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Transcript of Agenda Item 5 – Transport for London Capital Projects Delivery  
 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Item 5, the main item for today’s agenda, is Transport for London (TfL) 

capital projects delivery.  I would like to welcome our guests individually.  Nicole Badstuber, who was here 

yesterday in Transport Committee, so she is taking up her permanent residence here.  She is a Research 

Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance at the University of Cambridge.  Welcome again, 

Nicole.  Stuart Harvey, who is the Director of Major Projects at TfL.  Welcome to you, Stuart.  David Hughes - 

here again, David - the Investment Delivery Planning Director at TfL.  Tanya Coff, who is Divisional Finance 

and Procurement Director at TfL.  Finally, Colin Porter, who was formerly Chair of the Independent Investment 

Programme Advisory Group (IIPAG).  Welcome to all of you and thank you very much for giving up your time 

this morning.   

 

As is traditional in this Committee, I will get the ball rolling with a wide catch-all question, which I will initially 

direct to either David or Stuart, whoever wants to jump in first.  What do you see as the fundamental factors 

that lead to effective and efficient project development? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I will have a first go, Chairman, and then I 

have no doubt Stuart will want to add some thoughts of his own.   

 

The basics of good project delivery are pretty well understood.  I do not think anything that myself or Stuart 

will say in response to your question would come as a surprise to you or to Colin.  Clear scope, clear 

accountabilities amongst those involved throughout the project life cycle, a realistic budget, a realistic 

schedule, good control of change, a capable team, sound governance and controls.  They are the prerequisites 

for sound project delivery.  I think we have those prerequisites embedded in TfL’s project management 

methodology.  There is nothing surprising in there, but what constantly surprises is how difficult it is to apply 

those fundamentals on a consistent basis.  The foundations are well understood not just by TfL but by other 

organisations that deliver big programmes of investment.  They have been well known for many years, but, as 

we all know, they are not always applied. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  I would add that as we have stood up, the Major 

Projects Directorate and the project management organisation which looks across the entire TfL capital 

delivery programme, we have particularly focused on value engineering to make sure we are delivering exactly 

what is needed to make sure the scope is fully optimised.  We have done that through value engineering, value 

management, really trying to understand outputs.   

 

We have put a lot more emphasis on life cycle management, making sure that the project management office 

(PMO) and the capital life cycle is fully captured from the very beginning of a project to the very end when it is 

handed over.  There is certainly a lot more focus on risk mitigation and particularly mitigation to make sure 

that we are taking as much cost out of the project as possible, but equally much more emphasis on opportunity 

development, so making sure that we are looking at opportunities and paying as much attention to 

opportunities as we are to risks.   

 

Then I would say just to completely redouble our efforts on open and honest reporting and making sure that 

our leadership teams and senior people in projects provide supportive challenge, and that goes into the realms 



 

  

of assurance.  I think we have quite a good setup where we have our PMO as the first line of assurance, our 

internal assurance is the second level, and our third level is IIPAG, and they are increasingly working well 

together to make sure that they are building off each other’s knowledge and experience as they come and look 

at projects.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  Colin, what are your views on that? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  I agree with both Stuart and David.  The first words you mentioned, “a 

clear scope”, is the most important thing, and a clear scope that does not change unless it really has to so that 

the project is given a fair chance to do what it set out to do.  You are always going to get some change, but 

the scope and scale of the change needs to be very carefully managed.  Where we have seen difficulties is 

where - because projects have a very long gestation period, particularly in the early stages - there is naturally 

going to be change because life changes.  If you could manage the change and changes properly, that would 

be very clear.  All the rest of it - committed project teams, realistic budgets, realistic delivery plans - are not 

always things that are acceptable to outside funders or politicians but they are key things.  The projects have 

to be very firm about those items.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Nicole, did you have anything to add? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  Yes.  I would just reiterate the importance of project management and communicating where 

you are along the schedule.  If we look at Crossrail, we can see the risks of not updating those schedules, not 

communicating across the various contractors, and without it you obviously cannot then respond when there is 

slippage.  Also important is the understanding of risks and trade-offs and the impact of, for instance, value 

engineering on the resilience of the project, so how much contingency that has and what impacts that has on 

being responsive if there are more slippages further along the way.   

 

Also just understanding the complexity of these mega-projects.  For a mega-project like Crossrail and also 

some of the other projects TfL is doing, it is not the size or the funding but the complexity of it.  How many 

interfaces?  How many people are working on that?  You do really need a good management team that can 

understand that and communicate across those interfaces.   

 

Then just to reiterate the politics and the role that politics plays in changing the scope, as Colin [Porter] has 

mentioned, but also unrealistically putting pressure on budgets, which has led to contingencies being used just 

to get the budget down based on political pressure. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Can you give me an example of that last point? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  With Crossrail, for instance, the project ate into its contingency to try to keep the project costs 

on track.  Also looking further back to around 2010 when the expectation still was that Crossrail would be 

delivered in 2017, contingencies were eaten into to keep to the lower budget for Crossrail.  For other projects, 

that also exists.  It is just echoing Colin’s point around the political pressure and responding to that and 

remaining realistic.   

 

Just maybe a few figures from some research done at the University of Oxford highlighting that only one to 

two out of ten projects are on budget, one to two projects out of ten are on schedule, and one to two out of 

ten projects actually have the benefits that were expected when the project went ahead. 

 



 

  

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Are you talking about TfL projects or just capital projects in general? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  No, just large projects in general, across the board.  My point is that TfL is probably not an 

outlier here.  It is common across any large projects that there are complexities, that there are overruns, that 

budgets are blown.  Just to conclude, only one to eight out of 1,000 projects - so less than 1% of projects - 

are on time, on budget and have the benefits that were expected when they started the project.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is quite interesting in terms of the “on time, on budget” stuff we were 

hearing this time last year [2018] about Crossrail. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  That is across countries, across timescales and regions.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Back to David and Stuart, one of the key things about any capital 

programme delivery is the question of value for money.  How does TfL assess value for money in its project 

delivery? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I think we touched on this when I last 

appeared before the Committee.  There are two key phases during which we are trying to assess value for 

money.  Firstly, in the investment prioritisation phase, so before you even decide what project you are going to 

take forward, a key decision is: what is its value for money?  That is the business planning process with which 

you are familiar.  Before you even get started with a project, you ought to have done a considerable amount of 

work to satisfy yourself that the project does offer value for money, that it does deliver benefits that can be 

realised, and that the value for money that it offers is greater than competing claims on that investment.  

There is a ranking process.  There is a huge amount of work that goes on in deciding which projects to take 

forward.  Before you get through the starting gate in terms of project delivery, we ought to have satisfied 

ourselves that, provided the project is delivered well, this thing does offer value for money.  The output, the 

benefits that are delivered, are worth the investment.  That is the first phase of the process, making sure that 

the portfolio of projects and programmes that we take forward individually and collectively offer value for 

money and are aligned with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, etc.   

 

They then go through into delivery, and the second phase of value for money is making sure that you are 

delivering that project as efficiently as possible.  That is really where I hand over to Stuart and the project 

control processes and the application of those fundamentals of good project delivery, that we talked about in 

response to your first question, kick in.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  All our projects are very different.  On the one hand we 

might be putting computers in trains to drive automatically with the driver there.  On the other hand we are 

driving tunnels, so they are quite difficult to benchmark against each other.  Where we do have similarity - a 

good example is signalling - we have taken a benchmarking approach to make sure that we are always striving 

to do a project on a unit basis cheaper than one we have done before.   

 

There is a particular emphasis on learning lessons.  There is a huge amount of work now going on on learning 

lessons in all our major projects to make sure that they are captured, not just documented and dust getting on 

them, but real, active management of the lessons.  Increasingly, we are circulating project managers around.  

No project manager is staying on one project more than a couple of years if we can help it.  We are trying to 

get flexible project managers that do more than one project.  There is always that dynamic between experience 

and a fresh pair of eyes, so we are making sure that our culture is working that way.   



 

  

 

There is a lot more challenge on costs.  We are immensely focused on cost.  Really strong risk management, as 

I said earlier.  A big driver on opportunity development.  I am really trying to respond to the sponsor’s needs, 

to sometimes challenge back to say, “Actually, that is what you want, but do you really need it?”  I play a very 

active part, as David knows, and we have some very interesting discussions sometimes on, “Do you actually 

need everything you are asking for?”  There is a big drive, as experienced project deliverers, to knowing what 

can put money into a job and having good, strong dialogue with David’s team about, “Actually, do you need 

everything you are asking for?” 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Colin, what observations have you had on this?  For example, conflicts 

between prioritising delivery on time and minimising cost.  As an observer of TfL, have you seen tensions in 

any of that? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  In general, the faster you do a project, the more likely you are to be 

able to contain the cost.  When you extend the length of the project, it just extends - particularly the site 

works - the whole contract’s running cost of managing a big on-site construction.  It seems to me that the 

gestation period for projects is very important.  Before you start digging holes in the ground or whatever you 

are going to do, getting that bit right helps you then to have a much firmer delivery programme.  If it was not 

that you were working on the existing infrastructure which is being used every day somewhere by someone, 

then that would be a bit easier.  Most of the TfL projects involve alterations to something that is already 

working, so that has its own set of risks that have to be taken into account, and you could just do what you 

can beforehand to try to minimise those risks.  Once you start doing something, you are bound to get all the 

risk come up.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  If I may, Chairman, I agree with Colin in 

general.  It is a pretty good rule of thumb that the shorter the project, the cheaper.  Not always, and I think 

some of the lessons we have learned on Crossrail very painfully over the last 18 months is that had decisions 

been taken earlier to recognise that the date was not going to be hit, the cost impact of the delay might not 

have been as great as that which we are now facing.   

 

A comparison with that would be the Northern line extension (NLE), where I think we made the right decision 

at the back end of last year [2018].  Stuart [Harvey] and I spent a lot of time looking at the NLE schedule and 

the cost forecasts, and we took the view two years out from opening that actually a more efficient and a more 

assured programme to opening could be achieved by slipping the end date.  That is quite hard to do because 

of some of the pressures that we were talking about a few moments ago.  It is quite difficult in an organisation 

like TfL, in a political environment, to come forward and say, “Actually, the sensible thing here to do is to 

elongate the programme”.  Normally that is not the right thing to do, but on NLE it was.   

 

As a result of that we have a much greater degree of confidence in our ability to deliver the programme to the 

revised schedule and we are confident that it will end up costing less than had we continued to chase the 

arbitrary December 2020 opening day.  That was a case of weighing up the cost in schedule pressures a couple 

of years out and coming to a quite sensible and right conclusion.  Generally, Colin is right.  In most cases, 

generally, the quicker you do it, the shorter the programme, the less it is going to cost, but not always.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Various of you have talked about the need for realistic budgets, and there is 

an obvious reason for that.  How early in the process are budgets estimated and value for money calculations 

made? 

 



 

  

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  You have initial estimates from very early in 

the process.  Being very candid - again, it is something that Tanya [Coff], Stuart [Harvey], myself and 

Simon Kilonback [Chief Financial Officer, TfL] might talk about - we are not good at the initial estimates.  We 

sometimes create a rod for our own backs.  I do not think it is deliberate.  I think it is a subconscious thing, but 

I can point to several instances now, and Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf Bridge would be perhaps the most 

recent, where the initial estimate, which is produced very early on - it is more of a ‘guesstimate’ than a serious 

estimate - proves to be well wide of the mark.  It is certainly an area we need to improve.  We need to get more 

into talking about ranges.  In some ways our business planning process drives us to try to come up with a single 

number at a point in the process where it is crazy to be coming up with a single number.  We should be coming 

and saying, “This project is right at the outset.  The range is going to be something like this”. 

 

The answer to your question is right at the outset, partly driven by the requirements of our investment 

prioritisation process, we are coming up with initial estimates.  Our track record on some of the bigger projects 

is that those initial estimates - not all of them, but we have had a number of cases now - have been 

significantly short of what a more detailed estimate has then shown to be the case.  Of course, in doing that 

you do create a rod for your own back because the project gets held to the number that was first thought of.  

The question does highlight an area of weakness for us and we are aware of that.  We are looking at how we 

can improve that part of our process.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  We are doing something about that.  As the new Major 

Projects Directorate was set up two years ago, we are now going from an end-to-end capital programme to 

make sure that we get experienced project delivery people in the very early stages of the project to give advice 

on constructability cost estimates.  That is a new part of our process which should yield benefits going forward.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  When have you introduced that? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  It has been slow progress, but any new project that has 

started in the last six months will undergo that process  We have an area that is called Project Initiation in 

Major Projects, and we make sure that we work with City Planning or the sponsor that the project has come 

from, and we make sure we populate the feasibility stage with experienced people that have done it before, 

that have seen cost outcomes, to try to address that problem more and more.   

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  If I can add, we do use professional 

estimators and people in our early estimating, but a lot of the rough order of magnitude is also assumptions 

around risk.  One of the key areas, as Stuart alluded to before, where we are trying to review our risk process is 

making sure through those early stages of projects that as more risks or opportunities become identified, we 

are refreshing those estimates with the benefit of greater knowledge that we have.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  What are the consequences of making an early assessment and getting it 

wrong? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is a little difficult to talk in general terms.  

I will have a shot at it, though.  I suppose in the prioritisation process you end up taking forward the wrong 

project.  If you have project A and project B, you decide to take forward project A based on an estimate that 

turns out to be wide of the mark.  Then you have crowded out potential to invest elsewhere.  The money is not 

lost.   

 

I guess this inexorably takes us towards Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf.  I am not going to try to portray this as a 

success, but for people like Tanya [Coff], Stuart [Harvey] and myself, what did work in that process is that the 



 

  

gate process and the control process and the requirement to do a lot of this early-stage work that 

Colin [Porter] talks about flushed out the fact that the initial estimate was significantly undercooked and 

enabled us to make a decision at an early stage, prior to having committed to the contracts, so you can back 

out.  There is still money being spent on the project.  It is not wasted, but we spent money on getting the 

project to this stage.  What it has demonstrated is that the review, the control and the assurance processes 

flush out the fact that the initial estimate was wide of the mark.  It is far, far worse if those control processes 

have not been effective and we had got all the way into contract on something and then the cost escalation 

manifests itself.  Then you really do have a disaster on your hands.   

