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Preface
Key points of the Task/Deliverable description, and how they have been met (in italics):
-

This Task will first systematically examine the principal policy instruments applied in the
pathways and modelling of WP3, and assess the ‘pros’ and ‘cons’ of administration of their
key elements at different levels of governance. This will also include other key elements of
governance as raised by WP2 (which may include, for example, elements of spatial
planning).

The evolution of the modelling in WP3 meant than an assessment of the pros and cons of
different policy instruments at different level of administration would be unlikely to provide a
novel or informative contribution, particularly with the resources available. As such, it was
decided that a more informative focus would be through developing a framework to assess the
processes of governance, at the city level (discussed below) which offers novel insights and
complements the large-scale modelling that was done at national and EU levels . However,
specific policy instruments are still considered as implemented in practice under the ‘Supportive
political and legal framework’ and ‘Autonomy’ enabling factors.
-

[The task will examine] governance and management processes in the field of energy and
climate, from analysis and planning to implementation to monitoring and evaluation to
reflect the aim and meaning of urban technology applications with the current and future
climate and energy objectives of cities.

The focus of this deliverable is on processes for urban climate governance, and application of
an assessment framework to low-carbon mobility infrastructure, technologies and behaviours
in European cities.
-

Another important topic of governance concerns development of infrastructure, which is a
key ingredient of the low-carbon transformation…[along with] the availability of finance.

Infrastructure and finance are both represented in the research through specific ‘enabling
factors’ in the assessment framework, and are further indirectly examined in others.
-

To represent variation among Member states the case study countries employed in WP2
may be examined

Cities in two of the four case study countries (as considered throughout INNOPATHS) –
Germany and the UK – are examined. The larger focus in on London, due to the distribution of
resources between project partners, and the relatively greater complexity of governance
processes in the city.
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1 Introduction
An assessment of enabling factors for effective city-level governance of low-carbon mobility
transitions: London and Freiburg
To maintain global temperature increases to 2100 to well below 2 degrees Celsius above preindustrial levels, and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase even further to 1.5
degrees Celsius (as agreed by parties to the 2015 Paris Agreement), global anthropogenic
greenhouse gas emissions must reach net-zero by the second half of the century. However,
under existing climate pledges by national (and supranational) parties to the UNFCCC through
Nationally-Determined Contributions (NDCs), warming is projected to reach 2.8C by the end
of the century, with a lack of practical implementation of these pledges thus far increasing this
to 3C (Climate Action Tracker, 2019). In the absence of sufficient ambition by national (and
supranational) actors, attention has been turning to other actors that may lead the low-carbon
transition, and in particular, those in city-level governance.
Home to over 50% of the global population, cities are societal and economic hubs, accounting
for over 70% of Gross World Product (GWP), and similar proportions of global resource
consumption and GHG emissions (World Bank, 2020). As humanity increasingly concentrates in
cities, so too does the drivers of the global economy and associated resource and
environmental impacts (either directly or indirectly). Such concentration also increases the
consequences of vulnerability of cities to the consequences of climate change, with many cities
around the world in danger of inundation from sea level rise; 190 million people currently
occupy land below projected high tide lines for 2100 even in a world with low CO 2 emissions,
up from 110 million today. Under high emission projections, this increases to 630 million (Kulp
& Strauss, 2019). Focussing attention and resources on accelerating the low-carbon transition
in cities is therefore seem highly desirable.
In recent years a wide literature examining aspects of urban climate governance has been
developed, with key insights across four key research themes systematically reviewed and
synthesised by van der Heijden (2019). One such theme concerned the factors that enable
effective urban climate governance, from which the author derived a list of eight primary,
interacting factors. This paper seeks to build on this work to develop a framework to map and
assess the state of such enabling factors in different cities, and to test this framework in two
cities – London and Freiburg – with a focus on the passenger mobility.
Section 3 first presents the research methodology and frameworks. Section 4 presents the
results for London, and Section 5 presents the results for Freiburg. Section 5 provides a short
integrative discussion and concludes.

2 Methodology
2.1 Enabling Factors
This paper draws (and expands) on the eight necessary (but not necessarily sufficient)
‘enabling factors’ for effective urban climate governance as apparent in the literature, and
synthesised by van der Heijden (2019), in his review of 260 articles published between 2009
and 2018. These eight factors are as follows:
PU
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-

A supportive political and legal context. The extent to which city authorities can govern
climate action depends on, and is affected by, the political and legal context in which they
are embedded. Cities are more likely to engage in climate action in contexts that are
supportive, or in which future implementation of climate policies, legislation and actions is
likely. However, the regional and national context can be supportive in other ways. For
example, existing regional or national legislation may allow for local experimentation, and
may provide appropriate checks, monitoring and balances to ensure city authorities fulfil
key promises and take meaningful action, providing enforcement and oversight functions
for urban climate governance interventions

-

Autonomy. If city governments and other local actors lack decision-making power in this
area, it will be difficult for them to govern their ‘own’ urban climate actions. Processes of
decentralisation, as well as privatisation of service delivery, have slowly given city
governments around the world more autonomy across a range of local policy areas,
including climate change. This now often allows cities considerable autonomy for
governing climate action in ways that are tailored to local circumstances but fall within the
boundaries of the wider national or regional policy and legal context. Alternatively,
national governments may neither have in place climate change policies or legislation nor
restrict cities from acting in this area, potentially allowing a wide scope for local action.

-

Access to funding for climate action. Climate action must be appropriately funded.
National financial support for local initiatives is often limited, and cities generally cannot
acquire money in the same ways as national governments. This gap is now being filled by
other finance opportunities for cities, including public funding mechanisms, national and
regional development banks, and business finance. However, local government staff may
lack the skills to acquire and manage funds from such sources, and in committing to them,
they may make themselves subject to particular requirements or political agendas.

-

Vertical co-ordination. Being embedded in multi-level networks that ensure vertical
coordination between a city government, the national government and any other regional
or supranational governance levels, is considered key in creating a supportive context for
urban governance for climate action. Alternatively, an organisation may take up the role of
vertical coordinator: for instance, a dedicated national government body may be installed
to ‘orchestrate’ climate actions across and between different levels.

-

Horizontal co-ordination. Coordination across different departments, agencies and
organisations within a city is key to ensuring effective and coherent action. Approaches to
achieving this include a central coordination of urban climate governance from the
mayor's office, or dedicated climate change agencies or working groups that bring
together civil servants from different sectors. Such approaches may help traditionally
organised departments to break out of siloes and achieve synergies across technological
and societal transitions at city level.

-

Participation in capacity-building and learning networks. Participation in these networks
can positively influence climate governance at the city level. Information to help
successfully advance climate action based on experience may be shared through these
networks, and by combining resources, these networks are capable of carrying out more
rigorous climate governance experiments than individual cities. However, some cities may
seek to freeride on the reputation of key networks, but not necessarily to commit
themselves to their ambitions.
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-

Collaboration with and participation of stakeholders. Collaboration between
governmental and non-governmental actors, and the participation of a wide range of
stakeholders, will generally improve the outcomes of urban climate governance. Such cogovernance processes can help derive solutions that may too complex for an individual
organisation to solve alone, increase the transparency of decision-making, and allow
context-appropriate solutions. However, collaborative and participatory processes run the
risk of being hijacked by narrow and vested interests, may result in a further repression of
already marginalised groups, and may not always align with the urgency of timely decisionmaking.

-

Presence of a local climate champion. Mayors and other urban political leaders are often
looked upon as precondition for effective urban climate governance. Charismatic,
entrepreneurial and experienced city leaders may be able to find connections with other
cities, and develop ambitious and effective policy action. However, the success a mayor
pursuing an ambitious, far-reaching, and coherent climate action may be very dependent
on the condition of the enabling factors listed above.

As noted by van der Heijden (2019), there is no hierarchy between these factors, there is a lack
of distinct boundaries between them, and they are often closely interrelated. The author also
notes that these enabling factors are principal, but not exhaustive. Building on these enabling
factors we propose two in addition, to form a broader foundation for the basis of our
assessment framework.
The first additional enabling factor is Societal pressure; if the city population is in favour of
actions to tackle climate change, they are more likely to be proposed and successful
introduced. This factor is linked with the collaboration with and participation of stakeholders
factor, but reflects wider political and societal conditions. This enabling factor was used by van
der Heijden et al (2019), in addition to the eight factors described above, to guide their
assessment of the state of urban climate governance in Moscow and St Petersburg. The
present study seeks to go further by developing these factors into a more formalised
assessment framework.
The second additional enabling factor is Conducive urban form and infrastructure. There is
widespread evidence that the form of the urban environment in question strongly influences
its resource consumption and environmental impact; mono-centric cities with low population
densities across a large footprint are likely to have higher per-capita resource requirements
and environmental consequences (e.g. CO2 emissions) than smaller, less fragmented and more
densely populated cities – particularly with regard to urban mobility (Grazi et al, 2008; Makido
et al, 2012; Lee & Lee, 2014; Fang et al, 2015). Inherited infrastructure, such as metro lines,
road designs and district heating networks, may also raise or reduce hurdles to different lowcarbon solutions. The existing urban form of a city may thus shape the scale of the challenge it
faces to deliver decarbonisation, and mediate the transition to achieve it (Haarstad, 2016).

2.2 Assessment Framework
The proposed assessment framework examines and scores each of the ten enabling factors
through two different, but inter-related lenses.
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The first lens assesses the Capacity of a city to have a favourable assessment against each of
the enabling factors described in Section 2.1, and includes both circumstances outside its
control, and measures it has put in place to facilitate strong performance against each factor.
The second lens assesses the extent to which Action is already taken to exploit these
circumstances and measures to drive the low-carbon transition to the extent possible.
Each of the ten enabling factors is awarded a Capacity score, while seven are provided an
Action score. The three that are not provided an action score – Supportive Political and Legal
Context, Conducive Urban Form and Infrastructure and Societal Pressure – may be considered
to some degree contextual enabling factors, within which the city authorities must operate but
cannot easily influence or adjust (at least in the short term). Scores run from 0 (low) to 3
(high), although for the purposes of this paper, to allow sufficient flexibility, half-point scores
will are permitted. Table 1 presents the broad criteria that must be met for each score, for
each lens.
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Enabling Factor

Supportive political and
legal context

Capacity Score
0

1

No or limited political or legal
support from higher levels of
governance.

Political and legal support at at
least one level of governance is
at least 'good'

Action Score
2

3

Political and legal support at the
national level is 'good', and at
Political and legal support at athe
least 'good' at one other level, or national level is 'high', and 'good' at
support at any single level of
at least oner othe level
governance is 'high'

0

1

2

3

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

No or limited ability to introduce
Some ability to introduce
substnative policy strategy,
substnative policy strategy,
mechanisms and instruments
mechanisms and instruments
that go beyond those introduced that go beyond those introduced
at higher levels of governance, at higher levels of governance,
and ability to raise and manage and ability to raise and manage
own resources to implement
own resources to implement
them.
them.

Good ability to introduce
substnative policy strategy,
mechanisms and instruments
that go beyond those introduced
at higher levels of governance,
and ability to raise and manage
own resources to implement
them.

Extensive ability to introduce
substnative policy strategy,
mechanisms and instruments that
go beyond those introduced at
higher levels of governance, and
ability to raise and manage own
resources to implement them.

No or limited action has
been taken to make use of
the autonomy available

Access to Funding for
Climate Action

Limited or no ability to use own
funds for climate mitigation
purposes (either granted or selfgenerated from e.g. taxation),
regardless of level of discretion
over how such funds may be
used, and/or limited ability to
access external funds (due to
eligibility, competitiveness, etc.)

Good ability to use own funds for
climate mitigation purposes
(either granted or self-generated
from e.g. taxation), regardless of
level of discretion over how such
funds may be used, and/or good
ability to access external funds.

Extensive ability to use own funds
for climate mitigation purposes
(either granted or self-generated
from e.g. taxation), regardless of
level of discretion over how such
funds may be used, and/or
extensive ability to access external
funds.

No or limited action or
attempts have been made
to rasie or use funds
availble for climate
mitigation action.

Vertical Coordination

Some stated processes and
No or limited use of or
Some use of or
Good use of or attention
Widespread use of or
actors identified, within at least
No or limited presence of stated
Clearly stated processes and
Dedicated body at the national level
attention paid to stated
attention paid to stated paid to stated processes attention paid to stated
one of either the the city,
processes or actors at any
actors identified, at least at the responsible for verical co-ordination processes or actors at any processes or actors at
or actors at any
processes or actors at any
regional or supranational levels
governance level to facilitiate
national level, to facilitate vertical of climate action, inclusive of both
governance level tof
any governance level tof
governance level tof
governance level to
(if relevant), to facilitate vertical
vertical co-ordination of climate
co-ordination of climate
cities and supranational action (if
acilitiate vertical coacilitiate vertical coacilitiate vertical cofacilitiate vertical coco-ordination of climate
mitigation action.
mitigation action (including cities)
relevant)
ordination of climate
ordination of climate
ordination of climate
ordination of climate
mitigation action (including
mitigation action
mitigation action
mitigation action
mitigation action
cities)

Horizontal Coordination

Some use of or
A central co-ordination body,
No or limited use of or
Good use of or attention
Widespread use of or
A central co-ordination body, agency
attention paid to stated
agency or working group is
attention paid to stated
paid to stated processes attention paid to stated
Some processes for horizontal coor working group is present, with
processes or central coNo or limited proesses for
present, but with limited
processes or central coor central co-ordination
processes or central coordination of climate mitigation
high prominence or wide remit,
ordination bodies,
horizontal co-ordination of
prominence or remint, and/or
ordination bodies, agencies
bodies, agencies or
ordination bodies,
action within the city, or
and/or extensive processes with
agencies or working
climate mitigation action within
good processes for horizontal coor working groups to
working groups to
agencies or working
extensive processes but with
wide scope for horizontal cogroups to facilitate
the city.
ordination of climate mitigation
facilitate horizontal cofacilitate horizontal cogroups to facilitate
limited scope
ordination of climate mitigation
horizontal co-ordination
action within the city, or extensive
ordination of climate
ordination of climate horizontal co-ordination of
action within the city
of climate mitigation
processes with wide scope
mitigation action
mitigation action
climate mitigation action
action

Autonomy

PU

Some ability to use own funds
for climate mitigation purposes
(either granted or self-generated
from e.g. taxation), regardless of
level of discretion over how such
funds may be used, and/or some
ability to access external funds
(due to eligibility,
competitiveness, etc.)
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Some action has been
Widespread action has
taken to make use of
been taken to make use
the autonomy available of the autonomy available

Some action or
attempts have been
made to rasie or use
funds availble for
climate mitigation
action.

Action has been taken to
make all, or almost all,
use of the autonomy
available

Widespread action or
Action or attempts have
attempts have been
been made to rasie or use
made to rasie or use
almost all funds availble
funds availble for climate
for climate mitigation
mitigation action.
action.
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Memebership of Capacity- No or limited membership of
climate-related capacity building
building and Learning
and learning networks, that the
Networks
city is eligible to join.

Some membership of climaterelated capacity building and
learning networks, that the city
is eligible to join.

Wide membership of climateExtensive or membership of nearly
related capacity building and
all climate-related capacity building
learning networks, that the city is and learning networks that the city
eligible to join.
is eligible to join.

Collaboration with and
Participation of
Stakeholders

No or limited available processes Some available processes for
Good available processes for
for formal or informal
formal or informal consultation
formal or informal consultation or
consultation or collaboration
or collaboration, with a narrow
collaboration, with a a good range
with stakeholders and/or no or
range of stakeholders only,
of stakeholders, and/or good
limited processes to encouage
and/or some processes to
processes to encouage
collaboration within and
encouage collaboration within
collaboration within and between
between different stakeholder
and between different
different stakeholder groups
groups
stakeholder groups

Presence of Local Climate
Champion

No single city government
figurehead

Mayor or equivilent with limited
profile and limited executive
power within the bounds of city
autonomy

Conducive Urban form
and infrastructure

The form of the city, its
infrastructure and environs is
generally a hinderance to the
adoption of key low-carbon
technologies and behaviours
required for strong climate
mitigation action.

The form of the city, its
infrastructure and environs is
generally neutral or limited
regarding the ease of adoption
of key low-carbon technologies
and behaviours required for
strong climate mitigation action.

Societal Pressure

Residents of the city (private
Residents of the city (private
individuals) are generally hostile individuals) are generally neutral
to strong climate mitigation
or have limited enthusiasm for
action
strong climate mitigation action

Mayor or equivilent with high
profile but limited executive
power within the bounds of city
autonomy, or vice versa

No or limited use of formal
Extensive available processes for
or informal stakeholder
formal or informal consultation or
consultation or
collaboration, with a a broad range
collaobration processes,
of stakeholders , and/or extensive with minimal reflection of
processes to encouage collaboration their outcomes in policy
within and between different
descisions, or reflection of
stakeholder groups
the interests of a narrow
range of stakeholders
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Some use of formal or
Good use of formal or Extensive use of formal or
informal stakeholder
informal stakeholder
informal stakeholder
consultation or
consultation or
consultation or
collaobration processes,
collaobration processes, collaboration processes,
with some reflection of
with good reflection of
with strong reflection of
their outcomes in policy
their outcomes in policy their outcomes in policy
descisions, or reflection
descisions, or reflection
decisions, representing
of the interests of a
of the interests of a good interests of a wide range
relatively narrow range
range of stakeholders
of stakeholders
of stakeholders

Mayor or equivilent is
hostile to climate action

Mayor or equivilent is
largely neutral or only
mildly supportive of
climate action

Mayor or equivilent is
clearly supportive and
active in climate
mitigation action

Mayor or equivilent is
strongly supportive of
climate action and in
pushing for increasing
ambition

The form of the city, its
infrastructure and environs is well
suited to the adoption of key lowcarbon technologies and behaviours
required for strong climate
mitigation action.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Residents of the city (private
individuals) are generally highly
supportive egarding strong climate
mitigation action

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mayor or equivilent with high profile
and strong executive power within
the bounds of city autonomy

The form of the city, its
infrastructure and environs is
generally positive regarding the
ease of adoption of key lowcarbon technologies and
behaviours required for strong
climate mitigation action.
Residents of the city (private
individuals) are generally
enthusiastic regarding strong
climate mitigation action

Table 1: Enabling factors – Capacity and Action Scores

PU

No or limited active
Some active
Generally active
Extensive active
engagement with the
engagement with the
engagement with the
engagement or leadership
climate-related capacity climate-related capacity climate-related capacity within the climate-related
building and learning
building and learning
building and learning
capacity building and
networks in which the city networks in which the networks in which the city learning networks in which
is involved
city is involved
is involved
the city is involved

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development

This approach has some key benefits and limitations. The key benefits are that it is a
quantitative tool that can provide measurable information, that is sufficiently flexible to be
applied to very different cities around the world, and to the city as a whole or to specific
sectors or subsectors (as is the approach taken here), that can quickly and easily provide a
snapshot of the strengths and weaknesses of the existing governance arrangements for
climate action, to highlight areas for attention. However, the key limitations are that it relies to
a substantial degree on subjective judgement, and does not assess whether these
arrangements have produced effective action to drive a low-carbon transition at a city level.

2.3 Research Approach
The evidence for ascribing scores using the framework described in Section 2.2 will be drawn
from a range of documentary evidence (e.g. legislation, publications by city, national and other
authorities, and independent reports), and from a series of expert interviews. The interviews
will be semi-structured to allow a degree of free-ranging discussion, with the guiding questions
focused around each of the enabling factors. A supplementary question also asks the experts
for their views on the role and impact of the Covid-19 pandemic, and measures to mitigate it,
on the enabling factors. Reported quotes and insights have been anonymised, to allow
participants the ability to speak freely regardless of their position or affiliation. The semistructured questions are presented in Annex A.
Table 2 and Table 3 describe the type of interviewees for London and Freiburg respectively,
and assigns each a code. For clarity, ‘City authority’ refers to bodies within the GLA and the
Boroughs or their representatives in London, and to any public body associated with the
Freiburg city authority.
Interviewee number
LI-1
LI-2
LI-3
LI-4
LI-5
LI-6
LI-7
LI-8

Interviewee type
City authority
London and/or transport-focused NGO
City authority
London and/or transport-focused NGO
City authority
London and/or transport-focused NGO
London and/or transport-focused NGO
Academic

Table 2 – Interviewees for London

Interviewee number
FI-1
FI-2
FI-3

Interviewee type
City authority
Independent expert
City authority

Table 3 – Interviewees for Freiburg

London and Freiburg have been selected to reflect cities of very different characteristics;
particularly with regard to population and size, but which both have a reputation for strong
ambition in the field of climate change mitigation– particularly in passenger mobility. In this
PU
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paper, passenger mobility includes any mode of land-based passenger transport that takes
place mostly inside the city, and excludes those with journeys that begin substantially outside
the boundaries of the city. Modes and journeys such as inter-city road or train transport, or
aviation and water/marine transport, are excluded.

3 Low-carbon transition development & governance London
Greater London, a ceremonial county of England covering the majority of the London
metropolitan area and which defines the administrative boundaries of the city, covers an area
of 1,569 km2 and has a population of 9 million (and a population density of over 5,700/km 2).
Greater London (‘London’ hereafter) is administrated by the Greater London Authority (GLA),
which consists of the Mayor of London and the 25-member London Assembly, with both
directly elected by the London public on a four-year cycle. The Mayor holds executive power,
with the Assembly able to scrutinise the actions of the Mayor and a le to amend the Mayoral
strategy, budget and decisions by a two-thirds majority. The GLA is a unique authority in the
UK, and has varied levels of power over (and associated obligations for) different policy areas
in London, which it shares with 33 local government districts (32 London Boroughs, and the
City of London). London produced nearly a quarter of the UK’s GDP in 20181, with an economy
dominated by financial and other services, and real estate activities. In addition to the resident
population, nearly 1 million people regularly commuted to London to work between 2015 and
2017 (ONS, 2019).
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Figure 1 – Transport emissions and modal profile of passenger transport in London (GLA, 2019b; TfL, 2019d)
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Figure 1 illustrates the profile of emissions from transport in London, and the profile of modal
share for passenger transport. Despite continuing population and economic activity growth,
between 2010 and 2017 (the latest year for which data is available), CO2 emissions from
transport reduced by over 7%, driven largely by reductions in indirect (Scope 2) emissions from
electric rail. However, transport remained responsible for around a quarter all London’s CO2
emissions in 2017, with road transport responsible for nearly 80% of this (Panel A). Private cars
are, in turn, are responsible for nearly two-thirds of emissions from road transport, (Panel B).
Overall, the number of trips taken by people in London has increased since 2000 (in line with
population), with private car transport, public transport (including busses, the London
Underground, Docklands Light Railway (DLR), and other rail), and active transport (walking and
cycling) each accounting for around a third of all trips taken in 2018 (Panel C). However, the
use of private cars in journey stages has reduced by 15% over this time, with an increase in all
public transport modes, and with cycling growing by 150% (Panel D).
The onset of the Covid-19 pandemic in early 2020, and measures to tackle it, substantially
impacted travel habits and trends in London, alongside a range of other economic and social
consequences. At the height of restrictions in April 2020, road traffic had reduced to below
50% of usual levels, whilst bus and London Underground travel had reduced over 80% and
95%, respectively. Although by October 2020 road traffic has recovered to usual levels, bus
and Underground travel remained at over 40% and over 60% below usual levels. However,
levels of cycling remained largely at usual levels despite the requirement to work from home
wherever possible, with weekend cycling consistently more than 50% above usual levels, and
remaining so into November 2020 (TfL, 2020s).

