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ARTICLES

IMPRESSIONS OF THE FOURTH WORLD CONFERENCE ON TRANSPORT RESEARCH

by Peter White, Senior Lecturer in Public Transport Systems,
Polytechnic of Central London

"The modern conference resembles the pilgrimage of medieva 1
Christendom in that it allows the participants to indulge
themselves in all the pleasures and diversions of travel while
there are certain penitential exercises to be performed - the
presentation of a paper, perhaps, and certainly listening to
the papers of others. But with this excuse you journey to new
and interesting places, meet new and interesting people ... and
yet, at the end of it all, return home with an enhanced
reputation for seriousness of mind ... "

(David Lodge, 'Small World'; Penguin 1984)

May 1986 saw the holding of the fourth World Conference on
Transport Research (WCTR) in Vancouver. following the first in
Rotterdam (1977). second in London (1980) and third in Hamburg
(1983). A very wide range of topics was covered, but although some
papers were concerned with technical and engineering matters, it
would be fair to say that the greater part fell within the field of
transport economics and policy.

A large delegation from the UK included many members of the
TEG, presenting papers or chairing sessions: Michael Beesley of
the London Business School (on the role of the Journal of Transport
Economics and Policy, and deregulation/privatisation), Simon Temple
of UMIST (on modal choice fo inland maritime container movement),
John Dodgson of Liverpool University (on cost-benefit appraisal of
urban public transport subsidy), Vincent Hogg of the World Bank
(currently based in Tanzania),Ken Button of Loughborough University
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(on statistical analysis of shipping), Alex Metcalf, formerly with
Transecon (on railway infrastructure cost analysis), together with
the writer (as co-author with fellow researchers at PCL).

The UK also produced some of the few transport operators
present (the proportion of academics overall being alarmingly
high), in a party organised by the Chartered Institute of Transport.

On arrival, delegates were presented with the usual name badge
and bundle of literature, although their affiliation was indicated
on the badge only by country of origin. not by institution.
Furthermore, those from the UK were all labelled as being merely
from 'England' (a surprising decision on the part of the
organisers. the University of 'British' Columbia), a title not
wholly applicable to Richard Goss of the University College of
Wales, Cardiff or Robert Abercombie of the Scottish Bus Group.

As is customary at such large conferences, the proceedings
were split into several parallel streams, according to topic of
interest. While enabling discussion to be more closely focussed,
this does have the disadvantage of timing in parallel several
papers one would wish to attend, and results in some very small
groups at certain sessions. One's prestige on returning to
colleagues, friends, family and (if any) admirers, after delivering
a paper at a 'World' conference may thus be somewhat lowered on the
reluctant admission that the audience was not some massed body in a
large hall. but - in some cases - about a dozen people in a rather
small room, several who understood little of what was said due to
lack of fluency in the language of presentation.

As with other conferences in North America (but unlike. for
example. PTRC), authors are responsible for bringing a number of
copies of their paper to the session in question for distribution.
the organisers taking no such responsibility except through
publication of a selection sometime after the conference itself.
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Those whose sessions were of the small magnitude described above
could be distinguished readily for the rest of the conference by
their willingness to hand out unclaimed copies to acquaintances
over lunch, while those attracting greater attention would
graciously admit to no longer having any spares, but accepted
business cards with the assurance that a copy would be sent on
their return home. The effectiveness of this indicator was,
however, reduced by a tendency for those wishing to obtain a paper,
but not to attend the session itself, to enter the room somewhat
furtively at the start of the session and seize a copy from the
author's pile before proceeding elsewhere.

Turning to more serious matters, certain themes became
apparent. Papers from many countries reflected a strong interest
in issues of deregulation and privatisation, and often - as in the
case of contributions from the World Bank and some UK speakers -
very strong support for such policies.· In the freight and long-
distance passenger market, a fairly widespread implementation of
such policies - outside Europe - may be seen. Canada is now
following the US lead in decontrolling rail freight rates, and
liberalising - if not totally deregulating - its domestic airline
market. Such changes are partly enforced by the dominance of its
neighbour, and its direct effect on patterns of movement. For
example, it is difficult for Canadian railroads to maintain a
practice of public, fixed freight scales when rates directly agreed
with major customers are rapidly spreading in the USA (in Britain,
of course, this is all history).

