
 

 

Appendix 1 
 

London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee – 21 May 2019 
 

Transcript of Agenda Item 8 – TfL Capital Projects Delivery  
 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Item 8 is the main item of business for today, which is Transport for London 

(TfL) capital projects delivery.  This is the first of at least two meetings that we are going to be having on this 

subject.  Can I welcome our guests, Alex Williams, the TfL Director of City Planning, and David Hughes, the TfL 

Investment Delivery Planning Director?  Gentlemen, thank you very much for giving up your morning to be 

with us this morning.   

 

The TfL capital programme is obviously gigantic and of great interest both to the Assembly and to Londoners 

as a whole.  An opening question - and I think it will probably be you, David, that we start with - is what TfL 

are trying to do with the capital programme. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I will let Alex take that 

one, if that is OK. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Fine. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  What we are trying to do is to deliver 

the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS).  The MTS, as you will know, tries to address the challenges of a 

growing city.  We are at a population now of 8.8 million and we are projected by 2041 to go to 10.6 million or 

10.7 million people.  Within that Strategy there is a choice for whoever is in control of the London government 

as to how we want to accommodate that growth.  That growth equates to around an extra 6 million trips per 

day.  The Strategy sets out how we want to accommodate that growth by shifting as many trips as we can to 

sustainable modes, and those sustainable modes are public transport, walking and cycling.  A key objective of 

the capital strategy is to provide infrastructure that supports that transition to sustainable modes.   

 

At the moment, around 63% of all trips are by sustainable modes.  If you go back to 2001 it was around 51%.  

We have gone on a journey of increasing trips by sustainable modes but to get to 80% in the MTS is a 

challenging and ambitious target, and every time we set the capital programme in every Business Plan we need 

to look through at it that that lens of the MTS, making sure that the schemes that we fund or we choose not 

to fund are seeking to achieve the objectives of the MTS, which is supporting a growing city with a 

dependence on sustainable modes. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Mayors come and mayors go, of course.  The capital programme outlasts all 

of them.  The MTS now is likely to outlast him, is it not?  Then a new Mayor is going to come in and could 

potentially have completely different views.  How flexible is this programme to keep up with the change of 

mayors, change of administrations? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The MTS that was published last year 

[2018] was the third: the third Mayor, the third Transport Strategy.  Every new Mayor comes in and has a new 

suite of strategic policies, the London Plan, the Environment Strategy and the MTS.  I think it is inevitable that 

if there is a change in Mayor there will be a change in the MTS.   

 

It is interesting that if you look at all three, there are clearly significant differences but there are a lot of 

similarities about supporting a growing city with new infrastructure for public transport and new infrastructure 



 

 

for walking and cycling.  Whilst there are obviously different emphases and some key projects - the first one 

was all about the Congestion Charge - actually there is more in common in those three Strategies than you 

would expect.  In terms of how we keep pace, the bottom line is that the capital strategy is reviewed every 

year.  It is reviewed every year through the Business Plan process. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I would add that the 

nature of the investment programme is such that the longer-term projects tend to be on the London 

Underground (LU) and roads, the ones with the long duration, and they have tended to be the foundation of 

each of these mayoral Transport Strategies.  It is hard to see a Mayor who would come in and not want to 

complete the Tube upgrade programme.  Where a change of Mayor and a change of MTS might have an 

impact is likely to be on the schemes that have a shorter delivery timeframe, so there is inherently a bit more 

flexibility to adapt in that space.  The things that have a long-term commitment are the LU and rail projects, 

generally.  They get baked in. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  To deliver the Mayor’s aims and objectives - the headline one being 80% of 

trips taken by walking, cycling or public transport - without significant investment in new public transport or 

new ways of getting around, it is going to be very difficult to make that step change, is it not?  There does not 

seem to be a great deal in the capital programme at the moment that would deliver that. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  If you look at the MTS, the key driver 

of that mode shift is increased public transport capacity.  It sets out that by 2041 we need to increase public 

transport capacity by 85%.  It is a big increase.  Within the document there is a bar chart talking about the 

areas that are committed, the subsurface lines, the Piccadilly signalling, things like that; the areas where we 

can do more in terms of sweating the existing assets through metroisation and further Tube upgrades; and 

then there are also the new projects like Crossrail 2 and the Bakerloo line extension (BLE).   

 

In the MTS, the first five years are funded through those public transport upgrades.  We would like more.  

Particularly, one of the areas we are struggling with is the Piccadilly line signalling.  We would have liked to 

procure that, but we have not been in a position to do that.  That is clearly the number one priority for the 

comprehensive spending review (CSR) when we are seeking new funds.   

 

On metroisation, there is a lot of work going on.  On Crossrail 2 and Bakerloo line, there is a lot of work going 

on as well.  It is all progressing.  However, the reality is that we do not have all the money to deliver those.  I 

think that any MTS, in its early years, would not have all of the funding in place.  I will give you an example.  

The first MTS was done in 2001.  The big project there was Crossrail 1.  That was not funded.  There was no 

funding deal for that.  We did not get a funding deal for that until 2007.  I think it is always important to have 

an MTS that looks beyond the current funding envelope because if you do not have that ambition you will not 

succeed. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is a reasonable point.  Now, previously the [Budget and Performance] 

Committee has been confused between new investment and capital renewals.  TfL have moved the bar 

between the two on several occasions.  This time I will look straight at you, David.  What is the split between 

new investment and capital renewals in the forthcoming capital programme? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  In 2019/20, the 

current financial year, it is about a 25/75 funding split.  We are spending about £450 million on what we 

describe as our core renewals and broadly £1.5 billion on what we are calling enhancements.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How has that changed over the last few years? 



 

 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  It has come from 

historical highs through the period  from the end of the public private partnerships (PPPs), through the 

[London] Olympics [2012] and in the years following the [London] Olympics we had a period of investing very 

heavily, particularly in the LU track asset base.  Two things drove that in particular.  One was a need to bring 

the overall asset condition of the LU track base up to an improved standard.  The investment in the LU track 

base was also a key enabler for the line operators.  You need to do the track work before you come and put 

the signals on.  Doing it the other way around would be a bad idea.  There have been historically high levels of 

spend on the LU track base and then I think -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Just to be clear so that we are talking about the same thing, are you talking 

about new investment there or are you talking about renewals there? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Renewals. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Renewals. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  This is what we would 

describe as core renewals, renewing the existing asset base.  It is a bit arbitrary, really, and I think it has 

changed over time as to what we have badged as part of the operating costs and what we have badged as 

renewals.  The track work, certainly in recent years, we have called renewal spend even though you could argue 

that it is part of the upgrade work for Four Lines Modernisation.   

 

The definitions have changed over time but I do not think that changes the overall picture that we had 

historically a high level of spend in our core assets, particularly the LU track assets.  We also, in the first half of 

the current decade, were spending heavily on some road infrastructure, one-offs like the Hammersmith flyover 

and two big refurbishment jobs on Transport for London Road Network bridges over National Rail 

infrastructure on Highbury Corner and Ardleigh Green.  That was broadly £200 million to £250 million 

spending.  We have had historically quite high levels of investment in the core renewals base.   

 

As I know you discussed with my colleague, Patrick Doig [Divisional Finance Director, Surface Transport, TfL], 

in March [2019], the decision was taken in recent business planning rounds to scale back the level of spend 

that we are making, this year [2019/20] and next [2020/21], in what we call our core renewals to what we 

know to be the amount that is necessary to ensure a safe and operable condition for our network.  That is the 

starting point.  We have the first bit in the jigsaw.  Any business planning process is to ensure that we have 

scaled the investment in our core renewals such that our networks are in a safe and operable condition.  We 

have taken a conscious decision to scale it back for a limited period of time.  We are able to do that in part 

because of the historic levels of investment we have made but we are also conscious of the need to ramp that 

back up in the back years of the current plan to what we believe is the steady state run rate of spend that we 

need to ensure on our core renewals to ensure an optimised whole life cost and good state of repair. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Your renewals, you are taking them down for the next couple of years?  

Have I understood that correctly? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Yes.  Well, last year -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You will ramp them back up -- 

 



 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Last year, 2018/19, 

this year [2019/20], and then they start to ramp back up.  Based on the December 2018 Business Plan we are 

back up to the £650 million run rate, which we think is probably the right sort of steady state, by 2021/22. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  How are you funding your capital renewals? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We will be funding that from the 

business rates. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  From revenue? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  Well, from the business rate deal 

from the Government.  We have shifted away from an operating grant to those business rates which are 

coming via the Greater London Authority (GLA).   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Why are you doing it through revenue rather than capital? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That business rate fund is used solely 

for the capital programme.  The operating revenue, you have a surplus on the Tube and that is 

cross-subsidising the bus operations and the other contractor services.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It is capital spend, is it not? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The business rate money is effectively 

used for capital spend on Healthy Streets or on the Tube network. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I am just curious about that because in most public sector organisations 

when you are financing capital spend you finance it through borrowing because lots of borrowing is cheap to 

the public sector, etc, and you pay it back over time.  You are using revenue to finance.   

 

One of the reasons we have had some interest in this on this Committee is that TfL have moved around the 

definition of what is a new investment and what is an upgrade.  It seems to vary year by year in some cases.  It 

seems to be a bit more solid now.  How you fund it is very, very important because revenue, as you say, 

obviously comes from things like business rates, from tax and everything else, but the capital programme is 

normally financed by borrowing.  In this case you get a very large grant from Government, do you not?  Why 

have you chosen to fund the upgrades by revenue? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I am afraid I am not the best person to 

ask.  It is really our Chief Financial Officer (CFO) [Simon Kilonback] in terms of that allocation.  We are 

borrowing.  We are maxed out in terms of our borrowing.  Our borrowing is capped by the Chancellor of the 

Exchequer [The Rt Hon Philip Hammond MP].  There is a component of borrowing for the Crossrail funding 

deal.  I am afraid I do not know, in terms of the funding for the Piccadilly line signalling, whether it is 

borrowing or business rates.  I thought that was business rates. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Apologies.  I think if 

we were going to get into a detailed discussion about those sorts of decisions it is probably one that you would 

want to have Simon Kilonback [Chief Financial Officer, TfL] here to -- 

 



 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is fine.  Fair enough.  Simon obviously is the Director of Finance or 

CFO. 

