points.  One is that the borough co-ordination problem is something I see in all sorts of areas of my 

work.  Of course, this is not unique to cycling.  You see it in dockless bike share, you see it in freight, etc.  It 

would be interesting to think about what further mechanisms and conduits can there be with TfL and the 

boroughs to work together on these things?  We are not going to manage to entirely take the politics out of it, 

much as we recognise all that has been said on that point here.   

 

The question is about barriers to improving the infrastructure.  It is, of course, contested space.  There is a 

finite amount of road space in London, so we have to identify that one of the barriers, in addition to all that 

has been mentioned, is that there are other people who want to use that space.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  That is a very good point. 

 

Leonie Cooper AM:  Could I just come back to Rachel?  I was very intrigued by your comment that cycling 

has been especially stigmatised, and I wondered if you could unpack that a bit and say who it has been 

stigmatised by, and in what way it has been especially stigmatised.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Yes, sure.  Something being stigmatised does not 

necessarily mean that there is a small group of people who are specifically doing that.  It is about the way we 

talk about cycling, the way we plan for cycling and the way we think about cycling.  I am not necessarily 

identifying somebody as the ‘baddie’ here.  I wrote a paper in 2013 that identified the extent to which, when 

cycling is talked about, it is seen as something a small minority does, probably a strange minority, possibly 

people who dress differently, who are not representative of the wider community.  It is seen as something as a 

bit weird; you have to be a bit brave to cycle.  It is this narrative of something that is not normal, that is for 

people who are strange, and that is a small group of people.  Often that can shade into hostility, in that cycling 

is seen as green, but then it can be seen as something that people who are eco-warriors or eco-fascists do.  

There are a range of different things going on. 

 

One thing that is interesting is that when I have talked to people in other European countries, this does not 

exist in many countries.  Talking to people in Sweden and trying to explain the way we talk about cycling here, 

they just were bemused by it and they could not understand it.  This is something that exists in the UK, in the 



 

 
 

United States (US) I would say, and in Australia, but in much of Europe it does not exist in the same regard.  It 

is an extra barrier, because we do not talk about walking in the same way.  There are certainly a lot of barriers 

to planning for walking, but not this one.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  To you, Rachel, you talked about the barriers to improving cycling, or you have done 

a paper on that, and the biggest cause you found was political resistance.  What are the barriers to political 

will?  What is preventing politicians making the changes that are required? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  An interesting point, and I would say I did talk mostly 

about the political issues - that was the biggest thing - but there are a whole range of other things.  

Sometimes intervening elsewhere can be helpful.  Tools, in terms of planning for cycling, are not a major 

barrier, but if we create better tools that politicians can use to see, for example, where the cycling potential 

exists in their areas, that can also be helpful.  People do not necessarily know about planning for cycling.  Local 

councillors do not know.  Why would they know?  They are not experts.  Maybe there is an education job to be 

done there as well.  We are just starting to do things differently for cycling, so we need to get that message 

out there: the message about the benefits, the message about the fact that everyone can cycle.  As I 

mentioned, there is still a perception that cycling is only for the young, the fit and the able-bodied.  If you go 

to the Netherlands, if you go to Cambridge, you will see that is not the case, but that is still a perception.  It is 

partly getting over that perception and being able to communicate with councillors and so on that cycling can 

solve a lot of problems.  It is not that we just want lots of people cycling for its own sake.  It can free up road 

space.  It can keep people healthy.  It can help people access jobs if they are on low incomes, if they are 

struggling to afford other forms of transport.  Getting that message across, simply.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  We have talked about the Mayor of London being supportive 

of cycling.  I presume the Mayor of Manchester is; that is why you have been appointed, Chris.  What about 

the Department for Transport (DfT)?  It has a role in this as well.  Is it strongly committed to promoting cycling 

and walking and putting money out there for directly elected Mayors and boroughs to be able to take this 

agenda forward? 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  The DfT, with my 

fairly limited experience of it so far, is a very cautious body, and also uncomfortable with the status quo.  

Without wishing to harp on, without direction from above saying, “We want change”, it will just keep it the 

same.  There are a number of initiatives that we are interested in at the moment.  For example, the Turning the 

Corner Campaign [2016], which would bring us into line with the rest of the world, but I think it is Malta, Hong 

Kong and us that do not have some form of give way when turning.  That is something that could be 

Government-led which would change how we design the streets and allow us to make much better provision 

for pedestrians and cyclists.  That is something the DfT could do, and we have had to push it really hard to 

even look at that.  That is one of the things that cities, particularly cycling-focused cities, could get together 

on and have a very strong voice when combined, and go and see DfT with a list of actions.  It is a cautious 

organisation, and rightly so I think, but where the evidence is there we could get together and push hard to 

get some change to how we use our streets.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  That might be something we want to recommend that the 

Mayor works with the other cities, because I know he has met with the other Mayors, has he not? 

 



 

 
 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  I have already met 

with Will Norman [Mayor’s Walking and Cycling Commissioner] on this. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Yes.  Can I just pick you up on a point about giving way when turning?  What 

was that point?   

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Yes.  It was the 

Turning the Corner Campaign, launched by British Cycling over a year ago, I think it was.  Essentially - it is 

cunningly simple - when you are turning, it does not matter how you are travelling, you give way to anybody 

who is going straight ahead.  That could be somebody walking.  It protects the elderly and people with walkers, 

mostly, but at junctions the priority is to give way to anybody who is going straight ahead.  It allows the 

simplification of junctions as well.  Junctions have been modelled at up to 47% more efficient more motor 

travel as well because it just means that everybody goes that way and everybody goes that way, regardless of 

how you are travelling.  It is not a panacea.  It is not something that fixes everything.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  I am familiar with it.   

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Your density in 

London is quite specific, so you just keep signalised junctions where it is required for pedestrians.  For the 

majority of the country and huge swathes of the city, it would allow a much simpler design. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Yes, I misheard what you said.  OK, thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  I wanted to move on to my main question, which is about 

Cycle Superhighways, which the previous Mayor started to introduce.  He started a few in his first term.  They 

were not quite so successful, were retrofitted, and then he rolled out a number more.  The current Mayor has 

now been out to consultation on two Cycle Superhighway routes.  How effective do you think these 

segregated Cycle Superhighways have been so far?   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I think, inarguably, very 

effective.  TfL’s figures show how effective they have already been, or rather should I clarify and say the latter 

ones?  We have two phases of Cycle Superhighways, the blue paint era and then the protected tracks.  We 

have seen explosive growth on the ones that feature protected, separated tracks.  The simple answer is they 

clearly work.  They deliver huge numbers of cyclists.  The issue is not, should we be doing them?  It is, how 

quickly can we do them?  Where can we do them?  This, in a way, harks back to Chris’ [Boardman MBE] point 

about Turning the Corner.  We know it works, and the issue is partly design knowledge, partly political will, and 

partly some technical constraints, which are about things like the size of junctions needed to fully separate 

turning movements.  We need to really push hard on these, and we need to stop having a conversation, in a 

way, about, should we be doing Cycle Superhighways?  The simple answer is we should just be doing loads of 

them all over London. 

 

The Strategic Cycling Analysis, which I think you are probably going to come on to later in this question, is key 

and demonstrates that for so many of the high-priority routes there is no viable parallel alternative via quiet 

routes.  It would send everyone around the houses, which we tried for years with the London Cycle Network 

(LCN).  The simple answer is they do work, they are demonstrably working and they demonstrably are not 

causing huge amounts of congestion.  Again, Dr [Rachel] Aldred may speak more on this and was involved in a 

TfL study on this.  Really, at the end of the day, the big question is not, are they working?  The big question is, 

why are we not doing them as quickly as we can? 



 

 
 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Have you any evidence at all of whether newer people have 

come to cycling because of these protected cycle routes? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I do not personally, and the 

London Cycling Campaign obviously does not have the capacity to do that, but TfL does, and has said that 

there are lots of new people.  There is an awful lot of rerouting.  There are people who are already cycling, but 

choosing to use the protected routes, the Cycle Superhighways, the better ones, out of preference, but they 

are also saying very clearly that there are a lot of people coming in.  They are also saying that the profile of 

cycling is broadening and diversifying, and we see that again rising alongside protected routes not just in 

London but wherever that is done. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Who else would like to come in on how effective they are?   

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  I agree.  The Cycle Superhighways programme is ten years old 

this year, so it has taken a while to move from the early paint stuff that Simon [Munk] described to what is 

really good, high-quality, well-used infrastructure.  You do not need to go too far from here to see that.  

Perhaps the most exciting thing for us is the capacity of these spaces.  What we have done is create new space 

in the heart of London, and I cannot think of any other programme that can do that for this level of spend.  

Some of these corridors are now carrying 5% more people.  You look at them and they look quite quiet 

occasionally in the middle of the day, but they are carrying 5% more people.  They are much more efficient - it 

is important to get that right - in moving people than the previous road layout, so there is a strong argument 

to do it.  It is an important part of any plan to get more people cycling in London. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Just briefly, not to repeat what others have said, in terms 

of safety, I am hoping that there is going to be a big impact from these protected Superhighways because 

there is evidence that protected tracks reduce risk.  In one Canadian study, the odds for people cycling on a 

protected track were one-ninth the injury odds of people cycling on a busy road with parked cars.  Potentially, 

there could be a big increase in safety, and further, it is safety in numbers.  My work has found safety in 

numbers at a route segment level, so you get additional safety benefits from the fact that they have attracted 

new cyclists.  I am hoping that they will help us with our injury risk problem too.   

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Back in September, 

when Andy Burnham [Mayor of Greater Manchester] asked me to take on this role, the first thing I did was go 

and talk to lots of people, and we got down to real basic psychology and started at the other end and said, if 

we want huge amounts of modal shift, significant amounts, what would that take?  It just prompted a slightly 

different way of thinking.  We realised the infrastructure was for people in cars; it is not for people on bikes.  It 

has no interest in people on bikes.  There will be a side beneficiary of this, but if you want genuine modal shift, 

then somebody who is currently in a vehicle has to want to use it.  Then the question becomes, what would 

make me want to use it?  It is overwhelmingly that it must be easy, attractive and safe, and if it not those three 

things, all of them, probably in that order, then I am not getting out of the car.  I am not going to get out of 

any kind of vehicle and do that.  It has to be those three things.  A big chunk of that is safe, easy space that is 

convenient, it goes where I want to go, uninterrupted, and it puts me first.  That is your Superhighways.  All 

your evidence shows, unsurprisingly, that when you put one in, lots of people use it.  It is amazing to me that 

we keep getting this evidence time and time and time again, and then we still have to fight for it.  We should 

be having to fight to keep car space, not the other way around, if we looked at the evidence.   

 



 

 
 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Richard, do you want to comment, but also could you 

comment on whether you think the Mayor will meet his ambition, which is to triple the current Superhighway 

provision? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  I think it is roughly the right ambition.  The timing is 

looking quite tight, you have to say, but who knows?  Having said that, there has been a bit of a hiatus from 

2016 and the Mayor coming in, which has now been broken by Cycle Superhighway 4 (CS4) and Cycle 

Superhighway 9 (CS9) coming forward into consultation.  It feels to me like things are really moving on the big, 

segregated, current generation of Cycle Superhighways. 

 

It is worth making a big distinction between the first and second generations.  The first really are just the blue 

paint, possibly almost worse than what was there before in the sense of giving a sense of false security, 

perhaps.  The second, current generation is the game-changer type of space that London has not had before, 

and certainly, as a user, that is how it feels.  It is a lightbulb moment when you go on to them and off them.   

 

This takes me to a point I wanted to make.  We are never going to manage to get Cycle Superhighways up and 

down every strategic road in London, although we will, I should imagine, manage to get quite a few more.  

Even if we did, of course, people do not just want to go to strategic roads.  Their final destinations and start 

points are somewhere else, usually, despite high percentages on those main roads.  We have to integrate these 

things really well, and they have to handle junctions really well, which is where some of this current generation 

do struggle a bit.  For all that they are game-changers, the junctions are the tricky bits and some of them are 

not very good.  They are really quite complicated.  There is still a need to think about the central London bike 

route and what is happening with that, the Quietway programme and what is happening with that. 