However, the extent of local public transport deregulation is
much less. with Chile as the only example to match Britain. There
is certainly a greater degree of privatisation evident in sub-
contracting of operation in US systems, and growth in private
railroad operation in Japan (albeit often with investment grants
from local authorities). The 'British experiment' is certainly
attracting wide interest, as evident through an additional session
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arranged to discuss how the effects of deregulation in Britain

could be monitored.

One major problem is that operators in a highly competitive
environment will be increasingly reluctant to disclose statistics
or permit surveys. Some very interesting work may emerge, but the
extent to which individual case studies are representative of the
whole picture may be difficult to judge. Nonetheless, the next
conference - in Yokohama in 1989 - should create substantial
opportunities for speakers from the UK to describe their work to a

responsive audience.

Those from other countries may have had some difficulty in
understanding the full range of British proposals, since there was
no co-ordination between several papers covering various aspects of
the subject. Thus, Michael Beesley's 'White Paper' rationale was
not expounded until the last day, preceeded by Geoff Margason's
account of the TRRL monitoring programme, and my own paper (with
Derek Robbins) on UK coach deregulation experience earlier in the
week. Without implying that any 'official' view should be'
presented (my own being very different from that which a government
spokesman might give, for example), some degree of co-ordination
between speakers from one country would be desirable, so that the
basic facts of a major policy change were presented prior to
discussion of how its effects might be monitored, alternative
viewpoints on its desirability, and so on.

Shipping and ports received greater attention than in previous
World Conferences, whose viewpoint was very much limited to land-
based transport. Coverage of air transport issues, despite the
topical interest in deregulation, was fairly limited.

In view of the emphasis on deregulation, the contrast provided
'BC Transit' public transport system was
were given a presentation on the recently-

by Vancouver's own
striking. Delegates
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opened 'Skytrain' (automated light rail transit) between central
Vancouver and New Westminster, a fully-automated system using
linear motor drive, and already carrying heavy loadings in
association with 'Expo 86'. The location of one of the conference
dinners in New Westminster ensured that all delegates were required
to travel by the Skytrain to get there (at the dinner, the view
over the Fraser River Port Authority harbour was introduced, to
strike a modal balance).

However, little was done to introduce other aspects of the
Vancouver system - including bus, trolleybus, ferry - which forms a
notable example of the sometime derided 'integrated' network, with
a mechanically crude but easy-to-use zonal fares system, giving
free transfers between all modes within a defined time period. A
graduated zonal fare is charged at peak times, flat rate off-peak.
Another feature of the network is the 'timed transfer focal point',
in which suburban bus services converge regularly at certain
interchanges, to give easy bus-to-bus transfer for non-central
trips.

Without implying a totally uncritical view of such a network,
surely these aspects of integration deserve greater attention than
some of the rather simplistic economic theory at the conference
would seem to indicate. At times the line of argument seems to get
1ittle further than asserting that since' there are no clear

, ..I iL' 1 j
economies of scale on output measures such as cost per bus-km.,
there is little good reason for large networks to be operated as a
whole. This ignores the marketing benefits of through ticketing
and timed interchange. One fruitful area for future research would
surely be to investigate how important these are. Certainly, in
some deregulated modes such as domestic air in the US, or road
freight in the UK, the growth of 'hub systems' appears to indicate

some worthwhile gain.
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A DO-IT-YOURSELF FINANCIAL APPRAISAL KIT FOR THE CHANNEL TUNNEL
PROPOSALS

by Peter Taylor, Department of Economics & Social Science,
Bristol Polytechnic

The only public discussion that has taken place about the
proposed fixed link has been in relation to the physical nature of
each of the proposals, and the viability of their respective
backers. No real discussion has taken place on any other issue,
mainly because funding is to come entirely from the private sector.
Employment and. environmental impacts have only received the
scantiest coverage, traffic estimates have been minimal, and
financial aspects, other than the ability to raise the necessary
capital, have not been covered at all. The purpose of this article
is to provide some indications of the financial attractiveness of
the schemes given various assumptions, and to provide ratios
allowing anyone to make other tests based on alternative
assumptions which they may consider more realistic. This approach'
may even be helpful for the parties involved.

On a different note it is interesting that it could not be
conceived that such a project could be undertaken by the public
sector in the current economic climate because of the effect that
long term borrowing by the government would have on interest rates,
and because it would also 'crowd-out' investment by the private
sector. However, there has been no mention that any such effects
would occur if the project were undertaken by the private sector.
The effects on capital and other resources, however, would be
exactly the same whichever sector undertook the project. The
arguments that the government might be less efficient as the client
of the contractors building the link, and that the government would
be a lower risk borrower for raising the capital, do not seem to be
sufficient explanations.

