
 

 

 

Appendix 1 
London Assembly Garden Bridge Working Group – Monday, 13 May 2019 

 

Transcript of Item 5 -Transport for London’s Role 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  The main focus of this meeting will be to discuss the outstanding issues relating to 

the Garden Bridge project and Transport for London’s (TfL) role in it.  Can I welcome our guests: 

Mike Brown MVO, Commissioner of TfL; Alex Williams, Director of City Planning at TfL; and Andy Brown, Head 

of Corporate Services at TfL?  Welcome to you all. 

 

I am going to kick off with the first set of questions to you, Mike.  You became Commissioner in 

September 2015.  From then onwards, did you receive regular or irregular updates from the TfL representatives 

attending project meetings for the Garden Bridge? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, 

Transport for London):  I should just clarify, Chair.  I became interim Commissioner on 16 July [2015], just 

to be very clear, because [Sir] Peter Hendy [CBE, former Commissioner, TfL] left on that day.  I just did not 

want there to be any doubt.  I could perhaps refer my answer to the period from 16 July because in effect I 

was Commissioner from that date, there being nobody else in that role. 

 

Yes, it is true to say that I had irregular updates - they were not standard updates or there was not a routine of 

updates - on the Garden Bridge project from both Richard de Cani, who was then the Managing Director of 

Planning, and others in the TfL team.  As soon as I took over as interim Commissioner, I continued the process 

that my predecessor had had of a weekly meeting with my senior leadership team, which was on a Monday 

afternoon.  As part of those updates, that was something that verbally Richard de Cani would have given me 

some updates on.  It was not in any formal capacity.  It was just as part of that informal catch-up that we had 

every week. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Were any of these briefings written briefings? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No, they would not have been. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  You would not have had any written briefings? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  OK.  Did you ever receive briefings from TfL legal or your general counsel 

regarding the Garden Bridge Trust’s contract with Bouygues? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Not that I recall, no. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair): Did [Sir] Eddie Lister [ former Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning] or 

Isabel Dedring [former Deputy Mayor for Transport] ever discuss formally, or informally, the Garden Bridge 

project with you? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I certainly had regular -- I had weekly 

meetings with Isabel Dedring, who was the Deputy Mayor [for Transport] at the time, as you will recall.  As part 

of those meetings, the Garden Bridge would have been occasionally talked of.  However, because of my  



 

 

 

non-prior involvement before I became Commissioner because I had really no involvement in the project prior 

to becoming Commissioner, I was aware that she was talking directly with the team that was responsible for it.  

Frankly, it was her way of operating.  She tended to dive down into all parts of the organisation and hold all 

sorts of conversations with people. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  How about the former Mayor, Boris Johnson [MP]?  Did he talk to you about the 

project? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  We did meet with the former Mayor every 

week for a regular catch-up meeting.  The time that I considered particularly having discussion with the Mayor 

was actually much later towards the end of his time in office.  I do recall, for example, a meeting on 6 April 

[2015] where there was some discussion around additional sums of money to underwrite the project.  There 

was a real concern expressed by Greater London Authority (GLA) monitoring officers - and indeed my own 

team - about the appropriateness of that in the lead-up to the election campaign, with a degree of uncertainty 

as to what any future Mayor, whoever that might have been, would have had on the discussion. 

 

That is the meeting I recall most.  While there was some discussion with the Mayor on an informal basis about 

how it was going, it was certainly not the main topic of discussion between the Mayor and myself at our 

regular weekly meetings. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Peter Hendy, your predecessor, in his interview with Dame Margaret Hodge 

[independent reviewer of the Garden Bridge project, April 2017] said something along the lines of - I am 

paraphrasing - how Boris was on the phone to him constantly about it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That was Isabel. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  It was Isabel who was on the phone to him constantly about it.  That is not your 

experience? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No, it really did not happen with me.  As I say, 

I know that Isabel Dedring was talking to people within the team but certainly in my discussion with her, there 

were many other things that we talked about - whether or not we would produce a business plan, what was 

going on in terms of the lead-up to the mayoral election and all sorts of other things - but not on the Garden 

Bridge project, no. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Turning to the issue of the construction contract, were you aware that the Trust 

was about to sign the construction contract with Bouygues? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I was not aware that it was about to do so.  I 

was aware when it had done so because that was one of the reasons that was communicated to me by the 

Managing Director of Planning as to why they felt that there was a confidence from the Trust of the project 

being able to go ahead. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Do you think it was reckless for the Trust to sign that contract without having the 

full funds in the bank?  Even if they had had the Department for Transport (DfT) funding, that still would have 

left them with significant challenges. 

 



 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It is very good point.  Can I just draw a 

parallel because members of this group will be well aware that in a different context I made the decision to 

cancel the procurement process we had underway for the Piccadilly line signalling.  I know it is a totally 

different context, but we made that decision last year [2018] in the light of the funding reality that we found 

ourselves in because I was not confident.  In fact, before it even went to the Board - it was not that the Board 

stopped it - I stopped that because I was not confident there was a steady stream of funding for that signalling 

procurement to happen.  I am not party to the thoughts of the Garden Bridge Trust and what was in their 

mind.  I only ever met representatives of the Garden Bridge Trust once in my entire time.  Up to this moment in 

time I have only met them once, actually.  I was not aware of what was going through their mind, but I had 

assumed that they must have had a degree of certainty as to the funding stream that was coming to them if 

they were going to venture into that construction contract with Bouygues. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Did you ever see that contract? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I know because I wrote to you about this and you did say that TfL did not hold a 

copy. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I find that a bit strange.  I know that the Garden Bridge Trust is an arm’s-length, as 

it were, organisation, but I would have thought that, given that this was a very significant milestone and that 

TfL was paying quite a big amount of taxpayers’ money over to them, you would have wanted to have seen 

that contract. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  If I may, to continue the analogy, it was not 

just an arm’s-length contract but an arm-severed contract.  This was a contract that was beyond the reach of 

TfL in that regard.  Therefore, we did not see the contract.  We were not party to it.  It was not our signature 

that was on it or necessary to go on it.  As far as I am aware, it was a responsibility of the Garden Bridge Trust 

to sign that contract.  It was not -- 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  TfL did not offer any legal advice regarding it or any other form of advice to the 

Trust? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Not as far as I am aware.  Andy may be able 

to help, but not as far as I am aware, Chair, no. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  No.  I talked a little bit about this at 

your last meeting.  The Trust had extensive legal advice from both general lawyers and a specialist construction 

firm that it took advice from before reaching a decision on whether to enter that contract.  Mike has talked 

about how he was not sighted on the contract itself.  I do not recall ever having read the actual construction 

contract document, but we talked last time about how I attended a number of the meetings as an observer and 

Richard [de Cani] did as well.  At that meeting where they decided to let that contract, they talked about some 

of the elements of the contract and the advice they had received from their lawyers.  I was aware as our 

observer of that Board of some of the aspects that were in that contract and that they had taken into account 

in entering into that contract, but actually going through the contract itself with a fine-tooth comb or taking 

our own legal advice on it was not something that we did because that was a decision for the Trust to take. 



 

 

 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Given that TfL was essentially underwriting the Trust, do you think it would have 

been wise for TfL to have seen the contract? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Chair, to be honest, there are lots of things, 

looking back on this whole sorry escapade, that I could opine on retrospect.  One of them - and I am sure you 

may come to this later - is the whole process of Mayoral Directions and the way they were totally outwith at 

that time any sort of governance process within TfL.  Of course, as you know, following the Margaret Hodge 

work and the other bits of scrutiny that the Assembly has done previously, that whole arrangement is now in a 

very different place.  There are lots of things that with the benefit of hindsight we might have sought to do 

differently, but at that time it would have been considered strange to have a set of trustees set up and for us 

to be dabbling in the contract that was, after all, signed between them and the construction company, 

Bouygues in this case, not with us. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Were you aware of the meetings that Andy Brown and Richard de Cani would go to 

with the Garden Bridge Trust? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  There were meetings going on and, as I say, 

as part of the informal discussions that we had, sometimes in the Monday afternoons, those were referred to.  I 

was not working closely with Andy [Brown] at that time.  He was in a much more junior position.  Richard, 

although he worked directly for me, would have given me an update but in the context of all sorts of other 

updates that were going on within his frame of responsibility as well. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Did you ever ask to see the minutes, for example, of the meetings? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No, I did not. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Were you aware that Thomas Heatherwick [designer, Heatherwick Studios] was 

attending the Garden Bridge Trust Board meetings and were you at any point concerned about him potentially 

influencing the trustees? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I was not aware that he was attending those 

meetings and I had no dealings with him and I had no understanding of what his role was in attending those 

meetings. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Finally from me, would you agree that the Garden Bridge became a political issue? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It is evident to say, given what I have just 

referred to, in the 6 April [2015] meeting I was concerned and I know my colleagues were concerned and 

indeed the GLA scrutiny officer was concerned in the lead-up to the election that we did not fetter the views 

of any future Mayor.  There was a range of people who could have been the Mayor at that at that time.  It was 

before the election, which is why, instead of the request for quite a significant amount of money, we ended up 

just releasing a further £1.3 million at that time to keep the project going and not kill it off in a sense.  That 

would have itself been a political decision as well, pending the election.  Of course, the very nature of the 

project, given that it was subject to the number of Mayoral Directions it was, inevitably there was politics 

involved. 

 



 

 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Was political pressure applied to you to make decisions in the interests of the 

Bridge going ahead? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Not to me personally but I certainly was aware 

that there was a lot of dialogue going on from the then Mayor’s office to people in my team. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  The same question to you, Andy: were you feeling political pressure? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Not particularly.  Mike has described 

how Isabel [Dedring], the Deputy Mayor, and other members of the Mayor’s office would speak to the project 

team.  That was through Richard and so I never had any conversations with them myself about it.  My view of 

it was just that we were under a series of Mayoral Directions and so I would not call that political pressure.  I 

would call that political direction to deliver this project.  It was then our job to put frameworks in place around 

how we did that. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Sorry, can I just interrupt?  To put frameworks in around that, should a framework not be 

put around that for Plan B if you are getting or receiving information that says, “There is a bit of a risk here.  

There is a risk here long term to TfL’s finances because it is underwriting this scheme.  There is a real risk I 

might have to take over this project because I am not sure about the people who are running it”?  Tell me.  

