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Transport Committee - Wednesday, 12 July 2017 
 

Transcript of Agenda Item 5 – Mayor’s Transport Strategy 
 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  We now come to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  I would like to first of all 

welcome to the first part of today’s session Stephen Joseph, who is Chief Executive of Campaign for Better 

Transport; David Begg, Visiting Professor from Plymouth University; Nicole Badstuber, Researcher in Urban 

Transport Governance at University College London; and also, Richard Dilks, Transport Programme Director, 

London First.  Thank you very much for giving up your time.  We really appreciate it.  Thank you. 

 

First of all, we want to look at the overview, really, of the Strategy.  If I could ask all the guests today, what is 

your overall impression of the Mayor’s Draft Transport Strategy?  If you can keep it fairly concise it would be 

helpful, thank you.  Stephen, would you like to begin? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I will kick off.  We strongly support 

the direction of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  We think it is the only way to go for London, given the level 

of growth and the need to keep the city moving.  There are some issues that we have, which we will come to 

under the detail but, overall, we think the direction of travel is great. 

 

The main comment I would make is that there is a gap between the direction of travel as set out in the 

Strategy and what is currently happening on the ground.  There are going to be some issues about the delivery 

and the way in which the Strategy plays out to make sure that the great words in the Strategy actually mean 

something. 

 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  I would just home in on one thing.  Look, this is a 

step in the right direction.  I love having a modal split target for sustainable transport because we are now back 

to trying to influence and change the way people travel, rather than what we had before, which was trying to 

manage traffic flows but not very well.  There is a clear objective now, which I like. 

 

I would like a clear distinction between outcomes and outputs.  The outcomes are all agreed on.  We want a 

strong economy.  We want a healthier society.  We want cleaner air.  We want equity in how we travel and 

tackle social inclusion.  They are all our outcomes.  We need to distinguish between them and the outputs.  

The modal split targets are an output that we are going to try to achieve. 

 

For me, the key challenge is, if we throw the kitchen sink at making sustainable transport more attractive - and 

by that I mean a level of resource which I do not quite see yet, a level of resource to fund public transport and 

create healthier streets which I do not think we have as a city - we might get from a 64% modal share for 

sustainable transport up to 70%.  To get it to 80%, we need a level of car restraint which I do not yet see the 

political appetite to deliver. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Very good.  Thank you.  Nicole? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  I would 

also applaud the intentions set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  It is great to see a clear commitment to 



 

 

wanting to reduce auto dependency and to promote public transport, but also walking and cycling and a clear 

acknowledgement that we need a mixture of policies to achieve that.  It is a great step forward for a city to 

clearly set that out.  The intentions are there. 

 

My intention would be that I do not quite see a clear action plan on how this can be achieved and also the 

financial measures needed to achieve some of the goals set out.  Some of the policies - for instance, demand 

management to reduce auto dependency and reduce the use of cars to travel through the city, such as parking 

restrictions or congestion charging - do not seem to be coming at the speed needed to achieve the goal of 

80% quite soon. 

 

Yes, I would applaud the intention and the way forward, as Stephen has mentioned, but maybe the detail is 

still needed to be hashed out.  I guess with the intention at least you have some sort of agility to navigate new 

policy environments in the next years with still the intention of achieving those goals. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  Richard? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  It is London First’s twenty-fifth 

anniversary this year and so just a brief think back to a time before this body existed, before the Mayor existed, 

before Transport for London (TfL) existed. 

 

It is very welcome that there is a Strategy and let us not forget that point.  We very much welcome the 

direction of travel the Strategy shows and we agree with the other contributors.  This has to be the right one 

for a city that is growing so fast and therefore densifying. 

 

It is comprehensive.  There is very little that is left out in terms of getting a look or a mention.  That is 

welcome. 

 

It is also ambitious.  It is ambitious on the ‘what’ and it is clear on the ‘why’.  I agree that we need to now see 

more on the ‘how’.  There are some really big questions and some challenges in that. 

 

Funding is one that has come to our mind very much as we go through.  It is probably the biggest. 

 

There is also probably a need to think a little bit more creatively and flexibly about what ‘sustainable travel’ is.  

The definition in the Strategy as it stands seems to be very much about public transport on the one hand and 

private transport on the other hand.  To some extent, that is how the world is and will be, but those 

distinctions are blurring a bit.  We might come back to this point, but in that blurred bit there might be some 

things that can help deliver to the goals of the Strategy. 

 

Overall, it is welcome and comprehensive, and we look forward to the ‘how’ and the detail. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Lovely.  Thank you.  If I could roll up two questions together, do we think 

that the Mayor has identified the right challenges and what do you see as the key strengths and key 

weaknesses in the Strategy?  We can go the other way and start with you, Richard. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  Broadly yes. Coming back to the funding 

point, how we approach a great deal of transport in London is from a capacity point of view, first and 

foremost, with two simple strands of making the most of what we already have and then needing some more 

new capacity.  Of course, someone has to pay for that. 

 



 

 

The growth challenge has not come out as strongly as it perhaps might.  That is a hugely pressing one.  The 

population growth figures are very strong and continue to be very strong and the projections are not shifting.  

There is a lot in here that is committed and semi-committed, of course.  There is then a question about what 

beyond that can be done, particularly on the public transport side, to help fill those gaps. 

 

On the private transport side, as I said, the distinctions are blurring a bit.  There is then the very welcome 

setting out of the stall on road pricing.  Quite what that might become we will wait and see and hope to work 

with them on that, but it is very welcome from our point of view that there is recognition of looking again at 

the existing, looking at some local options as well and then looking at a next-generation scheme for the whole 

city.  That we see as an essential component of going along this direction of travel towards that 80%.  It is not 

the only one and it needs to be part of a package, but that is a key area to explore. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  Nicole? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  I would 

say that the main challenge is the expected growth in population, which is linearly related to transport demand.  

As the population goes up, the transport demand will be there.  The expectation is that the majority of that 

would be some sort of rail-based transport to get into the central zone to where employment is currently 

centralised. 

 

The Transport Strategy does a great job at addressing the need to look at road capacity and the limited road 

space that we have and it is setting out the intention to maybe use that more effectively with higher-capacity 

transport, prioritising buses over private road vehicles. 

 

The main thing that is not quite addressed is that we need a huge increase in rail capacity to meet the 

expected demand.  Maybe it will not happen.  Currently, there are plans for Crossrail 2 and there are plans for 

the Bakerloo line extension all mapped out in the Strategy.  I guess it goes back to my point earlier about how 

these will be financed and how these will be paid for.  Even things like the tram expansion are not quite set out 

here.  I guess that is my caution there. 

 

The other one would be around governance.  A lot of the measures proposed, such as rail devolution, could 

bring great benefits to London as a whole but currently there is a National Government jurisdiction and a lot of 

the road space is of course part of the boroughs’ jurisdiction.  The Transport Strategy sets out and is intended 

to set out a holistic view of what can be achieved in London and what the Mayor envisages transport to look 

like in a few years.  I guess the issue at the moment is that that is not all within his powers.  How can he help 

to encourage those changes? 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  David? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  The Strategy goes out to 2041.  Wow.  You need 

to be some crystal-ball gazer to work out what technology is going to be available in 2041.  There are known 

unknowns but there are unknown unknowns.  We know the change in technology that has taken place in the 

last decade. 

 

I agree with Richard’s [Dilks] point that we have it in our mind that sustainable transport -- we are back to 

roads hierarchy, which I like, because we lost that roads hierarchy and we are back to that.  I like that.  We are 

trying to encourage walking and cycling and public transport. 

 



 

 

What are other sustainable modes going to be?  If you have an autonomous vehicle, a small minibus with a 

dozen people in it, is that an efficient use of road space?  Does that classify as ‘sustainable transport’?  Are we 

trying to encourage that?  I do not yet see a strategy that we have from the public sector - this is not just the 

Mayor and TfL - for how we are trying to shape the autonomous vehicle agenda to suit our outcomes that we 

have mentioned earlier. 