 

Failure to get the initial estimates right is a problem primarily because you then spend time and effort 

developing schemes that perhaps, if your initial estimate was better, you might not have invested that time and 

effort in developing them.  You have the safeguard of your gateways and your controls and your independent 

assurance to try to make sure before you commit to a project, because it is quite a long process, and Colin is 

absolutely right.  Absolutely key to successful project delivery is getting these early stages right.  There is 

rightly quite a long gestation period such that by the time you are committing to major contracts, by that stage 

you need to be really confident in what your estimates are and what your schedules are.   

 

We track how many projects get a no-go decision at these early gates, and it is a measure of success if we are 

stopping projects.  Not just the high-profile projects, but, as you know, we have a portfolio of hundreds and 

thousands of smaller-scale projects.  We want to see evidence that the control process is stopping projects.  

That is, slightly counterintuitively, a measure of success because it shows that your control mechanisms are 

effective in flushing out stuff that might have seemed like a good idea when it was a glint in the eye, but after 

a period of work, further design and further investigation you say, “Actually, no, that is not such a good idea, 

and we will stop that”. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How much of an influence does political pressure have to bear in making 

decisions around these things?  You have talked about the Rotherhithe Bridge, which we are going to do a bit 

of a deeper dive on a bit later on, so I do not want to go into that now because I will be stealing a colleague’s 

turf.  If you take the Rotherhithe Bridge just as an example, that was a priority for the Mayor.  It was in his 

manifesto.  He made the announcement shortly after he became Mayor that this was going to be a priority.  

We also have things like the Oxford Street pedestrianisation.  That was a priority, and I appreciate there were 

other factors as well in relation to Westminster City Council, etc.  Under the previous Mayor there was the 

Garden Bridge, which many members of the Assembly felt was ill-advised.    

 

In your planning process, a lot of these things got to relative stages of development before it was realised that 

these things cannot go on.  How much of that is a factor in the business planning process?  When you are 

looking at schemes and the Mayor has publicly identified himself with one of these schemes, how much 

pressure does that put on you? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is quite transparent.  Alex Williams 

[Director of City Planning, TfL] and myself talked a little bit about this when we were before the Committee in 

May [2019].  In the business planning prioritisation process we look to categorise all of the projects and 

programmes against four criteria, and they are quite explicit in that “critical” is around maintaining safe 

operation of our current networks, and then we have two categories, “essential” and “desirable”, which are 

really around alignment with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS).  The fourth are things that we think we 

should be deprioritising each year.  They were the four categories that we used in last year’s business planning 

process, and we have a similar categorisation that we will be using over the course of this summer in the 2019 

business planning process.   

 



 

  

It is quite transparent, “Here are projects that we think we need to maintain the network”, and then there are 

projects that are ranked against objectives in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  I am not sure I would use the 

word “pressure”.  We do try to align our investment programme against the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  That 

is what we are there to do.  The inference of your question is, “Is there undue political pressure?”  It does not 

feel that way. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  No, it is not.  To reassure you, it is not.  I very much believe that the Mayor 

is directly elected, the Mayor has a manifesto, and it is the duty of the Greater London Authority Group to try 

to implement the Mayor’s manifesto on his behalf.  I do not see any problem with that.  I might not agree with 

his manifesto, of course - I do not in some cases - but I am not suggesting in any way that you are placed 

under undue pressure.   

 

To take the Rotherhithe Bridge as an example, the original estimate of cost in I think December 2016 was 

£100 million.  By the time of the business plan last December it was £350 million, which was in the capital 

programme, and then within a few months it was £480 million, potentially £600 million.  By a factor of six, the 

original estimate was way out.  What I am getting to is: were you persevering for as long as you have because 

this was a mayoral priority, or were you persevering because you really thought that you could drag it back in 

line? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  At the business plan process last year 

[2018] I think the cost estimate from memory was broadly around £300 million.  At that time the view was that 

this still represented value for money.  I cannot remember if it was in “essential” or “desirable”, but it was 

aligned with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  It was delivering the objectives of greater connectivity,  

cross-river, cycling, mode-share, etc, so it was in strong alignment with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, and at 

£300 million the view was that it continued to represent value for money.  Then of course we had the further 

cost pressures emerging between the end of last year [2018] and late spring of this year [2019], and we ended 

up in a position -- until the back end of last year, my focus was entirely Crossrail and Underground.  When I 

look back, that the initial estimate for this bridge was ever £100 million I find bizarre.   

 

Where we ended up by the spring of this year [2019] was we had a central estimate of £450 million, I think, 

with a range around that that suggested clearly these costs could become even greater.  The detailed design 

work that we were going through, the prolonged gestation to make sure we understood the risks and the cost 

of the project, had revealed that this was going to be a very complex project to deliver, and it had just reached 

a cost where our view changed and this was no longer representing value for money given the other pressures 

that we had.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  All right.  We will get into the Rotherhithe Bridge in a bit more detail a bit 

later.  I used this only as an example because you have picked it up.  Is it untypical of TfL’s project planning?  

Would another scheme that was so far wide of the original estimate have continued for as long, or is this just 

an unusual occurrence? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It would depend on the strength of the 

case.  It is a value for money case.  I am trying to think of cases where the cost of a scheme has increased but 

we still persist with it.  Subsurface signalling is costing a lot more than we originally envisaged for various 

reasons that we have been around several times, but we did not abandon the subsurface signalling project 

when we realised that our initial estimates based on a contract with Bombardier were way wide of the mark.  

The requirement to go ahead and do the subsurface signalling remained valid even at a significantly greater 

cost than that which we originally anticipated.   

 



 

  

If there is a strong case for the scheme, you will persist with the scheme even if faced with cost escalation until 

such point in time where that cost escalation becomes unaffordable or fundamentally undermines the value for 

money case, which is I think where we ended up on Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I am just wondering if Colin and Nicole [Badstuber] have any observations 

on this.   

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  We are talking about Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf later, and I would 

like to save my fire for that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Fine.  In general terms, TfL’s approach to this, not just to Rotherhithe but to 

its programme delivery: do you have any observations on that?  Would you say that this is untypical of TfL? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  In our reports we have always been fairly open that we think TfL has 

always needed to be a bit more open with the Mayor about the implications of some of the political schemes.  

For example, the Oxford Street pedestrianisation.  At the very first review, this was a wonderful idea but very 

complex to achieve and the implications of doing the pedestrianisation, moving the traffic somewhere else, 

were obviously going to be a big political thing.   

 

I think we said then at the very beginning, “You need to make sure that the Mayor and the borough are totally 

aligned with what you are trying to do here, just with the principle of shifting everything off Oxford Street, 

before you do any terribly detailed design work”.  That did not happen.  They did some design work.  They 

refined their estimates.  Again, that was a project which had an initial finger-in-the-park estimate without 

actually knowing what they were going to do and how they were going to do it, let alone the political decision 

about moving the traffic.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Nicole, any thoughts? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  Maybe just something to touch on is optimism by us, so the idea that projects always are 

budgeted for lower than what they often end up being.  There is a lot of literature on that, and things like the 

Green Book at the national level recommend adding these factors in when you calculate the expected costs for 

that.  I would just reiterate that this is a widespread problem with projects in general, not specific to TfL.   

 

Also on the point of transport appraisals, talking about value for money, often something used is a cost-

-benefit ratio, so you add up all the costs and you add up all the benefits.  This is of course a limited appraisal 

method because some things are not easily monetizable.  Having these four categories that David [Hughes] 

mentioned is one way to also push up through projects which have benefits that are valued but are not easily 

monetizable but are articulated as being important through something like the Transport Strategy. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Thank you. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Tanya, you said that you use professional estimators.  Have you always used professional 

estimators?   

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Yes.  We have a function within our 

procurement team for cost estimating.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  They are in-house? 



 

  

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  We have a combination.  We are trying 

to develop more of our own through an apprentice scheme in recent years.  It is a highly competitive area.  We 

also subcontract some of the work out as well, particularly for some of the specialisms in some of the 

complexity of the projects that we are estimating. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I ask because clearly we are getting estimates completely wrong, and David [Hughes] said we 

are not good at first estimates.  Are we looking at that?   

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Yes, we are. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  If we employ people specifically to estimate and they are clearly getting it extremely wrong, 

what are we doing about that? 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  We are currently running an internal 

audit on the function to understand what the issues are, and we are also putting a plan together as part of the 

wider commercial transformation and the change to procurement and supply chain within TfL to strengthen 

that capability in procurement across the piece, but we certainly recognise that cost estimating is one of those 

areas as well.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  When these cost estimators get it so wrong, is there an area they frequently get it wrong on, 

or do they get it wrong all across the board? 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  You probably have more insight into 

that, Stuart. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  They get a lot right as well, so we should look at our 

station upgrades.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes, but we are actually critiquing that and looking.  If you just look at the Rotherhithe 

Bridge, to go from £100 million, which you say, David, when you looked in there, you thought, “How on earth 

are they going to do it for that?”  It is a shame nobody else within the team also thought, “Whoa, hang on.  

That is completely wrong”.  We have to look at this because clearly something is going wrong somewhere.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Estimates are more difficult where the project is quite 

innovative and it has not been done before.  Where we have stations, there is lots of benchmarking.  Where 

there are lots of similar stations, the estimating is a lot easier.  Where we have a bridge which is pretty unique, 

that is much more difficult.  That is where we need to focus our efforts to understand our higher-risk projects 

where there is not a clear benchmark and put lots more focus on that. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  TfL, as you know, has a huge investment 

programme and it spans from very major infrastructure programmes like the NLE, through things like the Ultra 

Low Emission Zone (ULEZ), to very small-scale schemes.  I was interested to hear Nicole’s [Badstuber] 

comment about the proportion of projects that are delivered to time and schedule.  Mega-projects, I think you 

were saying.  I think our track record, not just looking at mega-projects, is better.  We have a mixed record, 

and that is inevitable in a programme of our size.  We get a lot of stuff right.  We get some things wrong.  I do 

not want the discussion to give the impression that we are getting most of the stuff wrong, because we get 

most of the stuff right.   

 



 

  

Stuart [Harvey] is correct.  The issue around estimating is very often around the more innovative projects.  

Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf was a classic.  We do not do many bridges.  If you look at our work on stations, if 

you look, for example, at Victoria, Tottenham Court Road and Bond Street, three hugely complex construction 

projects, the total value of those is to the order of £1 billion to £1.5 billion.  They have come in on time and on 

budget over the course of the last seven or eight years, which compared to the experience we have had on 

Crossrail is really quite striking. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes, I accept all that, but, David, we are a scrutiny committee so we are looking at what you 

are doing basically with taxpayers’ money.  Therefore, it is great when things go well and we will say that, but 

actually we are here to scrutinise where it is going wrong. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I just wanted to make sure we had that 

balance where things have gone well. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  No, I accept that unreservedly, but equally I am appalled at what Nicole [Badstuber] is saying 

that -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I do not think that is representative of TfL, 

just to be -- 

 

Susan Hall AM:  No, I am appalled at the percentage.  1% to 2% of projects across the board.  I accept -- 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  No, not for TfL.  Just generally. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That is not TfL.  That is not TfL. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I know, across the board.  That is what I just said. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Internationally, mega projects. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I get that and I am still quite appalled, especially if it is dealing with taxpayers’ money.  This 

particular section is looking for value for money.  I am just quite confused as to how you sort out value for 

money when you are looking at estimates that start at £100,000 and end up at £600,000.  At what point do 

you decide that that is good value for money?  At what point in that process would you start to look?  Would 

you go back and think it is not good value for money?  At which point along the line, as this is what this 

section is about? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Constantly, in fact, up until the point that a 

scheme is contractually committed, and to a lesser extent post-contractual commitment, the value for money 

offered by that scheme is kept under constant review.  Less so after contractual commitment for the obvious 

reason that once you are contractually committed very often it is more expensive to stop than it is to carry on.  

In each year’s business planning process we look at every scheme.  It is a zero-based process and we look at 

every scheme, focusing on all of those schemes that are not yet contractually committed.  They are kept under 

review constantly throughout this initiation and development phase to make sure that we capture and stop 

projects that no longer offer value for money. 

 



 

  

Susan Hall AM:  OK.  I just have one quick point to pick up on something that I think Stuart said.  You had 

said you focus on risk management and you take as much cost out of projects as you can.  Does that mean 

that during projects you drop parts of the projects off in order to stay in line financially? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  No, not at all.  We always look at making sure we 

achieve the ultimate benefit, but where there is an opportunity to do something differently or find a different 

way of delivering the benefit, then we will take costs out of a project. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  OK, so things do not drop off the project? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  No, not unless we agree with the sponsor under strict -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That is a constant dialogue between 

Stuart’s team and mine.  As Stuart said earlier, he will come back and say, “You specified this.  We have looked 

at it.  We think this element of the project is going to cost X.  Is that still value for money?”  We will go and 

look.  That is a very live discussion that we are having now on aspects of the -- 

 

Susan Hall AM:  OK.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We are going to look at the methodology you use for project delivery and 

Assembly Member Pidgeon is going to lead on that.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you.  Given we are going to do the bridge later, you might want to use 

the Metropolitan line extension to Watford as an example of a project you cancelled, rather than talking about 

the bridge, because that was to do with the budget.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  The Metropolitan line extension was a 

project that we took forward under mayoral direction with the previous Mayor [Boris Johnson]. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, so that might be a useful example in this because we are going to do more 

on the bridge later.   