Why were those frameworks that I have just described - and there are obviously more technical ones - were not 

put in place then?  Where were the thought processes?  We have received a lot of information and we are 

about to ask for more.  Is it going to be in that bundle of paper and are we going to see some of that thinking 

of where you have put frameworks in about, “What if?  What is the issue?  What if X happens?  What if Y 

happens?”  Of course, if a bridge gets built, you are all singing and dancing until you have to pick up the costs.  

Tell us more about these frameworks. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  We talked at the last of these 

meetings about the arrangements that we as TfL had in place to monitor what the Trust was doing and 

particularly how it was using the money we had given it in line with - or not but it was in line with - the 

conditions in our funding agreement and whether it was meeting conditions for further payments.  Those are 

the frameworks we had in place to understand the risks that the Trusts were facing in the delivery of the 

project and the plans that it had in place to overcome those risks. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  OK.  Would you describe those frameworks as the bare minimum frameworks that you 

undertook with your colleagues? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  No, we had lots of rights of access to 

information, including attending every one of their Board meetings but also meeting with them on a very 

regular basis.  Since our last meeting I have sent through some further information which shows some of the 

information that the Trust was using to manage the project, which we had visibility of.  No, I would not say 

that at all. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Some of that information you have provided show you attending a meeting on 9 December 

[2015].  Despite you telling this Committee that you thought the funding agreements were robust, you were 

highlighting to them.  You were talking to the Board.  It was your first meeting in attendance.  You were 

talking to the trustees and were telling them that they are going to struggle to justify the conditions attached 

to release funds.  In your own mind, you have some doubts here.  That was your first meeting. 

 



 

 

 

I go back to my original question.  In terms of the frameworks that you have described that you set out, why 

did you not do any additional frameworks in terms of protecting TfL or the public funders of the project, the 

public purse in terms of that?  Why did you choose to take the limited view of satisfying the frameworks that 

TfL needed?  What was going through your mind at that particular time?  Did you seek any advice from 

superiors to say, “Should I be preparing something else?  Should I be doing something else?”  Or did you just 

decide that? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I explained at the last meeting what I 

meant by what -- 

 

Len Duvall AM:  You did not explain it clearly.  That is why I am asking.  I have read the transcript. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not have anything more to say 

from what I said last time about what those comments in December [2015] meant and about why I was making 

clear to them in my first meeting as an observer of the Garden Bridge Trust Board that, if they were going to 

request the next set of payments under the funding agreement, they needed to make very clear how the 

conditions had been met so that we could take into account everything that we knew and inform Richard 

[de Cani] on what view he might reach.  I was not having conversations about additional frameworks that we 

put in place because we felt that the frameworks that had been put in place were satisfactory.  We had a full 

view of the risks that the Trust was facing and the plans that it was putting in place to overcome them.  That 

was what we needed to have in place to understand whether they were meeting the conditions in the funding 

agreement and for us to fulfil our obligations under the Mayoral Directions that we were under. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  The information you had before you were showing that the risks were increasing, not 

decreasing.  You changed the funding agreements and my colleagues will deal with that, but in the progression 

from that meeting onwards that you were attending, the risks get higher for this group of trustees, not lesser.  

They do not sign up the land on the landing sites.  They go out and procure the construction issues.  Surely 

sends an alarm bell to you and your colleagues that this is a bit of a risky project.  Or do you not think it was a 

risky project? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not agree with that description 

of what was happening to the risks. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  You do not?  You think they were lower? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  They were changing.  They had a lot 

of risks on the project, as you would expect with any project of this nature, but they were also closing out risks 

and overcoming obstacles.  New ones would arise, but that is typical in management of projects like this.  We 

did not feel like the overall risk landscape was increasing to a point where we needed to be particularly nervous 

about it. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  We will be coming on to that shortly.  I have seen Assembly Member Whittle 

wanted to come in and then I will bring in Assembly Member Pidgeon. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Yes.  Can I just clarify one thing?  Sorry, Mike.  When the Chair was asking you about 

whether you saw the construction contact and you said no, did you ever request to see it? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No. 



 

 

 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  That is strange, is not it?  You said that there were many things in what you called ‘this 

escapade’ that you would do differently.  Presumably now you would look back thing and think, “Maybe we 

should have had a look at that contract”? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  That is fair, yes. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Thank you. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Just before I bring Assembly Member Pidgeon in, had the Trust signed the 

construction the contract and then TfL turned around and said, “I am sorry.  You have not satisfied the 

conditions.  We are not going to give you any more funding”, what would then have happened? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I would be very hesitant on 

speculating on what they might have done, but I would assume that they would not then have been able to 

meet their liabilities having entered into that contract and would need to take a view on whether to wind up 

their activities because they were no longer a going concern.  I would caveat that by saying I am not an expert 

in charity governance. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I raise this with you last time.  I just find it inconceivable that they would have 

signed contract had they not had a nod from somewhere within TfL that that funding would have been made 

available.  Were they ever given that nod, as far as you are aware? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  They knew what conditions they had 

to meet.  That was clearly set out in the funding agreement.  There was no discussion of the type that you are 

describing, no. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Sorry.  The minutes of that December [2015] meeting do say that you had said there would 

need to be a bigger discussion.  Did that not happen? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  What I meant in that sentence as 

minuted is that this was my first meeting attending as an observer of the Garden Bridge Trust Board.  They 

were asking me some questions about how certain conditions might be interpreted and what they would need 

to do and all around the details of that.  I was saying that I would need to go back and talk to people back at 

TfL.  That is what that means. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Yes, but did that happen? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Yes.  I was talking to Richard 

[De Cani] and others on a regular basis and certainly after attending a Board meeting to feedback on what had 

been discussed in the Board meeting.  Yes, there were further discussions, and that is reflected in what then 

happened and what was discussed at future Garden Bridge Trust Board meetings. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Assembly Member Pidgeon now on the softening of conditions. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I just want to pick up a couple of bits from listening to the discussion.  Mike or 

Andy could answer this.  You said that Isabel Dedring was not bothering you about this, Mike, but going 



 

 

 

directly, as she did on lots of issues.  Who was she contacting?  Was it just Richard de Cani?  Was it you, Andy?  

Were there other people? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  She was not contacting me.  I do not 

know who else she was talking to. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Who do you think? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It was Richard and people in Richard’s team.  

That was my understanding of who she was contacting.  Just to be clear, by the way, when I had the handover 

from the previous Commissioner, this was not something that he talked to me about in terms of all the issues 

that he thought I should be immediately aware of.  It was quite a quick camber.  If you remember, he was 

appointed Chair of Network Rail and within a few days he had gone to that new role.  To be very clear, this was 

not something that he had in his top-10 list of -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It was not on the risk register. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No, it really was not.  Just to put that into 

context, my understanding was that, as I say, Isabel Dedring, as was her character - and it is not a criticism; it is 

just the way she operated - did dive into all sorts of layers within the organisation and have detailed 

discussions with all sorts of people, and so I assumed it was with Richard and his team involved in this.  

However, as I say, if Andy says it was not him, it obviously was not him. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Andy said that there were other people from the Mayor’s office.  Who else was 

in touch with your, or Richard, about this project other than Isabel? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  No one from the Mayor’s office was 

talking to me on a regular basis.  We talked last time about whether I wrote regular briefing notes for the 

Mayor’s office.  No, but as and when they were required, it is typical that a briefing note will go into that 

Mayor’s office and a number of people will have an interest in it, not just the Deputy Mayor for Transport but 

the Chief of Staff, for example. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Eddie Lister would have been one.  Who else? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not have a list of who was 

calling whom because none of them were calling me ever. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It was more than just Isabel ringing up your team, which may well have been 

Richard.  It was more than just Isabel.  There was pressure from the Mayor’s office on this project? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not know.  You would need to 

ask Richard, who I assume was the person who they were talking to. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK, ok.  You said you might be asked for stuff to go into written briefings and 

so from time to time there was a written update on this going to the previous Mayor? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Yes, and we have released that. 

 



 

 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes.  Mike, you said at the beginning that on Monday afternoons you had your 

team together, going around what is going on in each department.  It was only verbally updated but did the 

Garden Bridge come up pretty regularly? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It certainly came up, but I cannot honestly say 

it was regular.  It is not sticking in my mind as being something that was talked about at length or on a hugely 

frequent basis.  There were many other things going on.  We were going through in that period the whole pre-

election planning and thinking about the potential for what scenarios we might face given whichever candidate 

might have won the election.  We were talking about that and we were talking about the normal issues around 

the delivery of service and delivery of TfL projects. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  After April [2015] when you flagged this meeting that you had with Boris 

[Johnson] talking about extra money, was it them a more routine item or did you have separate briefings from 

the team on that? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No.  All I knew on that meeting with the 

Mayor, which was the one meeting that I recall where it was deemed to be inappropriate for a huge additional 

amount of underwriting to be given, given the timing in the pre-election period, was that that was the timing 

that we had with a view to saying that we would then wait and see what any new Mayor decided was an 

appropriate thing to do.  Of course, we knew there was going to be a new Mayor because the [previous] Mayor 

was not standing for re-election. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Exactly.  Thank you.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I want to focus on the conditions.  Let us be very clear for anyone watching this 

online as well, as I am sure there will be people.  There were six conditions.  Condition 5 originally said: 

 

“The Trust has demonstrated to TfL’s satisfaction that it has secured a satisfactory level of funding to 

operate and maintain the Garden Bridge once it is built for at least the first five years.” 

 

This was then later amended, although I understand it was never formally changed in the deed of grant, in a 

Mayoral Direction to say: 

 

“The Trust has demonstrated to TfL’s satisfaction that it has a satisfactory funding strategy [to get the 

money, not the money in the bank] to operate and maintain the Garden Bridge once it is built for at 

least the first five years.” 