 

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

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Perhaps we could invite Simon to the next meeting.  That is probably 

sensible.  I am getting into a level of technical detail, which I appreciate. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  Neither of us are accountants. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is fair enough then.  OK.  Looking at the age and economic life of the 

TfL assets, from the Business Plan they are listed as, for example, tunnels and embankments, up to 120 years; 

bridges and viaducts, up to 120 years, etc.  What level of renewal would you be expecting per annum? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Over the last ten years 

or so we have got ourselves to a position across surface transport and LU where we have a pretty good 

understanding of the condition of the asset base.  I do not think that was the case when we came out with 

PPPs.  This has been a bit of a journey to get ourselves to a position where we have a good understanding of 

the asset condition.   

 

Each year at the start of the prioritisation process we begin, with input from engineering teams and safety 

teams, by reviewing that asset condition and looking at the work banks, trying to calibrate what level of 

investment is needed.  As I said a few moments ago, what our analysis suggests is that in the long run, a steady 

state, prudent level of investment in what we have described as the core renewals is broadly around 

£650 million a year.  That is the steady state run rate to cover all our networks and maintain them in a state of 

good repair and with the levels of reliability that we are seeking to achieve. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  The financial figures stated in the Business Plan on the book value asset of 

TfL’s assets is around about £55 billion and the depreciation charge is built into the accounts for that, which 

suggests renewal is around about £1 billion a year.  Even from the figure that you have just given us, you are 

coming in under that.  Why is that? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I feel like I am being 

drawn into accountancy discussions.  Frankly, I do not know.  I would surmise that again this is where we get 

into definitions.  What we call core renewals and what I am talking about in terms of core renewals in this 

discussion do not include major upgrades and things like fleet replacement, which I think probably would be 

captured in the definition if you were using a depreciation approach.  You would factor into that things like 

replacement of rolling stock.  When I talk about £650 million a year being the steady state, I am not including 

things like rolling stock replacement or signalling upgrades.  I think that is probably where you get the gap that 

you have described.  Does that make sense? 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Possibly.  It might be something that we would need to -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  You might want to 

return to it with Simon [Kilonback] but just off the top of my head I think that is probably why you get a 

discrepancy.  We are talking about £650 million core renewals.  That does not actually cover the renewal of all 

of our asset base because things that are lumpy we are not capturing in that.   

 



 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  I think it is a slightly unfair question for me to be putting to you, if I am 

totally fair to you.  When we get Simon here next time, we will go for a slightly deeper dive on that.   

 

We will be going into more detailed questions about the funding programme for things in a moment but 

looking forward into the future, what indications has the Mayor given for his capital priorities going forward 

beyond the end of his term, if he gets a second term as Mayor of London? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  He has not given us indications for a 

second term.  We are awaiting information on the manifesto and the priorities that he will set out within that.  

Clearly the MTS is there as a long-term strategy but the priorities for a term from 2020 to 2024 are for him to 

set out in his manifesto.  There are some elements that will be known, key deliverables.  We have announced 

this week on the road network the Silvertown tunnel.  We are progressing the Piccadilly line signalling.  On air 

quality there are some clear deliverables there in terms of the [Ultra] Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) for October 

2020 and an expansion to 2021.  There are some known outputs that are within the MTS but we expect more 

to come when we know the details of the manifesto and the priorities that he has for his second term, as we 

would for the other candidates who are standing for Mayor. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Just in terms of that long-term planning of projects, the Government 

announced an initiative of private sector-led or backed transport infrastructure.  A couple of weeks ago I saw 

an article on Canary Wharf, highlighting their two needs.  How would that impact on future planning issues?  

Presumably it has to go through highways and byways.  How do you see that working in terms of a hierarchy of 

projects to be backed in the capital in future years? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We met with Canary Wharf Group to 

talk about their proposal and also we have spoken about it with officials at the Department for Transport 

(DfT).  It is very early stages.  Their proposal, just in case you do not know, is a new Underground link from 

Euston to the north of the City and Canary Wharf.  I call it a congestion-buster scheme, a bit like the Waterloo 

& City line was originally.  It is a version of that.  Their proposal is for it to be entirely privately financed, to 

have a separate, ringfenced fare box where they would choose what the fares would be, and not to be 

integrated with our assets.  Whether that is the reality, if this project ever comes to fruition, is another matter 

but that is their aspiration from a starting position.   

 

In reality, that project is not within the MTS.  It has come out since that and it is an entirely new scheme.  I 

think the DfT and the Canary Wharf Group need to recognise that if they do want to progress that scheme, 

even though it might be privately led, the strategic transport authority has a role in terms of the consenting 

process but also, I suspect, in the debate about the funding and financing of that as well.  It is very early stages 

yet.  I know they have had two ministerial meetings to try to get some kind of traction on it and I am not sure 

how far it has come.  Ironically, I had an email from them yesterday asking if they could meet with me. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Of course, because it is difficult for everybody in financial terms - TfL’s 

financial pressures, Government financial pressures and, I presume, the private sector need for whatever in 

terms of backing their growth - even though it is early stages something in that form needs to be taken into 

account by TfL.  Also, you are right to point out that Government needs to take out the role of TfL in those 

projects.  It is a two-way thing, is it not? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is, very much so.  The other factor 

to think about is that we also need to look at the issue of privately financing some of the infrastructure we 

have done.  Silvertown is a good example of that.  That is a separate contract which was shortly let and it is a 

form of private finance initiative, really, where it is paid for by the revenue stream of the tolls on the Blackwall 



 

 

and Silvertown tunnels.  It is not just within the gift of DfT and the Canary Wharf group to look at this.  I think 

the onus is on us to look at different ways of funding and financing Crossrail 2, the Bakerloo line and all of 

those big projects.  I think we have to look at other ways of funding and financing them. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Of course in the list of projects that we have, over the years, priorities can 

change.  I understand about the renewals, keeping the show on the road, but new projects, new infrastructure.  

If I can give an example because I just want to get my mindset around some of the things that you have to do 

in terms of how you put this together and advice that you may give future mayors, in something like the 

Bakerloo line, going down the Old Kent Road and coming into my constituency, one of the reasons it was a 

priority was to deliver more housing.  Of course, the other priority for TfL is to keep people moving and 

provide transport infrastructure that gets us going.  If the delay continues on the Bakerloo line and the 

build-out occurs, that is one objective that is there without the transport infrastructure to stimulate the house 

numbers that are being built.   

 

Is there a time in the future where a priority that might well be there now becomes less a priority because a 

new scheme gives a different outcome and we can reconcile with different objectives?  Although we are always 

mindful of manifesto commitments and that, is that always going to be the project or are there going to be 

other issues?  No doubt we will come further on to it, criteria about what moves this programme.  What 

replaces number two in the list and demotes it to number five because something else has come up, if you get 

my gist?   

 

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

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  It was a very clumsy way of saying it but -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No, I do get your gist and I think the 

prioritisation process has to be a live process that you keep on reviewing all the time.  The Bakerloo line is a 

good example.  If you look at the Southwark Planning Committee agenda, there is a steady stream of 

high-density developments that are seeking planning consent on the Old Kent Road.  Whether we like it or 

not, there are likely to be substantial amounts of additional housing going in on Old Kent Road.  Our issue is 

that without the Bakerloo line that will struggle to be served from a transport perspective.  We are working 

with Southwark and the GLA to look at what is the appropriate cap.  It is probably around 9,000 units, but 

anything beyond that - the Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF) talks about 25,000 units - that is 

when we need the BLE.   

 

Prioritisation is a live process that you review every year at least, probably more often than that, but we also 

need to be mindful that certain schemes have a lot of pressure from developers saying, “We really want to go 

here”.  It is quite an interesting contrast with the Upper Lee Valley, where it has struggled to get going in 

terms of the development there, whereas on Old Kent Road we are trying to put the brakes on and say, “Can 

you wait a bit?  It is going to take quite a bit of time before the Bakerloo line gets there”.  Having said that, we 

are working very hard on it and we will consult and get refinements on that later this year [2019]. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  It is fair to say on the housing numbers there is no hierarchy of need of, 

say, one area over others because it delivers more housing outcomes.  There are dual issues, is it not?  You are 

right, moving people around.  Even though the houses are built, you will end up with logjam if you do not 

build the Bakerloo line. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  The other thing we need to be 

mindful is that the housing units are not per billion pounds of investment on the transport infrastructure.  



 

 

There are some schemes that unlock pretty substantial amounts of housing for not necessarily that huge an 

investment.  That is one of the criteria that we need to look at: first, where the developers want to go, the 

classic one being Old Kent Road, and secondly, how much is the infrastructure that is needed to accelerate 

that housing and what is your bang for buck for that kind of investment?  That is another part of the 

prioritisation exercise that we look at.   

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Lastly, just finishing off the question I think the Chairman was asking 

around mayoral priorities, of course manifestos come and there are a list of priorities here.  Are there other 

projects that you have obviously worked up on the past that have been projects before?  Later on in our 

briefing note we have some projects that were on the agenda but that have come off the agenda.  Are you a 

bit like police investigating crimes: no transport project dies, it just goes to the back of the queue if it is not a 

priority?  Is it still there, a live project, it is just a question of whether we touch a bit of electricity on it to bring 

it back a bit further to life?  Are there other projects that you have, plan Bs and Cs and Ds that you can bring 

forward? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The key projects are in the MTS, 

which sets out the ones that we believe are the priorities to be delivered.  That is supplemented in the London 

Plan.  But you are right, these projects have a habit of coming back when you think they are long gone.  They 

resurrect themselves.  I was reading in The Evening Standard yesterday or maybe the day before about the 

Hammersmith fly-under.  That was a scheme that I thought had died but some people probably think it has not 

died and should be resurrected.  The Crystal Palace tram extension.  They have a habit of coming back.  For 

me, working at TfL, the first point of prioritisation is what is in the MTS and what is in the London Plan.  There 

are some things that come in left field, like the Canary Wharf Group proposal, but they do not have the status 

of the ones in the London Plan and the MTS. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Generally things do 

come back because none of them are daft.  They all have an underlying logic to them and if they fall out of the 

prioritisation process the underlying case for the schemes is still there.  Crossrail is a good example, of course.  

Crossrail 1 was killed off several times. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Yes, I can remember.  Chairman, just one last question.  It is more about 

planning for the future again.  We have a Business Plan which is quite here and now, very gritty, you know 

what you are dealing with, and then you have a Transport Strategy that is 25 years but even that is a direction 

of travel rather than individual projects.  We do put individual projects in that.   