 

On the data point, the Travel in London 10 report is out recently, covering up to 2016.  That shows cycle trip 

rates up 8.2%.  The five-year rolling average is 4.3%.  You have to say there has to be some correlation there 

between that second generation coming in and that uptick in cycle trips.   

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  You very generously 

said “hiatus”, and we did see a stalling, I think it is fair to say.  One of the things I have noticed in my research, 

and I am astounded by, is the current administration did not take advantage of the hard-won learning from the 

previous experts that worked on this.  Andrew Gilligan was not consulted, and I think you saw for yourselves 

the depth of knowledge there - whether people agreed with all his views or not - and the depth of learning 

there.  One of the things he mentioned in his evidence was that the most sophisticated opponent, the most 

potent weapon, was the filibuster.  The current administration then walked straight into the same thing and 

said, “We think we can do this better.  These people said they were difficult.  Well, they seem really great to 

us”.  It was exactly the same thing.  I am going to meet him this evening.  I am seeing Isabel Dedring [Former 

Deputy Mayor for Transport] today, and Brian Deegan [Design Engineer, Urban Movement], an incredible 

transport planner.  Thank you very much.  We are going to have him in Manchester.  That expertise is        

hard-won, and this is a pioneering field.  It just has not been used fully at all, and I am quite amazed by that.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  I was learning from experts here, and I think previously we 

have pushed for learning from other European cities where this has been going on since the 1970s and it is just 

in everyone’s DNA, how we can learn that and enshrine it in all our -- 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  I really hope it is not 

party-political and that people were not kept simply because of their political affiliations.  I have worked in a 



 

 
 

very staunchly Labour area, and Andrew Gilligan’s experience is invaluable and I intend to use him a lot.  I do 

not really care which party he belongs to.  It is his information and his abilities that I am interested in.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  OK.  Thank you for that.  I picked up with Richard [Dilks] this 

issue about whether the Mayor is going to meet it, and you are saying the timings are tight.  Obviously, there 

has been some delay.  Are there any particular reasons why we think these Cycle Superhighways have taken 

longer than expected to get built in general?  Simon, you have already started to touch on the Strategic 

Cycling Analysis, which I know a lot of work went into.  I have met with some of the officers.  There is nothing 

new in there, really?  Is that your summary?   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I disagree that there is nothing 

new.  What we see in the Strategic Cycling Analysis is a validation of what has very often been said by cycle 

campaigners, by people on the ground.  There are not massive surprises, particularly with the road yield rules, 

but what we are seeing is the potential, for instance, for non-radial, non-traditional commuter routes.  You 

start to see in the top 25 corridors, routes that do not go directly in and out of central London.  There is an 

awful lot of surprise and there is a lot of depth in the data there, but more importantly than that, what the 

Strategic Cycling Analysis shows is that there is genuine potential.   

 

We have boroughs in London that say, essentially, “There is no potential for cycling.  No one will ever cycle 

here.  Everyone drives”.  Now we have a map that shows directly where in their boroughs people cycle if you 

build high-quality cycling infrastructure.  That argument is over, and that map really demonstrates that very 

clearly.   

 

In terms of barriers and why the Cycle Superhighways have not come along as quick as they should, this goes 

back to Chris’ [Boardman CBE] point about the fact that when the new administration came in there was a big 

pause, but more than that, there was an attempt to - and it is an ongoing attempt - to soften out the 

controversy, the ‘bike-lash’, the issues to do with Cycle Superhighways that have come up.  We have seen 

multiple stakeholders with every single one of the major Cycle Superhighways come back, fight back, say that 

there would be increased congestion, say all sorts of things, most of which have not turned out to be true.  

Those folks are now, even more than before, I think, able to delay the process.  With Cycle Superhighway 11 

(CS11) through Regent’s Park, we are sitting on one stakeholder who is just, as far as I can understand and 

hear, waiting at every meeting and changes their position constantly.  The Mayor and Will Norman [Walking 

and Cycling Commissioner] and the administration at the moment are allowing that to happen.  We know the 

consultation was successful.  The public said it wanted this.  Most of the stakeholders, including some very 

surprising ones who were initially very sceptical about it, have also said they wanted it.  Now we need to get on 

and do it.  That same process, that elongated process, is drawn out across all the new Cycle Superhighways. 

 

There is some value to that.  There is some value to bringing more people along, as many as you can, more 

stakeholders and businesses, etc, but ultimately there has to come a point where you say, “No.  We have 

listened, we have adapted, but we are just going to put this in now”.  That seems to be the issue at the 

moment to me, that there is an unwillingness just to press that final button.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  There is a stronger backbone on these issue, because it is 

difficult when you are getting a lot of opposition, but you think this is your commitment, you need to deliver 

it? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Otherwise Sadiq [Khan, Mayor of 

London] is going to miss his pledge, and I do not want that to happen. 



 

 
 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Does anyone else want to comment on any of the further 

points? 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Just a quick one on the likelihood of meeting the target.  The 

previous administration did not start building in earnest until February 2015, so 14 or 15 months out from the 

election.  If everything that is being worked on now adds up to the targets, the average time to build one of 

those schemes in the previous administration was about 12 months.  There are hugely different lengths of stuff 

going in.  If work starts 18 months to two years before the election, so imminently, I think there is a very good 

chance of meeting that target. 

 

We have talked about political will being the main issue, and it certainly is.  We have a colleague I worked with, 

who worked at Hounslow during the CS9, trying to work on that, and he talked about the technical complexity 

in getting a solution in Chiswick, which is a difficult area to work in, and ticks a lot of the boxes and the issues 

that we have discussed already.  It did take quite a long time to find something that gave high-quality service 

to cyclists but was acceptable in that community, and the solution is a two-way cycle track, which is great, but 

it took a while.  It was fairly complex. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  On the Strategic Cycling Analysis, which I think is a really 

good piece of work, having done some related cycling potential analysis in other parts of the country in 

particular, I do not think we should just judge research on whether it brings surprises.  It is always worthwhile 

doing good research that tells you something useful.  Research that tells us what we think is right is also 

useful.  The key thing with the Strategic Cycling Analysis is getting it used in policy and planning.  I worry that 

is still not happening.  It is not just cycling potential, it is walking potential, and the data is amazing.  It is 

granular data.  It could be really useful for borough planning, but do the boroughs have that data?  Do they 

know how to use that data?  Are they using it in business cases and planning and so on?  I think that is not 

happening at the moment and it needs to be mainstreamed.  We hear so often, “The model says no” in relation 

to traffic models for motor traffic.  Do we hear, “The model says no” in relation to cycling traffic, walking 

traffic?  Those models need to be used. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  Just to join in with that, there is great value in the 

Strategic Cycling Analysis.  I do not think there are many surprises for people like us, but, to Simon’s [Munk] 

and Rachel’s point, there might be some surprises for other relevant people, borough planners and so on.  

There is value in that, too.   

 

I think the data-led aspect of it is its great strength, and that is a new thing.  It might not be a surprising thing, 

but it is a new thing for London.  We have not had this to date at a London level, so that is very, very welcome 

and just to be built on.  By “built on”, I would encourage TfL to go more widely into relevant data sources to 

work out the potential for cycling because this is quite a tricky thing to work out when you have such an 

obvious chicken-and-egg problem of relatively low cycling rates across London still.  How do you know?  There 

is survey data, official and non-official and so on, but there are some data sources from the dockless bike 

operators that are starting to operate in London.  There is the potential to use mobile phone data to check 

movement patterns to see what journeys there could be mapped on to cycling.  TfL should think really broadly, 

do some deals perhaps and have some conversations about how it can build on what is in that analysis and go 

broadly.  Only there do you start to scratch into the true potential for cycling in London. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Thank you very much.   

 



 

 
 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  One small point on 

consultation, and perhaps it is my naivety, but there does not seem to be any measurement for what is 

enough.  You have broadly, for all schemes, between 60% and 90% support, and it is still not enough.  What is 

enough?  That is a question I will be setting for the leaders of Manchester before the consultation: what is the 

go/no-go point?  We just left Europe on 2%-ish.  That happened, the biggest decision we will make in a 

generation, but for cycle schemes, 60%, 70%, 80%, we are still worried about it.  What would be enough?  

100%?  It is never going to happen.  Set that marker in advance and manage people’s expectations.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Thank you very much.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  One of the challenges is that all data are useful, if you can use them, but the question 

is, how do you translate those data into practicalities?  I come from a background in medicine where we can 

see a lot of laboratory data, but getting it into the patient care is a different thing.  The real challenge is, how 

do you translate these data into practicalities for boroughs to be able to bring about changes?  Do we have 

any tools for that to happen? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  You do, but it is an excellent point.  It can get pretty 

fine-grained pretty quickly, and what you cannot do is simply look crudely at the number of journeys that are 

under 2kms, say, and think, “Well, we can just map all those straight over to cycling.  That is going to be 

wonderful”.  There are some very obvious barriers.  Partly, are those single trips part of a longer chain of 

journeys?  Partly, what luggage, children, etc do people have?  Mobility needs and so on.  You really need to 

build as much of that data - the meta-data, if you like - into it all to understand what the true potential is.  Of 

course, that is only looking at the potential.  There is then your point about what action on the ground you 

take to link up with that potential, that it is about fixed infrastructure, but it is also of course about other 

points.  There are cultural points here.  There is access to bikes themselves.  There are confidence levels.  There 

is the role for cycle training.  There are dockless bike operators and the way they can lower barriers of 

accessibility.  It is not just all about fixed infrastructure on roads.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Is there any data to explain why the black and minority ethnic (BAME) community 

takes up cycling less than other populations? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Yes.  Just to say something on that point, I am really 

interested in this issue of equity in cycling and inclusive cycling.  We are at very early stages in a lot of this 

research, I think.  Some research has been done in the US and Canada in North America looking at this issue, 

and, for instance, they found that in some parts of the US - I think they looked at Chicago - where bike 

infrastructure had been built, it was disproportionately in more affluent areas, for instance.  We need to look at 

things like distribution of infrastructure.  Does infrastructure serve the destinations that people want to use?  

This has been found to be an issue with bus provision, for instance.  Bus routes are put in radially, they go into 

a city centre, and we say, “Everybody has access to the bus”, but for some people and some communities, the 

kinds of trips they want to make are not into the city centre.  They are into shopping areas and so on and 

employment destinations on the outskirts.  We need to do that kind of analysis for cycling and not just build 

stuff and assume that it serves everybody’s trips.  We need to look at the kinds of trips people want to make.  

We need to look at things like access to bikes as well.   

 

What we have seen is that we do not necessarily need to have the inequalities.  There are a wide range of 

demographic inequalities we currently see in cycling in London.  If you look at the US, for instance, people 

from BAME groups in the US cycle to work at higher rates than white people and are taking up cycling faster.  

There are no fixed boundaries.  We can build for it.  We can change the pattern of who cycles. 



 

 
 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Justin, did you want to come in? 

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  Yes.  I was reading a document, which was TfL’s own from 2011, 

and it was a report on BAME cycling, and it was looking very much at those barriers.  One of the things it did 

show to some extent - it had an analysis of Cycle Superhighway 7 (CS7) and Cycle Superhighway 3 (CS3) - was 

that even when those routes had been built, they still did not get as many of the BAME cyclists or those on low 

income on those routes as they would have thought given the population of those areas.  There is still some 

other work to be done beyond the physical engineering in understanding some of the social and cultural levers 

that we need to pull in order to get a broader range of people cycling. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Thank you. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Good morning.  I just want to have a little meander through the reality or not of 

Quietways, and I would like to start with maybe Simon.  How effective do you think Quietways have been at 

attracting more diverse people from London to get into cycling? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I have to be very careful sitting 

next to Matt [Winfield] here, but my simple answer is nowhere near enough.  We, London Cycling Campaign, 

are really disappointed with the Quietway programme, and that is not Matt’s fault or Sustrans’ fault.  We think 

there is a real issue whereby the way that they have been sold to boroughs, to borough officers and borough 

councillors, is as low-level interventions.  The way that they have been sold to the public is as routes for those 

less confident, and those two ideas are fundamentally opposed to each other.  If you want less-confident 

people to cycle, you need high levels of interventions on the roads in terms of infrastructure because those 

roads need to be genuinely quiet, and that is really the big issue.  If you have someone who is less confident 

cycling, every single close pass, every single aggressive driver that they encounter, that is going to be a 

massive barrier and put them off.  Every single Quietway so far has major gaps in its provision in terms of the 

level and volume and speed of traffic encountered, the kinds of junctions and the kinds of experiences that 

cyclists have at those junctions.   