 

Who decided, Mike, to soften condition 5? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I do not know the answer to that question, 

but what I would say is that I am aware that the process for looking at this -- as I understand it, there was a 

benchmarking process done about how much it would cost to maintain an asset such as this.  Some GLA 

officers and others had a look across, for example, Trafalgar Square to see how much that is to maintain.  They 

had done some work with gardening companies to see how much the garden part of the bridge would cost to 

maintain.  My understanding was that there was seen a difference between the cost of maintenance, which was 

seen for five years as being £2.5 million on average per year for the first five years, and the income stream, 

which was seen to be about £3 million.  There was a delta between the two of those.  The income stream, just 

to be clear, was coming from, in my understanding, a range of things such as charity galas that were going to 



 

 

 

be promoted, small retail facilities, coffee outlets, coffee carts and whatever else coming on board and other 

donations.  That was my understanding but - and Andy may be able to help - I do not know exactly why and 

about the context of that amendment to words. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Were you aware of it at the time? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  This comes now probably in preparing for this meeting as a surprise? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes.  There has been a lot going on and 

discussion on the Garden Bridge, as you know.  There have been four or five looks at the Garden Bridge since I 

have been Commissioner.  This has come to light to me since but, no, at the time this was not something I was 

aware of. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Andy? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I can try to answer the original 

question if you like? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, if you could, that would be great. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  There are two points on it.  One is 

that the interpretation that we took of condition 5 in our funding agreement for that set of payments based on 

advice from legal colleagues is that having a deliverable operation and maintenance business plan that shows 

how on a year-by-year basis for the first five years they would have funded the running of the Bridge was 

sufficient.  It did meet the condition and we were required to pay.  There was no mention in the funding 

agreement about cash in the bank, as you put it, and so that was not part of the requirement. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is how you could interpret it.  Certainly the original wording I would read 

as them having cash in the bank to run this for the five-plus years. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  The approach that we took and 

ultimately Richard took in reaching a decision on whether these conditions had been met was whether they 

had they met to a standard that we could not defend against paying them out.  Are we legally required to 

make this payment?  That business plan, especially in the context of what other parties such as the planning 

authorities were saying they wanted to see, the Port of London Authority (PLA) as well, was a credible 

business plan to fund this.  That was the position that we took. 

 

The second point is about the Mayoral Direction and amending the language of that condition.  My 

recollection is that that was to amend a specific part of the GLA guarantees side.  If you recall, there was a 

requirement for the GLA, or for some suitable party, to guarantee the operation and maintenance of the Bridge 

if the Trust was not able to fund that itself.  That Mayoral Direction was amending that specific condition to do 

with the guarantees and actually nothing to do with our funding agreement.  The reason why that Mayoral 

Direction was pursued was to bring the conditions connected with the GLA guarantees in line with what was 

being put into the planning side of things so that the language was fully aligned between the GLA guarantees 

and the planning conditions in Lambeth and Westminster and so that there was not a potential problem down 

the line where you were trying to meet two slightly different wordings even if the view on what they meant 



 

 

 

was the same.  It just avoids a legal problem or conversation about why that word and not the other word.  We 

did not amend the funding condition because that is not what the Mayoral Direction was about. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  If we focus on the changing of the wording, was it not actually Martin Clarke, 

Director of Resources here at City Hall, who could not execute the guarantee because he said that conditions 

had not been met? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I have not swotted up on what 

considerations Martin was making at the time and why the guarantees were not ultimately signed.  From 

memory, it was not possible for Martin to make that decision yet because a number of other things had not 

fallen into place. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Martin very clearly said this in his evidence to the Margaret Hodge inquiry: 

 

“I was the instigator of that because they came to me wanting to sign the guarantees, or getting me 

ready to sign the guarantees.  When I reviewed all the paperwork I said, now the actual decision is 

you’ve got to secure the funding and I cannot sign the guarantees because they haven’t secured the 

funding.” 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  That is Martin.  Martin is the one 

who had to take that decision.  I have not actually read that again recently because I was not expecting to 

discuss that today. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Is it not likely that actually the reason the wording was slightly changed was 

because otherwise it was not going to get signed off by City Hall in terms of the guarantee? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  No.  That Mayoral Direction was long 

before Martin got involved in having to make a decision or not.  I do not think he ever made a decision either 

way about entering into the guarantees.  This was a step before that where the previous Mayor needed to say 

what he was putting as his framework around whether the guarantees should be entered into. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  First of all, I cannot believe you were not expecting to discuss this today because 

this is one of the key issues and it would have been briefed to you. It even went out in our press release that 

this is an area that we wanted to discuss, and it came up last time, but we -- 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Sorry, just the specifics of what 

Martin was being presented with, when and what his view was: that is the bit that I do not have fresh in my 

memory.  There were a number of conversations I was in with Martin and with other legal advisors. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  With respect, this is not about you reading Martin Clarke’s mind.  We are interested 

in why he came to this very clear conclusion that it simply was not possible for him to sign the guarantee with 

the wording as it was and that they needed to secure the funding and “secure the funding” meant having the 

funding in the bank, and why you at TfL came to a different conclusion. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I was answering the question about 

that Mayoral Direction.  My recollection is that that was not brought about because of any discussion with 

Martin about what conditions he would or would not be happy with.  It was purely - and this is described in the 

Mayoral Direction itself - around bringing the conditions that the Mayor at the time had imposed upon 



 

 

 

entering into any guarantees in line with the wording that the planning authorities were putting into their 

conditions. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  With respect, whatever reasons the Mayoral Direction gave, the fact is that 

Martin Clarke still looked at that condition and said he could not possibly sign it off in its current form.  

Whatever reasons were put in the Mayoral Direction, I would be very surprised if the Mayoral Direction had 

explicitly said, “This guarantee cannot be satisfied.  Therefore, we are going to soften the conditions”.  Of 

course they wanted to come up with a different reason.  However, the fact is that Martin Clarke said that that 

condition had not been satisfied and yet you have claimed that from TfL’s point of view that condition had 

been satisfied. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I can only tell you what we took into 

account in February 2016 for the information to meet those conditions and then the view that we took, point 

one, and that is that Richard [de Cani] felt that the conditions had been met and the payment did legally need 

to be made.  Separately, my understanding of that Mayoral Direction to amend the conditions connected to 

the guarantees - nothing to do with our funding conditions - was driven by a desire to align the Mayor’s 

conditions around the guarantees with what the planning authorities were saying. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I will go back to Caroline, but just before, you would have received legal advice 

presumably from TfL legal as to whether the conditions had been satisfied? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I talked a bit last time about the 

process we went through.  It was Richard de Cani’s decision as to whether the conditions had been met.  He 

took that decision based on information that he had available to him but also views and thoughts and 

commentary from people in the project team including me and including people from our legal team. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Sorry, Caroline.  Back to you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Let us get on to that.  Richard de Cani was very clear on 12 February [2016] in 

an email to Andrew Pooley [Procurement Assistant, TfL]: 

 

“The signing of the contract is a significant step forward.  I am satisfied that there has been notable 

progress secured and credible plans developed for fundraising, obtaining all necessary consents and 

land interests and managing and funding the operations and maintenance of the bridge, and on this 

basis I will advise the transfer plus three months from the date of this deed of variation.” 

 

He was releasing the money.  He was satisfied that all the conditions had been met, including that condition 5.  

Do you accept that in some ways you had softened your interpretation of what those conditions really meant? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  No, I do not.  I would also say that 

the 12 February [2016] was not the payment that we have been discussing.  Around this period there were two 

payments in roughly the same time period.  The £7 million construction payment that we have been discussing 

with those six conditions came later in February.  Actually, it came in two halves.  There was one decision, but 

it was then paid in two halves, one in February and one in March. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  If I can help, 23 February was the first of 

those payments of £2.5 million and then £4.5 million on 23 March, just to be clear on the dates. 

 



 

 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Thanks, Mike, 12 February, and then 

plus three months from ... you have it in front of you.  You quoted it.  That was a different payment under the 

funding agreement.  Before you even got into the world of construction-related payments the funding 

agreement was structured so that there were a number of payments that were timed against when the 

agreement was entered into.  They had some conditions attached to them but smaller conditions because this 

was about the business of the Trust in progressing the project to the point where they could begin 

construction activities and so there was less of a need for them to demonstrate the same depth of progress. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Can we just be clear?  The £2.5 million was almost for their running costs. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  That is £3 million. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  And their running costs to keep them afloat to pursue -- 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  To continue progression of the 

project, spending on specialist contractors.  It was not just their office costs and information technology (IT) 

bills or whatever, but professional fees to people to progress the project to the point where they could begin 

construction work.  That included the work to let the construction contract and the legal advice around that, 

which was a very significant piece of work, a big construction contract. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You have this team of people led by Richard de Cani.  You are a key part of it, 

Andy, and others in the team you consulted to release the funds, interpreting the conditions in the way that 

you did, because many of us would say you had not met condition 5 but also condition 2, which is very clear in 

terms of having all the right consents and so on.  One of Westminster’s pre-commencement conditions 

required that lifetime operational running costs and maintenance were guaranteed and underwritten by a 

suitable body, but this had not been signed off.  How can you say that that had been met? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Again, I talked about this a little bit 

last time.  The condition is clear that they need to have secured, or be able to secure, all the necessary 

consents.  At this point the Trust had planning permission in place from Westminster and Lambeth.  They had 

discharged a very large number - actually all or almost all - of the pre-commencement conditions in 

Westminster and certainly very well progressed in Lambeth and with a plan in place, dates agreed and 

agreements in place with Lambeth to progress the remaining conditions.  They had discussions well advanced 

with the PLA and a River Works Licence almost completely drafted.  The marine management organisation was 

well progressed and they did ultimately secure a licence for that. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Coin Street? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  There were well-progressed 

discussions with Coin Street about the details of everything that needed to be in place.  There was still a 

number of things that needed to be finalised and signed up.  The specific land deal needed to be pushed over 

the line and signed, but they had made significant progress with all of those stakeholders and had plans in 

place to close out those final requirements.  On a condition that says, “Has secured or is able to secure”, they 

had a plan in place to do that.  That meant that the condition had been satisfied. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Coin Street had nowhere near having anything signed at all. 

 



 

 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  My recollection is that we were, 

having sat in a number of the negotiations with them. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You sat in all these meetings, as you say, virtually full-time you were on this 

project, by the sound of it. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  It was a large amount of my time, 

yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You are saying you were nearer getting a deal with Coin Street? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  The discussions with Coin Street 

were well progressed, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  At this meeting that you had with all the different people, including legal, you 

and others, with Richard de Cani to help him shape his thinking around this, you went through and felt you 

had evidence of each condition being met? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Do you have that documented anywhere? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not believe that there was a 

single decision paper that went to Richard for him to say, “Yes, I agree”. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Or any paperwork for that meeting?  It was a big decision. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not believe so, no. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Is that something that certainly in future around these sorts of decisions that 

you will have documented? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I absolutely would, yes.  Again, just to 

emphasise, not just the previous recommendations of the Assembly but also Margaret Hodge’s 

recommendations, which you will be aware of, we have followed through rigorously and I have been personally 

leading on making sure that those recommendations are followed up. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Good.  Did anyone at TfL check with the GLA - because it had had an identical 

issue around the conditions and the wording - if it would accept a business plan as evidence that condition 5 

was satisfied? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Sorry, I did not quite follow.  Could 

you repeat the question? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Did you or anyone at TfL check with the GLA to see if it would accept the 

business plan as evidence that condition 5 was satisfied rather than money in the bank? 