 

If I was to pull out one area which gives me concern, it is congestion.  We used to think that there was an 

equilibrium traffic speed below which we did not fall.  We used to think that once you reached 10 miles an 

hour, 9 miles an hour or 8 miles an hour, people would say, “I am not going to travel.  It is too slow.  I am 

going to walk.  I am going to jump on a train”.  What is happening is that that equilibrium speed is dropping 

and dropping.  Increasingly in London we now have traffic moving at walking speed. 

 

What is the reason for that?  The reason for that is the change in the mix of traffic.  If you are a motorist, you 

will change your behaviour if you are travelling at walking speed.  You do not do that for very long.  You will 

suddenly find a new way to travel or you will use internet shopping rather than going to Oxford Street or 

whatever.  However, because we have a significant increase in the number of private-hire vehicles and vans, 

what is happening is that as the traffic speed falls from 10 miles an hour to 5 miles an hour - and let assume 

you are a logistics company working for Amazon or Look Again Delivery - you will need twice as many vans on 

the road to meet that target.  If you are a private-hire vehicle company like Uber, you will need a lot more 

vehicles on the road to meet that target. 

 

We have to recognise that it is what some people call ‘disruptive technology’ but I do not like using that term.  

It is the huge growth in these categories of vehicle that the Assembly has looked at in some depth and has 

come up with some good recommendations, but I do not see the strategy in place to deal with this. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Very good.  Thank you.  Stephen? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I have just a few points that back 

up what some other people have said and just to pull out one or two things. 

 

Firstly, the broad themes - Healthy Streets, good public transport experience and linking transport to new 

homes and jobs - are definitely the right themes and that is important.  The new homes and jobs bit, the ‘good 

growth’ theme, sounds obvious were it not for the fact that outside London the work we have done suggests 

that it is really difficult to co-ordinate planning and transport and that actually there are parts of the industry 

and government world that see planning in general as an enemy of growth.  The Mayor does not take that view 

and the London structure does not allow him to take that view because of the importance of the London Plan 

and the link with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  Therefore, although it looks obvious, compared with the 

deregulation of planning that we have had outside London and what that leads to - and you only have to go to 

places like Aylesbury to see what it actually does lead to - it is to be applauded. 

 

Secondly, on Nicole’s [Badstuber] point, some of this - and the Strategy is very clear about this - are things 

that are outside the Mayor’s control.  The mainline railway is a clear example.  The current Transport Secretary 

is clearly against further rail devolution not just in London but elsewhere, yet all the work we have done 

suggests that not just in London but in places like Merseyside devolution has worked in terms of producing 

better services, more integrated with the city region and its planning and transport.  Groups like us will 

continue to make the case for rail devolution and the Gibb Report [Chris Gibb, Changes to Improve the 

Performance of the Southern Network and Train Services and Restore Passenger Confidence, 30 December 

2016] into Southern makes the case for further devolution.  It will be interesting to see whether the 

Government responds to that.  Rail is clearly important because, south of the river particularly, it is such an 



 

 

important part of the transport mix.  I remember somebody coming up with the statistic that car use South of 

the river is 15% higher than North of the river simply because of the poor quality of rail services. 

 

The second issue is funding.  Although the Strategy does go into detail about that - and road pricing, 

workplace parking levies, etc., can help - there is a really important point that last week the Government 

affirmed that it was continuing with the proposal for a road fund and then said that there would be money 

available for roads below the trunk road network, major roads, which seemed to be all about bypasses in rural 

areas.  There is not a sense that any of that money from vehicle excise duty is going to come to the Mayor and 

London roads.  London motorists are going to be paying vehicle excise duty, none of which will go to the 

upkeep of London roads or any of the Healthy Streets things that are in the Strategy.  There is probably a 

consensus here and possibly among Assembly Members that the way in which the Government is treating 

London in funding and in powers is simply wrong.  That is an important recognition. 

 

Just on autonomous vehicles and technology, I would slightly disagree with David [Begg] because I did sense 

that in the Strategy and the way the bits about technology are written there is recognition that technology 

needs to be framed around public benefit.  Some people have talked about a protocol for liveable cities and 

some of that is clearly reflected in what is in the Strategy around making sure that autonomous vehicles are 

shared, electric and complement public transport.  Those principles, I would argue, open data, which will be 

highly resisted by the technology companies - should underpin the way in which technology is shaped for the 

benefit of London rather than allowing a free-for-all.  It seems to me that actually, in general, the benefits of 

connected, informational and mobility-as-a-service things, which are mentioned in here around on-demand 

bus services and so on, particularly in outer London, are more important than autonomous vehicles.  What we 

are seeing is little pods wandering around Greenwich or Milton Keynes.  That feels less important than some of 

the technologies that allow vehicles to talk to each other and to infrastructure providers and also to join up 

transport even more.  I would commend what is in here.  It needs to be developed on technology, but it feels 

to me definitely a point in the right direction. 

 

A final point on freight.  People do not talk about freight very much but, as David said, it is absolutely critical, 

particularly with what is happening in London.  There is more to do there in the Strategy, but the direction of 

travel around consolidation centres, around a shift to rail and water, around finding ways to control the growth 

in vans and freight and managing it effectively is very welcome. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  Can I 

just pick up on one more point?  It is about land use and co-ordination of transport.  Land use and how we 

plan or build infill to, for instance, create urban villages can reduce transport demand quite significantly.  

Instead of people having to do a lot of radial journeys into central London, a lot of the trips that they would do 

every day, maybe other than going to work, could be more locally based.  That would reduce some of the 

demand that is being put on the transport network. 

 

The Mayor also being in charge of writing the London Plan is in a unique position in comparison to other cities, 

even other global cities.  He can to an extent co-ordinate the land use planning and transport planning.  

Maybe we should be talking a bit more about mobility and access to services and opportunities rather than 

thinking about it as transport and - picking up a bit on what David [Begg] said - looking at outcomes rather 

than just the metrics of how we measure things, how much throughput we need and how we can reduce 

congestion, looking at it a bit more holistically.  There is the framework here to do that and maybe that is not 

quite captured to the extent that it could be in this Transport Strategy. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  I remember about 15 years ago when I was on the 

Board of TfL there was a strategy on urban villages.  There is a lot of focus on mobility and less focus on 



 

 

accessibility than there used to be.  We keep on reinventing the wheel here.  You just have to go back and look 

at where we were 15 years ago on urban villages and try to build on the fantastic urban villages that there are 

in London.  It is not possible for everyone to live near their work and we know that, but trying to make sure 

that there are leisure facilities and work facilities nearby helps to reduce the demand for travel. 

 

Look, this is nit-picking because I love this document and it is all going to sound negative and it is not.  It is a 

consultation period and we are trying to influence it.  However, I would like more emphasis on how we can 

reduce the demand for travel than we see in this document. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  It is a good point.  Thank you.  We should move on now, if I can flip to 

Assembly Member Pidgeon? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Yes, I want to pick up the topic of congestion and car 

reduction.  You have all mentioned and, having read the document, that is the one area where there is some 

great narrative and then it is what happens from that. 

 

Maybe I will start with you, David, because you mentioned it in your opening remarks.  Does this Strategy 

contain the right measures to meet the ambition of 80% of journeys being made by sustainable modes?  If not, 

what needs to be done? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  No.  Look, it does not.  You are close to this and 

you know what goes on behind the scenes.  You will have Val Shawcross [Valerie Shawcross CBE, Deputy 

Mayor for Transport], who tries to make it more radical than it is, and the people at TfL and the planners, who 

just know how critical measures like road pricing are to meet the targets, and then they run up against political 

constraints and objections.  It was exactly the same when Ken Livingston was Mayor.  None of his political 

advisors wanted him to do congestion charging but he listened to his policy advisors.  We are back to this: the 

measures that are going to be most effective also intend to be the most politically difficult to deliver. 

 

The answer is no.   I do not see how we can hit 80% sustainable mode-share without a level -- and I do not 

want to use that term ‘car restraint’.  I want to use the term ‘vehicle constraint’ because it is not just cars that 

we are trying to constrain here.  I do not think that cars are the problem going forward.  They will be 

constrained by congestion.  It is back to private-hire and vans, which are going to be difficult to constrain. 