7

The approach used here to assess the financial viability is a
variant of the discounted cash flow methods of investment
appraisal. Essentially these methods take into account the fact
that capital has a price: the rate of interest payable on it. Thus
a project costing £1,000, such as the purchasing of a piece of
equipment, which yielded a net income or 'cash flow' of £500 per
annum would not pay for itself in two years as the normal payback
method would indicate, but a period slightly longer unless interes
rates were zero or less. If it costs 10% per annum to borrow the
£1,000 (or if the person buying the machine already has the £1,000,
the 10% that could have been earned by leaving the money in the
building society or such), then the debt outstanding after the
first year would be £600, (£1,100 - £500), and after the second
year £160, (£660 - £500). This is the effect of compound interest.
Over many years the effect would be much more considrable, as in
the case of a long term project such as the Channel Tunnel.
Discounted cash flow methods use formulae derived from compound
interest principles in order to take the 'time value of money',
i.e. the rate of interest, into account. Tables of 'discount
factors' have been devised from these formulae to make such
calculations easy with the aid of a basic pocket calculator.

However, in order to use such tables to appraise the Channel
Tunnel proposals we not only need the initial construction costs,
but also the net revenues earned each year. It is the latter about
which we know so little, not simply because these have not yet
occurred, but because the forecasts of traffic flows etc. have not
been made widely available. Forecasts that have appeared in the
papers in recent weeks lead one to believe that they are based more
on hope than on logic. For instance, British Rail's quoted
forecast of eleven million passengers per year against that of
SNCF, its partner in the Channel Tunnel Group, of sixteen million,
makes one wonder how well the current favourites have got their act
together. This is even more disconcerting when one considers that
the total number of visitors to Europe from Britain by sea was
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between five and a half and six million in 1980, which although it
has doubled during the 1970s, would be unlikely to rise
dramatically given our recent economic performance and the general
economic prospects. The above forecasts maybe single journeys
which would make them much more reasonable, although still widely
differing.

To overcome this lack of clear information, the approach below
calculates the number of passenger crossings per year necessary to
pay for the link in a specified number of years. Three repayment
periods are considered: fifteen, twenty five and fifty years. The
option of simply paying the interest which implies an infinite
repayment period, has the same figures as the fifty year repayment
period for rates of interest of 15% and 20%, and only marginally
lower figures at the 10% rate of interest.

To calculate the number of crossings necessary
repayment of capital and interest. two other things must
the rate of interest payable on the capital raised,
residue of the toll/fare after operating costs have been
or what is known as the 'contribution' of fixed costs.

for the
be known:
and the

deducted,

The rate of interest payable should be the rate received by
those lending the money gross of tax. that is. the market rate for
projects of comparable size and risk. However, this rate should be
adjusted if the government gives an indirect subsidy through
special tax allowances more advantageous than for any private
sector construction project. The indications are that the
government will not treat the Channel Tunnel preferentially over
any other private sector project. If. however, the government were
to treat the project more favourably, then at its most justifiable
it should still earn at least a 10% return net of taxes and
subsidies which is required for all other public sector projects
and the nationalised industries. This would be the initial capital
cost divided by 10 (i.e. £100m per £lbn of capital cost), which on

9

the £100 contribution used below. would need to be divided by 100
to give the number of single car crossings (i.e. 1m crossings per
£lbn of capital cost). It should be noted that the correct rate
necessary for commercial success may be different from that
necessary to achieve an overall optimum allocation of resources for
the economy as a whole, but this is a rather more complex matter.
Here we are only concerned with the return necessary for commercial
success.

The contribution to fixed costs from the fares paid has been
chosen on the basis of a not wholly unreasonable figure of £100 per
car with four passengers per single crossing. The advantage of
using this figure is that anyone who felt that it should be, say,
only £69 would simply have to divide the necessary number of
crossings in Table I by 0.69, in order to show the increased number
of crossings necessary for such a smaller contribution. At present
the single peak fare for a car with four passengers on the Dover-
Calais route is about £100, and so an average contribution of £100
after operating costs have been met errs very much on the side of
favouring the schemes. Thus, if on the most favourable
assumptions, the scheme still requires unreasonably high traffic
flows or low rates of interst to be financially viable, it should
not be undertaken. This approach enables one to test the
robust~ess of various schemes as if they fail on optimistic
assumptions they will surely do so on more realistic assumptions.

