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London Cycling Campaign: What do the 2012 London mayoral candidate manifestos offer cyclists? 
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UPDATED: 12th April 2012
We analyse the leading 2012 mayoral commitments to cycling: PART ONE (pages 1-3) summarises our analysis and scores; PART TWO (pages 6-9) lists each candidates’ policies used to derive these scores.

PART ONE: Summary of the four main 2012 London mayoral candidates’ manifesto commitments to cycling
Executive summary

According to the mayoral candidates’ manifesto promises, the Green Party’s Jenny Jones would do the most to promote cycling, by a clear margin, followed by Labour’s Ken Livingstone.

Jones says she will put cyclists first. Livingstone’s cycling policies are encouraging in many ways, but they don’t prioritise cycling and walking over motor traffic.

In third place, Liberal Democrat candidate Brian Paddick declares welcome intentions to promote cycling, but doesn’t offer enough policies to convince that he would be a truly cycle-friendly mayor.

The Conservative’s Boris Johnson comes last, with weak commitments other than on Cycle Hire, and is alone in not drawing inspiration from the Netherlands, and other successful cycling nations, where they have the highest standards of cycling provision.

None of the candidates’ manifestos makes concrete commitments in terms of funding for cycling provision, nor do they set targets for increasing the proportion of journeys by bike. 

There is still time for all of the candidates to improve on their policies before the election, to meet the ambition and exacting standards set by our Love London, Go Dutch campaign.
1. What cycling policies have the mayoral candidates published?

Boris Johnson
His Investing in Transport manifesto contains 40 pages, with 1.5 pages (pp35-36) dedicated to cycling, along with brief mentions in other sections like the one covering the road network.

Ken Livingstone
His 20-page Transport Manifesto has 2 pages (Transport Manifesto, pp14-15) dedicated to cycling. He’s also published the more wide-reaching 11-page Cycling Manifesto.

Jenny Jones
We’ve been sent a 2-page list of 16 pledges to improve conditions for cycling. The full Green Party manifesto is expected to be published soon.

Brian Paddick
We were initally sent an extract from the Liberal Democrat manifesto covering cycling issues. Now we have the complete manifesto, we’ve added points for 20mph, cycling networks and congestion charging.

2. How do the candidates’ cycling policies compare?

(i) Measured against our three ‘Go Dutch’ demands

First, we judged the candidates’ promises in relation to our Love London, Go Dutch campaign, which calls on each candidate to pledge to make London more liveable for everyone by making our streets as safe and inviting for cycling as they are in Holland. We’re looking for evidence they meet our three policy demands:

1.
Create three flagship developments on major streets or locations in London to encourage cycling and walking.
2.
Ensure all future redevelopments of junctions and main roads are to ‘Go Dutch’ standards.

3.
Complete the Cycling Superhighways to ‘Go Dutch’ standards.

The Green Party candidate Jenny Jones scores highest, with 29 marks out of 30 (with a potential 10 points for each test). Of the two likely election winners, challenger (and former mayor) Ken Livingstone is next placed with 14 out of 30. Livingstone’s middling score is largely due to a very weak commitment to flagship projects (which we believe are necessary to showcase a new approach to design in London and develop best practice), in contrast with his willingness to promise wide-ranging action to tackle cycle safety on junctions and main roads, as well as the superhighways (scoring 7/10 and 6/10 respectively).

The incumbent candidate, Conservative Boris Johnson, scores a poor 7 points, failing to recognise the importance of applying the highest international standards to cycling facilities despite having identified the necessity of addressing safety through his review of major junctions. Johnson’s score of 7 out of 30 is disappointing given that he says he is committed to “London being the most cycle-friendly city in the world” (p36). He is the only one of the four leading candidates not to voice support for LCC’s Go Dutch approach.