 

Look, we keep on reinventing the wheel again because I can remember 15 years ago we were devising a plan to 

take congestion charging all the way out to the M25.  It is easy for transport geeks like me to say, “This is the 

way forward”.  The tough bit is how you can run with this politically and get re-elected.  It is quite clear that 

the current Mayor is happy for a brief reference to be given to congestion charging and a workplace parking 

levy, but it is quite explicit in the document that it is not going to happen in this term.  That raises the 

question: when is it going to happen?  At what point is it appropriate?  At some point, you have to be bold.  If 

I were still involved in this, I’d be saying, “How can we devise a scheme to take congestion charging with the 

latest technology all the way out to outer London in a way that is politically deliverable?”  At the time, we were 

working on numbers like we could raise about £3 billion. 

 

Here is an interesting prospect.  We know that the big constraint here on delivering the significant 

improvement in public transport - and we are talking about a 90% increase in capacity by 2041 but only about 

40% of it is funded - the one fiscal measure that the Mayor has at his disposal is road pricing.  It is much better 

than any other measure because it constrains the vehicles that you are trying to constrain at the same time as 

raise money.  It is much better than any other way to raise money in order to achieve your objectives.  I would 

be looking at ways in which we can do this in a way that is politically deliverable, not just ring fencing all the 



 

 

money and putting it towards sustainable transport.  Can we reduce rates?  Can we reduce council tax?  Is 

there anything we can do to deliver a package here that would fly with the public and could be politically 

deliverable. 

 

That, to me, is the dialogue that needs to take place.  Unless we do this, we are not going to meet our 

aspirations. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Perhaps others will want to pick this up.  Is the Mayor waiting 

too long?  His Strategy states that he will keep everything under review to ensure it is effective and things like 

that.  Should he be, if not bringing in widescale road pricing, looking at amending the Congestion Charge 

perhaps to take the exemption away for private-hire vehicles or change the hours, just a short-term measure.  

What do you think?  Let us go to Stephen first. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  You are right and David is right that 

the Strategy is not very clear about the path to road pricing and how it is going to work.  We will want to see 

the Mayor and TfL coming up with at least some kind of roadmap, as it were, to this. 

 

There is something about trying some things.  When I last came to the Committee, we talked about a 

workplace parking levy, which we have been very supportive of and it has worked in Nottingham.  We said that 

it would be the sort of thing that could work particular in parts of Outer London where we have large business 

parks.  Since I gave that evidence, Hounslow has started to come up with a proposal, which has strong business 

support, to take the Brentford business park on the A4, which is very car-dependent and has poor public 

transport, and do a micro workplace parking levy to pay for the reopening of the freight line from Brentford to 

Southall to connect this park up with Crossrail. 

 

It is all very well talking about road pricing in the abstract and the benefits of pricing and David’s point about 

pricing paying for good public transport, but if we can get some more micro schemes like that -- or potentially 

another area would be the Lee Valley, where there are a lot of rail upgrades proposed but not funded and 

some of it is waiting for Crossrail 2; in other words, for a long time.  Maybe that would be another case where a 

levy on businesses would advance the rail upgrades, pay for some of the orbital bus routes that have been 

talked about here and have been talked about forever, more orbital bus routes, but a levy might pay for that. 

 

We would encourage the Mayor and TfL to try some things out and show people what forms of pricing might 

look like that work for people, provide good alternatives to the car and move in the direction of not just pricing 

but the Mayor’s objectives, particularly in outer London, and make those places work.  That is the direction 

that we think needs to happen.  Let us try some things out and make them work and work with boroughs, very 

much in the way that the previous Mayor did on cycling - he worked with the boroughs that wanted to do the 

Mini Hollands and did not go off to boroughs that did not - just to show what can be done.  That would be my 

suggestion.  We need to root this Strategy in some realities and experiments to see if we can make it work. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  That was very helpful.  Do you think enough consideration has 

been given in the overall document to journeys that perhaps can only be made by car at present?  Will there be 

enough adequate alternatives in there? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Particularly in outer London, it will 

depend on some of the things that are mentioned here in the abstract that again need to be tried, not just 

orbital but on-demand bus services, some of the things that are using new technologies to supplement the 

mainstream public transport services.  There is a lot of talk about more orbital railway lines, extensions to the 

London Overground to make that happen and extensions to the tram network, but in outer London people will 



 

 

feel that at the moment for a lot of the journeys they make the car is the best alternative that they have.  This 

is why I say that some experiments that really give a step-change to the quality and quantity of the alternatives 

to the car need to be put in.  He is right about on-demand bus strategies and he is clear about that, but let us 

see some of that happen, with innovative funding proposals - business improvement districts and things like 

that are another way into this - and see whether we can make some progress on really giving people 

alternatives.  The Waltham Forest Mini Holland and so on has demonstrated how you would change an 

ordinary area of outer London to give much more priority to the Healthy Streets narratives in here. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  That was helpful.  Thank you.  Richard, could I come to you 

about the issue of freight, which came up in the earlier discussion?  It is a huge contributor to traffic 

congestion.  How successful is the Mayor likely to be in encouraging businesses, for example, to ban personal 

deliveries, which was something we as a Committee recommended?  There are huge issues around personal 

deliveries and we suggested that click-and-collect at local stations might be a far better alternative.  What is 

your thinking on that. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  “Somewhat” is the quick answer to that.  

There is potential there.  There is also potential not just in banning personal deliveries but in restricting 

personal deliveries.  Some of our members are looking at whether they can go for bans or want to go for bans 

or whether they say, “Well, you can have it, but only if it fits in a space that is this size”, or, “You can have it 

and it has to fit in a space this size and you have to come down to the front desk to sign for it”, so that you 

have to be here and you have to get out of your meeting and so on.  There are smaller steps towards a ban as 

well as a ban. 

 

That takes me to a point I wanted to make anyway about data.  It is critical to understand what the 

contribution of freight to congestion actually is.  Clearly there is one and clearly the number of vans has gone 

up significantly, which predates internet shopping but that has accelerated it.  Freight is a vital component of a 

city’s economy.  For us, we are not at all in a space of thinking that freight is a bad thing.  Nonetheless the 

consequences of freight may be bad things and so how do we tackle those most effectively?  Where and when 

is the freight is a question that no one has a very clear answer to.  You will hear very different percentages 

bandied around as to the percentage of van traffic that is carrying personal deliveries, for example. 

 

It is something to do and to look at, absolutely, but we would not see it as just the trophy thing to reach for.  

There is a whole gamut of things to be done on the supply side and also on the demand side.  We are trying to 

do pieces of work on both, actually. 

 

My answer of “somewhat” is because it is hard.  We have heard from Nicole [Badstuber] how the Mayor, of 

course, does not control all the roads in London; far from it.  Central Government has a role in Roads Policy in 

many ways, too, and so it is a difficult space.  There are welcome ambitions in here about consolidation centres 

and about measures that are going to help freight reduction.  Actually achieving those is difficult going.  It is a 

difficult co-ordination piece and there is a very live question for the Mayor, the Greater London Authority 

(GLA) and TfL as to what sort of role they take on this.  How interventionist do they get?  Do they put real 

money into this?  Are they striking bigger and bolder partnerships with other players to achieve consolidation 

and freight efficiency? 

 

It does need a guiding mind - freight - which it broadly lacks at the moment.  It is a terrific industry for 

delivering what its clients want, but there are of course knock-on consequences there as our shopping habits 

change and the number of us here grow.  There is a need for somebody to take that leading role.  It is hard to 

see who that can be if it is not TfL, the GLA or the Mayor. 