A contribution of £100 may not be unreasonable for a drive-
through link as operating costs may be low, and drivers may be
prepared to pay a higher fare than those currently charged.
However. the operating costs are likely to be higher for links
through which cars are carried by train. Rail links are,
therefore, likely to have a lower contribution for equivalent fare
levels. The expected time savings are likely to be about half an
hour per trips, and so unless a fixed link provides a more pleasant
way of crossing the Channel (?) the premium that passengers would
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be willing to pay over (current) ferry fares would be small. The
argument that customs arrangements would be quicker is a red
herring. These would be improved on the existing ferry system with
only a very small increase in costs.

Table I below thus shows the annual number of single crossings
of a car with four passenges (or equivalent) required to repay the
capital cost plus interest in a required number of years at various
rates of interest. The figure of 15% is probably the most
realistic figure on a commercial basis.

The figures for crossings are calculated for a £1bn
hypothetical scheme and then multiplied by, for example 2.6 for the
CTG scheme, to give the figures for the actual schemes. It is done
in this way for two reasons. Firstly, it allows anyone to
recalculate the figures for constructions costs he or she feels to
be more realistic and secondly it allows anyone to recalculate on
the basis of the different costs given almost daily in the
newspapers. The costs used in Table I are those reported in the
Guardian article by Andrew Cornelius (27 December 1985). However,
the Observer (5 January 1986) reported the CTG scheme as costing
only £2.3 bn and the Euroroute scheme only £4.5 bn. Further, there
appears to be two variants of Expressway, and another variant of
Euroroute at £9 bn.

The minimum crossings for the £1 bn hypothetical scheme are
obtained by dividing the annual minimum net revenue by the £100
contr,ibution. The annual minimum net revenue is obtained by
dividing the initial capital cost plus interest to be repaid over
fifteen years requires an -annual net revenue of £131m (i.e. £1,000m
/7.61). The initial capital cost divisors are derived, as stated
earlier from discounted cash flow and compound interest principles.
Table II presents them for other rates of interest and repayment

periods to allow further analysis.
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Thus, armed with this toolkit and a pocket calculator. anyone
can appraise any of the schemes on the most up-to-date estimates
and claims. However, perhaps at this point it is time for the
toolmaker to tryout his own tools.

Even on the probably over-optimistic £100 contribution per car
with four passengers. and the not unreasonable twenty five year
repayment period and 15% rate of interest. there would have to be
about four million such crossings (4.03m) per annum for the odds on
favourite, the Channel Tunnel Group scheme, simply to pay for
itself. This is about 17 million single passengers, or 8.5 million
return passengers, while as stated earlier, in 1980 there were 5.5
- 6 million such return passengers to the whole of Europe by sea.

If the contribution per car were only £50 it would need 31
million single passengers or 17 million return passengers.

Thus, even if there were absolutely no ferry services from
Britain to the Continent, the commercial viability of a fixed link,
like a previous, but much less amicable encounter with our French
neighbours, also ending at Waterloo, would appear at best to be a
very very 'close run thing'.
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Table II: Initial Ca~ital Cost Divisors

50

Rate of
Interest
(Discount
Rate)

Repayment Period (Years)

10 15 20 25

12.50

10.00

8.33

7.14

6,25

5.56

5.00

8% 6.71 8.56 9.82 10.67 12.23

Note: the divisors are technically known as 'present value factors
of a constant amount per annum' and can be found in most books of
financial tables. They are derived from the formula

where r
number
formula

is the rate of interest expressed as a decimal and n is the
of years. For an infinite repayment period (CD) the
becomes 1.

r

10% 6.14 7.61 8.51 9.08 9.91

12% 5.65 6.81 7.47 7.84 8.30

14% 5.22 6.14 6.62 6.87 7.13

16% 4.83 5.58 5.93 6.10 6.25

18% 4.49 5.09 5.35 5.47 5.55

20% 4.19 4.68 4.89 4.95 5.00

1 - (1 + r)-n
r
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RECENT MEETINGS

ECONOMIC APPRAISAL OF URBAN ROADS

R.Paling, Halcrow Fox & Partners
(16 April, 1986)

This meeting has been postponed until 18 March, 1987.
the TEG London programme in this issue.

Please see

BRITISH AIRWAYS: A PRIVATISED MONOPOLY?