 

Just in terms of future planning, is there a better way to plan for transport infrastructure or are they the two 

principal documents you work to?  I can recall a previous Deputy Mayor for Transport saying, “Do not worry 

about the Transport Strategy because that is off over there somewhere.  What you need to concentrate on is 

the Business Plan, the Mayor’s Business Plan.  That is what TfL will deliver because the Transport Strategy is 

not -- ”   

 

As officers, in terms of the direction of travel and enabling planning - and obviously the mayoral priorities are 

important - is there a better way that we should look at the Transport Strategy or should we be arguing that in 

the future Transport Strategies there is a different section relating to some of the infrastructure wishes of the 

future?   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I do remember the comment from my 

Deputy Mayor of a few years ago and I think it did reflect a time where the MTS was drafted, published, went 

through consultation and everything, but it did not have the influence on the Business Plan that it probably 



 

 

should have done.  It was all things to all people but it did not resonate in the Business Plan.  That is the key 

change for me for this time, that the MTS is shaping our annual scorecard where we track performance and it is 

shaping the Business Plan.  I will give you an example.  Tomorrow, I am in front of the Board with an annual 

update on the MTS, talking about how we are progressing.  In some areas we are not progressing the way we 

should.  In others, we are on top of it and it is having a real impact.   

 

I think having that short-term horizon and long-term horizon is a healthy thing.  The key challenge for me is: 

do not forget the long-term horizon.  It is easy to say, as the Deputy Mayor for Transport a few years ago 

probably did, “Don’t worry about the MTS”.  That is not the case for this one.  It does resonate within the 

decision-making and the annual shaping of the Business Plan.  That is a key part of it for me. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Good.  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Just touching on something that Assembly Member Duvall raised, where 

schemes come from and how they come back to life, one example would be the Thames Gateway Bridge that 

Ken Livingstone [former Mayor of London] was terribly keen on, which Boris Johnson [MP, former Mayor of 

London] was less keen on.  It went away for a while and then in the final two years of Boris Johnson’s [MP] 

mayoralty it seemed to resurrect itself.  Then it got paired with a potential bridge in Belvedere as part of a twin 

bridge strategy and a lot of work went in from the boroughs that would be affected and TfL.   

 

Then almost overnight that disappeared because this Mayor made an announcement about several other river 

crossings, one of which was going to be a Docklands Light Railway (DLR) extension into Thamesmead that 

would have followed exactly the same route as the Gallions Reach bridge, but that has now disappeared off the 

priority list for the capital programme.  It is not on your list of priorities, is it, your critical, central, desirable and 

deprioritised, because you do not have any funding for it?  Then we did get the Rotherhithe Bridge.  Where 

has that come from? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I will give you a story about bridges.  

It is a very good summary of the history.  These kinds of things do ebb and flower.  It is quite interesting.  I 

went to Thamesmead the other day with Peabody and stood in Thamesmead looking at where the bridge 

would have been.  It was very close to getting consent, as you know, but it was rejected at the time.  If that 

had been through, that bridge would have opened a long time ago.  A six-lane bridge, a big change to that 

part of east London. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Devastation to Bexley.   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I will not go there but I know the 

issues.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is a subject for a beer perhaps, Alex. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  What we did soon after the Mayor 

came into office is a review of all of the river crossings in east London.  That included, from east going in, 

Lower Thames, Belvedere, Gallions, Rotherhithe, Silvertown and also some of the ferry crossings.  Working the 

other way, what was agreed was that we would prioritise our efforts to continue with the Silvertown consent, 

which was secured and we will shortly announce who is going to be running that.  We would look at the 

Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf bridge as a pedestrian and cycle bridge as it was in the Mayor’s manifesto and we 

had a priority on that.  We are working on that.  Then for the crossings further east of that, ie Gallions and 

Belvedere, we said that for the Gallions alignment we would focus on the DLR.  We are working on that with 



 

 

Peabody, who are the master planner for the 11,500 homes in the Thamesmead area, and the Royal Borough 

of Greenwich and the London Borough of Newham.   

 

On the road crossings that were previously being looked at at Thames Gateway and Belvedere, the policy of 

the MTS is effectively to park those until we are clearer about the impacts of Silvertown, Rotherhithe and 

Canary Wharf, until we have progressed the DLR at Gallions, and also taking account of Lower Thames.  The 

safeguarding is still there for Gallions and we still potentially might look at Belvedere but it is really saying, 

“Let us focus on the ones that we have money for and want to deliver, and then review the situation once that 

has happened”.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  That might be the subject of a separate meeting.  Certainly we could 

have some fun with that because the politics around all of that is quite interesting.   

 

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

 

Susan Hall AM:  Given that the Mayor’s objective is 80% walking, cycling or public transport, what sort of 

work have you done on the numbers of people who you would consider disabled in London, or elderly, frail and 

needing step-free access?   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  In the MTS, what we are seeking to do 

is to eliminate the journey time difference for people with disabilities and able-bodied.  Over the last year that 

metric, the difference in journey time, reduced from ten minutes to nine minutes.  The objective is to get that 

to zero so that there is no additional time for people with disabilities to use the public transport network.  The 

bus network is fully accessible.  There is a lot of work to do on the historic Tube network.  Five stations 

became step-free last year [2018/19] and there are more to come this year [2019/20].  There is a lot of work 

with Network Rail (NR) on those step-free programmes as well.  That is part of our analysis for the 80%.   

 

The only thing I would say, though, is that post-MTS we published four Action Plans on Vision Zero, cycling, 

walking and freight servicing.  We are working on a fifth one, which is about accessibility and inclusion issues.  

That is something we are working on this year [2019/20] to give more substance and depth to that issue 

about how we provide more for people with disabilities. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Thank you for that but that does not answer the question.  How many people do you think 

in London are disabled or frail and thus needing step-free access? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I do not have those numbers in my 

head.  I am sure they are in our modelling.  They were taken into account in terms of our modelling for the 

80%. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I would hope it would be in the modelling.  It is vital. 

 

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

 

Susan Hall AM:  If it is more than 20% then you are never going to get to that figure.  Could you get the 

figure to us as a Committee? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I could certainly get that breakdown.  

The other thing to bear in mind is that I think the Action Plan will be picking up the whole range of disabilities 



 

 

and mobility issues that people face.  A lot of focus is on people with physical disabilities but there clearly are 

mental ones as well. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I accept that unreservedly, my point being: what are the numbers?  Is it a very small amount?  

It could be an enormous amount.  If you are doing modelling you need to know how many people this affects, 

approximately. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We do have the numbers.  I do not 

have them in my head.  I will get them to you. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  If we could have them, that would be very helpful.  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  I just briefly wanted to pick up on the Silvertown Tunnel and the issue of 

manifesto priorities.  The Silvertown Tunnel, in relation to the 80% target and also in relation to the desire to 

clear up our air, is a new transport asset that will induce extra traffic, with the increased potential for using 

technology for diverting people from much further out, on the way into London, to divert away from Blackwall 

if that is congested and travel over the Dartford Bridge.  If we have a Mayor after the next election who is 

determined to make sure that those air pollution risks are not worsened with Silvertown - also, with climate 

change and the need to decarbonise our transport, Silvertown does not help with that - how committed is TfL 

with the deals that you have been signing so far?  If the transport priorities shift as TfL is working out how to 

decarbonise transport, can you get out of what you have signed up to this week? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I am afraid I do not know the detailed 

contract clauses there but you repeat a lot of the issues that were raised at the Development Consent Order 

(DCO) and considered in terms of the traffic impact of that, the air quality impact of that and the other 

mitigation factors there.  All of those issues were considered at length in that inquiry and the Secretary of 

State for Transport [The Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP] approved the scheme after receiving extra modelling 

advice on air quality.  The other thing to bear in mind is that the scheme introduces road user charging on the 

Blackwall Tunnel and the Silvertown Tunnel, probably the largest expansion of road user charging since 2003.  

Also, it is a public transport-based tunnel.  You have 37 buses per hour going through, which will improve 

reliability there.  There is a credible case that that scheme fits within the MTS.   

 

In terms of the contract terms -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  All of these issues were 

discussed at length at last week’s meeting of the TfL Board Programmes and Investment Committee, which 

approved TfL to go ahead and enter a preferred bidder, which we expect to announce this week.  The plan is 

contract award in early August [2019].  As is the nature of these things, once the contract is awarded it would 

be very expensive, generally, to reverse that decision.  The current plan is to award the contract in August 

[2019]. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  That is worrying. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  You talked earlier about having done a review for the Mayor about river crossings in east 

London. 

 

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

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Was that an internal review? 



 

 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It was published.  It went to the 

Board, I think, in September or October 2016.  The prioritisation approach is in the public domain and that was 

also reflected in the policies and statements in the MTS. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  I know it is in the MTS.  Obviously that was a more substantial review.  The reason I ask 

is that there was talk, in the last few months, of a DLR extension from Beckton to Barking Riverside.  Is this 

still on the agenda?  Is this something they are looking at? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is not in the MTS because the 

scheme that we are focusing on, we are delivering.  The tracks are being laid.  It is the Barking Riverside 

extension on the Gospel Oak Line from Barking down to Barking Riverside.  That is the heavy rail infrastructure 

that will unlock the 12,000 or 14,000 homes in Barking Riverside.  That is the scheme that we focused on, 

rather than the DLR. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  In response to a question from the Chairman about the Rotherhithe crossing, you said 

something along the lines of, “We are working on that”.  What does that mean? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Well, there is a whole team working on 

it.   

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  I have been to public consultation meetings and so on. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is a very complicated crossing.  

There is money in the Business Plan to deliver it.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Really? 

 

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

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  To pay for the whole thing? 

 

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

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You have £400 million in the Business Plan to build that bridge? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  There is £330 million in 

the Business Plan for Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf.  The consultation was due to have commenced at the end 

of April [2019].  We have deferred the start of the consultation to allow further work on value engineering 

aspects of the scheme, going back and looking at certain of the requirements around alignment and the 

navigation requirements of Port of London to see if we can take out some of the cost before going to 

consultation.  That is where we are on the scheme. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Where is the funding coming from? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  It is in the Business 

Plan so it is part of your earlier question about how we fund the capital programme.  There is no hypothecated 

funding stream for Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf. 