3.1 Supportive Political and Legal Context
As its capital city, London is within the jurisdiction of the national government of the United
Kingdom (no other level of governance sits between the UK government and the GLA). Until
31st January 2020 the UK was also a Member State of the European Union (EU), and thus in
receipt of all the benefits and obligations this supranational governance structure bestows. At
the time of writing, the UK is in the ‘Transition Period’ during which the future relationship
between the EU and the UK is under negotiation, and retains the vast majority of these
benefits and obligations. The status of this future relationship remains unclear, however for
the purposes of this report, we assume the EU will remain a relevant entity in the political and
legal context for climate action at the city-level.
European Union
Since 2009, the EU has sought to achieve an 80% reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 levels
(with intermediate targets for 2020 and 2030), with analysis by the Commission suggesting at
least a 60% GHG emission reduction would be required from the transport sector by 2050 to
achieve this (EC, 2011). In July 2016, the Commission published its Low Emission Mobility
Strategy, reiterating the 60% target, but adding that by 2050 GHG emissions from transport
must be ‘firmly on the path towards zero’ (EC, 2016, p.2). This strategy identified three priority
areas for action: (1) increasing the efficiency of the transport system; (2) speeding up the
deployment of low-emission alternative energy for transport; and (3) moving towards zeroemission vehicles (EC, 2020). The Strategy proposed a range of (new and revised) policy
measures to achieve these objectives, the most relevant of which are discussed below.
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In November 2018, the European Commission proposed that the EU revise its overarching GHG
emission target to aim for net-zero greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2050. This was
subsequently endorsed by the European Parliament and European Council, in March 2019 and
January 2020 respectively (with the European Commission then proposing in March 2020 to
enshrine this target in law). This increase in ambition requires the transport sector to achieve a
90% reduction by 2050 from 1990 levels (EC, 2019), a target which the ‘Sustainable and Smart
Mobility Strategy’, along with an Action Plan of 82 initiatives, and presented by the European
Commission December 2020, is intended to address. Over time, a range of mechanisms have
been mobilised at the EU level to help reduce GHG (and other) emissions from the transport
sector, most often through Regulations and Directives – the two legislative acts available to
the EU policymakers.
Regulations
EU ‘Regulations’ are binding legislative acts that must be applied in its entirety across the EU
(EU, 2019). Only one regulation has direct relevance to low-carbon passenger mobility in cities.
In 2009, Regulation 443/2009 introduced mandatory, fleet-average CO2 emission limit target
(130 gCO2/km) for new cars sold in the EU, from 2015. This target was achieved in 2013 (in
large part through a shift in sales from petrol to diesel cars, which have a lower CO2 intensity
(Todts, 2018)), with a new target for 2020/21 (95 gCO 2/km) subsequently introduced.
Reported average CO2 emissions from new passenger cars have reduced from 145.7 gCO 2/km
in 2009, to 122.4 gCO2/km in 2019 (EEA, 2020a; 2020b). However, the testing procedure used
to measure compliance consistently reported much lower CO2 emissions than those measured
for the same vehicles in ‘real-world’ conditions (Bujnicki et al, 2016). In addition, the regulated
limit per manufacturer is related to average vehicle weight of its fleet (with higher weight
allowing higher CO2 emissions), encouraging the manufacture and sale of larger, heavier
vehicles (Nesbit et al, 2017).
In April 2019, Regulation 2019/631, which replaced Regulation 443/2009, was adopted. The
updated regulation added new targets for 2025 and 2030, as a proportional reduction from
2021 average CO2 intensities for passenger cases (a 15% and 37.5%, respectively). Although
the targets are still set with regard to vehicle weight, the new Regulation adopts a new test
procedure (the Worldwide Harmonised Light Vehicle Test Procedure - WLTP), and between
2021 and 2026, will monitor the evolution of the discrepancy between reported CO 2 intensity
and ‘real world’ results from on-board fuel consumption monitoring devices (OBFCM), to
determine the need for adjusting the target for 2030. Various other adjustments to the
Regulation were made, including a relaxation of the target for manufactures that achieve a
given share of sales from zero- and low-emission vehicles (ZLEV)2 (15% from 2025, and 35%
from 2030) (EC, 2020b).
In November 2019 the Commission published its plans for a ‘European Green Deal’; a set of
policy initiatives with an overarching aim to ‘transform the EU into a fair and prosperous
society, with a modern, resource-efficient and competitive economy where there are no net
emissions of greenhouse gases in 2050 and where economic growth is decoupled from
resource use’ (EC, 2019, p.2). The plans contain transport-related initiatives, many of which
focus on long-distance and transport, however it presents an intention ‘to revise by June 2021
the legislation on CO2 emission performance standards for cars and vans, to ensure a clear

2

A passenger car with CO2 emissions of up to 50g CO2/km.
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pathway from 2025 onwards towards zero-emission mobility’ (ibid, p.11). At the time of
writing, proposals for such a revision are yet to be put forward.
Although introduced to limit the emission of local air pollutants, European emission (‘Euro’)
standards impact CO2 emissions from passenger cars and buses (and other road vehicles)
through their influence on fuel efficiency and vehicle choice. First introduced in 1992 and
progressively tightened over time the Euro standards place limits on CO, NOx, HC+NOx, PM and
PN for passenger cars, and CO, HC, NOx, PM and PN for heavy-duty diesel engines (including
buses), alongside requirements on other vehicles. The most recent standards are Euro 6 for
both vehicle types, but with different requirements, including between petrol and diesel cars
(Euro 6 requirements were introduced by Regulations 459/2012 and 582/2011 for passenger
cars and heavy duty-diesel engines, respectively, and were effective from 2015 and 2012,
respectively). All new vehicles sold in the EU must meet these requirements.
In order to meet EU CO2 intensity regulations described above (and further encouraged by
national policy frameworks), the share of diesel cars in new sales in the EU grew from around
6% in 1990, to a peak of 52% in 2012 (with similar values in the UK for these years)3. However,
following the ‘Dieselgate’ scandal, which began in September 2015 and expanded to highlight
the insufficiencies of testing regimes for air pollutants in diesel cars in particular, new policies
to tackle air pollution and penalise the use of diesel cars (or fears that such policies would soon
be introduced) led to a rapid reduction in new sales, declining to just 31% of car sales in 2019
across the EU (ACEA, 2020). Sales in gasoline cars instead increased from well under half of
sales in 2012, to 59% in 2019 (ibid). In the UK, petrol cars increased to 68% of sales in 20183.
As Euro 6 gasoline cars emit 13-66% more CO2 then their diesel counterparts (O’Driscoll et al,
2018), with this shift thus increasing CO2 intensities and emissions. Although the average CO2
intensity of new cars sold has reduced over time, as discussed above, they have actually been
increasing since 2016 (from 118.1 gCO2/km, to 122.4 gCO2/km in 2019), due to the switch back
to petrol from diesel, increasing vehicle weight (mostly through the increased uptake of SUVs),
and the improved testing regime (EEA, 2020b). However, sales of hybrid, electric and other
alternatively-fuelled cars has also increased over this time, from 4.2% of total EU sales in 2016,
to 10.6% in 2019 (ACEA, 2020), dampening what may otherwise have been a greater increase
in average CO2 intensities.
Directives
EU ‘Directives’ are legislative acts that sets out a goal that all EU countries must achieve, but it
is up to the individual countries to devise their own policy mechanisms to reach these goals
(EU, 2019). Various Directives influence CO2 emissions from passenger mobility in cities in the
EU.
The Car Labelling Directive (1999/94/EC) requires member states to ensure a label showing
fuel economy and CO2 emissions is attached to all new cars or displayed nearby, and ensure
that this information is also provided in all other relevant promotional or informational
literature. The objective is to ‘help consumers buy or lease cars which use less fuel and thereby
emit less CO2…[and] encourage manufacturers to reduce fuel consumption of new cars’ (EC,
2020c). A 2016 review of the Directive found that this general objective was being achieved (as
discussed above, excepting trends since 2016), although it was not possible to attribute the
3

Source: Eurostat Table road_eqr_carmot.
PU

Page 16

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development
effect of this Directive relative to others (CO2 intensity regulations, in particular). The review
also noted that further clarification and simplification of the Directive would be of benefit. This
was followed by a Commission Recommendation 4 in 2017 to support member states in
‘making full use of the new test procedure (WLTP) [discussed above] in a coordinated way to
provide improved information to consumers’, and in making ‘air pollution related information
available to consumers’ (EC, 2020c). The Commission plans to review the Car Labelling
Directive by the end of 2020 (EC, 2020b).
The Fuel Quality Directive (2009/30/EC), which primarily sets quality requirements in order to
reduce GHG and other air pollutants, also requires member states to ensure that suppliers of
road transport fuels reduce the (lifecycle) GHG intensity of their fuels by 6% in 2020, compared
to 2010 levels (with a subsequent ‘implementing’ Directive 2015/652) setting the calculation
methodology. By 2017, GHG intensity had decreased by 3.4% relative to 2010 levels across the
EU, and 1.5% in the UK (and 2.3% and 1.4%, respectively, when considering emissions from
indirect land use change from the use of biofuels), placing the most member states on track to
miss the target (EEA, 2019).
The Fuel Quality Directive works in tandem with the Renewable Energy Directive (2009/28/EC),
which alongside setting overall requirements for minimum renewable energy contributions in
final energy consumption for each member state, set a common sub-requirement for all
countries to achieve a minimum 10% of energy in the transport sector to be satisfied by
renewables by 2020. By 2018, the average EU value reached just over 8%, with the UK
achieving 6.5%5. In 2018, the Renewable Energy Directive was updated (2018/2001/EU),
increasing the transport sub-target to 14% by 2030.
The Energy Taxation Directive (2003/96/EC) governs minimum permissible excise duty rates
for energy products across the EU (including for all transport fuels), in order to support the
effective functioning of the EU’s Internal Market. However, member states are able – and in
almost all cases do – apply rates significantly above these minimum values that have not
altered since the Directive was adopted. In addition, the minimum rates do not reflect CO 2
intensity, and the flexibility given to member states allows effective subsidies to fossil fuels to
persist. As part of the European Green Deal, the Commission will put forward a proposal for a
revised Directive to address these issues, by 2021 (and will potentially include a proposal to
include road transport fuels in the EU Emissions Trading System – EU ETS) (EC, 2019).
The Alternative Fuels Infrastructure Directive (2014/94/EU) requires all member states to
develop national policy frameworks for the market development of alternative transport fuels
and their infrastructure. Such policy frameworks must deliver, by the end of 2020, an
‘appropriate number’ of publicly-accessible electric charging points and compressed natural
gas (CNG) refuelling points in urban, suburban and or densely populated areas, and by the end
of 2025, an ‘appropriate number’ of hydrogen fuelling points in member states that choose to
develop it (alongside targets for the TEN-T6 core network, and non-road transport) – with
4

Recommendations allow the EU institutions to make their views known and to suggest a line of action
without imposing any legal obligation on those to whom it is addressed. They have no binding force (EU,
2019).
5 Eurostat Table nrg_ind_ren
6 The Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) comprises two (multi-modal) layers: (1) a ‘core
network’ that includes the most important connections, linking the most important nodes, to be
completed by 2030; and (2) a ‘comprehensive network’ that covers all European regions, and it set to be
complete by 2050 (EC, 2020)
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member states free to determine what constitutes ‘appropriate’. A 2017 assessment
concluded that the completeness, coherence and ambition of national policy frameworks
varied greatly, with only a few setting clear and sufficient targets and objectives, with
appropriate support measures (EC, 2017a). This assessment considered the UK policy
framework, particularly with regarding to electric mobility, to be comprehensive and
reasonably ambitious in the short- to medium-term (EC, 2017b). The Directive is scheduled for
review in 2021, as part of the European Green Deal, to determine if and how it should be
amended to accelerate the deployment of zero- and low-emission vehicles (EC, 2019).
As with ‘Euro’ standard regulations discussed above, the Air Quality Directive (2008/50/EC)
doesn’t directly address CO2 emissions, but has an indirect influence through requiring all
member states to maintain common, annual and/or hourly limits on the concentrations of key
local air pollutants (PM2.5, PM10, O3 and NO2), of which road transport is a primary source.
Although the Directive has been partially successful in driving down concentrations of these
pollutants over the last decade, breaches of these limits are relatively common, with 8% of the
EU’s urban population exposed to PM2.5 levels above these limits in 2017 (EC, 2019). The UK
has been repeatedly in breach of these requirements, and particularly the annual limit for NO 2
(in 37 of 43 air quality ‘zones’ in the UK in 2017). The EU began infraction proceedings against
the UK in February 2014, which are still progressing. In addition, the UK government has been
subject to three successive judicial review proceedings in the UK courts for failing to meet
these limits, with the government being ruled against each time, and required to repeatedly
introduce more stringent plans to achieve compliance (Smith, 2019).
Various other Regulations and Directives also have some influence on low-carbon mobility
across the UK, either directly or indirectly. However, none lay down requirements for cities
directly, despite the 2016 Low Emission Mobility Strategy, for example, stating that it’s
‘delivery will very much depend on cities and local authorities’ (EC, 2016, p.11). This is because
the EU has no explicit competence in urban development (Haarstad, 2016), and must therefore
seek to develop low-carbon urban mobility via ‘hard’ policy indirectly, through EU-wide
requirements on industries or pollutants, or by requiring national governments to develop
policy frameworks to meet high-level targets or advance relatively broad objectives. However,
various ‘soft’ EU-level initiatives, such as learning networks and funding opportunities, also
attempt to pursue this goal, as discussed in the following sections.
United Kingdom
In 2008, the UK’s Climate Change Act made it legally-binding upon the UK government to
reduce the UK’s GHG emissions by at least 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 – the first legislative
act of its kind in the world. The Act also introduces a system of ‘carbon budgets’; successive
five-yearly statutory ‘caps’ on emissions that reduce over time, and which are set twelve years
in advance (the fifth carbon budget, covering the period 2028-2032, sets a cap equivalent to a
57% reduction from 1990 levels, and was set in 2016). In 2019, the overarching target was
changed to require the UK to achieve net-zero GHG emissions by 2050. The sixth carbon
budget, covering the period 2033-2037, is currently under discussion, and will be the first to be
set in line with the new target.
The Act requires that, following the setting of a carbon budget for a given period, that the
government publish as soon as practicable a report setting out proposals and policies for
meeting the budget concerned, including the timescales for their introduction and expected
effect, and how they affect different sectors of the economy. The most recent of these is the
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Clean Growth Strategy, published in October 2017, and covering the fourth and fifth carbon
budgets. On transport, the Strategy states that ‘one possible pathway to 2032 could involve
emissions from transport falling by almost 30 per cent compared to today’ (HM Government,
2017, p.85), and outlines a range of policy measures (both new and existing), across private
vehicles, public transport, and active travel, to achieve this.
In order to meet the 2050 target (still an 80% reduction target), the Clean Growth Strategy
stated that ‘almost every car and van will need to be zero emission by 2050’ (ibid), driven in
part by a ban on the sale of all new conventional petrol and diesel cars and vans by 20407. This
was supplemented in 2018 by a target of ‘at least 50%, and as many as 70%, of new car
sales…being ultra-low emission by 2030’ set out in the Government’s ‘Road to Zero’ strategy
(HM Government, 2018). In February 2020, the government began consulting on the possibility
of bringing the 2040 target forward to 2035, or earlier ‘if a faster transition appears feasible’
(DfT, 2020a pg.2). In November 2020, they government announced that that a ban on new
petrol and diesel cars will take effect from 2030, and hybrids from 2035 (DfT, 2020e).
Although the Government expects the transition to achieving these targets to be ‘industry and
consumer led’ (DfT, 2020a), a range of policy instruments are in place that (directly or
indirectly) influence CO2 emissions from cars in the UK, as outlined in these strategies. The
most relevant of these are discussed below.
Excise (Fuel) Duty is charged on most hydrocarbon oils in road transport for most purposes, at
a current rate of 57.59p per litre for both gasoline and diesel (approximately double the ETD
minima), making up around half the total retail prices of each as of September 2020 (with VAT
set at 20%). However, Fuel Duty has been frozen in nominal terms since 2010, despite a ‘Fuel
Duty Escalator’ introduced in 2009, which would have seen Fuel Duty rise by inflation plus 1
p/litre each year. This means that the current duty levels are around 28 p/litre lower than they
otherwise would have been, and if they had been introduced as planned, UK road transport
emissions may have reduced by 3-13% between 2010 and 2019 (depending on the price
elasticity of demand), rather than a 2.3% increase (translating to a 0.5-5% reduction in total UK
CO2 emissions in 2019) (Evans, 2020). Different implicit CO2 prices. The Fuel Duty rates apply
also to biofuels both individually and when blended with petrol or diesel, as required by the
Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation, introduced to satisfy the requirements of the
antecedents to, and subsequently, the Fuel Quality and Renewable Energy Directives
(discussed above).
Since 2001, new cars have paid a purchase and/or ownership tax according to the CO2 intensity
of the vehicle (under Vehicle Excise Duty – VED). For new cars registered since 1st April 2017,
purchase taxes (‘First Year Rate’) range from zero for zero-emission vehicles, to £2,175 for
those with CO2 intensities over 255 gCO2/km (with a total of 12 bands in between) 8. Annual
ownership taxes from the are thereafter zero for electric cars, and £150 for all petrol and
diesel cars (and £140 for alternatively-fuelled cars) (Gov.UK, 2020a). Subsidies for low-emission
cars are also available, through a ‘Plug-in Grant’. In the current iteration of this instrument
provides a purchase subsidy of 35% (up to £3,000) for cars that have a CO2 intensity of <50
7

Originally announced as a measure to help tackle levels of NO 2 emissions, to meet obligations under
the Air Quality Directive.
8 Diesel cars that don’t meet NO emission limits imposed by EURO standards in ‘real world’ conditions
x
pay a slightly higher rate in each VED band, whilst alternative-fuel cars pay a slightly lower rate. For
company car taxation, this applies to both diesel and gasoline cars.
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gCO2, and can travel at least 112km with zero emissions (for cars worth up to £50,000). Up to
£7,500 is available for zero-emission capable taxis. These instruments are supported by pointof-sale labels with information on fuel consumption and CO2 emissions, introduced in 2001 to
implement the 1999 Car Labelling Directive. As of April 2020, labels in the UK must now display
monthly ‘running costs’ with comparisons to electric and the most fuel-efficient cars available,
more detail on emissions (including the ability to drive in Clean Air Zones), and for plug-in
hybrid and pure electric cars, the electric-only range (VCA, 2020).
In 2018, 57% of all new car registrations were company cars, which also comprise 8.8% all
licenced cars in the UK (DfT, 2019). Since 2002, recipients of a company car that may use it for
private purpose pay tax on the vehicle as a benefit in-kind, in relation to its CO2 intensity. As of
April 2020, pure electric cars are zero-rated. The rates then increase with CO2 intensity (and
with reducing electric range for hybrids)8, up to 37% of the value of the car for all cars with a
CO2 intensity of 160 gCO2/km or more.
The reported average CO2 intensity of all new cars in the UK has reduced from 149.5 gCO2/km
in 2009, to 127.7 gCO2/km in 2019 (notwithstanding the report issues described above) – with
a low of 120.1 gCO2/km in 2016 (SMMT, 2019; EEA, 2019b).
The Government has not set specific targets for the deployment of electric vehicle
chargepoints, but instead seeks to ‘develop one of the best electric vehicle infrastructures in
the world’ and ‘encourage and leverage private sector investment to build and operate a selfsustaining public network supported by the right policy framework’ (DfT, 2019b). At present,
the policy framework includes a £350 grant for installing an electric charger in domestic
properties available through the Electric Vehicle Homecharge Scheme (EVHS) (Gov.uk, 2020b),
grant funding to help local authorities to install on-street residential chargepoints under the
On-Street Residential Chargepoint Scheme (ORCS), and the Workplace Charging Scheme
(WCS), a voucher-based scheme that provides that provides support towards the up-front
costs of the purchase and installation of electric vehicle charge-points, for eligible businesses,
charities and public sector organisations. In 2019, following a commitment in the Road to Zero
strategy, the Government consulted on proposals to require chargepoint infrastructure for
new dwellings in England (Hirst, 2020). Other funding facilities are availability (particularly the
Charging Instructure Investment Fund and the Rapid Charging Fund), but focus on establishing
charging network outside and between urban areas. As of September 2020, there were 30,129
public electric charging points in the UK – or 1 for every 11 electric vehicles in circulation
(compared to 1 for every 7 across the EU on average) (EAFO, 2020).
The Road to Zero strategy also presents the Government’s aim to ‘put the UK at the forefront
of the design and manufacturing of zero emission vehicles’ (HM Government, 2018a, p.4)
through a range of measures as outlined in particular in the ‘Automotive Sector Deal’ as part of
the governments wider ‘Industrial Strategy’. This includes £500 million for an Advanced
Propulsion Centre to research, develop and industrialise new low-carbon automotive
technologies in the UK, £246 million for the ‘Faraday Battery Challenge’ to make the UK a
world leader in the design, development and manufacture of batteries for the electrification of
vehicles, and £225m from 2023 to 2026 to support R&D in the sector (HM Government,
2018b).
Although much of the UK policy focus is on reducing the CO 2 intensity of cars, policy
frameworks also exist for encouraging low-carbon public transport, and active travel.
Regarding public transport, the principal instrument is the Ultra-low Emission Bus (ULEB)
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Scheme, a £48 million fund available to local authorities to purchase ultra-low emission busses
and the infrastructure to support them between 2018 and 2021.
In the Clean Growth Strategy, the Government stated that ‘by 2040, we want cycling and
walking to be the natural choices for shorter journeys, or as part of a longer journey’ (HM
Government, 2017, p.85), reiterating the key objective of the 2017 Cycling and Walking
Investment Strategy (which also set a target of doubling the number of journey stages cycled
by 2025). The Strategy identified £1.2 billion to be invested in cycling and walking over 20162021 (from national to local government, and funds committed by business and third sector
organisations), across of range of measures, including investment in infrastructure, behaviour
change, road safety and partnerships (DfT, 2017). A report to Parliament in February 2020
concluded that although committed funding to encourage walking and cycling had doubled to
£2.4 billion since the 2017 Strategy was published, this funding (and associated policy) would
only achieve 40% of the gap towards the 2025 cycling target (DfT, 2020). In July 2020, the
Government published ‘Gear Change: A bold vision for walking and cycling’ to help close this
gap and embed the increased popularity of walking and cycling induced by restrictions
introduced to tackle the Covid-19 pandemic. It also set a target for walking and cycling to be
‘the natural first choice for many journeys with half of all journeys in towns and cities being
cycled or walked by 2030’ (DfT, 2020c, p.12). The Vision commits an additional £2 billion over
the following five years for measures to help achieve these targets, to be largely channelled
through local authorities. The Vision also announced the establishment of Active Travel
England; a new funding body and inspectorate to oversee expenditure, which will have power
to restrict funding to local authorities for local transport schemes if performance in active
travel outcomes are deemed insufficient (DfT, 2020c).
The legal and political context provided at the EU level is supportive, however it serves mainly
to provide a broad supranational framework that provides a large degree of interpretative
freedom for member states, with few elements to drive or otherwise encourage low-carbon
mobility in cities (particularly through modal shift). The interviewees were in agreement with
this perspective, with LI-3 stating on the subject of binding EU-level regulation that “there is
very, very little…[with much] more strategic level commitments…[there is] not enough binding
at the granular level to drive changes in mobility specifically at this point”. Most interviewees
also raised the concern that the EU framework will cease to exist for the UK once the transition
period expires, but LI-8 believed that it would remain “relevant through the legacy that has
been created” by elements of the legal framework that has been adopted domestically.
The legal and political context provided by the UK’s broad objectives with regard to tackling
climate change is highly supportive, flowing particularly from the legally-binding net-zero
emission target and associated carbon budgets. However, with respect to low-carbon mobility,
as LI-5 stated, it “doesn’t seem as if all the policies are following through” to achieve this, with
“Decarbonisation…not coherently structured through all policies” (LI-8). National policy toward
the decarbonisation of passenger vehicles is generally positive (LI-1 & 6), particularly with the
recently-announced 2030 ban on new petrol and diesel cars, but the UK is “really lacking in
policy to promote active travel, and…to encourage public transport use” (LI-3); a point on
which the interviewees were in broad agreement. LI-3, 4 & 7 illustrated the point that
investment in public transport and active travel is dwarfed by planned new investment in road
infrastructure of over £27 billion between 2020 and 2025.
However, all interviewees agreed that since the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic, the need to
support active travel especially in the urban context has risen substantially up the political
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agenda. LI-7 believes that “since the crisis has hit, the Government has talked more loudly and
more assertively about walking and cycling than we have ever seen any government do”, with
other interviewees agreeing that the politic rhetoric is positive. LI-3 stated that “there does
seem to be a real appetite for change, driven by Covid”, with LI-2 believing that the
government has used the various levers at its disposal to follow this through, without the need
for primary legislation. But, LI-5 cautioned that although this momentum may “put us back on
the path” to an appropriate policy landscape to encourage active travel, “it remains to be seen
if this opportunity will be grabbed…but the signs are not too great”.
Overall, LI-8 believes that although the national framework is broadly supportive, it must cater
to the conditions in different regions, and so it ends up being set at “not quite the lowest
common denominator, but more of an average, which offers a number of constraints to more
ambitious areas”. Although, they go on to say that London is a relatively unique case in the UK
in this respect, due to its specific governance arrangements. More broadly, they believe a core
issue is that the UK government and civil service “thinks very much in modal terms, and
thinking about modes only in competition”, rather than their potential complementarities, and
that this stands in contrast with the approach taken in many other European countries.
Score: 2/3

