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Geoff Copley, MV A Consultancy
London, 18 October 1989

The fIrst meeting of the 1989/90 session was addressed by Geoff
Copley, a company director of The MVA Consultancy, and deputy
director for LTS work within the Compa~y.
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OF THE LONDON TRANSPORTATION

A major use of the GLTS data has been to analyse the
numerous rail proposals in London, notably those in the Central
London Rail Study (described in Roland Niblett's talk to the Group
in January 1989). In some respects,
this has delayed further
development of modelling techniques.
The 1981 G L TS was based on a fairly conventional land use transportation
study approach.
A household sample of 1.5% was
taken, backed up by an external cordon, roadside interviews and BR
and underground passenger surveys.
In the modelling
process, a car ownership
model has been
developed as a separate stage. Feedback is incorporated
from the
assignment stage to modal split and distribution stages (for example,
the effect of road speeds on mode choice). Analysis has indicated
different patterns of use by mode for 'white collar' and 'blue collar'
workers.
The effect of policy-related
variables
has been
incorporated, for example the role of company cars.
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'Version 2' of the model was developed to reflect 24- hour trip
patterns (rather than morning peak only), with a 'sub mode model',
dividing trips between an 'all public transport' category to 'bus' and
'combined rail', the latter then split between BR and Underground.
Also in Version 2, the external cordon has been replaced by external
zones around the M25, some 112 in the South East Region, and 10
for the rest of the UK.
In 'Version 2 +' (under preparation
at the time of the talk),
some further developments are incorporated, notably allowance for
overcrowding in the public transport assignment model, as this has
emerged as a major factor in rail network planning.
In the 1991 LATS (London Area Transport Survey) now being
planned, considerable
attention is being given to the use of 'onmode' surveys of trips, in addition to the household survey database.
Report by Peter White, Polytechnic

COMPETITION AND MONOPOLY
WHO HAS WON THE WAR?

of Central London

IN THE BUS INDUSTRY -

Peter Stonham, Publisher, Local Transport
London, December 13 1989'

Today

Pcter opc.;nl)d by sl all"K I htd his talk would not quite be as
advertised, but would 1m n "wnr C()(,l'cspondent's" view of the events
of the last 4 years in thl) Bdt ish bus industry.
Firstly, what opportllllil iell had deregulation
opened
management in the bus indw;lry'l
* a chance to Ilettle old scores (frustrated managers)
* a chance to show off (young turks)
* a chance to make a fortune, or
* a chance to lose a fortune.

up for

And what had the machinations
actually been about:
* running buses
* commercial power, or
'" personal ego?

of the post -deregulation

period

He then went on to justify his opening assertion in re-titling the
talk that there had been a war, by displaying a selection of recent
headlines from Bus Business and Local Transport Today. These
were followed by a number of quotes about war, all of which were
equally applicable
to the events and opinions giving rise to the
headlines.
"Wars happen because people are not afraid enough."
"It's not war, just an armed conflict."
"Wars are not won by evacuation."
"The only alternative to co-existence is co-destruction."
He then switched to football parlance to describe the outcome
of at least 90% of the conflicts (where one of the competitors had
not operated in that area pre-deregulation)
as "home wins". Why
was it that, with few exceptions,
the incumbent
should have
succeeded in repelling the invader? He cited:
* greater local knowledge,
* management enthusiasm,
* a win or bust situation (withdrawal is not a realistic option
for the incumbent operator, whereas the newcomer can
always try their luck elsewhere),
* better establishment lines of command, and
'" local sympathy (a two-edged sword if the incumbent has not
been perceived as running a good service in the past).
Sensible rules for an operator to follow in order to avoid or win
a contest were suggested as:
* don't provoke anyone else into retaliation,
* don't leave gaps in your network or services,
* always be ready to respond,
'" run services better than your opposition, and
'" be prepared to eat your own words (for example, match
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invading minibuses with your own despite having previously been
dismissive about them).
In view of the almost universal "home win" outcome, had the bus
industry ever really been the contestable market advanced in the
pre-deregulation academic debate? With hindsight the view that the
UK bus industry met the conditions of a contestable market could
be traced to remarks by John Hibbs. Peter Stonham felt a more
important consideration for an incumbent operator was whether
their own market (share) was defensible.
He then turned to what he saw as the (current)
"postcompetitive" situation. Much competition had been ended by
acquisition (particularly of a smaller local competitor). This has led
to acquisition as an end in itself, with a few major players emerging heading for a stock market flotation? In his view the sellers have
been getting out while the going is good, and there has been:
... too much (wasteful) competition in the past,
... too much "macho-posing",
... too little profit from running buses, and
* too much profit from sales of assets (garages, bus stations,
etc.).
Where does the industry go when all the assets have been sold off
and leased back?
Having passed through stages of deregulation, competition,
confrontation and consolidation, where next? He felt that this
depended on:
* the underlying level of passenger demand,
'" competition from other modes,
'" labour and running costs (rising wage costs in a Culler
employment economy could del'ltroy the financial case for
the minibus), and
* the colour of the next government.
How own prescription for those still in the bus industry was:
* diversify (but not into areas your rivals arc diversifying
into),
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'"
'"

