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Executive summary

This report analyses, in a fairly
informal way, how transparent the
decisions are on some important
transport investments in (or to/from)
London. I’ve focused on four
investments: the River Crossings
programme in East London, the Mini
Hollands programme, High Speed 2
and the Garden Bridge. My objective
was to explore whether decision
makers made sufficient efforts to
make their work clear to those who
wish to understand it.
The appraisal guidance from
Government touches on
transparency but it doesn't define
standard rules that determine when
decisions are transparent, so I’ve
suggested my own rules. I’ve defined
a set of eight criteria and assessed
each of the investments against
these criteria. These criteria
generally look at whether there was
a logical assessment of options and
whether the options went through a
structured appraisal procedure,
which a member of the public would
see as consistent.

My conclusion is that in each one of
the four case studies I looked at,
authorities followed different
appraisal principles. There are large
differences between these four
investments in terms of the
procedure presented to the public
and in terms of the demonstrated
commitment to make the process
selfexplanatory. The River Crossings
programme has followed the most
transparent approach amongst the
reviewed investments, with a good
level of consistency between the
policy, the analysis and the
bureaucratic process. The Garden
Bridge is the least transparent
scheme of the four, without a
credible attempt to illustrate a clear
logic leading to the investment
decision.
I conclude the report with some
suggested steps that could
contribute to more consistency in the
level of transparency of future
appraisals. I've also included a
"cheat sheet" which you can use to
assesss the level of transparency of
your own work, either in London or
anywhere else.
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Introduction

When authorities want to invest
public money in transport
infrastructure, this investment needs
to go through an appraisal process.
England has a wellestablished
appraisal process to support
investment decisions. A recent
international comparison of appraisal
approaches found that the approach
in England “remains the leading
model... and is frequently used as a
benchmark by other countries” (1).
The popular media doesn’t share this
satisfaction (for example 2, 3, 4, 5).
It’s only natural for the media to
highlight the negative aspects, but in
the planning community we can
benefit from checking whether our
own practices contribute to the
sometimesnegative coverage.
The starting point for this report is
my own concern, that large
investment decisions are not
understood by the general public
because we don’t make them
transparent enough. To explore
whether my concern was justified, I
chose four case studies which
generated much public discussion
recently. The four cases are either
recent or ongoing processes, through
which decisions are made on major
investment in infrastructure in (or
to/from) London.
It’s worth making my own
perspective clear from the start:
1. The review in this report is fairly
informal and nonscientific. It
describes nothing but my own
opinion. It wasn’t commissioned
or paid for by anyone.

2. For three of the four investments
discussed here (all but HS2), I
was an advisor to the project
team during my work at Transport
for London (TfL). But this review
ignores any information which
isn’t in the public domain. It's
entirely based on published
documents, articles and formal
websites.
3. I don’t have a strong view for or
against any of these projects. I'm
a real bureaucrat: if the appraisal
process is open for a fair and
honest debate, then I’m normally
happy with any decision.
4. The case studies I chose are quite
Londoncenric, but it’s only
because I see them as important
examples. The issues discussed
here are not specific to London.
5. There is a lot of literature about
the transparency of public
investments. One of the key
reasons why authorities develop
business cases is to allow clear
comparison between different
options (6, 7, 8). In London, TfL
has formally published its
commitment to transparency (9),
including the transparency of
infrastructure business cases
(10). Despite this, I didn’t find
anywhere a satisfactory set of
rules that determine when
transport investment decisions
are considered transparent. I’d
therefore like to suggest such
rules, which I present in the
following section.
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What makes it
transparent?

My basic logic suggests that an
investment decision is transparent if
you don’t need to be an expert to
understand how and why it was
reached. This requires two things.
The first requirement is that you can
see how different investment options
were considered. I do not advocate
here the use of any specific
approach to comparing between
these options, but there has to be
some decent form of option
assessment.
The second requirement is that there
has to be some kind of structured
appraisal procedure, which is
decided in advance and then it is
followed. There has to be a degree
of commitment of all involved
parties to this preset procedure.