Although LibDem candidate Brian Paddick voices a desire to see a stronger approach to improving cycle safety, he also scores a mere 7 out of 30, reflecting a lack of breadth or specific commitments to our three ‘Go Dutch’ demands.
Summary of scores: LCC’s Go Dutch demands
	Candidate
	Three flagship developments (10)
	Go Dutch standards on all planned road redevelopments (10)
	Go Dutch Cycle Superhighways (10)
	TOTAL SCORE (30)

	JOHNSON
	1
	3
	3
	7

	JONES
	10
	9
	10
	29

	LIVINGSTONE
	1
	7
	6
	14

	PADDICK
	0
	6
	1
	7


(ii) Road danger reduction policies

Second, we tested the candidates’ policies for effectiveness in reducing road danger. Jones once more outscores the rest of the field with 32 marks out of a possible 40 (10 awarded in four sub-categories). She demonstrably understands that reducing motor traffic volume and speed is an essential tool for increasing cycling and walking safety levels (and hence raising cycling’s modal share) and to her credit she would be willing to redirect TfL’s priorities accordingly if elected. She similarly promises to meet many of our specific demands for reducing danger from lorries, as well as committing to much better legal enforcement among all road users in London.

Once again in second place, but with another middling score of 21 out 40 is Livingstone. While he’s strong on addressing lorry danger and tackling poor road behaviour, he is not making firm commitments to reduce motor traffic, with lukewarm promises of action on 20mph.

In his manifesto, Paddick commits to increasing congestion charging and introducing 20mph on dangerous TfL roads, but offers fewer commitments on road danger reduction, scoring only 14.
Johnson again comes last, leaving campaigners hugely disappointed with only 9 marks out of 40. Of most concern is the priority he continues to give to motor traffic as a general policy theme, contradicting his commitment to improving conditions for vulnerable roads users such as cyclists and pedestrians.
Summary of scores: Road Danger Reduction

	Candidate
	Reducing Motor Traffic (10)
	Reducing Lorry Danger (10)
	Legal Enforcement (10)
	20mph Speed Limits (10)
	TOTAL SCORE (40)

	JOHNSON
	0
	5
	4
	0
	9

	JONES
	7
	6
	9
	10
	32

	LIVINGSTONE
	2
	7
	7
	5
	21

	PADDICK
	4
	1
	2
	7
	14


(iii) Cycle networks, Cycle hire, and Parking/theft policies
The pecking order remains the same, albeit with all four candidates offering their weakest showing.

With 20 out of 30 possible marks (10 in each of three sub-categories) Jones is surprisingly limited in scope when it comes to specific measures to improve cycle parking and reduce theft but offers impressive commitments on London-wide cycle networks and extending Cycle Hire.

Like Jones, Livingstone laudably promises to make good the lack of attention given to cycle routes (if not matching Jones’ ambition) in sharp contrast to his lack of enthusiasm for extending Cycle Hire. He does, however, make concrete commitments to increasing cycle parking.

Paddick achieves his only high comparative score in relation to extending Cycle Hire, but this is not enough to save him from a fairly low rating overall. He’s in third place.
Johnson is relatively strong on extending Cycle Hire but gives no attention to cycle routes London-wide, which are of far more importance to the majority of Londoners, whom an extended hire scheme would not reach. On cycle parking, he only refers to the need to improve it at rail stations. Overall, he’s last again.
Summary of scores: Cycle networks, Cycle hire, and Parking/theft

	Candidate
	London-wide cycling networks (10)
	Extending Cycle Hire (10)
	Increasing Parking/Reducing Theft (10)
	TOTAL SCORE (30)

	JOHNSON
	0
	6
	1
	7

	JONES
	8
	8
	4
	20

	LIVINGSTONE
	6
	3
	6
	15

	PADDICK
	2
	7
	0
	9
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PART TWO: Point-by-point analysis of the 2012 London mayoral candidates’ manifesto commitments to cycling

1. How do the manifestos satisfy our three ‘Go Dutch’ demands?

Our ‘Love London, Go Dutch’ includes three core demands for the next mayor to complete during their first term to start the process of transforming London into a city that gives all people the choice to cycle. We sent these demands to the four main candidates on the 9 February, the day the campaign was officially launched.
(i) ‘Go Dutch’ Demand 1: Create three flagship developments on major streets or locations in London to encourage cycling and walking

JOHNSON (1/10)

· There’s no manifesto commitment to create flagship walking and cycling locations or streets in Greater London. There is a commitment to invest in the road network (£450 million), with the emphasis on “congestion busting” (p29-30) and “easing congestion” (p30). However, Henlys Corner, the flagship example used twice in the manifesto (p30 & p35), has been heavily criticised by local cycle campaigners for doing nothing to improve cyclist safety.