 



 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):   When you say it is in the Business Plan, have you assigned a cost to it? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  We have assigned a 

cost.  The Business Plan has a funding provision of £330 million.  As the work on the design has developed we 

have deferred the consultation to allow us to do more work to try to make sure we can get a cost that is within 

that funding provision. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is interesting because the Mayor was asked questions about this at 

Mayor’s Question Time and he had no idea how it was going to be funded.  He said it would probably be a 

version of PPP. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  That is not my 

understanding. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  PPP has to rely on an income stream, 

like Silvertown where you have a toll.  In theory you could toll that crossing but I am not aware of a tolled -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  TfL is going to fund Rotherhithe Bridge?  You have set some funding -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is included. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  We have touched on 

prioritisation and Assembly Member [Len] Duvall asked the question about if we keep the prioritisation under 

review.  To be clear, in every business planning round we review everything that is not -- well, we review stuff 

that is in contract but that is generally quite a light touch because normally it is more expensive to get out 

than carry on.  Everything that is not contractually committed is part of our annual business planning 

prioritisation process.  Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf is not contractually committed and we will be looking at it 

again over the course of the summer as part of our prioritisation process.  In doing that we will be looking at 

the latest cost estimates and assessing the relative merits of that scheme against competing priorities.   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The other thing to add is that we will 

seek contributions from the private sector to help deliver it.  You could seek contributions from the developers 

at Canada Water or the Canary Wharf Group but they are not going to be huge.  We are certainly seeking that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes.  Not a long way north of nil, from what I am hearing. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Not huge. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  You can speculate.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We could have an awful lot of fun with that as well, Alex.   

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  I was just going to say that the consultation meetings I have been to are well attended.  

The mood was more in favour of an improved ferry service.  The view of Tower Hamlets Council, expressed by 

former Councillor Dave Chesterton - I hope I am quoting him correctly - was that they are fairly ambivalent 

about this bridge as long as they did not have to pay for it or contribute to it. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Sorry, that was a councillor from 

Southwark? 



 

 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  No, a councillor from Tower Hamlets, Isle of Dogs, Dave Chesterton. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  If you seek powers for this scheme 

you need to review all of the options, including a ferry.  We have done an appraisal about what is the most 

effective transport product to serve the needs of that area, a bridge and a ferry, looking at the two together. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Right.  We are going to move on to a question of funding the capital 

programme.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Just to finish that, when is the new consultation on the bridge going to take 

place?  It was due to start in April [2019]. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I do not know at the 

moment.  It depends on the progress that we make in this further design work, this further work that we are 

doing to look at costs.  We want to get a clearer understanding about what the optimal design is before we 

would commit to a further date for consultation. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  I had some correspondence from constituents about that only last week so 

that is very helpful.   

 

Right, let us get into my questions.  On the capital programme, I think your Business Plan shows your 

expenditure is going to be between about £1.2 billion and £1.5 billion each year, Crossrail separate to that, but 

you previously stated that you need about £3.3 billion every year to be spent in order to deliver the MTS.  

There is a big difference in that.  How can you fund your capital investment ambitions? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The £3.3 billion was the figure that we 

quoted around the time of the MTS and that was for all transport investment in the capital, not just within the 

TfL Business Plan.  It has to pick up the NR investment in the city and the investment from the boroughs.  We 

expect the vast majority of it to come through our Business Plan.   

 

The reality is that the existing funding sources we have through business rates, borrowing and other sources 

are not enough to deliver the MTS.  In the MTS in chapter five, I think it is, or maybe chapter six, there is a 

section on funding and financing.  We need to look at other mechanisms to deliver some of the key 

infrastructure projects to support the MTS and support the shift to sustainable modes.  There is a whole range 

of things that we continue to look at.  Often they are project-related discussions like Crossrail 2.  I think you 

were briefed recently by Michèle [Dix CBE, Managing Director, Crossrail 2] on some of the new and creative 

ways of funding and financing that project.  We will have similar debates -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  What are you looking at for Crossrail 2?  How could you fund that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There is probably no stone unturned, 

knowing Michèle, in terms of this kind of work.  It is looking at business rate supplements, it is looking at what 

you do on council tax, it is looking at land value capture, it is looking at sale and lease back and those kind of 

arrangements; every single possible option available out there, she is investigating.  It is a big and expensive 

project.  We do not have the money there.  There was a funding challenge from the Government in saying 50% 

comes from London.  There is a national debate about too much money going to London, the north needing to 

proceed as well.  It is a very complicated deal to get over the line.  That is a project where we are looking at 

every single funding and financing opportunity we can think of. 



 

 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  But you do not have funding certainty going forward beyond 2020. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  2021. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  2021.  How are you going to manage the programme?  How are you managing 

it? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is a key challenge for the CSR, 

really.  That is our first ask, needing long-term funding certainty for our Business Plan.  If you think about the 

funding arrangements pre-TfL, they worked on an annual settlement which was completely ridiculous for 

long-term planning and long-term delivery of transport projects.  Over the last 18 or 19 years we have had the 

benefit of long-term funding deals, five or ten years, and what we need is certainty so that you can enter into 

contracts on the Piccadilly line signalling and other things that go beyond a time horizon of 2021.  2021, from 

a transport perspective, is not that far away.  One of our key asks for the CSR is core funding certainty beyond 

that 2021 time horizon.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Without that, it makes 

it almost impossible to progress with the major schemes that have that longevity like completing the Tube 

upgrade.  I cannot see how we would be in a position to do that.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  Traditionally you have borrowed against future revenue as a way to fund 

these.  Does that still work as a funding stream going forward? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is probably another question for the 

CFO [Simon Kilonback], but we are borrowing.  We are maxed out in terms of our borrowing.  If we asked for 

more we would need to seek Treasury approval to do that.  That might be a discussion, a CSR debate about 

borrowing mechanisms but at the moment we are maxed out and certainly if Simon Kilonback [CFO, TfL] were 

here he would say that there is no more that we can do on that front.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is something we need to ask him, and what the alternatives are as well.  

OK.  We will pick that up next time with him. 

 

The buses work differently in London, do they not?  Though there are 1,000 of those wretched new 

Routemasters that go around which TfL owns, the rest are funded by the operators with the fee they receive 

from TfL to run the service.  Is that potentially a model that you could extend to other modes? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  In what sense?  Contracted services? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, a different way of getting the service and getting someone else to do the 

investment that is needed. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  We already do that, in 

a way, on the Overground rolling stock.  The normal practice is sale and lease back.  It is similar in that we are 

taking it off our balance sheet. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Off your balance sheet, yes. 

 



 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Historically, that has 

never really been seen as an option on the LU fleet because of its bespoke nature.  Again we get into 

accountancy where I am uncomfortable, but that sale and lease back arrangement requires some future use -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Outside our network, yes. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  -- outside, and when 

you are designing bespoke trains to fit our tunnels the view of corporate finance colleagues is that that sale 

and lease back approach has never been one that would work for LU and has therefore never been looked at 

for the LU fleet.  However, we routinely do that.  As you know, we are doing it with the Elizabeth line fleet, we 

routinely do that with our Overground fleet and that is the normal practice across the national rail industry. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes.  Is it something that is being looked at? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  To do that on the LU?  

I am not sure that it is, because of the inherent bespoke-ness of the LU fleet. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That unique service, OK. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  One thing I would say is that in terms 

of the options for the BLE, that is something we need to look at.  Is there a different form of contract for that 

extension?  One of the other things, as you will know, Caroline, is that we are looking at the project together 

with the Bakerloo line upgrade now.  It is much more of an integrated project.  We are looking at different -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Do you think you can get the private sector to do something different there, to 

help you with the financing of it? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Potentially.  That is one of the issues, 

really.  It is a very expensive scheme and they might have access to funding or financing that is easier to 

accommodate than us because, as we say, we are maxed out in terms of borrowing.  Different ways of funding 

and financing is something we have to do for Bakerloo and also Crossrail 2 but it is exploring rather than 

saying, “We are definitely going to do this”.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Otherwise, how do you fund these desirable projects? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Well, you can go so far in terms of our 

contributions, borough Community Investment Levy (CIL) contributions and mayoral CIL contributions, but 

inevitably you have a gap.  All of them have a gap.  We can develop these schemes but we need a different 

form of funding and financing to get them over the line, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  One of the big sources for your borrowing in recent years has been the 

European Investment Bank (EIB).  You have seen huge amounts of funding for Crossrail, for the previous 

Mayor’s cycling infrastructure, the Bank Tube upgrade, Victoria Station and so on.  These have obviously been 

at really low interest rates.  Are you concerned about the impact that not having such easy access to the EIB 

will have on the cost of borrowing to deliver some of these projects?   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I am afraid that is a question for 

Simon Kilonback [CFO]. 

 



 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  That is probably a 

Simon question, yes. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I do not know the cost of borrowing 

from the EIB.  Apologies for that. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I know that is 

something that Simon’s corporate finance team have looked at.  They have been planning for the Public Works 

Loan Board and how that would step in and take the place of the EIB post-Brexit, but it is probably best if 

those questions are directed at Simon and his team rather than -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is fine.  In terms of the projects - and I have been looking because you 

have now categorised ‘critical’, ‘central’, ‘desirable A’, ‘desirable B’ and ‘deprioritised’ - I do not see in here 

anywhere the Sutton tram extension, which had been mentioned.  The Mayor has committed to it.  Where is 

that?  Has that not even made it to the list? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I would say that is probably priority 

level 3.  The Business Plan -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Priority 3.  What do you mean? 

 

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

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It is desirable.  Would it be A or B? 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We interrogated Simon Kilonback quite closely on this when we went 

through the budget-setting process at the beginning of the year.  We asked for a briefing note about where 

each of the live capital programme projects was.  The briefing note that we received states, relating to schemes 

that have been taken out of those four categories that Assembly Member Pidgeon has talked about: 

 

“It is also important for us to have certainty around future funding in order to commit to other 

long-term projects.  As is normal, not all of the funding for future transport infrastructure schemes 

beyond the five-year Business Plan has yet been identified and we did not categorise these projects 

during business planning.  We will continue to develop central funding packages for a number of major 

schemes including Crossrail 2, the Bakerloo line extension, the Sutton Link scheme and the West 

London Orbital, the Elizabeth line extension to Ebbsfleet and a potential DLR extension to 

Thamesmead.” 