 

What we are seeing is that the best of the Quietways are growing very, very fast in terms of numbers.  There 

are much lower overall numbers and volumes of cyclists than Cycle Superhighways, but similar levels of 

percentage year-on-year growth of people cycling.  I would argue that we are not seeing the more diverse 

community embracing the Quietways in the way that we would hope that they should do, and I think that is 

fundamentally because of the gaps.  Those gaps are down to borough willingness.  The boroughs are not 

willing to tackle their junctions, their roads, to the level needed.  We believe that in some of the Mini-Holland 

we are seeing some of that, and we are seeing Quietways almost appear by default, but we are just not seeing 

that on the Quietways where boroughs are not willing to do the work needed.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Maybe address this.  Why are boroughs not willing to take this on?  If you listen to this 

conversation, all of this work, it is all very rosy.  You do a trial.  People love it, and politicians are nothing if not 

self-preserving.  If they feel that something is going to work out and you have all this evidence, why is there a 

lack of will to deliver these things?   

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  There is a lot that Simon [Munk] has covered there.  Can I 

just come back to some of those points?  We do not yet have any monitoring on the Quietways, so I am not 

clear how we can say whether they are a success or not, and the specific question you asked was around 

minority communities being attracted to them, broadening the base. 



 

 
 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Not just that.  New cyclists.  A comment was made earlier that to be a cyclist you have to 

be weird, and quite frankly that is true.  I am a keen cyclist.  None of my friends are waiting for the moment 

there is a cycle path to join in cycling.  They think it is weird that I cycle.  What is happening here?  Quietways 

were meant to help new people cycle from all walks of life.  Why is that not happening? 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  We cannot say it is not happening.  I think there is a 

monitoring report coming out later this year from TfL.  The only statistic we have on Quietways to date is a 

56% increase on Quietway 1.  Quietways evolved from a Greenway programme, which some of you may be 

aware of.  This was a much less ambitious, backstreet, canal towpath, park programme.  Much smaller funding.  

We monitored that every year, and typically routes attracted more younger people, more older people - two 

groups underrepresented - more women and more minority community people.  The evidence - again, this has 

to be evidence-led - is that these types of routes, quiet, direct back streets, do attract those kinds of people.  

We need to sit here again in a year’s time and look at the evidence.   

 

The problem with the Quietway programme is it is taking too long, and that is for all the issues that we have 

discussed here today.  Why do boroughs not deliver in the way that we are describing?  Why do these issues 

come up when in the long term it has proven to be a success?  It is fear of change.  The road space is very 

obvious to people.  Change on the road space is very, very obvious.  People are concerned about what is going 

to happen.  We could spend a lot more money upfront on consultation and the kind of work I described in 

Estreham Road.  Ultimately, 95% of London streets are owned by boroughs.  80% of journeys on cycles 

currently happen in those spaces.  If we are to make a proper, joined-up network, we have to do this, whether 

it is Quietways or another programme.  We have to work with boroughs and we have to do it. 

 

There is evidence - again, going back to evidence - in Auckland, a study in 2014, saying that segregated routes 

and their boulevards combined had a much greater benefit.  Neither one is the sole answer.  It is also the   

Mini-Holland approach.  Working more on neighbourhoods and wider corridors is really useful.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Is there any international evidence around a similar scheme to Quietways and its ability to 

pull in new cyclists?  Is there any evidence internationally? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  There is not as much evidence around these kinds of 

schemes as there is around protective bike infrastructure.  There was a study from the US that did not find 

evidence of uptake.  However, part of the problem with that study and the results is the same problem we 

have.  This was around bicycle boulevards in the US, and bicycle boulevards in the US covers a range of 

different types of intervention.  It does not just cover really quiet streets.  It also covers, for instance, places 

where they have put a sign up with a bike on it.  Part of the problem they had in finding an effect was that you 

had very different things, and that is one of my concerns with the Quietway programme as well.  We know that 

people see very, very quiet streets as high quality for cycling, so people say they will cycle with their kids on a 

street that has very, very little motor traffic, but this is not always the case on Quietways, this is not always the 

case on bicycle boulevards, so we are not always comparing like with like.  We need to set a very high bar.  This 

was a point that I wanted to make on this topic.  If there are people cycling with kids, my research shows that 

people will not accept conditions where they might cycle alone.  They will not cycle there with kids.  We need 

really, really quiet streets, we need high-quality protected space, and we need routes through parks that are 

open, that are always available.  That is not always the case. 

 

We need to do much more to monitor quality on Quietways.  Where you are sharing with motor traffic, what 

are the motor traffic volumes?  What are the motor traffic speeds?  What are we guaranteeing people who use 



 

 
 

those Quietways?  Can we tell them there will be under 1,000 motor vehicles a day?  Can we tell them speeds 

are under 15 miles an hour?  We cannot do that, so they need to be monitored.  TfL can look at the strategic 

road network and say, “We have a problem here.  This is not working”.  Why cannot they look at the strategic 

cycle network, including Quietways, and say, “OK, there appears to be a problem with motor traffic volumes on 

Quietway 3”.  We cannot do this, so we need to do a lot more to ensure quality, and then we will see results.   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Just very briefly, I was going to 

come back on what Rachel and Matt [Winfield] said.  Let me be really clear: there is a need for Quietways.  

Andrew Gilligan, when he spoke here, said they should be completely unfunded and removed.  I do not believe 

that.  We are going to need links between Cycle Superhighways.  We are going to need links through 

neighbourhoods.  We are going to need links to parks and other amenities.  We are going to need quiet areas 

and quiet routes.  We have to grasp that nettle and we have to do it.   

 

I do not care why some of the boroughs are not doing a good enough job.  They should not be allowed to do a 

not good enough job.  Rachel talks about a quality bar.  We advocate a quality bar for funding.  TfL should not 

be funding Quietways through boroughs where the borough is not willing to get that Quietway to an adequate 

level of quality.  If they do not build it to an adequate level of quality, we will not get more people cycling on 

there. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Touching on all those 

points, you can boil this down to something incredibly simple and scarily measurable, and it is one I intend to 

adopt in Manchester and it has been supported by all the leaders: it must be usable by a competent             

12-year-old.  It was nicked from Sustrans, but it was an epiphany moment when I realised that a competent 

12-year-old is somebody who has not ridden since school, it is a pensioner, it is somebody with kids.  It is a 

measure that you intrinsically know.  If you look at something and say, “Would I let a competent 12-year-old 

use this?” and the answer is no, then the person in the car, the pensioner, the people with kids, they are not 

going to use it.  That is the yardstick that you measure all your interventions by, and I intend to tie that to 

funding as well, that if you do not meet these standards, then you do not get the funding.   

 

In the political sense, it also goes back to the survey data.  All the leaders are, at each stage, agreeing to the 

rules before we go forward, not in the heat of battle.  We are agreeing.  Consultation: above what would we 

say it is a goer?  As far as standards go, we want it to be this standard.  Are we all agreed?  Then we are all 

going to hold ourselves accountable retrospectively to that reference.  Quietways, the first sentence is 

intrinsically in conflict.  For people who are less confident, they want protected space.  We already know that.  

If you cannot guarantee that, it is not going to fulfil its purpose.   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  Just to add on to that, the quality need is just as 

important with Quietways or any other non-strategic road route as it is with Cycle Superhighways or whatever 

might be higher in a pecking order of perception, anyway.  Any route is only as good as its worst bit.  Let us 

talk about Quietway type routes, so bringing in Greenway, LCN, LCN+, Quietway and so on.  There is a massive 

variety of quality out there in London at the moment, enormous, from the best of Quietway 1, which I would 

say is pretty good, large stretches of that, through to things that almost literally throw you under the bus when 

it gets in any way tricky.  This is the battleground where a lot of this will be won and lost, ultimately, rather 

than just the Superhighways, because they cannot in and of themselves be enough.  I do not see Quietways as 

being necessarily just for people of less confidence.  I think the 12-year-old test sounds like a great one, but 

they should be for all users.  In my personal cycle journeys, I use various bits of it a lot.   

 



 

 
 

The final point is, what is there, for all that it is very variable, quite a lot of it is doing quite a lot of heavy 

lifting.  The data to show that is clearly not there, which shows the danger of doing these things without 

having proper data.  We are unable to properly analyse what the existing infrastructure is or is not doing on 

these backstreet routes.  For some of these backstreet routes, “backstreet” is not necessarily the most helpful 

label.  They are quite direct, quick routes because they follow desire lines for enough cyclists where there is not 

a main road that gets you where you want to go.  It is not necessarily about going slowly and safely and 

bumbling around, not at all.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  You have largely answered my last question but I just want to put this to Dr Spinney.  I am 

very interested in people who do not cycle, who are not considering cycling, to whom new Cycle 

Superhighways will make no difference to a decision they will make.  To my mind, that is most of these people 

we think are going to become cyclists if this is all going to work.  Is there something else that we could be 

doing when we are talking about the culture of cycling and the infrastructure, particularly Quietways in this 

context, to attract those people, to make those people think, “Actually, I could consider cycling”? 

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  Firstly, just to come back, whether we would agree that we can do 

something there that would encourage those people on to bikes, one of the things perhaps we can do is realise 

that out of all those potential cycling trips there will be groups of people, for certain reasons, who will not 

cycle, whatever the quality of infrastructure there.  That may be because they work a 12-hour manual shift and 

they just feel too tired to get on their bike at the end of it, whatever the reasons happen to be.  We need to 

then have other things in place that are still sustainable in order for those people to make a good decision that 

is getting them away from their cars.   

 

One of the things I certainly like about the idea of Liveable Neighbourhoods is it takes an emphasis away 

purely from cycling and adds walking and public transport in there a little bit more.  I do believe, even though I 

would try to get as many people walking and cycling as possible, out of those 55% of potential cyclable trips, 

as TfL calls it, they are not all going to be cycled. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Do we have any idea?  I see these potential cycle trips and it does not feel real to me.  Is 

there any idea how much of that would be taken up if we had these Quietways and Cycle Superhighways?  If 

we were further advanced and they were good, do we have any idea of how much that would actually happen?  

We are talking about quite large levels of money here. 

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  I would be interested, based on TfL’s own analysis, whether it can 

do it itself, taking a lot of the factors it already has in terms of why people do not cycle, even given some very 

good infrastructure on their doorstep.  I would be interested to see what dent that makes in those potential 

cyclable trips.  Rachel might be able to say something about that; she is probably a bit more au fait with data, 

not to put you on the spot if you do not.  It is just that I would be interested to see that 55% disaggregated in 

a way and worked back. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Me too.  It might help boroughs deal with it, because there is great animosity to some of 

these changes.  Again, listening to this conversation, if you were new to this, you might not understand that 

there is great animosity to putting in these Superhighways, and I wonder if some of this disaggregated data 

would help boroughs in their quest to turn around their quite low delivery.  That is it from me, Chairman. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  That last comment helps me to talk about the boroughs, and I speak as someone who 

is buying his first bike in about 30 years for physio reasons.  I will probably have one of those ones with a 

basket and I will put my dog in and potter about.   