Peter Morrell, Air transport consultant
(london, May,1986)

At the TEG meeting held on 21 May, 1986 at the Polytechnic of
Central london, Peter Morrell introduced a lively discussion on the
pros and cons of privatisation. His paper was on the market
conditions surrounding a number of recent examples of privatisation
and how British Airways would fit in with the pattern.

While the immediate topicality of the meeting had been
lessened by Nicholas Ridley's announcement that BA privatisation
would be deferred until a better time, the general interest in the

topic remained.

Peter Morrell sought to cover three aspects:-
1. General issues and experience of privatisation among 'State'

and flag carrier airlines
2. Was BA a monopoly and what competition did it face
3. What has been the recent efficiency performance of BA under

Lord King and his team.

15

Among airlines, Peter Morrell distinguished between
privatisation and partial privatisation and on the basis of more or
less than 50% of the shares being transferred. He suggested that
'full' privatisation was for the four objectives:

Greater efficiency
Wider share ownership
Employee share ownership
and more competition.

Partial privatisation he saw as being for the objectives of:
Stock market quotation
More attractive employee share schemes
Raising capital
and introducing some market discipline.

Both for 50% plus and 'partial' privatisation, these
objectives were all seen from a management perspective. Only in
the discussion afterwards did the Governmental objective of raising
cash for the Exchequer (or its equivalent abroad) receive attention
and recognition that it was naturally in conflict with the
objective of introducing extra competition. Clearly the £1 billion
price tag for BA was enough for the Treasury to allow Lord King's
arguments about keeping the airline together to override
considerations of competition; in the 'comparable case of the
National Bus Company, the £100 million at risk in selling off
piecemeal was deemed acceptable by the Government.

Some 19 airlines were considered, only 5 of which were less
than 10% privately owned (i.e. fully nationalised), and 9 more than
50% (i.e. in the private sector). Apart from BA, Thai Airlines,
Pakistan International Airlines and Turkish Airlines each face
proposals for increased private stakes but not to the extent of
more than 50%, while these and Alitalia and Sabena may be having
stock market quotations. Perhaps because until March this year,
the trend was in the opposite direction under a Socialist
administration, French airlines were not included in the sample.
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Peter Morrell then went on to discuss the extent to which BA's
revenues and profits varied by region and how these variations
could be related to differences in the competitive environment.
Table 1 is from his presentation.

Limited to "YES", "NO" or "SOME", this part of the analysis
could only give a broad picture, from which the conclusion emerged
that most of BA's markets had to date offered the airline a
privileged position. No reference was made to the possible effects
that European Deregulation might have on this pattern and therefore
on BA's future market strength and cash value.Table 1 British Airways: Revenues/Profits by Region

Revenues 1983/84 1984/85

UK 16 13

Europe 24 29

Americas 29 30

Africa 7 6

Asia/Australasia 24 22

Total 100 100

Table 2 Restriction on Airline Competition

Price
Control

Important
Airport

Restrictions

Capacity
Control

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Some
No
Yes
Some
Yes
Yes

No
Some
Yes
Some
Yes
Yes

UK
Europe (1)

(2)
Americas
Africa
Asia/Australasia

Profits 1983/84 1984/85

UK/Europe 41 30
Americas 31 44

Africa 8 9
Asia/Australasia 20 17

Total 100 100

(1) Benelux, West Germany
(2) Other European Countries

His commentary on these figures took the form of Table 2 which
showed whether there were three sorts of restriction on free

competition:-
Capacity control
Price control
Important Airport Restrictions.

In this context, the potential benefits from privatisation in
forcing BA to become more efficient to avoid bankruptcy or takeover
by meeting customer needs better and minimising costs more
effectively seemed unlikely to be attained; the threats did not
appear realistic and therefore the incentives to be more effective
in marketing terms or operationally would not be significantly
stronger than in a well-managed public corporation. To answer the
question set it seemed that BA was certainly in a dominant position
in most of its markets and monopolistic if not technically a

monopoly in many.
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How efficient BA had become in the years of Lord King's
Chairmanship was the third question tackled. Peter Morrell's
analysis of recent trends in BA efficiency was presented in a
number of graphs, some comparing BA with other airlines and the
industry as a whole, others examining elements of BA's different
inputs and outputs to suggest correlations and possible causes.
All were based on published information, mostly from BA's Annual
Reports, which were criticised by Don Box in the discussion on the
grounds that the figures in the Annual Reports were adjusted for
presentation and therefore a poor basis for establishing efficiency
trends. Peter Morrell argued that taking out contentious
depreciation figures and using physical measures of resources used
rather than costs (where possible) allowed a fair degree of
reliability in the efficiency measures to be built up, particularly
when different measures and ratios correlated well with each other.

