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RECENT MEETINGS

VALUE OF TIME
Mark Egerton, Senior Economic Adviser, Ministry of Transport
(London, April 1987)
At a meeting held on 15 April 1987 in London, Mark
spoke about the value of time in cost benefit analysis.

Egerton

An attentive audience heard Mark Egerton describe the research
undertaken as a result of the Department of Transport commission
for a re-appraisal of journey time valuations.
Apparently, the
research upon which the current values of non-working time are
based was carried out as long ago as 1960 and the Department quite
rightly con~idered that the time was ripe for a major re-appraisal
of this aspect of journey time valuation at least. The new
research was carried out jointly by the MVA Consultancy, the
Institute
for Transport Studies (Leeds University) and the
Transport Studies Unit (Oxford University).
The new work was restricted to the value of leisure time and
to the 'value' of accidents, but as there was not so much
confidence in the empirical research carried out on accident costs
the speaker did not spend any time on this part of the research.
The first major point to be made - emphasised in the
Department's own published reaction to the work - is that the
results are only for application to non-commercial services,
although quite how one makes a sensible distinction between
commercial and non-commercial in this context is not explained.
Also, it appears that the traditional use of generalised costs
(i.e. including, inter alia. costs and benefits arising from time
valuations)
in traffic
forecasting is now not
favoured.
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In answer to a question on this point, the speaker said that
"calibration from local experience had proved to be a better
technique".
No changes in the approach to working time valuation was
envisaged by the Department.
A resource cost approach i.e. gross
wages + employment overheads had proved satisfactory, although the
speaker admitted that the method did imply an average use of the
time available for work.
The new research and the conclusions derived from it proposed
a very large increase in the valuation of leisure time (58%) and no
distinction between commuting and other journey purposes was now
contemplated.
Among factors investigated as possible contributors
to personal valuations of leisure time were willingness to pay;
ability to pay (i.e. socio-economic group); general marginal
utility of leisure time; differences in discomfort and stress
prevailing in the various modes and different travel situations;
ability to usefully use the time spent travelling on other
activities such as reading, eating, etc.
Insofar as research techniques are concerned, the new work has
broken new ground in moving towards 'stated preference' as the
basis for estimating the reaction to improved travel times, as
opposed to the original studies' almost exclusive concentration on
'revealed preference'.
The
speaker
suggested
that
the
disadvantages of revealed preference (i.e. an abstraction from
actual events and choices) included a dearth of adequate and
suitable instances of a potential trade-off between time and money
(those available being mainly concerned with modal choice) and poor
statistical determination.
It was claimed that stated preference
was superior on statistical determination, particularly on income
factors and changes in family circumstances.
There was also a
better perception of change with stated preference, but the speaker
had to admit that the lack of real choice available to the
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respondent, and inevitably inherent in stated preference,
real disadvantage.

was

a

The speaker proceeded to mention some of the less predictable
and sometimes more thought-provoking - results arising from the
new research.
Apparently, the valuation of time by bus travellers
was less, by a significant margin, than by other modes. This was
put down to 'self-selection' in the sample i.e. those who valued
time least would be most likely to travel by bus. The implications
of this caused some unease to your reviewer who wondered if
'ability to pay' had some bearing on the matter and that to use
such differentials in time valuations would have regressive effects
on the distribution of benefits to the community at large.
Apparently, retired people reveal a lower value of time (some
15-40%) than the working population; the value of time rises with
household income, but not proportionately; being unemployed has no
effect on the value of time, which seems to contradict the theory
that the more leisure one has the less one values it.
With these confusing signals it is, perhaps, not surprising
that the Department's preference is for one rate for non-working
travel.
But questions and comments at the end of the talk
indicated that some of the audience thought that more could be done
in the way of disaggregating the results to allow for income
effects, the phenomenon of 'self-selection' and the presence of
other than strictly journey time effects such as discomfort and
stress.
The Department favours removing distinctions between
modes, so far as travel time valuations are concerned - with the
exception of "old-age pensioners and other clearly identified
groups", which raises misgivings, in your reviewer's mind at least,
when comparisons between private car and public transport are being
made.
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One other mystery remains. It was found that a car with up to
three passengers revealed a time valuation no more than 40% higher
than the driver-only car. The Department's solution to this one is
to treat each passenger as one traveller. so that, in practice, a
car with three passengers will 'show' four times the valuation of
the driver-only vehicle.
Obviously. the Department (or, perhaps, more precisely the
Treasury) is not going to allow the findings of this research to
affect total spending on transport.
In answer to a question, the
speaker said that he thought total budgets would not be influenced
significantly, but doubtless distribution of the available money
would change. with more favour now being shown to schemes with a
high leisure travel component.