 



 

 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Certainly, in terms of the funding 

agreement and the condition in that, we did not discuss that with City Hall. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  No, but in terms of the guarantee? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  In terms of the guarantee side of 

things, I expect we did.  I do not specifically remember conversations or correspondence about it, but I would 

routinely keep colleagues at the GLA updated on how things were going.  As Mike said, Richard would talk to 

Isabel [Dedring] and others.  They were aware.  Certainly when it came to a Mayoral Direction about how to 

approach things, that was their side of things.  They needed to know what they were doing and we would have 

discussed that with them. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Mike, what were your thoughts on this whole thing about changing the 

condition from being what seems very clear in black and white to slightly softening it in terms of your 

interpretation?  What is your thinking on that - obviously the benefit of hindsight helps - and also linked then 

to the guarantees that Martin Clarke was refusing to sign because he said it did not meet it? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I was not aware of that.  I had not even met 

Martin Clarke at that time, to be perfectly honest, and so I had certainly had no discussions with him on any 

concerns that he might have expressed, just to be very clear.  My role was to ensure that if the Managing 

Director of Planning - in this case Richard de Cani - had said that the conditions, based on his advice from 

lawyers within my team and with the appropriate financial approvals from the Chief Financial Officer’s (CFO) 

team, were satisfactory, then it would go ahead.  That was the extent of my role at that time. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Did you ever in your conversations with Richard, when he was coming to you 

saying, “I am going to sign this off.  It is a politically sensitive project.  It is a Mayoral Direction”, chat with him 

about it and say you agreed with his analysis? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I took his analysis because it was his decision 

to make.  Therefore, he was reporting on the decision that he was authorised to take and I did not feel at that 

moment in time that there was a need for me to review his decision. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  He did come to you and you said you were happy or content with that? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I do not recall using those words or that 

phraseology.  I just know that he made the decision and it seemed to me that it was a straightforward decision 

that he had made based on the criteria that he had assessed against. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  In his interview with Margaret Hodge, Richard said: 

 

“... it wasn’t a decision that I would take on my own, I would seek the input from other people in TfL 

[we have just discussed how that would work] and get the Commissioner to say he was happy with it, 

because I knew these were decisions that were quite significant.” 

 

Did he come to you before he had signed off the decision to say, “I have looked at it.  This is where I am going.  

Are you happy with that approach? 

 



 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I genuinely do not recall him doing so, but 

that is not to say that in one, for example, of those Monday afternoon informal meetings he would not have 

said, “By the way, just so you know, I am signing off the authorisation of the funding”, and if that then was 

acknowledged by me in that meeting and if that is a definition of being happy, then, yes, that could have been 

the process. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It might have been just you nodding, not quite nodding it through, but you just 

went, “Fine, yes”? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes, it was passed on as a piece of 

information. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, rather than coming to you and saying, “This is our interpretation.  Are you 

happy?” 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes.  It certainly is not my recollection that, 

for example, on other major projects or funding signoffs that I would have a signature trail where mostly my 

signature would be at the bottom of a chain of people who would have signed things off, and I do not recall 

that being the case in this instance, no. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  That is probably it. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Why had the mayoral guarantee never been signed?  Do you have that question? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Sorry.  Do you want to ask it?  I cannot see it.  Sorry. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  One of Westminster’s conditions was that the Mayor had to sign a guarantee of 

the funding.  That was never signed.  We know it was never signed, despite huge pressure on Martin Clarke 

[Director of Resources, GLA] before the mayoral election.  Even on his final day in office, the former Mayor 

was pushing him to sign it, but it was never signed off.  Therefore, that condition was never met.  Would you 

accept, Mike, that that means that TfL should not have handed over the funding? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I cannot comment on the specifics of that 

because I am not aware of that situation.  All I can say - at the risk of repeating myself - is that Richard de Cani 

was quite evidently satisfied that the conditions had been met based on the advice including from lawyers 

within the TfL team.  He took that decision and communicated it to me and that was the nature of the decision 

made. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I am still not clear how he possibly could have been satisfied given that there is a 

number of these outstanding issues, particularly this one with this Mayoral guarantee not being signed and of 

course it was never signed. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  As I said, you would have to ask 

Richard de Cani as to the basis of his decision-making. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Andy, the same question to you.  This clearly was not met and yet TfL signed it 

through.  Do you think this lacks judgement? 

 



 

 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  No.  If you look at what the situation 

was at the time in February [2016] when Richard took the decision that the conditions had been sufficiently 

met for the payment to need to be made, one of the many things they needed to do in the set of consents, 

licences, land agreements and all those things was to get those guarantees in place.  What they had was a 

Mayoral Direction saying that the guarantees would be given subject to certain conditions, one of which was 

later amended to bring it in line with the drafting that the local authorities were using.  At that point in time, 

they had what you would reasonably expect them to have by then to secure that guarantee down the line.  

There had been significant drafting work done on the guarantees and so things were progressing towards it.  I 

think I am right in saying that it would not have been possible for the guarantee to have been signed at that 

specific point because there needed to be certain other documents in place.  There was effectively one big 

legal signing ceremony that would have needed to have taken place to do with Section 106 Agreements and 

other things that were all tied together, as you would expect in a complicated legal document framework at 

this point. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I am not sure about that, given that the previous Mayor was basically hounding the 

Executive Director of Resources to get this signed and I think quite wisely, Martin Clarke decided it perhaps 

should wait until after the mayoral election had taken place. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Just to be clear, what the what the 

previous Mayor did on - I cannot remember - the last day before he left office but the letter that he sent was 

to say that he was satisfied because one of the conditions he had put in his Mayoral Direction was that he, the 

Mayor, needed to be satisfied.  That then meant that it was Martin’s decision what then to do about it and for 

him whether to enter into those guarantees.  The previous Mayor said, “Before I leave office, I am happy”.  

That was all he did then.  I cannot comment and I do not know whether was then being applied behind the 

scenes to Martin or others. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  At the time it was very clear about the signing of that guarantee because a few 

of us were at all these debates and I regularly said that I would stop the Garden Bridge because I would not 

guarantee or underwrite the costs and therefore it could not go ahead because the conditions could not be 

met.  It was out there and known that without that guarantee it could not go ahead.  It was in the public 

debate. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Again, it comes down to “or is able to secure”.  With a Mayoral election coming up, 

as Caroline points out, and a number of the candidates making it quite clear that they would not sign the 

guarantee, surely TfL should have waited until at least after the Mayoral election before authorising any 

further funding. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I did not take that decision.  You 

would need to take that up with the people -- 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Perhaps the language is too loose in saying “or is able to secure” and just giving a 

massive loophole for TfL to be able to sign off in almost any situation, but you had all these red lights and all 

these risks.  You did not have the land, you did not have the guarantee, and all the conditions had not been 

met.  With regards to the land, our understanding - and this is in the minutes - is that that negotiations with 

Coin Street were not progressing particularly well.  I do not understand. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  We talked about that at the last 

meeting.  Those minutes are a representation of what the Trust discussed in those meetings.  In addition to 



 

 

 

that, I was part of other discussions with Coin Street.  There were then discussions with Coin Street that I was 

not part of.  My understanding of things from the conversations I was in was that there were obstacles that still 

needed to be overcome but that progress was being made and it was achievable.  Of course there were risks.  

There were always risks that needed to be managed, but there was a credible path to achieving that deal. 

 

Sian Berry AM:   Just conceptually, I do not understand this concept of why your funding sign-off 

agreement, the guarantee agreement, needed to be softened to match the Section 106 Agreements.  There is 

the question of whether or not it was because Martin Clarke was standing out against signing them, but there 

is also the rationale that has been given, which is that it matched the Section 106 planning conditions that 

were put on.  As I understand it, Westminster and Lambeth were saying essentially that they needed to have 

operations and maintenance business plans in place to make sure that the thing built on their land was not 

going to turn into an eyesore, presumably.  In addition to that, they wanted the Mayoral guarantees in place.  

Both of those things were required.  The Mayoral guarantees condition was softened to say, “A business plan 

will do”, as opposed to, “We want to see secure funding in place”, but there is no rationale for doing that when 

we are saying we are committing ourselves to £3.5 million a year forever here.  That is a funding decision.  That 

is a much more serious decision than a planning condition to reassure planners that a new construction is going 

to be maintained. 

 

What is the reasoning for changing that condition down to match the planning decision when a funding 

decision is more serious, if that makes sense? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I did not write that Mayoral Direction 

and it was a decision taken by the previous Mayor. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  You seem satisfied with that rationale. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I can only go on what the Direction 

said.  That is what I understood to be the reason for that direction, which was to bring that condition about the 

Mayor’s guarantee of the maintenance in line with what the planning authorities were asking for. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Do you agree that the conditions were about quite different things and a long-term financial 

commitment is different to a planning decision? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I want to go back to this point about the deed of grant because you said that this 

variation was to bring it into line with Lambeth but then the deed of grant was out of step with that.  Why did 

you never vary the deed of grant to bring it into line with this Mayoral Decision? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I do not know the answer to that. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Do you think it should have been varied?  The bar has clearly been lowered. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  I know that at that point there was 

not a potential payment coming up because that decision that we have been discussing about the £7 million 

was in February [2016] and this amendment was later as the work with the planning authorities to agree the 

text of their agreements developed further.  It was not like we approached the decision in February knowing 

that the situation was different to do with the guarantees.  That came later.  I think I am right in saying that. 