 

So, all of these projects have fallen off during the lifetime of the Business Plan? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  If I may, I think the 

briefing note and the list of projects that was appended to that, what that is setting out is the outcome of the 

2018 business planning process and the prioritisation we went through, for which the dataset was projects that 

were already either within the previous Business Plans, quite well-developed, or projects that we were planning 

on delivering on the core TfL capital spend.  These bigger projects like Crossrail 2, the Sutton tram link and the 

BLE are not actually part of our annual business planning process.   

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The Sutton one is different, actually, 

because the previous Business Plan had £70 million in it for Sutton.  The new Business Plan has £70 million for 



 

 

Sutton.  It has not changed.  That is basically all that you could probably tangibly spend in the next five years 

on that project.  The project is -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Alex, sorry to interrupt you.  If that is so and TfL are planning on spending 

£70 million on the Sutton Link within the lifetime of the Business Plan, which is five years, why is it not 

appearing on any of the priorities that TfL have assigned? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I think it is in the Growth Fund.  It is 

an allocation within the Growth Fund, which is in the list of central -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Where is that in terms of your list of -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Third up from the 

bottom. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Third up from the bottom.  That 

programme has a number of schemes. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  In the ‘central’ 

category, in the appendix to that briefing note. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is untidy.  It probably should have 

been picked out because it is the largest in the Growth Fund. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Right, the Growth Fund.  How much money and how many projects are 

contained within it? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is around a dozen projects.  It is 

around £418 million, I think it was, but I have to confess a good chunk of that has already been spent.  I am 

going to give you an example.  The Elephant and Castle roundabout was funded through the Growth Fund.  In 

terms of what is left, it is circa £300 million, but we can get you a breakdown of that if you want that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes, we would appreciate it because this is the sort of detail that we had 

asked for.  The reason we asked for it is so that we would know where things were being spent and why and 

what the rationale for it was.  Lumping things together under a nebulous title like the Growth Fund is not 

helpful. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  No. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  We accept that. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I agree.  In hindsight, that should have 

been broken down.   Having said that, the Healthy Streets portfolio probably has an even longer list and 

Equalities has an even longer list of sub-projects within them. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You talked about Elephant and Castle.  It is listed on its own. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There are actually three projects at 

Elephant and Castle.  There is the Elephant and Castle roundabout, which has been done.  There is the 



 

 

Elephant and Castle Northern line ticket hall, which is probably what is listed there, again, which is a Growth 

Fund scheme.  There is also another project we are looking at, the Bakerloo line station at Elephant and Castle 

as well. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  What is not on this list, 

though, just to be clear, and probably should have been explained better is the major schemes such as 

Crossrail 2 and the BLE, which are not really a major part of those huge decisions.  Those huge schemes that 

require bespoke funding packages sit slightly to the side of our routine business planning process. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It needs to be there, does it not, because these are mayoral priorities and 

ultimately you need to implement what the Mayor has asked you to within your rules and processes? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Therefore, they should be listed out even if it is separately, “We are securing 

funding.  We are getting a package”, so that we have this comprehensive picture of what you are funding, 

what you are seeking other money for and the priorities.  That is what we are not clear on.  The Sutton tram, I 

have heard the Mayor say he is committed to it in questions from Assembly Members and yet -- 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  It is not here. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  -- I could not find it in any of our paperwork.  Both Mayors have committed to 

it. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is an allocation within the Growth 

Fund, which is in the list, but I agree with you that it should have been broken down.  There is £17 million in 

the Business Plan and probably about £5 million for development as well on top of that.  Borough CIL 

contributions are set at £40 million.  There is quite a substantial amount of money available for it.  The 

challenge is that the total cost of the scheme is set for £500 million and so we are -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, it has gone up.  It was about £300 million.  It is now £500 million.  It seems 

to just be going up every -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No, in the consultation that was that 

out recently, I think it was a range of £350 million to £480 million.  The figures that are in the public domain 

have not changed.  The issue is that there is a substantial funding gap and we need different ways of funding 

and financing to get that over the line. 

 

One of the issues that we are discussing and debating with the boroughs is whether they want to think about 

workplace parking levies to progress that scheme. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  In Merton and Sutton, yes. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is one of the things we are 

looking at to get over the line. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Could I just pick up one final thing?  I know you have talked quite a lot about 

Silvertown, which is helpful, but you now expect to confirm a preferred bidder in June 2019.  That is what it 



 

 

states in the Board paper for tomorrow.  Selecting a preferred bidder does not then mean signing the final 

contract. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  No. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  When would you expect to do that? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I believe we are 

planning to do that by August [2019]. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  By August [2019], and then you are committed and so, if there is a change of 

administration, there will be a huge cost.  It is a bit like the Garden Bridge. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  I do not have the 

detail.  I do not know off the top of my head the break clauses in that contract and they are probably 

commercially sensitive anyway.  To all intents and purposes, in all of these schemes, at the point when you sign 

the contract you are committed and it would be very expensive -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Potentially, it is a bit like the Garden Bridge: a contract was signed and then a 

new Mayor comes in, changes their mind and there is a cost to the public purse. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  For any project, at the 

point at which you sign the contract, you are committing the organisation to deliver it. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There are two things I would say.  One 

is that the announcement is likely to be this week.  The second is that the difference with the Garden Bridge is 

that all the consents are in place. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Absolutely.  That is a bit of a difference. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is just for clarification. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  OK.  We have heard that you are maxed out on all your borrowing.  We have heard that there 

are funding gaps, shortfalls and projects waiting.  Do you therefore think it was sensible to continue with the 

TfL fares freeze? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is a very political question, but 

that is a judgement for the Mayor.  If you look at the effect on patronage, our patronage has held up with that 

fares freeze.  It has saved Londoners a lot of money.  It is quite interesting if you compare it with National Rail 

fares and passenger levels.  They have seen a bit of a decline.  It is picking up again, but they were having 

significant fares increases.  It is a political judgement, but what we have seen of the effect of the fares freeze is 

that our numbers have held up. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  We are seeing the effect of fare freezes.  We also have overruns.  We have all sorts of 

financial issues within TfL. 

 



 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We have financial challenges and we 

have had financial challenges under the last administration as well.  Our job is to deal with those and manage 

those. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  You are not worried about the financial aspects of TfL? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We will get through this but -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  There are always 

financial constraints.  The capital programme that we have is about £2 billion a year.  It is a very big capital 

programme and -- 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I get that.  Nevertheless -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  -- you will always have 

these prioritisation decisions to make.  There will always be resource constraint.  Alex and I are more involved 

in the allocation of the funding rather than in Simon Kilonback’s CFO side and what the different sources of 

funding are.  We are - certainly my role - more involved in how we allocate the available funding.  We still have 

a very significant investment programme. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  When you are looking at allocating funding, do you always put safety first? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  You make sure that everything that is needed to be done -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Yes.  It is the first piece 

in any prioritisation process: what is that level of critical spend that is required to maintain a safe and operable 

condition on our networks? 

 

Susan Hall AM:  You are happy with that at the moment? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Fine.  Thank you. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Sorry, just on the Silvertown Tunnel, my understanding is that there has been a 

preferred bidder named and it is all online. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  No, there has not.  

There has been speculation in the press but we have not made an announcement.  There are only two bidders. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  The other thing I wanted to clarify is following on from Assembly Member Pidgeon’s 

question about funding this.  One of the other areas that I know TfL gets finance from is the sale of assets and 

the sale of land, but there is a really ambitious target that the Mayor has set in terms of how many homes he 

wants to see built on TfL land.  Can you clarify what the criteria will be?  One of the things that we looked at in 

the Housing Committee was around the number of inner London sites being sold at a higher value with less 

affordable housing in comparison to sites in outer London boroughs, where you get more housing.  I can 

guarantee you that we need those houses in Southwark.  I am talking about the Crossbones site and Landmark 



 

 

Court where, again, the Mayor challenged TfL to bring forward at least 130 units and the final proposal has 

something ridiculous like eight.  How are you going to balance that up? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The target that we are working to is 

10,000 homes by 2021 and at least 50% of those will be affordable.  That is the target that the Mayor has set 

us and we are working hard to achieve that through a variety of sites all over the capital.  On the 50% target, it 

has been accepted that it is not going to be an absolute on every site.  It will be for the portfolio.  There are 

some sites, one in Lambeth at Fenwick Street.  I forget what it is named now -- 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  At Lambeth North Station? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  That is 100% affordable.  There 

are others that are going to be lower than that.  I do not know the percentage for Landmark Court and 

Crossbones.  That is a mixed-use development of residential and commercial.  It is a site-by-site judgement 

about what the appropriate level affordable is going to be, but in terms of the overall programme, it is 10,000 

by 2021 and 50% affordable. 

 

The other thing I should say is that we are shifting away from the sale of assets to more in the private rented 

sector.  This is about, rather than getting a one-off injection of cash - and there will be some sites that we do 

sell, like 55 Broadway is on the market as we speak to be sold - a lot of the housing portfolio we look at is to 

look at the private rented sector, which is about an ongoing income stream for TfL. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  A couple of tidying-up questions from me before we move on.  Is that 

target of 10,000 units by 2021 with 50% affordable for starts or completions? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Starts.  We will start 10,000 on our 

land by 2021. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How many so far? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I do not know.  In 2018/19, we 

brought sites to the market with the capacity to deliver 3,165 new homes. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You brought sites? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is starts on sites.  I do not know 

the numbers. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You do not know the numbers? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No, but we can get that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes.  We will sweep that up in the note afterwards.  What exactly is the 

status of Crossrail 2 at the moment? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The formal status is that Michèle Dix, 

Managing Director of Crossrail 2, and her team are working on a Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC) to put 

to the Government and that will go in next month for assessment by the Government and then it will go to a 

DfT Board a month after that.  That is the fifth SOBC. 



 

 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I was going to say.  I had a very similar conversation with Simon Kilonback 

about a year ago and the business case was imminent and about to go to the Government.  The gamechanger 

at that time was that the Government said that the 50% was always going to be 50% but it was 50% over the 

lifetime of the build, not the asset, which significantly shortens the amount.  That was going to be a real 

stretch.  Then of course Crossrail 1 went up in the air.  Is that what has prompted the fifth business case? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, exactly.  That is exactly it.  They 

were pretty close to confirming the arrangements for the Crossrail 2 scheme and what the next steps would be 

just before we all heard the news on Crossrail 1.  That has prompted the need for a revised SOBC.  That needs 

to take account of the fact that the money that was previously assumed to be in the Crossrail 2 piggybank with 

the mayoral CIL too and business rates stuff is now needed to complete the tasks for Crossrail 1 for the next six 

to ten years.  I am afraid I do not have the number for that.  The revised SOBC will look at a different timeline 

for delivery, but there is also a debate to be had with the Government about the 50/50 and the timing of that.  