acquire (and/or sell out);
abuse any local monopoly (as long as you think the
Monopolies & Mergers Commission and the Office of Fair
Trading are tootWess watchdogs, and
keep your own staff happy - they are now the most likely
source of competition.

If consolidation has bought competition to an end, with the
market carved up into local monopolies, what is the future? He
envisaged a new phase of destabilisation - more enforced demergers
or the bankruptcy/withdrawal from the market of one of the major
players. The past three years had been about asset stripping, and
had had precious little to do with the running of buses.
The rapid delivery style of the presentation left plenty of time
for questions from the meeting.
Q. Had there been ANY "awaywins"?
A. Transit Holdings were still in Oxford, and had recently entered
Docklands. He felt the latter situation was unreal as London Buses'
corporate structure constrained them from making any real
response to the Docklands operation. The failure of United
Transport to survive in Manchester under ideal circumstances for an
invader - a high level of demand and an incumbent perceived as
being flDanciallyweak - suggested that invaders were unlikely to win
anywhere.
Q. Had the recent spate of mergers affected

the prices being
quoted for tendered services?
A. Few operators have concentrated solely on tendered work, the
ideal seems to be if tendered services account of 25-30% of business.
Amalgamation is a problem for local authorities (e.g. Bristol,
Cumbria) when all local operators are in common ownership, but
what is the Office of Fair Trading doing about it? He noted that the
MMC has no opportunity to intervene when a company withdraws
from the market (as opposed to being taken over).
Q. Where are the forecast Fares Wars?
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A. They have not occurred because the price elasticity of demand
is very much less than 1, so you would have to steal a lot of your
competitors' traffic. UTI went to Manchester because fares were
high and they could survive on low loadings.

reducing network volatility, and "deregulated" is by no means
"unregulated".
The contribution
to transport costs could be
increased, both directly and via fuel tax rebate, rural mileage grant
etc. It would need new legislation to force operators to stay in the
market however. A problem here was that the sell-off of the
National Bus Company had been badly handled, with the wrong
priorities.

Q. Have any of the White Paper promises come about?
A. Lower Fares - no. Higher ridership - no. Lower costs - so far,
largely due to minibuses. There is a question mark over the future
of minis however, as there has been no fleet renewal as yet.
Minibuses had not been "sensibly" bought, large numbers being
introduced at the same time. Big companies have a wide age profLIe
and can switch vehicles around, Devon General (for example) don't.
Pre-deregulation Barton had a very varied fleet, buying 2-3 vehicles
a year and cascading stock. They then renewed their entire fleet in
two years.

The answer broadened into a discussion on the current asset
base of the UK bus industry.
Concern was expressed that
diversification and asset stripping had left bus operations as the
poor end of a modern holding company's activities.

Q. Has the government achieved irreversible change?
A. It has been a typical privatisation, sold cheap, encouraging the
destruction of the asset base. Yes, there was irreversible change as
the city centre sites are now gone.