 

Some of this you may have already touched on, but in terms of TfL’s methodology you use Pathway as your 

integrated project, programme and portfolio delivery methodology, and it is based on accepted good practice 

in project management.  Perhaps, David, you could outline to me what are the key elements of best practice 

for good project delivery, or Stuart maybe, or Tanya [Coff].   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is possibly one for Stuart, actually.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, Stuart. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Pathway has been around for some time and it is based 

on project management principles that are well known and well established.  We have recently reviewed it as 

we went through our transformation of PMO.  Pathway is made up of products which allow for a consistent 

application of good project management practice, so our large projects need to use all the products and our 

small projects reduce some of the products.  There is a project development manual, there are project products 

that go with it, and there is a knowledge portal to make sure that we pick up all the lessons learnt, as I said 

earlier.  Turner & Townsend came in and did a short piece of work to look at Pathway to make sure it was fit 

[for purpose]. 



 

  

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Who did that work? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Turner & Townsend, as part of our transformation of 

PMO.  We looked externally and benchmarked Pathway with other best practice, and they were very 

complimentary about the process and we got a tick that it was portraying best practice.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  As Stuart says, it is a standard 

methodology that Colin [Porter] I am sure would recognise is used widely elsewhere.  We call it Pathway.  

Network Rail calls it Governance for Railway Investment Projects.  It is a standard process that aligns with 

Association for Project Management best practice, etc.  Key to it are these gates.  You have a series of gates at 

different stages of the project.  It is gate 4 or 5 when you commit to delivery.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Gate 5. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  You have a number of checkpoints at 

which you are formally reviewing the deliverability, the cost, the schedule, the risk, and at each of those 

checkpoints it is a go/no-go decision.  It is quite late on in the process before you commit to delivery.  That is 

why, as I said earlier, a measure of success is how many projects you are stopping through that process.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  These gates are not just the project delivery people.  We 

have PMO there.  We have engineers there.  We have commercial there.  We have finance there.  We have the 

sponsor there.  There has to be agreement, and the Chair sponsors the gates until they get to delivery, and 

then they are sponsored by a project director. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  Also I participate into those major gates. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  IIPAG in recent times has been taking part at those gate stages? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  Yes.  We have always done that. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  What I would like to understand here is first of all you said you had had 

this piece of work done that looked at the project management scheme and said it was good compared to 

others.  If we could see that piece of work, I thought that might be useful just for us to understand how they 

have compared your methodology with others.  Let me just understand.  At these different gates you have a 

committee meeting, you get all these key people together?  Are there notes for that?  Could we follow a 

project or two and see what happened at each of those gates? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Yes.  There is a checklist for everything that needs to be 

considered at each gate.  It is pass or fail or conditional pass.  It is documented, along with any actions that 

need to take place. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  There would be notes from that meeting with the checklist? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  For each of the gates that have taken places, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes.  It might be useful for us to pick some projects and we could then see how 

this process is working in practice.  That is really interesting and helpful. 

 



 

  

Nicole, what do you think are the key challenges to adopting best practice for good project delivery and the 

massive capital investment programmes? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  One of the big challenges is that there is quite a split opinion on what is best practice.  One 

school of thought is that you need to be really defined at the early stages and limit the scope as much as 

possible and then have fixed contracts and manage risk that way.  Another school of thought is that you have 

something, which is more of a combination of this mantra of very front-end, definition-focused, and then 

having fixed contracts, but in the later stages of the project have things that are more adaptable and more 

flexible, have contracts which are less about delivering certain things but more about paying for what is being 

done to foster collaboration between contractors and the delivery body.  One big challenge is what is the best 

practice to take on board.   

 

Interestingly, Crossrail is often mentioned in a lot of the academic work as an example of having done project 

management well so far.  With a big project like that, the challenge for TfL has been that it has in recent 

history - and obviously TfL is quite a recent institution - built a track record of being able to deliver well and 

then was given quite a lot of autonomy and independence.  Those governance structures are maybe where the 

challenges lie.  Maybe on balance it is the governance of these projects and how you manage risk, how you 

distribute that risk between the authority contracting out the project and the contractors.  There are different 

schools of thought on what type of contract you have and what is suitable. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Lovely.  Thank you for that.  Colin, obviously IIPAG was set up originally 

because the Government was giving funding to TfL and it did not at that time have the confidence that TfL 

would spend it all wisely, so it set up IIPAG to report directly to the Mayor and to the Department for 

Transport.  All of you have worked in IIPAG and are very experienced in this field.  From your experience, how 

compliant do you think TfL is at applying its methodology, and are there more things it could do to improve? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  I think it is pretty good.  Again, I do not think it deliberately set out to 

not apply the methodology.  I think it applies the methodology, and when we come to Rotherhithe to Canary 

Wharf the first stage is the option selection, when you are looking at projects and you have different ways of 

achieving the outcome.  You select which you think is going to be the best based on the estimates you have at 

the time.  I think TfL generally follows the project methodology pretty well.  Comparing it with other industries, 

you might take Network Rail as a similar sort of industry.  Its track record is, I suspect, considerably worse than 

TfL’s in doing some of these big projects that are in the public eye on time and on budget.  I think we rarely 

comment on the application of the methodology.  It is when it gets interfered with that the issue arises. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  When the methodology is interfered with.  In the work that you did, were there 

any particular areas?  Obviously, Stuart [Harvey] now is in charge of all major projects, but historically I think 

you were at the Tube, weren’t you, Stuart?  I do not know whether it is in the surface transport area or other 

areas.  The Tube I think generally has been thought of to be well managed in those projects.  Are there other 

areas at TfL that have been weak? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  You mentioned the Watford, Croxley Green debacle.  The Garden 

Bridge debacle.  The Oxford Street pedestrianisation issue.  Those are all projects that have a big political 

element to them.  I just wonder whether the ones that have the political drive and push, as opposed to the day 

job of keeping the Underground working, are the ones where there is a greater risk.  I think that is where being 

open and honest and upfront with the status of your estimates and your honest thoughts about the value for 

money upfront would really pay.  I can remember my predecessor, as Chair of IIPAG, saying that the Croxley 

Green extension was a project waiting to go wrong seven years ago.   



 

  

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, I think we agreed.  That was a project 

that TfL was instructed to take on under mayoral direction.  Caroline, you suggested we talk a bit about the 

Metropolitan line extension.  In a way, that demonstrated the processes worked to an extent in that they 

evidenced that they had significant cost escalation, that there were significant risks, and TfL, therefore, went 

to the then Mayor [Boris Johnson] and said, “Look, we don’t think this stacks up on its own merits”, and it was 

the decision of the then Mayor, for various reasons in play at the time, that he would mayorally direct us to 

take on the Metropolitan line extension.   

 

The Metropolitan line extension was a sorry saga, I agree, but I would argue not really one of TfL’s.  I would 

not use it to judge our processes because I think our processes were flashing red as well and saying, “This has a 

lot of problems”. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It is the whole thing we were talking about where the politics are talking in this, 

but if a Mayor directs you to do a project because that Mayor wants that delivered and they are going to get 

re-elected or not on that, and you are saying, “It doesn’t stack up”, it is where the decision-making falls in 

that -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is transparent, isn’t it?  It is transparent 

that the Mayor was very clear about it.  I remember the discussion in the TfL Board, in open session with the 

TfL Board.  He was very clear and said, “This is my decision” because I was getting a bit of a tough time from 

some of the members, and I remember Boris Johnson [ Chair of the Board, saying, “Lay off David.  This is my 

decision”.  I think it is transparent when that political decision is made, but that is not a reflection on our 

control processes.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Your processes flag that there are issues with it, and, to be fair on that project, 

the estimates came from elsewhere.  You took over the project, didn’t you, that had been developed 

elsewhere? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate in Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  Could I just pick up on your question about best practice?  Just to pick up on what 

Colin [Porter] was saying about politics.  Having a really hard deadline, a very specific and political deadline, is 

a real challenge to projects.  Obviously, it puts a lot of pressure on it.  If you have this triangle of time, budget 

and quality, it puts a lot of pressure on having things to quality but then increasing the costs of delivering that 

on time.  With a large project like Crossrail but also, looking back in recent history here in London, the Jubilee 

line extension, these are both examples of where you have had a large railway infrastructure project, which had 

a very hard deadline or one was being imposed and, therefore, there was a lot of cost escalation.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  Thank you for that.  How do you think TfL can demonstrate that it is 

managing capital projects effectively, efficiently and economically?  Given the context of Crossrail, whether 

you like it or not, it does impact, and you can say, “It is nothing to do with us” or “We were warning”, 

whatever.  It has still put a spotlight more on some of these major projects.  How can you demonstrate that the 

projects you are managing are being done in that efficient way? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  We could do better at telling the story, not 

in a kind of marketing spin way.  I am sitting in front of you saying I think our track record is pretty good, but I 

am conscious that I would struggle to produce the report that evidenced that in a very objective way.  Our 

investment programme reporting is getting better.  The quality report that we produced for the Programmes 

and Investment Committee (PIC) of the TfL Board is getting better as an output.  What we have not done 



 

  

historically is track our performance over a long period of time such that we are able to demonstrate to scrutiny 

committees such as this one that, yes, there are things that go wrong and there always will be, but actually we 

are doing better than two out of ten.   

 

What I do not think we have readily available is the historical data that enables us to tell that story.  In the 

absence of that, if you do scrutinise the investment programme reports and you look at some of the big 

projects that have been delivered very successfully, it is a pretty good record.  As Colin [Porter] has said, these 

are very complex projects, most of which are being delivered on live infrastructure.   

 

Certainly I do not think Tanya [Coff], Stuart [Harvey] and myself would sit here and in anyway try to paint a 

picture that we get everything right all of the time.  We do not.  There are significant things that go wrong and 

there are areas - we have talked about one of them, but there are others - like early-stage estimating that we 

know we are not good enough at and we need to get better.  I think we struggle to answer your question 

about how we demonstrate in the round that this investment programme is being effectively delivered. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  What are the key metrics that you use to monitor effective project delivery? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Milestone reporting, which leads to your 

actual end-date.  Some projects, especially in the street spaces, are quite short-duration projects, but obviously 

in the London Underground (LU) environment these are multi-year projects, so you will have an end-date and 

you will have interim milestones.  You are tracking your schedule against interim milestones driving to a 

declared end-date, and then you are tracking your cost performance against that.  They are the key basics of 

it.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  We are going to get into some more detail on that in a minute.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  That is right, but we do have project management 

techniques, the Cost Performance Index (CPI) and Schedule Performance Index (SPI), that we use at a more 

granular level to make sure, and third tiers of milestones to make sure we get an early warning of tier 2 and tier 

1 milestones going in the wrong direction.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  As a Committee, we have been trying to get a lot of detailed information from 

you ahead of this meeting and as part of our investigation.  It has been quite difficult to get some of these key 

fundamental details for your projects.  Should that worry us? 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  No.  I would like to think not.  We were 

trying our best to get that information for you.  The duration was over six years, and we have had quite a few 

recuts of data and hierarchies in that period of time.  We were trying to get as much to you as we could, and 

we are very happy to look at any additional information that is required offline as well. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Fantastic.  Thank you.  Finally, Colin, what has been your experience of the 

availability of key financial and schedule data for project teams in the work that you have done? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  It has definitely got better.  Some years ago, if you looked at the 

investment project report, it was always reporting history.  Now, given that they are a prepared report and they 

have to be prepared in advance of the PIC meetings so that they can all be circulated in good time, it is always 

a month out of date.  I think it is better than it used to be and I think they are more upfront with the things 

that are going wrong and the cost implications of what is going wrong than they perhaps were five years ago. 

 



 

  

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We are going to move on and talk about schedule performance now.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes, we just started to touch on milestones.  My opening question is, does 

performance based on the TfL budget milestones give a true reflection of the capital programme?   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  No, and it is not meant to.  My 

understanding is it is not meant to.  The budget milestones are the milestones that we are planning to deliver 

in the next 12 months, so it is a good measure of how your programme delivery is going in the short term, but 

that is not a full reflection of how you are delivering the entirety of your capital programme that spans several 

years.  We use the budget milestones to look at in-year performance.  Because they are in-year, when you are 

setting those milestones you are only looking 12 months ahead.  The degree of uncertainty is relatively limited.  

We would expect to hit 80% to 90% of those milestones.  I do not expect our entire capital programme to be 

delivered 90% on time.  Stuart, when I am talking to you I do, but I expect it to be better than 2%.   

 

The budget milestones are in-year, short-term, and we expect to hit most of them.  If we are not at 80% in the 

milestones and we are only predicting 12 months ahead, that is a big worry, but it is not meant to be the 

control mechanism for the entirety of the capital programme.  It is just looking short-term. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  The entirety of the capital programme is monitored? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  We have a PIC report which shows our estimated final 

costs (EFCs) against the authority.  It shows the date and it has a red, amber, green status on where the project 

is.  The whole PMO, as I said earlier, has a vast array of tier 1 delivery milestones, tier 2 and tier 3, that are 

early warnings.  We have SPIs and CPIs.  We know we are not as good as we need to be but we understand 

where we are in terms of how much progress has been made versus the cost of any particular programme.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  There is a huge amount of project 

reporting data that is flashing up.  One cut of it is the budget milestones that are used to drive in-year 

performance, and it is used to do the things like staff incentivisation and things like that.  It is about driving 

your performance in-year.  A better public report to look at for a view of the overall state of the investment 

programme is this quarterly report that we produce for the PIC, because that gives you the in-year reporting 

but it also tells you where we are against the end date.  The budget milestone for Bank Station, I do not know 

what it will be.  If they complete some bit of tunnelling this year, which is interesting and important to do that, 

the quarterly report to the PIC will be saying, “How are we doing against the forecast delivery into service of 

the Bank Station project?  Is it still holding at 2021?” 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  And cost. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  “And how is it doing on cost?”  That is 

where you should look.  The investment programme report does give a pretty good reflection of the overall 

state of the investment programme.  It is getting better, that report, but I think we can make it better still.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Obviously, something like Healthy Streets has a much smaller overall budget than 

some of these big Tube upgrades or some of the other really big, long projects.  Do you think that you are able 

to track delivery on things like Healthy Streets? 