That SOBC will be looking at various scenarios there. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I imagine it is going to be fascinating reading.  It is going to the DfT in June 

[2019], from what you have said.  Do we know when the DfT is likely to respond to that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There is a meeting in July [2019] and 

we are hoping for a formal position around about September [2019].  However, whenever I have been in these 

positions before or Michèle [Dix] has been these positions before, the timetable for decisions has not been as 

quick as we would like.  That is another way of saying I am fairly sure that those dates in terms of DfT 

decisions will slip. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How transparent is it going to be? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I would assume that the SOBC is 

publicly available.  I do not know the detail of that in terms of what is going to be out there.  Once that 

decision is out, there will be a decision on safeguarding and what we are doing consultation and also what we 

do for the next steps and whether the scheme is refined.  There was something in the press this week from the 

Taxpayers Alliance about how you could take out some of the stations and borrowing to help fund it.  There 

are plenty of people with views about how the scheme should be amended to reduce costs.  The SOBC will 

look at some of those options about how we reduce costs.  There will be a DfT-mayoral discussion about how 

we proceed. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  There will be considerable public interest.  Some of the proposals or things 

have been aired are around things like land value capture, which is completely illiquid and so it is easy to say 

but is really difficult to actually do in any kind of an equitable way.  Similarly, the council tax precept, like we 

had with the Olympics, which has never been rescinded, would cause significant concern to a great many 

people.  Do you think it is going to be publicly available? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I would assume so.  I would assume it 

is available under freedom of information at least, but I am not in control of that.  You are right in terms of 

some of the funding sources that are being talked about in there, land value capture and council tax.  They are 

difficult decisions to make and you could understand why there are reservations about that.  Lots of people 

have been looking at land value capture for a very long time and I am not aware of any example that has 

happened in the United Kingdom (UK), certainly abroad but not in the UK.  These are challenging ways of new 

financing. 



 

 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  The final one is about the status of Crossrail to Ebbsfleet.  What is 

happening with that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The Secretary of State for the Ministry 

of Housing, Communities and Local Government, [The Rt Hon] Jim Brokenshire [MP], announced 

£4.65 million -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is to continue to work on the business case. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  -- exactly, to continue to work on the 

business case and so that is progressing.  It is not led by TfL, but we will assist on that.  The lead on that is 

Bexley, actually.  I am afraid I do not know the timetable for that work, but that was a recently announced 

investment.  I can find out the timetable for that.  I should know that myself. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is a drop in the ocean to actually delivering the scheme.  The scheme 

itself is going to cost hundreds of millions if not billions, is it not? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The range was £1.3 billion to 

£3 billion and the big variable there is whether it is a segregated track or is on an existing track.  That is one of 

the things to look at with the SOBC.  What are the different ways of delivering that product and the housing 

growth? 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How much muscle is TfL putting into it?  This was in the briefing note that 

we got, as well as one of the other schemes that you want to look at but funding is not certain.  The truth 

about that really is that without central Government funding, it is unlikely to happen, is it not? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It is, but it is quite an interesting one 

to look at in terms of the land value capture debate.  One of the reasons the Government is interested in it is 

because it has always been very keen to develop Ebbsfleet outside the London boundary, where it already 

owns a lot of land.  It is an interesting example of land value capture where the public sector already owns the 

land.  They probably need to look at different ways of funding and financing the scheme and progressing it. 

 

As I said, given that the principal beneficiaries are the big housing blocks outside of London, it is appropriate 

that we are not leading but are supporting it.  We are working on the economic appraisal of the scheme and 

looking at variance for that scheme and will continue to do that.  What I do not know is the timetable, but I am 

very happy to look into that and get back to you on that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes, if you could, I would be quite interested.  The timetable is one and 

exactly how much muscle TfL is putting behind it would be another.  I noted what you said about TfL not 

being the lead and I know that Bexley Council is the lead on it.  That is in terms of spending about 

£4.65 million, but in terms of actually making the scheme happen (a) it cannot happen without TfL and (b) it 

cannot happen without funding.  I would be very interested in any background you can provide on that. 

 

OK, that is enough of me being parochial.  We are going to move on and talk about value for money.  

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Can you just describe to us how you deliver value for money within the 

capital programme?  What are the regimes?  How do you measure it?  What are the right metrics?  What is the 



 

 

balance between investments that help transport objectives and investments that are more sustainable in 

financial terms?  Take us through this process or this concept of value for money.  What does it mean for TfL? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  It is complex and there 

is no single lens.  Very broadly, there are two parts to the value-for-money question.  One is the prioritisation 

process.  Do you have the right processes that result in you delivering the right schemes?  Do you prioritise the 

right stuff?  That is the first part.  The second part is whether you then deliver those schemes well.  It is a 

two-part question on value for money. 

 

On the prioritisation piece, as we have touched on a number of times already in this morning’s discussion, we 

run an annual prioritisation process at which we look at everything that is not contractually committed, 

essentially.  The first part of the jigsaw is the critical spend required to ensure the safe and operable condition 

of our networks and then pretty much everything else is up for grabs and is looked at again.  It is looked at 

through multiple lenses.  There is no one lens or process or tool that we can churn and out comes a list.  We 

look at things in terms of their alignment with the MTS.  We look at them in terms of their financial case and 

their revenue-generation potential.  All schemes will have a standard business case analysis done on them to 

generate a benefit-cost ratio.  For the bigger schemes in more recent years, we have been applying the 

Treasury’s five-case business case model, which looks at strategic fit, value for money, affordability, 

commercial strategy and deliverability. 

 

We look at all of the schemes through a number of lenses and then that informs a judgement.  At the end of 

the day there is a judgement and there are choices and that judgement and those choices are made by the TfL 

Board at the end of the process, which is usually in autumn, informed by the analysis that we have conducted.  

As I say, there is no single mechanism for doing that.  We look at it through multiple different lenses. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Would it be fair to say that at the Board level it would be more strategic 

than detail?  Let us take a step back then into the organisation and through the processes you have described.  

In terms of checks and balances, is there a peer review?  How do I know that you are doing well?  How do I 

know that you are making the right judgements around that, albeit against that criteria you have outlined?  

Who is checking the checkers or - not the checkers - the doers, I suppose?  What arrangements are there 

around that? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  It is an intensive 

process involving many parts of the business and it comes together at the Executive Committee level of TfL.  

The TfL Executive Committee has an Investment Committee that oversees the process and then above that of 

course there is discussion with the TfL Board. 

 

It is difficult to say if it is the right outcome because, if you look at the briefing note that you were provided in 

February [2019] that the Chairman has already referred to, it gives you in essence the summary of the outcome 

of that process last year [2018].  That outcome reflects judgements around the relative priority of some of 

these schemes.  We have concluded that spending money on Holborn is more important than spending money 

on Camden on the LU station side and there are reasons for that, but some of these are quite finely balanced 

judgements. 

 

There is not a single right answer.  What we are looking for at the end of the process is, overall, do we feel that 

we have a programme for a set of projects that drives us towards the MTS outcomes and makes sense from a 

financial perspective in terms of revenue potential?  Do the individual schemes stack up in terms of the 

business case analysis at an individual scheme level?  Do we have a feel for the deliverability of the whole?  

You could have a brilliant list of schemes but you might not have a supply chain around to deliver it.  You are 



 

 

looking at it at an individual scheme level.  You are bringing it together into portfolios and then you are trying 

to get a sense of whether that balance is right. 

 

It is a balance because some of the outcomes that we are seeking to achieve are in direct competition with 

each other.  Revenue generation might be in direct competition with active travel.  There is no single machine 

where you can turn the handle and out pops the answer.  There are several lenses that we look at this through.  

It comes together over several months.  It is scrutinised.  We have very vigorous debate within TfL and then it 

is considered very carefully at TfL Board level as well.  At the end of the process, there will still be quite 

legitimate views as to whether or not we have this right because there are choices. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  OK.  Just going back, you have a number of objectives to deliver, but is 

there ever going to be a time on capital projects where you can marshal all those objectives to come in at the 

same time?  That would be the only growl, would it not?  Life does not work that way.  We talked earlier on 

about transport-led housing projects versus actual transport projects getting people moving about this great 

city.  You can have those twin objectives but can you ever square up the transport bit with the housebuilders 

bringing them online at the same time in that sense? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  That is always the 

North Star, is it not?  Alex made the point earlier that the MTS is not something that should be left on the 

shelf.  Alex is right that it resonates in these discussions because what we are trying to deliver through our 

Business Plan is get ourselves on the right trajectory to hit the MTS objectives and at the same time get us into 

a position of an operating surplus.  That is, I suppose, the Holy Grail, as well as delivering Vision Zero and 

hitting the housing targets. 

 

My role has recently changed from Strategy & Network Development Director in LU.  I have taken up a new 

role that has been created in TfL as Investment Delivery Planning Director to try to ensure that we do this 

better and that we look across the whole piece in terms of how we prioritise and deliver our investment 

programme.  I have to say coming from an LU background that LU is much easier.  You just put as much 

capacity on and hit your reliability targets.  When you look at the investment programme across the whole of 

TfL, it is much more nuanced and there are many more balances that need to be struck.  It is much more 

complicated. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  All right.  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Assembly Member Pidgeon? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Can I just pick up in terms of your timing of projects and sharing value for 

money and can I take the example of the Piccadilly line?  It is really important.  You have new rolling stock set 

to go ahead, but some of that is being funded from £1 billion of capital through the deal you have done with 

the Crossrail trains.  Is that correct? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, the sale and leaseback. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  The leaseback.  That is the term I want.  Will the delay in the opening of 

Crossrail have any impact on that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  No. 



 

 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That will not impact on that at all.  You have these new trains that you are 

ordering and, absolutely, they will be wonderful, but is it sensible to bring in - in terms of investment - new 

trains when you are not getting the signalling upgrade and so actually you are not getting that full capacity 

increase?  In terms of timings of decisions for capital investment, is it sensible to go ahead with one without 

the other and really get that upgrade in terms of -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  There are lots of interesting things in 

there.  The Elizabeth line sale and leaseback was crucial to enabling us to place the Piccadilly line order 

because that gets us over this hurdle of not having long-term certainty around funding.  That is why the 

Elizabeth line sale and leaseback was crucial to getting the Piccadilly line away. 