been supplanted by rather inward-looking discussion of and argument
about techniques.
Note The research of MVA. ITS Leeds and TSU Oxford has been
published under the title "The Value of Travel Time Savings"
by Policy Journals. The Old Vicarage. Hermitage, Newbury RG16
9SU (price £15 including postage & packing).
For £1 one can
obtain
the Department of Transport publication
already
referred to from Publications Sales Unit. Building 1. Victoria
Road, South Ruislip HA4 ONZ.
Report by Don Box, Secretary TEG, (ex British Rail)

A COUNTY COUNCIL VIEWPOINT ON BUS DEREGULATION
It will have been noticed that this review refers to the
Department's 'preference'. 'solution'. 'proposal' etc. rather than
its instruction as to the use of the research findings.
This is
because the basic results and the Departments' views as to future
use of these findings have been published in a Departmental paper
called "Values for Journey Time Savings and Accident Prevention".
This is open to comment from the public, although the Department,
according to the paper's foreword, is perhaps more anxious to seek
the views of 'specialists in the field of transport
appraisal'.
Comments were expected by 21 April.
It would be interesting to
learn if any members of the TEG have been consulted
as
'specialists' or have volunteered their comments in any other
fashion.
Certainly, in your reviewer's opinion, much that is
presumed concerning the higher reaches of transport policy in the
Departments' proposals for change should not go unchallenged.
But
that was not the object of Mark Egerton's talk, which was to
introduce us to fresh research and expose some of the technical
difficulties encountered.
That was ably done; but. in passing, it
has tended to raise questions which, perhaps debated when cost
benefit analysis first burst upon an astonished world. have since

Keiran Holmes, Derbyshire County Council (London, May 1987)
At the May meeting of the Group Kieran Holmes of Derbyshire
County Council spoke about bus de-regulation from the point of view
of a county council.
(The views put forward in this paper are not
necessarily those of Derbyshire County Council.)

1.
2.
3.

He divided his talk into three areas as follows:
The Tendering process
The consequences of bus de-regulation in Derbyshire
The Concessionary Fares scheme.