 



 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  It is a bold target to say that every bit of London is within 30 

minutes of one of these construction consolidation centres.  Is that really achievable?  Even if it is achieved, is 

that enough to reduce construction traffic to acceptable levels? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  It is a bold target and you are seeing in 

the City of London planning permissions given that do not allow enough self-servicing space for freight for 

bigger buildings.  In other words, you will have to do something about a consolidation centre certainly during 

construction and then once it is up and running.  That is the bottom-up pressure that is driving this but in a 

somewhat ad hoc way and, inevitably, it is only one part of London.  It will need significant commitment in 

terms of leadership and possibly some money and joint working to get towards that 30-minute one, which you 

are absolutely right to recognise as a bold target. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Lovely.  Thank you for that. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much.  We will move on now to 

Assembly Member McCartney. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  I am going to ask about cycling and perhaps I could start with Stephen Joseph.  Do 

you think that the Draft Transport Strategy needs stronger measures to create safe cycling routes? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Clearly, it does.  The [Cycle] 

Superhighways have shown that preserved special space for cycling encourages people who otherwise would 

not to cycle because it feels safer than being on roads.  There are some really big issues about how that fits 

with buses particularly, on-road public transport, the tram and so on.  The Strategy says that they will try to 

build cycle priority into bus priority in the future.  This is the point I made at the start about nice words.  The 

delivery on the ground is going to be really difficult.  This is, as I think David [Begg] would say, not just a 

London problem.  There are some really interesting trade-offs in lots of other cities.  I was looking at Leicester 

recently, where it is quite clear that there has been an expansion in cycle priority but in some cases it has been 

at the expense of buses. 

 

It will be down to the detail about how that works, but clearly, in principle, high-quality reserved space for 

cycling is the way in which you would increase cycling mode-share, alongside high-quality cycle parking and 

measures with travel generators.  If you do not have cycle parking at stations or at workplaces or, indeed, in 

new housing, you will not get the cycling that you need.  You need all of those things to do that. 

 

In ‘good growth’, there is lots of stuff here at the aggregate level about locating development near public 

transport and all of that.  What is needed in practice is lots of detailed design guides to make sure that in 

Barking Riverside and other new development areas it is the natural thing to do in the way that it is in new 

developments in other countries.  None of that is impossible; it just needs to be thought about and built in the 

London Plan more than perhaps the Transport Strategy and the way in which new development happens.  

Those would be my thoughts. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  The Draft Strategy talks about delivering a London-wide network of cycle routes 

with new routes and improved infrastructure to tackle barriers to cycle.  What it does not do is talk specifically 

about segregated Superhighways or Quietways.  I put this to the Deputy Mayor [for Transport] Val Shawcross 

at our last meeting and she said, “No, we are really committed still to these”.  Would you like the final 

document to specifically talk about those measures? 

 



 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  The final document could 

incorporate work that has been done by TfL and published not long ago - it has been done by researchers with 

TfL - which is about the propensity to cycle.  It shows where the design lines are and where the places are that 

you could get more cycling in London and what that would look like.  In many cases, it is about more 

Superhighways and not Quietways that make cycling a really indirect experience.  There is work that TfL has 

been doing and that researchers have been doing that could inform the final version. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  TfL has just released its Strategic Cycling Analysis.  It was published just a couple of 

weeks ago and it does show where those demand corridors will be.  David, do you want to add to this?  I saw 

you looking at me. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  There is a really ambitious modal-split target for 

cycling in the document.  They want to take it from 2% modal split to 5%.  It does not sound a lot, but that is 

huge. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  In 10 years. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Yes.  That is a significant shift to cycling.  For me, 

while making cycling safer is a key part of the solution here, we are not going to get to that 5% modal shift 

unless we make sure that cycling is not seen predominantly as middle-class males.  We need to make sure there 

is more of a gender balance in cycling and more of a class balance.  We are not good at getting people on 

lower incomes, especially from Asian communities, onto bikes.  Until we make these breakthroughs, it is more 

than just making cycling safe.  My view is that this is one of the big success stories.  I know there is still a lot to 

be done, but it is where the previous Mayor deserves some credit because he had to make some tough 

decisions and he took a lot of flak on it.  I just wish that we were as bold when it comes to looking after bus 

passengers.  That is what I do not see.  In fact, if you want to look at a really good case study on how to 

influence public policy in the United Kingdom (UK), look no further than at how effective the London cycling 

campaign has been and all credit to them.  It is fantastic.  I just wish we had even a fraction of that when it 

comes to bus passengers, but we do not have that because they tend to be less well educated, they tend to be 

on lower incomes and they tend to be not as articulate.  It is not newspaper editors or journalists; it is people 

whose voices are not often heard.  The one area that I am really concerned about is what is happening to bus 

passengers in London.  Trust me.  You can get a huge increase in cycling but you will need only a small 

increase in bus use to achieve the modal shift that we are after here. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I just wanted to make one really 

specific comment about TfL learning from elsewhere.  There is a project called the Big Birmingham Bikes 

project, which is non-dock bike hire, basically.  They have distributed bikes with global positioning system 

(GPS) trackers to people all over south Birmingham and have been incredibly successful in getting low-income 

people, Asian people and women on bikes across south Birmingham.  The Ashden Awards gave it an award for 

this the other week.  It is a really impressive project and it is getting people cycling who are not middle-aged 

men in Lycra.  It seems to me that there are some projects and approaches around the country and elsewhere 

that TfL could learn from in terms of making cycling attractive. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  We need to look at that, yes. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  Can I 

just pick up on one small point?  If you look at the Cycle Superhighways, they are often very radial and they 

are also, once again, trying to bring people in within half an hour from inner London into the city.  If we want 

to encourage a broader section of society to cycle, then we also need to think about what sort of travel they 



 

 

are looking for and where they are travelling and so trying to build more of a comprehensive network which 

also caters to maybe women or other communities other than men just travelling in, not that that is exclusively 

who is using Cycle Superhighways.  I wanted to point out that we really need to create a network that is not 

disjointed and that does not have junctions suddenly that are unsafe and put people off because of that. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  The target in the Strategy is for 70% of Londoners to live within 400 metres of a 

high-quality safe cycle route by 2041, which is similar to the promise on buses.  Do you think that that is too 

ambitious or do you think it is doable, Stephen? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  By 2041, it is doable, but it will 

need to be done in co-operation with boroughs because TfL does not control the whole road network and 

there is going to need to be a lot of detailed design work and partnership to make it happen.  I am with David 

[Begg].  It will need to be done in such a way that people have access to high-quality buses as well as high-

quality cycling. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  My final question is about e-bikes.  Do you think the introduction of e-bikes to the 

cycle hire scheme will increase usage and should those be extended geographically to more areas? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Again, other cities’ cycle hire 

schemes here and in other countries have incorporated e-bikes and they seem to be very attractive and are 

getting different sorts of people cycling.  It is an important thing, particularly when you are moving the bike 

hire scheme out of Inner and Central London to places with hills.  Again, there are examples.  Other places 

have done it  

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  For my constituents, Muswell Hill was one of the intended private pilot areas.  Does 

anybody else have anything they want to say about cycling before we move on? 

 

Richard Brown:  It is correct that the Strategy has not nailed its colours to the mast on what it thinks about 

segregated and what it is going to do about it and where it is taking Quietways.  That probably is something 

that the final version needs a bit more on. 

 

I have just very mild disagreement with Stephen [Jacobs] in the sense that I am not sure it is an either/or.  We 

should be guided by the evidence here and there should be quite a lot of evidence now after a number of 

cycling interventions.  It would be excellent to see what that tells us about what the effects of that have been 

and how you optimise that.  I suspect the answer is that there is a role for segregating in the right places and 

there is also a role for high-quality Quietways routes that do not do what Stephen was describing - which is 

left, right, left, right, left right - but are reasonably direct and pleasant. 

 

To agree with David [Begg], cycling has a role in this.  With this 80% shift just on the volumes, you can have 

an enormous percentage increase in cycling and we have, but of course it is still not that many people - and I 

am speaking as a cyclist here - because the bus is the king of that.  You cannot look at cycling in isolation from 

walking.  You cannot look at it in isolation from other sustainable modes, either. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Thank you. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much.  We move on now to Dr Sahota. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Hi.  I want to talk about the bus network, which has been mentioned before.  Does 

TfL need to do more to reshape the bus networks than has been suggested in the Draft Strategy? 