These two overall requirements are
very general so I’ve broken them
down into eight more detailed
criteria. My eight criteria are
presented in table 1, together with
some explanation why each one of
them directly relates to
transparency.
I'm clearly not the inventor of these
eight criteria. Most of them are
already included in formal guidance,
either explicitly or as part of other
criteria. But current sources of
guidance mix these criteria with
many other things, whereas I argue
that these are the most important
ones. Existing guidance also has a
lot to say about specific techniques,
while the criteria presented here can
be met using various different
techniques.
In the remainder of the report, I’ve
commented on each of the eight
criteria for each of the four case
studies. We’ll look at each case
study separately first, and at a
comparative summary of all of them
towards the end.
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14 option selection

Is there a visible process where one investment option is selected out
of several? A clear list of options, which are treated equally and can evolve
as the work progresses, gives clarity on how the investment decision was
reached.

1
Option
listing

Is a list of options to
assess presented, and
does it include logical
alternatives?

To develop trust in the appraisal process, a member of the public will expect to
have visibility of the options considered.

2
Option
format

Are all the options to
assess presented in a
consistent format?

To develop trust in the appraisal process, a member of the public will expect to
see similar information on each of the options considered.

3
Refinement

Is there room in the
process for refinement
of options?
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Table 1: transparency criteria

The appraisal process might not appear genuine if a weak option is rejected
without checking first whether it can improve.

4
Scalability

Is there room in the
process for scaling
some options up or
down?

The appraisal process might not appear genuine if a weak option is rejected
without checking first if a smaller or bigger version of the same option could
perform better.
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6
58 appraisal procedure

Is there a preset appraisal procedure that feeds into the investment
decision? A visible process, where politicians and experts follow criteria that
were agreed before they started, gives clarity on how the investment decision
was reached.

5
Political
statements

Is the appraisal
narrative consistent
with statements made
by politicians?

The appraisal process might not appear genuine if the decision makers state
they do different things from what the professional experts say.

6
Policy fit

Is the decision making
process consistent with
formal policies?

The appraisal process might not appear genuine if actual investments do not
follow the direction stated in formal policies and strategies.

7
Objectives

Are the objectives of
the appraisal clearly
stated?
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(table continued)

To develop trust in the appraisal process, a member of the public will expect
clarity from decision makers regarding what they want to achieve.

8
Impacts

Are the expected
impacts of the
investment clearly
stated?

To develop trust in the appraisal process, a member of the public will expect
clarity from decision makers regarding what positive and negative impacts they
expect to see.
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The River Crossings
programme

River Thames crosses London from
SouthWest to East, and has a major
role in London’s history, culture,
landscape and economic geography.
In Central and West London, where
the Thames is narrower, there is a
relatively large number of bridges,
preventing the river from forming a
significant barrier, but in East
London the Thames is wider (11). A
number of tunnels for either road
traffic or public transport services
run under the Thames in East
London, and there are other
crossings by passenger boat, car
ferry and a cable car. But limited
capacity of these crossings, and their
sparse coverage of this 25kmlong
stretch of the river, mean that travel
between East London and South
East London is physically constrained
by the Thames. This barrier limits
employment options in Central
London to those living in SouthEast
London, reduces the catchment of
potential development areas in East
London, and also has an impact on
the attractiveness of this subregion
for businesses (12, 13). A particular
barrier this poses on London’s
economic growth relates to the
critical need for new housing
development, because most of the
available land for development is in
East London (14, 15).
A proposal for a major bridge, called
the Thames Gateway Bridge, came
up in the 1970s and reached
advanced stages of development in

the 2000s. But the proposal met
significant local objection, primarily
on the grounds of local traffic
impacts, which led to its cancellation
in 2007 (16). The current River
Crossings programme was
announced by the Mayor of London
in 2009, and various planning stages
have been ongoing since. The
original Thames Gateway Bridge is
no longer considered, but a smaller
crossing at the same location (near
Gallions Reach) is being examined
(17). The programme is also
complicated by additional
considerations, such as severe traffic
congestion near the existing
Blackwall Tunnel, and the need to
replace the aging Woolwich Ferry
(18, 19). It is further complicated by
the controversial proposal to fund
the construction of the crossings
through user charging (20).
Table 2 examines the
aforementioned aspects of
transparency of the appraisal of this
programme. It also includes a
simple, qualitative rating based on
the evidence found on each criterion.
The table shows that overall,
although the reliance on highly
specialised techniques reduces its
approachability to members of the
public, the River Crossings
programme involves a genuine
option assessment and it follows a
clear appraisal process.
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1
Option
listing