The Tendering Process
Between 10 February 1986 and 28 February 1986 registration for
the commercial services to be operated after D-Day were received.
A check was made against the existing network of services to assess
where the gaps would be. The County Council then had to try and
fill in those gaps in the most sensible way possible.
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The previous process of providing unremunerative services had
entailed the County Council's officer sitting down and deciding
with the operators, the services to be operated and the levels of
revenue support available. Now the operator decided the commercial
remit of the services to be operated.
The gaps that had been left
could only be described as a "dogs breakfast".
These noncommercial services were during the early mornings, late evenings,
Saturdays and Sundays.
Under the 1985 Transport Act a county council must go out to
tender for non-commercial services. The only exception to this was
a "de minimis" clause which allowed the purchase of certain
services at minimal cost up to a given maximum level per operator.
Tenders must be issued generally and to anyone who asked.
No
conditions could be attached to tenders in respect of the number or
type of employees.
The tender had to be awarded on the effective
and economic use of funds.
In doing so they could take account of
commercial services which were operating.
Account could also be
taken of education and social services departments requirements.
There were few grounds for not accepting tenders (other than on
price). The two factors which might lead to such a rejection were
where the authority considered an operator over committed or not
capable of performing the tender.
Generally speaking,
the authority checked the financial
standing of operators before issuing tenders. This was to ensure
that they were likely to be able to cope with the work they had bid
for. The results of the tendering process has to show the highest
and lowest prices bid, a list of operators who had bid, the winner
of the tender and the price bid for the tender. The authority
normally awarded the tender to the lowest bidder. An exception to
this might be where only one operator could satisfy the conditions
laid down in the tender, e.g. carriage of disabled persons.
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A package of information was sent out to all operators for
Included in the package were a set of
each tender to be bid for.
contract
conditions. tender schedules,
notes of guidance, standard
the timetable, the route, the fares to be charged and a tender
form.
The county council decided on three types of contract for the
tendering process, namely:1. Cost reimbursement - where the county council keeps the fares.
2. Nett subsidy - where the operator keeps the fares.
3. Revenue guarantee - where the operator keeps the surplus.
The setting of a maximum farescale had been agreed and this
would be reviewed on an annual basis. The authority had asked that
operators submit tenders on a cost reimbursement and nett subsidy
basis.
The county council would then choose the "best bet".
Operators could offer service options or they could package tenders
but only after the above requirements were met. The county could
then decide on effective use of funds.
It was felt that the first round of tendering had been a
nightmare. Seventy tenders had been sent to 67 operators. Only 24
of the 67 responded.
It was estimated that a quarter of a million
pieces of paper had been sent out.
In the second round of
tendering 28 tenders were sent to 81 operators of whom only 12
responded to the tender invitation.
The breakdown of the second round responses was as follows:2 tenders attracted 5 responses
2 tenders attracted 4 responses
5 tenders attracted 3 responses
12 tenders attracted 2 responses
7 tenders attracted 1 response.
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In view of the above responses the speaker questioned whether
the Act was right on competition in tendering.
From the above
responses
only
the minority of tenders issued were
truly
competitive. The speaker stated that the position was very similar
in other parts of the country.
With the next round of tenders the
county council decided to write to the operators saying "we are
about to issue tenders, do you wish to take part in the process of
bidding for tenders?" Some twelve operators wrote back saying they
wanted the detailed information.
This action cut down the amount
of paperwork considerably.
At the time of the lecture the county
council were on the twenty-second round of tendering and had
awarded 297 tenders to date.
At de-regulation day on 26 Dctober 1986 the types of service
for which tenders had been issued were as follows:18 peak period services
134 school special services
47 evening services
54 Sunday services
57 weekday off-peak services
41 weekday all day services
42 Saturday only services.
These tenders covered 263 services and there is an element of
double counting in the above figures.
The cost
follows:-

of

the tendering process at de-regulation

was

as

Nett £mi 11 ion
Gross £mi 11 ion
----------------------------------------------------------------0.114
0.114
De minimis
1. 653*
2.459
Cost contracts
0.151
0.151
Bul k movement
0.585
0.581
Nett subsidy

---*The estimated
£0.802 million.

2.503

3.305

TOTAL
revenue

on

cost

contracts

(reimbursement)

is

The rhetorical question of "how much had de-regulation cost or
saved?" was asked.
Kieran Holmes stated that Lancashire County
Council estimated they had saved £5 million.
Derbyshire on the
other hand estimated that it had cost them £0.8 million.
The
reason for this was that the county council had to face up to a
high level of hidden costs.
These included large publicity costs
because operators were only willing to promote the commercial
services which they operated.
The size of the Public Transport
Unit within Derbyshire County Council had to be doubled to cope
with the workload imposed by de-regulation.
Costs such as
statutory advertising had to be paid for as well as overtime
payments at the printers.
When such costs were taken into account
the real picture of the costs began to emerge.
In trying to conclude on tendering the speaker put forward
some thoughts on the exercise and tried to draw the lessons that
had been learned. The thoughts were as follows:1. Who should bear the risk in tendering - the operator or the
county council?
2. Should tender contracts be cost reimbursement or nett subsidy?
3. Should the operators be allowed incentive or should control be
exercised by the county council?
4. How long should contracts last for - 1 to 5 years?
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5.