 



 

  

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is undoubtedly harder in some ways to 

track performance against these portfolios that are comprised of several hundred very small schemes.  In many 

ways it is much easier to report on a big project like Bank.  It is much easier to get your arms around it and 

understand where you are.  It is still a work in progress to get adequate, appropriate reporting around these 

high-volume, low-value portfolios.  I always worry that we are in danger of measuring our performance in those 

portfolios by how much we spend.  That can drive the wrong behaviours, so I am always very conscious of that. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Also if you have delay on those projects, you have big implications for safety.  In terms 

of the Mayor’s outcomes around Vision Zero, that is the important thing to be tracking.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  We are trying to develop more 

sophisticated metrics around the Healthy Streets portfolio that look at a range of outcomes delivered by each 

particular scheme, that track the volume of schemes that we are delivering, the kilometres of cycle 

infrastructure put in place.  There is more to do there.  I do think there is still a tendency to measure our 

performance by spend.  You get very fixated on underspend in a year, but underspend is not necessarily a bad 

thing.  That is my starting point.  It is better that the money is spent well than that it is spent in a hurry.  There 

is still quite a bit to be done to get better metrics around these portfolios of high-volume, low-value schemes.  

It is a tougher challenge, actually. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes.  Thank you.  This leads on to the next question, which is what was the reasoning 

behind revising the key budget milestones from 83 in 2018/19 to 40 in 2019/20? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  In terms of the number, 80? 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  From memory, it was making sure that the tier 1 

strategic milestones have real purpose to someone reading that document outside of TfL.  To put something 

which is, “We have signed the contract with somebody” is not that relevant, so we have tried to make them 

more relevant and understandable, and that has meant there are less than there were the year before.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  OK.  What do you think is the right number of milestones to reflect the capital 

investment programme? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  It is a very difficult question. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes.   

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  Really, the whole thing, the capital programme, is a mix of, as we have 

said, big mega-projects that are costing £400 million or more, and then a bunch of small, borough-led schemes 

to change cycling in a borough.  It is very hard to be totally consistent with such a vast range of projects.  The 

methodology that you have applies to all of them, doesn’t it? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  The Four Lines Modernisation (4LM) did not have any 

key milestones a good few years ago, and now it is delivering quite a few sections, so something like that now 

has more milestones.  It changes depending on where you are in the life cycle of the project.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  What we are trying to do in those budget 

milestones is paint the picture of how our delivery is going in the current year.  We were trying to make sure, 



 

  

recognising that the budget milestones get quite a high degree of public scrutiny, that the milestones were 

things that made sense to the layperson.  We felt that sometimes some of the milestones that we had included 

- I cannot think of an example off the top of my head now - might mean something three tiers down in a 

project delivery organisation, but even I might struggle to understand, “What is that milestone about?  I don’t 

really understand it”.  We were trying to -- 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  An example is getting an invitation to tender back from 

a contractor.  It is not really that important or relevant other than to someone delivering the project, so we 

have tried to be much more specific and purposeful in the milestones we have set. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Would it be more helpful in terms of public consumption to have published start and 

completion dates for significant projects and sections of projects? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes.  That is what we try to do, and we are 

trying to do that more in the investment programme report.  What we are trying to do in the budget milestones 

is really focus in on really significant milestones such as that.  Completion of tunnelling on the NLE is a really 

significant milestone that can drive the right behaviours and is understandable to ‘Joe Public’.  Everyone gets 

that finishing the tunnelling on the NLE is a big deal.   

 

You just always have to be a bit careful, don’t you, with setting milestones, particularly ones that then cascade 

down into people’s personal incentives, that you do not drive wrong behaviours.  I am always a bit wary.  I 

remember having quite a fierce debate with Mark Wild [Chief Executive, Crossrail] about objective-setting 

around a contract award.  Actually, the case in point was a debate about the award of the Piccadilly line rolling 

stock contract.  I remember having the argument with Mark, saying, “I should not be incentivised to get that 

contract awarded because it might not be the right thing to do”.  You have to be a bit careful with milestones 

that you are not inadvertently driving the wrong behaviours.  You want people to always be acting in the best 

interests of the project in the round and of TfL.  I am a bit wary about some of the milestones.   

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  We should try to link them to specific 

pieces of scope delivery and particularly risk events or retirement of risk events.  The tunnelling is a really good 

example because it closes down a higher level of risk in the project for conditions you might find in the ground 

conditions and, therefore, also a higher cost potentially than the next phase subsequently in the project.  We 

are trying now to target more of the milestones to those sorts of events which signal that there has been a 

successful part completion and we are moving into the next phase, and that might have different attributes to 

it.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  You talked about descoping.  When these milestones move, are there bits of projects 

that are then being shunted into the future? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That can happen, but that would be a 

conscious decision to descope an element of a project.  If you are faced with a cost and a schedule pressure, as 

the sponsor or internal client for the project, generally, at a high level, there are some basic options.  You can 

accept the higher cost, which means you have to reprioritise your programme because something else has to 

give to accommodate that higher cost.  You can accept the later delivery date because you might think that in 

the round that is the right thing to do.  You can take out some of the scope.  For something that you might at 

the beginning of the project have felt was essential you may decide, “Actually, given the cost pressure, we 

don’t want to spend that money to deliver that element of scope”.  Those options are always available to you.  

That is a thing that you keep under review.  In the full midst of the delivery of the 4LM signalling programme, 

Stuart [Harvey] and I are in constant discussion about whether all of the requirements are still justified or 



 

  

whether there might be other ways of derisking the project by taking out some of the more challenges aspects 

of scope.  That is something we will keep continuously under review.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  What is important is I am very open and transparent with 

David, so he knows exactly where I am and exactly the challenges ahead, so it allows really good quality 

dialogue about how we take things forward. 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  I would put my Underground hat on for 

a moment.  There is also good, healthy debate as well between the deliverer and the ultimate customer of the 

service because the maintainers or operators will always have quite a strong voice in those conversations as 

well about decisions being made to descope that would have a knock-on impact to the way they manage and 

run the railway in that example.  There is good, healthy tension around conversations around descoping in the 

small number of times that we do have them. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, and that is quite an important part of 

the role of my team, to manage that tension.  It is a healthy tension, as Tanya says.  If you take a LU project, 

very often the operator or the maintainer, quite understandably, will want everything.  Their starting position 

will be they want the Rolls-Royce version of everything.  The project deliverer, on the other hand - I am trying 

to phrase this correctly - is trying to minimise the risk and the cost, and there is a trade-off to be made.  

Essentially my role is to try to help manage that trade-off between the cost and delivery risk on the one hand 

and the benefit that we get at the other end.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  I am sorry.  If you could just clarify, Stuart.  I said to you, do you ever have to drop parts of a 

project off?  You said absolutely not, and you are saying that you do descope.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  We do take scope out that does not impact the benefits.  

That is within my remit to do so.  If we can take elements of the delivery that still allow us to deliver the 

project, that is fine, but I did say if we have to take scope -- and I work very closely with David [Hughes] to 

make sure that he assesses the benefits that we have lost versus the cost that is avoided.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  OK.  Do you list anywhere the things that you have descoped?  I call it “drop off”, you call it 

“descope”.  Is it written down anywhere so that if we see a project that delivers X amount, and then it does 

not -- 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Yes.  4LM is a good example of where we have taken 

scope out.  We changed control of the sponsor, things that did not affect the benefits at all.  We have taken 

quite a sum of money out on that, and we talk about things that maybe could impact the output, and we 

would document that.  It is all done formally through change control in the project if there is no impact on 

benefits but the sponsor is still involved in an oversight perspective, but if we know it is going to impact the 

benefits and it is rare, then we would go to David’s team and we would have a dialogue and a proper piece of 

change control would be implemented.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  They are very rare, so I am trying to 

remember.  There are two ways in which you can descope.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  Or drop off.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, two ways you can drop off.  You can 

drop stuff off and still deliver the same customer-facing outcome.  That is just a win-win.  The project team 



 

  

and the engineering team come back to us and say, “Actually, we found a way of delivering the same 

outcomes more cheaply”.  That is generally a pretty easy decision.  The more difficult trade-off is when a 

project team would come to me and say, “We don’t want to deliver this part of the project anymore because it 

is looking very difficult.  We could drop off this part of the project, but it will reduce the benefit”.  Off the top 

of my head, an example of that way back in Crossrail - not in the recent past but eight or nine years ago - was 

that we went through that process with central section stations and looked very hard at how many  

cross-passages we needed between all the platforms.  We took decisions then to remove some cross-passages 

- did we need all of the escalators? - as a means of trying to manage costs.  This was back in 2010 but it was 

an example of, already into the project, looking at whether there were elements -- it is a bit like buying a new 

car, in a sense.  I can live without the fancy stereo because it is all costing too much, but I do need to keep the 

sunroof.  It is those sorts of trade-offs that you are making.   

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Insight into David’s life here! 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Not a trade-off, in my opinion.  Are you OK?   

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  How representative do you think the 2018/19 schedule performance is when you have 

met 81% of the milestones despite being about £500 million underspent? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  There is an interesting dynamic.  It can 

seem like it is a mixed message but it makes sense if you unpack it a bit.  What you can see is underspend in 

the current year but then your forecast final costs actually increase for a project.  Underspend very often just 

means the project is delayed or the programmes are delayed, the spend is going out to later years and your 

final cost will go up.  Sometimes you look at the report and you think, “This seems a bit counterintuitive.  We 

are forecasting underspend in the current year but some of our forecast final costs are going up”.  However, 

one can be a consequence of the other.   

 

The 80% milestone delivery in-year could correlate with underspend.  That is probably telling an accurate story 

of where we are in the current investment programme.  We have some slippage in some of our programmes.  

That will be manifesting itself both in underspend in some areas and in missing some of our budget milestones, 

and a knock-on effect of that will be pressure on the EFC on some of our projects.  Normally underspend is 

spend deferred rather than cost reduction.  Cost reduction is great but very often it is spend deferred. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  I would add three things.  Our risk management is a lot 

stronger now.  We are managing to deal with the risks in a much more appropriate way that means we are not 

spending as much as we needed to.  We are also driving a lot more -- 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  When you say, “We are doing this now”, is this very recent? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  We have been doing it for at least two years, since in we 

put in our new project management structure.  We are also driving opportunities with a lot more vigour, which 

sometimes results in spending less money.  That is how you can see some of it.  In terms of managing cash, we 

are making sure we are spending money as late as possible.  There is some deliberate deferral, where we can 

still get the outputs on time, to make sure that we do not commit money that we do not have to too quickly.  

There are three things.  They are not the only reasons.  David has explained some of the reasons but there is 

another reason why our underspend is there and it is a positive thing. 

 



 

  

Caroline Russell AM:  Unless it means that you are not delivering, for instance, again, on the Healthy Streets. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Sure. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  You are actually not getting those safety benefits and you are also extending the 

period during which you have roadworks and therefore more risk, particularly in terms of vulnerable road-users. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Yes, I agree with that.  I am just balancing what is said 

by David [Hughes] in that there is some genuine underspend and there is also some planned good behaviour 

that is driving underspend or savings. 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  We are very focused on our 

safety-critical renewals - they will always be classified as critical and will always be highest prioritised to take 

them forward - but you are absolutely right, our focus more is much more about ensuring the delivery of that 

and delivering it when we say we will, for the money that we say we will.  We are very focused on the level of 

underspend going through at the moment.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I am relatively new to the streets part of 

the investment programme.  We do need to get better at forecasting our delivery in the Healthy Streets area 

because although these schemes are small in financial value compared to the LU schemes - they are not small 

in absolute terms but compared to the LU schemes they tend to be - they are hugely complicated to get going.  

We have seen recently with Cycle Superhighway 10 some of the problems you can encounter, but it is 

predictable that it is going to be difficult.  We try to account for that by applying this technique of over-

programming but that is a sub-optimal way of going about it.  It would be far better to have a more robust 

view of what you might realistically deliver in each given year so that you were not in this position of 

underspend.   

 

Obviously, underspend is great if you are delivering stuff more cheaply.  Underspend if it is caused primarily by 

slippage in schedule is a bad thing because the benefits are delayed and it could cost more.  I also worry 

though that in an attempt to avoid underspend you can create incentives on people to spend money unwisely 

or to not take sufficient time in the early part of a project.  As Colin [Porter] said at the outset, absolutely key 

to successful project delivery even on small-scale projects is getting the upfront stuff right.  My worry 

sometimes with the whole process that we have around forecasting delivery on Healthy Streets is that we could 

inadvertently create pressures that lead us to make sub-optimal decisions that then come back to bite us 

because you do not stop the project or you do not do the necessary work upfront that de-risks it when you are 

getting to delivery. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  That brings me neatly to my next question, which is really to do with the things that 

could be addressed upfront.  Have you done any analysis to determine what the key constraints are that 

impact your schedules?  For example, there is construction, there are stakeholders, external factors and 

resourcing.  Do these challenges exist across all major capital projects?  If yes, how are you addressing the 

delay or deferment issues in project scoping and planning? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That is a really good list.  I should write it 

down.  I recognise all of that and they sound like things that can apply pretty much across the board.  The 

thing is they are predictable.  To come back to a phrase that Nicole [Badstuber] used earlier, there is this 

inherent optimism bias.  It is not a malicious thing, optimism bias, but in planning a programme you try to 

offset for the optimism bias.  All of those factors will bring themselves to bear, not necessarily on all of our 



 

  

projects but they are all familiar themes.  They should never really take us by surprise.  Stuff happens across a 

big programme such as the one that TfL runs. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  That should be built in. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  We should be managing our programme 

anticipating that that will happen.   