3.2 Autonomy
Capacity
London has two levels of local government administration that share local government
powers; the Greater London Authority (GLA), responsible for the strategic administration of
Greater London, and 32 London Boroughs (plus the City of London, hereafter considered a
Borough).
The Greater London Authority (GLA), a unique local authority in the UK, consists of the Mayor
of London and the 25-member London Assembly, with both directly elected by the London
public on a four-year cycle. The Mayor holds executive power over transport, housing and
economic development, with the purpose of the Assembly to scrutinise the actions of the
Mayor, with the power to amend the Mayor’s strategies, annual budget or other actions, by a
two-thirds majority. Since 2016, the Mayor of London is Sadiq Khan of the Labour Party.
According to the Greater London Authority (GLA) Act 1999, which created the GLA and
associated bodies and institutions, the principal purposes of the GLA are to promote economic
development and wealth creation, promote social development, and promote the
improvement of the environment in Greater London. In exercising its power, it must have
consideration of the effects on the health of persons in Greater London, and the achievement
of sustainable development in the United Kingdom. The Mayor also has a general duty to
develop and implement policies to promote and encourage safe, integrated, efficient and
economic transport facilities and services to, from and within London, and requires to Mayor
to publish a strategy (the ‘Mayor’s Transport Strategy’ - MTS) setting out their proposals to
fulfil this duty (with an associated timetable).
The Mayor is required to publish strategies setting out they plan to fulfil their duties across six
other areas of devolved competence. This includes an Environment Strategy, and a Spatial
Development Strategy. The Environment Strategy must include policies to allow London as a
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whole comply with national air quality legislation, and from 2007 (with a revision of the GLA
Act, which also added a requirement for the GLA to take action with a view to mitigation of
climate change, and have regard to the effect its actions would have on climate change, and
the consequences of climate change), must also include policies and proposals to mitigate
climate change through, inter alia, minimising emissions of carbon dioxide and other
significant greenhouse substances from the use of energy in Greater London for the purposes
of surface transport (integrating pre-2011 requirements for an Air Quality Strategy and a
Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy). The Spatial Development Strategy (or the
‘London Plan’) outlines the Mayor’s strategy for spatial development, and how it integrates
and implements the various duties and responsibilities of the Mayor, including those outlined
above.
The GLA Act states that UK Government may only intervene in these strategies where
proposed policies are inconsistent with national policy and objectives (and following the 2007
revision, UK obligations as a member of the EU). However, regarding the Climate Change
Mitigation and Energy Strategy specifically, the Act also requires the Mayor to have regard to
any guidance issued by the Government when preparing the Climate Change Mitigation and
Energy Strategy. The current such guidance provides specifics on how the Strategy should
remain consistent with national policy, but it also states that the Government ‘encourages the
Mayor to innovate, and, where this is possible and reasonable, go further than national policy,
particularly with regard to climate change mitigation’ (MoL, 2011). The content of these
strategies is discussed under Action, and more directly in Section 0.
The London Boroughs operate using one of two political structures (except the City of London).
The structure most commonly applied is where a council leader is elected by the wider council
(comprised of councillors, elected by the public every four years), who may then appoint a
deputy leader and cabinet members, either from a single party or a coalition. Mayors in these
boroughs, where they exist, are purely ceremonial. The second structure, adopted by 4
boroughs (Hackney, Lewisham, Newham and Tower Hamlets), is where a mayor is directly
elected by the public for a four-year term, and who may choose a cabinet consisting of up to
10 councillors (from any party).
The Borough Councils provide the majority of day-to-day services for local residents, including
maintaining and managing 95% of London’s roads, parking enforcement, acting as the Local
Planning Authority and providing environmental services (London Councils, 2020a).
The GLA Act requires the Boroughs to publish a ‘Local Implementation Plan’ (LIP) containing
proposals to implement the MTS in their area. The Mayor may issue guidance to Boroughs on
producing an LIP, and LIPs must be submitted to and approved by the Mayor, to ensure
consistency with the MTS, and that the measures and timeframes outlined are adequate to
achieve its objectives. The Mayor may also produce and implement an LIP directly, where a
Borough has repeatedly failed to produce an adequate plan. As the statutory Local Planning
Authority, Boroughs – along with all other local authorities in England – are obliged under
national law to produce a ‘Local Plan’, which sets out the framework for the spatial
development of the area following national planning priorities and requirements for the
following 15 years, and which must be approved by the National Planning Inspectorate before
it comes into force. For London Boroughs, Local Plans must also conform the London Plan.
Local Authorities in England are also required to meet legal limits set down in national
legislation, following requirements of the Air Quality Directive (discussed above), and to
develop Air Quality Action Plans (AQAPs) outlining measures to improve air quality, where this
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is required, following national government guidance. For London Boroughs, such guidance and
supervision has been devolved to the Mayor since 2016, and implemented through the London
Local Air Quality Management (LLAQM) scheme.
The GLA Act 1999 also established ‘Transport for London’ (TfL), a statutory corporation that
exists primarily to implement the MTS, and other related duties of the Mayor (including
climate change mitigation action related to transport). TfL is governed by a board appointed by
the Mayor, and run by a Board-appointed Transport Commissioner. It is responsible for
operating London’s public transport system infrastructure and services, including buses, the
London Underground, Docklands Light Railway (DLR), London Overground, TfL Rail, London
Trams, and river services (TfL, 2020a). TfL also manages the Transport for London Road
Network (TLRN) – a network of major roads in London that make up around 5% of the total
road network, but carry around 30% of London’s traffic (TfL, 2020b). TfL also operates the
Santander Cycles hire scheme, and sets regulations for taxis and private hire services and
licencing (TfL, 2020a). The Mayor has the power to issue guidance and directions as to how TfL
exercises its functions.
The GLA Act also allows the GLA, TfL and London Boroughs to propose, promote or oppose
‘local bills’ in parliament (i.e. bills that apply to specific localities) as they relate to one or more
Boroughs in Greater London. The Act also states the various consultation procedures that must
be followed before any bills are proposed or promoted.
Local government in England is funded to a large degree from Council Tax and the Business
Rate Retention Scheme (BRRS). Council Tax is a tax levied on residential properties, based on
their value in 1991. Local authorities (including London Boroughs) may raise Council Tax rates
each year, but if the proposed increase exceeds a percentage set by central government
(currently 2%), a local referendum must be held. In London, the GLA also sets a ‘precept’; a
‘top-up’ rate on Council Taxes that Boroughs collect and pay to the GLA. The BRRS is a national
policy introduced in 2013 that allows local authorities to retain up to 50% of the increase in
local revenue generated from ‘business rates’ (a tax levied on the occupation of non-domestic
property, set by central government), in exchange for a reduction in grant funding from central
government. Between 2013 and 2017 in London, 30% of the retained rate revenue remained
with the Boroughs, and 20% went to the GLA (as determined by the Government). In 2016, the
Government announced trials for retention rates of 100%, coupled with further grants for local
authorities from central government (which provide much of the remaining funding for local
government in England. London joined this trial in 2018. This was coupled with the removal of
the remaining ‘GLA Transport Grant’ for TfL – provided by the Department for Transport (DfT)
since its inception to contribute towards its operations – which had reduced substantially since
the introduction of the BRRS (from more than £2.8 billion in 2012, to less than £230 million in
2017) (GLA, 2017). The removal of the GLA Transport Grant meant that TfL become one of the
only transport authorities in the world to receive no government support for its day-to-day
operations (however this has altered in practice since the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic, as
discussed under Action). The BRRS rate reduced in 2019 to 75% in 2019/20, and to 67% in
2020/21 – with the Boroughs and the GLA retaining 30% and 37%, respectively. Current
government policy is to increase the retention rate to 75% for all Local Authorities in England,
from April 2021 (Sandford, 2020).
Using powers granted in the Planning Act 2008, all local authorities in England are able to
impose charges on new developments to fund local infrastructure (the Community
Infrastructure Levy), which in London may be introduced by both the Boroughs and the GLA,
PU

Page 24

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development
across their respective (and overlapping) jurisdictions. In addition, the Business Rate
Supplement Act 2009 permits the GLA and certain other local authorities to introduce such a
supplementary rate to provide funds for defined projects to promote economic development.
All local authorities in England (including London Boroughs, the GLA, and its functional bodies
– including TfL) are able to borrow funds, however such borrowing cannot be used to finance
day-to-day operations, and must be in accordance with the limits and rules Prudential Code set
by the Local Government Act 2003. Within this framework, borrowing limits for the GLA and
TfL are set by the Mayor.
The GLA Act allows TfL to charge for the services it provides (with rates and fares set by the
Mayor), and allows the TfL or individual Boroughs (working individually or in partnership) to
‘establish and operate schemes for imposing charges in respect of the keeping or use of motor
vehicles on roads’ (Road User Charging Schemes) and ‘establish and operate schemes for the
licensing of persons providing workplace parking places’ (Workplace Parking Levies) within
their area of jurisdiction (although charges imposed by different authorities cannot overlap).
The authority introducing such instruments are able to set the charge levels, scope and
duration of the schemes, although national government reserves the right to impose
exemptions and concessions. The Mayor must approve borough-level schemes, and can also
require Boroughs to implement them. The GLA Act (from 2008) requires revenue raised from
these schemes to cover the costs of their operation, with any surpluses spent to support
implementation of the MTS. For schemes introduced at the Borough level, the Mayor may
require a proportion of the proceeds to be paid to the GLA, TfL, or one or more Borough
councils. Such powers are in addition to those afforded to local authorities by national
legislation, including the ability to implement Traffic Management Orders (TMOs) to control
parking by designating on-street parking places, charging for their use and imposing waiting
and loading restrictions on vehicles (often known as Controlled Parking Zones – CPZs).
TfL also has the power to acquire, develop, and sell or lease land, and to provide funds
(through grants, loans or other means) to entities in return for activities that contribute to
achieving TfL’s objectives (including for research and development work) – including London
Boroughs.
The GLA Act affords the GLA a substantial level of autonomy, particularly over transport
matters, and over elements that can support a transition to low carbon mobility in the city.
The interviewees agreed that transport is “one area in which [the GLA] does have sufficient
autonomy” (LI-5). However, there are concerns that since the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic
that this autonomy is being eroded in practice, as discussed further under Action.
LI-8 qualified this view by stating the importance of making a distinction between the level of
ambition afforded to creating ambition and vision, taking decisions on this basis, and then
implementing these decisions. They believe that the GLA “has lots of autonomy to formulate
its own vision…[and] has a fair amount of decisional autonomy, but at the level of
implementation, things get a bit trickier”.
With control over the entire public transport network in London (and ownership of most of it),
control over the TLRN and ownership over a substantial amount of land (TfL is one of the
largest landowners in London, with a portfolio of around 23km2 (TfL, 2020c), approximately
1.5% of the area of Greater London) – in additional to the wider GLA portfolio - TfL can take
unilateral action to decarbonise and encourage public transport and install active travelPU
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related infrastructure across its networks, and use “trial and error to work out the very best”
(LI-1) in low-carbon mobility measures.
But, several interviewees felt the key issue behind more complete ‘implementational’
autonomy was the lack of sufficient funding, and although the removal of central government
funding made TfL “incredibly autonomous, because it had to be” (LI-4), fulfilling all its
obligations and ambitions with the funding it receives and is able to generate “is a great
challenge” (LI-2). Such issues are discussed further under Action, and in Section 0. However,
and although the Mayor and TfL can introduce road pricing measures, they have relatively
limited influence over private transport, and particularly those coming from outside London
(LI-4 & 6).
Although in several areas London Boroughs must work within the framework set by the GLA,
they have a relatively high level of autonomy in how they may operate within this framework.
This is further discussed under Action, and also in Section 0, but as LI-7 stated, the “difference
in action between [taken by different] Boroughs is dramatic, and indicates that they do have
quite a lot of autonomy from the Mayor”.
Score: 2.5/3
Action
The current London Plan, published in March 2016 (at the end of the last Mayor - Boris
Johnson’s - term as Mayor), stated an overarching objective that ‘over the years to 2036 – and
beyond, London should: excel among global cities – expanding opportunities for all its people
and enterprises, achieving the highest environmental standards and quality of life and leading
the world in its approach to tackling the urban challenges of the 21st century, particularly that
of climate change’ (MoL, 2016, p.31). The majority of ambitions and requirements laid down in
the 2016 London Plan with regard to low-carbon development relate to energy efficiency in
new developments and the low-carbon development of energy networks. With regard to
passenger transport, many of the stated ambition and requirements for Boroughs relate to the
facilitation of expanding public transport access and connectivity, but also connectivity
between London and surrounding areas, and aviation. The London Plans requires Borough
Local Plans to promote walking, cycling and low-emission private transport, but with relatively
few more specific requirements in place – except for new developments, such as minimum
provision of cycle parking, maximum car parking provision, and where car parking provision is
planned, minimum provision of electric vehicle charging points are required (for at least every
one in five spaces) (MoL, 2016). Such requirements must be achieved before planning
permission is granted.
A new London Plan has been under development since October 2016, and will soon enter into
force. The new Plan has been developed using the principle of ‘Good Growth’; growth that is
‘socially and economically inclusive and environmentally sustainable’ (MoL, 2019, p.11), which
incorporates the objectives of ‘building strong and inclusive communities’; ‘making the best
use of land’; ‘creating a healthy city’; delivering the homes Londoners need’; and ‘growing a
good economy’ (ibid). The focus and requirements of the new London Plan are similar to the
current iteration, but with a general increase in specifics and stringency of what Boroughs and
new developments must consider (e.g. an increase in the number of cycle parking spaces from
1 to 2 per 40 residential units, and car-free developments as a starting point rather than
PU

Page 26

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development
encouraged), and with reference to the principles and targets of the most recent versions of
the Mayor’s other Strategies (ibid).
In 2018, Sadiq Khan published both his Transport Strategy and Environment Strategy. An
overarching objective of these strategies is to ‘turn London into a zero carbon city by 2050’
(MoL, 2018b), including its transport system, and to exceed EU (and thus UK) legal
requirements on air quality by achieving World Health Organisation (WHO) standards by 2030,
as part of a wider ambition to make London ‘the world’s greenest global city’ (MoL, 2018a,b).
These Strategies lay out a range of policies and plans to achieve these goals, both within the
infrastructure and operations under the direct control of the GLA, and using the powers of the
Mayor and other constituent bodies of the GLA to influence decisions made by Boroughs,
business and private citizens.
A range of targets and plans were established for driving decarbonisation within TfL’s
infrastructure and operations. In the Transport Strategy, this includes: an aim for the whole TfL
bus fleet to emit zero exhaust emissions as soon as practicable, and by 2037 at the latest (with
various intermediate targets); all cars in GLA Group fleets being Zero Emission Capable (ZEC) by
2025 at the latest; efforts to increase the level of low-carbon energy generation on TfL’s land
and for supply to its assets, and to build new green infrastructure into the existing transport
estate; and the monitoring, reporting and reduction of operational CO 2 and other air pollutant
emissions from all of TfL’s assets and infrastructure, including stations, buildings and street
lighting (MoL, 2018a). The Environment Strategy added to this an aim of achieving, among TfLcontrolled rail services, a zero-carbon network by 2030 through the use of renewable energy
(MoL, 2018b).
Using its ability to set requirements and licence conditions for taxis and private hire vehicles
(PHVs), since January 2018 TfL have required all taxis being licenced for the first time to be
‘Zero Emission Capable’ (ZEC)9. This requirement has also applied to PHVs from January 2020
for vehicles under 18 months old, and will apply to all newly-registered PHVs from January
202310. Coupled with maximum vehicle age limits of 15 and 10 years used for these purposes
respectively, this means that all taxis and PHVs will be ZEC by 2033 at the latest (TfL, 2020i,j;
MoL, 2018a).
Other key targets, plans and policy instruments employed as part of these Strategies are
discussed below, and under Sections 0 and 0.
In 2019/20, TfL had a projected budget of £10.3 billion - over half the total budget for the GLA
(GLA, 2017). Of this, £6.8 billion was required to cover costs of operating the TfL network, £500
million was required for capital renewals, £1.4 billion was required for investment in new
capital, and a further £1.2 billion for the construction of ‘Crossrail’ (TfL, 2018a) - now also
known as the ‘Elizabeth line’ – a 117km new railway line extending from Reading and
Heathrow to the west of London and Abbey Wood and Shenfield to the east, passing (largely

9

Defined as having CO2 emissions of no more than 50g/km and a minimum 30 mile zero emission range.
PHVs have a slightly different definition of ZEC than taxis, and must meet one of the following two
conditions: (1) Emit no more than 50g/km CO 2 and be capable of being operated with no (zero) exhaust
emissions for a minimum range of 10 miles; or (2) Emit no more than 75g/km CO2 exhaust emissions
and be capable of being operated with no (zero) emissions for a minimum range of 20 miles (32.187 km)
10
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underground) through central London. Construction began in 2009, and is currently due to be
fully operational in mid-2022.
TfL projected around 19% of their budget for the 2019/20 year would be met by income from
the BRRS (with TfL receiving the majority of the £2.5 billion revenue to the GLA from this
source (GLA, 2018)), and around 6% from council tax precept income (around 0.6% of total
GLA income from this source, with the majority used to fund policing in London). The
remainder is largely raised from the use of discretionary powers afforded to the GLA.
Around 47% of TfL’s 2019/20 budget was projected to be satisfied by fare income. This value is
in the context a freeze in fares across the TfL network introduced by Sadiq Khan when he
entered office in 2016, alongside the introduction of a ‘Hopper’ fare, meaning that passengers
may make two bus or tram journeys within an hour – and from 2018, an unlimited number of
journeys on these modes - for the price of a single fare.
The Mayor, via TfL, has used the powers available to introduce road user charging schemes to
introduce two different instruments of relevance to passenger mobility – the London
Congestion Charge (LCC) and the Ultra-Low Emission Zone (ULEZ). The LCC was introduced in
2003, when it imposed a £5 daily charge to most motor vehicles entering Central London
(21km2, or about 1% of Greater London (Tang, 2020)), from 7:00am to 6:30pm on weekdays.
The LCC was extended westwards in February 2007, but this was subsequently reversed in
December 2010, following the election of the subsequent Mayor, Boris Johnson, in May 2008.
The charge has increased over time, reaching £11.50 per day from June 2014 and June 2020.
Changes to both the charge level and time it is applied were made in June 2020, and are
discussed below. In 2006, the Mayor (Ken Livingstone, the first Mayor of London) proposed
introducing variable charges based on the CO2-based VED band to which the vehicle belonged
(see Section 3.1), with no charge for the lowest emission vehicles, rising to £25 for the most
CO2-intensive. Such changes were scheduled for introduction in October 2008, but following
the change in mayoral administration to Boris Johnson, it was announced that the reform
would not go ahead. Since 2012, discounts and exemptions have been offered to low-emission
vehicles. At present, vehicles that meet Euro 6 standards (petrol and diesel), that emit no more
than 75g/km of CO2 and have a minimum 20-mile zero emission capable range, receive a full
exemption from the charge. From October 2021 this exemption will only apply to zeroemission vehicles, and from December 2025, the exemption will be removed entirely (TfL,
2020e). Following the introduction of the LCC, passengers entering the zone by bus increased
37% in the first year, GHG emissions in the zone reduced by 16%, and NO x and PM10 by 18%
and 22%, respectively. By 2006, congestion has reduced by 26% from 2002 levels (CPI, 2016).
The ULEZ was introduced in April 2019, and aims to tackle air pollution and improve air quality.
It covers the same area of the LCC, and operates at all times (except Christmas day). It charges
£12.50 for most vehicles that don’t comply with Euro standards (Euro 6 for diesel cars, Euro 4
for gasoline cars, and Euro 3 for motorbikes). HGVs, buses and coaches that do not meet Euro
4 standards are charged £100 per day. The ULEZ was preceded by the ‘T-charge’, introduced in
October 2017, and which levied a charge of £10 for pre-Euro 4 vehicles in the LCC zone. In
October 2021 the ULEZ will be expanded to London’s North and South Circular roads. In the 10
months following the introduction the ULEZ, traffic flow is the zone have reduced 3-9%, with
the number of ‘non-compliant’ vehicles reducing by 41%. This led to NO2 emissions from road
transport in the zone declining by 35%, and CO2 emissions by 6%, with no measurable
displacement of traffic (GLA, 2020c).
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Around 12% of TfL’s projected budget for 2019/20 (£10.3 billion) was due to be covered largely
by revenue generated from the CCZ and ULEZ (alongside and commercial activities such as
advertising, property rentals and sales, and third-party sponsorship for the Santander Cycle
Hire scheme and the Emirates Air Line cable car11). TfL have not introduced a Workplace
Parking Levy.
In 2010, the Mayor introduced a BRS on larger businesses in the city (about 15% of all
businesses), and a Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy (MCIL), both introduced to
contribute towards the GLA funding commitment for the Elizabeth Line. Income from these
sources, alongside other relatively minor grants from the GLA, central government and London
Boroughs for specified purposes (e.g. the extension of the Northern Line in the Wandsworth
and Lambeth Boroughs), were projected to comprise around 15% of the total TfL budget in
2019/20. The remaining 8% of the 2019/20 budget was due to be sourced from cash reserves
and external borrowing (TfL, 2020d).
The onset of Covid-19 and measures to address it, including a nation-wide ‘lockdown’ with
extensive travel restrictions introduced on 16th March 2020, led to a 90% fall in fare income in
the months following. On 20th March 2020, the Mayor announced a suspension of all road user
charging schemes (principally the LCC and ULEZ), along with free access to Santander Cycles to
National Health Service (NHS) workers, to ensure ‘key workers’ are able to travel around and
through London uninhibited. TfL projected these changes (driven by loss of fare income) would
produce a shortfall of £1.9 billion in TfL’s finances for the period 1st April 2020 to 17th October
2020 (TfL, 2020h). In May 2020, the TfL and the Mayor agreed with the Government the terms
of an emergency funding and financing package worth £1.6 billion for this period. This package
was subject to a range of conditions, which are to be overseen by a ‘London COVID Transport
Task Force’. (LCTTF), with its secretariat at the Department for Transport. Key conditions
included (TfL, 2020g):
-

-

-

Maximising service levels on all networks to full normal service, apart from Night Tube,
weekend night buses and any other services agreed by the LCTTF;
The immediate reintroduction of the LCC and ULEZ, and requiring TfL to urgently bring
forward proposals to widen the scope and levels of these charges;
Requiring TfL to bring forward demand management proposals as soon as practicable to
optimise the use of the available safe transport capacity, including but not limited to
temporary suspension of free travel for Freedom Pass and 60 plus card holders during
peak and the suspension of free travel for under-18s;
An increase in fares by the rate of the Retail Price Index (RPI) plus 1% from January 2021
At least £55 million for an ‘Active Trave Plan’; to be spent on measures to encourage active
travel in London, to be overseen by a joint TfL and government committee;
Two Government-appointed Special Representatives will attend all TfL Board meetings,
and be able to raise questions and request additional information, and report back to the
Secretary of State;
An immediate and broad ranging government-led review of TfL's future financial position
and future financial structure, including options for revenue maximisation, further
efficiencies in operating costs, the approach to capital spending, fiscal devolution
arrangements; and the potential for raising more non-fare based revenue and commercial
income.