1.
2.
3.
4.

What sort of
specific?

tender

should

it

be - simple

and

open

or

The lessons learnt from the implementation were as follows:Package the tenders first, if possible.
Let operators construct fare tables from the scales.
Monitoring, both financial and on the road performance is
extremely important.
Publicity is also extremely important.

Travel Concession Schemes
The travel concession schemes were as follows:1. OAP half fare concession which is funded 50% by DCC and 50% by
local district authorities.
2. Young people between the ages of 14 - 17 concession.
3. Students aged 17 - 19 concession in full time education at
local authority maintained schools and colleges.
4. Travel ~id schemes for the unemployed.
This is funded from
the county's 2p rate powers.
In July 1987 it is hoped to give free
handicapped and other disabled groups.

travel

to mentally

Operators do have the power to opt out of the concession
schemes.
In Derbyshire both Greater Manchester Buses Ltd. and
South Yorkshire Transport Ltd. had refused to participate.
This
was due to the generation factor that Derbyshire had adopted. This
was 25% and had been derived from research undertaken by the
county.
Derbyshire felt that they were one of the few authorities
with robust research on the matter.
In 1983 the half fare permit
scheme was introduced to replace various token schemes. Before and
after studies showed that with the permit scheme, holders of the
permit travelled more often and farther than they had done with
tokens.
The studies showed a generation factor of 27% and the
estimated elasticit.v was -D.5.

The two operators having refused to take part were served with
a compulsory participation notice by the county.
The operators
have appealed to the Department of Transport.
Both operators and
the county council had made written submissions to the Department.
In view of the then forthcoming election it was unlikely that a
decision on the matter would be made before the outcome of the
election was known.
In concluding his talk Keiran Holmes related a number of
amusing anecdotes concerning 'de-regulation and all that'. The
most amusing one was that the staff of the Public Transport Unit,
to celebrate their hard work up to D-Day, decided to hire a coach
to take them out for a meal.
Unfortunately the coach to take them
out did not turn up!
The audience at the talk were very keen to ask questions.
Peter White asked what had happened to the network and the levels
of service within the county as a result of de-regulation.
The
speaker explained that through good housekeeping much of the
network was still intact.
It was not completely like for like
replacement.
There were no bold new initiatives and very little
competition.
Only in Chesterfield where a new network had been
introduced were operators actively competing against one another.
For the inhabitants of the town the resulting situation was very
confusing.
Ernest Goward asked about the competition or rather the lack
of it. The fact that there was very little competition worried the
county.
This had reflected in the tender prices charged. In 1986
bids for tenders had been made using marginal costings.
In 1987
prices were being raised as operators could no longer tender at
marginal costs because slack had been used up. In Glossop, a small
town in the north of the county, Trent Buses Ltd. had submitted a
nil tender to operate local services.
Theyadvised
the county
council that operations would cease on 8 June 1987. As a result of

~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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thought, worked
tendered route.

problems arising from this statement services ceased overnight
after the drivers operating these services were sacked.
Only one
operator was able to provide services at such short notice and the
prices charged to cover the services were comparable with those
being tendered to lRT in London.

Stuart Cole stated that in some counties cost reimbursement
contracts were the norm. He asked what were the benefits of such
contracts.
This type of contract gave the operator a commitment
but took away incentive.
Problems inevitably arose in the area of
revenue estimation but this really boiled down to whether the
information given in the tender was any good.
It was felt that
information collected was adequate.
The nett subsidy, it was

the advantage of the sitting

tenant

on the

Following from this question Keiran Holmes kindly produced a
summary of the pros and cons of net subsidy vs cost reimbursement.