 

I keep going back to this point.  When you get into milestone reporting, sometimes it is the right thing to do to 

go more slowly, particularly upfront.  Take more time upfront.  My challenge back to project teams, particularly 

in my first few months in this new role, is that I want to make sure that we do the early work well and that we 

do not commit to spend prematurely.  Therefore, if that means things are delivered a little bit later but they are 

delivered better, more efficiently and with less risk, I am more comfortable with that.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes.  Nicole, just to get an overview picture, when undergoing major capital works to a 

city’s transport network how do we best balance minimising cost and minimising impact on the eventual service 

users? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  Taking an example of having to shut down a Tube line, generally doing block closures is a better 

solution.  You can do the work in less time at a lower cost than if you schedule it over weekends and night 

closures.  Was that what you were trying to get at? 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes, but also whether there was any other academic good practice that might relate 

back to what we have just been talking about.  If there is not anything in particular, do not worry. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  I am not sure of anything in particular but I guess I would just mention that it is always a 

balance, of course.  What do you want to prioritise, the inconvenience of your citizens today or getting the 

service up and running sooner?   

 

On a practical note, just shutting down a road or a Tube line and then opening it up in a few weeks is a better 

way of doing it and that would be best practice.  For instance, in New York the proposal was to shut down one 

of the subway lines that had received damage due to Superstorm Sandy in 2013, although that is now not 

being followed through because of political pressure.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is a classic example.  They came to 

London to understand how we did long-term blockades and closures, did years of planning to do some of the 

restoration work post-Superstorm Sandy and then had it overturned by the Mayor -- 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  The Governor. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  -- at the last minute - this is New York we 

are talking about - which has completely pulled the rug from under their feet.   

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  It would not possibly happen here. 

 



 

  

Caroline Russell AM:  Colin, in your experience, are scheduling approaches like blockades the most effective 

way, would you say, to keep delivery of capital projects on time and on budget? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  Always, yes.  Having a blockade is always the most efficient way of the 

engineers doing the project. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Undoubtedly.  Customers, however -- 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  There is always a balance. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, that is the thing. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  It is very important that that balance and weighing up the pros and 

cons of a longer blockade versus shorter work is assessed right at the very beginning of the game so that when 

the contract is let there is a firmly agreed way of getting the job done.   

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  These are really difficult decisions.  It is 

undoubtedly always, without exception, better to take a blockade, close a station or close a line for a long 

period of time for project delivery.  That is miles more efficient but of course the impact on the customers can 

be severe.  These trade-offs are really difficult and they are the subject of quite heated discussion at the LU.  

We make the decision in the LU Executive Meeting, chaired by the Managing Director (MD), and they are 

really difficult decisions.  We produce business case analysis that tries to trade off the efficiency savings on the 

one hand versus the customer impact on the other but they are difficult decisions to make because it is really 

clear-cut.  It is so much more efficient from a project delivery perspective but the impact on customers can be 

really severe. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  For instance, the Bank branch of the Northern line is going to be closed, I think, 

coming up. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It is, yes. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Are you doing a lot of work in terms of buses, walking and cycling? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, we will.  That is in spring of 2021.  The 

plan is that we will be closing the Northern line through Bank for 16 weeks.  That is going to have a huge 

impact.  It is one of the biggest blockades we will have ever done, I think, and a lot of work is already 

underway looking at how we can manage the consequences of that on the network, looking at how we can 

best communicate the impacts to our customers, travel demand management and all of that stuff.   

 

That was a fairly easy decision to make because in that instance there was no choice.  There is a new 

southbound tunnel being dug to enable the station to be enlarged and there is no choice, we have to close the 

line for a long period of time to knit the new part of the tunnel into the old tunnel.  It is a hugely significant 

blockade but it was not a difficult decision because just from an engineering perspective there was no way of 

doing it other than closing the line for a prolonged period of time and we always knew that was going to be 

the case. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  Maybe just something to add is what measures you can implement in a city to mitigate that 

blockade.  It is of course important somewhere like the Bank branch on the Northern line that there are 



 

  

alternatives for people to travel to.  There are already bus routes running down some of those connections and 

you can increase the frequency.  Somewhere further out where it is less densely public transport orientated and 

where there are fewer cycling routes or less public space, that is a different trade-off and a more difficult 

decision to make.   

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  But often fewer passengers. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  Yes. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  That is it from me. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It is interesting that you are all saying that absolutely blockades are the way to 

go where you can do them. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  If it were not for customers, but they are 

an important consideration. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is the whole principle of TfL.  You could run everything on time if there 

were no passengers around, but there are, I am afraid.  Ten years ago the Assembly did a report, Too Close for 

Comfort, about the Underground.  In that we recommended blockades and at that time TfL were very resistant 

to that idea.  We had had evidence from Madrid.  We had the metro from Madrid talking to us about how they 

had done this over the summer period and that is how they managed to achieve in a cost-effective way the 

works they needed to do.  Is it now absolutely - I know you have this Northern line blockade - in TfL’s process 

that you think a blockade is the best and cheapest way to get these things done? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  They are very difficult decisions and you 

have to take them on a case-by-case basis.  They are the sort of decisions where the business case analysis 

does not necessarily give you the whole answer.  The burden of proof has shifted though over the last several 

years. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It has? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  There is definitely more of a willingness to 

take on a blockade and manage the consequences of that.  Partly that is greater confidence in the ability of 

our travel demand management techniques and I think that partly flowed from experience during the 

Olympics, but sometimes you just take a view that actually it is not acceptable.  We have major works required 

on the escalators at Marylebone and we spent a lot of time at the LU Executive Meeting looking at that 

because, again, it would have been more efficient to close Marylebone Tube Station and deliver it in one hit 

but the conclusion we reached was that because that is a terminus station that is served only by one line, 

notwithstanding the efficiency gains from closing the station it just was not acceptable to close the only Tube 

station serving a major London terminus.  It is a trade-off case by case but there is definitely more appetite to 

take on the closure. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  We would have questioned that because Baker Street is 200 yards 

away. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, but equality impacts need to be 

considered very carefully.  We looked at the Baker Street option and the danger we had was that there was a 



 

  

very high risk that the Jubilee line would become overloaded with people going to Baker Street, and Baker 

Street itself might not cope.  We do not need to rehearse the details but it gives you a flavour.  We really go 

around these decisions very, very carefully.  To answer the thrust of your question, there is definitely much 

more an appetite now to take on bloackades. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is really reassuring because, as I say, it is something we recommended a 

decade ago.  When we spoke to passengers and now when I talk to passengers, people want certainty.  “OK, I 

know that for two months I cannot use that and I find another route”, instead of, “Oh, what time is it closing 

tonight?” because you are doing an early closure, or, “Is it on this weekend?”  People would rather have that 

fixed certainty.  Yes, it will inconvenience them for a period of time but they know then it is over.  I am glad 

you have shifted. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  We did that on the Northern line.  The 

closure of Kennington went very successfully. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes.  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  We are going to move on to talk about how TfL manage their costs and 

Assembly Member Desai is leading on that. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Thank you, Chairman.  My question is to TfL and if we could start off with you, 

Mr Harvey.  It is obviously important to manage projects to cost.  Can you tell us a little bit about how you 

actually manage costs?  Are you doing it in the right way?  Is there anything you could be doing differently?  

In particular, in the context of cost, how can you demonstrate that you are delivering projects for value for 

money? 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  It might be better for me to kick off 

with that one.  We manage costs at multiple levels of our projects, in line with the Pathway methodology that 

we have spoken about.  As you know, we do manage hundreds of projects of different scales and sizes so we 

can do better but we did deliver 80% of the budget last year on time and to the budget.  Every project and 

programme team is given a financial authority within which they work, manage and deliver the project.   

 

We manage the projects both on cost and milestones, as we have already discussed.  The milestones are 

important obviously to ensure the scope is being delivered and in these times of limited funding we are very 

focused now, particularly in safety-critical assets, on ensuring the scope that we agree we are spending the 

money on in these projects is being delivered. 

 

We also review projects and programmes in the round, as David [Hughes] has already mentioned, at a portfolio 

level.  That happens at least twice a year apart from the ongoing reviews that Stuart’s [Harvey] department 

and the PMO would do and that is part of the prioritisation process, less for the budget but particularly for the 

business plan update each year.  That is our overall structure, if you like, of how we manage. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Could you just be a bit more specific?  Can you just give us an idea in more detail of a 

concrete measurement of whether you are getting value for money? 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Yes.  We are focusing a lot more now 

on classifying the reasons for variance on spend.  We report that to our Board and the Finance Committee each 

meeting and also at the programme level to the PIC.  We do categorise variances in expenditure between 

savings, where we defer cost to future years, where we accelerate some work for good reason or sometimes 



 

  

where we have external funding for certain projects and the timing of that does not materialise the way that 

we have budgeted.  We will realign the project spend in line with receiving the funding as well.  They are the 

three or four main reasons why we underspend.  Does that help? 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  I may come back to it.  Do you want to ask about -- 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Certainly.  This is a question for you, David.  What are your value engineering and cost 

review processes? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I might bring Stuart in on this.  Value 

engineering and cost review is embedded within the Pathway process that we were talking about previously, at 

each stage of the project and at each of these control gates, depending on the size of the project.  If you are 

just putting in a pedestrian crossing in a very small scheme on a borough road there is limited value to be 

gained, but on a project of a reasonable scale we would expect the options for the costs to be reviewed in 

detail.  Each period, each quarter and at the specific checkpoints - what we call gateways under the Pathway 

process - there will be a very detailed cost review.   

 

We make a terminology difference.  We talk about “value engineering” and we talk about “value 

management”.  Value management is where we try to deliver the same customer benefits but we might come 

up with a cheaper idea of doing it.  Value engineering is very much in the engineering.  We might use a 

different widget.  “We will not use that widget, we will use that widget”.  We look at both but the intent is the 

same, which is: can we get the same outcomes more cheaply?  For a project of any significant scale that would 

be a continuous process but one that would be formally reviewed at the gates in the Pathway process. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Yes, it is part of the Pathway process.  The really 

important thing is that value is there as a question every day of project delivery.  That is something that my 

leadership and I stand for.  We drive it through.  We do not spend money unless we have asked the question, 

“Does it need to be spent?  Is there a cheaper, more efficient way of doing something?”  We drive that 

through our opportunities schedule process, which I have talked about.  We are treating opportunities in the 

same way that historically we treated risks.  You have a probability and a value.  We make an assessment on 

what sort of opportunities we can deliver across the programme.  It is a coherent part of our process now.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  As a result of this, have you made any cost savings at all? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Do you have a quantum of that? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  We used the approach in the 4LM scheme.  At its peak, 

we were roundly £150 million below authority.  A significant part of that was through value management and 

value engineering, just not spending money where historically you may have just said, “Well, it is a project we 

have money for.  Let’s do it”.  A good example there is at Upminster Depot, where - forgive me on the 

numbers - broadly we had £10 million in the budget to deal with the ejecting depot’s trains and signalling in 

the new system.  We found a much more cost-effective way of doing it that cost circa £1.5 million just by 

asking, “Do we need to spend £10 million?  Do we need to do that project?”  No, we did not, so we did not 

and we have saved about £8.5 million.  There are other examples in that project. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Great.  Thank you. 

 



 

  

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Assembly Member Sahota, I might ask you to pause just briefly just to let 

Members know that we have been joined by children and staff from the Dorothy Barley Junior Academy from 

Barking and Dagenham today.  Children, this is the Budget and Performance Committee and what we do is we 

look at how the Mayor spends money.  In this particular instance we are talking to TfL about how they spend 

money keeping London’s transport system working. 

 

Back to you, Assembly Member Sahota. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Thank you.  This is a question for you, Colin.  In your experience, how effective has 

TfL been in applying value engineering processes to ensure value for money? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  I think, as Stuart [Harvey] said, most of the projects go through a 

value engineering phase where before they commit to a final design they re-look at the preliminary design of 

something to see if there is a better way of doing it.  An example I can think of was Camden Station, where a 

proposed design had been prepared and estimated for, and then there was a value engineering phase of the 

project that came up with quite a different design that saved perhaps £50 million on tunnelling costs through 

adopting a different way of linking the new entrance to the station to the existing station.  We have seen 

evidence of that on quite a number of projects.  Whether it happens on every project I would not like to say.   

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  If I could just add something, it is not always about 

cutting costs.  Bank Station is a good example.  Through the innovative contractor engagement process, which 

is value engineering, we are putting in a travellator that has improved journey times through the station.  It did 

save money as well but it has improved the value propositions.  It is not always just about cutting cost. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Great.  Thank you.  To you, Nicole, what are the benchmarks for determining cost 

performance in the delivery of capital projects? 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  What are generally benchmarks for capital project performance?  Is that your question? 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Yes. 

 

Nicole Badstuber (Research Associate, Urban Infrastructure Policy and Governance, University of 

Cambridge):  At Imperial College [London] they have a research centre that specifically looked at 

benchmarking across different metro systems.  It is called CoMET, the Community of Metros, which are for the 

largest metro systems and the second tier ones.  They do a lot of work directly with TfL in this case but all 

other metro systems, and also work that is not disclosed to the general public but which will include a lot of 

different performance measures.  I would recommend reaching out to them to hear what sort of general 

worldwide, on benchmarking -- 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  I am a member of CoMET.  As Nicole says, it is a 

benchmarking group of the 18 biggest metros in the world.  I think the benchmarking data the CoMET 

produce is much more robust around key operational metrics.  Imperial College [London] run the CoMET 

process and have found that it is very difficult to benchmark capital costs across different parts of the globe.  It 

is very difficult to compare our costs on NLE against building something in Shanghai.  They have found that 

really difficult to do.   

 

We have had some success around some of the signalling projects looking at the unit cost of 

communications-based train control signalling is across different implementations, but again that is quite 



 

  

difficult because it much cheaper to put a signalling system in on a new-build line than it is to put a signalling 

system in on something that was built 150 years ago.   