 

 
 

 

However, the problem with some of these debates is clearly you are all passionately pro-cycling, and quite right 

too, but for the sake of balance I hear some little bit dismissive comments around almost the boroughs’ points 

around this.  I am looking at you, Simon [Munk], a little bit because you were the last one making those 

comments.  We experienced in Norbury a Quietway to be imposed on residents a year or two ago, and it was 

deeply unpopular.  Boroughs do have a responsibility to their residents - democracy it is in action - to respond 

to residents.  I sense here that we are, in a way, naturally dismissing the boroughs and dismissing local people’s 

feelings around this to push through a very good agenda, which is about healthy living.  For the sake of 

balance, we need to consider that and consider the fact that local councils and local borough leaders have a 

responsibility - and I speak as a councillor, and there are councillors around here - to their residents.  I hear a 

little bit of dismissiveness around that, and Simon is going to respond robustly to that, no doubt. 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Yes, probably, but with some 

sympathy for your point.  I live in Walthamstow, and I was involved with the Waltham Forest Mini-Holland 

before the Waltham Forest Mini-Holland was a Mini-Holland, before there was a Mini-Holland, so I have been 

on the receiving end of much of the ire and anger and ‘bike-lash’ that we have seen from residents in Waltham 

Forest.  I can understand the concern, and when you see residents rising up en masse against a scheme, they 

are raising points and that has to be listened to. However, we have to separate out how a consultation works 

and how we listen to people and how we get schemes that are really vital for London and that we have all said 

collectively we want, on a collective level, and when it turns up on your street and you are a bit knocked about 

losing a car parking space or whatever.  It is that disconnect.  Every survey going, every piece of data we have, 

says people overwhelmingly want more cycling.  All across London people are saying that, they are saying it 

loud and clear, but when it turns up on their street, when they feel like the council is imposing it, that becomes 

a huge problem. 

 

In Waltham Forest we have had multiple villages or ‘villagisation’ schemes, which are quiet neighbourhoods.  

The first one of those was incredibly controversial.  The second one of those no one ever talks about.  It is 

bigger, it has displaced more motor vehicle traffic, it is a much more ambitious scheme, yet it is invisible as far 

as the public is concerned.  The reason why is because the council dramatically changed the way it consulted 

and the way it engaged with residents from the first to the second.  In the second one, it started a real 

conversation with residents.  It said, “What do you like about your streets?  What do you not like about your 

streets?  Oh, you do not like loads of traffic cutting through your streets.  We can do something about that”.  

Then it said, “This is what we are thinking about doing.  Do you like it?  What do you not like?  Can we shift 

it?  Can we move it?”  They had a conversation with residents.  As a result of that, the first scheme was a very 

tightly fought 44% in favour of the scheme versus 41% against.  The second scheme was about 65% in favour.  

The opposition collapsed because people felt listened to.  We have to learn how to listen to people, but listen 

to them without just saying, “You do not like losing that parking space.  We will chuck the scheme out”.  We 

have to stop doing that.  We have to stop backing down at the first sign of any trouble.  We have to start 

having conversations. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  No doubt we will have one or two others comment because in the next section, which 

others will lead on, you will see there are great swathes of the south east, of areas that I represent, where there 

are no cycle schemes.  That is probably not just because it is unpopular but because those schemes are not 

there.  Matt, you were going to comment. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Yes.  I just thought that was really articulate.  Just to add to 

that perfect example of how things change, there is a petition in your borough now asking for another village, 

so it has completely changed.  You mentioned Norbury Avenue.   



 

 
 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  You nodded, did you not?  You know this one. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Yes.  Anyone who worked on that scheme found that 

particularly challenging, but the fact is that the monitoring showed the majority of people on that street in 

favour of the scheme, only marginally.  The wider community that used that as a cut-through did not want that 

to be taken away.  It is a really, really interesting example. 

 

We can go into that community and try to convince people of the need for change, but the most effective 

method was for us to get a space, get people from both sides of the argument to come in and talk to each 

other.  Those conversations were super effective, but this requires quite a lot of effort upfront.  It makes the 

initial part of delivering the scheme a little bit longer and slower but it should speed up the second part of the 

scheme.  No one knows their local community better than people that live there.  There is stuff we have done 

in terms of putting in pedestrian crossings or narrowing footways or some trees or some seating that makes the 

space better that has come from that community.  It is vital to engage. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  I like Simon’s [Munk] view on asking the consultations.  It is a bit like a European 

Union (EU) referendum: you keep asking the question until you get the right answer.  I say that with tongue in 

cheek.  Chairman, thank you for that last comment on that one.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much indeed.  I like that one.  Very good.  We are now going 

to look at outer London and we look to Assembly Member Russell.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you, Chairman.  Yes, we have covered quite a lot of this already, but broadly we 

have a situation in London where the majority of the investment has been in inner London, where 70 out of 73 

of TfL’s Better Junctions programme have been in inner London, the majority of the money has been spent on 

inner London, yet we have the analysis of cycling potential that shows 14 of the outer boroughs having the 

most potential.  If we can focus in a bit on outer London, my opening question is: what are the different 

cycling infrastructure needs of outer London compared to inner and central London?   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  Here I would encourage you to think of cycling 

infrastructure as including the bikes themselves.  I mean there, cycle hire, whether it is fixed or floating, 

dockless or docked, which is not the only answer for outer London, as we have said.  For all these things, it is a 

blend, but given all the statistics you just reeled off, where clearly the fixed infrastructure priorities have been 

central and inner London, that is not going to turn around overnight, so quicker things that can happen to my 

mind include access to the bikes themselves, which certainly is a barrier to cycling.  As I say, it is necessary but 

not sufficient.  There the role of dockless in particular, probably, in reality, given the timescales and the money 

involved with fixed, with cycle hire, that is interesting stuff.  When you look at the take-up rates that 

happened in some other cities, that are starting to happen in some of the areas of London - again, mostly 

central and inner - that do have dockless bikes already, there is something there that is positive.  It has to be 

done in the right way, which is not necessarily entirely simple but can be done, but there is something to look 

at there. 

 

Slightly going back to the previous question, there is something about genuine conversations and consultation 

and getting into the attitudes underlying lack of cycle use, lack of interest in or resistance to cycling and what 

really lies behind that.  Not all of those conversations will be successful ones that will turn it around, but I 

suspect some of those conversations - Simon’s [Munk] points about Walthamstow and so on - can be turned 

around.   



 

 
 

 

That finally takes me back to the data bit.  This is where having some data, even just on the potential, is 

extremely important, and then seeing some things happen on the ground, extracting the best possible data out 

of that - so, again, TfL working with any party that has relevant data here - to help prove the case, to help 

shift those conversations of perceptions and into realities.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  You mean use the data to help the community to understand the need for change? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  If you talk of it in terms of sides, I mean to help both 

sides.  I mean the community, absolutely, but also whoever is seeking to make an intervention, whether that is 

to put in a fleet of bikes or to put in a bike lane, whatever that might be. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Since you have raised dockless bike hire, that was something I was going to come to at 

the end of this section, but since you have already raised it, is there any evidence that they are being used a 

lot?  We certainly have two different dockless bike hire sets of bikes around Islington over the last few months, 

and I have not seen a lot of people using them there.  They are ranged up and there seems to be a bit of a 

Friday night thing of knocking them all over and people picking them up again.  Have you come across much 

evidence about how much they are being used and whether they really are helping more people use bikes?   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  I do not have any specific take-up figures to throw 

back at you.  The operators clearly will have that data.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Of course. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  The ones that are already live in London and the other 

ones which are seeking to be live in London clearly see the potential, otherwise why would they be bothering?  

 

There is, of course, again the chicken-and-egg thing of having a sufficient fleet of bikes, and there are 

multiple operators in this market, so fleets of bikes that make it work for people.  A bit like all kinds of cycling 

infrastructure, you do need to get to some sort of critical mass level to really see uptake and start to grow 

strongly.  Nonetheless, my understanding is it has been pretty positive in London so far, and certainly in other 

UK cities and other global cities it has been extremely positive.  The two big operators have been approaching 

200 cities worldwide.  Millions of daily hires, millions of bikes and so on.  At that top level, it works.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  The other issue with the use of these dockless bikes is the fact that they are 

constrained to particular boroughs.  Do you think that they need to be more pan-London?  We heard earlier 

about people wanting to make those trips that do not go in and out of the centre.  If that is where the 

potential is for people using these bikes, then does that not suggest that there needs to be a joined-up 

approach so that they can be used to make those trips that people seem to want to make and at the moment 

are making by car? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  Yes, in a word.  The potential is orbital and radial, but 

the borough co-ordination need, again, comes back here strongly and it is something I am trying to make a bit 

of headway on.  You have these competitors in the market, which is a healthy thing.  You also, to some degree, 

have a co-ordination need.  You do not want to have streets swamped with bikes, and equally you do not want 

to have bike deserts.  Clearly, people do not cycle by borough boundary, so what they do not need is a 

borough with lots and lots of bikes, absolutely nothing, and then not much, and then lots, a patchwork.  We 

have heard in other kinds of cycling infrastructure that does not work very well.  There is clearly a co-



 

 
 

ordination need here.  It is difficult because of London’s governance landscape that it has, but nonetheless the 

need is there. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Does anyone else want to come in on the dockless bikes?   

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  We have an 

experiment running in Manchester at the moment with Mobike, and it is a very, very steep learning curve.  I 

have a complete fascination with not just bikes but this particular type of scheme because it speaks to the 

point I made earlier about ease.  It is so easy and it is such a clever idea.  It is very Uber-like, both potentially 

pluses and negatives.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  I was going to say, do not put us off it, some of us. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  The fact that I can 

open an app and say, “Right, there is a bike 50 metres from me”, I reserve it, I walk over there, I get on it, I ride 

it to where I want to go, I get off it, I park it responsibly, and I am done.  That is very, very attractive to me, 

and to use it has cost me 50p for half an hour.  That is very attractive.  That is very enabling.  It is a local 

journey.  With the longer journeys, they are not built for it.  They have an exponential energy requirement for 

speed ratio.  Once you get to 10 miles an hour, you are Olympic standard.  They are very short-journey tools 

but, in this day and age, they are something that is free for a local council.  I am aware of the numbers that it 

costs, even after sponsorship for the docked scheme here.  Completely free.  It is an absolute godsend. 

 

The downside is its freedom.  The bikes can go anywhere.  Vandalism is a real problem that has to be faced.  

You mentioned bikes being pushed over.  There is a lot worse than that, and that is a real challenge because it 

is such a potentially potent tool, a real enabler.  You mentioned joined-up as well.  If you create the space, 

then give people the tools to use it, and of sufficient saturation.  When I go to work in the morning, I am 

confident that I will look outside the door, I will look at the app and I will know within 100 metres of me there 

is going to be a bike.  I will have a way to get to work that I can depend on.  It is a real enabler. 

 

As far as controlling it goes, one of the things that we are discussing now with Mobike is it has a points 

scheme, so you start with 100 points, you infringe some rules, you lose points.  It gets more expensive to the 

point you become blocked and you cannot use the scheme any more.  If we can make that slightly more 

proactive, and if I go out of my area, I know I am going to pay a penalty, I am going to lose some points, but if 

I put it back in a preferred area, I gain some points and it treats people like adults, that is very interesting.  The 

way the technology is built, they have the flexibility to change things like that.  I think it has huge potential for 

the future.   

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  Can I come in on that?  I have spent the last year or so doing some 

research on public bikes in Shanghai and also keeping tabs on the European Cyclists’ Federation’s public 

European bike-sharing symposia and collective.  To sound a bit of a note of caution on these based on that, of 

course we are in the early days of this technology, this particular initiative.  Certainly, it is not to completely 

discourage it, but we are seeing it rolled out in Manchester, Sheffield, Newcastle, Bristol, Norwich, various 

cities, and I am hoping to get around to do some research in these places soon, particularly to see what kinds 

of agreements are being put in place between the municipality and the operator.   

 

Our experience in Shanghai: of course, at their peak, there were about 30 of these operators all competing, 

with a peak of about 1.5 million bikes, so that is about one bike for every 16 residents of Shanghai.  A real 

saturation there.   



 

 
 

 

There are a number of issues to flag there.  One of them is the issue of data.  If we look at who is backing 

these schemes, it is internet giants Baidu and Tencent.  Why are these schemes being rolled out?  Is it because 

they believe in sustainable mobility solutions or is it because they want to harvest user data?  How long is this 

going to last if they realise they cannot make any money out of that data?  There is that issue.   