Nick Lester commented on the very high positive benefits from
information.
Derbyshire felt that providing information was very
important.
The County had produced a wide range of timetables and
leaflets;
some in minority languages.
They had started a
centralised telephone enquiry bureau under the banner "Busline"/
They actively marketed the supported network under the name of
"County Bus". Other initiatives included the Derbyshire Wayfarer
ticket which was valid for use on all operators services. By doing
these things it was felt that not only were the operators getting a
payback but the county was receiving one as well.
Trevor Hartley asked how stable was the commercial network.
The county council were receiving 10/15 registrations per week.
The bulk of these were variations to commercial services.
To date
there had only been one major replan of services but Keiran Holmes
felt that one would occur in Chesterfield.
This would be brought
about by the competition that was taking place between Chesterfield
Transport Ltd. and East Midland Motor Services Ltd.
It was felt
that the competition could not go on much longer without one of the
operators losing out.

to

Cost reimbursement v nett subsidy contracts
1.

NETT SUBS roy
Advantages
1. Incentive to operator to maximise revenue
2. Marketing/attention to service performance
3. Known financial commitment to the authority
4.
Reduced level of audit/on-bus ticket inspection.

l
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Disadvantages
1. Whole risk on the operator leading to higher prices
2. Fares can only be subject to general control by the
authority
3. Authority has a fixed financial commitment irrespective
of service performance/revenue generated
4.
Authority will not know revenue forecast if retendering
is required
5. Possibly fewer operators prepared to tender because of
risk factor
6. 4ncertainty - if operator's revenue forecast is not
achieved may pullout of contract
7. Problems of resolving ticket inter-availability (e.g.
acceptance of returns issued on commercial services on
late evening contract journeys).
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COST REIMBURSEMENT
Advantages
1. Reduced costs to the authority
2. Authority takes full benefit of revenue
3. Revenue risks spread over a number of contracts
4. Encourage competition in tendering
5. Authority can have total control over fares and fares
conditions
6. No problems about ticket inter-availability.
Disadvantages
1.
Need for revenue audits/on-road ticket and revenue checks
2. Little incentive to operator to promote his service/
maximise usage.

Report by Ernest Godward, Senior Lecturer in Business Analysis,
City of Birmingham Polytechnic

BOOK REVIEWS

APPLIED TRANSPORT ECONOMICS
Stuart Cole, Kogan Page (£14.95)
It is a fair comment to the state of the art that no textbook
in this field seems to become accepted as a standard work, yet many
are offered for students' use. There are no doubt various reasons
for this, but one of them is the problematic nature of Economics,
per se, for the layman (and I suppose we can include certain
members of the bench of Bishops in this category, for the purpose).
Yet the basic concepts of economic science make excellent sense to
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the practical manager. especially when they are not dressed up in
esoteric language of general equilibrium theory.
In Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme, Moliere makes M. Jourdain say, "Good heavens! For more
than forty years I have been speaking prose without knowing it",
and it can be said of every coach or haulage operator that for more
than forty years they have been talking about elasticity without
using the word.
The strength of Stuart's book is that it begins from examples,
and then uses them to establish the necessary concepts.
(This is
the sense - and it is a good one - in which the book is 'applied'.
for surely all transport economics is in the class of applied
economics).
It should be a readily accessible approach to
undergraduates, and of considerable value for postgraduates on
'conversion' courses. No academic library can afford to be without
it, whether or not it has transport courses to service - it will be
particularly useful for the non-specialist teacher who has to cover
a certain amount of transport theory in a general course, and there
are more of them than we might imagine.
To some extent, though, the approach has its weaknesses. Thus
the chapter on 'Regulation or Competition?' plunges straight into
the controversy over deregulation,
without establishing
the
economics of regulation, and the important distinction between
value-free quality control and the protectionism of quantity and
price control.
Neither does this chapter extend to the regulation
of air transport operation.
Similarly it is surprising to find no
mention of the concept of the cartel. so characteristic of that
industry.
Indeed it could be said that this is supply-side
economics. which accounts for the book's slightly dated flavour.
The treatment of bus costing, for example, draws heavily upon the
NBC/CIPFA approaCh.
which may have been a useful tool for
allocating subsidy to network operators, but is seen as out-dated
by managers in the free market, where network subsidy exists no
more - and the NBC will not last much longer. either.