 

 

 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  We have a quote here - and I am now trying to find it - from Richard de Cani.  It is 

in the Garden Bridge Trust Board meeting.  He hints in the Board meeting that the conditions might be 

softened, but I cannot find it.  I will bring in Assembly Member Duvall now because he has the next set of 

questions. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Just to tidy this up, in terms of the two tranches in that period of time, just in my own head 

and in the narrative you have described to me of what needed to come together, the £3 million tranche was 

done under the old conditions, not the revised conditions? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  It is not about revision.  It is in the 

agreement.  I am just trying to find the paperwork, sorry.  The funding agreement as originally negotiated 

between TfL, the Government and the Garden Bridge Trust and then entered into in July 2015 had two types 

of payment.  The first were time-based to allow them to do that work that we discussed with professional 

advisers and the second were construction related. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Let us just go back to that time base.  They requested it of you or was it always envisaged 

that around this time they would receive that money?  You have described earlier on to my colleagues about 

different things that were coming together and needed to happen, and you described to us what that 

£3 million was meant to achieve.  What I am trying to understand is whether it was you saying, “You need this 

£3 million”, or the Trust saying, “I would like to have this £3 million”?  Who asked who in these circumstances? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  It was always the case that the 

Garden Bridge Trust needed to request payment and demonstrate how it had met the conditions.  It was just 

that the conditions for the time-based ones were different to the conditions for the constructions ones. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  That is right.  Why at this particular time, then, was that £3 million needed?  Did it have to 

be at that time?  Could it have been pushed off and said, “No, you need to do some more work because we 

need to see X, Y and Z”? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  It is a similar description to the 

construction payment in that they had conditions they needed to meet, one of which was a certain amount of 

time has elapsed but there were other ones as well, and some of them are hinted at in the email that 

Assembly Member Pidgeon quoted from Richard [de Cani] to our treasury team saying, “Conditions met.  

Please make the payment”.  The difference is just that the set of conditions was different to the construction 

conditions and required a less onerous set of evidence because it was about making progress with the work to 

get to the point where they could let the construction contract. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  It is fair to say that that £3 million was required before the £7 million could ever be agreed, 

regardless of what conditions had been met on the construction side of it? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  It was envisaged in the construction 

of the funding agreement that the £3 million would come before the construction ones just because of the 

amount of time we expected it would take them to do the work to get to the point where they could let the 

construction contract and move into that type of payment.  There is a possibility that if the Trust had gone 

very quickly and had gone much faster than we expected, it might have managed to concertina things up.  As 

it happens, the £3 million came closer to the £7 million than we had originally expected.  We talked a bit about 

that last time. 



 

 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  If I may, if you do not mind me coming in, in 

terms of the timing, the construction contract, as it turns out, with Bouygues was signed on 9 February [2016], 

as I am sure you are aware.  The £3 million we are talking about happened to have been paid on 12 February, 

but, as Andy is saying, that was not related to the construction bit.  It was then the subsequent £7 million in 

two tranches that was related to the construction conditions being assessed and being met by the Managing 

Director of Planning at the time.  Sorry.  That was just to try to help with the timeline. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  That helps.  Mike, if we come back to you, some of this you have alluded to before, but in 

terms of the information you received - if you can recall - between January 2016 and 9 February 2016 that 

allowed you to make available this £7 million so we are concentrating on the construction but at this moment 

in time, what information were you receiving then? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I honestly cannot recall what information I 

was receiving.  I certainly was not getting formal documentation because, if I had been, that would have been 

exposed and revealed to this Committee. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  In that sense, you did not really play a part in confirming the conditions of funding played by 

the Garden Bridge Trust.  You referred earlier on that, if you had, you took the analysis of Richard de Cani? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  That is correct. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  The criteria to assess whether TfL was satisfied with the Trust and met the conditions would 

not have crossed your desk? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  That would have stayed down below you in terms of pinpointing that issue? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  That is correct. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  You have said earlier, Mr [Andy] Brown, that you were contributing amongst many into that 

analysis that Richard was taking the final decision on? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Services, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Let us go back, then.  I am not sure about this question but let us ask it.  This is for you, 

Mike.  We can do it before or after.  With hindsight is great or whatever.  Did you think conditions of the 

funding agreement were robust enough and, if so, do you believe they were robustly enforced?  During the 

real-time issue, in the interim period you took over all those issues.  I do not want to put answers in your 

mouth, but it sounds like you were not in a position to have a view on that. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  No, I was not.  That is fair.  That is not 

putting words in my mouth.  That is fair. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Fine.  With hindsight, what are your views, very clearly for this Committee? 

 



 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  With hindsight and the way this project had 

turned out, I wish I had been more into the granular detail of this, that I had as part of my handover had a 

detailed discussion with the previous Commissioner, and that I had had a much more detailed discussion with 

the Deputy Mayor and the Mayor on this topic, to be perfectly honest, but that is with the benefit of hindsight 

as to where this project has come.  That is why, as I have already said, at the risk of repeating myself, I have 

taken really seriously all the recommendations that have emerged as to TfL governance changes that are 

required to happen, in particular issues around Mayoral Directions.   

 

Again, I would just like to remind you that it was in this context that I had one almighty falling-out with the 

previous Mayor and the Deputy Mayor about whether or not I would produce a business plan in the lead-up to 

the Mayoral election.  I thought it was totally inappropriate so to do because of very stark differences in the 

manifesto and you can imagine that I was in quite a difficult position with some potential future mayors having 

views one way and the current incumbent having a view the other way.  That is a very difficult place for the 

organisation to find itself in.  To that end, the previous Mayor had to issue me with a formal Mayoral Direction 

to issue said business plan.  I just give you a little bit of the context of the way the world was at that time.   

 

Len Duvall AM:   We have talked a lot about condition 5.  You are aware, among many Members, that we 

have spent considerable hours now just trawling through the paperwork and the evidence you have provided 

us, other evidence that has been provided to us and all the rest of it.   

 

Tell me why I should not come to this conclusion or why this Committee should not come to this conclusion.  

On all the evidence that your officers had at the time, why would any sane person rush to give these tranches 

of money?  We have listened very carefully to the arguments this morning and at the previous meetings.  I am 

a layperson, I am not a technical person and I am not setting myself up to be the expert, but I am looking at 

the evidence that your officers saw in real time, some of it based on their own expressions and what they have 

said giving evidence to Margaret Hodge or whatever.  Why should any of your officers have ever given money 

at that particular time on this project, given the risks that we saw in all the paperwork that has been 

presented?  Tell me why I should not come to that conclusion.   

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Again, Andy [Brown] may wish to come in on 

this because he was party to the detail of the discussion that led to Richard de Cani making the decision.  

There is, if I may, still room for interpretation as to what showed that there was funding secured or in the 

process of being secured and that is a judgment call that somebody made at that time.  I can see why you 

would come to the conclusion you come to.   

 

Just for the avoidance of doubt, I do not doubt the integrity of the decision-making process that the 

Managing Director of Planning was making at that time.  Frankly, if I did have any doubt as to his integrity 

leading up to the decision being made, he would not have been part of my senior team.  I just want to be very 

clear about that.  I have to assume and I do assume, and all the evidence in everything else that he was doing 

for me was that his integrity was robust and therefore he would have come to a decision based on the balance 

of issues that he confronted at that time. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Even if we had walked the extra mile, and not much of that extra mile, we would have 

worked out what was in the bank and what was not in the bank.  You have a number of officers working 

closely on a project.  I understand about the pressure of delivering for political masters, but something just tells 

me with all the risks and the potential risks for the future of TfL which were becoming known, as soon as you 

had to guarantee that project the warnings bells should have been rung.  We knew that this particular 

administration was going to face a particularly tough time on its revenue funding, right?  I am on record telling 



 

 

 

the Mayor that if it is a question of him defending the Garden Bridge versus bus cuts, I will be supporting 

cutting the Garden Bridge revenue funding.   

 

Why did your officers not then - to my earlier question - develop that framework just to think about what the 

implications were?  Was the political imperative so much that we potentially put at risk TfL finances in the 

future of one description or another when the option was to go long, when if actually they had got their act 

together, secured the landing site and got the money in the bank, this project may still go ahead?  No one 

could say that.  Why was the pressure on?  There was a new mayoral administration.  This Mayor was 

committed to the project.  Nothing that was said put it in jeopardy at that time.  The question is: I do not 

understand.  It is not the integrity of the officers, it is the officers’ thought processes about delivering a large 

project, albeit a slightly different one than they had ever handled before. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  The way you have expressed it is very clear 

and coherent and as I say, genuinely, I can only tell you what I was informed of: that the conditions had been 

deemed to be met by the Managing Director of Planning at that time, which was why the funding was 

released. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  OK.  You have answered some of my questions and so I am just looking.  In terms of 

commenting on the Trust, a couple of weeks ago I saw that the latest Government example about calling 

forward private sector transport-led projects.  I saw a notable name pushing forward a number of projects.  I 

was quite interested in that.  Of course that will change the dynamic of transport infrastructure in the future if 

that comes forward, if the Government pursues that direction of travel.  Do you not think the Trust Board, in 

terms of the evidence you have seen and now seeing with hindsight, was a bit naïve in risk assessment and 

financial planning?   

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  That may well have been the case in terms of 

what they projected would have happened and what turned out to happen.   

 

Len Duvall AM:  In terms of learning lessons from it, is it unlikely in this different world that we are living in in 

terms of transport infrastructure projects led by other bodies, that you may be overseeing?  In a sense, that is 

what you were doing.  On behalf of Government you were overseeing this project, on behalf of Government 

and on behalf of the Mayor, albeit the Mayor was wanting you to deliver.  What would change in terms of the 

robustness and grip on a project like this in terms of avoiding the risk to the public purse? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Without sounding trite about this, I could 

write a book of everything I have seen in the last 30 years, particularly those projects where we did not have 

direct control and of course most notably the public private partnership (PPP) arrangements, which frankly 

were a disastrous set of arrangements.  I had to work as the Chief Operating Officer (COO) initially and then 

ultimately the Managing Director of London Underground in dealing with both the delivery of that, or the lack 

of delivery of that, and then bringing it back into the direct control of the publicly accountable organisations.   

 

I have to tell you that while I would never rule out any model that allowed us to secure investment for worthy 

public transport projects, I think the arrangements by which that is constructed and the controls that you have 

-- because ultimately risk transfer never really takes place.  That is the overarching conclusion of all of those 

learnings over the last 30 years.  Your point is extraordinarily well made and refers to a whole range of things 

that I have seen in my time and you will have seen as well. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  I have exhausted these questions.  I think we have answers to them. 