 

There is also an issue in terms of data-sharing.  These bikes are Global Positioning System (GPS) enabled.  

They are a valuable resource about where people cycle in cities, but at the moment it is unclear how much of 

that data is being given back to the municipalities.  Chris might be able to say something about the agreement 

they have come to in Manchester on that.  There is a real issue there in terms of data-sharing and certainly, in 

the London context, any agreements need to be clear about who has ownership of that data.  Is it the private 

operator?  How is it going to be leveraged? 

 

Also, you have a question here: would it be better to have a more competitive model for dockless bike hire 

schemes, multiple operators?  For a number of reasons, I would suggest the less operators the better.  From 

the user perspective in Shanghai, we have seen that most users only are signed up to one or two operators.  

You do not want a phone full of 30 different apps, each one for a different bike operator.  In the London 

context, with each borough having a different operator, it could be quite problematic.  In terms of integration 

with other kinds of ticketing, the fewer operators the better.  In terms of just a broader sustainable mobility 

plan, trying to co-ordinate with 33 different public bike operators, how they fit into TfL’s broader masterplan, 

becomes more problematic.  There are a number of reasons why we should be cautious with these things, not 

to dismiss it.  Of course, as Chris says, the flexibility of these schemes is fantastic.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Did you want to come back on that? 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Yes.  I am aware that 

Rachel [Aldred] wants to come in as well.  The future is almost certainly going to be some form of franchising, 

so you want that competition, which is very useful for negotiating, for getting the best deals, for keeping 

people motivated.  I personally would not like to see lots and lots of different operators either.  It is nice when 

you have a brand, and you see orange in the distance or you see yellow, and you know, “All right, that is a hire 

bike” and you go in that direction.  That is good.  To have the potential for competition is also very healthy.  

There is an awful lot of learning to be done here, and if we asked the same question in a year there would be 

an awful lot more, I would have a much richer response to be able to give you, but I definitely think it is the 

future. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Just very briefly, following on from that, definitely some 

co-ordination is needed, and ideally it would be nice if there was one app across the whole of London.  That 

would also facilitate data-sharing and potentially facilitate pricing incentives.  One thing I have been floating is 

the idea of a freedom pass for cycling, whereby older people could just pick up a bike and use it for free, and 

having that integration would facilitate that. 

 

Just a second quick point.  In the US they have looked at bike-share equity and the role of bike-share in 

getting underrepresented communities cycling, and they found that good-quality cycle hire along with bike 

infrastructure can help improve some of that income-based inequality.  Potentially, bike-share has a role in 

improving participation as well.   

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  Can I just add to that very quickly?  One of the things we could 

probably do particularly to increase cycling in outer London if these schemes are being rolled out is a 



 

 
 

stipulation perhaps for these operators to supply non-standard cycles - things like cargo bikes, things like 

trikes as well - because there are huge barriers to entry in terms of the costs of those kinds of vehicles, 

whereas, if they are freely available, we might start seeing a more diverse group of people cycling and at very 

minimal cost to the borough. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  We can expect electric dockless bikes probably this year, 

which is very exciting.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  From all companies? 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  We have had some discussions with some, and it is being 

thought about and developed.  Clearly, it comes with some new challenges that need to be worked through, 

but that is an exciting development.  I have five apps on my phone for bike hire.  It is not user-friendly.  There 

seem to be some different companies in London doing different things, so we are like a test-bed right now.  It 

is pretty exciting.  You have Urbo looking at the north east, Obike and others in the centre.  Some of those 

models charge a joining fee because they do something different with the data.  I would really like to 

understand what happens to my data, the point that Justin [Spinney] made. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes.  The idea of, as Rachel [Aldred] was saying, one app would really simplify things.  

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Absolutely, yes. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Can I take us back to the original question?  Richard [Dilks] took us off into dockless 

bikes, but the original question was: what are the different cycling infrastructure needs of outer London 

compared to inner and central London?   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I saw a presentation from a 

Dutch planner a while ago, and this was my lightbulb moment.  The Dutch plan their suburban conurbations in 

a 2km walking radius and a 6km cycling radius.  Essentially, mode trips for walking drop off after about 2kms, 

and that holds true in London and most of the UK, most of the world probably.  Most people do not like 

walking more than 2kms.  Most people do not like cycling more than 6kms.  The routes in the Cycle 

Superhighways we see at the moment and the routes that run from inner London to central London are quite 

often used for commuting trips by people who are willing to ride more than 6kms quite often, and so we have 

outliers who are the cycling population at the moment.  In the future, we should be planning for a cycling 

population that does not cycle 15kms to work, as I do every day.  For that population in outer London, you are 

not going to run from Barnet to central London, you are not going to ride from Walthamstow probably to 

central London, but you are going to ride to your nearest train station, you are going to ride to the Tube, you 

are going to ride to the shops.  Your planning should be very similar: we should still see cycle tracks on main 

roads, we should still see quiet neighbourhoods, we should still see Quietways.  We should still see all of the 

technology and tools and approaches that we see already, but we should be planning not necessarily to funnel 

all those people into central London.  We should be funnelling them to amenities, train stations, transport 

hubs, etc. 

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  That was one of the things that I was going to pick up on: that 

sense of these journeys from the outer boroughs are going to be too long for most people, and so there is a 

focus, in the analysis of cycling potential, I guess, perhaps it is not the place to have it in that document, but 

there is more of a focus on interchange.  The focus on interchange in that document was much more around 

providing cycle parking there, but those places can be so much more than that if they have meaningful retail, if 



 

 
 

they have nurseries, dentist, doctors, and we can reduce the need to travel or we can at least make sure that 

people are perhaps making fewer trips.  It is that idea of those station interchanges as real hubs.  It is not just 

about increasing the density of those areas; it is about increasing the diversity of those areas as well. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  I will just join in with that from my side.  Integrating it 

with the public transport network is undoubtedly one very strong point, particularly on the radial going into 

town flow.  It is remarkably difficult still to get around outer London radially.  To get from the bit of outer 

London you are in to the next-door bit is often quite hard work apart from in a car, and that is partly why the 

car is easily the dominant share in outer London.  Cycling and walking have a real role in the Healthy 

Streets/Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) agenda and starting to and continuing to turn that around, really.  A 

look at how you can get by cycle - which includes the infrastructure, the bikes themselves and all these other 

points we have been making - to those nearest hubs and adjacent ones is partly where the strategic analysis 

takes us already.  That starts to show that data and that potential, but that could then be seen to be helping 

both TfL and boroughs, potentially, with some of the issues they have.  In a world where public transport is 

never going to be as good in outer London as in inner and central - because public transport needs density to 

work really well - and there is not much money for new public transport and you want to cut down on car 

transport, then looking at what can be done with funding for cycling and walking is a must. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I am surprised no one has talked about the massive main roads in outer London.  We 

have recently done a study on outer London junctions and one of the things that we saw were huge 

community-severing roads.  People would say that actually it was easier to drive to cross the road than it was 

to walk down the road to find a bridge to cross the North Circular and then walk back on the other side of the 

road to end up on the other side from where they had started.  Does anyone want to pick up on that at all?   

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Yes, I came to one of those sessions with you, stood under a 

massive flyover in Romford.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  With Keith [Prince AM]. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Yes, with Keith as well.  Outer London is different.  It is much 

bigger.  The change that the MTS requires has to happen in outer London.  The severance there is much 

greater.  There is a huge amount of work to be done to overcome those barriers and to deal with those 

junctions.  However, ultimately, the type of infrastructure that is needed is the same as in inner London.  

Protection where the roads are busy and decent high-quality backstreets just add to this. 

 

The bulk of the work we deliver is in outer London and we have had quite a lot of success working with the 

community, particularly a defined area, changing their streets.  This is not coming at it from a cycling 

perspective.  This is improving your environment.  One of the outcomes of that is a better place to cycle and 

walk.  We did that in Marks Gate where there was an issue with speed and people coming through a very small 

community in Barking and Dagenham at 80 miles per hour.  Residents were concerned about that.  They did 

not come to us saying, “We want more cycling”.  They came us saying, “This is just too hostile”.  One of the 

outcomes and one of the things we were able to do was to say, “How about you walk more of your journeys?  

How about you cycle more of your journeys?  There is a Crossrail station opening just down there.  It is a 15-

minute bike ride away and that opens up access into inner London”.  The point is that that was a big 

engagement with communities in a very focused area with a Healthy Streets hat on rather than a transport hat. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  That follows on quite nicely because I wanted to say 

something about safety.  That is such a big issue in outer London, but it is not really recognised because you 



 

 
 

do not have such high cycling rates in outer London and so you do not have as many deaths and injuries as 

you do in central London.  However, if you look at risk per cyclist, then you find something quite interesting, 

which is that some outer London boroughs have injury odds per cyclist up to seven times higher than central 

and inner boroughs.  Injury risks per kilometre cycled are sometimes much higher in outer London but we are 

not taking account of that because the fact that few people cycle means that we do not get the numbers of 

deaths and serious injuries.  It is completely unfair and it is very serious because we know that injury risks in 

central London are substantially higher than they should be.  They are substantially higher than the 

Netherlands.  If you think of the fact that injury risks for people cycling in outer London are several times 

higher than that again, there is a reason why people in outer London are not cycling.  One of the reasons why 

they are not cycling is that they are probably quite realistically perceiving that there is a danger on these 

hostile roads. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  There was a report from London Councils about the way the 

population is changing and changing much more quickly than it has in the past with this movement from inner 

to outer London.  I just wonder how the Walthamstow project was affected by people who were priced out of 

inner London and had an expectation that they would be able to cycle and walk in a much more comfortable 

environment because that is what they had experienced in the centre.  I am optimistic, but I think that is a 

benefit. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  That brings us beautifully on to the Mini-Holland programme.  Simon has already very 

eloquently described the consultation processes and what Waltham Forest has learned from that.  Does anyone 

have any other lessons that you think we should be learning from the Mini-Holland programme?   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I have lived this project from 

before its inception all the way through and I am still very heavily involved in the Waltham Forest               

Mini-Holland.  I am also very involved in the Enfield Mini-Holland really now as well. 

 

The simple answer is that every single project that is of worth generates controversy.  There is always going to 

be a ‘bike-lash’.  You have to face it and you have to have that political leadership, but then at the end of it 

that ‘bike-lash’ dies away.  In Waltham Forest, there is no controversy left.  There are a tiny handful of people 

who are still quite bitter and angry about the Mini-Holland.  The vast majority of people who were angry about 

the Mini-Holland are now angry about Brexit or the collapse of the National Health Service (NHS) or various 

other things.  That ‘bike-lash’ dies away. 

 

However, what is left - and particularly both in Enfield and in Waltham Forest - are schemes that really 

threaten the status quo and that have really taken space away from private motor vehicles, but the results are 

fantastic.  We are seeing initial results from Waltham Forest and from Enfield that really are valuable and show 

that this can be done.  It can be done in outer London, it can be done anywhere in London, and the results are 

great.  We have to do more of it.  The political leaders in both particularly, again, Enfield and Waltham Forest 

have really faced a lot of flak and they have had to face down a lot of flak, but the results at the end are worth 

it. 

 

That is my key learning from the Mini-Holland.  Anyone who has not been to the A105 scheme, anyone who 

has not been to Lea Bridge Road, anyone who has not been to the Black Horse Village should get out there 

and have a look at what is happening out there because it is radical and worth it.  

 



 

 
 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Just to follow on from that, I have been involved in 

ongoing evaluation of the Mini-Holland scheme.  The evaluation is ongoing and the scheme is still ongoing 

but, just to let you know, we have some interim findings that are very promising and earlier than you might 

expect to find them.  This is in terms of both behaviour - both walking and cycling - and also attitudes.  There 

are indeed positive signs that interventions do have an impact. 