· Perhaps the closest to a flagship development is Johnson saying he’ll “investigate the potential for an East-West cycle superhighway” (p36). There is no promise to deliver.

· There’s support for more “shared space” schemes (p32) like Exhibition Road. There is no promise as to how many or what type might be implemented.

JONES (10/10)

· Jones has committed to creating one flagship development in London every year of a first mayoralty, “starting with Parliament Square” (Pledge 8).

LIVINGTONE (1/10)

· Livingstone commits to “an uninterrupted pedestrian network in central London, that links up the many already pedestrianised areas along the Thames, Trafalgar Square, Soho and Covent Garden, so that people can walk in a safe and pleasant environment from the South Bank to Oxford Street” (TranMan, p17). While this shows welcome support for sustainable travel, it is not a commitment to a flagship cycling facility.

PADDICK (0/10)

· His manifesto extract makes no mention of flagship cycling and walking projects.

(ii) ‘Go Dutch’ Demand 2: Ensure all future redevelopments of junctions and main roads are to ‘Go Dutch’ standards
JOHNSON (3/10)

· His manifesto says he has already initiated a review of 500 junctions in London “to make cycling safer” (p35). It doesn’t say how many junctions will be treated, when, or to what standard. There’s no mention in the manifesto of ‘Go Dutch’-standard solutions.

· He promises £50 million to a Roads Blackspot Fund. This money is prioritised toward “those roads which cause the worst delays” (p30). One of the stated aims is “improving conditions for vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and cyclists” (p30).  

JONES (9/10)

· Jones says she will “rebuild” London’s most dangerous junctions to provide “safe, dedicated space for cyclists” (Pledge 7).

· She says she’s committed to “removing all gyratory systems” (Pledge 7) and we should “prioritise improvements to the road network, so an extra 100,000 children and parents cycle to school” (Pledge 10).

· She says she will “only build new roads and river crossings for public transport, cycling and walking” (Pledge 1).

· She says she will change Transport for London’s “planning tools so pedestrians and cyclists are treated as more important than cars” (Pledge 4) and will put a walking and cycling representative on the TfL board (Pledge 3).

LIVINGTONE (7/10)

· He says he “will support the London Cycling Campaign’s Go Dutch approach” (Transport Manifesto, p15).He commits to “work closely with the cycling groups and local authorities in the review and redesign of the most dangerous junctions to better meet the needs of all roads users, not just the few.” (Cycling Manifesto, p4).
· On main roads he says “a consistent set of holistic treatments will be applied throughout the entire length (including signing and lining, segregation from traffic where this is possible)” (Cycling Manifesto, p6). He also says a “consistent cycle network” should have “common high standards of cycle lanes” (Transport Manifesto, p15).

PADDICK (6/10) 

· He says he will “immediately review all major junctions and roundabouts to improve safety, including giving cyclists priority at junctions” (Extract p1).

· He says he will “where practicable, separate and protect cyclists from other road users, with other traffic calming measures where not practicable (such as narrow or crowded streets)” (Extract, p1).
(iii) ‘Go Dutch’ Demand 3: Complete the Superhighways to ‘Go Dutch’ standards
JOHNSON (3/10)

· Johnson has committed to building eight more Superhighways (p36), but there’s no mention of Dutch-style infrastructure.

· As part of the junction review he’s committed to reviewing safety of all Superhighways junctions (p35). There is no promise as to what standard of changes might be made.

JONES (10/10)

· She says she will adopt “Dutch street design principles for Cycle Superhighways and the London Cycle Network+ to provide clear, dedicated and safe space to cyclists on main roads” (Pledge 6).

LIVINGSTONE (6/10)

· He says construction of Superhighways “will be put on hold” until “significant problems have been sorted” (Cycling Manifesto, p8).