Figure 2 shows how the yield per passenger kilometer continued
to rise during that period. Given the cutbacks, it is perhaps
surprising that the yield did not rise faster as the cutbacks might
have been expected to be on routes with less than average
revenue/yield per passenger kilometer but distortions caused by
inflation and exchange rate movements might have confused the
issue.

77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 85 86e
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Figure 2 British Airways: Traffic + Yield Trends

The first graph (Figure 1) is an index of passenger trends and
shows the effect of the cut-back in BA capacity after 1980. 42

Figure 1 Scheduled Passenger Traffic Trends
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Peter Morrell then showed a figure of the cost and manpower
and output trend in BA which seemed to indicate a small improvement
in output/head but was clouded by the inflation effect. Much
clearer was Figure 3, which showed a sharp increase in 'labour
productivity' measured in ATK's/Employee (Air Ton Kilometers) after
1982 but near static 'capital productivity' measured in ATK's/Block
hour (i.e. per hour of aircraft in the air). This indicates the
extent to which BA has not been replacing older smaller jets with

the newer, wide bodied and more efficient aircraft.

Peter Morrell drew a telling contrast with the investment
pattern of Singapore Airlines over the same period. Since 1980
(Figure 4). BA investment declined sharply from a 1979/80 level of
over $600 million to under $200 million with a small recovery in the
last year. While Singapore Airlines also cut back investment in the
'slump' of the early 1980s, its investment bounced back immediately
afterwards. Was BA improving its Balance Sheet and cutting its
debts under Lord King to make it appear a better short-term prospect
for privatisation at the risk of leaving itself less 'competitive'
in the longer term? Of course as we have seen earlier that may not
matter for BA's financial prospects due to the lack of effective
competition that it faces but the relative service will be worse and
its administered prices higher as a result. And if more
deregulation does occur on international routes will BA be well-
equipped to exploit it?

Figure 3 British Airways: Productivity Trends
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The intended run-up period to privatisation certainly did
succeed in cutting staff substantially but largely through cutting
out services rather than overheads or 'fat', but the most
interesting figure that Peter Morrell presented was the one (Figure
5) which showed a visual correlation between the airlines operating
ratio as an index and the US Dollar to £ Sterling exchange rate.
This effect is also highly apparent for the earnings in Britain
from overseas tourists and emphasises the vast importance to the
transport and tourism industries, (as to manufacturing) of the
Government affected macro-economic fundamentals as opposed to the
micro-economic activities of companies, even as large as BA on
their own results. The disastrous over-valuation of the pound in
the early 1980s depressed BA's results and therefore made the
'recovery' master-minded by Lord King look much better than it
might have done if he had taken over at a different stage in the

£/$ cycle.

Peter Morrell's paper presented a wealth of information, only
some of which has it been possible to reproduce here and he
succeeded in leaving a distinct impression of unease about the true
efficiency improvements of the airline or the economic value of
privatisation. Like British industry since 1979, BA is certainly
now smaller, is it fitter?

Reviewed by David Bruce, Bristol Polytechnic
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EFFECTIVE CAPITAL INVESTMENT IN RAILWAYS: A EUROPEAN COMPARISON
Bill Steinmetz, Booz Allen & Hamilton
(London, June 1986)

more palatable. Although the question and answer framework is easy
to use it does not. however, reflect the multiple choice approach
employed in the CPC examinations.

The report on this meeting by Peter White will appear in the

next edition.
Since "professional competence" by examination is still

relatively new to the road transport industry much of the
Certificate of Professional Competence (CPC) syllabus concentrates
on legislative aspects, which are themselves under constant review.
The contents of this manual will undoubtedly be overtaken by
events. Indeed there is no mention made of the imminent changes in
driving hours due in September this year. Hopefully. updates for
the manual will be a regular feature. CPC students would be well
advised to check with the most recent syllabuses that the correct
course of study is being followed.