 

The Piccadilly line replacement had to happen because the fleet will be life-expired by the end of the 2020s.  

The Chairman asked earlier where the projects come from.  Lots of projects come out of the MTS.  Actually, 

this is an asset-replacement project first and foremost.  We have to replace the Piccadilly line fleet come what 

may.  By replacing the fleet we get some capacity uplift.  We go from 24 trains an hour to 27 trains an hour 

and the trains carry more people.  I do not have the exact percentage in my head, but we get capacity uplift 

from the trains. 

 

The big benefit would be to replace the signalling because that would then get us up to 33 to 36 trains an 

hour, depending on precisely what size of fleet we end up procuring.  We absolutely want to do the Piccadilly 

line signalling because there is a very strong business case for doing so.  That is why - and Alex referred to this 

earlier - in most of the discussions we are having, the Piccadilly line signalling is our first priority in the CSR and 

frankly any other discussion we are having at the moment.  We have to do the Piccadilly line signalling. 

 

There is not quite the same imperative on the signalling in terms of asset replacement.  You could choose a 

route of obsolescence management on the Piccadilly line signalling.  It would be very inefficient and very 

suboptimal and - absolutely to your point - you would not be getting the return on investment from the trains 

if you do not do the signalling.  We absolutely want to do the signalling. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I am just trying to get my head around that, making that decision and value for 

money -- 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  When we went to the Board last 

year [2018] to seek authority to place the Piccadilly line rolling stock contract, we effectively said to the Board, 

“We absolutely would like to do rolling stock and we want to do signalling, but at the moment we only have 

the funding for the rolling stock and we have to do the rolling stock because we are going to run into reliability 

problems.  The fleet will be 60 years old”. 

 

The same issue will come up on the Bakerloo line.  We have spent something around £150 million in the last 

few years on the Bakerloo line to try to extend its life, but we will come to a point at the end of the 2020s and 

early 2030s when we will have to replace the Bakerloo line.  Of course, that then gets wrapped up into the 

broader discussions about the BLE as well and what we do with it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes.  That is interesting, but it is also interesting that the Piccadilly line has now 

come back up.  I remember when I was first elected here Tim O’Toole [former Managing Director, London 

Underground].  We had a few months with him before he left.  It was a different world with PPP and all of 

that, but in discussions he said, “The absolute next priority is to get the Piccadilly line done”.  That was back 



 

 

then.  Eleven years on, you have funding for only part of it and you are not going to get that big capacity 

increase. 

 

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

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  We will move on to our final section now, which is around delivering 

the right outcomes.  . 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes, looking at delivering the right outcomes, we have the MTS priorities with the 80% 

walking, cycling and public transport, the Healthy Streets agenda, the need to keep public transport delivering 

for Londoners and also more homes.  Will the TfL investment programme deliver the right outcomes in the 

longer term? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  That is short and sharp.  In terms 

of what is in the Business Plan now, as David mentioned earlier, there is a substantial amount of investment 

going in and the shift is quite interesting.  The Healthy Streets agenda is a big part of the investment 

programme that we are pressing on with.  The reality is that we have to review it every year and also track 

outcomes against the MTS, which is exactly what I am doing tomorrow with the Board. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  There is the issue that some of the very big infrastructure projects take years to bring 

to fruition and certainly many of them predate the current Mayor.  I suppose there are two things.  One is how 

to ensure that they deliver the current Mayor’s priorities and, also, are you reviewing everything in light of the 

fact that the Mayor has recently declared a climate emergency, for example?  Have you done a carbon 

reduction assessment of what is happening in the MTS so you know that it is compatible with the Mayor’s 

declaration of a climate emergency? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  In terms of the effect on carbon and 

the carbon footprint, that would be part of the business case assessment.  The other thing that we are working 

on and will go to the Safety, Sustainability and Human Resources Panel in the summer is a carbon plan looking 

at the issue about how we adjust to those issues going forward.  You are right.  This issue is greater in the 

public consciousness and there is an expectation that we act on that. 

 

One of the interesting things for a carbon plan is for us to start thinking about the areas that get the greatest 

return.  Some of the issues about how we procure energy and what we are doing on the electrification of the 

bus fleet are the areas that we get the biggest return from a climate change perspective.  I know there are a lot 

of issues about solar and things like that, but they do not give you the same amount of return there.  One of 

the things we want to look at this summer is a clear plan that sets out where we will prioritise our investment 

decisions to get the greatest impact from a climate change perspective. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Just to be absolutely clear and to follow up on Assembly Member Pidgeon’s 

questioning about the Silvertown Tunnel, August [2019] is the last point at which that Silvertown Tunnel 

decision can be reviewed?  That is an unbelievably carbon-intensive project for London to be investing in and 

there is so much else that I am about to come on to around delivering for outer London and reducing car 

dependency in outer London.  Will that carbon assessment apply to the Silvertown Tunnel? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  It has, yes.  August 

[2019] is, as I have said, the planned contract award date.  We do not accept your view that this is a very 



 

 

carbon-intensive project because the modelling we have done gives us confidence that the tolling regimes at 

Blackwall and Silvertown are not producing an increase in traffic volumes at those crossings.  The consents that 

we have in place put an obligation on TfL to make sure that the tolling regimes going forward meet the 

environmental outcomes that we submitted to the process. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The classic thing there is that if the 

tolls are not effective in that regard, we will review the tolls.  That is part of the monitoring framework that is 

agreed as part of the DCO. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Maybe we can discuss this outside of this meeting.  Looking at the 80% modal shift 

towards sustainable travel, do you think that the asset programme is delivering as much as it possibly can to 

achieve that shift and to be absolutely certain that you are going to hit that target? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The asset programme or the capital 

programme? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Your capital programme, yes, what you are actually investing in. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is something we have to 

constantly review and assess in terms of that.  We have to challenge ourselves the whole time as to whether we 

are investing our limited capital funds wisely and also all working towards that objective of the 80% target 

within the MTS. 

 

The other thing to bear in mind is that there is not a budget line called ‘mode shift’ in the Business Plan.  Every 

component of the strategy should be working towards mode shift. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, Transport for London):  If I may, every single 

investment decision and every investment paper will start with a section that sets out its alignment to the MTS 

to be followed by the financial case and what it is contributing and what the net cost of it is.  They are all 

pointing in that direction. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I will give you an example.  We are 

only a month or so into the central London ULEZ and that is clearly a product to improve air quality, but the 

reality is that that will reduce traffic levels in central London as well by about 5%, probably more if you look at 

the initial monitoring we are getting there.  That is all part of a mode-shift agenda. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I am not sure that central London is our biggest problem in terms of achieving those 

mode shifts.  The areas where we are seeing more people forced into car use and ownership are those places in 

outer London where there is less public transport and where the challenge is much greater.  It is that everyday 

experience of walking or cycling in outer London where you have those very big main roads, which were 

designed in the 1960s and 1970s to facilitate fast car movements with wide splays at junctions and things like 

that. 

 

Do you think that you are doing enough in outer London to make that everyday experience of walking and 

cycling desirable and safe so that people change the way they make those local journeys? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Going back to the key premise of the 

question, outer London is the area of greatest challenge.  We completely recognise that.  Outer London is not 



 

 

one amorphous unit.  There is a lot of variability, as you all know, about different characteristics and different 

priorities in outer London. 

 

What is quite interesting though is, if you look at the borough analysis about where they are delivering on a 

shift to sustainable modes, often the good examples are where we have done the Mini Holland investment and 

where we have done targeted, substantial investment in walking and cycling facilities.  We have boroughs that 

are looking at high-density development as well.  If you look at their shift to active modes and to sustainable 

travel, it is very impressive.  They are bucking the trend in outer London.  Often there is not much movement 

in outer London boroughs, but in the areas where we have invested in a substantial way, we have seen some 

significant returns. 

 

One of our challenges in the context of a limited capital funding envelope is how we make sure that the 

investments we are putting in - like in the Liveable Neighbourhoods, for example - are delivering the shift to 

sustainable modes, backed up by good quality facilities for people walking, cycling and using public transport.  

They will only do it in outer London if there is a credible walking network, a credible cycling network and a 

good public transport network. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  One of the recommendations we made from the Transport Committee in the Hostile 

Streets report was that TfL should be particularly identifying junctions in outer London that cause community 

severance, investing in those, and also having a changed working practice when ordinary maintenance-type 

roadworks are happening to do things like reducing the crossing distance for pedestrians on side roads, things 

that make a difference for everyday walking. 

 

Do you think there is more that TfL could be doing to make sure that that investment in everyday maintenance 

is making more of a difference for the safety of walking and cycling? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  One of the ways that the MTS 

resonates in our operational decision-making is through our scorecard.  Within that, we have the Healthy 

Streets checks for all the big schemes there were last year [2018/19].  There were only a dozen schemes or so 

that we checked last year [2018/19].  What we have done is to reduce the threshold substantially.  It is now 

everything over £250,000, which captures a lot more schemes, potentially some in the category that you 

mentioned there.  We are assessing a greater range of schemes to make sure they are contributing to the 

Healthy Streets agenda. 

 

I cannot say on individual cases that every resurfacing team can do something on the footways, but that is the 

logic of casting the net wider to more schemes.  It is to make sure that we maximise the opportunity for some 

of those lower-cost schemes to deliver Healthy Streets outcomes. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  Finally, in terms of achieving the 80% objective, is it the buses that are 

going to really help you?  If you can get the bus network improved in outer London, is that how you are really 

going to deliver this? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  In the next five years, the dominant 

area of delivery for outer London - you are right - is a credible bus network where we look at addressing the 

issues of reliability and speed.  What is quite interesting is that the bus priority programme we have is actually 

delivering some quite significant returns in terms of improving reliability and speed in outer London.  People 

will only transfer to the bus if it is reliable, fast and attractive. 