11

Opened in 2012, this cable car runs across the River Thames in East London, and was built with
spondorship from the Emirates Air Line.
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In response to the terms of this financing package, the Mayor stated that “this is not the deal I
wanted. But it was the only deal the Government put on the table and I had no choice but to
accept it… the Government is, in effect, making ordinary Londoners pay the cost for doing the
right thing on Covid-19” (MoL, 2020a). The Mayor also announced an independent review of
TfL’s long-term future funding and financing options, to be conducted in parallel with that to
be conducted by the government. At the time of writing, neither report has been published.
Despite this funding deal, TfL projects an additional grant of £2bn is required to the end of
2020, and an additional £2.9 billion for 2021/22 in order to maintain operation of essential
transport services (TfL, 2020h), owing to long-term reductions in passenger numbers and
associated fares, in particular. On 1st November, a second funding deal worth £1.7 billion to
March 2021 was agreed, comprised mostly of grants, and a £95 million loan. The conditions of
this further package included a requirement for TfL to achieve £160 million in savings, and that
travel concessions in London must be funded separately though his ability to raise revenue.
Plans for this revenue must be announced by January 2021, but are likely to include
maintaining the temporary increase in the LCC rate, and an increase to the GLA Council Tax
Precept. Initial government proposals to extend the LCC to the North and South Circular roads,
to increase the rise in TfL fares to a greater degree than that agreed in the first financing
package, and the permanent removal of free travel for those aged under 18 and over 60, were
not part of the final financing conditions. As a result, the Mayor stated that “I am pleased that
we have succeeded in killing off the very worst Government proposals” (MoL, 2020b)
The various actions successive Mayors, the wider GLA and TfL have taken appear to have made
extensive use of the autonomy afforded; a conclusion supported by all interviewees. The
Mayor’s strategies are wide-ranging and ambitious, as discussed further in Section 0, and a
number of specific actions have be taken to advance their objectives. TfL “has been a
resounding success of devolution” (LI-2) and is “world renowned” (LI-4), and the LCC and ULEZ,
in particular, are “really good examples of where TfL has put its autonomy to great use, and
has shown its potential” (LI-5). Although the interviewees agreed that there ae no substantial
areas of deficiency in which level of autonomy afford is not being sufficiently exploited to
encourage low carbon mobility, some areas in which further action could be taken were
identified. Both LI-4 & 6 suggest that the ability for TfL to introduce more sophisticated
approaches to road pricing, such as a distance or time-based system, as a specific area where
“autonomy could have been leveraged further than it has been” (LI-4), although they suggest
this is the case due to the potential political fallout. LI-1 stated that TfL, alongside being one of
London’s largest landowners, has “the biggest energy bill in London, the biggest advertising
estate on the planet, and is potentially the biggest digital provider in London and the UK”.
Although some action has been taken in these areas, such as the recent announcement of
market testing for the acquisition of renewable energy generation for TfL and the wider GLA
(GLA, 2020d) and installing charging points on parts of the TfL estate, such action is “a bit
piecemeal” (LI-1).
Both successive Mayors and London Assemblies have advanced the case for further devolution
of powers – particularly fiscal powers - to the GLA; a case generally supported by the Boroughs
(London Councils, 2020). For example, in 2012 the Mayor (Boris Johnson) established the
London Finance Commission to investigate the potential for greater devolution of both
taxation and the control of resources in London, and to develop options to improve the city’s
tax and spending arrangements. They published their report in May 2013, carried the
overarching conclusion that ‘relaxing restrictions on borrowing for capital investment within
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prudential rules and devolving revenue streams, including from the full suite of property taxes,
will afford London government the autonomy to invest in the capital and increase its
accountability to London’s residents and businesses’ (LFC, 2013, p.10). They argue that just 7%
of all taxes paid by London residents and businesses is retained by the GLA and the Boroughs;
a value much lower than many comparable cities around the world (such as New York, where
the value is 50%) (LFC, 2013). The Commission was reconvened in 2016 by Sadiq Khan, with a
new report published in 2017 that builds on and expands the recommendations of the
previous report, with recommendations including the allocation of a proportion of revenue
streams (including income tax and VAT) that would normally accrue to central government
(LFC, 2017). Its conclusions were endorsed by the Mayor, the GLA, and Borough
representatives. The review commissioned by the Mayor into TfL’s financed following the first
government finance package will also examine options for ‘permanent funding from
Government or giving London more control over key taxes so we can pay for it ourselves - or a
combination of both’ (MoL, 2020a). LI-1 also believed further devolution would be of benefit,
and stated that if given “the right capability, there is loads more [TfL] could do”. The drive for
further devolution is further discussed in Section 4.8.
LI-3 believes that “TfL is probably the only public transport authority in the world that is
actively trying to stop passengers from using its services” (LI-3) to prevent the spread of Covid19, with the pandemic having “highlighted how fragile the funding for [TfL] is, because it’s so
reliant on passenger fares…which have been demolished” (LI-5). The interviewees held a
common view that the terms of the government financing packages for TfL in response to the
loss of income from measures to tackle the Covid-19 pandemic have begun to limit the ability
for the Mayor and TfL to exercise their autonomy. LI-4 believes these packages have “created
space for the government to leverage slightly more influence over what is ordinarily quite an
autonomous transport authority”, and LI-1 is “very worried right now that a lot of that
independence is going to be lost”. LI-6 believes that these conditions are an attempt by
government to “‘claw back some of that autonomy” that the GLA has, with LI-1 and LI8
believing that this is in large part due to a political fight between current Mayor Sadiq Khan
and Prime Minister (and former Mayor of London) Boris Johnson, with the government now
having “parked its tanks on the lawn of the Mayor” (LI-7). This is supported by public
statements made by the mayor in response to the terms of the two packages, discussed above.
The interviewees believed the autonomy afforded to the Boroughs with respect to transport
has been put to various degrees of use across London. LI-1 felt that although some Boroughs
used the autonomy afforded, including in acting on decarbonising their own fleet of vehicles,
developing electric vehicle chargepoints and active travel infrastructure “the majority don’t,
not remotely”. At present, no Boroughs have an active road pricing scheme or Workplace
Parking Levy (although some are examining and consulting on options to do so, any most do
have CPZs), and most “don’t do a terribly good job of making use of adopted roads and
adopted highways, particularly in restricting use to active travel” (LI-4). LI-5 believed that most
Boroughs could make more use of their spatial planning powers, and could be more assertive
with developers to include low-carbon mobility infrastructure. The interviewees broadly
agreed that the Boroughs more likely to put their autonomy in this arena to good effect are
the more central Boroughs, and vice versa, largely as a result of the politics associated with
London’s urban form and infrastructure (see Section 4.9). Borough level autonomy and actions
are further discussed under Sections 0 and 0, in particular.
Score: 2.5/3
PU

Page 31

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development

3.3 Access to Funding for Climate Action
Capacity
The ability for the GLA (and TfL) to raise funds, and the level of discretion they have in
spending these funds is described in Section 3.2 (including recent changes resulting from
Covid-19 and measures to tackle it). In summary, the GLA has a relatively limited ability to raise
its own funds from London residents and businesses (particularly compared to similar cities
around the world), although TfL specifically has a relatively strong ability to raise funds
(including through sponsorship of its services, facilities or activities). Although the Mayor has a
relatively high degree of autonomy of how funds raised by the GLA are spent (and in particular
TfL, through the MTS), a report in early 2020 published by the London Sustainable
Development Commission (LSDC, discussed further in Section 0) concluded that ‘the direct
spending power of the Mayor is several orders of magnitude less than that necessary to
achieve a zero-carbon economy for the capital’ (LSDC, 2020, p.11). In addition, as TfL does not
receive general operational funding from national government, any revenue raised address the
Mayor’s statutory requirement to ‘promote and encourage safe, integrated, efficient and
economic transport facilities and services’, alongside the requirement to introduce policies to
mitigate climate change. Around 87% of TfL’s total income is required simply to operate the
network (London Assembly, 2018).
The relatively limited ability for London Boroughs to raise their own funds are also discussed in
Section 3.2; although much of the funding for transport-related measures in the Boroughs is
provided by TfL, on the basis of annul budget requests to implement each Borough-specific LIP.
For 2020/21, TfL allocated £200 million for Borough LIP implementation. Of this, only £100,000
per year, per Borough (~2% of the total) is awarded over which each Borough has full
discretion on how to spend, based on local transport priorities. The remainder must be spent
on investment categories that align with the MTS (discussed further under Action) (TfL, 2019c).
However, LIP funding was paused following the Covid-19 pandemic, as pressure grew on TfL’s
finances and as it works ‘to meet the conditions in our funding and financing recovery package
from Government’ (TfL, 2020p); however following the agreement of the second financing
package, this funding resumed One such condition was the establishment of a £55 million
Active Travel Plan for London, of which £45 million was to be distributed to Boroughs to invest
in active travel measures, such as temporary cycle lanes and pavement widening, through the
‘Streetspace for London’ programme (with the remaining £10 million to be spent directly by
TfL). In addition, in May 2020 the government announced a national Active Travel Fund of
£250 million, of which London (TfL and the Boroughs) was allocated £25 million (with the first
tranche of £5 million released in June 2020, and the second tranche of £20 million released in
November 2020). Combined, this provides £80 million in national government funds for
investment in active transport in London.
Aside from the funding packages resulting from the pandemic, funds available from central
government to invest in developing low-carbon mobility are often either focused at the
national level (e.g. national research institutes or activities), or targeted at individuals and
businesses (e.g. electric vehicle grants, as described in Section 3.1). However, some sources of
national funding are available to local authorities. This includes the Ultra-Low Emission Bus
(ULEB) scheme (a £48 million fund to help English local authorities to purchase ULEBs and
supporting infrastructure across 2018-2021 (LCVP, 2020)), the On-Street Residential
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Chargepoint Scheme (a fund for local authorities to part-fund the procurement and installation
of on-street electric vehicle chargepoint infrastructure, worth £20 million in 2020/21 (Gov.uk,
2020c)), and the Workplace Charging Scheme (WCS, a fund that provides support to
businesses, charities and local authorities to install electric vehicle chargepoints). Other funds
have previously been made available for local authorities to take advantage of. However, some
such funds have excluded London (either the GLA/TfL or London Boroughs, or both) from
eligibility, due to the devolution and funding arrangements specific to London (discussed in
Section 3.2). A key example is the Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF), which between
2011 and 2015 provided £540 million to English local authorities outside London, for
investments in 96 projects to encourage low-carbon transport (Sloman et al, 2018).
Aside from these more general funds, national government does provide funding for specific,
usually large-scale infrastructure projects. A key example is Crossrail (The Elizabeth Line),
described in Section 3.2, which at present is projected to cost a total of £17.6 billion, and for
which central government is providing around half the funding (mostly as direct funding, but in
part through loans to the GLA and DfT) (Crossrail, 2020).
As a city within a member of the EU (at least until the end of 2020), London could potentially
access a range of funds to encourage low-carbon mobility within its jurisdiction. This includes
European Structural and Investment Funds, the Innovative Actions in Sustainable Urban
Development call for projects, the LIFE Programme, the European Funds for Strategic
Investments (EFSI), and the Research Programme Horizon 2020. These funds (and others) offer
several billion Euros in potential funding for low-carbon urban mobility investments (CIVITAS,
2020b).
There was general agreement amongst the interviewees that although TfL has a relatively
strong ability to raise funds, it is “very clear that the removal of the [GLA Transport] Grant was
pretty brutal for TfL” (LI-7), and limited its practical ability to focus funds on climate change
mitigation purposes. As LI-2 stated, although there is a lot of ambition to drive low-carbon
mobility (see Section 0), “it is difficult to see where the money is going to come from”, and this
means TfL are “hampered by inability to invest and plan for the long-term” without a “stable
footing to deliver some of its policy priorities”. The interviewees agreed that this situation has
worsened since the onset of the pandemic, as TfL and wider GLA income has “fallen off a cliff”
(LI-4). In turn, this also limits funding available to Boroughs, alongside reductions in their own
revenue-raising streams. Indeed, LI-4 believes that “the funding climate is incredibly
challenging; a number of boroughs have been running on a very shoestring budget for a
number of years”. LI-2 believes that “government needs to pump prime” investment in London
to achieve the transition on the timescales discussed, although they also believed an issue to
be the lack of greater fiscal devolution. Following the end of the Brexit transition period at the
end of 2020, several interviewees also considered it likely that the UK would no longer be
eligible to receive EU funding for low-carbon mobility. Despite the lack of national funding
available to authorities in London for climate action in mobility, LI-3 and LI-6 believe that in the
wake of the pandemic the government has taken a greater interest in transport in London, as
evidenced by the provision of £80 million in active travel funding for London (however, there
may be broader political issues also at play, as discussed in Section 3.2). LI-3 also highlighted
the possibility that the pandemic may have shifted “the funding picture for getting us to a lowcarbon mobility system – that requirement may have decreased substantially”, as reduced
demand for public transport may have “unlocked an ability to shift to active travel much
faster”.
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Score: 1.5/3
Action
As discussed in Section 3.2, the GLA and TfL make broad use of the range of channels through
which it may raise its own funds, including road pricing instruments, fares, commercial
activities, advertising, sponsorship, and borrowing. In addition, in April 2015, TfL announced
they would issue a ten-year green bond. When issued, it raised £400 million from 60 investors,
and was oversubscribed by 50%. The bond was issued in line with the Green Bond Principles,
with the majority of proceeds to be invested in rail upgrades and improvements (£370 million),
£20 million invested in bus fleet upgrades, and £10 million for cycling improvements (LSDC,
2020; TfL, 2016). In January 2020, another round of green bond issuance was announced, from
which proceeds will be allocated to investments in clean transport, pollution prevention and
control, and renewable energy (TfL, 2020). TfL have also committed to leverage other sources
of finance where possible. For example, in the MTS, the Mayor commits to considering selling
surplus land for the development of sustainable, affordable housing, with any capital receipts
generated from such sales allocated to TfL’s transport investment programme (MTS, 2018). In
2018, TfL Consulting was launched, with the aim of commercialising TfL expertise and
intellectual capital by partnering with cities and regions around the world. Within five years, it
aimed to have generate £45 million in revenue (MoL, 2020c); it is unclear to what degree this
target is affected by the pandemic.
Although fare income has reduced substantially following the pandemic, Prior to the onset of
the pandemic, the ‘fare freeze’ introduced by the current Mayor upon his election in 2016 in
order to incentivise greater use of public transport over private vehicles, was estimated to
reduce fare income by around £640 million by the end of his four-year term, with the ‘Hopper
fare’ reducing income by an additional £34 million. Concessionary fares, such as for young and
retired people, students and the unemployed, reduce income by a further £300 million
(London Assembly, 2018; GLA, 2018a). Alongside potentially ending the fare freeze and
reducing some concessionary travel allowances, a 2018 report by the London Assembly
recommended that additional income could be generated through making greater use of TfL’s
advertising capabilities and opportunities for sponsorship deals, supporting activities by TfL
consulting, constructing and renting properties on its estate, and making efficiency savings
(London Assembly, 2018). From a broader GLA perspective, the LSBC report published in
March 2020 recommend a range of actions to raise further funds to invest in the low-carbon
transition in London, with a principal action to establish a London Future Finance Facility,
which would work to, inter alia, offer bespoke financial instruments for clean and resilient
investment. Both the London Assembly and LSDC reports also recommended further
devolution of fiscal powers from national government to the GLA (London Assembly, 2018;
LSBC, 2020).
It is difficult to fully define and assess spending by the GLA and TfL on climate action. In one
respect, almost all of TfL’s investment and operational expenditure, the vast majority of which
is focused on public transport, may be considered as spending on climate action if without it,
CO2 emissions from the greater use of private vehicles, for example, would be higher.
However, if the definition of funding for climate action were limited to active travel and
expenditure with an explicit purpose of achieving decarbonisation (for example), the lack of
publicly available data at the TfL level makes this difficult. Although, some information is
available. The Mayor has committed around £1.8 billion to be spent directly by TfL on ‘Healthy
Streets’ between 2019 and 2024. Around £600 million is allocated for cycle infrastructure, £86
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million is available for bus priority infrastructure, £830 million for schemes on the TLRN, and
another £285 million on other air quality and environment investments (MoL, 2019). TfL also
operate a car and motorcycle scrappage scheme for London residents that receive some form
of welfare benefits from the government, to scrap an old car or motorcycle that doesn’t
comply with ULEZ requirements for a payment (£2,000 and £1,000, respectively), to purchase a
vehicle that does. TfL also part-fund the national governments grant of £7,500 for zeroemission capable taxis, for those licences in London.
However, as around 95% of London’s roads and street space are under Borough jurisdiction,
much of the investment in low-carbon mobility outside of London’s public transport network
occurs at the Borough level. Of the £200 million to be provided to Boroughs from TfL to
implement their LIPs, around £170 million was to be spent on developing ‘healthy streets’ (see
Section 4.8) including over £60 million for cycling infrastructure (TfL, 2019c) - although as
described above, this funding was paused between May and November 2020. Data on
spending allocations from self-raised revenue (or the Local Transport Fund) on mobility is not
available, although for most boroughs, most such budget is received from TfL under the
criteria described above, and as LI-7 stated, “TfL has become more and more stringent about
how it applies its funding, and have added more and more strings…[Boroughs now have to]
submit bids for funds, include plans on how they will spend [these funds], and prove this is in
line with the MTS and overarching policy objectives”. A range of other temporary grants for
Boroughs are also occasionally available from TfL, such as the Mayor’s Air Quality Fund - is a
£22 million fund over 10 years to support projects by London boroughs to improve air quality,
but which is currently closed to new applications (TfL, 2020r).
The GLA and TfL has been reasonably successful at receiving funds from national schemes to
which it is eligible to apply. For example, TfL received nearly £7 million from the ULEB Scheme
for 63 electric buses and supporting infrastructure – nearly 15% of the total budget (DfT,
2019). In 2016, a collaborative bid between TfL, GLA and London Councils was awarded £13
million as part of the national £40 million Go Ultra Low Cities Scheme, to deliver residential EV
charging points, increasing the provision of car clubs, and ‘Neighbourhoods of the Future’
(measures to support the delivery of local, innovative projects to prioritise and encourage the
uptake of EVs), between 2016 and 2020 (London Council, 2020). However, in some cases, the
government makes it clear that recipients of such funds are less likely to be prioritised for
subsequent funds, in order to avoid over-concentration. Regarding eligibility, in the
Environment Strategy, the Mayor requests that in future the government ensures ‘that London
can access national funding on the same basis as other local authorities’ (MoL, 2018b, p.101),
to help advance the various environmental ambitions stated.
The Boroughs also receive some funding directly from DfT for low-carbon mobility-related
purposes (aside from the recent Active Travel Fund), such as £2 million for each Borough to
provide cycle training between August 2020 and March 2021 (TfL, 2020r). London Boroughs
have been highly active recipients and participants in EU funding and projects, enabled
through the London European Partnership for Transport (LEPT), operated by London Councils
and ‘established in 2006 as a new partnership to coordinate, disseminate and promote the
sustainable transport and mobility agenda for London and London boroughs in Europe (London
Councils, 2020f). Through LEPT, Boroughs have been involved in a range of EU initiatives across
encouraging active travel, the promotion of EVs, air quality, and mobility as a service. LI-5
believed that “boroughs have been quite good at getting EU funding, particularly for transport
projects”. However, they believed that once the UK’s transition period closes,, such
opportunities will cease, and the LEPT will close.
PU

Page 35

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development

The interviewees were in broad agreement that the level of action taken by boroughs to raise
and apply funds for climate action varies substantially, largely due differences in local politics
stemming from “public appetite in the borough for [low-carbon] modes of transport, and the
access they have to TfL’s public transport network” (LI-4). The interviewees agreed that inner
Boroughs, with strong transport connections and which tend to be led by councils of the same
political party or persuasion as the current Mayor, tend to be more active in seeking funding to
develop low-carbon mobility. However, many over the outer Boroughs are “dragging their feet
to avoid doing what the Mayor wants for as long as possible” (LI-7), due to political differences
and the relative lack of public transport infrastructure. This applies to both TfL funding, but
also national funds, where such Boroughs have simply said “no, thanks. Many Boroughs are
reluctant to go there – even with the Streetspace fund. While some Boroughs have applied and
done a lot, others have done none at all – they don’t want to pick a fight with residents” (LI-7).
However, two interviewees raised the issue of administrative capacity, with LI-4 stating that
some of the difference “comes down to the different [administrative] capacities that Boroughs
have to apply and bid for these pots of money”. Some Boroughs have invested in developing
strong, highly engaged transport teams over a number of years, allowing them to effectively
identify and take advantage of fund that come available. However, LI-8 raised a concern that
with impending budget restrictions at both TfL and Borough levels following the pandemic,
much of this “human capital may be lost”.
Score: 2.5/3