 

 

 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Let me.  I just want to return, not to belabour it too much, to this condition for 

providing the money.  I am going to read it out again:  

 

“That the Trust has demonstrated to Transport for London’s satisfaction that it has secured a 

satisfactory level of funding to operate and maintain the Garden Bridge once it is built for at least the 

first five years.” 

 

Did the Trust have that money, Andy? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  It did not have a sum of money in the 

bank equal to five years in total of the potential costs of running the Bridge, but that was not what we 

considered, having taken advice from colleagues including the legal team, was what would be the standard 

they would have to meet for that condition to be met and for us to have to make that payment.  What we 

interpreted it as was: “a satisfactory level of funding” means that you have cashflow arrangements, including 

operations and maintenance business plans, that demonstrate that your income versus your outgoings over a 

five-year period will allow you to run the Bridge. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  That is a very liberal interpretation.  This one does not even have the loophole of 

saying “has secured or is able to secure”.  It actually says, “has secured a satisfactory level of funding”.  Yet 

they do not have that money in the bank. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  I have described the view that we took 

at the time. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Clearly Martin Clarke [Executive Director of Resources, GLA] took a different view 

because he said there was no way he could sign off on this condition.   

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  You would have to ask Martin about 

that.   

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  As you say, he said you had received legal advice that -- 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  I talked earlier about the process that 

we went through that ultimately allowed Richard [de Cani] to make a decision one way or the other, and that 

included representatives from our legal team and their thoughts on this.  That is what I mean by legal advice.   

 

Len Duvall AM:  Just a quick question, Mike, to you, and it is more about management issues and people 

below you.  With all the evidence that you have seen to date and the changes that TfL have made - I recognise 

you have made some changes in terms of some of the reporting lines and some of the work of your 

subcommittees on other projects like this - would you have called in the various people who were responsible 

and bollocked them?  I cannot think of anything stronger than that.  I could go a lot harder in terms of 

thinking of other processes that I might have done.  Do you know what I mean in that sense?  In terms of your 

stance on that, how strongly do you feel, albeit we work in a political environment?  You have seen all this 

evidence that officers have put out on why they thought they should do and what the need was.  Where are 

you in that position? 

 



 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  My style would never be to leap straight into 

a bollocking process, to use your term if I may, but certainly it is true that given where this project has ended 

up I would want - as indeed the various reviews have helped to do - a very granular trawl through all the issues 

that led us to the position we find ourselves in, on the basis of that involving appropriate learning going 

forward.  I would want to talk to all the people and the teams who were involved at every level of that 

decision-making process, of course, yes. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):   The next set of questions is for Alex, who has been sitting very patiently, from 

Assembly Member Berry. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Hi, Alex.  You took over the job of Director of Planning from Richard de Cani.  Can you 

remind us when that was? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  He left at the end of April 2016 and I 

took over in early May 2016.  In terms of the interaction with this project, I took over formal responsibility as 

the lead for that in May but in the April period I started to attend a few meetings with Richard and the Trust at 

the TfL offices. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  You went to the meetings as well as Richard? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Not the Board meetings - I have never 

been to a Garden Bridge Board meeting - but there were working group meetings at Windsor House, the TfL 

offices, probably every two weeks.  I went to a couple of those just to get myself up to speed with what was 

happening on the project.  Those meetings tended to be focused on the consents register, which was mapping 

out all of the consents, how they were going through each of those and progressing those.  It became quite 

clear that there was good progress on the consents but the one that they were struggling on was Coin Street.  I 

got involved in Coin Street with the Trust and the GLA in May and June [2016], I think it was. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  This was a separate subgroup appointed by the Board to work on planning particularly? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Would it be helpful if I said I talked 

about it at the last meeting here?  I said roughly two or three times a week, of which one of them was the 

meeting where previously Richard and I, and then Alex and I, would ask them to come in.  I think that is the 

meeting that Alex is talking about. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  It is not in addition to what we talked 

about before.  This is one of those meetings. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Yes.  I was trying to establish its relation to the Board.  It was about once a week that you 

would meet -- 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Typically, yes. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I cannot remember the exact 

frequency, once a week or every two weeks. 

 



 

 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Richard used to go to the Board meetings quite regularly.  He appears in the minutes quite a 

lot.   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I have not been to one. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  You were not invited to them after you took over? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No.  Andy [Brown] was there as an 

observer and would feed back to me on the issues raised there. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Fair enough.  I am interested why Richard [de Cani] was not replaced as soon as he got his 

new job, on these boards as well as in his job, really.  Should he not have gone onto gardening leave and you 

have taken over much sooner?  That was why I was asking when you took over, whether there was a wall put 

and you took over earlier than you officially took on the job. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That was never discussed.  He 

announced he was leaving in January [2016], I think it was, and in April I was confirmed as the interim.  I took 

over that role as the interim formally in May.  In terms of him handing over the project earlier, we did not 

discuss that. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  No.  He was still attending the Board meeting in February and received congratulations on 

his new job, which seems the weirdest thing to me, but your concern is more to do with the timing and what 

job you were asked to do, whether you were asked to take over things.  If you were not, that is fine. 

 

Can I ask you what instructions you were given about the project when you took over?  Was there anything in 

relation to a lot of things we have been discussing that you would think would be notable to tell us about?   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The brief from Richard, do you mean? 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Yes. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  He talked around the whole context, 

really: the political context, the funding context and the consents risk.  I was well aware of the political context 

coming to the end of the previous Mayor’s administration and the way that the Deputy Mayor and the 

mayoralty worked.  I had worked very closely with them, not on this project but on other projects, so I 

understood that.  On funding, I was concerned.  I had assumed all the money was in the bank and it was 

revealing to realise that it was not all there.   

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  This is in terms of the operational costs? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No, the capital costs.  They had done 

a great job in terms of the circa £70 million they had raised.  It was very impressive to do that in a short space 

of time but - as is always the way with this kind of thing - they might be raising a lot of money but then when 

you delve into the detail of the cost of construction -- there was a discussion I had with them about the gap, 

how big that gap was and what we could do to push that down.  There was the political context, the funding 

context and consents.  Those are the three things.  To be perfectly honest, the area I thought I could help with 

most was consents. 

 



 

 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Were you aware of the importance of the mayoral guarantees to achieving the planning 

consents?  Were you briefed on that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Not beforehand, no.  We did not get 

into that level of detail.   

 

Sian Berry AM:  Surely that was the big outstanding thing that was left, was it not?  To get those planning 

consents through, the mayoral guarantees needed to be signed. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, and also a credible business plan.  

That was discussed.  It was not a dominant issue.  The dominant issue was the scale of the funding that they 

had but also the gap in terms of the capital costs rather than the operating costs.  I did see that somewhere in 

the business plan they talked about their ways of trying to raise revenue to cover the operating costs, which 

was the document I think they were sharing with Lambeth. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  They were separately trying to get that guarantee together themselves? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No, this is the operations business 

plan.  There were versions of that.  That was being developed in response to concerns around it. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Was that ever published, do we know? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Yes.  There is a version of it on our 

website right now.  We talked last time about the different reviews of that business plan and the point Alex is 

talking about is that later in 2016, Lambeth were commissioning its own consultant review of it.  That was to 

form a view on whether it was credible or not.  At multiple points, different people were taking a view on their 

business plan for the operations and maintenance. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  It might have been helpful to take a view on the business plan before the funding 

was released, of course. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  We did take our view on the business 

plan as part of the conditions in February. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  We did discuss this last time.  When you were with Mike [Brown MVO], in your 

evidence to Dame Margaret Hodge, you said, “Lambeth will be commissioning an expert review”, which 

suggested that TfL had not done the due diligence on this, if you were waiting for Lambeth to come up with 

an expert review rather than your own assessment.   

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  No.  They needed to satisfy their 

processes to do with the planning conditions.  That was happening late in the 2016 calendar year.  Totally 

separately, early in the 2016 calendar year, we had this request to us on whether or not the six conditions had 

been met, so we formed our view then.  All I was saying to Dame Margaret [Hodge] was, “They are about to 

commission another review and I will be interested to see what that says”, because I will always be interested 

to see what a new review has to say about something.   

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Sorry to interrupt you, Assembly Member Berry.  It just seems that at every stage, 

every other organisation involved with this was giving it far more scrutiny and doing far more due diligence.  



 

 

 

The DfT was much more reluctant to hand over the cash.  Martin Clarke was refusing to sign the wording that 

had been given and said the wording had to be changed.  Lambeth was commissioning an expert review on 

this.  Yet TfL, of course, was the overseer and was supposed to be the custodian of public money.  Why were 

all these other organisations doing far more scrutiny and far more due diligence than TfL? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  That is not fair.  We were the most 

involved in scrutinising this project of any organisation.  No one else had meetings with them two or three 

times a week, attended their Board meetings or saw all sorts of information that they had about the delivery of 

the project. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Of course you were acting as cheerleaders as well as the overseer, in a sense, 

because you were trying to drive this project forward at the same time as you were meant to be custodians of 

taxpayers’ money and making sure that the Trust satisfied conditions.   

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  I described last time the dual role we 

had, doing what we could to support delivery of the project because that was what we had been directed to do 

and at the same time managing our financial involvement in it.  I feel that we did that satisfactorily.   

 

Sian Berry AM:  To go back to Alex, you told us about the handover, can you describe the responsibilities 

that you have in relation to projects like the Garden Bridge in your job? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Around the time that I took over the 

job it was quite a significant project, as you can imagine, and it did take quite a bit of my time.  As I said 

earlier, mainly it was about trying to get under the skin of the consents issues and seeing how we could move 

those forward.  That was the dominant issue in my time when it was most intense, for probably about three 

months after the Mayoral election.  After that, there was clearly more and more uncertainty about how the 

scheme was progressing and time and involvement became less. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Just in terms of the funding that you talked about before, you have responsibility in terms of 

managing the public finances there.  You said you were keeping an eye on the gap.  This grows during the time 

that you were -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, and I signed off some letters in 

terms of the underwriting and also the one we had done recently, the final payments.  I make a 

recommendation to Mike [Brown] in terms of signing those off.  I took over the Richard [de Cani] role in that 

sense, in terms of making that recommendation to Mike. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Yes.  The responsibility then went back to Mike, contractually?  We were just discussing 

before how it was Richard who signed -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I will give you example.  One we did 

recently was a final payment asserted to be around £9 million.  We had gone through and gotten under the 

skin of all of the outstanding payments required and it had come in around £5 million.  My job is to go, review 

all of the evidence and make it clear that that £5 million payment is appropriate and legally watertight.  Then a 

note is written to Mike to explain why we should be paying it. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  But who actually signs it off now? 