· He says he will “address the major junctions such as Elephant and Castle to provide a safe and direct passage for cyclists” (Cycling Manifesto, p8).
· He says he’ll implement “mandatory cycle lanes along as much of the [Superhighway] route as possible”, along with “physical segregation such as studs and rumble strips to deter vehicles from encroaching onto cycle lanes” (Cycling Manifesto, p9).

· He promises to “trial a cyclists-only green traffic light phase at key junctions” (Cycling Manifesto, p3), as well as trials of a Danish-style ‘Green Wave’ to allow cyclists clear passage through multiple traffic lights (Cycling Manifesto, p9).

PADDICK (1/10)

· He doesn’t directly mention Superhighways or make specific pledges regarding them.

· He makes indirect reference to Superhighways, saying “simply painting more blue lines [sic] on a few major roads is not the answer – a further step-change in the scale of cycling in London will ultimately require more effective segregation for safety, as the Dutch have found” (Extract, p1).

2. How do their policies compare on road danger reduction?

(i) Reducing motor traffic

JOHNSON (0/10)

· Continuing his ‘smoothing the flow’ approach, his “congestion busting plan” will tackle congestion using measures that prioritise motor traffic over sustainable transport, rather than incentivising cycling and walking. (p29)

· He commits to a third Blackwall tunnel at Silvertown (p33), which will encourage motor journeys in East London, increasing local congestion and worsening conditions for cycling.

JONES (7/10)

· She says she will “only build new roads and river crossings for public transport, cycling and walking” (Pledge 1)

· She says she will change Transport for London planning tools so that “pedestrians and cyclists are treated as more important than cars” (Pledge 4).

LIVINGSTONE (2/10)

· He promises a range of measures to tackle congestion, which he says is caused by “roadworks and traffic collisions” (Transport Manifesto, p13). 

· He says he will encourage car clubs, which reduce car ownership and use, improving conditions for cycling.
PADDICK (4/10)

· He says he will “annually increase the congestion charge sufficient to keep pace with the rise in fares on public transport, so ensuring fairness between private commuters and those using public transport” and will “introduce variable charges throughout the day to discourage road use in the most congested hours” (p25)
· He says he will consult on a workplace parking levy and road pricing for commercial vehicles, but makes no firm commitments (p25).

(ii) Reducing lorry danger


JOHNSON (5/10)

· His manifesto commits to backing some but not all of our lorry danger demands.

· He says he’ll continue with current commitments that include “working with the London Criminal Justice Board to strengthen criminal justice procedures for dealing with cyclist deaths and serious injuries”; “working with the industry to avoid deliveries at peak times, especially on roads with high cycle flows”; awareness campaigns; distributing “safety mirrors”; Trixi mirrors at junctions (p36).

JONES (6/10)

· Her pledges are consistent with meeting many of our lorry danger reduction demands.

· She says she would “ban HGVs from narrow main roads, and push for all HGV drivers in London to be required to register with FORS [a quality standard for lorry operators] or equivalent and undergo cycle awareness training” (Pledge 12), and “for more freight and waste to be shipped on the rivers and canals” (Pledge 2).

LIVINGSTONE (7/10)

· He says he supports all of our lorry danger reduction demands: on-bike HGV driver training; increased driver responsibility; safer lorry design; better freight management; responsible procurement (Cycling Manifesto, pp4-5).

· His commitments do not cover all the demands, but include supporting on-bike lorry driver training; opposing longer lorries; responsible procurement by London-wide authorities; cracking down on rogue operators. 

PADDICK (1/10)

· He calls for “Trixi mirrors at road junctions to help drivers of large vehicles see cyclists” (p1).

(iii) Legal enforcement to protect cyclists and pedestrians

JOHNSON (4/10)

· He says he’ll work with the “London Criminal Justice Board to strengthen criminal justice procedures for dealing with cyclist deaths and serious injuries” (p36).