2
Option
format
3
Refinement

4
Scalability

The current work is based on a long list of options
developed in 2011 and first presented in the public in
2012. Several locations for new river crossings were
presented (Silvertown, Gallions Reach, Woolwich,
Belvedere), covering a long stretch of the Thames
across East London. For some of the
locations, several options were considered
in the same places, e.g. either a new
ferry or a bridge in Woolwich, and two
types of tunnels at Silvertown.
I'm happy with it.
At the “long list” stage, all options were presented in
a similar format and with similar level of detail. The
“long list” options went through qualitative
assessment. A subset of these were
shortlisted. Detailed analytical work
was published for all shortlisted
options.
I'm happy with it.
Four rounds of public consultations were undertaken
between 2012 and 2015. Each consultation resulted
in further refinement of the list of options. Feedback
received in the public consultation led to defining
some new options in the Belvedere area
and also to a split of the programme into
two parallel projects, one focusing on
the Blackwall / Silvertown area, and
one focusing on the areas further east.
I'm happy with it.
The current River Crossings programme is a re
scaled and adjusted version of the unsuccessful work
on the Thames Gateway Bridge, prior to 2007.
In 2014 it was announced that the Mayor
will consider investing in several of the
crossing options simultaneously (21).
The option of multiple crossings goes
through the same assessment as all
other options.
I'm happy with it.

14 option selection

Published documents reveal a methodical and systematic option
selection process, which remains transparent despite its slow
progress. I'm happy with it.

How transparent is the decision on transport investment in London?

Table 2: how transparent is the appraisal
of the River Crossings Programme?
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(table continued)

5
Political
statements

6
Policy fit

7
Objectives

8
Impacts

Statements by senior decision makers focused on the
need for river crossing infrastructure in general.
Specific statements about the need for the
Silvertown Tunnel were made only after this option
had progressed sufficiently. I am not
aware of political statements that
intervened in the course of the
prioritising and assessment process.
I'm happy with it.
The programme has a good fit with the 2010 Mayor’s
Transport Strategy (22), where it is referred to
explicitly.
I'm happy with it.

The programme combines several unrelated
objectives: frequent incidents at the Blackwall
tunnel, aging of the Woolwich Ferry, housing
development aspirations and business productivity.
The absence of a dominant objective
turns much attention to generic
measures that try to combine different
impacts (e.g. the benefitcost ratio),
and this reduces the transparency of
the process.
This could improve.
The amount of data presented to the public on the
assessment of impacts, benefits and disbenefits is
significant; this is a major upside. The downside is
that much of the work isn't transparent, due to the
forecasting challenges involved, e.g. examining
the impact of a new toll and estimating
growth effects. In these parts of the
work, there is a risk of giving too high
a weight to model outputs.
This could improve.

58 appraisal procedure
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Despite some challenges, there is a clear process for presenting
objectives, policy fit and benefits. This process runs in parallel
with an open engagement with the public. I'm happy with it.

The MiniHollands
programme

The Mayor’s Cycling Vision,
announced in 2013, is a portfolio of
investments in cycling in London
(23). The MiniHollands programme
forms part of the overall vision (24).
This initiative originally focused on
the twenty outer Boroughs out of
Greater London’s 33 local
authorities. These Outer London
Boroughs were invited to submit bids
to get their share of a £100 million
fund, to turn their Borough into a
MiniHolland, i.e. into an area “ideal
for cycling”. In 2014 it was
announced that most of the fund
would be split between Enfield,
Kingston and Waltham Forest, with
smaller shares allocated to other
Boroughs.
Kingston uses the fund to improve
riverside cycling routes and to create
a cycle hub near a rail station (25).
Cycle hubs generally include cycle
parking, lockers and other services
for cyclists, all at one location with
options for interchange with other
modes. Enfield uses the fund for a
considerable redesign of town centre
traffic arrangements, new
segregated bike routes and three
cycle hubs (26). Waltham Forest
uses the funding to introduce car
free arrangements on a major road
and to make other traffic changes
elsewhere to encourage cycling (27).

Table 3 looks at the transparency of
the appraisal of the MiniHollands
programme; it reveals some mixed
evidence. The path towards deciding
the winning MiniHolland bids
followed a structured process, led by
policy and clear objectives, and
uninterrupted by politics. But the
way the different options were listed
and presented lacked transparency,
and it appears that there was limited
room during the process to refine
the proposals in a way that may
have helped optimise the outcome.
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Table 3: how transparent is the appraisal of
the MiniHollands Programme?
1
Option
listing

2
Option
format
3
Refinement

4
Scalability

The selection of projects to fund was made through a
competitive process, but the selection criteria are not
available for the public to view. Each bid contains a
list of investments, but most bids do not present how
these investments were prioritised over
other potential investments.
This worries me.