 

 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Yes, it does.  The problem is financial constraints.  

TfL is spending £430 million a year just now on the bus network and there are aspirations to have a lot more 

orbital routes.  Clearly, the resources are not going to permit that. 

 

I do not want to throw stats at this Committee, but I am going to throw one.  I am not recommending this, but 

let us assume that you wanted to wipe out that complete £430 million bus subsidy in London.  You could do it 

if you went back to bus speeds that were attained in 2003 just after the Congestion Charge was introduced.  

Bus speeds then were 22% higher than they are today.  You have heard Leon Daniels [Managing Director - 

Surface Transport, TfL].  Leon was in front of this Committee saying - and it is what we have always thought - 

that there is a direct correlation between bus speeds and bus patronage.  If you improve bus speeds by 10%, 

you will get a 10% improvement in bus patronage.  Therefore, it should not surprise us that this London bus 

success story has lost its shine in recent years because of really low bus speeds. 

 

For me, you could do a lot more on bus priority and there are some detailed plans in this document, but you 

are not going to really tackle this problem of significantly improving bus speeds until you reduce the volume of 

traffic on the road.  If you go back to the last Travel in London report, 75% of the congestion across Greater 

London is caused simply because there are too many vehicles chasing too little road space.  We all like to 

complain about Cycle Superhighways or construction sites and all of that and they add to the mix, but three-

quarters of the problem is too many vehicles. 

 

This is, for me, the key challenge facing the Mayor.  We are not going to achieve what we want to do in 

London until we reduce the volume of traffic on the road.  You are going to do that only by making some 

tough decisions.  You are not going to do it simply by making the alternatives to cars, vans and private-hire 

vehicles attractive.  We are going to do it only by either, one, physically limiting the number on the road or, 

two, by pricing.  It is either/or. 

 

Richard Brown:  To answer your question directly, yes.  We have seen Central London bus patronage drop 

significantly in the last two years or so.  Sometimes that might be flattening out a bit now but, nonetheless, 

that is clearly the wrong direction of travel.  We have seen some quite major steps taken in response to that, 

which are very welcome, in rationalising buses in central London.  This strikes us as being about taking the 

number of buses down but keeping the level of service at the same or as close as possible to that same level. 

 

There is then an open question about what you do about inner and particularly Outer London on buses.  Just 

what are you going to go for on bus priority?  How are you going to get continuous bus priority rather than 

dribs and drabs of bus priority?  What is the thinking on the future of the bus?  We have already talked a bit 

about the on-demand minibus or other variants that we do not yet know of. 

 

I would really encourage TfL, the GLA and the Mayor to get into that thinking space and explore that, not least 

because of the funding challenges that we have all talked about.  The world we know now with a centrally 

planned, quite heavily subsidised, high quality, comprehensive bus network in London, some of those bits may 

not survive.  If we want to keep the levels of service, we need to keep those people and more on buses, but 

quite what a bus is and when it is and who exactly is providing it and pay for it and so on, those things might 

need to evolve a bit. 

 

The outer London one is the biggest challenge, in my mind, really.  You can understand what to do in Central 

and to an extent inner.  In outer London, you run into the money question very quickly.  Better orbital links, as 

we have also talked about already, are key, clearly, but how? 

 



 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  The Mayor talks about shifting the network to Outer London as the need for bus 

transport reduces in central London.  What can he do to make this shift?  What specific plans can he have to 

bring about that shift to outer London? 

 

Richard Brown:  Partly you can do some very old-fashioned things.  You can have more bus priority.  You can 

have better frequency.  You can have bigger buses.  You can have better bus stops.  Of course, all these things 

do cost money. 

 

There is probably something about, while there have already been some steps in promoting the bus and 

David’s [Begg] point about the London Cycling Campaign success and so on, there is not a London bus 

campaign, although if you look at the numbers there should be because it is the most used public transport 

mode by far.  There is something about propaganda, for want of a better word, and there is something about 

promotion, but that only works if what you are talking about is good and is a good enough alternative. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  That only works if the experience is good. 

 

Richard Brown:  Exactly. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  If the 

Mayor was really serious about wanting to realise the shift that is mapped out with his intentions in the 

Transport Strategy, he really needs to improve the attractiveness of in particular the bus network.  There is 

mention of, for instance, extending the bus priority lanes and maybe putting some in where, after review, it 

was highlighted that there was a need for it, but you need a bit more bold action here. 

 

Yes, we need to create a bus priority network so that there are not pinch-points at which buses are still stuck 

and you have a lot of bus bunching, which also impacts on the reliability of the service provided and the travel 

times.  Picking up a bit on David’s [Begg] point about the speeds, yes, speeds are really important, but 

reliability of your journey is incredibly important to people using the network.  Often one of the reasons people 

opt for using rail-based transport is that it is on rails and so there are pretty reliable travel times there.  Using 

the bus can get you there on time or can get you there five minutes early or five minutes late.  I would hope 

for a bit more bold action on bus priority.  If we really want to shift towards 80% of sustainable travel options, 

then bus priority is really a key way to shift to higher capacity road usage. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Something has to give here, it strikes me.  We are 

all saying that we want more priority for cyclists and we want more priority for buses and we want healthier 

streets, which means less traffic.  Something has to give.  The one thing that we can say by 2041 is there is 

going to be less movement space for general traffic, probably a lot less movement space if we want all of these 

healthier streets, and so some tough decisions are going have to be made on how we reduce the volume of 

traffic, which we do not quite see, do we? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  You 

cannot cater to all road users, can you?  You have to make a decision. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I would like to suggest some 

specifics around this because the Strategy is right to say that it needs to do more in terms of providing a much 

better bus network in Outer London as an alternative to car use.  I would like to see the Mayor and TfL doing a 

public transport version of Mini Hollands; in other words, inviting outer London Boroughs to work with them 

on creating a really high-quality public transport network and to do that with a rather more old-fashioned 

traffic restraint - which is car-parking restraint in some of the outer London town centres and car-parking 



 

 

might pay for some of the high-quality public transport - and to really reshape transport in Harrow or Bromley 

or somewhere like that.  See what you could really do to take a bus network that in many cases has survived 

relatively unchanged for a number of years and see what a really high-quality network would look like and 

experiment with it and to do that with, as I said, thinking about traffic and traffic restraint and bus priority and 

so on in and around a borough and then see what you could do.  Part of the point I made earlier was about 

taking the fine words in the document and actually applying them on the ground in a few places so that we 

can really see what it looks like. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  All the 

other measures on, for instance, bus priority or improving the bus network are key to crafting a narrative in 

which some sort of reform of congestion charging or road pricing is palatable.  Also, if the options are more 

attractive and you can see that the buses are going travel at speed and there is some decent public transport 

offering, then there is an alternative for people who maybe do not want to be paying a charge, and that is 

attractive. 

 

Those are some of the key lessons that were learned from 2003 when our current Congestion Charge was 

introduced here in London.  They really improved the public transport offering in advance of implementing the 

Congestion Charge and that narrative was very clear about how the funds would be going straight to improving 

public transport further.  Crafting that narrative and making it really clear and understandable to people, I 

guess, makes it more politically palatable. 

 

Any reform of the Congestion Charge also needs to be understandable to the public.  Yes, maybe you want to 

have a Congestion Charge that is based on time and how long you are in the Congestion Zone or on how much 

you are using the road network whilst you are in the Congestion Zone, rather than the threshold we have now.  

It is also important that anyone using that system understands it well enough. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  This is an interesting question for this Committee.  