 



 

 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London): I think it is Mike. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Yes.  Those recent payments have 

been different from the funding agreement stuff during the course of the project.  Mike signed those off on 

recommendation. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  On my recommendation. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  In effect, if it helps, in this later stage of the 

project as the Trust is winding up and everything else - following Assembly Member [Len] Duvall’s point - with 

the benefit of hindsight, I had been crawling over every single penny.  You may say, “The horse has bolted”, 

but the reality is that I have been pushing very hard to make sure of what Alex has said to me and the advice 

from the legal team is strictly necessary, of course. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  There was at least one payment made under the regular payments since you took over.  Is 

that right? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There was the letter I sent on 

27 May [2016], which was the underwriting for £15 million to keep the project going.  As you know, the Mayor 

at the time was keen to help it proceed.  There was something on the £9 million on 28 September. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  That is the one I am thinking of, I think. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is the £9 million for the winding 

up, but then that was the underwriting.  That was subject to evidence being supplied.  That is the email I have 

just talked about, which is the evidence supplied, which brings it down to circa £5 million. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Just to be clear, the 27 May one that Alex 

refers to was the £15 million that was explicitly drawn from the DfT’s contribution to the project. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It was the Government’s contribution to the 

project, just to be clear.  I know it is a bit confusing as to where the sources of the funding came from. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  That was subject to DfT approval? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Yes, and none of that money was 

every paid to the Trust.  The agreement in May [2016] and then revised down to £9 million in September was 

to put the facility in place they could call upon.  That is ultimately all they have done this February [2019] to 

create the £5 million that we have just been talking about.  The only payment since the May 2016 election is 

that one in February. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  That was not a normal payment so that was not delegated to you, Alex.  That is what I am 

saying.  Every payment since Sadiq Khan took over as Mayor has come from you, Mike, signing it off rather 

than anyone else. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes. 



 

 

 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, that is correct, based on my 

recommendation. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes.  Alex has still been recommending. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Great.  Thank you.  The next question is to Alex again.  How frequently would you report to 

Mike and other senior figures in TfL? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  On this project? 

 

Sian Berry AM:  On this project. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I see.  I meet with Mike every Monday 

afternoon and there are also probably three meetings a month where the executive has a wider discussion.  On 

this project, if there were issues of relevance since I took over the job from Richard [de Cani], I would raise it at 

our weekly meeting.  Then also, as Mike said, he would want to see written documentation as to why any 

funds should be released and the evidence base to go with that.   

 

To be perfectly honest, it was fairly rare for me to raise it at the monthly meeting because -- I suppose early on 

in the new administration it probably was raised quite a bit, particularly in relation to the impact of Coin Street, 

but as it has gone on I do not think it has been raised hardly at all. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Given that we have seen a lot of failures in the policies and processes in the course of our 

investigation, have there been changes to processes, sign-offs and things like that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Multiple changes.  The key report was 

from Margaret Hodge, of course, and there was a report that went to the Board, which you have seen, which 

sets out our responses to that.  The other thing I would emphasise is that the TfL Board is a very different 

board to what it was under the previous administration.  It is much more involved in its projects.  The other 

project we are working on with you, Caroline [Pidgeon MBE AM], the other bridge further down the river, has 

gone to the Board multiple times now at every stage, formally and informally.  It is profoundly different now, 

the level of scrutiny on that project compared to the Garden Bridge, where there was not as much involvement 

as there probably should have been.  The other side of it is training, commercial training for all of the staff.  

Mike [Brown] insisted that every senior manager sign to say that they had done that training.  Generally, there 

is far more scrutiny of these kinds of decisions, particularly for a project of this nature.  Luckily there are not 

any now but you would expect far more scrutiny.   

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  With regards to this issue of the Board, Mike, and this deferred payment of 

£10 million in February 2017, there was a TfL Board meeting on 8 February and this £10 million deferred 

payment was referred to in a finance report but your own update, which was 45 pages long, does not make a 

single mention of it and does not refer to the Garden Bridge at all despite the fact it informs the Board that the 

top-selling toys at the London Transport Museum were the wooden City of London and an Elizabeth line train 

set.  This £10 million payment to an organisation that has filed a disastrous set of accounts, may not even be a 

going concern and is politically very much a hot potato does not feature at all.  Why was that not included? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I cannot comment as to why I did not 

specifically feature it at that time.  The only thing I could say to you is that it was getting a full level of 



 

 

 

attention, as Alex [Williams] says, from the Board and from the Committees of the Board, in particular, the 

Programme Investment Committee and the Finance Committee, which are constructed in a totally different 

way from what they were under the previous administration in terms of the level of scrutiny.  Also, by the way, 

I attend both of those committees whereas in the previous regime it was not customary for the Commissioner 

to attend what was a combined Finance and Policy Committee that looked at projects as well as finance.  I 

attend all of those Committees, unless I happen to be on leave or whatever, as well as the main Board itself.   

 

I cannot comment on why it was not covered specifically, verbally in the report, other than to say there is a 

huge range of things that of course I do report on every time.  Obviously, I have had some feedback from 

others in this room previously on what I do report on and what I do not report on.  Already the last Board 

meeting was some four and a half hours.  This is a long, detailed Board meeting, longer than it ever would have 

been in the history of the organisation.  I could include everything and maybe on reflection I should have 

included it that time.   

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  It just seems strange, given you are talking about the top-selling toys at the 

Transport Museum, not to include a reference to -- 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Might I make a stab at explaining what 

I think - I do not have the paperwork in front of me - that £10 million was?  Did you say February 2017? 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Yes. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  As we have just discussed in the 

conversation with Assembly Member Berry, there were no payments made to the Trust after the May 2016 

election until quite recently.  I think, from memory, that £10 million, or actually £9 million a bit - it would have 

been rounded in some of the commentary - was about accounting allowance of the underwriting that we have 

now been talking about.  This was not money that had gone out the door, it was about making provision in the 

accounts that eventually we expected some money to go to them, as long as it was appropriately evidenced. 

 

Len Duvall AM: “Appropriately evidenced”.  Given the discrepancies we have had from the trustees’ meetings 

to representations made to TfL about their true state of affairs - ‘misrepresentation’ comes to mind; it might 

not be and I want to protect myself here but actually most of the thinking public would think that they did 

misrepresent their position - what double-checks did you make around that figure you set aside that you 

thought you still had to pay for? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The £5 million? 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Yes. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There is a lever arch file of every 

single payment and then everyone was supposed to go through it.  I went through that before I made that 

recommendation to Mike.   

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  A key issue there was the legal advice 

about whether we were required to pay this or not, ie what was the form of contract for each of them?  Every 

single payment, line by line, reviewing the lot. 



 

 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I will just say, if I can add to that, I came from 

the starting point of, “Not a penny”, just so that you are very clear.  That is why the level of evidence that I 

sought, which Alex would have gone through with the team, had to be very clear to me to ensure that every 

single penny of that £5 million or whatever the number was had an absolutely robust legal process behind it to 

say that we had to pay it. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The other factor, as we made clear in 

the letter to the Trust, was that any payment would be publicly revealed and there should be full transparency.  

Some of their donations were done anonymously but it was quite clear that if they were going to get the 

money back then it would not be done anonymously.  It would be in the public domain. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Is that still ongoing, that information coming back from the Trust? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No.  There are one or two -- no, sorry, 

there is a contingency -- 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Yes.  The decision that Mike took in 

February was that they had presented evidence that meant we need to give them just over £5 million.  They 

had also said, “We expect for the following line items up to £500,000 extra”.  We have paid them the 

£5 million and published all of the information around that, the approval form and the lever arch file that Alex 

references.  It is on our website.  We are talking with them about potential bits of that £500,000.  That is all 

about the final knockings of their winding up and some requirements for payment that will come forward as 

they liquidate.  In the process of that conversation, we are making very clear to them that it needs to be very 

solidly evidenced in exactly the same way and that this is not just a tap, basically.   

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Did that include, as I read when all the details came out, something like £1,500 

to pay back to someone who donated to play table tennis with the former Mayor and he had not met that, so 

you have had to repay that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I do not know the detail about that 

specific one but what I do know is that when you look at the specifics of how they entered into the money it 

was in the form of contract, ie they offered the donation on the basis that the bridge was constructed.  In the 

absence of that bridge being constructed, we had to refund the money.  That was the legal advice we took. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Perhaps you could come back on that specifically.  I just remember reading it 

when all this stuff came out and thinking, “It is extraordinary that a former Mayor committed to this project 

would not even meet what he has committed at an auction or something”. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  Yes, we could come back on that. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It was extraordinary.  There are a couple of things I wanted just to pick up from 

this last section of answers.  Alex, you used the words “working group”, which is meeting every week or every 

couple of weeks.  You said you went through a consents register looking at the risks and where you are on the 

project.  Was there documentation around those meetings that is available for us?   

 



 

 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It has been sent to the Chair since the 

last meeting, this consents register. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK, so all that stuff has been made available to us? 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  It was an example.  It was not the full thing. 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  These are the things that I sent 

through. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I just want to clarify that. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  What we had was an A3 working 

document that we would review every meeting.  That was the basis of the discussion, really.  “Look, where are 

we on the consents?  Which ones do we need to focus on?” 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Then you talked about all staff having now been trained.   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  What is the training -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is procurement training. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Procurement training and proper behaviour? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Have you also done training around staff declaring interests and so on?  Is that 

embedded in the culture at TfL now? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I would not say there is a training 

exercise on that but it certainly is embedded because every month we have to set out gifts and hospitality that 

have been offered, and before they go on that they need to get clearance.  I will give you an example.  A 

colleague of mine was asked to attend an event and asked me before he went there whether it was acceptable 

to go, and I said it was not. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Would it also include any discussions you have on any project?  I am not just 

saying Garden Bridge.  I am just trying to process this in my mind.  Any project that you are working on, you 

have internal meetings.  If somebody, for example, lived very near to one of the sites and backed on to it and 

so they would have a financial interest, would they be removed from that?  Would they declare it as their -- 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  They would certainly declare it.  Just as an 

example, I live in Wimbledon.  It is very relevant if there were to be a Crossrail 2 project.  I have been very open 

and transparent about that fact.  That is a very personal example to me. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You would not sign off?  Personally, you would not sign off a decision for 

millions of pounds around that if it was that near to your home? 