There is some partial similarity between the formats
of the different bids, although there is no central
place where the investment options are presented
side by side, so comparing between
them requires much effort.
This could improve.

No information is publicly available about whether
any work was done to improve weak elements of the
bids. The competitive nature of the process partially
explains why this was not done, although
one would expect that even in the
strongest bids there may have been
some room for refinement.
This could improve.
Scalability in this programme took the form of
allocating large sums of money to the best bids and
much smaller amounts to the weaker ones. But there
is no information publicly available regarding
whether the potential for rescaling some
proposals was considered, to check
whether this can deliver higher benefits.
This could improve.

14 option selection

The fact that a competitive bidding process took place
demonstrates that some form of prioritising was done,
but the way the interventions and bids were prioritised is not
visible to the public. This could improve.
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5
Political
statements

6
Policy fit

7
Objectives

8
Impacts

All stages of the process to select the MiniHolland
Boroughs were accompanied by statements from the
Mayor of London and from the political leaders of the
bidding authorities (28). All speakers highlighted the
importance of the programme, its objectives
and benefits, without undermining or
bypassing the competitive process that
took place in parallel.
I'm happy with it.
All elements of the programme have direct strong fit
with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (22) and with
the Mayor’s Cycling Vision (23).
I'm happy with it.

The announcement of the MiniHollands programme
(24) included a clear statement of its objectives.
These followed directly from the objectives of the
Mayor’s Cycling Vision (e.g. seeing an increase in
cycling demand by making cycling easy and
enjoyable), and included more specific
ones for this programme (e.g. redesign
of local town centres). Each of the
bidding authorities included in their bid
their own local objectives.
I'm happy with it.
Each of the bids involved a visible effort to assess
the benefits from the potential investment and other
likely impacts. Different bidding authorities
undertook public consultations, shortterm
trials and other engagement activities to
enrich their available evidence regarding
likely impacts.
I'm happy with it.

58 appraisal procedure

The selection of the winning Boroughs followed a clear assessment
procedure with policyaligned objectives, an explicit discussion of
impacts and benefits, and consistency with political statements
made during the process. I'm happy with it.
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High Speed 2
High Speed 2 (or HS2) is a proposed
rail route that would link London to
cities in the Midlands and the North
of England. It is proposed to run
from London to Birmingham from
around 2026, and from there to
several other cities from around
2033 (29). According to Government
publications, it is expected to cost
£42.6 billion (29, 30), although
there is an ongoing professional and
public debate on whether the cost
estimate is realistic (31, 32).
Unlike the other investments
reviewed here, HS2 is not within
London, and the investment decision
is made by national rather than local
government. Nevertheless, HS2
decisions are made in the same
appraisal environment and culture as
decisions on major infrastructure
within London.
Getting approval for the HS2
proposal requires not only the
standard planning procedures but
also some change of the law, due to
the significant impacts in various
places along the route. Part of the
process has already been completed
by Parliament, with a high level of
support from the larger political
parties. Some of the smaller parties,
both on the political right and left,

oppose the proposal for a range of
reasons, including its significant cost,
potential environmental impacts, and
uncertainty around the economic
justification. The HS2 proposal is
highly contentious and accompanied
by some heated debates, both in the
professional community and in the
general media.
Table 4 summarises some evidence
regarding the HS2 investment
decision from the perspective of its
visibility to the public. The eight
criteria used above are followed here
again. The table shows that despite
some compromises in the option
assessment process, it may still be
seen as appropriate due to the
unprecedented nature of the
approval process required. However,
even if the most relevant options
were examined, the overall decision
support process is not ideal, since
the desire to justify the investment
may have penetrated the part of the
work that was meant to remain
technical.
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Table 4: how transparent is the appraisal of
High Speed 2?
1
Option
listing