 

Benchmarking project data is something that the Government has been trying to do of late as well and it is 

really hard to do it internationally, even between ourselves and New York.  We have tried looking at their 

Second Avenue extension with NLE.  It is really hard to compare because there are just so many variables 

between different cities.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Thank you for that, David. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Just following on from that, David, you are saying that it is difficult to benchmark 

and I appreciate that there will be different components in all those different costs but in terms of then putting 

forward a proposal or package, what data do you use if you are saying you essentially cannot benchmark some 

of those figures and costs? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  In terms of judging whether a cost is 

reasonable? 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Yes. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  As Stuart [Harvey] said earlier, we deliver a 

lot of similar schemes.  We have quite a history now and a track record, some of it good, some of it not so 

good, but on schemes that we deliver a lot of we have a pretty good understanding of what it should cost, 

broadly.  That gives us a reasonable starting point.  As we said earlier, on some of the more unusual schemes - 

we will come back to Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf but we do not build many lifting bridges - it is harder for us 

because we do not have that benchmark data internally.  We look a lot at benchmark data internally, even on 

quite big projects.  As Stuart again mentioned earlier, over the last 20 years on our signalling projects we have 

built a really good understanding of what the likely costs are of implementing new signalling systems on our 

lines.   

 

The first place we look really is internally at our own track record, looking at similar schemes, but we challenge 

ourselves.  A good example has been the step-free access (SFA) programme over the last few years, where we 

looked at our track record and we said, “This just looks like it is costing us too much.  Each station is costing 

too much”, so we deliberately went out and spent time looking at what Network Rail did, looking at the 

Overground, looking at shopping centres and Heathrow.  Why does it cost LU as much as we were forecasting 

at the time to deliver step-free schemes?  It is complex if you are trying to do it in Green Park or King’s Cross 

but if you are doing it in a zone 4 or zone 5 station, we said to ourselves, “There has to be a cheaper way”.  We 

went back, clean sheet of paper, rewrote our specifications and our standards, and we have managed to come 

up with a run rate cost for the stations in our current SFA programme that is significantly lower than 

previously.   

 

That was an example of saying, “We have looked at our track record on this type of project and we do not like 

it very much.  We are going to go away and we are going to start again because we think we should be able to 

do this cheaper”. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  On the signalling, just to follow that, we told the market 

not to bid unless they could do it below a price that we started. 

 



 

  

Florence Eshalomi AM:  That is interesting because one of the things I was going to pick up on, again just 

bearing in mind that you are saying you are using projects TfL has already delivered, is that we notice from our 

report that there is consistent slippage in that capital investment programme.  Again, I appreciate that costs 

will rise and issues out of your control will come up as and when, but the investment programme for 2018/19 

has been no different and it is just a case of getting a better understanding of why that is and how that is 

really being addressed.  It is all good saying that there are projects you can look at in the past that TfL have 

delivered on time and on budget, to repeat those words, but is a case of why is that still happening? 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Well, there are many reasons for this 

but last year [2018] in particular there was one quite material project that was going to be funded from the 

Home Office and that funding was late.  Therefore, we deliberately chose not to start the project.  That did 

account for about 20% of that variance.   

 

If I can just talk initially about the Underground - Stuart [Harvey] can probably talk about major projects - we 

have been in the renewal space, pausing projects for a period last year to get a better, tighter and clearer view 

on the scope that we were delivering and therefore making sure that when we did go into delivery it was the 

right things we were delivering.  The renewals director in that space has also now been developing a Hopper.  

Because that is a bank of safety-critical work, what we recognise now, as we have said, is that some projects 

will slip for various reasons but what we need to be able to do is be much more agile in the delivery space to 

put another one in behind it quickly if we are pushing something back.  That is something that you were 

mentioning in relation to Healthy Streets, that we would like to become more agile in that delivery space as 

well. 

 

Some of that underspend in the renewal space last year was either third party funding, savings or deliberate 

pause as we re-looked at the way we delivered some of this to get better and then get ahead of the curve 

going forward. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes.  It is really important to distinguish 

between the two types of projects or programmes that we deliver.  We have big, stand-alone projects - Bank, 

NLE, Old Street Roundabout - where you can see that if a project has slipped it is going to be late, and then 

these programmes of renewals work or programmes like Healthy Streets where you effectively have work 

banks.  It is not one outcome like at Bank Station.  You have work banks that you are trying to programme in 

the most efficient way.  We need to look at slippage through a different lens for each type. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  The other good example in major projects is Silvertown, 

where the development consent order was delayed.  We could have ploughed ahead and let the contract with 

lots of risks, but we did not.  We had a milestone that said when we let the contract.  When we did not meet 

that, purposefully, we stood back and took more time to make sure that we got the right outcome.  I cannot 

talk about it because we have not quite awarded the contract but it was the right decision. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  The latest investment programme we have is quarter 3 (Q3) 2018/19.  It would be 

good to see if you have an update on the schedule and financing of that and, looking forward, what your 

expectations are for the remainder of 2019/20 in terms of key projects.   

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  We have just finished the Q4 report 

this week, I think, in readiness for the PIC.  That is now available.  Given last year’s performance and some of 

the year-to-date performance so far in Q1, we are in the middle of our Q1 forecast at the moment financially 

and we are just reviewing all of our year-end projections both on the capital spend account and the operating 

account.  We will be able to share some of that going forward. 



 

  

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  There is not, though, a single metric that 

we can pluck out and say, “This is where we are on the investment programme overall”.  It is just too diverse to 

try to create such a metric.  The roll-up would render it meaningless, I think.  You cannot pick out a report and 

say, “This is where we are with our investment programme”.  It just too big a portfolio. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  I appreciate that but would that not help in terms of your scheduled performance 

and going forward in terms of, “This is where our priorities will be for the next quarter because there has been 

X amount or percentage of slippage on this quarter”?  How do you then prioritise it?  How do you know that 

the projects or programmes now you have in place now are the right ones?  Do you maybe look at pulling the 

plug? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That review of whether what is in the 

investment programme is the right mix of programmes and portfolios is, in effect, the business planning 

process that we undertake on an annual process.  Everything in the investment programme gets looked at on a 

zero-based basis each year.  Clearly, schemes that are already contractually committed pretty much go through 

because if there is contractually committed there is rarely much point in looking at them, but we look at 

everything else and prioritise it on an annual basis to make sure that it still stacks up and there is still a 

value-for-money case for including it in our investment programme.   

 

When we are looking at the reports and we are trying to assess how we are performing in terms of our delivery 

of the overall investment programme, that is something that we discuss at the executive in our Investment 

Committee.  This is not the TfL Board meeting; this is a meeting of the TfL executives.  What we are trying to 

do is identify some of the thematic weaknesses, systemic weaknesses or areas that need improvement.  We 

touched on one earlier, which was our ability to do upfront estimation.  It is an example.  We look at this 

diverse programme and we say, “One of the themes that is emerging here is that we need to get better at this, 

we need to get better at that”, and then Stuart [Harvey] primarily but with help from others such as myself and 

Tanya [Coff] will then try to think about how we can improve our capability in areas where we are identifying 

weaknesses.   

 

The IIPAG is an important part of this process in that IIPAG develops annual reports that list our core systemic 

challenges, or some sort of terminology like that, and it is very helpful.  Rather than there being a single metric 

that says, “This is how we are doing on the investment programme”, it is a bit more qualitative than that but 

you can certainly identify over time things that we are good and things that we are less good at.  Obviously, 

our challenge is to try to address those areas where we know we need to improve.   

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Thank you.  I will leave it there, Chairman. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK.  We have been teasing you for two hours about Rotherhithe Bridge and 

we have now got to the moment where we are going to ask you questions about that.  A number of Members 

have an interest in this but we are going to start with Assembly Member Hall. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Can you outline the causes for the recent cost increase for the bridge?  David, I guess, or 

Stuart.  Tanya? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  The causes of the recent cost increases? 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes. 

 



 

  

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I think, in simple terms, it has just proved 

more challenging from a design perspective and more complicated than had originally been envisaged.  We 

developed the design through from the initial design to a more detailed design in consultation with the Port of 

London Authority (PLA) and others.  It became clear that the requirements in terms of ship impact protection 

were greater than had originally been envisaged.  That then impacted the siting and design of the main towers 

that would support the lifting element of the bridge.  They were moved closer to the banks.  The span of the 

bridge then increased, the span of the lifting part of the bridge increased, and so on and so on.  As you worked 

through the design and incorporated the requirements that emerged through this process, it became a more 

challenging design.   

 

It would have been, if taken forward, I think the largest-span lifting bridge in the world.  It was known at the 

outset that this was going to be a challenging project but as we progressed with the design - and this is the 

purpose of going from an initial design to a concept design to a detailed design - the extent of the engineering 

challenges and the risk became more evident.  That, in essence, is what drove the increases that manifested 

themselves between the business plan position of last year [2018] and where we ended up by the spring of this 

year [2019]. 

 

Stuart, I do not know if you have anything to add on that. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  Just to demonstrate what we said earlier, it is not 

actually a major project in that it has not come over to the delivery unit.  We have helped input into the 

Surface Sponsorship team.  We have offered advice on constructability and some of those issues have come 

out, yes.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  The former TfL Commissioner Sir Peter Hendy CBE said in January 2017 that the business 

case for the bridge “isn’t much cop”.  Did that intervention not give you some rise in concerns about the 

viability?  That was in 2017, in January. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  This predates my time in my current role 

but the business case for the scheme would have been kept under review through the process and as I said 

earlier, in order for the project to be maintained and kept in the business plan that was published at the end of 

last year we would have reviewed the business case and satisfied ourselves that it continued to represent value 

for money.   

 

That was the position at the back end of last year [2018] based on the cost estimates that were known at the 

time, but of course you reach a tipping point where it no longer represents value for money and the 

affordability challenge.  Given the financial constraints that we are all familiar with, it no longer stacks up.  

Between the publication of the business plan 2018 at the back end of last year [2018] and the decision being 

taken by the PIC a couple of weeks ago, we had reached that tipping point. 

 

The Mayor was very clear, I think.  He answered a question on this around about the same time that the PIC 

took its decision.  The Mayor was very committed to the scheme.  He saw, and I think our business planning 

process endorsed, that this could be a significant contribution to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, but not at 

any cost.  It reached a point where the costs no longer stacked up from a value for money or an affordability 

perspective. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes.  You mention the Mayor.  He robustly defended the scheme at public question time in 

March [2019], saying, “I do not apologise for wanting to make sure that we have a cycle and pedestrian bridge 



 

  

in Canary Wharf and Rotherhithe”, and then within three months it is cancelled.  Have you kept the Mayor 

informed of what has been going on? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  We knew - I have not personally been in 

briefings with the Mayor - that there were cost pressures emerging in the first part of this year [2019].  It was 

something that we shared with City Hall because, obviously, we had been planning to go to consultation in 

April [2019], I think, of this year -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It was April [2019], yes. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  The plan had been to go to consultation in 

April [2019] and we decided to defer going to consultation because we knew that we had these cost pressures.  

What we were doing at the time was exploring exactly some of the things that we have been talking about this 

morning.  We were looking at all the options available to us, value management and value engineering.  Could 

these cost pressures be mitigated?  Until we had completed that work, we did not think it was the right thing 

to do to go out to a further public consultation.   

 

The Mayor knew that we were facing cost pressures.  I was not in the meetings myself but I understand that he 

remained very committed to the scheme but understood that we had cost pressures and accepted that TfL 

would need to do all it could to mitigate those cost pressures.  When it emerged that despite best efforts at 

value engineering and value management the cost estimates for the bridge were in this range with a midpoint 

of around £450 million, it no longer made sense.   

 

As I said earlier, I have people in my team who invested a lot of time and are very disappointed that the project 

is not going forward.  It was an ambitious project.  Sometimes you have to try ambitious projects.  It proved 

that the engineering challenges of this are such that the cost has become too great for us to be able to afford 

and that is why the decision was taken. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I understand that.  I am concerned that he was still robustly defending it three months 

before it was cancelled. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Well, why would he not be? 

 

Susan Hall AM:  No, my point being: did he really not think that there was a chance that it would not go 

ahead?  If not, I am sure he would have been sensible enough to say, “We are looking at it because the costs 

are escalating”.  Is it because he did not know or is it because he just assumed that whatever it cost he would 

go through with it?  I am just wondering how much he knew. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  If the Mayor wanted us to do this at any 

cost, he could have directed us to do it.   

 

I was not in the meetings.  I think you have a Transport Committee meeting next week with Heidi [Alexander, 

Deputy Mayor for Transport and Deputy Chair of TfL] and David Rowe [Head of Silvertown Tunnel 

Sponsorship Team, TfL], who is in my team and who leads on this.   

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Yes, we do. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  They are probably better placed to answer 

these questions.   



 

  

 

My understanding is that the Mayor was aware that we had cost challenges and hence was aware of our 

decision to defer the consultation, but he was, I think, quite understandably telling TfL, “I want you to try to 

solve the cost pressures”.  We tried, and then we went back to him and said, “I am sorry.  We have looked at 

value engineering and value management, we have done everything we can but the cost is still in this range”, 

at which point the decision was taken with the Mayor’s support that we could no longer progress the bridge.   

 

We talked at the start of the meeting about political influence and political pressure.  I think it is entirely 

appropriate for a Mayor to challenge TfL as his delivery arm and say, “I want you to do everything you can to 

deliver this bridge because I am committed to it as a very worthwhile contribution to my Transport Strategy”.  

Our conversation with the Mayor is to say, “We are going to try to do everything we can”, but we reach a point 

where we come back to him and say, “We have looked at this long and hard.  It is going to cost £450 million”, 

at which point the Mayor says, “OK.  I support this scheme but not at any cost”.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  I am just wondering at what point then TfL really understood the costs that were going up.  

How has the project progressed so long before the preferred option proved to be too expensive?  At which 

point did you realise it really was going to be too expensive? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  When the business plan was published last 

year, I think the business plan provision was around £300 million.  At that point the TfL Board, chaired by the 

Mayor, approved a business plan that included a £300 million provision for the Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf 

bridge.  That was in December 2018. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Over the first quarter, four months of this 

year [2019], the further design work was manifesting these problems.  This was as I was just coming into my 

current role but I recall there were discussions going on with the PLA around some of the requirements, as I 

say, in terms of ship impact protection, which was affecting some quite fundamental aspects of the design and 

the span of the bridge.  Over the first half of this year, the first quarter of this year, we had a position where as 

the design matured it was becoming clear that the costs were escalating. 