 



 

 

There is a lot of work that Geoff Hobbs is doing as our Public Transport Service Planning Director, looking at 

reconfiguring the bus network in outer London, increasing the mileage slightly, looking at express routes, 

looking at the demand-responsive transport and those kinds of initiatives to look at how we make the bus 

offer in outer London more attractive.  He has a lot of work underway, but you are right that that is a big 

component of the mode-shift agenda. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Do you think that the investment in that outer London bus network has sufficient 

priority within TfL’s priority list? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes.  There is an operating subsidy of 

£723 million or something like that for the bus network.  It is a substantial investment there.  The issue though 

is that we need to innovate and reconsider the bus offer in outer London.  That is why the demand-responsive 

bus trial we are doing in Sutton is a good example of innovating rather than saying, “We have always put this 

bus on this corridor.  Why are not people using it?”  We are thinking, “Actually, do we need to work on a fixed 

corridor or should we go and find the passengers?”  That is what demand-responsive transport is almost doing, 

really.  It is not just about money.  It is about how we deploy the resources in the most efficient way but also 

innovate to make it more attractive. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Just on that last point, how much flexibility do you have to do that?  For 

example, in my constituency there is a new school being built.  We have been in contact with TfL about 

increasing the frequency of a particular bus route and we are getting knocked back a little bit on that.  I 

appreciate that budgets are budgets and sometimes you have to respond to demand rather than create 

demand, but how much flexibility is there genuinely to do this? 

 

One of the issues we have with school bus transport - less so for primary schools where the catchments are 

smaller but certainly for secondary schools when the catchments are bigger and the children are travelling 

independently - is that it can put a lot of pressure on the peak periods for the bus network.  I was having a 

conversation with a councillor from Bexley yesterday on that very issue about Bexley Heath. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  This one is actually in Bromley.  I am not always speaking about Bexley. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  I am just giving an example about how 

it is a live issue.  One of our challenges for new schools is that we need funding support to increase the 

capacity for services at the peak.  Often when people are planning and looking at the business cases for new 

schools, they are not taking into account the transport impacts of that.  One of the issues we had at the 

planning debate is to secure contributions from those secondary schools and in particular in outer London for 

service improvements to those schools.  It does vary a lot by borough.  Some boroughs have allocated quite 

large sums of money, several hundred thousand pounds, to subsidise the operation of additional bus services in 

the peak.  For other schools, particularly free schools, it has been harder to get the money. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I am not surprised by that and most people working in the education sector 

would be rather irritated by that, I would think, because their budgets are under intense pressure.  Particularly 

in outer London, local councils have always been funded significantly less than those in inner London because 

of the deprivation index that was used previously as part of the local funding formula.  If your aim is to try to 

increase bus usage in outer London, that is not a terribly helpful approach. 

 



 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The other thing to bear in mind is that 

often these school sites are located in areas where there is land availability, which is tough in many boroughs.  

Often that is low-cost, inaccessible land.  They are looking at a site with a low cost, but they are creating a 

high cost to us.  The issue is about who bears that cost, certainly in the first three to five years of the school’s 

existence.  It is a thorny issue for a lot of secondary school developments in outer London and it runs and runs, 

I am afraid.  Some boroughs recognise the issue and there is a straightforward debate on the planning process.  

In other cases it is more difficult to extract the money.  The reality is that we do not have the money.  We have 

that operating deficit of over £700 million and more and more -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Some of this surely could be achieved by better route prioritisation, could it 

not, or amending certain routes? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  That is what is happening.  If you 

think about the changes in central London, that is about reducing supply in an area where there is maybe 

oversupply and looking at a redistribution in outer London, but the redistribution in outer London has had only 

a 1% increase or a few percent increase.  That is not going to solve some of the real peak problem. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  No.  That is why I asked the question about flexibility.  It is not a question 

about brand new services.  It is a question about realigning what you already have. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, but there also needs to be a 

debate with the applicant about them addressing the transport implications of that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  I have a feeling that this one could go around and around in circles.  

Just also following on from questions Assembly Member Russell was asking, when you are looking to increase 

modal shift in parts of outer London, are you looking at the travel patterns of the people who live there?  

Again, I will talk about my constituency where we do not have the Tube.  There is one tram stop that just 

about comes into Beckenham Junction and goes straight back out again into Croydon.  Public transport is 

basically mainline rail and buses, but most of the people who live in my constituency do not consider 

themselves to be living in London.  They talk about going up to London.  They consider themselves to be in 

Kent, as you know very well. 

 

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

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Many of their journeys actually go east.  They do not go west.  Trying to 

shift people out of their cars is going to do very little other than make them very angry.  When you are 

thinking about that in terms of modal shift, are you taking into account their travel patterns and where they 

are going? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  What we have done is a lot of analysis, 

which was all published with the MTS, about the issue of switchable trips.  It was actually looking at a transport 

classification of all Londoners, all the various population segments, and working out their aptitude to switching 

away from their cars and also looking at the detail of what trips they are making and whether they can be 

switched to other modes.  What we have found there is that the example you quote is quite a common 

example.  There are a lot of trips that are heavy rail commuting from outer London into inner London, but 

those same people are making a lot of other trips in outer London that are often quite short and by car often 

but they do not necessarily have to be car.  It is looking at whether, if the walking environment was improved 

or the cycling environment was improved, would they choose to use other modes?  It is recognising that 

Transport Classification of Londoners thing.  Some groups of the population like the elderly are less likely to 



 

 

switch to those modes but other groups of the population are more likely to switch to those modes.  That 

analysis is all part of what is underpinning that 80% target. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Without the significant investment of a very different public transport 

network, certainly in my part of outer London, you are not going to get to where you want to get to. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We are not saying 80% in every 

borough. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You are saying across London, are you not? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, exactly, and in central London we 

are well over 80% now.  We are in the mid-90s now.  Each borough through its local implementation plan will 

be set a target for that shift to sustainable modes.  One other thing we are looking at when we talk with 

boroughs at the moment is about whether we reassess how we allocate money to the borough through the 

Local Implementation Plan funding formula to recognise the issue about the level of change they need to 

make.  If you have say, 45% by sustainable modes and we are asking you to go to, say, 60% by 2041, should 

the money allocation that comes from TfL reflect the journey you need to make in terms of the level of change 

in mode shift.  That is something we are looking at with London Councils now.  It goes to their tech next 

month and it will apply to changes to the funding formula going forward.  We do recognise that it is tougher in 

some parts of London to elicit this change to more sustainable modes, but we are not saying a flat rate of 80% 

everywhere. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  The focus of the answer you just gave me there was around the carrot rather 

than the stick.  It was about incentivising and allowing boroughs to be incentivising.  A shortcut way of doing 

it, of course, would be to try to tax drivers out of their cars, would it not? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  The MTS does include a policy on road 

user charging.  Every MTS has a policy on road user charging.  There are references in there to looking at 

distance-based charging and to assess the potential impact of that.  You are right about the investment we 

have so far.  The Business Plan was saying that by the end of the five years we expect to go from 63% to 65% 

sustainable mode share.  To get up to the 80% is not all about carrots.  We would need some stick element to 

that as well. 

 

Clearly, that is a big political decision to make.  It will be for the various candidates who put themselves 

forward for the Mayor in 2020 to make some sort of statement on whether they want to do that.  The 

long-term MTS references that and we are looking at options for that, but there is nothing firm in terms of a 

proposal to come in in mid-2020 or something like that.  There is nothing worked up in that level in detail, but 

to get to the 80% we are likely to need some form of a stick, as you say. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How far advanced is TfL’s thinking in that regard? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We are just looking at options, really.  

There was a report that was released last week or a couple of weeks ago.  A Future of London report looked at 

some of the options on road user charging.  We fed into that report.  There is a wider stakeholder community 

looking at that issue. 

 

In terms of working up a scheme to be delivered by a date in 2020, we do not have a scheme.  We are focusing 

on the Low Emission Zone for 2020 and the inner London ULEZ scheme for 2021.  In terms of what happens 



 

 

after 2021, we do not have a firm proposal for that because it relies on a clear political steer as to what people 

want to do beyond 2021. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I want to pick up the outer London point because, actually, if you want to get 

people out of their cars and onto buses - which is effectively for a number of boroughs buses to get people to 

the station, to the shopping centre, and you mentioned express routes and you have to think about orbital 

routes as well - you have to look at a different kind of offer.  It has to be more attractive.  You see a greater 

shift for people to go onto a tram than you do onto a bus.  What are you doing to look at that offer and to 

make it attractive?  Our committee, the Transport Committee, has suggested things like Wi-Fi on buses and 

what sort of buses you use so that they are faster loading.  If I live in outer London and I have a car, it is very 

convenient.  I can park at the station.  I can park at Bromley Town Centre to go shopping.  However, if there 

was a bus that was fast and reliable that could get me to those, you would generate more income and you 

would get those cars off the road.  What are you doing to really focus on that offer? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  It goes back to my earlier answer 

about the need to innovate.  To say that we will just put on the same old buses that we have done for the last 

20 years and hope that people come is not going to work.  The innovation is there in terms of the response to 

the trial in Sutton. 

 

The other thing we need to do is to look at the quality of the fleet that we put out there.  Quite a few of the 

new electric buses that we are putting out have charging points.  You can plug in and charge up your phone 

and Wi-Fi and things like that.  It is looking at the customer offer.  It is also looking at the clarity of the bus 

offer.  Regular users know where it goes to and from.  A lot of non-regular users are pretty confused by it.  We 

have done some interesting trials in Barking to rebrand the bus offer, to try to make it more attractive and to 

bring people on. 

 

We have recognised the challenge in outer London from a mode share perspective and there is a lot of work 

underway to see how we can look at the whole bus offer to see how we can make it more attractive to get 

people back on them. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Quite a few years ago, there was some really good work that Brent Council had 

done and I went and met the former mayor with local councillors.  People commute to the Park Royal Industrial 

Estate, but if you had a different type of bus - they called it a ‘fast bus’ - that picked up at all the different 

Tube stations, went into that industrial estate and then went on over to Ealing or whatever, it would get 

people out of cars because they could get right into the middle of that industrial estate, which is one or two 

miles across - it is huge - and you would get that modal shift.  Are you looking innovatively at things like that? 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  We are looking at express bus services, 

a variant to the fast bus.  I remember that scheme very well.  They shortly will announce a change to the 140, 

which is an express bus from Harrow down to Heathrow.  In terms of the fast bus scheme for west London, we 

are looking at the west London orbital, which is a rail-based product in that area, connecting Brent Cross, Old 

Oak and Hounslow.  That is probably better than the previous scheme. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  By thinking creatively like that, you would generate income because people 

would start to use buses, but it is a slightly different offer. 

 

Alex Williams (Director of City Planning, Transport for London):  Yes, an express bus offer is something 

that we are definitely looking at. 

 



 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We have reached the end of the discussion, Members.  Can I thank our 

guests for their contributions today?   

 