m
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Any textbook in an applied field must be judged by the
criterion of its usefulness to the student when he becomes a
practitioner. Stuart's book, on that measure, will be valuable for
the courses oriented to planning and administration, whose received
wisdom it accurately reflects.
Courses preparing graduates for a
career in career in management will find it useful, but will need
to be more selective in their use of it. not least if their chosen
career lies in industrial transport and distribution.
The clarity
of style is to be commended, and the organisation of the book has a
welcome logic, while the four case studies with which it concludes
are models of their kind - a most ingenious notion. for which
Stuart deserves every commendation.
Reviewed by John Hibbs, Director of Transport Studies, City of
Birmingham Polytechnic.
The Editor, whose book this is, had left for the United States
before the review was received and did not return (a month
later) until after the TE had been distributed.
This review
is therefore published without him having seen it - what a
trusting fellow!

THE BUS AND COACH OPERATOR'S HANDBOOK
John Hibbs, Kogan Page, 120 Pentonville Road,

----~

London

Nl 9NJ

(£14.95)

The production of a handbook relating to Bus and Coach
operation is very timely given the impact of recent legislation.
The handbook written in a very readable style sets out all a
Bus/Coach operator wanted to ask. Answers are supplied in a very
succinct style.

As well as providing a clear guide to newcomers to the bus
industry as to how to go about setting up operations in an economic
manner but also clearly sets out to those who are already operating
services, areas in which they might improve their operations.
He
makes this point on a number of occasions with the use of various
quotations. The one which I think sums up the raison d'etre of all
public transport operation is "Passengers are the purpose of our
business, not an interruption of our work".
Unfortunately, some
operators seem to have forgotten this of late.
If there was one criticism of the book it was at points too
short in its explanation of particular points.
Although the book
has
an excellent glossary and address lists there was
no
bibliography.
The latter might well have helped in giving
operators leads to better explanations.
The book has twenty chapters covering everything from an
introduction to the bus and coach industry and its structure
through industrial relations, budgeting and coping with crises
financial and otherwise to competition, co-ordination, the current
changing scene and the future.
Despite the price, I think the book would be a worthwhile
purchase if only to read John's (as he admits himself) unorthodox
but nevertheless stimulating views on the subject of bus and coach
operation.
Reviewed by Ernest Godward, Senior Lecturer in Business Analysis,
City of Birmingham Polytechnic
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LETTERS

TEG NEWS

From: C.E.W. Green. Director. Network South East

MEMBERSHIP NEWS

Dear Stuart,
TRANSPORT ECONOMIST
Many thanks for the copy of Transport Economist which I found
quite excellent.
I thought the synopsis of other speaker's talks
fascinating and only wish that I could have joined the Airline
meeting.
think you have summarised my own talk brilliantly - and
shall now use this as the handout which I.was too lazy to produce
myself!
I am only sorry that I did not leave more time for debate
at tahe end.
Kind regards

The business of collecting up-to-date information on members'
addresses, details of employment etc., continues, through the form
sent out with the subscription reminder. A few members have left
blank the section of the form concerned with personal description
and address to be used in the (private) Members List.
I am
assuming that these members prefer there be no entry concerning
themselves in the Members List. Of course, it has occured to me
that I may be misinterpreting their intentions in making this
assumption - another indication of how difficult it is to design a
completely unambiguous form! But, unless I hear to the contrary
before the end of September, I am assuming they desire no entry in
the List. This will not affect the distribution of journals, etc.
as this is done from a separate (hopefully complete) list. All
members, including those desirous of anonymity, will receive the
Memers List in November, so, if your name does not appear in it,
and you desire that it should, please write to me with the relevant
details.

Chris Green
I have eight new members to report this quarter.