3.4 Vertical Co-ordination
Capacity
At the national level, the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) is
responsible for developing overarching strategies to achieve the goals of the UK’s Climate
Change Act, and for co-ordinating cross-government policy to achieve it. However, only one of
BEIS’ five main objectives relates to this issue (‘ensure the UK has a reliable, low cost and clean
energy system’), with the remainder focused on business and competitiveness (BEIS, 2020a).
Evidence suggests that climate change mitigation is not a top priority in BEIS, and emphasis is
instead given to promoting and saving businesses – a focus that is likely to intensify in the
wake of Covid-19 (Sasse et al, 2020). The DfT and its agencies set policy and regulation for all
modes of transport in the UK, including active travel. The Ministry of Housing, Communities
and Local Government (MHCLG) is responsible for spatial planning and sub-national authorities
in England. The Treasury (the UK’s Ministry of Finance) is responsible for tax policy and broad
allocations of budget to other government departments. Although the term ‘sustainability’ is
used, none of the key objectives of these departments explicitly references decarbonisation
(or direct synonyms) (DfT, 2020d; HMT, 2020; MHCLG, 2020). Despite its stated role in crossgovernment co-ordination, BEIS holds few levers to compel the development of strategy and
policy in other key departments, and there are relatively few examples of cross-departmental
processes or bodies dedicated to decarbonisation efforts; a key exception is the Office for Low
Emission Vehicles (OLEV), operated jointly by BEIS and DfT, to support the market for ULEVs
(including through administering the Plug-in Grant) (Sasse et al, 2020).
The Climate Change Committee (previously Committee on Climate Change, before November
2020) was created by the Climate Change Act 2008 with a purpose to advise the UK and
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devolved governments on climate change action. Specifically, it: (a) provides independent
advice on setting and meeting carbon budgets and preparing for climate change; (b) monitors
progress in reducing emissions and achieving carbon budgets and targets; (c) conducts
independent analysis into climate change science, economics and policy; and (d) engages with
a wide range of organisations and individuals to share evidence and analysis. The Government
and national authorities may also request specific advice from the Committee on an ad-hoc
basis (CCC, 2020). However, as an independent advisory body, it has no decision-making
authority.
The principal parameters for interaction between the GLA and the government (and
parliament) are set by the GLA Act, such as the requirement that policy set by the GLA be
consistent with, and as least as ambitious as, national policy, the extent to which national
government may direct or intervene in GLA competences (particularly with regard to climate
change mitigation), and the ability of the GLA and London Boroughs to introduce, support or
oppose bills in parliament, are described in Section 3.2.
Beyond these processes, there appear to be no further specific, formal processes for vertical
co-ordination of general strategy and policy design and implementation between the GLA and
Boroughs, and national government and its administrative bodies (or those of the EU). Both
the GLA and TfL maintain Government Relations teams that, inter alia, produce briefings based
on Parliamentary business, engage with parliamentarians and government officials to promote
the Mayor’s view and priorities, and manage responses to government consultations by the
Mayor (GLA, 2020a). The GLA can also publicly state its position and call on government to
take action in areas of concern, such as through the Mayor’s strategies.
The GLA also maintains a European Office in Brussels, with the following objectives: (a) inform
colleagues across the GLA Group about EU policies, legislation and funding opportunities of
relevance to London; (b) promote the vision and work of the Mayor in Brussels to the EU and
other cities and stakeholders based in Brussels; and (c) ensure that London’s interests are
taken into account in the development of EU policies and programmes, in particular through
contacts with the European Commission and Members of the European Parliament (GLA,
2020e).
Score: 1.5/3
Action
As described in Section 3.2, national government has issued guidance for the preparation of
the energy and climate change element of the LES. There is no evidence to suggest that the
national government has issued directions to alter the MTS or LES, however in March 2020 the
power of the Secretary of State for MHCLG was exercised to direct the Mayor to alter the
upcoming London Plan. This included action to relax proposed measures that attempted to
reduce car ownership and use, such as a relaxation in the standards for new parking provision.
Beyond this, vertical co-ordination with regard to low-carbon passenger mobility appears to be
largely conducted on a case-by-case basis, and with relevant national department or agencies,
rather than on a cross-departmental or political basis. Key examples include large-scale capital
investments (e.g. Crossrail) and the co-funding of the £7,500 capital grant for zero-emission
capable taxis on London, both with DfT and TfL. More recently, intensive discussions have
taken place regarding trialling the use of e-scooters in London. In May 2020, the government
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announced it would be bringing forward trials of rental e-scooters in England from Spring 2021
to Summer 2020. Such scooters are currently illegal to use in a public place, although
legislative changes are now underway to permit these trials. In November 2020, TfL and
London Councils jointly announced that they will host a twelve-month trial, and launched a
competition to select up operators to deliver it. Four interviewees raised this trial as an
example of how dialogue between the DfT and TfL in particular and has begun to improve
since the onset of the pandemic. LI-3 and LI-6 both of the view that DfT and TfL have been
working much more closely recently, with the latter stating at least part of this to make sure
the legislation for e-scooter trials isn’t too onerous. Although LI-6 was unsure whether this has
been constructive, LI-3 believed it had been. However, LI-4 suggested there have been “heated
discussion between DfT and TfL on the nature of [e-scooter] trials”. The nature of the
discussions regarding the TfL financing package is discussed in Section 3.2.
Prior to the pandemic, the interviewees were largely united in their view that vertical coordination between national government and TfL had not been smooth. LI-1 stated that such
co-ordination was “not good enough”, with LI-4 stating that “co-ordination is really
challenging”. LI-4 suggest that this was because although DfT shares an agenda to encourage
low-carbon mobility, along with TfL, “it also has a number of others” that can make
coordination difficult. LI-5 suggested that prior to the pandemic the government weren’t too
interested in transport in London, and often thought “well, just give it to TfL and the GLA and
that’s dealt with”. LI-8 felt that this was part of a general problem of over-centralisation of
transport planning in the UK.
Score: 1.5/3

3.5 Horizontal Co-ordination
Capacity
As discussed in Section 3.2, the Mayor is required to set his policy agenda through the
publication of a series of Mayoral Strategies, including the MTS, the London Plan, and the
London Environment Strategy, which have various points of overlap, particularly with
transport. To help implement these strategies, the GLA Act allows the Mayor to make up to 11
appointments to the GLA through open competition, to whom he is able to delegate powers
and responsibilities (with some exceptions, such as the power to direct functional bodies, such
as TfL), alongside two political appointments. The Mayor has full discretion over the portfolios
of these appointments, however one must act as the Statutory Deputy Mayor and be
appointed from among the London Assembly. At present, there is Deputy Mayor for
Environment and Energy and a Deputy Mayor for Transport. In addition, the Mayor has
appointed a Walking and Cycling Commissioner, who reports to the Deputy Mayor for
Transport. The GLA is also able to constitute advisory bodies, such as the LSDC, established in
2002 to advise the Mayor of London on making London a 'sustainable world city' (MoL, 2020d).
As discussed in Section 3.2, TfL’s primary responsibility is to implement the Mayor’s Transport
Strategy, and which in turn has direct control over London’s public transport network and
associated infrastructure and property, the TLRN, taxi and PHV regulations and licencing, the
Santander Cycles hire scheme, and the implementation of road pricing schemes. Using his
authority to appoint the Board of TfL, the current Mayor has appointed himself Chair, and the
Deputy Mayor for Transport as Vice-Chair. The Mayor also has the authority to issue directions
to TfL, and has executive power of TfL’s own operations.
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In preparing his Strategies, the GLA Act requires the Mayor to consult with the Assembly, the
functional bodies (including TfL), and each London Borough. Although there is no obligation for
the views of these bodies to lead to amendments to the Strategies, the Mayor must have
regard to them, and outline which have and have not been accepted for implementation, and
for those have not, provide the reasons why. In turn, as discussed in Section 3.2, the GLA Act
requires each Borough to conform to the Mayor’s Strategies, and in the case of the MTS,
produce a dedicated LIP to be approved by the Mayor (and a Local Plan for spatial planning,
which must conform to the London Plan). Co-operation with regard to spatial planning is
supported by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which states that ‘local planning
authorities and county councils (in two-tier areas) are under a duty to cooperate with each
other, and with other prescribed bodies, on strategic matters that cross administrative
boundaries’ (MHCLG, 2019, p.10). Regardless, the MTS, Environment Strategy and the London
Plan all pledge throughout to work with the Boroughs to deliver their aims and policies (MoL,
2019, 2018a,b). In 2018 TfL established a Local Communities and Partnerships Team to provide
a single point of contact for Borough representatives, and which are intended to be proactive
in understanding how TfL can ‘better support [Boroughs] to ensure [TfL’s] strategies are clear
and relevant, and take into consideration [Borough] needs’ (TfL 2019a, p.6). The GLA and TfL
have various other modes of engagement and co-ordination with the Boroughs, including a
team of 16 ‘Healthy Streets Officers’, established in 2019 to ‘ work across London's boroughs
to reduce school-run traffic, discourage engine idling and enable people to walk, cycle and use
public transport more often’ (TfL, 2019b), and a range of guidance and ‘toolkits’ made
available to help Boroughs engage with TfL’s campaigns and schemes (TfL, 2020k). The GLA
Government Relations Team (discussed in Section 3.4) also works closely with the Boroughs,
including ‘through the Congress of Leaders, where the Mayor discusses key London issues with
borough leaders. The team also maintains good relations with local authorities outside the GLA
boundary to ensure they understand the Mayor’s priorities (GLA, 2020a).
When preparing LIPs, Boroughs are required to consult the GLA and its various constituent
bodies (including TfL), and are encouraged to neighbouring authorities (both within and
outside London). Other suggested consultees are discussed in Section 4.7.
The GLA act stipulates that when a Borough intends to carry out works on the roads under its
control that may affect another road under the management of either the GLA or another
Borough, it must notify TfL, and if the road affected is in another Borough, the council of that
Borough too. Should TfL or the Borough object to the works, TfL is empowered to prevent the
work from taking place.
The main platform for inter-Borough co-ordination and co-operation is London Councils, ‘a
cross-party organisation that works on behalf of all of our member authorities regardless of
political persuasion’, and which ‘makes the case to government, the Mayor and others to get
the best deal for Londoners and to ensure that our member authorities have the resources,
freedoms and powers to do the best possible job for their residents and local businesses’ and
seeks to act ‘as a catalyst for effective sharing among boroughs – be that ideas, good practice,
people, resources, or policies and new approaches’ (London Councils, 2020b). It has a
dedicated Transport and Environment Committee with a member representing each Borough
and TfL, and makes various pledges in this area, including to support the expansion of the
ULEZ, deliver at least 2,500 charging points for electric vehicles by 2022, press for Borough
representation on the Board of TfL, and lobby for improved certainty and levels of local road
funding through the LIP process (London Councils, 2020c). London Councils also deliver a range
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of transport-related services on behalf of the Boroughs, including parking services, the
Freedom Pass, and the LEPT (discussed under Section 0). It also operates the London
Environment Directors’ Network (LEDNet), the membership association for London’s
Environment Directors. LEDNet aims to ‘deliver more effective and efficient environmental
services, as a key component of place-shaping’ (London Councils, 2020g). It works through five
‘clusters’ of air quality and transport; climate change; digital innovation; green spaces; and
waste and resources. LEDNet also delivers peer learning activities for LEDNet members (ibid).
Score: 2.5/3
Action
Although “London is in a very unique position, as the Mayor is also the leader of the transport
authority” (LI-4), LI-3 was of the view that there are tensions between the GLA and TfL. They
believed this stems from two reasons. The first is that that the Mayor is inherently political,
and the GLA is the body through which political decisions are taken, and where relevant,
passed on to TfL (via the GLA, or through Mayoral direction). Through this, there are “a lot of
political winds that can bash TfL about”, and TfL just “want to get on with the job and [work to
a] solid long-term strategy without being bashed about by political winds [in the short term]”.
This can lead to a politicization of TfL, which LI-3 believes has become more prominent since
the pandemic, evidenced by the two financial audits of TfL’s finances (discussed in Section 3.2)
and “because TfL co-ordinate with DfT and central government on forward programmes and
operations, it makes it more and more difficult”. The second reason is that although the GLA
are the parent organisation, LI-3 believed that TfL can often see itself as a sister organisation,
producing inherent conflict. Together, they believed this can sometimes lead to efforts within
TfL to hide certain initiatives, in case the GLA attempt to stop it. But overall, they suggested
that the “dynamic between GLA and TfL is one that can be both good and bad”.
In 2019, TfL commissioned an independent survey across more than 2,700 elected
representatives and officers across the Boroughs, to gather their views on a range of topics,
including the their interaction with and support they receive from TfL. 49% of respondents
believed TfL to be an organisation they can trust to a great extent, with 34% believing this to
be true to some extent. 34% believed TfL communicates open an honestly to a great extent,
with 44% believing this to some extent. Just 51% knew how to contact TfL for information on
key issues, and just 36% had a main contact point. Respondents also believed that TfL was too
bureaucratic, that it does not take Borough priorities into consideration sufficiently, and that
they need to improve their engagement (although various reforms are being enacted to
address these issues, discussed under Capacity) (TfL, 2019a).
As LI-2 stated, the “political structure in London has an extra layer that other [cities usually]
don’t have to worry about”. Views on how well co-ordination between TfL and the Boroughs
works in general was relatively mixed between the interviewees. LI-1 believed it to be “Mostly
effective – the city works, it functions very well”, and LI-5 it to be “generally fairly good”. LI-2,
6 and 8 believed it to be a very mixed picture, with LI-3 believing it to be “haphazard at best”.
Despite the formal processes for co-ordination and direction described under Capacity and in
preceding sections, LI-1 believes that the “GLA has no powers over the [boroughs], really”, and
“At the end of the day, the Boroughs will do what they want to do”. Although the interviewees
recognised that the Mayor and TfL has various levers to exert influence over the Boroughs
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actions with regard to transport, particularly through the allocation of funding, they have been
“unwilling to wield the stick”, with co-ordination largely through “a carrot led approach” (LI-1).
The interviewees believes this is in part to avoid raising tensions between Boroughs and TfL as
“Boroughs don’t like that TfL can say yes or no to who gets money for what” (LI-1), and “TfL
cannot deliver without some form of co-operation” (LI-7), and “on mobility in particular, both
TfL and Boroughs know they need each other” (LI-5), as “mobility governance is still quite
fragmented, [with the] distribution of responsibilities quite complex” (LI-8). Indeed, LI-5
believes that “Boroughs are always pushing for more flexibility in how funding from TfL is
used”.
LI-8 believed that the level of co-ordination efficiency depended on the form of mobility, with
reasonably high co-ordination on public transport, and increasingly so for cycling infrastructure
(supported by LI7). With newer forms of mobility options, such as car clubs, e-scooters and
dockless bikes, they believes things have been different. Although LI-2 and LI-5 believed that
TfL have played an effective strategic role on EV infrastructure and dockless bikes, LI-3
believed that such co-ordination has been largely achieved through relationships between
individual officers TfL and the boroughs, where “two officers who know each other have joined
the dots”.
As LI-1 states, people involved within GLA and TfL often refer to ‘friendly Boroughs’; those that
“are easier in their dealings with TfL with than others” (LI-5). As discussed in Section 0, the
interviewees believed this comes down in part to political differences and associated priorities
in mobility, and “how well equipped the borough is to deal with transport schemes, if they
have good plans and are good at spending the money and meet all the deadlines, then they
will have a good relationship with TfL. Those that don’t, won’t” (LI-5). LI-5 belies that this can
create a degree of path dependency for Boroughs who do and do not engage and receive
funding for initiatives (as also discussed in Section 0), which leads to a limited number of
Boroughs that get discussed for cycling initiatives, EV charging infrastructure, etc. (LI-8).
Boroughs are obliged to co-operate on issues of mobility, and although a lot of inter-borough
learning happens through groups such as LEDNet (LI-6), the interviewees believed cooperation to be “something than could be improved on a lot more” (LI-5), as the Boroughs
have “quite different political objectives, which makes a joined-up approach quite hard to
achieve” (LI-4). In some cases, “the relationships [between the Boroughs] aren’t the best” (LI5), which coupled with the lack of strong effective co-ordination from TfL, can lead crossboundary issues such as when constructing “cycle lines [that] can just stop at Borough
boundaries” (LI-5), or prevent cross-boundary use of dockless bikes or car clubs (which are
permitted in some Boroughs but not others). LI-2 stated that such issues are not the result of
“Boroughs making bad decisions, just they are making different decisions”.
The interviewees believed this can “gum up the roll-out” (LI-2) of potentially key low-carbon
options. Giving the example of car clubs, LI-8 suggested that despite there being a strategy at
GLA level, this remains “an area where there is very little joined up thinking”. A company must
negotiation with individual boroughs for parking bays and permits, etc, which is possible for
very large companies, but not for smaller (and particularly start-up) companies. They highlight
that this becomes more of an issue with trying to promote mobility as a service, with different
services being integrated with a single payment system.
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Various interviewees believed that improving inter-Borough co-ordination and co-operation to
be primarily the role of London Councils, although LI-5 believed that they were aware of this
and are making efforts to improve. LI-6 believes that in order to achieve his goals, the Mayor
may soon have to use his powers to compel Boroughs to take certain actions, although if this is
restricted to withholding funding, LI-7 warns that this may not be sufficient an incentive for
some (particularly very central) Boroughs, which are independently wealthy through their own
ability to raise revenue without the need for much TfL funding. Beyond this, the Mayor may
take direct control of Borough LIPs (although this requires national government approval), and
he may direct where investments in public transport upgrades and infrastructure are spent,
but “these tactics are tough and questionable – and not nice options” to have to use (LI-7).
Score: 2.5/3

3.6 Membership
Networks

of

Capacity-Building

and

Learning

Capacity
The GLA and several Boroughs are members of a wide range of external capacity-building and
learning networks with a strong or exclusive focus on climate change action at the city (or
other sub-national) level.
At the global level, London is a member of C40 Cities, a network of 97 megacities around the
world ‘committed to addressing climate change. C40 supports cities to collaborate effectively,
share knowledge and drive meaningful, measurable and sustainable action on climate change’
(C40, 2020a), the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy, ‘the largest global
alliance for city climate leadership, built upon the commitment of over 10,000 cities and
local governments…[and which] share a long-term vision of supporting voluntary action
to combat climate change’ (GCM, 2020), and the Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance, a
‘collaboration of leading global cities achieving carbon neutrality before 2050…[which] aims to
address what it will take for leading international cities to achieve these deep emissions
reductions and how they can work together to meet their respective goals more efficiently and
effectively’ (CNCA, 2020a). However London is not represented in all such networks it is
eligible to join, such as the Union Internationale des Transports Publics (UITP), ‘the
International Association of Public Transport and a passionate champion of sustainable urban
mobility’ (UITP, 2020). The Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham is a member of ICLEI, the
Local Governments for Sustainability global network.
In European-level networks, aside from the EU iteration of the Global Covenant of Mayors,
London is largely represented via individual Boroughs, rather than at the level of the GLA. This
includes, for example, CIVITAS, a ‘network of cities for cities dedicated to cleaner, better
transport in Europe and beyond’ (CIVITAS, 2020a), established by the European Commission in
2002 (to which the Boroughs of Bromley, Hammersmith and Fulham, Sutton, and the City of
London, are members), and POLIS, ‘the leading network of European cities and regions
working together to develop innovative technologies and policies for local transport’ (POLIS,
2020), to which boroughs are members via LEPT (discussed in Section 0).
At the UK level, 15 Boroughs are members of UK 100, ‘a network of highly ambitious local
government leaders, who have pledged to secure the future for their communities by shifting
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to 100% clean energy by 2050’ (UK100, 2020), and Association of Directors of Environment,
Economy, Planning and Transport (ADEPT), to which the City of London is a direct member, as
well as all other Boroughs through the LEDNet (discussed in Section 4.5), and TfL, which is an
Associate Member.
Score: 2/3
Action
One of the five key principles of the Mayor’s Environment Strategy is to allow London to be a
global leader on the environment, through ‘collaboration with leading climate change and
environmental institutions and other world cities, sharing ideas and learning from best
practice’ (MoL, 2018b, p.22). Through the C40 specifically, the Mayor aims to ‘work with
boroughs and other partners to encourage innovation in [air quality] monitoring, starting with
a new sensor monitoring trial in partnership’ (MoL, 2018b, p.68), and to work with other global
cities to support climate action, including promoting C40’s independent endorsement of the
London Environment Strategy as being consistent with the goals of the Paris Agreement (MoL,
2018b, p.260).
The C40 was founded in 2006 as a network of 40 cities around the world, established following
a meeting convened by then Mayor of London Ken Livingston in 2005 with 18 megacities from
around the world, which resulted in an agreement to cooperate on reducing greenhouse gas
emissions through a number of actions (principally the creation of procurement policies and
alliances to accelerate the uptake of low-carbon technologies) (C40, 2020b). The C40’s first
chair was Ken Livingston, with its secretariat in London. Shirley Rodrigues, London’s Deputy
Mayor for Environment and Energy, is one of the eight board members, and London is one of
the fourteen cities to sit on the steering committee. London is involved in a range of initiates
operated by the C40, including establishing and co-leading an Air Quality Network, launching
(with New York, in 2020 Climate Week) the C40 Divest/Invest Forum, acting as one of four lead
signatories to the C40 Fossil-Fuel-Free Streets declaration (with an overarching pledge for each
city to procure only zero-emission buses from 2025, and ensure a major area of each city is
zero emission by 2030) (C40, 2020c), participation in a Walking and Cycling Network, and
participation in pilot programme for the C40 Climate Action Planning Framework, which aims
to support cities in developing climate action plans that are aligned with the objectives of the
Paris Agreement (C40, 2020d), and which was used to support the development of London’s
‘1.5C Compatible Plan’ (discussed in Section 0).
Although the C40 is the focus of London’s engagement with capacity-building and learning
networks, it is active to a reasonable degree in the other networks in which it participates. For
example, London signed up to the Covenant of Mayors in 2009 and submitted an action plan
to achieve the goals of the Covenant in 2011 (CoM, 2020), and GLA officials sit on two of the
three managing committees of the CNCA (2020b).
LI-4 & 5 both believed that the Mayor and the GLA more broadly have “been really active”
participants in the C40, in particular, with “a good reputation” (LI-5). This has been in part to
showcase low-carbon mobility action in London, as the city is “very proud of its
achievements…the creation of TfL and the congestion charge were genuinely admired and
admirable achievements in the broad international context” although LI-7 also believed that
TfL “isn’t at the front of the pack anymore”. At the Borough level, LI-5 believed that London
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Councils had supported many of these networks, but active participation has reduced in recent
years due to cuts in Borough funding.
But, there was general scepticism on how useful participation in such groups is in practice
among the interviewees, with LI-1 stating that although the concept is that “sharing leads to
doing, often I feel it is just sharing, and events and presentations”, with LI-2 believing that with
its feels as if there is “worthwhile entity overload”, that appear to be doing almost exactly the
same thing. In addition, LI-3 believed that there is often a “Lack of joined up thinking, even
among organizations such as the C40 – partly just because of the scale of the problem”, with
LI-4 suggesting that there are challenges with importing lessons from other cities to implement
in London, due to its sheer size and physical and governance structure.
Score: 2.5/3