It is 14 years now since the Congestion Charge was introduced.  If there has been a more effective measure 

introduced to try to achieve some of the targets laid out in this document, I have not seen it.  If the Mayor is 

not prepared to bring private-hire vehicles into the Congestion Charge Zone and make them pay for it, it seems 

to me to be low-hanging fruit.  I do not quite get this one.  If he is not prepared to do that, do not really look 

for anything too bold. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Good point. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  You talked a lot about prioritisation, but is there a limit to the effectiveness of these 

prioritisation measures? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Yes, there is still a lot you can do with a road 

network on bus priority and it is what TfL is trying with the programme in place with the boroughs.  The point I 

was making is that you cannot have a bus running on bus priority all the time and the general volume of traffic 

is going to slow up buses.  Until you tackle that, you will struggle.  That is why the biggest boost we gave to 

the bus network in London was the Congestion Charge.  It was not just that the revenue stream went into 

paying for a much better network and low fares.  It was that it freed up traffic volumes in Central London and 

let to significant improvements in bus speeds.  We have to get away from this vicious downward spiral of lower 

bus speeds, higher operating costs, higher fares, fewer passengers and bigger subsidies, and we have to have 

this virtuous upward spiral of improved bus speeds, lower operating costs and more passengers. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Thank you for that. 



 

 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  As well 

as having the bus priority, you need some sort of enforcement that that priority exists throughout it and so 

that links quite well to what needs to be done on freight and looking at all of these white vans and these 

deliveries.  Often a lot of the bus lanes and bus stops are being used as loading bays or stop-off points.  We 

really need to have more of a co-ordinated strategy there and an action plan on how we meet this rising 

demand for loading bays.  Maybe some of the parking could be reused for 20-minute loading bays to meet the 

rise in white vans.  It is about priority but also enforcement and, yes, a continuation of that. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  Thank you.  I do apologise for being late.  I am one of the endangered pariah species 

of motorist because I had to take my car in for a Ministry of Transport (MoT) [test] and I might be a lone shrill 

voice, although we have the Royal Automobile Club (RAC) coming along later for the motorists. 

 

My question really is about the debate that I hear very much, which is often a Zone 1, 2 and 3 debate.  You 

talk about the Congestion Charge being good but that is because central London is awash with public 

transport.  In Outer London, which I represent, Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) ratings of 1 are 

almost the norm in swathes of South Croydon, South Bromley and elsewhere, and so people out there have to 

use cars.  We can have interesting conversations and kind words in the plan but, practically, unless you get to a 

situation where there is a bus stop 200 metres from most households or a bus service, you are not going to get 

a consensus or public support.  That is a point I would like to make and you can briefly comment on that rant. 

 

This is predicted on a dramatic rebalancing of bus services.  Until you can dramatically rebalance a bus service 

from inner London to outer London, you will not win any debate about road pricing.  I posit that.  Could you 

briefly comment on my comments there? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Just to go back to my earlier 

comment, we do need - and the document does talk about - a radical reshaping of bus services, particularly in 

outer London.  However, let us suppose that South Bromley and South Croydon and those places you have 

mentioned have something that does not exist at all at the moment, which is a high-quality super-bus network 

with on-board Wi-Fi and things like that with end-to-end priority; in other words, a step-change in the quality 

and quantity of public transport that exists.  Our London group pointed out, to take another bit that is not 

that area, that there is a route from Uxbridge to Hemel Hempstead which does not really exist and so 

everybody goes into Zone 1 and out again if they do not have a car.  There are some real gaps in the network 

and there are opportunities and, as I said earlier, opportunities to pay for that through targeted workplace 

parking levies in the case of Hounslow in order to do this.  There are opportunities to uplift the public 

transport  

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  I will just interrupt.  I heard your narrative earlier about funding this.  Part of it is 

bashing motorists by increasing parking charges or reducing parking or, as in the London Plan, predicating 

planning applications whereby there is even less parking in the applications.  The poor motorist gets it from 

both sides. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  My point was that, in the case of a 

workplace parking levy, workplaces pay and you get high-quality alternatives.  Nottingham has made this work 

and there are lessons to be learned there. 

 



 

 

My point is that I absolutely take the point starting from here that a lot of people drive because there are not 

any alternatives, and my point is that it is possible to provide those alternatives and that is what should be 

done.  The Mayor should actively work on experiments and creating high-quality public transport networks 

where there are not any at the moment. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  Thank you.  Nobody else wanted to respond?  You did briefly respond to my rant, but I 

wanted to hear from other people.  David, thank you for your analysis earlier about the tax incentives.  I like 

that point. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Let me come back to your question about driving 

in Outer London.  Unless we do something radical, not many people are going to want to drive in Outer 

London given the levels of congestion that we are going to experience in 2041.  For me, the big enemy to 

motorists who need to be in a car is not road pricing or any car restraints; it is congestion.  It is just going to be 

an absolute nightmare. 

 

I do not buy into this theory that motorists are being bashed.  We have had seven consecutive budgets where 

fuel duty has been frozen.  Motoring has never been cheaper.  There is collateral damage to that because it 

encourages a level of traffic that we cannot really cope with.  When people say that motorists are being bashed 

and it is getting too expensive and it is getting terrible, I will believe it when car occupancy rates increase 

because, when something becomes really expensive, you make more efficient use of it.  If anything, we are 

making less efficient use of cars and car occupancy rates are actually declining slightly.  That tells me that 

motoring is still too cheap. 

 

The one thing I like about this Strategy is that it is focusing on efficient use of space.  This is not being anti-

car.  This is just recognising the fact that the car is one of the most inefficient users of road space because it 

just moves too few people given the amount of space that it takes up.  If you are in the public sector, one of 

the most precious resources you have is road space.  Surely, any public authority should be trying to make 

more efficient use of that road space.  It is just a matter of fact that cars do not make terribly good use of that 

space. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  If I can just come in briefly, of course that 

is true, but I very much recognise the point you are making.  There are Zone 1, 2 and 3 versions of this 

conversation and then there is another version of this conversation.  In the other version, Zones 4, 5 and 6, not 

that these distinctions are hard and fast, you are in a very different world.  You are in a world where the 

alternatives can be poor to very poor to non-existent.  You are in a world where the congestion is not that bad 

most of the time and people know how to avoid it.  The consequence is that the car is a very workable and 

attractive mode for people.  There needs to be recognition that to some extent through to 2041 that will 

remain the case.  That is point one. 

 

The other point is that it is probably worth us being a bit more flexible and creative in how we think about cars.  

It is not just the private car with, in the worst scenario, one person in it.  Also, what about car-sharing?  What 

about ride-sharing?  Cars in terms of vehicles as probably four wheels driving around will be with us in Outer 

London certainly in 2041 and beyond, but some of them at least will not look like what we have now.  There is 

a benefit to be had in that.  It goes back to my question of public and private and the boundaries between 

them and how we define ‘sustainable’.  Perhaps some of those modes are more sustainable.  They are not as 

sustainable as people cycling, walking or getting the bus or the train, but if those things are not realistic 

alternatives they will not be happening anyway. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  Thank you. 



 

 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  Assembly Member Bailey? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  I just wanted to circle back around to bus use and bus safety.  In the Transport Strategy, 

the Mayor says he wants to have zero bus [related] deaths by 2030.  Do you believe that that is ambitious 

enough? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Zero? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Yes, zero bus [related] deaths by 2030. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  How do you get more ambitious than that? 

 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  What do you expect?  This is an aspirational 

target and you are still dealing with human error.  I am not sure you are in control of that target. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  I see your point. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  It is a good aspirational target but there are so 

many factors and human error involved. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Car companies such as Volvo are saying that they will have nobody killed by their cars by 

2030.  A car has at least many variables as a bus, maybe more. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  I do not believe that. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  They do. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  I do not believe that.  Do you? 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  They absolutely do. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  The issue of bus deaths and bus 

crashes has been underplayed in the past.  There is a guy who has been running a big campaign about this, 

Tom Kearney, to try to get much better reporting and much better control on this.  There are things that are 

being done: concerns about the way in which the bus contracts incentivise drivers, driver training, all of those 

things.  There are some things that are within TfL’s and the bus companies’ control and those need to be done.  

Some of that is quite low-hanging fruit, actually, and needs to be done. 

 

Beyond that, having more bus priority and segregated lanes for buses make it easier to deal with and to have a 

more forgiving, if you like, bus environment that reduces interactions between buses and people.  There are 

opportunities there and we would like to see more progress made in that area. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Just one small point directed at David, a question, really.  Is there a difference between 

average bus speeds inside the Congestion Zone and outside of it? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Yes.  The speeds are quicker within the zone than 

they are without but that might be to do with bus priority, too. 