 

That led to the decision in April [2019] to defer a further public consultation in order that we could spend 

more time looking at the design in our discussions with key stakeholders to see what options there were to try 

to bring the cost of the bridge back within the funding envelope that had been provided for in the business 

plan 2018.  We were not successful in doing that, at which point the decision was taken, “OK, this is a good 

scheme but not at any cost”.   

 

As I said at the start of this meeting, I do not necessarily think that is a wholly bad thing because from my 

perspective that demonstrates to an extent that our controls processes are working.  We start with an outline 

concept, we develop it, we take it out to an initial consultation, we engage with key stakeholders, we develop a 

design, we get a better understanding of the risks and costs, and through our control process that enables us 

to reach a decision on the project that says, “This is not the right one to go ahead”.  As I have said a couple of 

times already, this is a very big, very high-profile scheme, but we have thousands of schemes big and small -- 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I know. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  -- going through control processes and a 

measure of success is that we are stopping projects at an early stage.  We should be stopping projects.  This 



 

  

just happens to be a very high-profile and a very large-scale one, but does it demonstrate to an extent that our 

project control processes are working effectively?  I think it does. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  I wonder if I could say something about Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf 

because our concern from the very beginning of this project was that the £100 million was totally unrealistic.  

That was two years ago.  Bear in mind it is a Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf crossing, it is not a Rotherhithe to 

Canary Wharf bridge.  In the option selection that was done early on, we were very insistent that the option to 

provide an enhanced ferry service, which was considerably cheaper, should remain on the table until such time 

as the estimate had been firmed up once the design of the bridge had been finalised with the PLA.   

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Could I just intervene briefly on that?  David, you have just given a very 

impassioned defence of TfL’s approach to this but I think the question remains.  Colin has just touched on the 

fact that a crossing in that location is what was promised, not necessarily a bridge, and then for whatever 

reason it became fixated on a bridge.   

 

The Rotherhithe crossing is something that I have taken a personal interest in.  I have been, I have looked at 

the site and I have spoken to people on both sides and various organisations who have made representations 

to TfL.  It seemed to me, on the outside looking in, from a very early stage that the feasibility of building of a 

bridge in that location, for a whole range of reasons, was deeply flawed and that the cost estimates that were 

going in were going to be nothing like where we ended up.  Now, it could be a fluke or it could be that I was 

completely right but we have ended up in a situation where you cannot afford to do it.   

 

I suppose the key question is: could your control mechanisms have worked earlier than they did this time? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That is fair.  I think it comes back to the 

discussion we had at the start about these very initial estimates.  £100 million is so wide of the mark.  I was not 

involved at the time and I cannot understand how we might have ended up with an estimate of £100 million 

for a bridge. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  I think it was an externally produced estimate, actually. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Right.  But to your point, Chairman, are 

there lessons to be learned?  I have chosen my words carefully.  To an extent, it demonstrates the control 

processes well.  Could they have worked better?  Definitely, because clearly to go from an initial estimate - 

however it was produced - of £100 million to where we have ended up within the space of two or three years is 

not satisfactory, hence the point we were making at the outset about this being one of those systemic issues 

that we need to tackle to improve our overall delivery capability.  One of the areas of weakness is that our 

initial estimating is not good.  £100 million was clearly -- just looking at the artist’s impression, £100 million 

was never -- it is a much more complicated scheme than that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It is a finger in the air. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes, it could have been improved. 

 

Just to Colin’s point, the decision that the PIC has formally taken is to go back to gate 2 and look at the other 

options again.  It is now the ferry option.  You are right that to an extent the objectives of the scheme can be 

delivered by a ferry option and that is what we will now look at.  Did we think that more benefits could be 

delivered by the bridge?  Yes, but not at any cost. 

 



 

  

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  All right.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  Can I just ask Tanya and Stuart, were you involved from the beginning?  Were either of you 

involved from the beginning? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  With the bridge? 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Yes. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  No. 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Not personally, no. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Neither of you.  At what stage did you come in? 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  I had a discussion with Gareth [Powell], the MD for 

Surface Transport, and he agreed that we would inject some advice into the process that was being played out.  

It was probably six to nine months ago.  I cannot remember exactly. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Just to be clear, had the project gone 

forward Stuart would have taken accountability for it when we reached the right stage in the process.  We were 

still at a relatively early stage in the process.  It is important that Stuart’s team are providing advice, as the 

eventual deliverers, but it did not rest with Stuart, which is why Stuart would not have had a great deal of 

personal involvement in what has happened over the last few years. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  The new model, where we get involved very early, has 

only really played out in the last year or so.  This is just an example of that. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I am just trying to establish that given that David and Colin [Porter] are both saying that 

£100 million was ridiculous, basically, and the former TfL Commissioner, Sir Peter Hendy CBE, was saying it 

wasn’t much cop and so on, why somebody could not have grasped the nettle and thought, “We are going to 

have to look at this” an awful lot earlier than has happened.  Would you not agree with that?  Should not 

somebody have come in and said, “Hang on a minute, this is a ridiculous figure.  We cannot deliver this at 

anything like that”, given that we are now at £600 million? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  The formal position was that the option of using a ferry crossing was 

still kept as an option.  That was the formal position with the PIC until such time as the estimate for the bridge 

could be confirmed.  What David [Hughes] has explained is that when going through the consultation with the 

PLA, which had not happened when the £100 million estimate was made -- there had been no discussions with 

the PLA about the size of the bridge or the scale of the bridge.  All that has happened in the last year and a 

half. 

 

Stuart Harvey (Director of Major Projects, TfL):  You could build a bridge over there for £100 million but 

would it open and do everything it needs to do?  No.  From what I can see it is an emerging picture of 

understanding the engineering challenge, which resulted in the estimate.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  Given that it is such a high-profile project and that the Mayor was still thinking that it was 

going ahead earlier this year [2019], it seems that it has not been dealt with properly at the beginning stages.  

How much has the project cost to date? 



 

  

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  £13 million.  The Mayor said in [answer to] 

Assembly questions that the plan now is to take that work to a sensible end point so that we have a design 

that could be taken forward in the future if the financial position changed, but the total spend has been 

£13 million.  That includes some work that has been done already on the ferry options but the bulk of it has 

been spent on the bridge. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Have any other further costs been committed beyond that? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  No, not really.  We are just finishing off.  

There are some engineering and design contracts.   

 

This is my point.  You stop projects before you let the big contracts that do commit you to the spend.  That 

would have been a real problem. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Will any further expenditure be required to close the project for building the bridge? 

  

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Very marginal.  As I say, it makes sense to 

take the design work to a logical point rather than, “Pens down immediately”, but it is a low number of 

thousands, I think, to close this out now with the relevant design contracts.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  What is the current timescale for the enhanced ferry scheme? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I do not have that with me, actually.  I 

know the person who will definitely be able to answer that in next week’s Transport Committee without a 

moment’s hesitation is David Rowe.  He will be able to confirm that to you.  I do not have that.   

 

Susan Hall AM:  Are there any other major projects at risk of deferral or cancellation in the remainder of 

2019/20? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I am not going to call out any specific 

projects, I am just going to say again that in our annual business planning process we look at every project 

again, afresh, and any project that is not contractually committed gets scrutinised very hard to assess whether 

it still should be in our investment programme.  We are just at the outset of that process now.  It will be a 

process that always concludes during the course of the autumn with discussions at the TfL Board level.  It is 

quite possible that, as happens every year, some new projects come in, some projects fall out.  There are none 

that I would call outside of that process. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  Hopefully you have learned lessons from this.  What lesson have you learnt?  How could you 

make sure that a project is feasible at an earlier stage in future? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  You are not going to like me saying this 

but I am going to say it anyway.  We have to look at the very first number that we think of - and we talked 

about this first estimate - because we just create a rod for our own backs if the first number is widely 

unrealistic.  I do not think that there is anything fundamentally wrong with exploring -- this was an ambitious 

scheme of which the Mayor was very supportive, which supported delivery of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  

We have spent two years looking at it.  It is not something that we do.  We do not build bridges.  This was new.  

We spent two years developing designs and trying to get an understanding of the feasibility of the scheme and 



 

  

its cost.  At the conclusion of that process the Mayor has said, “Much as though I would have liked to have 

been the Mayor who delivered this bridge, I am not doing it at any cost”. 

 
Yes, there are lessons around the very first estimate but what we have done over the last two years, and the 
way the scheme, the design and our understanding of costs have developed, and the consequence of that in 
terms of the decisions taken, for me that has not been a manifestation of a failure of project control. 
 
Susan Hall AM:  Given the benefit the bridge would have delivered to cyclists, are there any plans to 
ring-fence a portion of the capital funding allocated to other cycling? 
 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  No.  I have been asked that so many times 

since the announcement that we were not going ahead with the bridge, “Are you going to spend it on this?  

Are you going to spend it on --” 

 

Susan Hall AM:  You will have a good answer then.  Go on, give us another good answer. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  It has been spent ten times already.  We do 

not hypothecate funding.  We do not say, “We are not doing Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf, so we will take that 

money and spend it on that project”.  As I say, we will now go through a business planning process.  The 

£300 million that was in last year’s business plan allocated to Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf now creates 

headroom, but we will prioritise the whole of the investment programme - as we normally do - and there will 

be £300 million worth of investment in that programme published at the end of the year which otherwise 

would not have been there had we taken forward Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf at the previous estimate.  

 

Susan Hall AM:  Can you look at the Hammersmith Bridge and see what you can do with that, talking of 

bridges? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Just on that, there is a technical point 

there.  As the Hammersmith Bridge is not ours, it is Hammersmith and Fulham’s, our expenditure on the 

Hammersmith Bridge is operating expenditure, whereas that that was allocated to Rotherhithe and Canary 

Wharf is capital expenditure, so even if we were so minded, it is not easy to switch. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  That may be the case, but TfL needs to deal with TfL, and the amount of problems that that 

bridge closure is causing are significant. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  I will leave it at that, Chairman, thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  have a few questions on this.  Obviously, something happened around 

March/April [2019] time when you realised the costs were getting out of control as you were developing the 

design of the bridge.  Did you get someone in or re-cost the design? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  If there are detailed questions about the 

chronology of events around Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf, they would be better answered at next week’s 

Transport Committee by David Rowe [Head of Silvertown Tunnel Sponsorship Team, TfL].  

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I will be there with our Chairman and others asking that, but surely something 

has happened that makes you look and say the cost has now escalated.  I am trying to understand from your 



 

  

project management point of view what it is in there that has made the costs suddenly go up potentially to 

£600 million. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I have given the best answer that I am able 

to, based on my own personal understanding of the sequence of events over the last few months.  As I say - 

and as Colin [Porter] has alluded to - it stemmed from getting a greater understanding of the requirements 

that were stemming from the need to maintain a navigable channel, coming through our consultations with the 

PLA.  That meant that the ship impact protection that we would need to put in place around the main pillars of 

the bridge were more extensive than had been previously envisaged.  That meant the pillars had to be moved 

further away from the main channel.  That increased the span of the bridge.  Even as a non-engineer you can 

see how that would drive complexity and challenge to the point where you end up with a lifting span greater 

than anything that is in place anywhere else in the world, on a project -- 
 
Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  In terms of your project management -- 
 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I have heard Mike Brown [Commissioner of 

TfL] - chatting to him in the lift sort of thing - just being very uneasy.  As Stuart [Harvey] has alluded to, we 

do tunnels, we do stations and we do signalling systems.  Long-span lifting bridges are not in our DNA, so this 

was becoming increasingly complex. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I understand all that.  I just want to know whether there was some sort of 

recalculation of costs on a design at some point that suddenly made you think, “Hang on”.  Colin, are you 

aware? 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  Yes.  That is exactly what happened.  The consultation with the PLA 

took place during late 2017 and during the early part of 2018.  The basic parameters of the width of the 

navigable span and the protection that was needed for the structures for the navigable span -- bearing in mind 

this is on a bend on the river, so it is a dodgy place to put a bridge in a way. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, I understand. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  That only got sorted out with the PLA during the latter part of last 

year [2018].  Then the designers went away and did a basic design to meet those requirements.  That was 

estimated at £600 million. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That is what then sparked the decision.  We will try to perhaps get a copy of 

that piece of work that was done. 

 

Has any independent review been carried out on the design?  Obviously, to make a decision to cancel such a 

major project - go back a stage - did you get anyone separately in to review that? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I believe we did, but I would need to 

confirm.  I think the concept was reviewed.  There was an independent review commissioned from the 

Institution of Civil Engineers.  Who was involved in the reviews in the spring of this year I cannot tell you that 

for definite off the top of my head, Caroline.  David Rowe next week has all of that at his fingertips. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  He has a week now to prepare these answers. 

 



 

  

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  He could answer it all now.  He has lived 

and breathed it for the last four months. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  He is listening in I am sure, and TfL is here taking notes over there as always so 

it will get back. 

 

Was an independent review done of previous designs that were worked up for this location?  Before TfL took 

on this project Sustrans had done some work with another architect firm.  I have seen their estimates.  Deloitte 

went through it, and Arup, and confirmed that their design on 2016 prices was £152 million, so even as a 

starting point for your project to put £100 million in when there was already a scheme out there that had been 

worked up to be £152 million and verified by two independent experts.  Has an independent -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Caroline, you are going to have to ask 

David [Rowe] these questions.  It predates my time. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You do not know if an independent -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Going from £152 million to £450 million is 

only marginally better than going from £100 million to £450 million.  It is not a great first estimate. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I agree but I am just saying to come up with £100 million when there was 

something already out there that you could base it on -- was an independent review done of that at all? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I do not know. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Are we able to see the detailed cost plan and breakdown of this £450 million to 

£600 million?  It would be useful to get it before next week’s Committee actually. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I will ask if we can do that.  I cannot see 

why we would not but I will check. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  We talked about this gate process earlier, which is very interesting to hear 

about.  Could we see the notes and the schedule that you went through and decisions made on this project for 

each of the gate meetings, and could we also have that before next Friday’s meeting?  I do not mean the 

Friday morning.  It would be good to have it at least a day or two before.  That would be helpful. 