 

The other thing I wanted to say was in terms of the results.  We are finding stronger results in areas that had 

interventions, not just Mini-Holland boroughs per se, but those areas within the boroughs that did have the 

interventions: the modal filtering, the neighbourhood schemes and so on.  It makes sense because these are 

things that are going on right in people’s immediate neighbourhoods and they see them and they then are 

potentially more likely to walk and cycle.  Maybe it is obvious, but it is nice to see it. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Just quickly from me, I do not think there is anything startling 

that came out of it.  There was stuff we knew, but on the detail and how the borough dealt with it, there is a 

lot of learning at that level.  We knew there would be opposition.  The learning is that how that was overcome.  

They did a great job in both those two boroughs on communications very early.  You have talked about that 

really clearly.  Waltham Forest brought a group of experts in very early and so was not relying on perhaps a 

traditional transport engineering approach, which was very strong.  It just shows you what can happen when 

you are working in one local authority and you have political support, again reinforcing that point. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  We have one final question here, which is: are there other particular lessons from the 

Mini-Hollands that should be informing the Mayor’s Liveable Neighbourhood schemes?  They have less money 

and so what do they need to learn from Mini-Hollands?   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  That ties into what I have just 

remembered I was going to say.  The first thing is that they have to be bold, they have to be brave and they 

have to really be willing to face controversy.  I would argue again that any scheme that is worth it probably is 

going to cause some ‘bike-lash’ and some controversy. 

 

The other thing is - and this is a general point about the whole of London, not just Liveable Neighbourhoods, 

which I was going to make - that the London Cycling Campaign is absolutely behind the Healthy Streets 

agenda.  We think the Healthy Streets agenda is great, but there is a really important lesson to be learned from 

the Mini-Hollands and about Healthy Streets, which is that cycling plays a really important part in that process.  

There is a risk that some boroughs will look at Healthy Streets and Liveable Neighbourhoods and see walking 

and public transport.  These are popular modes that are very easy to do something for, but if we are to hit the 

Mayor’s ambitions to get 80% active travel by 2041, the growth in mode share is going to be in cycling.  The 

vast majority of trips need to come from cycling.  We are not going to see explosive growth in bus usage.  We 

are not going to see explosive growth in pedestrians and walking rates.  We are going to see it in cycling. 

 

Therefore, what is really clear from the Mini-Hollands that good cycling schemes turn out to be most often 

good walking schemes, good community schemes, good neighbourhood schemes, if they are done right, but 

also that cycling is an intrinsic part of that.  If we try to make schemes that are just about walking and ignore 

cycling, the Liveable Neighbourhoods programme will go quite badly wrong. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  When I first saw the 

Liveable Neighbourhoods, I really liked that as a tool to engage more people and to stop this tribalisation of 

transport methods.  I really like it, but I was going to echo exactly the same note of caution that it can be used 

to not do things as well.  It is really important that we do not lose the steer of how you would achieve that. 



 

 
 

 

When you mentioned before the 2kms and 6kms, that is a great rule that seems to stand the test.  Wherever 

you are probably in the world and definitely in the country, people will walk 2kms and will ride 6kms, and then 

there is a big drop-off to enthusiasts for anything more than that.  Accept that and see what that lets you 

achieve.  Linking up to public transport is the obvious one, rather than trying to link it to central London. 

 

The Healthy Streets/Liveable Neighbourhoods approach, used carefully, is an excellent way to engage more 

people, to make it about kids, schools, their health, and people will accept more change.  It is a really good 

approach if used carefully. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  My only point is the role of business and engaging with 

businesses in these local areas.  The need for quality is there in terms of what the interventions are and it is 

there in how consultation is done with the community, and the community includes businesses.  Business 

attitudes on some of these schemes can be quite important arbiters of some of the local dynamics as to 

whether there is support or there is not support or whether initially there is opposition but that turns into 

support to whatever degree, etc.  There is a role there. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Just two points.  One follows on from that and that is 

something that I was going to mention: potentially to engage with business, to think about how demand might 

change.  There is an example from a restaurant in a particular scheme where the demand changed.  It did not 

go down, but it meant that customers were coming at the weekend rather than weekday lunchtimes, for 

instance.  If the businesses had been engaged, thinking about those kinds of issues, you need to change staff 

shift patterns, you need to think about what you provide.  More travel demand planning with businesses is 

good. 

 

My other point was around monitoring and evaluation.  The Liveable Neighbourhoods scheme is really 

promising, but so far I have not seen anything around a standardised evaluation framework.  TfL should be 

doing more to encourage boroughs to collect and share data: cycle counts, intercept surveys.  It does not all 

have to be expensive stuff, but it needs to be done in a standardised way and it should be shared.  We could 

do a lot more with routine and relatively cheaply collected data.  That needs to be done and TfL could take 

more of a role there. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  I very much agree with that. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  I just wanted to pick up the conversation earlier about 

Mobikes, which, Chris, you said you have in Manchester across your boroughs.  Are you getting access to the 

data they are collecting? 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  I am not au fait with 

that at the moment.  I am aware of it, but if we chose to bundle it up in the franchise, one of the conditions 

would be “these are the terms that we would like you to engage with here as the operator of choice for this 

period of time”.  We will need to, potentially, strengthen some local law so that we can make sure that we have 

only one operator and I know that that is something that is being looked at here to try to keep a rein on it and 

stop bikes cluttering the street.  I would say that the data could be part of that franchise process. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Thank you. 

 



 

 
 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Simon, you said that if the Mayor is to hit his target by 2041, he has to focus more on 

cycling than on walking.  Did I understand this right?  If you did say that, why did you say that? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I would not say he has to focus 

more on cycling than on walking.  Both modes are absolutely vital to improve, to understand and to plan for.  

However, that in terms of the number of trips and in terms of the growth rates, then TfL’s own predictions and 

the Mayor’s predictions are that the growth is going to come from cycling.  Essentially, a lot of the trips, 

particularly in central London - this is less true for outer London - that currently could be walked or have the 

potential to be walked are walked.  If you are going to go 2kms in central London, you try to get on a bus and 

you get off the bus because the bus is not going anywhere anyway, and so then you walk.  However, of the 

pie, of the chunk of stuff that is currently driven and is currently done by motorised modes that we want to 

shift over to being active travel, cycling is the area where we can grow much more. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  There is also a great emphasis that we could be encouraging more walking, say, to 

schools and then safer pathways.  I am really encouraged that this Mayor appointed a Cycling and Walking 

Commissioner rather than just a Cycling Commissioner. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Could I just add to 

that?  The two do go together if you are very careful that you do not water down the cycling aspect.  The 

school is very poignant.  30% of journeys in Greater Manchester made by car are less than 1km and it is a 

figure that is roughly reflected across the country, which is unbelievable.  The flipside of course is that the 

potential there is enormous.  When you look at what would make people want to walk, it is the same thing.  

The two things can be addressed together, cycling and walking, because they are the junctions.  Would I let my 

12-year-old walk to school or what would make me?  If I know that they are safe and I know that the route 

they are going to use is protected all the way. 

 

Traffic speed is a big one.  Twenty miles an hour is painful to drive at, but it makes an enormous difference not 

just to safety in the event of an accident but the perception of a street.  If we can get not just 20-miles-per-

hour signs but a 20-miles-per-hour speed, the difference between whether you would let your children walk to 

school or not is enormous.  It affects the whole community. 

 

Going back to the DfT, there is one of the things I would be very interested in.  This is very speculative at this 

stage, but local enforcement of 20-miles-per-hour zones so that we can make it work, and then put the money 

back into that community and possibly into that street or road to get around the political aspect that this is 

just about making money.  Yes, it is, but here is where that money has gone.  We can get 20 miles an hour but 

that may need some central Government action to allow that to happen.  Possibly even decriminalise 20 miles 

an hour as a speed limit so that we can enforce it locally, but find some mechanism.  It is something that we 

know works.  We know it enhances a neighbourhood.  People locally want it, but at the moment it is not 

happening by putting a sign up and very few police forces are enforcing it or have the resource to do so.  

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I was just going to add that, 

again, one of the experiences from the Waltham Forest Mini-Holland is that good cycling infrastructure is 

generally good walking infrastructure as well.  That is the other thing.  We can improve the pavement, but that 

does not do anything for cycling and therefore we are not going to get the growth rates.  However, if we 

remove through traffic, for instance, in the neighbourhood as we have seen in Waltham Forest, then it is not 

just the cycling rates that go through the roof but the walking rates as well.  Really, again, it is a case of saying 

that we should be planning for walking and cycling and public transport, but we should make sure that each of 

those modes is really considered, not just walking or public transport or even just cycling. 



 

 
 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Living just off the A105 in Enfield, I can say it is a much nicer walking experience as 

well down my local high street. 

 

I am going to ask about cycle parking.  Eight years ago, I did a report into cycling parking because that was 

identified as one of the major barriers.  People did not get on their bikes if there was nowhere to securely leave 

them and lock them when they were going about their cycle journeys. 

 

My first question really is an open one.  Is there sufficient cycle parking in London or what more needs to be 

done?   

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  No, there is not.  I think in one 

of your later questions you talk about what we call ‘fly parking’, which is parking on lampposts and railings and 

things like that.  We see that all over London and that is evidence of suppressed demand for cycle parking and 

unfulfilled demand for cycle parking.  There are also loads of locations where there is just no cycle parking at 

all and people do not cycle.  Cycle parking is tied to infrastructure and it is tied to cycle rates.  The more 

infrastructure we have, the more people feel comfortable cycling and the more cycle parking we will need.  We 

also need lots of cycle parking just generally everywhere and we are not getting it, particularly at train stations 

and transport hubs. 

 

My colleague Tom Bogdanowicz [Senior Policy and Development Officer, London Cycling Campaign] sits on 

the Cycle Rail Awards and every year he is depressed at how little innovative work has been done on rail 

stations across the whole of the UK, but in London as well, and how much cycle parking they have and secure 

hubs and the amount of parking that has been added.  We really have any issue across the board.  Cycle 

parking is a massive issue. 

 

The London Plan has improved matters with new developments, but even there we are still pushing very hard 

to see more in the new London Plan.  Particularly, there is not a consideration of how good the cycle parking 

is, both on the street -- 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  The quality? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Yes, both on the street in terms 

of how convenient it is and how the stands are constructed but then on secure parking and how easy it is to 

access.  Then things like, for instance, the numbers of cycle parking where you have a development which is 

downstairs retail and upstairs housing.  The London Plan dictates upstairs what happens in the flats, what 

happens in the houses or whatever above the retail, and it dictates for employees, but it does not necessarily 

dictate how much ambient on-street cycle parking there will be around businesses.  Again, there is a real gap 

here to provide a lot more, basically, across the board. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  One of my recommendations last time was that TfL in conjunction with cycling 

groups undertook a ward-level audit to see where the current cycling provision was and where it was needed.  I 

understand that is taking place with you.  Is that right? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Yes.  It is not my area of 

expertise, but, yes, I understand that is somewhat ongoing. 



 

 
 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Looking at those issues, would anyone like to come in?  Perhaps start with train 

stations.  One of the recommendations I made last time was about putting it into a franchise agreement.  Is 

that something that anyone else is looking at or any other ideas about the train stations?   

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  We are talking to a couple of train operating companies at the 

moment around franchising and that is part of their discussion with us.  They seem to be increasingly keen on 

the last mile and making sure that there is a secure place to leave the bikes.  The political mood around there is 

being heard and we are driving that forward.  There is an opportunity.  TfL and London have a great 

opportunity to promote cycle parking at stations and Tube stations.  TfL has to deliver 10,000 houses and so 

there is a great opportunity there. 

 

The big thing for me is the West End.  I picked up this suit recently and cycled down and could not park 

anywhere, but there is still car parking in that space.  It seems extraordinary. 

 

However, on the positive, there is now an increasing number of car parking spaces being taken out and 

replaced with bike hangers that can take eight bikes.  I do not see that in my area in outer London, but I see 

that increasingly in inner London.  There are some reasons to be positive. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  It is worth saying that it has moved on a lot in London 

in the last few years, but equally it clearly has a long way to go.  You only have to go to a Scandinavian rail 

station and experience cycle parking there to understand the gap that we might be thinking about closing. 