They are:

Douglas Jones (Hampshire County Council)
Raymond Greenwood (Bedfordshire County Council)
Ian Gilliver (WS Atkins Planning Consultants)
David Blackledge (West Midlands PTE)
Richard Cuthbert (WS Atkins Planning Consultants)
Philip Catherall (Student, University of Leeds)
Deirdre Lavelle (British Road Federation)
Geoffrey Pelling (Society of Motor Manufacturers & Traders).
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Changes in employment or address to particularly note are:
Ian Harris is now in Singapore. and will be for another year
or so, as director of the Metro/Bus Integration Task Force there.
Ian is not to be confused with Nigel Harris, who was reported as a
new member in the previous issue of the journal, as they both work
for MVA, Woking.
David Cheetham has taken up a new appointment in the East
Midlands - at John Burrow & Partners, Derby.
Peter Bowen is now at Manchester Airport.

of
of
of
in

Jeff Pope is leaving Plymouth Polytechnic to take up the post
Associate Director, Economic Research Centre, at the University
Western Australia, Perth, but John Dinwoodie, of the Department
Shipping and Transport at Plymouth. will be taking his 'place'
the TEG membership.

Finally, our members at Booz Allen & Hamilton International
(UK) Limited are scheduled to have moved to a new address by the
time this issue of the journal has been distributed. From the 10th
August they will be at 100 Piccadilly, London W1V 9HA (Tel. 01-493
9595).
Don Box, Membership Secretary
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FORTHCOMING MEETINGS

1987-88 LONDON MEETINGS PROVISIONAL PROGRAMME
Wednesday, 16 October 1987
UK HAULIERS IN THE EUROPEAN MARKET
Jim Cooper, Polytechnic of Central London
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 21 October 1987
DEVELOPMENTS IN DOCKLANDS
Sian Hawarth, London Docklands Development Corporation
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 18 November 1987
TRANSPORT FOR TOURISTS
Peter Stonham, "Bus Business"
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 16 December 1987
PROGRESS ON THE CHANNEL TUNNEL
Donald Hunt, Eurotunnel
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 20 January 1988
EFFECT OF MAJOR ROADS ON THE LOCAL ECONOMY
Jeremy Vanke, Friends of the Earth
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 17 February 1988
THE DEVELOPMENT OF STANSTEAD AIRPORT
Mr. Turner, Stanstead Airport
18.0D for 18.30. PCL
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Wednesday, 16 March 1988
HOVERSPEED SERVICES
Capt. Derek Meredith, Hoverspeed Limited
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 20 April 1988
ROAD ASSESSMENT STUDIES
Speaker to be announced
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
Wednesday, 18 May 1988
BA ONE YEAR ON
Helen Zittis, BA (to be confirmed)
18.00 for 18.30, PCL
PCL refers to the Polytechnic of Central London building at 35
Marylebone Road. London NW1 adjacent to Baker Street Underground
Station.
Meetings are held in Room 206 on the second floor of the
main block directly fronting Marylebone Road.
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1987-88 NORTHERN MEETINGS PROGRAMME
Wednesday, 4 November 1987
MANCHESTER AIRPORT RAIL LINK
Howard Bernstein, Greater Manchester PTA
At Transportation Group, Department of Civil & Structural
Engineering, UMIST, Sackville Street, Manchester
(near Piccadilly Station)
15.30 for 16.00
Wednesday, 3 February 1988
FREIGHT: ROAD V RAIL - THE RAIL PERSPECTIVE
Aidan Nelson. British Railways Board
At Institute of Transport Studies, University of Leeds
15.30 for 16.00
Wednesday, 4 May 1988
THE EFFECTS OF DEREGULATION ON PUBLIC TRANSPORT INTEGRATION IN
TYNE & WEAR
Speaker to be announced
At Transport Operations Research Group, University of Newcastle
15.30 for 16.00
Members are invited to phone Chris Nash, (0532) 431751 X 7212 for
more detail on Northern Meeting locations nearer the date of the
meeting.

NON-MEMBERS ARE WELCOME TO ATTEND ALL TEG MEETINGS
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COMMITTEE
Chairman
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