JONES (9/10)

· She says she will “improve enforcement of the rules of the road with safety cameras, an increase in the traffic police budget and a crackdown on uninsured drivers. Require Safer Neighbourhood Teams to work with local cycling and pedestrian groups to enforce speed limits and take action against dangerous driving, cycling and walking” (Pledge 16).
· She says she “would also like to see cyclists giving precedence to pedestrians, not jumping red lights, and obeying the law” (Pledge 16).
LIVINGSTONE (7/10)

· He will “work with the Met and the freight industry to crack down on dangerous driving and unsuitable vehicles” (Cycling Manifesto, p3). 
PADDICK (2/10)

· He says he will enforce penalties against “those few cyclists” who break the law by going through red lights and cycling on pavements (Extract, p1).
(iv) 20mph speed limits

JOHNSON (0/10)

· He doesn’t mention 20mph or lower speed limits.

JONES (10/10)

· She will introduce 20mph “on all streets where we live, work and shop”, including speed limiters on all public service vehicles” and to “reduce rat-running through residential areas” and “let parents and their children reclaim quiet residential streets as public space for play” (Pledge 5).

LIVINGSTONE (5/10)

· He says he will “support boroughs who want to make a 20mph speed limit to be the norm in residential areas”. There is no commitment to make 20mph the norm on Transport for London roads.

· On central London Thames bridges he says he “will review the speed limits on the Thames Bridges with a view to reducing the speed limit to 20mph where safety benefits can be demonstrated.”

PADDICK (7/10)

· He says he will “extend 20mph speed limits to dangerous busy streets controlled by TfL where Londoners live, work and play” (p25).
(3) How do they compare on cycling networks, cycle hire & parking/theft?

(i) London-wide cycling networks
JOHNSON (0/10)

· He doesn’t say anything about cycle networks beyond 12 Superhighways and an east-west route.
JONES (8/10)

· She says she will “adopt the Dutch street design principles for Cycle Superhighways and the London Cycle Network+ to provide clear, dedicated and safe space to cyclists on main roads” and “increase funding to complete these projects and the London Greenways” (Pledge 6).

· There’s no specific policy on outer London town centres.

LIVINGSTONE (6/10)

· He says he will “revamp London’s cycle lanes network and make it a consistent, and easy to navigate network”. He says he will allocate £10 million for Greenways and will work with the boroughs to develop cycle access to outer London town centres and transport interchanges (p6-8).

· He supports other measures such as making many more one-way streets two-way for cyclists (p7). 

PADDICK (2/10)

· He says he will “develop and expand the use of London’s canals, carrying more freight traffic, increased leisure use, and developing better walking and cycling routes and accessibility” (p26).
(ii) Cycle Hire 

JOHNSON (6/10)

· He says he will “expand cycle hire to West and East” and he will “explore” expanding it further to outer London (p36), without making a commitment to delivery.

JONES (8/10)

· She says she will “expand the cycle hire scheme north and south to reach all parts of inner London” (Pledge 9), but without no mention of outer London.

LIVINGSTONE (3/10)

· He says he will review the contract ahead of any expansion, citing “rip-off costs” to the public purse, and is planning a review to make it appeal to a wider range of Londoners. There is no commitment to expand, even though he says he wants to extend it to south London.

· He says he will expand the Freedom Pass to cover free cycle hire membership for older Londoners.

PADDICK (7/10)

· He will “expand to south London and further into north London”

· He says he will introduce a “one-swipe” facility for casual users.

· He says he will “require the contractor to improve overall service levels including the distribution of bikes or face tough penalties”
(iii) Cycle parking & theft

JOHNSON (1/10)

· He calls for “high-quality cycle parking facilities to promote cycling as a means of access to stations” (p24), but makes no commitments.

JONES (4/10)

· She will “encourage boroughs to use on-street car parking spaces to provide cycle parking in areas where people lack secure cycle parking” (Pledge 11). 

· Says she’ll expand police measures across London “to disrupt the cycle theft gangs” (Pledge 11).

LIVINGSTONE (6/10)

· He says he’ll look at mayoral planning powers to force new developments to include more parking (Cycling Manifesto, p10), and commits to providing sufficient cycle parking along cycle networks.
· He says he will be calling for creation of Dutch-style cycle parking hubs at train stations, including regular parking reviews at tube and rail stations, but doesn’t commit funding.
· He says he “will provide a web-based tool for users to identify the bike racks that are full in their area and suggest new racks and new locations for racks” (Cycling Manifesto, p11).

PADDICK (0/10)

· He doesn’t mention cycle parking or theft.
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