 

On the rail station bit, there is another thread that goes back to the DfT, clearly.  Particularly in a London 

context where we are thinking of the main termini, those are all Network Rail-managed and Network Rail is 

now formally part of the DfT.  Therefore, the DfT will also let the franchises to the train operating companies.  

Those roads meet there. 

 

Just to stress the quality point, at rail stations in particular but far from just there, not all cycle parking is 

created equal.  You do sometimes see official cycle parking that is not quite full and yet ‘fly parking’, to use 

Simon’s [Munk] term.  That to me is an indicator that people at the margins there are choosing that lamppost 

rather than the actual cycle stand, but then when you look at the conditions in those cycle stands you start to 

understand why that might be the case.  In other words, can you put your bike in there easily and can you get 

it out easily and will it be in the same condition that you put it in?  Those are real considerations for cyclists all 

the time when parking.  The quality of it really does matter.  It is, ultimately, data again here so that the 

analysis is again a step forward, to show you the potential and clearly mapping that against the provision 

existing and then thinking about the potential is the way to go. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  My understanding is that Network Rail is obliged to get maximum revenue from the 

space it has, which would require some sort of lean from the DfT to say, “Actually, with cycle parking, you can 

attract” -- 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  It might, but it is also worth thinking about some of the 

dockless bike operators where they have virtual docking stations.  It is a hybrid between the fixed stuff in the 

ground and areas where you are meant to drop the bikes and so on.  Part of their point is that they can utilise 

space that is not really very much used at the moment and they are not very space-hungry.  It might be a 

revenue issue within Network Rail, or are there some places where there is a solution where Network Rail is not 

going to get any revenue from that spot anyway, but you could put some decent cycle parking into it.  In any 



 

 
 

case, of course, there is the link between better cycle parking and more revenue, people spending in shops, 

etc. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  That was another of my recommendations, actually.  I put it side by side with the 

docking stations.  Simon, can I come back to you?  You said about boroughs being more open to putting 

cycles against railings or lampposts, but of course TfL has a policy of trying to move railings wherever possible 

and increasing use of shared space and roadways.  Is that proving difficult for cyclists or not? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  The removal of guard railings 

and things like that is not so rapid or so intense that it is proving a problem.  My view is that every time we see 

a bike parked on a railing, we should be thinking, “Where is the nearest stand?  How many stands are there?  

Can we put some more stands in?  There is clearly demand at this location.  We should do more at this 

location”.  We should not be penalising. 

 

Matt’s [Winfield] point about central London is a really good point.  There are whole swathes of central 

London where it is impossible to find anywhere to park and every railing is covered with a sign that says, “If 

you park your bike on this railing, your bike will be removed”.  Really, it is a double blow. 

 

We should be saying that, responsible parking, if you are not blocking the footway, we should just allow that 

generally.  If we are seeing lots of parking on railings, that should be just an indication of more desire at that 

point, whether that is a building railing or a guard railing or whatever.  Certainly, where there is a scheme 

coming through and the guard railing is being removed, at that point TfL or the local borough should be 

thinking very carefully, “If there are 20 bikes already on this railing and we are taking this railing out, where are 

those 20 bikes going to go?” 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Can I ask Richard?  You have mentioned Scandinavia and train stations, but are 

there any other examples from across the world with regards to cycle parking that we could look at? 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):   Across the world, Cambridge North was mentioned at the 

earlier session, which is a really good example.  It is a new station and so the circumstances are quite different 

to the UK. 

 

This does not answer your question, but cycling is the fastest-growing mode of transport.  There was a nearly 

9% - in 2016 - increase and so we need to be ambitious.  We need to plan for the future when we develop 

cycle parking.  That is what the Dutch do.  Yes, look to Holland but look to big cities like New York, too. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  I believe you have the 

potential for that at Waterloo Station and that has proved nearly impossible.  There is a huge unused space.  

When you say they are obliged to make some money off any square footage, well, it is there and it is not being 

used now, but that has proved very difficult.  It would seem to be that whatever agreement there is with the 

railways is not correct if that can happen, and so that needs to be addressed at the political level at the highest 

level. 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I was just going to say that in 

outer London - and in fact for that matter in inner London and central London as well - the boroughs that are 

installing bike hangers and multi-bike spaces on roads and things like that, coming back to Matt’s [Winfield] 

point about being ambitious in planning for future demand, we are seeing demand dramatically outstrip 

supply.  The waiting list in most of the boroughs that have cycle hanger arrangements is thousands of 



 

 
 

households.  We need to think about funding for those and how the funding streams work.  I would not want 

to see cycle parking cannibalising cycling infrastructure funding or on-road funding, but we should be 

identifying the boroughs that are really seeing growth in cycling.  People who cannot store their bikes and 

people who are struggling to store their bikes in flats need solutions and they need funding for that. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  Just a point from me.  We should also be a bit careful 

about not throwing the baby out with the bathwater over the ‘fly parking’, to give it that rather derogatory 

term.  Where it is done, as Simon said, where it is not causing an obstruction and is not causing problems for 

other people, I do not see a huge problem with that.  That is part of what London’s existing cyclists rely on.  

There is a bit of wiggle room that is wise to have.  The question here is about whether boroughs should be 

more open.  I do not know about more open, but they should be open to this happening in the right 

circumstances, while definitely taking Simon’s distress signal point. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Thank you. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  We come to the final item now, which is the Mayor’s targets. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you very much, Chairman.  My question is on mayoral targets.  What are the 

strengths of the draft MTS in terms of improving cycling infrastructure and what is missing?  I am looking at 

Simon to start us off. 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Much of the ambition is very 

exciting and we support the 80% target.  We support the target for 70% of residents to live within 400 metres 

of a safe, high-quality route. 

 

What is missing is the detail.  Firstly, interim targets, mode-share targets for cycling, we want to see those 

coming forward, but we also want to see some tighter definitions.  If we are to achieve this 80% mode-share - 

and that really is quite an ambitious target - and if we want to achieve a zero vision for fatalities and serious 

injuries in London and if we want to achieve many of these targets, we really have to start to demonstrate what 

they really mean in five years, in ten years, in 15 years. 

 

For instance, on the 70% target, we are already seeing a lot of politicking over what a safe, high-quality route 

might be.  We think that the bar really needs to be set high.  I would suggest that Chris’s [Boardman] earlier 

point about whether a competent 12-year-old would ride on it is a really good one.  For instance, Kensington 

and Chelsea as a borough is already saying that it has basically hit that bar.  I would argue - and the whole of 

the London Cycling Campaign would argue - that it is nowhere near that bar.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  You think there needs to be a tighter definition of what constitutes a high-quality, safe 

route? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Absolutely.  There has to be a 

roadmap of how we get to the 80% but also, yes, much tighter definitions.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  Some interim targets along the way? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Yes.  We have to tie all of this to 

funding.  For the first time, we really have to be willing to say to boroughs--  Andrew Gilligan talks about the 

willing and able, and those boroughs that are neither.  We have to be willing to say as a city, “If as a borough 



 

 
 

you are unwilling to deliver the quality needed, you should not get money because that money is badly spent.  

If you are a borough that is willing to go through the political pain of delivering high-quality cycling 

infrastructure and face the ‘bike-lash’ down and get through it, you should be funded as a priority”.  We have 

to tie funding to quality schemes.  That is absolutely vital if we are to achieve those targets. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Do you think we need a specific cycling mode-share target within that 80%?  I find it a 

little bit nebulous, that 80% public transport, walking and cycling.  If you say yes, what is a realistic figure? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I do not really want to put a 

mode target out there, frankly, because that is for the Mayor and Will Norman [Mayor’s Walking and Cycling 

Commissioner] to set and then for us to look at.  Interim targets are vital.  We understand there is a cycling 

plan coming from Will Norman and so we are going to look at those targets. 

 

However, in a way, more important than targets is rate and pace of change and pace of delivery.  Maybe the 

one point I have not covered here is that we know from other cities in Europe that one of the most explosive 

ways of increasing cycling mode share and increasing cycle journey rates is delivering a true network.  We have 

a very scattered and incomplete network of routes at the moment that mostly do not link up and that have 

obvious gaps.  As we move towards a network, we would expect to see a lot more cycling rates and the 

diversity of cycling increasing.  In a way, it is going to be very hard to predict exactly what mode share we will 

hit from that network, but delivering the network might get us way more mode share than we aim for as a 

target.  Delivering is more important than the actual target. 

 

However, also, we are going to wait and see what the Mayor is going to come back with as targets.  Yes, we 

think interim targets are important. 

 

Leonie Cooper AM:  I take your point about not necessarily being willing to say that 15% of the 80% should 

be cycling or something like that, but just on the overall point, whether you think there should be some sort of 

mayoral target, which you are saying you welcome coming from the Mayor.  Just to be very specific, do you 

think there should be a target for cycling? 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  Absolutely.  We think there 

should be broad targets for all modes -- 

 

Leonie Cooper AM:  Broad, yes. 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  -- and those targets should be 

interim targets across five-year periods or whatever. 

 

Leonie Cooper AM:  With parameters, then?  Do you think there should be at least 10% and aiming towards 

a maximum of 50%?  I do not know -- 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  That would be ideal, as far as I 

am concerned. 

 

Leonie Cooper AM:  Yes, that sort of thing, just to be clear.  Thank you, Chairman. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  If I could just add to 

that, I am just wrestling with this one at the moment about setting targets and it does seem quite an arbitrary 



 

 
 

thing to do.  I like measuring things and I like accountability, but 2041 is 23 years away.  If you took this as a 

business going to the bank, the bank would say, “That is great.  Tell me how you are going to achieve it”, and 

they would want to know what steps you are going to take and when you are going to take them before they 

will lend you the money and that is perfectly reasonable.  When you say, “If I put in a piece of segregated road 

between this business or school and a housing estate, all the evidence says I am going to get a 200% or 300% 

increase”, you would be measured on that.  “If I am allowed to put this in, then this is what it will deliver.” 

 

The target perhaps that the Mayor should focus on delivering is the 36kms or 36 miles of infrastructure that 

we know from evidence will deliver an increase in cycling.  An overall one is politically very useful and it 

galvanises everybody behind that target.  It is the same with the finances.  The money is not the hardest thing, 

but it says to people that you have committed this and it is serious, but it is all about how you actually get 

there.  A target 23 years away is really hard for anybody to get excited about.  Tell me what you are going to 

do in five years - and I know this takes time - and then ten years.  That is probably the absolute maximum and 

that is the bit that the bank would be interested in. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  This is why having some interim targets along the way would be helpful in terms of judging 

that. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  They would be helpful, but they are only as good as 

what lies behind them.  They are a bit gimmicky, but they do focus attention, but only if you have the roadmap 

or however you want to describe it that is the programme as to how you are going to get there.  That is where 

it really happens. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  I was going to go back to Matt on the Strategy and all of these questions. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Yes.  The 80% target for trips by sustainable modes by 2041 

is exciting.  It is the first time that we will respond to a consultation and not ask for a higher target at that 

level.  We think that is sufficiently ambitious. 

 

You are going to get consensus across this group around the need for interim targets.  We like those long-term 

targets and we like that direction of travel, but there needs to be something that the Mayor is accountable for 

in his term. 

 

There is a shorter, near-term target for Vision Zero within the Strategy and so there is opportunity to do that.  

Linking public health to the streets is a really important point and the traffic reduction strategies for boroughs, 

again, is a really important piece. 

 

However, the more you read the MTS the more you see what is missing, which is the stick, which you are going 

to come on to later -- 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Yes. 

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  Yes, and the pressure on outer London to deliver these 

numbers.  That is where these numbers are going to come from and that is why the streets in outer London - 

responding to Caroline’s report - need to change hugely. 

 



 

 
 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Yes, just coming in on that, the target for people living 

within 400 metres of a safe, high-quality cycle route, in principle, yes, is great, but the data needs to be in line 

with the definitions.  We need data on where the safe, high-quality cycle routes are. 