 

 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Absolutely, definitely not. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, so generally -- 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Sorry to interrupt, but my default position 

would be that I would always go to Howard Carter, who is the General Counsel, on anything of that nature, 

even if I felt there was a very low risk. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Basically your culture at TfL generally is that if you have a personal interest or 

you are near a site and you could, in theory, financially gain from it, you would not sign it?  You would exempt 

yourself from the decision?  You would declare -- 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Yes, you would certainly declare it and you 

would certainly have it checked to ensure that there was no basis that you were making the decision based on 

anything other than the right business decision being made. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I am just looking for best practice across the GLA Group, to be honest, in that 

area.   

 

You were telling us about the [Dame] Margaret Hodge review and the other reviews.  You obviously have a 

grid of changes you have brought in.  Is there an update on that we could have, on the actions and how things 

have progressed? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I am sure we can give you that, yes, by all 

means. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That would be helpful.  Thank you. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Just to follow up on that last point about interests, there is also the interest that you have 

when you are in discussions about a future pecuniary interest, ie a job.  This is something that we have tried to 

tackle within Camden Council.  I declare an interest, which was in the registry of interests the whole time: I am 

a member.  There was a criticism that Margaret Hodge made about the revolving doors side of this.  The way 

that we have dealt with this in Camden is that we have pecuniary interests for interests that exist, and then 

interests that may exist in the future we have declared as non-pecuniary. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  This is in Assembly Member Whittle’s section, sorry. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  A perfect introduction.  You have the gist maybe but on a more general level we are just 

going to look at the lessons learnt, if you like.  You have obviously alluded to some of those already in the past 

hour but in particular in relation to this, you have talked about the various changes that have happened in 

TfL’s governance as a result but one of the changes promised was a review of the terms and conditions of staff 

to ensure that a member of staff leaving, particularly going to work for an organisation which is seeking to 

contract with the GLA or TfL, would not be able to continue to make decisions giving rise to even the slightest 

whiff of conflict of interest, as happened with Richard de Cani returning to Arup.  That is a very long-winded 

way of asking you what changes actually have been made. 

 



 

 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Again, we will include the detail of this, of 

course, in the update that has been requested but we have ensured that there is a more robust process of 

checking what organisations people might be going to, because of course, as well as the Managing Director of 

Planning it turned out the Deputy Mayor for Transport was also going to Arup.  I was not sighted on that 

reality.  I would just say that I think the record will show that on every occasion where we have been -- let me 

give you an example.  Some senior people directly reporting to me have left the organisation since by taking up 

the position and there have been some very clear constraints put on those individuals as to where and what 

they can work on for a defined period of time, having left the organisation.  Even if it is not immediately 

obvious where they are going, there are those conditions put in place.  I can give you a detailed outline of 

those recommendations -- 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  That would be useful.  Thank you. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  -- unless Andy can add to that.   

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  I cannot right now but we will get you 

something. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Overall, when you look at this, you called it a “sorry escapade” earlier.  You could call it a 

fiasco.  How confident are you that something like this could not happen again? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I am confident, and confident for two 

reasons.  One is the breadth of the recommendations and the number of reviews that have been carried out, 

including, no doubt, some recommendations from this current review as well, Chair, through you.  Also, I am 

confident because the processes by which Mayoral Directions get executed and the way in which the TfL Board 

operates are entirely different from the situation that I found myself in when I assumed the role as interim in 

July 2015.   

 

One of the things that the new Mayor immediately put in place was a proper scrutiny of Mayoral Directions to 

be applied through the Board structures and the Board processes.  That was not there previously.  That is now 

in place.  The basis on which projects of any type are now scrutinised and overseen by the Programme 

Investment Committee and indeed the Finance Committee is of a different calibre and level of discussion and 

interaction than we saw before.  As we have seen previously on Board reviews that happened in the previous 

administration and historically throughout TfL, there were many areas where there was a need for 

improvement, and I am very confident that those reviews of the Board have not just reported but have been 

acted on in the way that we now have constructed the committees and the function of the Board members in 

discharging other duties.   

 

Peter Whittle AM:  In the scheme of these sorts of places £50 million I know does not seem very much but I 

think it is an enormous amount.  In the general scheme of things it seems relatively small, you might say.  Do 

you think that the experience of this Garden Bridge has fundamentally damaged public faith in public projects?   

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I hope not.  The importance of transport 

infrastructure projects in London and indeed around the country is huge, and in this time of relative 

uncertainty as to what the future will be, whatever the rights and wrongs of the future, the imperative to 

ensure a steady pipeline of investment projects is really important.   

 



 

 

 

Can I just say to you that I do not treat £50 million lightly at all?  I do not treat a single penny going out of the 

public purse lightly at all.  It is why, for example, in my own way of operating in this business, I claim negligible 

expenses, even legitimate expenses that any business leader would normally.  I do not claim because I believe 

that the public purse, the taxpayer and the fare payer of London is sovereign in the processes in which we 

should apply ourselves.  I would like to think that I hold myself to an extraordinarily high standard and I would 

like to think that people in my team do so as well. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  That is quite good yet here we are, sitting here, having to have this Working Group about 

why this money went where it did.  I do not impugn your virtue at all but here we are having to do this to find 

this out.  Anyway, thank you very much for that.  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Do you accept that this Garden Bridge fiasco or saga has had an impact in 

terms of the reputation of London in the Government and wider, in terms of future investment, and also 

damaged the reputation of TfL in some ways? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It has not been helpful, to be perfectly 

honest, of course, but I would like to think that people will look at the wider context in which TfL sits, the 

huge inroads we have made in terms of tackling our deficit, dealing with - as you know we have had to, from 

your other experience in the [London Assembly] Transport Committee - the loss of the Government operating 

subsidy, making us unique among operators anywhere in the world.  I would like to think therefore people 

would look in the round at our financial credentials and our delivery credentials more broadly in how they 

assess what we are doing and what the public sector does.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  When we, London, the London government, are going in and trying to get 

funding, rightly, from the Government for projects that we desperately need, the rest of the country blames 

London and says London gets all the money.  They see £50 million or so wasted on nothing.  Do you see - you 

have Crossrail as well and other things - that it is making it harder for you to put the case because they can 

easily point at these other projects? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  The reality is that London and the rest of the 

country need significant investment in transport.  I have been an absolute advocate for transport schemes in 

the north of England, in Manchester, the Northern Powerhouse Rail, so called or so described, as well as of 

course Crossrail 2 and a continuing of investment in transport in London.  Unfortunately, there are a number of 

schemes around the country and indeed around the world where things have not always gone to plan but that 

should not defeat us in the common objective I know we share, to ensure that London, as the powerhouse of 

the UK economy and actually getting significantly less per head of population than many other regions in the 

UK invested in transport, is not deflected from that course that we all must seek to continue to deliver. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  These things are damaging reputationally and have an impact when we are 

trying to make that case for that investment. 

 

In hindsight and looking at it - I accept it is an arm’s-length organisation and you had a Mayoral Direction - do 

you as Commissioner of TfL accept any responsibility or any regret for what has gone on with this whole 

project? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  Of course regret, I accept.  I regret very much 

that this project did not go down one of two paths at a much earlier stage.  One was not progressing.  One was 

progressing to completion. 



 

 

 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Do you accept any responsibility or that TfL has any responsibility here? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  The decisions that TfL made, and my senior 

team made, along the way were based on the evidence that they saw when they assessed at the time.  It is very 

easy to look back and say, “What if, what if, what if”, but at the time decisions were made based on the 

assessment of the facts that people saw at that time.  This is regretful.  The disciplines and processes we have 

put in place as an organisation, as I was outlining to Assembly Member Whittle a short while ago, demonstrate 

that we are determined that we will not be in this situation again. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You are quite happy to stand by all the decisions that were made, including - 

and we have tried to get some of this today - whether the conditions were really met?  Quite frankly, it should 

be objective but it feels today from the discussion it has been subjective.  You stand by all of that? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  I do not think ‘happy’ is the word I would use.  

I understand why decisions were made at the moment in time in which they were made, which is not quite the 

same thing. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is not quite the same, no. 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  It is not quite the same thing as being happy. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I will leave it there.  That is clear.  Thank you. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Do you think that political pressure had any impact on the decisions that were 

made? 

 

Mike Brown MVO (Commissioner, Transport for London):  The context of the time was that this was a 

project that seemed to be quite close to the political executive authority of the city at that time, but I am not 

sure whether -- I honestly do not know.  I cannot say because I just do not know.  I am not trying to be 

evasive; I just do not know whether there was any material issue that led to decisions being made.  My view is 

that people will have made the decisions based on the right thing to do at the time.   

 

Again I refer back, without repeating myself, to the decisions on the business plan.  I was subject personally - 

you as politicians may well understand what I mean - to huge pressure to produce a business plan.  There were 

huge, detailed conversations from everybody, right up to the most senior leadership of the city at the time, to 

produce a business plan, and I refused to do so because it was the wrong thing to do leading up to a Mayoral 

election.  That then led to a Mayoral Direction being issued.  That is sometimes a reality of the situation, but I 

do not believe that in this case there is any evidence to say that was the reason why decisions were made by 

the Managing Director of Planning at that time.   

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  I have a final one, just about the issue of Bouygues and where this £21 million 

went.  Is there any more information you have that you could provide about exactly what this money was spent 

on that is beyond what has been released in the line-by-line account? 

 

Andy Brown (Head of Corporate Affairs, Transport for London):  I do not think so.  As part of the big 

pack of stuff in February [2019] around the recent payment, we published the Trust’s line-by-line breakdown 



 

 

 

of what their whole £50-something million was spent on, including the £43 million of public money plus some 

extra money.  That is the level of detail we have of what has been paid to Bouygues. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  OK.  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Have you written to them to ask what they spent it on? 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  We are going to write to them, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Sorry, it is just that it is a lot of money. 

 

Tom Copley AM (Chair):  Unless Members have any other questions, that brings us to the end of the session.  

Can I thank our guests for your participation in today’s meeting? 