 

 

 

Shaun Bailey AM:  Thank you.  Thank you, Chairman. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Assembly Member Copley, you wanted to come in? 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you.  Yes, a couple of things.  Firstly, on buses, should we be bringing back bendy 

buses?  Would this help at all, David? 

 

Steve O’Connell AM:  You are thinking about the Routemasters. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  I am going to tie it in with the last question in 

order to pause and think about this one, but one thing about bendy buses is that you do not have to go 

upstairs and one of the problems with injuries on buses is people, especially infirm people, going upstairs.  

There is an issue there. 

 

Look, it was not the finest bit of public sector procurement ever to replace the bendy buses with the new 

Routemasters, but we are where we are. 

 

Let me just make this one point on the bendy buses.  I just wish that bus passengers were consulted.  

Normally, if you are user or a consumer, you are consulted.  As soon as we do anything on the road network 

that affects cyclists, cyclists are consulted.  Were bus passengers consulted when it came to the decision to get 

rid of the bendy buses?  Did anyone know what bus passengers thought?  No.  We knew what motorists 

thought, we knew what the new Mayor thought and we knew what cyclists thought: they did not like them.  

The people who use them were not consulted.  That really supports the point I have been making that we 

really do treat bus passengers as second-class citizens. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Do you think that the bendy buses, in terms of road space, were more efficient because of 

the volume of people that they could carry?  Would they be, on certain routes, an improvement? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Yes. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  I remember the 29.  I used to get the 29.  When it switched from being a bendy bus to a 

double-decker, it was so much more crowded.  There was more congestion. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  As a personal user of the bus, I liked the bendy 

buses, yes. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  They also speed up traffic because 

you can get people on and off them more quickly. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  They 

reduce the time that they are stationary. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Yes.  There were some places where 

there were some problems, but on routes like the ones up to Shepherds Bush on the Uxbridge Road, a straight 

road with no bends, bendy buses look like a good solution if you talk to people who are involved with them. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  It is a fascinating case study in public policy 

decision-making.  You had a group of very vociferous people who tended to be better off, whether it was 



 

 

motorists or cyclists or freight delivery vehicles, who did not like the bendy buses, and the very people who 

used them, the bus passengers, who seemed to like them.  It is a fascinating case study on how policy is made 

and who we listen to. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  That is a very good point.  Sorry, just one last thing on the workplace parking levy.  

Nottingham is a place I know well.  It has excellent public transport because they did not prioritise the buses in 

the 1980s during deregulation and formed their own wholly-owned company.  The workplace parking levy 

there raises £8 million.  Across 32 boroughs in London, it would be a significant amount of money. 

 

You talked about the micro level.  Do you think it is better done at the micro level or do you think TfL should 

be looking at having a London-wide workplace parking levy? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  They should try it in a few places 

where there is interest and support just to see what happens and see how it works.  My general point about 

the entire document, throughout this evidence session, is there are some great words in here and we absolutely 

need to get it rolled out in detail, like super-buses in outer London, like the workplace parking levy in 

Brentford.  Let us get a few things on the ground that actually takes us in that direction in practical terms so 

that we can see it.  If a workplace parking levy works in Brentford and the Lee Valley, great, let us have it 

everywhere.   

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  There is a danger of buck passing here, though, is 

there not?  This is no substitute for mayor leadership, is it? 

 

It reminds me a little bit about Central Government with the Department for Transport (DfT) and the Clean Air 

Zones and Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) saying, “Local authorities, you have to 

introduce Clean Air Zones and you have to make the tough decision on charging non-compliant vehicles”.  It is 

a bit like, “We do not want to do this.  It is over to you guys, thanks very much”.  London boroughs have been 

shot to pieces in terms of their resource and their ability to do these things.  This smacks, to me, a bit of buck 

passing.  I do not mind micro schemes and working with the boroughs, but it is no substitute for mayoral 

leadership.  It is something that did not happen in the early days of TfL.  There was not a decision to pass all 

this on to the boroughs.  The Mayor made some tough decisions around controversial policies like congestion 

charging and showed a leap. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Just to be clear, my point is not 

that we pass the buck to boroughs.  In particular, I agree with you about clean air zones.  That is clearly an 

issue.  My point is to try some stuff on the ground to show the direction of travel so that when you have done 

it in one place you do roll it out elsewhere.   

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  We have a Congestion Charge.  It has been there 

for 14 years.  It works. 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I said “workplace parking levy”. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  I know. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  You have answered my question.  Thank you very much. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  I am afraid we must move on, we are running out of time.  Could I now look 

to Assembly Member Russell? 

 



 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you, Chairman.  I am moving us on to talk about river crossings, which really 

bring us back to all the same territory about reducing traffic.  The Mayor has said, as has been discussed a lot 

this morning, an awful lot about being ambitious about reducing volumes of traffic.  How does continuing to 

move ahead with the supporting the Silvertown Tunnel fit with all that he has said about the need to reduce 

traffic?  Maybe, David, do you want to start? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  The Blackwall Tunnel is an absolute hell hole.  

From a health and safety perspective, I just do not know why that is.  If there is a more congested part of the 

British Road Network than the Blackwall Tunnel I have not seen it.  Something has to be done to solve this 

problem.  I do not see a mix of policies to tackle that pollution, congestion and safety problem.  I do not see 

the policies in place without building a new crossing.  You do need a new crossing there.  You need a crossing 

particularly to dramatically improve the service to bus passengers.  The bus services are absolutely appalling 

coming across the Thames.  From a health and safety perspective, you really need to do something there. 

 

Another point I would make is if you look at all the housing development on the South side of the Thames, 

80% of the people on the South side of the Thames and East side of London are going to be accessing jobs on 

the north side.  Hopefully, the vast majority of these are going to come by public transport, but the old one, 

and there still is going to have to be the movement of logistic vehicles.  I do not buy into this debate: roads are 

good/roads are bad.  It is polarised.  You will get some people who say, “Do not want any roads, thanks very 

much.  They will just fill up too quickly”.  Then you will get people from the other side saying, “We want lots 

and lots of roads and we do not want really to pay for them”.  We got this right from a public policy 

perspective ten years ago when we said, “There is a case for some new roads, but we do not want them to just 

fill up and we want to lock in the benefits”. 

 

The reason I like the Silvertown Tunnel proposal is there is a pricing element to it.  The reason I like that pricing 

element is not just to finance the new infrastructure across the Thames.  I really like that pricing element 

because it allows us to control the volume of traffic as well.  I am in favour of the Mayor’s proposals for road 

crossings in east London. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  Can I take Richard? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  I very much agree, basically.  There is 

traffic creation and traffic induction as a dynamic.  However, in the right place, at the right time and for the 

right sorts of traffic, more road connectivity, especially across such as severer, as the Thames unfortunately is 

at that point, is the right answer.  We are strongly supportive of Silvertown and it is quite right to have a very 

good bus service running through it; it should not just be for private vehicles.  There is a chicken and egg 

problem; if you do not have public transport networks on either side there, then simply bolting in a public 

transport crossing and then where do people distribute onwards and inwards from it is one issue. 

 

The other issue is the kinds of traffic that are going through Blackwall at the moment and Silvertown is largely 

a Blackwall relief project.  They are doing those journeys for a reason.  There are longer-term steps you can 

take and so, in our view, beyond Silvertown and the Lower Thames crossing, the DfT project further out, it 

probably is right to think it is a public transport crossing that is the next one that might come.  That would do 

different things and it would start to get into the territory David [Begg] was also describing about how you 

connect the new homes with the new jobs.  That is not something London in the rounds wants to do by car or 

vehicle traffic, it is something it wants to do by public transport traffic.  That is not the situation that you have 

and then need that you have for a strategic crossing such as Silvertown now.  For that reason, on this example, 

we are supportive of it. 