 

To give two examples, just coming in today westbound along Cycle Superhighway 2, it is mostly not that bad, 

but suddenly you are chucked onto a bus lane for 50 metres.  I am what TfL used to call a ‘hardened 

commuter’ and so I just jump onto it, look behind me and pedal fast, but I would not want a 12-year-old 

cycling on that.  That whole route is problematic from that point of view.  Part of my commute to work is a 

Quietway and there is a bit of it that takes 5,000 or 6,000 motor vehicles a day.  Again, no one is going to let a 

child cycle on that, and so we need the data about where the problems are and where the high quality is. 

 

A second point on that: destinations are important, too, not just getting access to the network but serving 

destinations by the network.  I am loathe to multiply targets, but looking at, for instance, what proportion of 

schools can be reached by a safe, high-quality cycle route and indeed walking route. 

 

Just a point on mode share targets, I would like to see them at a borough level.  We can do that in an 

evidence-based way because TfL has done work on cycling potential and so we can see what is realistic by 

each borough.  From my own work, which is on the cycle commuting potential, a short-term target of 20% for 

Hackney might be achievable in the short term but for outer London boroughs 4% might be equally 

challenging.  You could have different targets for different boroughs, but what we might need to do is to get 

more data to measure that because the London Travel Demand Survey is currently not powered to look at 

borough cycling levels beyond a three-year rolling average.  We might want to collect more data on that, but it 

might be worth it because ultimately the boroughs are going to be delivering a lot of this increase and we need 

to be able to track what they have achieved against what is realistic for them to achieve. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you.   

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  I was just going to add to that in some sense and to bring in the 

example of Copenhagen and some of the myopia of the targets.  It has set a target for increasing its journeys 

only in central Copenhagen.  It does not shout about it, but over the last ten years it has seen bicycle journeys 

between inner and outer Copenhagen go down and it has seen car use increase over that, and that is partly 

because of its focus and the target on central Copenhagen.  Much like Rachel, I would like to see a target for 

cycling in outer London and at the borough level.  That could be really useful as well. 

 

Then, just to come back to that first question, yes, I would like to see - the same as everyone else - some kind 

of disaggregation of that target of 70% because the danger is that we get towards the end of a term and the 

cycling target has not been reached and so we just focus everything on walking and public transport in order to 

try to get there and we leave cycling behind.  I would like some disaggregation there as well. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Chris, do you have any more thoughts on what might be missing from the MTS? 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  Safe space for riding.  

We are perhaps going back a little bit, but there were - and you have heard this again a few weeks ago from 

Andrew Gilligan - nine schemes and three are now in progress, I think.  People will do it when there is safe 

space and that is one of the things that would be tangible, would be measurable and we know would make a 

difference.  Measure me on how many kilometres I put in each year.  That is the way I would like to be 

measured in my role, how much I put in, and then I will tell you how much that has increased the level of 



 

 
 

cycling and walking because that is within my control.  It is about how much safe space you can put in to do 

these things.  However, more or less, I echo what has already been said. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Do you have anything else to add, Richard?  What about this question then of the stick 

rather than the carrot, just finally?  For politicians, this is always the more difficult of the two. 

 

Chris Boardman MBE (Greater Manchester Walking and Cycling Commissioner):  I will start on that 

because it is another one I am looking at and it is a very hot topic.  We had congestion charging floated some 

time ago in Manchester and it was a disaster.  It was stopped and Andy Burnham [Mayor of Greater 

Manchester] has said that we are not going there again.  It is really important that if you are going to have a 

stick, then you have to make sure there is a good carrot first. 

 

Although it is at capacity, you are blessed; the public transport is excellent here.  The train this morning was 

full and there was another one a minute later, which is phenomenal, and that tool is essential.  If I want 

somebody to get out of a private vehicle, I have to give them a viable alternative.  That is important.  However, 

once you have that, then you make this less convenient rather than a stick, if you like. 

 

Another benefit of your 20-miles-per-hour zone is that it evens up the modes of transport.  This is not a lot 

quicker; therefore, although I am sitting in a traffic jam, it is still better than this.  You are bringing this down.  

You are making traffic flow better by bringing the speed down and you are actually making this option more 

viable.  It is really important to recognise that you are making this look more attractive. 

 

It is more about convenience than a stick.  You make one more convenient than the other.  It does not 

necessarily just have to be about charging and reallocation of road space. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (University of Westminster):  Following on from that, I was really keen to talk about the 

street closures/vehicle-free zones example because it is very important not just to see that as a stick but there 

are benefits.  It is not just comfort benefits, either.  Also, streets become much safer as well as much more 

attractive. 

 

I have been doing some current research looking at cycling injury risk specifically in London.  One of the 

findings from the paper is that, for instance, reducing motor traffic volumes from 6,000 to 2,000 motor 

vehicles a day is associated with a reduction in cycling injury odds of around 70%.  Reducing motor vehicle 

volumes makes people who are cycling safer and, potentially, if more people are now cycling on those routes, 

the safety in numbers benefit kicks in and it gets safer again.  It can really help with our injury risk problem. 

 

It is also something that people see as very attractive, reducing motor vehicle volumes.  I did an intercept 

survey of a street where that kind of a reduction took place and asked pedestrians and cyclists about their 

views of the closure.  This was asking about air pollution, noise pollution, feelings of safe walking, crossing the 

road, all the Healthy Streets stuff.  On most indicators, around 60% to 70% of respondents said the street was 

much better.  There were really strong views that the street was much better once there was a lot less motor 

traffic on it. 

 

We also did an estimate of the health benefit from increased walking and cycling, and it was in the hundreds of 

thousands of pounds from this one street closure.  There are really big benefits. 

 



 

 
 

Just finally to say something: all the research I have been doing suggests that the benefits in terms of reducing 

motor traffic volumes are particularly strong for disabled pedestrians.  They are at particularly high risk of being 

injured by motor vehicles.  There are benefits for cycling and benefits for walking, not just a stick. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you.   

 

Matt Winfield (London Director, Sustrans):  It would be really good if there was a little bit more 

consistency and ease with which you could close a road.  At Sustrans we do a lot of this kind of thing where we 

close a road and use it in a different way just to give the community an idea about how the street could behave 

differently. 

 

The only time this has happened where I live was when the Olympics were on.  We have the royal wedding this 

year.  I am sure people are going to be closing streets to do that.  It is a really interesting opportunity to just 

think about that space and how it is used. 

 

We had a colleague and before he worked for us he bought a skip.  He put it on the road and lived in that skip 

briefly because he wanted to make a point about that space and how that space is free to everyone.  There is a 

value to that space. 

 

The extension of the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) is really interesting, getting people to understand how 

their behaviour has an impact and will have a cost.  With the technology behind that, we can begin to use that 

and think about how people can understand that the streets have a cost and you using them has a cost and 

you will need eventually to begin to pay for that.  Without that, I would want to see some kind of urgent talk 

about this.  Everyone working in this area understands that in the London context - with our growth, with the 

increase in car use in inner and outer London from the last studies - it is really important to get this on the 

table and think about it.  It is not like a congestion charge across London.  It is an intelligent use of how 

people move and charging them at particular times of day and in particular vehicles to do that.  To begin that 

debate would be really useful, but it is very difficult, I know. 

 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  We view smart road-user 

charging as absolutely vital for Sadiq Khan in the second term.  It is not quite as simple as putting the 

infrastructure in first and then making the alternatives available and then you start using the stick, as it were, 

because in London we are not going to get the space for cycling that we need on main roads.  We are not 

going to get a lot of the schemes in that we want to get in unless we can reduce private motor vehicle volumes 

in some key areas.  We really have to start getting those volumes down to give us the space because one of the 

constant concerns we have that TfL raises - and probably quite rightly - is, “If we put this scheme in here, we 

will see traffic back up to the South Circular”.  If that is true and their modelling is right, then, yes, that is a real 

issue and we need to address that issue, and one of the ways is by reducing those volumes so that we can then 

put the scheme in.  Therefore, road-user charging is really vital. 

 

I was just going to add to Rachel’s [Aldred] point.  I do not believe things like street closures and vehicle-free 

zones are sticks.  We are just finishing up a massive public consultation about Oxford Street.  Prior to that we 

had the Bank junction closure.  These are major schemes that remove most private motor vehicle traffic from 

our city.  Do we view them negatively and as a stick to the motorist?  I hope not.  We should view them as 

amazing opportunities to reclaim public space for our communities, our residents, our shoppers, our businesses 

and everyone. 

 



 

 
 

In Waltham Forest, again, we have had the villages schemes and the low-traffic neighbourhoods there.  That 

means that some drivers do face a minute or two extra on their journeys, but is that a stick?  Is that terrible?  

The fact is that in those areas kids are playing out on the streets just for no reason.  It does not require a play 

street.  They just go out and they play.  I would view that as a carrot, personally.  Those types of schemes are 

carrots, not sticks, yes. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  The carrot/stick distinction is helpful only up to a point 

- that is true - because one person’s carrot is another person’s stick.  Stopping rat-running in those backstreets 

is great if you live there or great if you are cycling or walking through there, but it is possibly less great if you 

are driving through, although how great a driving experience it ever was is a question. 

 

For us, there is a role also for road-user/driver-user charging here as part of a package.  It is not a magic 

solution, but, ultimately, London will have to come to that on a broader geographic basis.  Quite how that is 

done is then a really complicated set of questions that need proper investigation, but it is part of the toolkit, 

ultimately. 

 

For the reasons we have heard here, it is also worth making the point that it is to make road journeys better for 

those drivers who need to make them.  That is also part of the point there.  There is a real economic benefit to 

that as against the economic disbenefit we have at the moment of lengthy journey times and, in particular, 

unpredictable journey times, which is probably the single biggest issue for users of London’s road network.  

Therefore, carrot/stick carries you so far as a mechanism, but only so far. 

 

The other point is positive incentives.  We do not really have these in the system at the moment, but there are 

some parts of the world where drivers have been paid not to drive for, example.  Ultimately, as you bring more 

charging systems in - which to a degree is happening anyway as we are having ULEZ, we will have more road 

tolling, etc, and with the new river crossings - you get nearer to perhaps that world where you do not just have 

to do it negatively -- 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Where does that take place? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  The Netherlands have gone for that on some major 

roads, I believe -- 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Interesting. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Director, London First):  -- and it is where you get paid a small amount, but it is 

a signal if nothing else.  Then you can of course play tunes with reducing the price of public transport as well 

as putting the price up of car transport.  There is a variety of things you can do there. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Justin, did you have anything to add? 

 

Dr Justin Spinney (Cardiff University):  I do not have an awful lot to add, to be honest, except that we 

should try to avoid the object lesson of Milton Keynes, where we had some pretty good cycle-specific 

infrastructure built with no incentives to get people out of the cars and the choice that was made at the time 

by most people was just to stay in their cars.  It is the idea that we do need something, but I am an agreement 

with everyone else that we need to brand that in a different way. 

 



 

 
 

Simon Munk (Infrastructure Campaigner, London Cycling Campaign):  I was just going to say that we 

have outlined our support for smart road-user charging, but also, I would just point out that the experience of 

driving in London is already a very powerful disincentive.  We see the headlines about the average bus speed in 

central London.  Unsurprisingly, then, most people choose not to drive.  Particularly in central London we see 

that very strongly.  We are already at a point where we do not need to punish the motorists with a massive 

heavy stick.  What we do need to do is to drive down the motor vehicle volumes as we enable all of the 

alternatives to come on stream. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Good point. Good.  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  That has been very 

interesting and enlightening, actually.  I did like one of the opening comments and what has been coming 

through about how you have to be bold and you have to be brave.  It is true. 

 

Just to bore you for a second, I had a situation where I wanted to introduce a Sky Ride.  It is something that 

Sky used to sponsor.  You used to close a number of streets in your borough and make it open for cycling for 

one day.  The amount of criticism I got -- the majority of people did not want me to do this Sky Ride.  I said, 

“No, I am going to do it”, and we did it.  The people who were the most critical were coming up to me to say, 

“That is the best thing we have ever done”.  It is true.  You do have to be bold and you do have to be brave. 

 

Another clear message here: there has to be the political will and ambition.  Thank you very much indeed for a 

very interesting session.  Thank you. 