BOOK REVIEWS

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE FOR ROAD HAULAGE OPERATORS
TEST YOURSELF ON ROAD HAULAGE OPERATION (CPC)
D. Spurling and G. Whitehead
Shaw & Sons Ltd., London Despite the above reservation the study manual

popular with CPC students. particularly those who
attend classes on a regular basis.

should prove
are unable to

This study manual is primarily aimed at those people who need
to become "professionally competent" by examination. It provides,
along with the companion text, a comprehensive course of study
which should enable the reader to successfully attempt both
national and international examinations.

Reviewed by M.J. Peters, Research Officer, Transport Studies Group

Briefly, the manual covers the essential elements of
legislation, administration of vehicle operations through to
vehicle construction and use of regulations, road safety measures
and maintenance. The wider issues of business management,
financial control and the complexities of social legislation are
also dealt with. In addition I found that the indexing made this a
useful reference book, although understandably lacking in the more

technical aspects.

PUBLICATIONS SIMILAR TO THE TE IN THE UNITED STATES AND JAPAN

Following the links established with the Scottish Transport
Studies Group (see the Spring 1986 issue, page 29), arrangements
have been made for an exchange of publications with the
Transportation Planning Division Newsletter of the American
Planning Association (edited by Dr John Fuller, Urban and Regional
Planning, 347 Jessup Hall, The University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa
52242. USA). The May 1986 issue includes articles on
transportation planning for small cities in the US, and on light
rail in Southern California, tracing historical patterns from the
extensive network of the Pacific Electric system in Los Angeles. to

Both texts are well structured, the authors managing to
maintain a clear and concise style. The narrative is brief and to
the point, but a greater use of tables would have made the text



26
27

current construction in Long Beach. The third article looks at the
evolution of German light rail transit between 1950 and 1970.
Copies will be held by the Chairman.

in the previous issue. a further Working Paper on this study has
now been published: "Stated Preference Experiments concerning long
distance business travel in Great Britain", by P.Marks and
A.S.Fowkes (WP219). This describes in greater detail the stated
preference experiments on two samples of respondents for the
Newcastle - London route.

Further volumes in the series JTERC Reports, published by the
Japan Transport Economics Research Center, Tokyo, have been
received. up to No.8 (March 1986). As before, these describe in
detail some major studies undertaken by staff of the centre, and
summarise other studies. In No.8, Shinichi Kuribayashi records his
work on 'Development Profits derived from land values brought about
by urban railroad construction'. This examined a number of new
suburban lines in Japanese cities, using three methods.
1. A time-series analysis of values along the lines, within a 2

km. range.
2. A time-series analysis, by distance zone from a new station.
3. A change in the land value gradient from the city centre.
4. An analysis derived from the change in generalised costs

between the zone concerned and the city centre.
All three methods indicate substantial gains in land value as a
result (at least 7.000 yen for per square metre), the highest
estimates being given by the third method.

Reviewed by Peter R. White, Polytechnic of Central London

FORTHCOMING MEETINGS

1986 - 87 LONDON MEETING PROGRAMMES

Wednesday, 17 September 1986
BUS AND RAIL MASS TRANSIT IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
Phil Cornwell, TTC
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

The other major feature in No.8 is a study of changes in
domestic transportation in Japan, by Kiyoharu Iwataki. Following
strong growth in the 19605, total motorised passenger-km. were
little higher in 1983 than 1973, although growth in tonne-km has
continued. Rail has lost out over medium distances to car, and
longer distances to air (although retaining a very high overall
share by European standards). Future trends in both sectors, based
on a qualitative survey, are outlined. Among briefer studies, one
on the introduction of a transfer fare system suggests that it is
beneficial to both users and operators.

Wednesday, 15 October 1986
THE CASE FOR PARKWAY STATIONS
Jonathan Segal, British Railways Board
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

Wednesday, 19 November 1986
LONG-TERM ELASTICITIES
Richard McKenzie, Oxford University Transport Studies Unit
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

Following the work at the Institute for Transport Studies,
University of Leeds, into business travel and time values describe

Wednesday, 17 December 1986
AIR TRANSPORT topic to be announced - see Winter edition of TE for
details.
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Wednesday, 21 January 1987
ROAD NETWORK IMPROVEMENTS: IDENTIFYING THE WIDER BENEFITS IN

FREIGHT DISTRIBUTION
David Quarmby, J. Sainsbury plc
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

1986 - 87 NORTHERN MEETINGS PROGRAMMES

Wednesday, 8 October 1986
NEW LOCAL RAIL STATIONS
John Preston, Institute for Transport Studies, University of leeds
Meeting at: Room G.03, Institute for Transport Studies,
University of Leeds
15.30 for 16.00