 

I will leave my questions there and wait until next week.  I have given a hint of where I am going, so I am sure 

your colleagues will be very prepared. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I am not trying to be evasive.  I only began 

this role in March [2019], and David Rowe would be much more able to answer the detail authoritatively than I 

am. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I understand.  Thank you. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You have had something of a hospital pass, it is fair to say! 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I want to go right back to: we want a crossing for people to walk and cycle across the 

river at that point in London, for people to get across the river on foot and by bike.  As I understand it, 



 

  

because I had a conversation with David Rowe the day that the Mayor pulled the plug on the bridge, the work 

to move forward the ferry alternatives has not been going along in tandem with this work on the bridge.  In 

terms of your project management and de-risking, the outcome that was desired was to enable people who 

walk and cycle to get across the river at that point, so why were you not progressing the ferry idea?  As I 

understand it, the ferry is still going to take another two or three years to get that going even if you are 

working away at it very, very hard now, having taken the decision to dump the bridge. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  We go back to this Pathway process and 

the life cycle that you go through, and Colin [Porter] alluded to this a few moments ago.  Like all projects the 

Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf crossing will have been taken through a Pathway process where you would go 

through a gate zero, which is where you look at the initial proposition: you identify a need in the broadest 

terms, which would be to provide a link.  You would then go through a further gate, gate 1 that we call 

outcome definition, which starts looking in more detail at what the outcomes and the benefits are that you 

want to deliver through the project.  Then gate 2 is where you choose a single option.  I do not know the date.  

Colin, you might remember what the date was for the single option selection.  I am guessing about 18 months 

ago, something like that, the PIC of the TfL Board will have agreed a recommendation that we narrow down 

the options and pursue the bridge option.  That would have been a conscious decision taken based on the 

information at the time, which, as we now know the cost information, would have been wrong as it turns out.  

Based on the information at the time, there would have been a formal decision taken that the preferred option 

was to pursue the bridge. 
 

In line with our methodology, at that point you take forward the work on the preferred option.  You do not 

routinely continue to work multiple options because at that point you are saying the best approach is the 

bridge.  Colin [Porter] alluded to the fact that on this occasion the Committee asked that we retain the ferry 

option.  I do not believe that any active work was done to progress the ferry option, nor would I have expected 

it to because at the option selection phase the definition of gate 2 is single option selection.  You are taking 

forward a single option through concept design and detail design, and that is what has happened on this 

project.  We have taken forward a single option but when we have reached the point of detail design, which is 

the point at which you then commit to delivery, we have said, “No, not at any cost”. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  You said earlier, “If the Mayor wanted us to do it at any cost he could have directed us 

to do it”. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  The same as the Gateway Bridge and the 

Metropolitan line extension, the Mayor can direct his delivery authority to do that if he wishes.  

 

Caroline Russell AM:  At gate 2 TfL made the decision that a walking and cycling bridge at that place was 

the desirable option and, goodness, we can all see what those benefits would be in terms of reducing traffic, in 

terms of helping clean up the air, in terms of boosting active travel and providing that incredible connectivity 

between the south and the north of the river at that point.  What I am just wondering is, why is £650 million 

too much for this bridge?  Yes, you started off with these very unrealistic low estimates, but the value of that 

connection for walking and cycling is absolutely massive for London.  You have come to a decision that that is 

too much, but what is that based on? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  There are two aspects to that.  There is an 

affordability assessment and a value for money or business case assessment.  I do not have the details to hand 

but I will make sure that David [Rowe] has them for next week’s Transport Committee. 

 



 

  

In the business planning round last year, the business case for the bridge will have been reviewed.  In order to 

secure the £300 million of funding in last year’s business plan, you would need to have demonstrated a 

positive business case in order for it to make the cut in the business planning process.  Of course, you know 

what the benefits are, but, as the cost goes up, your cost to benefit ratio worsens and there will come a point 

at which that will no longer offer a value for money solution and this is the case here. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  That depends on what goes into the model presumably for your cost to benefit ratio. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes.  At some point, as the cost goes up 

there is no longer a business case for doing the scheme. 

 

The other aspect, of course, is affordability because if there is £300 million in the business plan and we now 

have a central forecast of £450 million but with a range that suggests it could be as much as £600 million, you 

would have to provision another £300 million.  That can only come from cutting something else from the 

investment programme.  A scheme can have a fantastic case and be unaffordable.  In this instance the view we 

and the PIC reached, and the Mayor accepted, was that it was no longer affordable in the financial context that 

we were in.  Also, the business case at this increased cost was no longer robust relative to the next best option, 

which was the ferry solution that we are now going to explore. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I will leave it there. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Assembly Member Desai has been very patient. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Thank you, Chairman.  It is more a point of information rather than a question in light of 

what Colin [Porter] said earlier about a ferry service.  The one consultation meeting that I attended, which was 

well over a year ago - there might have been another consultation meeting - a very well-attended meeting of 

local residents, the mood was for an enhanced ferry service.  There were concerns being expressed at that 

stage, 12 to 15 months ago, about siting, about the design of the bridge, and if I can quote 

Councillor David Chesterton - speaking for the Tower Hamlets Council - I think his exact words were that he 

was ambivalent about the whole idea of a bridge.  Tower Hamlets’ position was as long as they did not have to 

pay for it.  Even at that stage, as I say, well over 12 months ago, the mood was one for looking to attain a 

good ferry service. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  David [Rowe] can give you chapter and 

verse next week on what the next steps are in terms of developing the ferry service option, but we will try to 

take that forward as quickly as we can. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  I will not be at the Transport Committee next week, so this is my last 

opportunity to get an IIPAG bit in.  The review meeting to look at the options was held on 31 July 2017, so we 

are going back two years.  At that time, the estimate for completion was in a range of £146 million to 

£200 million.  What we said at the time: we always accepted it was entirely up to the Mayor to make a decision 

about what sort of crossing was wanted provided he had all the information to help him make that decision as 

to whether that was the wisest way to spend the money.  Our concern at the time was, and we said this: 

 

“IIPAG believe it is essential that before an accurate briefing is given to the Mayor, who is involved on 

the current position with the project and its associated cost, financing and timescale risks with the 

options clearly laid out, and in this respect IIPAG considers the briefings to date have not placed 

sufficient emphasis on the very real challenges the project would face in terms of the potential for 

significant cost growth and schedule delay.”  



 

  

 

We detected at the time a reluctance to front up to that between TfL and the Mayor because, for 

understandable reasons, the bridge was seen as being a more attractive option than the ferry service and more 

attractive to the users at the time, but that was two years ago. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It is an interesting point that you make because my understanding is that 

the ferry option today is costed at around £30 million for three ferries. 

 

Colin Porter (Former Chair, IIPAG):  That is what the estimate was two years ago. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Even compared to the cost estimate of two years ago for a bridge, that 

would seem to be rather favourable. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Certainly in cost terms.  Undoubtedly, the 

ferry is a much cheaper option.  We are pretty clear that although it delivers significant benefits, the bridge 

would have delivered more benefits but it cost so much more.  That equation tips. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  From this side of the room the key tension is, yes, I would understand why a 

bridge would be a more attractive option for a whole range of reasons.  The thing is there were some obvious 

problems with it: the height it would have to be; the complexity of the engineering that would have to be 

involved; the fact that you would not be able to cycle straight across it because you do not have enough 

landing on either side to have a ramp, you would have to have a helter-skelter or a lift to get to the top; the 

fact that you would have to raise it at the same time as Tower Bridge to allow shipping to pass through, the 

delays that that could cause.  All of those things from a very early stage, I would have thought, would have 

made the whole case for the Rotherhithe Bridge very, very shaky. 

 

The reason why we have kept on about this all morning is because that seemed obvious and yet TfL pursued it 

way beyond the point where it would have seemed a dead duck.  I completely understand, and I accept 

entirely, why you would not pursue another scheme at the same time as the one that you prefer to do - so the 

answer you gave to Caroline Russell’s question earlier on - and I understand why you would not do that, but it 

would have seemed very obvious that you needed a river crossing at that location and that the ferry was going 

to be the only really viable alternative.  TfL was told that a number of times.  That is the other thing.  As 

Assembly Member Desai says, even the local people were saying -- 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  There was a very strong lobby of support 

for a bridge.  As I say, I was not there at the time but my understanding is that there were clearly a lot of voices 

at the time who were highlighting that this was an extremely challenging project, and I think that would have 

been accepted.  There was also a very, very strong lobby in support of the bridge.  The fact that it was 

challenging, innovative and difficult I do not think means that it was necessarily wrong to try.   

 

I was not around for the conversations in 2017 on this, but TfL has followed its Pathway process with this 

scheme, gone into a single option selection, developed that option to a level of maturity at which we can give 

a very full picture to the Mayor, at which point the Mayor has said, “Not at this cost”.  The formal decision of 

the PIC is to go back to gate 2, to option selection, and to look at the ferry scheme. 

 

It is not a happy story but for the reasons I have already explained, if you take forward an ambitious 

investment programme, particularly if you include in that investment programme some innovative projects that 

are leading-edge, challenging, risky, sometimes you are going to develop that option and say, “We’re not 



 

  

doing it”.  The ULEZ was challenging, difficult and risky.  There were lots of reasons why you might think that 

could not have gone well.  It has been implemented seamlessly. 

 

If we going to push the boundary a little bit in terms of what we are going to try to do, we are going to hit 

examples like this where it turns out it is not the right thing to do.  In those circumstances, it is crucially 

important that you have the processes and controls that allow you to make that informed decision at the right 

time.  That is what has happened.  What I think we are arguing about is: could the decision have been made six 

or 12 months earlier?  Possibly.  I was not around, but I think there was a strong desire to pursue this because 

of the strong alignment with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and it delivered very significant benefits, so it was 

something that was worth pursuing up until the point that the Mayor concluded - committed though he was to 

the bridge - that he did not want it at any cost. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Assembly Member Eshalomi. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Chairman, I will leave it until next week, just bearing in mind that a number of the 

panel members were not that closely involved. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK, a couple of tidying up questions from me. 

 

One of the things you said earlier on, David, was the very relevant point about the Hammersmith Bridge.  I 

realise you are probably getting a lot of people suggesting all sorts of schemes that you can spend this money 

on now that you are not having to spend it on a bridge at Rotherhithe.  You mentioned that the Hammersmith 

Bridge - it is a well-established fact - is not TfL’s property.  It is Hammersmith and Fulham Council’s property.  

You mentioned it was operating expenditure, which I am assuming you mean is revenue. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Whereas the money that was assigned to Rotherhithe was capital 

expenditure and under local government rules that presents some problems.  Can the repair of the 

Hammersmith Bridge in theory be capitalised? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  That is a very active discussion at the 

moment with Simon Kilonback [Chief Financial Officer, TfL] and Patrick Doig, the MD of Surface Finance.  

Where we are at the moment is TfL has already spent around £5 million to fund the investigative works that led 

to the decision in April [2019] to close the bridge.  We have now committed a further £7 million, I think, 

because where we are now is in the option selection process again.  We are conducting the initial design work 

on the bridge with Hammersmith and Fulham to try to work up what the options are now, given what we now 

understand about the condition of the bridge.  We expect that process to conclude early next month [August 

2019]. 

 

What we are looking for from that are costed options to make the bridge safe, as it is at the moment as a 

pedestrian and cycling bridge.  We know that is hugely sub-optimal from the perspective of residents in that 

area and users of the bridge, but that is the kind of ‘do minimum’.  To restore the bridge to the level of service 

that it was prior to 10 April [2019], so open to vehicular traffic and to single-deck buses but significant weight 

controlled, and what the cost would be to get what I call a ‘full fat’ bridge, a bridge that could be open to all 

traffic. 

 

We are in that process at the moment and we expect to get costed options early next month, at which point we 

anticipate we will need to have detailed discussions with Hammersmith and Fulham and quite possibly with 



 

  

central Government as well - depending on the size of the bill associated with each of those options - about 

how we are going to fund it. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  At the moment you are not sure whether it can be capitalised? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I am not sure how we are going to fund it.  

We have deliberately shied away from getting into too much detailed discussion about how it is to be funded 

because we do not know how much it is going to cost.  We think that the right sequence here the is to work 

out how much we think it is going to cost and then start the detailed discussions about how we might best 

fund it. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes.  I appreciate you are not an accountant, so I was probably directing it at 

the wrong person.  Tanya [Coff] might want to give a professional judgment on this about whether technically, 

theoretically, you could capitalise the cost to repair that bridge. 

 

Tanya Coff (Divisional Finance and Procurement Director, TfL):  Technically, legally, if we do not own 

the asset we cannot capitalise it because it is not a future asset for us.  That is the technical piece on this. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That does not close the door; I know that.  That is quite useful for the 

debate that I am sure there is going to be around that, but that is very useful.  Thank you. 

 

The final question I was going to ask, David, you mentioned that the money spent on the Rotherhithe Bridge 

scheme to date is £13 million. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Infamously, there was a certain amount of money spent on the Garden 

Bridge.  Does TfL keep a running total of money that it has spent on schemes that it does not deliver? 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  I do not think that is a formal report that 

we produce, no. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  OK. 

 

Susan Hall AM:  It would be an interesting one, wouldn’t it? 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It would.  I am not doing it to beat you with it.  I am just interested from a 

value for money, taxpayer spending money perspective whether that information can be gathered, whether it is 

possible to do that. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It is.  OK.  We might write to you about that I think. 

 

David Hughes (Investment Delivery Planning Director, TfL):  OK. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We will probably cap it over a certain period of time and just take a random 

figure - maybe the last three years.  

 



 

  

We have reached the end of our set of questions today.  Can I thank our guests for their attendance and their 

answers?  Particular credit to you, David, because you seemed to do a lot of the heavy lifting today for obvious 

reasons, so thank you very much and thank you for keeping your cool as well. 