3.7 Collaboration with and Participation of Stakeholders
Capacity
In exercising his statutory requirements or authority, including producing his statutory
strategies, the Mayor must consider consulting at least, in addition to public bodies described
in Section 0, (a) voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit the whole or part of
Greater London; (b) bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national
groups in Greater London; (c) bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups
in Greater London; and (d) bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on
business in Greater London. During preparation or revision of the MTS specifically, the Mayor
must also consult the national Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee, and other such
entities representing the interests of persons with mobility problems as he deems appropriate.
The current government guidance with regard to preparation of the climate and energy
strategy element of the Environment Strategy encourages the Mayor to consult with a range of
specific organisations, although none have a focus on transport (MoL, 2011).
Shortly after entering office in 2016, the current Mayor published ‘A City for All Londoners’,
which set out the Mayor’s priorities and intentions that were to be fully developed and
expanded upon through his statutory strategies. In the weeks following publication the Mayor
invited stakeholder views on this document in order to make sure ‘policy makers in City
Hall are fully aware of stakeholder and public needs as early as possible’ (GLA, 2016). Views
were gathered through stakeholder workshops, community focus groups and online
discussions via ‘Talk London’ – City Hall's online community ‘where you can have your say on
London's big issues like housing, the environment, transport, safety, jobs and more’ (GLA,
2020b), established in 2012.
During their preparation, drafts of the current, LES, MTS and the soon-to-be-published London
plan were all put out for a 14-week public consultation prior to their finalisation and
publication. All consultations are advertised through dedicated webpages on the GLA website,
along with information on how to provide a response. For the LES, stakeholder views were
sought through online discussion threads and surveys on Talk London, email campaigns, online
forms focus groups, interviews, representative polling and events. For the MTS consultation,
which was operated by TfL and advertised through a dedicated TfL ‘Consultations Hub’, ‘an
extensive marketing and engagement programme to promote the consultation and seek the
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views of Londoners, businesses and stakeholders’ (TfL, 2018b) took place, including five
‘stakeholder-led’ campaigns and a series of deliberative workshops.
In addition to the MTS, TfL consult on new guidance, policy updates and amendments, changes
to bus services, relocation of bus stops and shelters, design and management of London roads,
and major transport projects and developments (TfL, 2020l). Interested parties are able to sign
up for updates on consultations and participation activities through the Consultation hub. TfL
also regularly consults with a range of groups to address diversity and inclusion, including its
Independent Disability Advisory Group (IDAG), sub-regional mobility forums established to
enhance discussions between TfL, the Boroughs and groups for older and disabled people
across London, and a London-wide forum for people with learning difficulties that meets three
times a year to discuss travel and transport issues (TfL, 2020m).
In addition to the consultees outlined in Section 0, in preparing their LIPs, Boroughs must also
consult entities as required by the direction of the Mayor as outlined in the LIP guidance. The
current guidance does not provide requirements but states that Boroughs, alongside their own
local engagement and consultation arrangements, ‘may wish to consult with’ (inter alia)
elected members and the Borough’s Director of Public Health, but also (inter alia) local
community groups, transport user groups, environmental groups and representatives of
younger and older people, a mobility forum or similar, business communities, transport
operators, taxi driver associations and PHV companies (TfL, 2018, p.12). Boroughs must also
consult a range of entities when developing their Local Plans, although aside from the GLA and
the Borough itself as the local transport authorities, only rail network operators and
infrastructure managers and toll road concessionaries are transport-related bodies listed by
statute.
The GLA Act requires the existence of a London Transport Users Committee, known as London
TravelWatch, which operates under oversight and direction by the London Assembly, and
seeks to promote ‘integrated transport policies and presses for better public transport, with
higher standards of quality, performance and accessibility’. They ‘liaise with transport
operators, providers, regulators and local authorities’, and are statutory consultees for
proposed changes to services or closures of lines or stations (London TravelWatch, 2020). It is
also body to which all complaints regarding TfL services may be directed. It is required to
prepare an annual report to the Assembly outlining any recommendations, on which the
Assembly, the Mayor and TfL must notify the Committee of any decisions reached.
The MTS, Environment Strategy, London Plan and 1.5C Plan all repeatedly state that the
Mayor, the GLA and its functional bodies (including TfL) will work with stakeholders to achieve
their objectives (other than the Borough authorities). Although some such stakeholders are
made explicit, such as members of the London Business Climate Leaders Group 12, they are
largely non-specific. TfL maintain an ‘innovator database’ to which ‘market innovators’
(including start-up companies, SMEs, larger companies, accelerators or investors) may register
to receive information on TfL innovation calls and programmes. TfL have also ‘committed to
making our open data freely available to third parties and to engaging developers to deliver
new products, apps and services for our customers’. Through this, TfL believe that ‘open data
facilitates the development of technology enterprises, small and medium businesses,
generating employment and wealth for London and beyond…[and by having thousands of

12

For more information, see GLA (2020f).
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developers working on designing and building applications, services and tools with our
data…we are effectively crowdsourcing innovation’ (TfL, 2020n).
Score: 3/3
Action
When consulting on the LES, which the GLA believe had the widest reach of consultees than
any previous iteration of this strategy, a range of responses were received from the public via
online discussion threads and surveys (2,900 Talk London members, which now has a total
membership of 60,000, completed 5,400 surveys), email, focus groups, interviews,
representative polling, and events, and technical stakeholders provided 370 responses via an
online webform, email, letter, and events (TfL, 2018d). When consulting on the MTS, TfL
‘carried out an extensive marketing and engagement programme to promote the consultation
and seek the views of Londoners, businesses and stakeholders’, and received 6,110 public
responses and 476 responses from business and other stakeholders, generating 43,550
individual comments. A further 383 responses were received via the five stakeholder-led
campaigns (TfL, 2018b). In both cases responses were analysed (by the GLA and TfL,
respectively) in a publicly-available report to the Mayor, with recommendations for changes to
reflect stakeholder concerns. All recommendations for changes to the MTS were accepted and
implemented by the Mayor. When preparing their LIPs to implement the MTS, the Mayor’s
guidance requires Boroughs to demonstrate how the views of all consultees have been taken
into account (TfL, 2018c).
Consultation responses to the London Plan were made available online, with an updated
version of the Plan subsequently published ‘following a review of consultation responses, and
consist of clarifications, corrections and factual updates to the draft Plan’ (GLA, 2018b).
Regarding other consultations, TfL state that they ‘always consider feedback during the
decision-making process. Final plans will also take other factors into account, including
relevant financial, legal, safety and technical issues...Once a decision is made, it is published
online’ (TfL, 2020l).
The interviewees all agreed that TfL performs well in stakeholder engagement and in trying to
address concerns raised. Although LI-7 stated that TfL “went through a time when it had a very
patrician approach”, LI-5 believed it has “Generally got a lot better at this in recent years”. LI-1
felt that “everything that goes out has big stakeholder management processes, with lots of
consultations”, with LI-3 of the view that “TfL does a really, really phenomenal job in terms of
[stakeholder consultation], at least when it comes to new projects…[and] in terms of sincerity
of consultation, I think it really stands out – pretty much second to none”. LI-3 also felt that
often TfL will go through consultation responses on an item-by-item basis, to see which
element can be incorporated (but that often they aren’t able to be due to competing requests,
or even basic engineering possibilities).
In terms of the breadth of engagement, the “GLA and TfL tries its best to include everyone” (LI1), “a lot of will to engage with stakeholders and to involve different parties” (LI-8). And
although LI-5 felt that they are “quite good at…trying to get a wide a view as possible on how
schemes should be working”, different interviewees recognised that it is “quite difficult to
engage with everyone” (LI-8). Although TfL tries to engage with marginalised and hard to reach
groups through various modes and media (LI-3), and are getting better at seeking ‘silent’
views, this is not seen as priority (LI-6). Although policy officers at TfL usually weight
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stakeholder responses to consultations in particular based on representativeness (LI-6), the
level of attention granted to different stakeholder groups tends to “wax and wane” over time
(LI-2). Taxi drivers were a group raised by various interviewees as a group that “shout very
loud” (LI06), and used to have a substantial voice and level of influence, but less so now (LI2 &
7). LI-2 believes that cycling groups probably have more influence than it perhaps deserves,
although the level of influence is overblown by opponents.
LI-5 believes that “Boroughs are quite good at listening to all the different views”, although LI8 believes this is quite varied, with some Boroughs having “more of a deliberative
culture…whereas others are slightly more top down”, with LI-7 feeling that “the management
of stakeholder relationships…is completely variable” across Boroughs. Broadly, LI-5 felt that
the voices listened to at Borough level depend to a large degree on the political persuasion of
the Borough council, as they “often have to take a political decision on what they’re going to
risk”. LI-7 felt that if a Borough likes cycling, it’ll talk to the cycling campaign, and vice versa.
Various interviewees raised the issues surrounding consultation when introducing emergency
Streetspace measures at the beginning of pandemic restrictions. LI-2 & 5 both felt that many
such measures (particularly Low Traffic Neighbourhoods – LTNs) had been pushed through
without consultation, which many have found difficult as “Boroughs are used to talking to their
residents before they implement these schemes” (LI-5). The interviewees generally felt that
this has produced high levels of ‘backlash’ in some areas, although LI-5 felt that both the
Boroughs and TfL have been relatively responsive to these concerns, and “the engagement
process is happening as part of a live scheme” (LI-7). Although, LI-6 believed that such negative
views usually come from a vocal minority.
TfL has established ‘Innovation Partnerships’ with private sector companies with ‘notable R&D
capabilities’ and a focus on London’s mobility to develop new products and services that can
help deliver the MTS. This includes the ‘London Connectory’; a 20-month partnership with
Bosch to give small businesses and start-ups the opportunity to work with renowned experts
and use cutting-edge data to tackle crucial transport challenges in London. TfL provide
technical knowledge and a wide range of datasets, leveraging our Unified API and open data
products, to allow companies to trial new products. In return, Bosch dedicates professionals to
provide technical expertise, guidance and mentoring (TfL, 2020o). Recently-announced
collaboration opportunities include a call for solutions on how to diversify the use of rail
station car parks, the trailing of publishing problem statements to source new solutions
innovative products which could be useful to TfL, and a call for expressions of interest to
participate in a new ‘Innovation Collaboration Framework’, to allow TfL rapid access to a
number of corporations with Research and Development (R&D) facilities to help solve key
problem statements and provide a route to market to scale up viable co-created products and
co-commercialise them (TfL, 2020o).
In 2017, a report by Delloite concluded that TfL’s Open Data Policy had allowed 42% of
Londoners to use an app using TfL data, across more than 600 apps developed from around
13,000 registered developers, generating up to £130 million in economic benefits and savings
a year across TfL and London citizens (Delloite, 2017).
LI-6 stated that the GLA and TfL is frequently approached by technology companies looking for
collaboration, but LI-8 was of the view that they often favour working with known, and bigger
parties, [and hold a] relatively strong belief in being able to fix problems with incumbents and
big transnational corporations”.
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Score: 2.5/3

3.8 Presence of Local Climate Champion
Capacity
As described in Sections 3.2 and 0, the Mayor of London holds executive power over transport
(alongside housing and economic development) within the Greater London Authority. They are
required to set wide-ranging strategy across a range of different policy arenas (including
transport, for which a dedicated body – TfL – has the express purpose to implement), which
the Mayor is able to guide and compel Boroughs to follow. The Mayor may also create and
make various appointments for dedicated roles, and to some degree raise funds and allocate
budgets to deliver these strategies, as also discussed in previous sections.
As described at the beginning of Section 3, the London Assembly is intended to scrutinise the
actions of the Mayor, and has the power to reject draft Mayoral strategies and budgets by a
two-thirds majority vote. It also has the power to investigate and prepare reports about any
actions and decisions taken by the Mayor and their statutory functions, and is able to submit
proposals to the Mayor, to which a response must be provided. The Assembly must also hold
confirmation hearings for certain Mayoral appointments, including the Chair and Deputy Chair
of TfL. The Assembly sits ten times per year, at which it may put questions directly to the
Mayor (and for which the Mayor must prepare and submit a report on their actions and
decisions since the previous report), or to their appointees, or any other senior permanent
officers of the GLA. The Mayor must also face People’s Question Time, an event held twice a
year where members of the public may put their questions directly to the Mayor and the
Assembly, participate in an annual ‘State of London’ debate, and publish an annual report on
the previous financial year’s developments and achievements.
Although Assembly has extensive power of scrutiny, and the GLA requires a generally high
degree of public transparency, there is little direct control over Mayoral decisions and actions.
And in practice, the curtailing powers the Assembly does have are not likely to be deployed if
the Assembly has a high proportion of members from the same political party (as at present,
where 12 of the 25 members are also of the Labour Party).
As such, the Mayor has a high level of executive power within the remit of the GLA, particularly
with regard to transport in London. At the national level, this may only be directly curtailed by
the Government when the Mayor’s strategies run counter to national policy, or by Act of
Parliament. However, such power may be indirectly restrained through other means, such as
through the conditions attached financing package to TfL, discussed in Section 3.2.
As a position with strong executive power over the London, the capital of the United Kingdom
and a major world city, Mayor of London is one of the most high-profile political positions in
the country, with 93% of the British population having heard of the incumbent (the third
Mayor), Sadiq Khan (YouGov, 2020a). His predecessor, the second Mayor, was Boris Johnson,
who subsequently became Prime Minister.
Borough councils adopt one of two potential structures for their leadership. The first, and most
commonly used structure, is one in which a council leader is elected by the councillors for a
four-year term (but they may reserve the right to remove the leader during that term). The
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leader decides on the deputy leader, size of the cabinet and appoints cabinet members. The
mayoral function in these councils is a ceremonial role. This is the structure used by the
majority of councils in London. The second approach is to have a Borough mayor directly
elected by voters to serve for four years. They then choose a cabinet of up to 10 councillors. A
directly-elected mayor has much more power in this model. Only four Boroughs have adopted
this model (London Councils, 2020a).
Score: 3/3
Action
As discussed under Section 3.2, the current Mayor has stated his ambition to achieve zero
carbon emissions in London by 2050, including a zero-carbon transport network (and to
exceed legal air quality standards by 2030). The Mayor has adopted a set of (non-legallybinding) London-wide carbon budgets, following the approach taken, and aligned with the
budget periods, of the carbon budgets set at the national level. Budgets have been set for
2018-2022, 2023-2027 and 2028-2032 (at 40%, 50% and 60% below 1990 levels, respectively),
with sub-budgets for homes, workplaces, transport, and the GLA group’s own operations. The
carbon budgets are designed to ‘help London’s businesses, communities, boroughs, the Mayor
and national government manage the transition to zero carbon, so that we don’t leave
everything until the last minute, incurring greater cost’ (MES, p.11).
A core guiding principle of the MTS is the ‘Healthy Streets Approach’, which ‘provides the
framework for putting human health and experience at the very heart of planning the city. It
uses ten evidence-based indicators13…to assess the experience of being on [London’s] streets.
Good performance against each indicator means that individual streets are appealing places to
walk, cycle and spend time’ (MoL, 2018a, p.5). This approach is also integrated into the MES
and the new London Plan.
Examples of key transport-related actions to support these goals with changes to TfL
infrastructure and operations and other key policies and funding sources, are discussed in
previous sections. However, the various strategies that influence transport-related CO2
emissions (the MTS, LES and London Plan) contain a range of other targets, policies and
ambitions across a range of areas, including public transport capacity and interconnectivity,
active transport and the use of private vehicles (supported by spatial planning requirements,
discussed in Section 3.2).
For public transport, the Mayor seeks to increase rail service capacity by at least 80% by 2041
and to adjust bus service type and volume, alongside improving integration of bus and rail
services with the Underground network and walking and cycling environments and
improvements to speed, reliability and accessibility, to enable mode shifting away from private
vehicles. The MTS also outlines an ambition to create a London suburban metro, with
responsibility for suburban rail services devolved from the Department for Transport to the
Mayor, to help provide seamless interchanges between suburban rail services and existing TfL
services’ (MoL, 2018a, p.25).

13

These are: ‘Pedestrians from all walks of life’, ‘Easy to cross’, ‘Shade and shelter’, ‘Places to stop and
rest’, ‘Not too noisy’, ‘People choose to walk, cycle and use public transport’, ‘People feel safe’, ‘Things
to see and do’, ‘People feel relaxed’, and ‘clean air’.
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The Mayor has a target of, by 2041, 80% of all trips in London to be made on foot, by cycle or
by using public transport, and 70% of all Londoners living within 400 metres of the strategic
cycle network (MoL, 2018a). To achieve these targets the Mayor aims, inter alia, to transform
the experience of the walking and cycling environment in central London by reducing the
dominance of vehicular traffic, including by transforming Oxford Street and looking at changes
to Parliament Square; deliver a London-wide strategic cycle network, with new, high quality,
safe routes and improved infrastructure to tackle barriers to cycling; increase the use of TfL’s
Cycle Hire scheme, and explore the potential of new models of cycle hire; encourage
additional local improvements, such as using physical restrictions to prevent motorised
vehicles from using certain streets; protect, improve and promote the Walk London network 14;
impose high expectations on developers to deliver transport solutions that will promote a shift
to active, efficient and sustainable modes; maintain, expand and improve ‘Legible London’
walking wayfinding maps and ensuring that on-street cycle network signage is clear and
consistent; and use new data to develop and improve online journey planning and navigation
tools that will make walking and cycling trips the easiest journeys to plan (MoL, 2019,
2018a,b).
As part of the above, the Mayor has also established a target of reducing overall traffic levels
reduced by 10-15% by 2041 (MoL, 2018b), and having all newly-registered road vehicles driven
in London to be zero emission by 2030. He seeks to achieve these targets by, inter alia,
investigating proposals for the next generation of road user charging systems that could
replace the LCC and ULEZ, including the potential for a future scheme that reflects distance,
time, emissions, road danger and other factors in an integrated way; seeking to implement
zero emission zones in town centres from 2020 and aim to deliver a zero emission zone in
central London from 2025, as well as broader congestion reduction measures to facilitate the
implementation of larger zero emission zones in inner London by 2040 and London-wide by
2050 at the latest; supporting the provision of car clubs for residents when paired with a
reduction in the availability of private parking; ensuring that sufficient and appropriate
charging and refuelling infrastructure is put in place to support the transition from diesel- and
petrol-powered vehicles to Ultra Low Emission Vehicles (ULEVs), including ensuring that
London’s energy-generating and supply system can accommodate and manage the increased
demand associated with this transition; and introducing other regulatory and pricing incentives
to support the transition to the usage of ULEVs in London (MoL, 2019, 2018a,b).
To support the achievement of the Mayor’s goals and strategies to achieving them, he has
suggested various other competences to be devolved to the GLA from national government.
This includes powers to implement emergency measures such as time-limited road closures
and vehicle restrictions during high pollution episodes, further power to introduce electric
vehicle charging infrastructure, further control over PHVs (including the ability to cap total
numbers), and to allow London planning policy to take precedence over national planning
policy. Other areas that have been discussed with respect to further devolution from national
government to the GLA are discussed in previous sections.
The Mayor supports further action to be taken by national government, without which it is
acknowledged the overarching decarbonisation (and other environmental objectives cannot be
met) and suggests that the measures presented in the Environment Strategy that action at the
14

Seven routes in and around London, that together ‘form one of the largest walking
networks of any city in the world’ (TfL, 2020f)
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London level ‘is the template for ambitious action by the Government at the national level’
(MoL, 2018b, p.6). He also supports action by national government in areas in which the GLA
currently does not (or cannot) have competence to achieve the overarching goals presented in
the Strategies, including the introduction of a new Clean Air Act to provide a national legal
framework for accelerating air quality improvements; the use of fiscal incentives (such as VED
and subsidies), so that only the cleanest vehicles are incentivised for purchase; implementing a
national diesel vehicle scrappage fund; and a national fund to convert all black taxis to zeroemission capable models by 2025 at the latest; and accelerating the decarbonisation of the
electricity system to enable zero-carbon trains (MoL, 2018a,b). In addition, the LES states that
the Mayor will work with the European Commission to consider the role for more stringent
vehicle emissions standards.
An Implementation Plan was published alongside the LES, with implementation plans
published tackling specific elements of the MTS, including a Walking Action Plan and a Cycling
Action Plan. The LES included a commitment to report against progress annually, alongside
annual publication of the London Energy and Greenhouse Gas inventory (LEGGI), which shows
greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption from homes, workplaces and transport
within the Greater London area, and is used to measure progress against the Mayor's carbon
reduction targets for London (GLA, 2019b). Progress against the MTS is measured in the annual
Travel in London report.
In December 2018, the London Assembly passed a unanimous motion calling on the Mayor to
‘declare a Climate Emergency, supported by specific emergency plans with the actions needed
to make London carbon neutral by 2030, call on government to give him the powers and
funding to make this possible and, as vice chair of the C40 Cities network, to be a leader on this
agenda’ (GLA, 2018c). A few days later, the Mayor published ‘Zero Carbon London: A 1.5C
Compatible Plan’, in which he states ‘The world is now clearly in the midst of a climate
emergency’ (MoL, 2018c, p.6), and which uses bottom-up, Borough-level modelling to lay out
pathways to demonstrate the expected impacts of the Mayor’s policies to achieve net-zero
emissions by 2050 (as laid out in his various Strategies) on energy consumption and CO 2
emissions in London, and associated costs. It also repeats calls for further powers to be
devolved to the GLA, and sets outlines what businesses and citizens may do to contribute
(ibid). The Mayor has also announced that if he is re-elected in 2021, he will aim to increase
current ambition to make London carbon-neutral by 2030 (MoL, 2020e).
The interviewees were generally of the view that “Sadiq Khan has made very loud and bold
statements carbon and climate” (LI-7), and that he “has some pretty ambitious policy targets”
(LI-4), and is “definitely providing leadership” (LI-5). This feeling also translated to low-carbon
mobility, particularly with regard to encouraging active travel, “and where possible, [mode
switching from private vehicle use [to public transport]” (LI-3). However, while LI-6 believed
that the introduction and upcoming expansion of the ULEZ was a good example of positive
leadership in encouraging a shift to low-emission vehicles and modes, other interviewees
would “like to have seen a lot more” (LI-1). However, many interviewees recognised this
difference is in large part a result of varied Mayoral competences, as discussed in Section 3.2.
But, although LI-3 felt that the Mayor often gives quite challenging guidance to TfL that it often
finds difficult to implement, they believed that if it is “not a political winner, the Mayor tends
not to put in place policy that really pushes TfL”. LI-6 believed this is why a particularly strong
focus has been on the air quality agenda, on which the Mayor has a high level of influence and
which has strong synergies with climate action.
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To date, 26 of 32 Boroughs have declared a ‘Climate Emergency’, with most adopting a target
of net-zero emissions from their own operations (often by 2030), although some Boroughs
have adopted net-zero targets for the Borough as a whole (London Councils, 2020h). Although
the interviewees generally agreed that “some Boroughs are showing quite a lot of leadership”
(LI-5), others “don’t seem willing to engage on the climate crisis” (LI-7). LI-4 recognised that
although many boroughs declared a climate emergency after the Extinction Rebellion protests,
this “very quickly fell to the sidelines”, in many cases due to a lack of funding (discussed in
Section 0), although as described in 0, some Boroughs “aren’t [keen to push] the Mayor’s
agenda in that regard, particularly in Conservative [Party] Boroughs” (LI-3).
Score: 3/3