Wednesday, 18 February 1987
SECTOR MANAGEMENT IN BR
Chris Green, Director Network South East, British Rail
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

Wednesday, 4 February 1987
ALLOCATIONAL, DISTRIBUTIONAL AND PUBLIC FINANCE IMPACTS OF URBAN
PUBLIC TRANSPORT SUBSIDIES
John Dodgson, University of Liverpool. and
Neville Topham, University of Salford
Meeting at: Department of Economics. University of Salford
15.30 for 16.00

Wednesday, 18 March 1987
ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT OF URBAN ROADS
Richard Paling, Halcrow Fox & Partners
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

Wednesday, 15 April 1987
VALUE OF TIME
Mark Egerton, Department of Transport
18.00 for 18.30, PCL

Wednesday, 6 May 1987
MONITORING BUS DEREGULATION
Norman James, Transport Operations Research Group,
University of Newcastle
Meeting at: Room G.03, Institute for Transport Studies,
University of Leeds
15.30 for 16.00

Wednesday, 20 May 1987
To be arranged

"PCL" refers to the Polytechnic of Central London building at 35
Marylebone Road, London NWI adjacent to Baker Street Underground
station. Meetings are generally held on the third floor of the
main block directly fronting Marylebone Road. The exact room
number is displayed in the reception area.

Programme Organiser: Chris Nash
NON-MEMBERS ARE WELCOME TO ATTEND ALL TEG MEETINGS

THE TRANSPORT ECONOMIST AND LIBRARIES

A copy of the TRANSPORT ECONOMIST magazine has been
deposited at the British Library since the beginning of this
year. Back copies have also been provided where they are
available.
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It has been the practice for sometime to deposit copies for
record purposes at the Chartered Institute of Transport Library
and at the libraries of the polytechnics of Central and North
London.

COMMITTEE 1986/87

Chainman
Peter White, Senior Lecturer in Public Transport Systems,
Transport Studies Group, Polytechnic of Central London, 35
Marylebone Road, London NWI 5SL. (01-486 5811 X 298)

Those far more knowledgable of librarianship than I have
advised me that it is usual to have a volume number and an issue
number on a regular publication. Based on this advice, I have
allocated Volume I to the first year in which an edition was
published. This, believe it or not, was 1973 so the volumes will
begin with Volume I September 1973 to August 1974; Volume 2
September 1974 to August 1975 and so on. The current issue will
therefore be Volume 13 No.4, and Volume 14 will begin with our
next edition.

Vice Chainman
Peter Collins, Group Planning
55 Broadway, London SWIH OBD.

Manager, London Regional Transport,
(01-227 3703)

Secretary
David Bruce,
Park, Bristol

Bristol Polytechnic,
BS6 7NR.

15 St. Helena Road, Westbury

SUBSCRIPTIONS TO THE TRANSPORT ECONOMIST BY NON-MEMBERS
Publications Editor
Stuart Cole, Senior Lecturer in Transport Economics & Policy, The
Business School, Polytechnic of North London, 2-16 Eden Grove,
London N7 8DB. (01-607 2789 X2457)

At a recent TEG Committee meeting it was decided to make
these available on application to the Treasurer, Don Box. Each
application will have to be approved by the Committee or by
Chairman's action. Your own organisation's library might find it
of value to provide wider circulation of the information in the
magazine. It would be of most use to transport companies,
transport authorities in local or central government, pressure
groups, academic institutions and other organisations providing a
library service.

Programme Organiser
Roland Niblett, London Residuary Body.

Committee Members
Ernest Godward, 62 Newbury Lane, Oldbury, Warley BS6 7NR.

Ian Savage, Booz Allen & Hamilton, 30 Charles II Street, St.
James's Square, London SWIY 4AE. (01-930 8144)Current subscription charge is £12.00

Stuart Cole, Editor Chris Nash, Institute of Transport Studies, University of Leeds,
Leeds LS2 9JT.
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COPY DATES FOR THE TRANSPORT ECONOMIST

EDITION VOL. NO. COPYDATE DATE OUT

Summer 1986 13 4 May 1 May 30

Autumn 1986 14 1 July 11 August 29

Winter 1986 14 2 October 31 November 28

Spring 1987 14 3 January 30 February 27

Summer 1987 14 4 May 1 May 29