2
Option
format

3
Refinement

The Government’s preferred HS2 route was selected
while considering a range of other options, including
nonrail solutions, more traditional rail solutions, and
different high speed routes (33, 34, 35, 36, 37).
Many alternative proposals were made by other
bodies in the UK rail sector (38); by local authorities
(e.g. 39); by private groups (e.g. 40); and by
politicians. Critics argue that all alternatives to the
Government’s preferred route have been rejected,
with or without a detailed assessment.
But given the complexity of the proposal
and the natural evolution of this very
long debate, there is no evidence that
Government could follow a more rigorous
process for identifying the options.
I'm happy with it.
Many elements of the HS2 proposal are assessed
methodically, by examining available evidence and
its implications for each option. But other elements
are dominated by the public debate. The assessment
of the potential HS2 links to Heathrow, the Channel
Tunnel link and the idea of building the northern part
first  these are communicated to the
public mainly through statements by
different stakeholders, and not by
presenting all options in parallel with
comparable evidence.
This could improve.
Details of the HS2 route are being refined regularly,
as the engineering work progresses. But from the
public perspective, the most visible refinements are
those of the expected costs. Government originally
estimated that the full HS2 network would cost £30
billion, but later figure rose to £43 billion.
Independent experts pointed to further gaps in the
costing and estimated that real costs
could rise to £80 billion (31). While it is
natural that the costs are updated
continuously, the steep upward trend
of the estimates reduces the perceived
transparency of the process.
This could improve.
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(table continued)

4
Scalability

The scale of the HS2 investment is at the heart of
the debate. Arguments in favour or against the
magnitude of investment are raised by most of the
parties involved. Since the project is intended to
make a transformational impact, there is
a genuine difficulty to analytically derive
the optimal investment, so the public
debate is a legitimate appraisal channel.
I'm happy with it.

14 option selection

Due to the unprecedented scale of the potential investment in
HS2, it is only natural that the optioneering process is of a
bespoke nature. But the continuous rise of the cost estimates for
the preferred option, and the political focus on specific parts of
the route, reduce the appearance of the option assessment as a
fully transparent one. This could improve.

5
Political
statements

6
Policy fit

Due to the magnitude of the HS2 investment, and
the debate between economists regarding the
expected benefits, political intervention in the
appraisal process is only natural. But ideally, the
number crunching should remain as purely technical
as possible, and the policy should then influence the
appraisal without touching the arithmetics. This
principle is not followed in the discussion about the
economic benefits of HS2. Politicians take an active
role in the debate about the economic theory, and
economists take an active role in the political debate.
From a public perspective, there is no body that only
provides figures based on established
economics. This significantly reduces
the appearance of a transparent
appraisal.
This worries me.
HS2 is a policy in its own right. Therefore, if the
objectives are clear and have sufficient support then
it has good policy fit by definition. It is worth noting
that much of the transport policy in the UK from
2008 to 2015 has been influenced by the 2008
paper, “Delivering A Sustainable Transport
System” (41), and there is a good
match between the objectives of HS2
and some of the key challenges
described in that paper.
I'm happy with it.
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16
7
Objectives

8
Impacts

A new highquality rail link to Heathrow was
originally stated as a key objective of HS2, but later
this objective were removed. Environmental benefits
and carbon reductions were also originally stated as
important objectives, but the evidence gathered
indicates no significant environmental benefits (42,
43). There were some conflicting statements about
whether or not maximising speed is a key
objective. All in all, it appears that the
narrative about the objectives of HS2
has been adjusted over the years to
where benefits seem stronger.
This worries me.
Experts are divided on many of the stated benefits of
HS2. There is a debate about the calculation of the
benefit to business users from time savings; the very
recent announcement of updated Values of Time may
start another chapter in this debate. There is a
separate debate about Government’s statement that
most benefits will accrue outside London (44, 45,
46). There is another debate about whether or not
rail routes to the NorthWest suffer from capacity
pressure (47). A dispute exists also on the question
of what periods of line closures would be needed if
HS2 was replaced by upgrading existing lines. I
personally don't have an opinion about who is right.
But at least some of these debates may indicate that
the presentation of the impacts of HS2, especially in
the earlier versions of the business case, was driven
by the desire to justify the investment. In such
cases, even if corrections are made in revised
versions of the appraisal, the damage
caused to the perceived transparency
of the appraisal is already made.
This worries me.

How transparent is the decision on transport investment in London?