3.9 Conducive Urban Form and Infrastructure
Greater London has a population density of around 5,700/km2; around ten times higher than
the second most densely populated region in England (ONS, 2020). This is much higher than
comparable regions for the cities of Paris, New York and Berlin, but lower than others, such as
Hong Kong, Singapore and Tokyo (Wingham, 2016). It is also considered a polycentric city. In
assessing journeys on the underground network around Greater London, Kang et al (2011).
They found three ‘core’ centres of activity (The City, West End and Docklands), and a further
seven playcentres of activity. Eight of these centres are within Central London, with the
exceptions being the Docklands and West London (not to be confused with the West End).
However, this analysis limited to the underground network, which is concentrated around
Central London, and other centres may emerge if this analysis were extended to include other
modes (including the bus network and the London Overground).
The interviewees held rather mixed views on whether London’s urban form and infrastructure
as a whole is suited to a transition to low carbon mobility. For example, while LI-7 felt that
“London is, amazingly for its size, incredibly well configured” for this transition, while LI-3
believed that “of major [world] cities, [London is] one of the most ill-suited to this transition
that I’ve come across”. But, the interviewees also highlighted nuance between these polar
views, with LI-4 & 7 both broadly of the view that difficulty stems in part from London’s size,
which “presents some challenges” (LI-7), but also because London “is one of the oldest cities in
the world…with pipes and tunnels everywhere, and 2,500 years of people building ‘stuff’,
making reconfiguration “very hard and very expensive” (LI-1).
LI-2 believed that the underground network, which at 402km is the fifth longest metro system
in the world, forms the “spine of low-carbon mobility in London”. Although LI-4 agreed that
the underground network and wider public transport system is “incredibly comprehensive,
incredibly vast”, they also believed it is “incredibly centralised”, in that it is designed to move
as many people into the centre as efficiently as possible. Despite the overarching conclusions
of Kang et al (2011), the limitations of the study linked with this view of the design of London
Underground in particular leads to the view that “London is a very uni-centric city…[with]
everybody commuting into the centre”, making it more difficult to encourage active travel in
particular (LI-3).
As with other enabling factors, the interviewees believed there to be a distinction between
central London and areas further away from the centre. Although the centre is compact, and
well served by various public transport modes and, to some degree, active travel infrastructure
(LI-2), “parts of outer London are very underserved by public transport” (LI-4), which alongside
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issues such as fewer pavements embedding car use in new developments in particular (LI-6),
mean that such areas are “much more car dominated and car dependent, even more so than
many people believe it is” (LI-8). Although expanding the Underground to achieve greater
density would be difficult due to the “very complicated subterranean world”, surface public
transport (i.e. buses) may be, although this comes with substantial funding implications (LI-2).
Expanding active travel infrastructure is also difficult, in part due to the reasons outlined
above, although electrifying the existing vehicle fleet would be relatively easier, as very few
real infrastructure changes are needed (LI-8).
However, several interviewees believed that the pandemic and measures to tackle it may
facilitate changes to London’s urban form and infrastructure, particularly if “the real shifts in
behaviour in London” (LI-3), particularly with regard to working from home, persist. This could
lead to a much more investment in areas that become places people both live and work in (LI1), and which may see London re-emerging as a “collection of villages” again (LI-7), in turn
leading to a potentially substantial changes in mobility habits (LI-4), with much greater
potential for walking and cycling – particularly in the more central Boroughs (LI-6).
Score: 1.5/3

3.10 Societal Pressure
Since 2012, BEIS (and before July 2016, its predecessor, the Department for Energy and
Climate Change – DECC), has maintained a Public Attitudes Tracker (PAT) concerning the
departments policy areas, based on a quarterly survey representative of the UK’s adult
population. In June 2020, the PAT revealed that 81% of UK adults were either very or fairly
concerned about climate change, with just 3% reporting no concern at all (BEIS, 2020b). In
January 2020, before the growth of Covid-19 in the UK and subsequent measures to tackle it,
the environment ranked as the third most important issue facing the country, after Brexit and
healthcare (and above the economy), with air travel and the use of petrol or diesel cars
considered the third and fourth most environmentally-damaging activities (following the use of
single-use plastics and not recycling) (YouGov, 2020b). Since 2019, the DfT have collected
information on travel patterns, behaviours and opinions through a National Travel Attitudes
Study (NTAS). In January 2020, the NTAS found that round half of people were concerned
about air pollution from road transport, increasing to 59% of the population in urban
conurbations, such as London (with air pollution from passenger cars the most principal
concern) (DfT, 2020f). In July 2020, 33% percent of the English population stated that the
pandemic had made them more concerned about issues relating to climate change, nature and
air pollution, with just 8% less concerned (DfT, 2020g).
Following the introduction of a nationwide ‘lockdown’ in March 2020 to combat the pandemic,
the public ranked concern over the impacts of Covid-19 over those of climate change, but 56%
of people held the belief that the government should either prioritise reviving the economy
and tackling climate change equally once the pandemic begins to recede, or prioritise tackling
climate change even if it meant a slower economic recovery (with 34% believing that the
priority should be economic recovery, even if climate policy must be relaxed) (YouGov, 2020c).
On average between January and November 2020, 33% of the population believed that the
government should spend more on the environment and climate change (the fourth highest
priority, behind the National Health Service (NHS) and education and crime). In London, this
value was 36% (YouGov, 2020d). However, 14% of the UK population believe this should be an
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area for reduced spending if government budgets must be cut – reducing to 10% in London
(YouGov, 2020e).
Support for renewable energy in the UK is high, with 80% of the population either supportive
or strongly supportive, and just 2% opposed (BEIS, 2020b). With respect to options for lowcarbon passenger mobility public opinion is more mixed. The NTAS found that 76% of the UK
population believe that everyone should reduce their car use for the sake of the environment,
with a similar proportion believing that less polluting vehicles and reduced car use should be
encouraged with tax incentives, and with slightly lower proportions supporting the use of low
emission zones and the closure of residential streets to through traffic (62% and 40%),
respectively. Over 80% of car owners would be likely to buy are less-CO2 intensive vehicle for
their next car, but less than half would consider buying a hybrid or battery electric car, and
39% of car users would be willing use their cars less for environmental reasons. 43% of drivers
believe that they could replace many of the journeys of less than two miles they take could be
easily walked, with 32% and 37% believing they could easily be made by bus or bicycle.
However, while the majority of people agree that traveling to key locations is easy by public
transport, travelling by bus is considered to be no more affordable than travelling by private
car (with other trains, metros and trams believed to be less affordable), and around two-thirds
of the population believe it is too dangerous to cycle on the roads (DfT, 2020f,g).
Although a third of the English population are more concerned about environmental issues
due to the pandemic, only 12% of those with heightened concern stated were more likely to
use public transport as a result, whereas 40% were less likely. This matches with a reported
86% of the total English adult population that would be concerned with using public transport
due to public health concerns under present circumstances, and which is expected to remain
at around 80% once social distancing restrictions are lifted. In contrast, just 17% of people held
public health concerns around the use of a private car and walking, and 24% for cycling, but
rising to 53% for shared cycle schemes. These proportions remain similar for concerns for
when restrictions are lifted. Just under 40% of respondents stated they are now walking and
cycling more compared to pre-pandemic (with around 20% reporting walking and cycling less).
Of those that are walking and cycling more, 94% stated they would likely to maintain greater
levels of walking and cycling in the long term (DfT, 2020f,g).
Comprehensive surveys on the above issues focused on the London citizenry are not available.
However, it is reasonable to conclude from the above that the London population as a whole
holds levels of environmental concern (including both climate change and air pollution) at least
as great as those of the rest of England and the UK, if not greater. In addition, an annual survey
by London Councils reports that 78% of the London population believe that tackling air quality
in London should be a priority issue (greater than the English average), with 30% of people
believing that the single most important action they would consider to tackle the issue would
to be prioritise walking and cycling. Further, 61% of people believe it is the responsibility of the
Mayor to take the relevant action, and 9% assigning responsibility to the Boroughs (London
Councils, 2020i). However, 39% of people believe they would use public transport less in
London once ‘lockdown’ restrictions are lifted (with just 2% suggesting increasing use)
(YouGov, 2020), with 91% of people concerned about using the London Underground,
remaining at 86% in the long term, due to public health concerns regarding Covid-19 (DfT,
2020g).
A survey in October 2020 suggested that the Mayor’s transport policies during his term thus
far had a net +18 approval rating, with a majority supporting measures introduced to tackle
PU

Page 54

Version 1

“This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under the Grant Agreement No 730403“

D4.4 Report on governance
of low-carbon transitions and infrastructure development
the pandemic, including LTNs (Hill, 2020a). In addition, the Mayor is, and has been throughout
2020, more than 20 points ahead of his nearest rival for the Mayoral elections to be held in
2021 Sean Bailey, of the Conservative Party (Hill, 2020b).
The interviewees were generally agreed that societal pressure for action on climate change
and the transition to low-carbon mobility in London was broadly present, and “pressure has
certainly gone up” over time (LI-8), although there was broad consensus that there is “never as
much as you’d hope, or like to see” (LI-1). However, LI-6 believes that differences emerge
when specific actions are proposed, as there is “something in our body politic that is not well
set up for change”. As with other enabling factors, various interviewees again felt that “the
difference is stark between inner and outer Boroughs” (LI-3), with those in inner boroughs
typically much more in favour of actions to encourage active travel, for example, for the
reasons given previously (although LI-4 cautions that “no two Londoners are the same, [and
views] depends on priorities and circumstances of individuals”). But, LI-8 felt that low-carbon
mobility had become embroiled as part of a broader ‘culture war’, in which cycling, and to
some extent public transport, has become linked to gentrification, and subsequently to real or
perceived issues of mobility ‘justice’.
LI-1 & 4 were generally of the view that various commercial interests have tended to be
against measures to encourage low-carbon mobility and transport more broadly – particularly
around pricing approaches such as the LCC and ULEZ – due to the perceived additional cost of
doing business, and perception of reduced footfall around commercial premises if private car
use is discouraged. However, LI-5 uses the example of the ‘Mini Holland’ Scheme in the
Borough of Waltham Forest to highlight that once such measures have been introduced such
opposition tends to diminish, as they experience the benefits they can bring. It is for this
reason that LI-7 felt that the current trials of LTNs around the city were “massively, massively
important” in order to gain societal support.
Some interviewees also raised the potential impact of the pandemic on public views of
different transport modes, with LI-6 believing that the “government calling on everyone not to
use public transport was a big mistake…a fear of public transport may now stuck in people’s
minds”. LI-3 stated London has seen people moving away from public transport and toward
private and active transport, but believed that “where we will be a year from now in terms of
the steady state between those two directions, I have no idea, and I don’t think anybody
does”, although LI-8 stated that “If the city doesn’t find a way of getting more people the bus
and the tube, that will have huge implications going forward”, but in terms of financial stability
of TfL, and for the transition to low-carbon mobility in London.
Score: 2/3

4 Low-carbon transition development & governance Freiburg
The City of Freiburg is located in the German state of Baden-Württemberg, close to the French
and Swiss border. It has 231,195 (2019) inhabitants. The City is governed by a city council
comprised of 48 members, which is elected every five years by the citizens of Freiburg. The
council is the main governing body within the City. The council is headed by the City’s mayor.
The mayor is elected every eight years and fulfils mainly representative functions, is the head
of the city administration, and a member of the board of the City’s public companies. In
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addition to the city council, Freiburg’s districts have district administrations. These have no
decision-making power and act as administrative and consulting bodies.
Freiburg has been at the forefront of sustainable urban development since the late 1990s and
its sustainable urban planning and new housing developments have attracted attention from
across the world (City of Freiburg, 2020a). In 1996, the City adopted its first climate target,
aiming for a 25% reduction in CO2 emissions by 2010 compared to 1992 levels. This decision
was updated in 2007 to increase the emission target to a 40% reduction by 2030, and further
tightened in 2014 with the adoption of a climate neutrality goal by 2050 (City of Freiburg,
2020b). In 2019, in reaction to the ‘Fridays for Future ‘movement, the City developed and
adopted a roadmap for achieving the climate neutrality goal. This roadmap includes details
and-sub-targets for the mobility and transport sector (Kenkman et al, 2019). To evaluate its
progress towards this goal, every two years the City publishes an emission monitoring report.
The most recent report for the years 2015 and 2016 describes overall emission developments
and notes a 37.5% reduction from 1992 levels (when Freiburg began measuring CO2 emissions)
(City of Freiburg 2020c). However, in an additional report, it was found that although CO 2
emissions resulting from motorised transport have decreased compared to 1992 levels, they
reached their low point in 2010 and have since risen (Freiburg City Council, 2019).
Since 2013, the City studies its citizens’ mobility patterns and the modal split, to improve policy
making for low carbon transport. According to the most recent study, citizens make 29% of
inner-city journeys on foot, 34% by bike and 16% by public transport. In terms of number of
trips (not distance or duration), almost 80% of inner-city mobility is served by low-emission
modes. Likewise, car ownership in Freiburg is low compared to other German cities of similar
size, with just over 300 cars per 1,000 inhabitants. Meanwhile, Freiburg’s citizens are among
the most avid car sharing users in Germany, with 17% of citizens regularly using such services
(Agora Verkehrswende, 2020; City of Freiburg, 2017).

4.1 Supportive Political and Legal Context
The state of Germany is a federal republic, in which responsibilities are divided among
different levels of government. The federal government has the sole legislative power in very
few policy areas, these include the national railroad system. In most policy areas, the state
(Länder) governments and the federal government share legislative responsibility. Most
commonly, the federal government sets framework legislation, the execution of which is in the
state’s hands with varying degrees of flexibility. However, the states are exclusively in charge
of education, public health management, many areas of environmental protection, and to
some extent regional infrastructure (Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 2009). At sub-state
level, municipalities are required to provide for infrastructural amenities such as roads and
utilities.
The federal government is responsible for transposing European legislation into national law. A
description of the political and legal context provided at the EU level is described above, in
Section 3.1.
Germany
The German political framework for decarbonisation is embedded in international
commitments (Paris Agreement) and European policy. In 2016 the German Government
adopted the national Climate Action Plan 2050 (‘Klimaschutzplan’), which sets the goal of
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carbon neutrality by 2050 (BMU, 2020). In addition, in 2019, the German Government adopted
the Climate Protection Programme (‘Klimaschutzprogramm’) 2030, which details measures to
be implemented in order to achieve the goals of the Climate Action Plan (German Federal
Government, 2020). The Programme consists of four elements to achieve CO 2 emission
reductions: (1) funding programs and incentives for CO2 saving; (2) the pricing of CO2 with a
progressively increasing value, with the aim of making innovation economically efficient and to
stimulate CO2 reduction; (3) investing revenue raised from carbon pricing into climate
protection measures; and (4) various regulatory measures.
The Climate Action Plan sets binding emission targets for all sectors and includes an Action
Plan for the transport and mobility sector. For the transport sector, a reduction of 40-42%
percent by 2030 from 1990 levels is foreseen (BMU, 2020)., however by 2016, emissions from
the sector remained at approximately 1990 levels, with the share of final energy devoted to
transport increasing from 25% to 30% between 1990 and 2015. Emissions from all other
sectors experienced a reduction in emissions over this time (Canzler et al, 2019). Thus, in order
to achieve the 2030 target, emissions from transport must reduce by over 70 mtCO 2 by 2030
(Vieweg et al. 2018).
At the Federal level in Germany, the central policy instruments employed to encourage a shift
to low-carbon (and other emission) passenger mobility are those introduced by the European
Union, and described in Section 3.1. However, other instruments are in place. For example,
since 2009, vehicle ownership taxation for private vehicles is based both on engine size and
CO2 emissions intensity (although tax level differentiation, and thus the level of incentive to
purchase and own a vehicle with lower CO2 emissions, is relatively moderate (Vieweg et al.
2018)). Regarding the promotion of electo-mobility specifically, the Federal government
provides a so-called ‘environmental bonus’ for the purchase of electric and hybrid vehicles15
(alongside exemption from vehicle taxation for CO2 emission), promotes the installation of
charging stations through federal funding programmes, and funds research in drivetrain
technologies and batteries (Vieweg et al. 2018).
In addition to policies aimed at decarbonisation, German transport policy also includes air
quality protection acts that affect transport and mobility. In the framework of the federal air
quality act (Bundesimmisionsschutzgesetz), the German government adopted a classification
level for cars depending on NOx and particulate matter emission levels. Cities are required to
ensure air quality levels in line with the legislation and can implemented so called
‘Umweltzonen’ – Environmental Zones, to ensure compliance. Within these zones, only
vehicles that meet certain emission standards are allowed as defined in the air quality act.
However, German cities have been regularly criticised for failing to meet air quality targets
(VCD 2020).
In order to encourage a modal shift from private cars to public transport, in 2019, the German
government has lowered taxes for train trips from 19% to 7%, by reclassifying train travel from
a ‘luxury’ to an ‘essential’ good. However, despite Germany’s pledges and programmes to
support decarbonisation in general and specifically in the transport sector, the number of
registered cars is rising, and of 46 million registered cars in 2017, only 70,000 (0.015%) were
electric (Canzler et.al, 2019). This number saw increases in the years to follow. In 2019, 63,281

15

For every purchase of a new vehicle, buyers can get a monetary compensation depending on the type
of vehicle. Fully electric vehicles are rewarded with up to €5,000 and hybrid vehicles with up to €4,500.
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electric cars were bought, or 1.75% of all new car sales (Bekker, 2020). By January 1st 2020,
136,600 cars owned in Germany were electric cars (Kraftfahrtbundesamt, 2020).
To promote cycling, in 2013, the German Federal Government adopted the National Cycling
Plan (NRVP). The goal of the plan is to provide the general framework and goals for increasing
the share of cycling, but also walking, in German municipalities. It also aims to promote
measures that improve the safety of pedestrians and cyclists.
The federal government has relatively little influence over local and regional policymaking in
the mobility and transport sector. However, it does define the general road traffic regulations
and has recently included new rules that are intended to promote cyclist’s safety and comfort
on the streets. This includes raising the minimum distance required when overtaking cyclists to
1.5m in cities, an option for cyclists to take right turns when the traffic light for cars is still in
red, and a rule for heavy vehicles to slow down to walking speed before taking right turns
(Bundesministerium für Verkehr und digitale Infrastruktur, 2020d).
Baden Württemberg
Since 2011, the federal state of Baden-Württemberg is governed by a coalition of the Green
Party (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) and the Labour Party (SPD), with the Greens currently holding
the greater number of seats. This is reflected in the presence of a range of policies that aim to
reduce emissions related to mobility and transportation, and to foster a transition to low
carbon transport (Ministry for Transport Baden-Württemberg 2020).
The State supports electric mobility and has adopted a plan for the installation of 2,000
charging stations by 2021. In addition, it is also lobbying for an extension of the current Low
Emission Zones’ (Umweltzonen, see above) in German inner cities by tightening restrictions for
cars allowed into inner cities and favouring electric and hybrid over diesel and gasoline
powered cars (Ministry for Transport Baden-Württemberg, 2015).
Baden-Württemberg’s Sustainable Transport Strategy, published in 2015 has the overarching
aim of defining the framework for sustainable mobility and transport. Aside from various intercity plans and objectives, it contains a cycling strategy for Baden-Württemberg
(RadSTRATEGIE), developed as a conceptual basis for promoting cycling to 2025. The cycling
strategy closes the strategic gap between the national Bicycle Traffic Plan of the Federal
government (NRVP) and the municipal bicycle traffic concepts. Among other goals, it aims to
contribute to CO2 reductions, increase traffic safety by reducing road traffic fatalities by 40%
compared to 2010 levels, and increase the share of cycling in private mobility from 8% (2008)
to 20% by 2025. The measures proposed in the RadSTRATEGIE include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
PU

connecting all major cycling routes by an integrated and well signaled cycling network
improving access to information about cycling routes
providing harmonized regulations and funding for bicycle parking in cities and in
particular close to commuter train stations
Providing e-bike charging stations close to train stations
Enabling passengers to take their bicycles on (commuter)trains
Providing funding and planning assistance to small towns and cities wishing to
establish or expand bike sharing systems
Improving safety for cyclists and pedestrians in cities and on inter-city routes and rural
areas
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•

Providing guidance on making cycling more inclusive and accessible for all groups of
society

Municipalities, cities and districts that consistently promote cycling can apply for the state
award ‘Bicycle-friendly municipality’ - if they meet the necessary requirements. The BadenWürttemberg local public transport agency (NVBW) coordinates the procedure for awarding
the award on behalf of the Ministry of Transport (Ministry for Transport Baden-Württemberg
2020).
The state of Baden-Württemberg operates a ‘Comprehensive Cycling Network‘ (RadNETZ), the
aim of which is to provide a comprehensive, continuous network of bicycle connections
suitable for everyday use along the most important axes in the state. The RadNETZ has a
length of approximately 7,000km, with around 700 municipalities, including the City of
Freiburg, connected to the network. The regional long-distance cycle routes are also integrated
into this network. By 2020, all cycling paths have been made accessible and until 2030, high
quality surfaces and uniform signposting shall be implemented. This project is carried out in
cooperation with cities.
The interviewees agreed that there is decent support from the Baden Württemberg state
government for the transition to low-carbon mobility, and, albeit sometimes vague, general
support from the federal government.
Score: 2/3

4.2 Autonomy
Capacity
Under German federal law (Grundgesetz, Art 28), municipalities have the autonomy to selfgovern in all areas that concern the local community, including mobility and transport. The
German constitution states that ‘municipalities must be guaranteed the right to regulate all
affairs of the local community within the framework of the law on their own responsibility’.
This includes the right to collect taxes based on local business activities. The specific form of
municipal self-governance is determined by state (Länder) law but must be in line with the
German constitution.
In general, municipal activities can be classified as mandatory, voluntary, and assigned tasks.
Mandatory tasks are activities which local governments have to perform and services they
have to provide, however, they have quite some autonomy in how they provide these services.
Voluntary activities are any additional activities that a city deems of value and has the
resources to execute such as cultural activities and public gardens. Assigned tasks are activities
delegated by the federal government to local governments, in which they have no freedom in
how to execute the task but instead must follow federal regulations. Examples of these
activities include holding federal and European elections, the local police force, and citizen
registration.
Mobility and transportation services are a mandatory task, in which local governments enjoy a
degree of flexibility on how they deliver these services, as long as they comply with German
federal law (Landeszentrale für politische Bildung Baden Württemberg, 2020).
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Following the principle of self-governance, Baden Württemberg’s municipal law has
determined several legal and political options for local governments to govern low carbon
mobility transitions, including authority over all city planning, civil construction, and related
permits, and the autonomy to pass regulations for new construction projects that favour low
carbon transport options, such as providing enough space for bicycles, as well as regulation
regarding the use of streets, such as speed limits, traffic free areas, or so called ‘calm traffic
areas’ (Landeszentrale für politische Bildung Baden Württemberg, 2020). In addition, cities and
municipal governments can autonomously charge for the use of certain spaces, such as vehicle
parking. However, the fee structure is determined at Länder level and fees cannot be raised or
lowered by an individual city (Fiedler, 2020).
All three interviewees agreed that there was relatively high autonomy for the City of Freiburg
to plan and implement low carbon transport policies, however there are key limitations, such
as the lack of autonomy to tax car ownership, to introduce road pricing, or raise parking and
traffic violation fees.
Score: 2.5/3
Action
The City of Freiburg has been characterised as a leader in low carbon mobility, with a high
share of trips taken by sustainable, low carbon means of transport. This has been attributed to
proactive low carbon policy making in all policy fields, including mobility and transport (Agora
Verkehrswende, 2020). Sustainable mobility and low carbon transport are at the core of
Freiburg’s Climate Protection Roadmap that was adopted in 2019, laying out the city’s strategy
to reach carbon neutrality by 2050 (Kenkmann et al. 2019). The city currently has several
strategies and programmes in place to support the transition to low carbon transport,
including the Transport Development Plan 2020, the Clean Air Plan, the Freiburg ‘Climate
Neutral by 2050’ Plan, the cycling priority route network, and development of an
electromobility strategy.
Transport Development Plan 2020 (VEP), published in 2008, defines the guidelines for the
mobility and transport development of the City of Freiburg by 2020. The goals and most
important implementation steps of the VEP are: (1) A reduction of (motorized) traffic through
integrated city and traffic planning (to create a ‘City of short distances’); (2) A shift of car traffic
to sustainable means of transport (walking, cycling, public transport); and (3) adequate
handling of non-relocatable car traffic. The VEP also contains a comprehensive set of measures
to encourage for walking, cycling, public transport, and to reduce motorized individual traffic.
The 2020 programme of measures includes all measures that should be implemented by 2020
(City of Freiburg, 2018a). Key examples of these measure are the expansion of the City’s light
rail system, the addition of new bicycle priority routes, and the expansion of cycling
infrastructure.
After the first Clean Air Plan was presented in March 2006 and updated in 2009 and again
2012, a further update is currently being carried out. As part of the process, a large number of
measures are being discussed in the following four working groups: (1) Traffic control and
prohibitions (inner-city traffic); (2) Means of transport, construction work; (3) Traffic control
and bans (superregional); and (4) Other topics.
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The ‘Climate Neutral by 2050’ plan includes various measures in the area of mobility that are
planned for introduction before 2022, including the expansion of bicycle priority routes
(discussed below_, the establishment of car-sharing parking spaces and the expansion of the
public transport network. There are also plans to further expand the public bicycle rental
system, to expand the general bicycle network, to introduce an electric bus line, and to
support the industrial bike’ project. This project is a collaboration between six major industrial
companies located in Freiburg’s industrial quarter that seeks to promote cycling to work. The
City is planning to support the project by improving the cycling infrastructure in these
industrial areas. The expansion of electromobility is also included in this plan
(Umweltschutzamt Freiburg, 2017). In 2013, the City of Freiburg adopted a cycling concept
with the goal to increase the share of cycling trips to above 30% of the overall mobility share
while improving cyclists’ road safety. As part of this concept, €30 million was invested in over
150 projects, including so called ‘cycling priority routes’ that connect key areas of the city with
the surrounding residential areas and are mainly intended to be used by cyclists. The plan also
allocated further investment into cycling infrastructure to be implemented by 2020. (City of
Freiburg, 2012).
Various other initiatives are also in place. At the beginning of 2015, Freiburg’s car sharing
concept was approved by the municipal council. By mid-2016, 87 car sharing stations with 190
parking spaces were installed in public street spaces within the urban area of Freiburg (City of
Freiburg, 2019a).
On November 28, 2017, 59 sustainability goals were adopted by the city council as the basis
for all political decision making and action (City of Freiburg, 2020d). One of the sustainability
goals is sustainable mobility. This goal includes the following sub goals (1) Reduction of
motorized individual traffic; (2) Increased use of local public transport; (3) Increased use of the
footpath network; (4) Increase in the share of cycling; (5) Integrated mobility management and
alternative forms of mobility
The interviewees all agreed that the city was making good use of the autonomy it wields,
although more could be done, but interests in driving low-carbon mobility is limited by access
to funding (discussed in Section 4.3, below), and in balancing different and sometimes
competing interests. The interviewee from the Freiburg public transport company VAG
stressed that the city offered a lot of project support for new infrastructure projects that
improve public transport and low carbon mobility, such as issuing permits for charging
stations. The interviewees also agreed there are some policy instruments that are not in the
hands of Freiburg City council, such as making car ownership more expensive or charging for
street use, which is why the city resorts to making sustainable mobility more attractive and
this way encouraging citizens to opt for more sustainable transport modes.
Score: 3/3