 



 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  You are supportive of it for private vehicles as well as for public transport, walking and 

cycling? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  Yes, and I should be clear.  We are very 

supportive of being tolled, which is a key aspect here.  Of course, it brings along with it tolling of the Blackwall 

Tunnel, which will significantly change the dynamics from what we have now there.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Do you not think then that all of the crossings should be tolled, given we have been 

very talking very strongly in favour of road pricing? 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  It is hard to argue against that, but we are 

where we are and how would you take that forward to toll things that people have been using for many 

decades, in some cases many centuries, for free at the point of use? 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  If perhaps it was all about traffic reduction.  We have heard a lot this morning about 

the need to reduce the volume of traffic.  The levers that the Mayor has at his control, one of those is 

charging.  We have this precious public resource of space on our roads.  If there is a case for tolling crossings, 

Blackwall and, if Silvertown goes ahead,  then surely that applies across all crossings throughout London.   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  It depends on the evidence for it.  I come 

back to the network point.  Because the crossings are so much rarer in the East of London with a tiny handful 

East of Tower Bridge, which we are desperately hoping to increase the number of, whether it is private or 

public transport going across them, and much more numerous in the West, as we know, you have different 

traffic dynamics going across them.  If you tolled all the bridges across, it is hard to say why they should be 

tolled in the East but not in the West as a point of principle, but if you look, because there are so many more 

bridges, you then have to think: what do you do to the network and the traffic moving around it?  In other 

words, I am not sure you would do very much because you have very congested networks on the north and the 

South than in the West where you have far more bridges.  That takes you to looking at road pricing more 

generally there.  That is the much more efficient way to control that. 

 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  I would 

echo a lot of what Richard was saying there.  Yes, tolling anything is a demand management measure.  There is 

a case to do that. 

 

I would also echo again what I said earlier, which is about how politically palatable that is.  It is quite a bold 

political move to take away something people have been used to having for free and using for free.  Yes, it 

would definitely be a measure to reduce private vehicular flow across any crossing.  I would argue for a more 

comprehensive road pricing system within London to control that more effectively.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes.  Stephen, the overarching question? 

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I agree with the rest of the panel on 

this one.  I struggle to see how a crossing for general traffic like Silvertown, even tolled, really fits in with the 

Strategy’s objective of 80% on car travel by 2041.  I absolutely support the case for non-road based crossings 

to the East; bus, rapid-transit rail, walk and cycle bridges.  There are some mentioned in the Strategy actually, 

some cycle/walking bridges as well, which do not have the word “garden” attached to them. 

 



 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Does that mean, Stephen, we would want to 

remove road crossings in West London?  

 

Stephen Joseph (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  No.  It does not seem to me that 

you can have pricing on Blackwall without doing Rotherhithe.  Southwark has already made the point that they 

are worried about Silvertown and Blackwall being priced because they think they will get a lot of traffic coming 

through Southwark, which is the problem here.  I know I was being accused of passing the buck earlier, but if 

we are going to move towards London-wide road pricing, then we need to look towards London-wide road 

pricing rather than having little bits of it.  Also, in terms of what kind of development we have to the east of 

London, it needs to be ones which have that mode-share that the Strategy talks about built into it. 

 

By the way, the lower Thames crossing that is mentioned here that the DfT has is hugely controversial in 

communities around that.  Thurrock Council and others are dead against it because they think it will just 

channel lots more traffic into their area.  We would argue that Silvertown needs to be part of a much wider 

review of a road policy generally in the light of the Strategy.  Given the shortage of cash, is Silvertown the right 

priority to go ahead with, given what the Strategy now looks like? 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  You raised the question of expense to build a tunnel at Silvertown.  Would it be 

cheaper if it was restricted only to public transport and no private traffic going through it?  Might that deliver 

traffic reduction? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  It would be cheaper, but you are condemning 

people who are using Blackwall Tunnel now and who do not have an alternative.  I am thinking of freight, I am 

thinking of vans and I am thinking of some people who really need to be in their car.  You are condemning 

them to hell.  I cannot emphasise enough how drastic the situation is in that Blackwall Tunnel now. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Except, David, the communities who live around the proposed Silvertown Tunnel are 

absolutely terrified about the increase of traffic, the disruption to their lives, the increased air pollution and the 

increased congestion that will come with a new tunnel.  For anyone living near a tunnel mouth, it is pretty 

grim.  It is not a great Healthy Streets environment. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  For me the key issue here is: what is the 

alternative?  There is no alternative to doing something about the Blackwall Tunnel.  From a health and safety 

perspective you have to do something on that. 

 

The key question is: what is the main purpose of the tolling?  Is the main purpose of the tolling to finance the 

infrastructure or is the main purpose of the tolling to try to regulate the volume of traffic and to make sure 

that we lock in the benefits?  We do not want in another 20 years’ time other people up in front of your 

Committee saying, “We need a third Silvertown Tunnel”, or whatever.  You cannot just toll all of the crossings 

coming across the Thames.  You want to have proper vehicle restraint based on road pricing; on all roads, not 

just infrastructure. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I totally agree with you on that, yes; all across London. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  It is 

important to be clear about that.  What is the intention of the pricing?  Is it just a vehicle to make money to 

invest elsewhere or is it really there to manage demand?  You would have a very different approach to that. 

 



 

 

That also links to parking.  What is your intention?  Is it to make sure that the resources are most efficiently 

used?  There is an academic called Donald Shoup [Professor of Urban Planning, University of California, Los 

Angeles] and he writes a lot about that and the benefits of making sure that about 85% of your parking spaces 

are being filled up and so if you need a parking space they are there and they are not just cruising around.  

That applies here.  You want to be setting the pricing at the level where it is not completely stopped up, it is 

not completely congested and it does still flow a bit.  The added benefit of the side-effect of managing it 

based on demand and pricing at that level, is that you are still having income and you can craft that narrative 

that this income is being reinvested. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Just on the walking and cycling bridges, it is good to see that they are in there.  How 

do you think the Mayor can get these delivered really quickly?  Do you think that they have more benefits for 

Londoners, for instance, the Diamond Jubilee Bridge and the Sustrans bridge as well? 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  You do not have a revenue stream. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  We want to encourage people to walk and cycle. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  I agree 

about tackling community severance.  The Thames is quite a big barrier to people moving across anywhere.  

You have a similar sort of community severance from big roads.  That is a whole different issue, but 

footbridges and cycle bridges are great at tackling community severance.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  That is all true.  They seem to be very 

expensive, is the thought in our minds about them.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  They are an awful lot cheaper than the Garden Bridge.  The Diamond Jubilee Bridge is 

unbelievably cheap.   

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  The point I am driving too is the business 

case, if you like, clearly they unlock and clearly they cut severance, they put icon activity and they induce the 

sorts of modes that we all want to see.  There are a lot of positives.  What is not to like?  In a constrained 

funding environment where we are heading into really quite tough times, for TfL financially in the next five 

years in particular, where it tries to become one of the world’s very few transit authorities that makes it metro 

operations wash its face and all sorts of very ambitious stuff.  Across all these things there just has to be a 

hard-nosed look at what the costs and benefits are. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Researcher in Urban Transport Governance, University College London):  My 

caution there is just that some of the qualities that projects like these pedestrian or cycling bridges can offer 

are not easily quantifiable and so they may not stack up well in a business case. 

 

Richard Dilks (Transport Programme Director, London First):  That is a good point.  You should look at 

it in the widest but still credible way that you can, rather than some transport planning analysis are very narrow 

on how they calculate those costs and benefits.  That was a good point. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Looking at the health benefits would probably make it stack up pretty well. 

 



 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much indeed.  I would like to really thank the panel.  It has 

been great.  It has been very informative with lots of honest opinions and strong views expressed, which was 

good.  Thank you very much for your time. 

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Can I just say well done to the Committee on 

some of your recent reports?  I hope the Mayor listens to some of them.  I thought the one on vans and 

private-hire vehicles in particular had some excellent points made.  Well done. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Wait until the bus report next week.   

 

David Begg (Visiting Professor, Plymouth University):  Excellent. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much for your time. 

 

 