(table continued)

58 appraisal procedure

A key feature of the HS2 debate is that many organisations and
technical experts are associated with one side or the other of the
debate. Bodies such as the National Audit Office questioned key
aspects of the appraisal, and members of the public may therefore
find it difficult to see the relevant Government agencies as
conducting an impartial appraisal.
This worries me.
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The Garden Bridge

The Garden Bridge is a proposed
footbridge across the River Thames
in Central London. The bridge would
be 360 meters long and 30 meters
wide, and would accommodate a
garden. The project was announced
in 2014 and given formal permission
in 2015, after being challenged
publicly and legally. The legal
challenge has been addressed
although there is a continuous
negative coverage of the bridge plan
in the media. Construction is
expected to start in 2016 and
complete in 2018 (48, 49, 50).
The approval and construction of the
bridge have been promoted by the
Garden Bridge Trust, a charity
created in 2013 to campaign and
raise part of the funding for the
bridge (51). The estimated cost of
the bridge is £175 million, of which
£60 is funded by local and national
Government and the rest is to be
raised by the Trust. Transport for
London (TfL) was also required to
underwrite the annual maintenance
costs, estimated at £3.5m a year for
the lifetime of the bridge.

TfL produced the appraisal for the
bridge. There has been some
criticism of the fact that the
assessment of a garden is
undertaken by a transport authority,
but we do not deal with this topic
here. We avoid this specific issue
because improving the walking
environmental in London is within
TfL’s remit, and also because the
appraisal of all infrastructure
investments is expected to follow the
same principles by any UK public
sector body.
Table 5 reviews evidence on the
transparency of the appraisal of the
Garden Bridge. The table
demonstrates that in this case,
based on information available to the
public, all aspects of the appraisal
are problematic.
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Table 5: how transparent is the appraisal of
the Garden Bridge?
1
Option
listing

2
Option
format
3
Refinement
4
Scalability

The business case for the bridge includes an
assessment of options, although it was published
months after the preferred Bridge was announced
(52). Only the preferred option was mentioned when
the scheme was presented publicly. The public
consultation only covered the preferred option. The
trust that provides much of the funding for the
project is clear that they did not consider other
options. A common criticism is that such a bridge
should be built in a poorer part of London (53), but
all the tested options are in Central London. Another
criticism is that it is not clear why the bridge is not
made suitable for cycling, given that the
adjacent bridges suffer from severe lack
of capacity for cycling (5). But an option
showing a continuous cycling route
through the bridge was not tested.
This worries me.
During the assessment, one option was accompanied
by detailed design specifications, including
architecture and choice of materials. No
such detail was available for the other
options, giving an impression that
they were not seen as equal.
This worries me.
A detailed design of a single option was
presented publicly before the appraisal,
and there is no information regarding
refinements made.
This worries me.
The selected option is more expensive than the
others considered. An option of a bridge with no
garden at all is included in the business case, but
given that the investment was entitled “The
Garden Bridge”, this option was naturally
rejected. The list of options did not
include a Garden Bridge based on
different structures, materials or designs.
This worries me.

14 option selection

A focus on a single option from an early stage is apparent. There
is little evidence that refinements or modifications were considered.
This worries me.
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5
Political
statements

6
Policy fit

7
Objectives

8
Impacts

Announcements of support for the option promoted
by the Garden Bridge Trust were made by the Mayor
of London before an option assessment was carried
out. There were also statements in 2013 that only
minimal funding would be provided by the public
sector (54). But in 2014 it was agreed that the public
purse would pay £60 million (55), and in
2015 planning permission for the bridge
was made under the condition that all
maintenance costs are underwritten by
a public source of funding (56).
This worries me.
The Garden Bridge was not referred to in the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy (MTS) or in the TfL Business Plan
before it was announed. There is a conflict between
the Garden Bridge proposal, which gives low priority
to the needs of cyclists in the area, and the Mayor’s
Cycling Vision. On the positive side, there is
consistency between the proposed investment, some
of the goals of the MTS and the policies
in the London Plan, related to the
themes of encouraging walking,
supporting regeneration in the Waterloo
area, and investment in green spaces.
This could improve.
Objectives of the investment were clearly stated, but
those stated in the business case are not the same
as the objectives stated by the Garden Bridge Trust.
The TfL objectives highlight the role of
the bridge in providing connectivity
while the trust highlights the pleasant
experience of using the bridge as a
garden.
This could improve.
The business case document published by TfL
summarises the expected impacts as assumed in the
appraisal. However, there are differences between
the way these impacts are described in the business
case and the way they are communicated to the
public by the Garden Bridge Trust. For
example, the Trust refers to the expected
number of visitors to the bridge as a
forecast, whereas the business case
clarifies that the figure was an
assumption.
This worries me.
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58 appraisal procedure

Due to discrepancies between different pieces of information
shared publicly, the impression is that the actual investment
decision was not directly based on this information.
This worries me.