4.3 Access to Funding for Climate Action
Capacity
German local authorities are responsible for providing adequate public transport, with the
federal government making financial resources available to enable them to fulfil this task. The
financial support is regulated in the ‘Gemeindeverkehrsfinanzierungsgesetzes’ (GVFG), the
communal transport financing regulation. As part of the German climate protection plan, the
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regulation has been updated to increase the financial means available to local authorities,
doubling the annual amount in 2020 by 2025. In addition, there are a variety of funds and
grants available at federal level that cities can apply for to fund or partially fund projects to
support low carbon transport and mobility.
Key examples are as follows. The Federal Government's Climate Protection Program 2030 is
intended to provide additional funds of €900 million euros for cycling infrastructure by 2023.
This fund bundles a couple of funding measures, targeted at improving cycling infrastructure,
including in cities but also to connect cities and rural areas (Bundesministerium für Verkehr
und Digitale Infrastruktur, 2020a). The ‘Sofort Programm Saubere Luft’ (Immediate Programme
for Clean Air) is a fund intended to financially support cities to reduce air pollution in inner
cities, which has become an increasing problem in German cities, which regularly surpass EU
mandated air quality limits. The programme makes funding available for cities to implement
measures for the electrification of urban transport and the establishment of charging
infrastructure, measures for the digitisation of transport systems and measures for retrofitting
diesel buses in local public transport with exhaust gas treatment systems. Even though this
programme is targeted at clean air, it also has an impact on CO 2 emissions.
(Bundesministerium für Verkehr und Digitale Infrastruktur, 2020b). The Municipal climate
protection ‘model projects’ is a line of funding initiated by the German Ministry for the
Environment and is intended for local governments implementing ‘model projects’ in
municipal climate protection. Funded projects are intended to make a significant contribution
to the gradual achievement of greenhouse gas neutrality in municipalities and encourage the
imitation and implementation of further climate protection projects (Projektträger Jülich,
2020).
To implement the NRVP (see Section 4.1), the German Government has also made available
€3.2 million in funding. This funding can be used by local governments to implement
innovative, replicable measures that promote walking and cycling.
The German government has also installed a secretariat that supports local governments in
applying for funding aimed at air quality improvement and CO2 emission reduction
(Bundesministerium für Verkehr und Digitale Infrastruktur, 2020c).
At the state level, Baden-Württemberg grants long-term funding for its municipalities’
transport infrastructure with €320 million annually. The state has recently updated funding
guidelines of the State Municipal Transport Financing Act (LGVFG) to meet sustainable and
climate-friendly mobility needs, expanding the funding opportunities. The LGVFG is the state's
funding program to support municipal projects in the field of local public transport, bicycle and
pedestrian traffic, as well as road construction and noise protection (Government of Baden
Württemberg, 2020). The City of Freiburg charges a concession fee from its utility company
Badenova. 25% of the fee are currently reinvested through a ‘Climate Protection Fund’ into
projects that aim to reduce the City’s CO2 emissions, including transport and mobility projects.
The projects supported through this fund aim to improve cycling paths and accessibility for
cyclists, bike sharing schemes, as we as car sharing schemes including electric charging
stations. As of 2020, the budget available through this concession fund will be raised to 50%
(City of Freiburg, 2019b).
Score: 2/3
Action
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According to interviewed stakeholders, there is plenty of funding both from the federal and
state government available for cities to implement low carbon transport projects, particularly
through the LGVFG, and the City of Freiburg does make use of available funding to the best of
its capacities. However, all agreed that there are several hurdles for the city in terms of access
to funding. Stakeholders mentioned that the grant structure at the federal level is quite
bureaucratic and does not always fit well with the City’s project and procurement timelines,
and requires documentation and guarantees that are not available during the planning phase
of a project. Interviewees stated that the City administration is properly skilled and
experienced to apply for these funds, but due to a rather laborious application process, the
City lacks personnel resources to make full use of the funding. It was also mentioned that it is
often easier for City staff to achieve funding from available sources for more traditional
initiatives, making it harder to get funding for innovative, sustainable mobility projects, that
are riskier and require collaboration with more stakeholders.
Score: 2/3

4.4 Vertical Co-ordination
Capacity
The German federal government has stressed the importance of multi-level approaches in
tackling sustainability related topics and has stressed, in its statement at the 2016’ ‘Agenda
2030 High Level Political Forum’, that states and cities should be included in the German
sustainability process (German Federal Government, 2016). In addition, there are several
mechanisms by which cities have the possibility to coordinate with higher political levels.
Freiburg is a member of the Baden Württemberg Association of cities (Städtetag), which
represents the interests of its members vis-à-vis the state of Baden-Württemberg, the federal
government and the European Union (Städetag Baden Württemberg, 2020). Freiburg is also a
member of the German Association of Cities (Deutscher Städtetag), which supports cities in
effectively executing their right to local self-government. The German Association of Cities
works to ensure that the federal government, state governments and European Union
strengthen cities in local self-governance (Städtetag, 2020). In addition, Freiburg engages in
the Bund Länder Austausch, the formalised informal mechanism between the federal
government and the states to exchange on sustainability progress in several policy areas.
Score: 2/3
Action
All interviewees stated that vertical coordination was generally happening, although the extent
could be improved or made more transparent and accessible. At the regional level,
coordination is assessed by the interviewees to work less well since a central coordination
body is lacking. The interviewee who works for the transport department at the city stated
that vertical coordination takes place at the political level rather than at the practitioners’
level. But to the extent that practitioners are in contact with higher levels of governance, the
interviewees believed that vertical co-ordination worked well, with city administration officers
regularly giving feedback on new guidelines and policies published by the state government.
However, the interviewees were critical of the level of co-ordination and exchange with the
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federal level, and believe that such co-ordination does not always work well or isn’t sought by
federal policy makers. In turn, they believed this leads to grant and funding structures that do
not align with cities’ goals, capacities, and timelines.
Score: 1/3

4.5 Horizontal Co-ordination
Capacity
Within the City of Freiburg, there is one level of government at which political decisions are
made and implemented. It is constituted of the City Council and the Mayor’s office. The city
administration reports to these political bodies and is responsible for implementing political
decisions. Although there are administrative sub-entities, the ‘Ortschaften’, these are mainly
in charge of citizen affairs and are not involved in policy making in the transport sector. The
City of Freiburg states the goal of seeking coordination with city agencies, holdings and
subsidiaries, as well as key city stakeholders and civil society. In order to implement Freiburg’s
sustainability goals, the city has instated a sustainability management process with the goal of
guaranteeing effective coordination among city departments and external actors (City of
Freiburg, 2020e).
The sustainability management process includes coordination among three key bodies: the city
council, the city administration and the Freiburg sustainability council. The sustainability
council consists of 40 experts that represent different local interests, including business,
science, politics, and the civil society. The council is chaired by the Mayor of Freiburg and
provides expert advice on sustainability related topics to the city council, and serves as a
coordination body of sustainability initiatives within the city. Within the city administration, an
internal sustainability working group with representatives from all departments seeks to
coordinate effort within the administration (City of Freiburg, 2020e).
Municipal holdings play a major role in the successful implementation of sustainable
development in Freiburg. In accordance with the Baden-Württemberg municipal code (§102 §108), they are instated on behalf of the city council to deliver sustainable projects that fulfil
public tasks such as utility supply, waste disposal, infrastructure, structural policy, social,
economic, technical and ecological services of general interest (City of Freiburg 2020f).
Freiburg’s transport and mobility projects are coordinated within the gardening and civil
engineering department. The department delivers transport and mobility projects that were
decided by the local city council and maintains the transport infrastructure within the city. The
department coordinates with Freiburg’s public transport operator, the VAG. The VAG is a
subsidiary of Freiburg’s utility company and as such 100% owned by the city. The city’s mayor
as well as several council members are part VAG’s board of directors. VAG’s sustainable
mobility strategy has been designed in collaboration with the city council and the VAG needs
to report to the city council during the annual sustainability reporting (City of Freiburg 2020f).
For the development and governance of Freiburg’s mobility and transport overall strategy, a
group of stakeholders that includes the city council, administration officials from different
departments, the local public transport provider VAG, as well as several representatives of civil
society organisations and industry provided input (City of Freiburg, 2018). The Green City
Freiburg initiative, managed by the city administration seeks to connect all actors and
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stakeholders active in the green and energy transition, which includes the local transport
operator.
Score: 2/3
Action
Stakeholders agreed that horizontal coordination works well at the city level, with new
development projects always including mobility aspects. In addition, collaboration with
different city bodies is sought and generally assessed to work well - particularly for projects
such as bike rental systems, mobility managements and car sharing. Collaboration with
neighbourhood organisations is sought as well.
One interviewee pointed out that getting all stakeholders needed for projects such as the light
rail network extension to agree on a plan requires a lot of horizontal coordination, and the fact
that this was done successfully in Freiburg is an exceptional case in Germany.
Score: 3/3

4.6 Membership
Networks

of

Capacity-Building

and

Learning

Capacity
The City of Freiburg is a member of several European organisations and networks, including
ICLEI Local Governments for Sustainability, Energy Cities16, and the European Green Capital
Award Secreteriat17.
Score: 2/3
Action
Interviewees stated that the City is generally aware of the value that international and learning
networks bring, but that it could be more active in this regard. There is a secretariat in place
that is the contact point for everything relating to sustainability and knowledge networks, the
‘Green City’ office. One assessment was that even though networks are valued, the day to day
work does not allow for a lot of time invested in being active within them beyond sporadically.
In addition, it was noted that the City seems more interested in showcasing its success rather
than learning from others, and doesn’t participate as much in conferences or workshops.
According to the interviewee, the new mayor (elected in 2018) has a different approach and
seeks international learning and exchange. Evidence of this came in 2018 when Freiburg
participated in a ‘Sister City Conference’, where Freiburg and Partner Cities decided to work on
implementing and monitoring SDG indicators together to adapt the indicators to the local
context (City of Freiburg, 2020g).
Score: 1.5/3
16

https://energy-cities.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/europeangreencapital/applying-for-the-award/egc-network/
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4.7 Collaboration with and Participation of Stakeholders
Capacity
The City of Freiburg claims that it aims for stakeholder engagement in all municipal planning
processes. For the development of the Climate Protection Programme and its related
measures, citizens and stakeholders were included in developing the content and the specific
measures. The Programme development also included several public engagement events to
make citizens aware of the possibility to contribute to the development of the programme
(Kenkman et al., 2019). Generally, all construction works and plans are made available through
the city’s website for citizens to comment on and make suggestions.18
Score: 2/3
Action
The overall assessment by all three interviewees is that Freiburg takes stakeholder
engagement seriously and implements it across the board. There are several mechanisms by
which stakeholders are engaged, on the one hand institutionalised forms such as round tables
with environmental groups such as Greenpeace, as well as round tables with businesses,
industry and citizen representation stakeholders.
Additionally, citizens can provide feedback on all development projects and citizen input is
sought on sustainable and low carbon mobility projects regularly, particularly with affected
stakeholders and citizen associations. One interviewee remarked that it can sometimes almost
be a hindrance to project execution because the citizen participation process is quite lengthy
and can bring problems. The VAG is also in contact with several of the major employers in the
region to develop sustainable mobility plans for their employees, which has been described as
a success by the interviewees.
Score: 3/3

4.8 Presence of Local Climate Champion
Capacity
Freiburg’s mayor has a high profile in regard to sustainable urban development, which can be
linked to the fact that the City has been a pioneer in the filed since the early 1990s. The City
regularly welcomes foreign delegations to learn about sustainable urban development projects
and speaks at conferences about the subject (City of Freiburg, 2018b). Aside from the public
persona, the mayor does not have much executive power. However, as the head of the City’s
administration he or she appoints department leaders and can exert influence over current
priorities. In line with Freiburg’s legacy as a green city and the political majorities in the city
council, the current mayor (Martin Horn) is championing CO2 emission reductions at the urban
level and beyond (Baden FM, 2019b).
Score: 2/3
18

Available here: https://www.freiburg.de/pb/1485424.html
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Action
There is no current political figurehead for low carbon transport in Freiburg, however,
interviewed stakeholders have noted that the political representatives in the city council
regularly demonstrate leadership in pushing for progressive low carbon transport measures
and making this topic a key point on the agenda. All interviewees agree that the city council
level there is strong leadership. The deputy mayor for transport and mobility was particularly
described as very skilled in the field of low carbon transport.
Score: 3/3

4.9 Conducive Urban Form and Infrastructure
Unlike many other (west) German cities, the City of Freiburg has maintained its light rail (tram)
line network and is constantly expanding it. This has been described as a key pillar in enabling
Freiburg’s citizens to travel sustainably. Another distinguishing factor in Freiburg’s
infrastructure is the City’s decision to renovate and rebuild the historic city centre after its
almost complete destruction in World War II, and to pedestrianise most of the city centre
(Agora Verkehrswende 2020).
Interviewed stakeholders have noted the relative lack of space to build new infrastructure due
to the competition for living space, space for roads, and other uses. For example, despite for
the broad support for electric mobility, installing appropriate charging infrastructure is seen as
a challenge, because of the lack of space. In addition, the city is a local hub, attracting many
daily commuters which put additional pressure on the infrastructure and makes sustainable
mobility planning a challenge.
One interviewee also noted that there is a bigger problem at the federal level where the
necessary infrastructure to move toward lower emissions is not being created to the extent
necessary because of competing interest and the federal system. This affects Freiburg, too,
because i.e. train tracks bringing commuters into the city are currently not expanded and this
is beyond the City’ sphere of influence.
Score: 2/3

4.10 Societal Pressure
Freiburg is a cradle of societal initiatives to promote sustainability and carbon reduction (BUND
RSVO, 2018). The two key initiatives that create societal pressure are the initiative ‘Walking
and Cycling Petition’ and Freiburg’s ‘Fridays for the Future’ group.
The Walking and Cycling movement has launched a petition to urge Freiburg’s City council to
invest more in cycling infrastructure and to prioritise pedestrians and cyclists over cars when
developing new traffic management plans. The petition is supported by many of Freiburg’s
Environmental Activism Groups and has managed to collect over 20,000 signatures (to date). 19
Fridays for Future Freiburg is active in the environmental movement and has gained a lot of
19

Available here: https://fr-entscheid.de/.
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traction, hosting one of the largest ‘Fridays for the Future’ protest march in Germany (20
September 2019: 20,000 participants), the largest protest march in the history of Freiburg
(Baden FM, 2019a). As a result, the City Council ordered a reassessment of their current
climate neutrality targets to see if it would be possible for them to be achieved earlier than
2050, as demanded by the movement. The conclusion of the assessment was, however, that a
more ambitious target is likely technically impossible.
All interviewees stated that there is a well-organised environmental movement at work in
Freiburg, who frequently pressures city officials to do more in terms of sustainable and low
carbon mobility. Even though, as one interviewee put it, generally the City’s goals are aligned
with the environmental groups, these groups would like to see more ambitious activity in the
field of cycling infrastructure.
Score: 3/3

5 Discussion and Conclusion
Figure 2 and Figure 3 summarise the scores awarded to each enabling factor, for London and
Freiburg respectively. The ‘capacity’ and ‘action’ scores are additive where present. For the
three enabling factors that have a ‘capacity’ score only, values are doubled for visual
consistency.
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Figure 2 - Enabling Factors - London Scores
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Both London and Freiburg enjoy high levels of autonomy, particularly over transport services
within their respective cities; although in Germany this is common across the country, the level
of autonomy experienced in London is largely unique in the UK. It also remains to be seen how
the level of autonomy in London will be affected in the medium term, either in law or in
practice, by the financing packages provided by government to counteract the effect of
reducing passenger fare income as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic.
Both cities have a strong executive. In London, executive power is largely concentrated in the
office of Mayor, who has strongly supported climate action within (and even beyond) his field
of autonomy, and particularly in low-carbon and active mobility. In Freiburg, the Mayor is high
profile but relatively lacking in direct executive power, which is instead diffused among the city
council and city leaders (appointed by the Mayor). However, it was felt that these entities
provide strong leadership for the development of low-carbon mobility.
The availability of funding for climate action in Freiburg is reasonably high, and moderate in
London, although the sources of such funding are very different. In Freiburg, much of this
funding in sourced from national and regional government. In London, while some funds are
available from the government for specific projects or purposes, since the rapid reduction and
subsequent removal of general government funding in 2018, the majority of funding available
for low-carbon transport is raised directly by the city authorities, and particularly from public
transport fares. The majority of funds raised by the London authorities must be used for
operational expenses to fulfil the Mayor’s statutory obligations to provide an efficient public
transport network, and although he also has environmental duties, the funds that are able to
be dedicated to this purpose are relatively small compared to the size of the city and the
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challenges it faces. This is now likely to be exacerbated with the loss of income from reduced
public transport fares due to restrictions to tackle to pandemic. However, both cities use the
funds they are able to receive and raise for this purpose well.
Horizontal co-ordination is also reasonably good in both cities, with both holding a fully cityowned public transport operator, with the Mayor also sitting on the Board of Directors, and
both of which are tasked with implementing low-carbon mobility strategies across their
portfolio. Although, horizontal co-ordination is more easily achieved in Freiburg with its
smaller size and single layer of governance. In London, co-ordination between the GLA and the
Boroughs often proves a hurdle to more effective co-ordination.
For both cities, a reasonably good political and legal context is present. Both Germany and –
prior to 2021 - the UK, are subject to overarching EU policy targets and instruments on
decarbonisation, and both countries have an independently ambitious climate policy
framework. However, for both cities vertical co-ordination between city and higher levels of
governance with respect to developing low-carbon mobility is only moderate. In both cases,
there is a lack of formal processes for co-ordination, beyond the legal framework determining
the boundaries of autonomy.
There are a range of processes for and is a high degree of participation of stakeholders in both
cities, and in the development of strategies in particular, with such stakeholder engagement
taken seriously by both city administrations. Both cities – but particularly London - are also
reasonably well engaged with capacity building and learning networks, although in Freiburg
participation was relatively sporadic until recently, and often used to showcase their own
achievements rather than learn from others. A similar mode of participation may be taken of
London to some degree, although concerns were raised of the usefulness of such mechanisms
to London in the first place.
Societal pressure for the local administration to drive the transition to low-carbon and active
mobility is particularly high in Freiburg, and reasonably high in London, but with complications,
particularly stemming from infrastructural and political differences between inner and outer
London areas. Indeed, the urban form in the more central areas of London are well served by
and is relatively conducive to public and active transport infrastructure, and thus measures to
encourage these are broadly well received. In outer London areas the urban form and existing
infrastructure is much more centred around the private car, with measures to encourage
public and active transport perceived to be more difficult to achieve, and require a greater
degree of behavioural and lifestyle change by individuals and communities. In Freiburg,
although the relative lack of space to construct any new infrastructure that may be required is
limited, the presence of a tram network and a pedestrianised city centre means the urban
form is already highly conducive to low-carbon mobility.
The framework employed by this paper has proven effective at providing a snapshot of the
degree to which the enabling factors for effective city-level climate mitigation governance – in
particular related to low-carbon mobility - are present. In future work, expanding this
framework to incorporate analytical frameworks to examine the characteristics of policy mixes
would allow a more rounded view of the policy environment for climate change mitigation at
the city level.
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Annex A – Semi-structured interview questions
1. Do you believe there is a supportive political and legal context (i.e. in higher levels
of governance) for the transition to low-carbon mobility in London/Freiburg?
2. To what degree to you believe London/Freiburg has sufficient autonomy to
introduce appropriate policy strategy, mechanisms and instruments to drive the
transition to low-carbon mobility in London/Freiburg? Do you believe the city
authorities make use of the autonomy that is afforded?
3. To what degree do you believe London/Freiburg has access to funding for action to
develop low-carbon mobility (from any source)? To what degree do you think the
city authorities use the funding they may raise or receive for this purpose?
4. To what degree do you feel there is effective co-ordination between low-carbon
mobility policy action at the city level, and higher levels of governance (e.g.
National and EU)?
5. To what degree do you feel there is effective co-ordination on low-carbon mobility
policy between different city-level bodies?
6. To what degree do you feel London/Freiburg participates in capacity-building and
learning networks and processes, with regard to low-carbon mobility in particular?
7. To what degree do you feel city authorities engage or collaborate with
stakeholders in developing and implementing policy and initiatives relevant to lowcarbon mobility in London/Freiburg? Do you feel engagement with a wide range of
stakeholder groups is sought, and to what degree do you feel such engagement
influences the design and operation of policy and initiatives?
8. To what degree do you feel city-level leaders are providing support and leadership
for the development of low-carbon mobility in London/Freiburg?
9. To what degree do you believe the urban form and pre-existing infrastructure in
London is suited to the transition to low-carbon mobility in London/Freiburg?
10. To what degree do you believe there is societal pressure for London/Freiburg to
drive the transition to low-carbon mobility in the city?
Supplementary question to questions 1-10 – To what degree to you believe this has
changed, or is likely to change, in the near to medium-term, as a result of actions to
tackle the direct or indirect effects of COVID-19?
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