Comparison
In Tables 2, 3, 4 and 5 I assessed
the appraisal of four major
investments based on the eight
criteria introduced in Table 1, all of
them related to the transparency of
the appraisal process.
Based on the available evidence, I
attached my own qualitative rating
to each criterion in each case study,
and also to the two groups of
criteria, "option selection" (criteria 1
to 4) and "appraisal procedure"
(criteria 5 to 8). All these ratings are
compared across the four projects in
Table 6.
Table 6 demonstrates that the four
appraisal studies seem as if they
were developed in four different
countries. In each case, authorities
seemed to follow different appraisal
principles:

i! The River Crossings programme
follows a clear appraisal procedure
including a transparent option
assessment.
i! The MiniHollands programme did
not exhibit transparency in the
option selection but there is a
clearlyvisible appraisal
framework overall.

How transparent is the decision on transport investment in London?

(table continued)

i! Work on High Speed 2 included
extensive option testing, but the
bespoke nature and magnitude of
this investment have made it
difficult to progress within a
preset decision making procedure.
i! The decision to provide public
funding for the Garden Bridge was
made without a genuine
assessment of options and
without a clear appraisal
framework.
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Conclusion

Theoretically, England has a very
respectable approach to the
appraisal of infrastructure
investments. The desire for
transparency is a key reason why
this approach exists. A humble
review like the one presented here
isn’t sufficient to judge whether the
approach is actually being followed
in large and contentious investment
programmes; but it does raise some
doubts.
There are specific steps that could
be taken to improve the
transparency of the work behind
infrastructure investments. Based on
the gaps identified earlier, Table 7
proposes steps that could have been
taken in the projects reviewed here.
Similar steps can be taken when
considering future transport
investments in similar
circumstances. I believe that these
steps are practical since some of
them are purely administrative. For
example, I recommend collating the
information on all options and
presenting it in a central place, or
doing some things which are done
already but starting much earlier.

The desire for a transparent
investment logic does not mean that
all uncertainties and disputes should
be addressed before a decision can
be made. Quite the opposite,
actually: the uncertainties simply
need to be described, explaining also
how decision makers chose to
proceed despite these weaknesses.
Some colleagues would argue that
it’s a problem when a project gets
the goahead despite a business
case that contains gaps; but I would
suggest that the alternative is much
worse.
We can live with the uncertainty
about project outcomes, which can
sometimes lead politicians to choose
an option they preferred from the
start. We can also live with
occasional investments which are
purely promoted as part of a political
agenda, for which decision makers
are directly accountable. What we
should never accept is those cases
where the real logic behind the
decision isn’t what we’re told. We
should clarify to transport authorities
that it is inappropriate to present an
assessment of options that were not
considered seriously.

How transparent is the decision on transport investment in London?
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Improving option
selection

Disseminate widely the
approach taken, to promote
good practice.
River Crossings

Make the bid selection
criteria available for the
public to view.
MiniHollands

High Speed 2

Garden Bridge

Collate all bids and present
them in one central place.

Improving the
appraisal procedure

More clarity that the
programme is defined mainly
by the geographical proximity
of its components, while each
one of them has very distinct
objectives.

Attach a lower weight in the
appraisal to sources of
evidence that only specialists
can challenge, and a higher
weight to evidence that can be
interpreted by many.
Disseminate widely the
approach taken, to promote
good practice.

Acknowledge the tendency to
underestimate costs from the
very start of the process, for
example through earlier
external audits.

Have a clearlynominated
body responsible for the
number crunching, which
reports jointly to scheme
promoters and opponents.

Ideally the assessment should
have considered alternative
locations, structures and
designs.

Align the overall narrative
about objectives, options and
impacts, so that all bodies
promoting the project
communicate consistent
information.

In cases where this is not
politically acceptable, it is
preferable not to present an
assessment of options that
were never taken seriously,
and to say openly that the
project is taken forward as
part of a political agenda.

If, like in the case of HS2,
most parties take a side in the
debate, it would be
appropriate to acknowledge
this openly, and avoid the
attempt to give appearance of
certainty and impartiality.

How transparent is the decision on transport investment in London?
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