Q. Might not land values change back?
A. Possibly, but very few operating companies
depots now, or even the vehicles they use. Indeed
of Transport had now altered its stance on asset
depot freeholds will remain with LRT if the
operating subsidiaries are sold.

own their own
the Department
ownership - the
London Buses

Report by Alan Peakall, Halcrow Fox & Associates
If it was decided that the return on this activity was not
adequate, and the company withdrew from running buses, there
would be nothing left for any successor to carryon trading with
(even the buses are leased). The costs of reinstating a social service
would fall on the local authority, and in three years' time the cost to
the public purse of deregulation
could be massive. Initially
tendering had been mainly for evening, Sunday and rural routes, for
which overtime and an otherwif>c idle vehicle could be used at low
marginal cost. Now Monday - Friday daytime urban routes were
appearing on the tender list, for which additional vehicles and
drivers were needed.
Q. What would you advise John Prescott to do were he in power?
A. There is too little Parliamentary time for major changes, but he
could play different tunes on the present legislative framework, for
example, no further changes in London. It does not need a change
in the law to alter the registration period for commercial services,

THE EAST LONDON RAIL STUDY
Reg Evans, Halcrow Fox & Associates
London, February 1990

The East London Rail Study was born in the summer of 1988,
when property developers Olympia & York made public their wish
to see an underground railway linking Canary Wharf with Waterloo
in the west and Westcombe Park SR. The cost would be £400M, but
the benefits to the public sector were claimed to be such that the
DTp would be justified in providing £300M of the total! However,
added urgency was given to the proposal when a report by London
Transport International in the winter of 1988/89 concluded that the
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Docklands Light Railway would never be able to offer adequate and
sufficiently reliable capacity to meet the anticipated travel needs of
the Canary Wharf development.

concluded that there was virtually no difference in the passenger
loadings whether a Jubilee Line extension was routed via Ludgate or
Waterloo, but that the 'free standing' Olympia & York line would
perform considerably less well. However, by far and away the best
result in terms of patronage was achieved (2.5 X the Jubilee Line to
Canary Wharf only) by an eastward extension to Stratford,
Thamesmead or both. Such, one may conclude is the benefit of
treating the railway as a network. These traffic forecasts took into
account employment (a somewhat hazardous business!) and housing
development, while fares were assumed to continue to rise at 2.5% a
year in real terms. This assumption was defended on the grounds
that this would match the anticipated growth in real incomes, and
that fares would thus remain as a constant level proportional to
earnings. This was however less than the 4% per annum assumed in
the four London Assessment Studies.

Hence, the HF A study was commissioned to look at the access
problem, taking account of the developments in Docklands and the
developments under the (separate) Central London Rail Study, with
a view to depositing a Bill in November 1989. The basis of
evaluation was to be the London Transportation Model; the sole
fixed point was the proposed station at Canary Wharf.
It quickly emerged that the following major points needed to be
resolved:
Alignment
How far should it penetrate the central area? If it was to be built as
a continuation of the Jubilee Line, should it be routed via Waterloo
or Ludgate? Which route should it take east of Canary Wharf?
Should it be part of the LU system or independent?
Technology
New technology could only be introduced with an independent line.
There was a body of thought that railways constructed in the 1990s
should offer a higher standard of comfort and amenity than it is
physically possible to provide within the constrains of the tube
loading gauge.
Development
Would the line achieve its objective, and would the development
community support it with cash if (or perhaps as) necessary?
Economics and fInance
Could the line be viable if the CLRS East-West CrossRail scheme
was also built, and how would this affect the funding gap?
Stage 1 tests looked both east and west of Canary Wharf, and
included various routeing assumptions
as well as different
possibilities for extensions to the DLR. From this exercise, it was

The cost of construction was of particular interest (Figure 1).
At November 1988 prices, the conclusion again was that the Ludgate
and Waterloo options for the Jubilee were evenly matched, but that
a substantial financial premiums would be needed for a southern
link to Woolwich and Thamesmead.
The highest flow on what was now emerging as the preferred
route was 34,000 from Waterloo to Westminster, itself nothing to do
with Canary Wharf. Westbound from Stratford, 12,500 were
predicted, rising to 19,000 after the interchange with the District
Line (and probably in future the LTS Line) at West Ham.
Eastbound flows were high to Canary Wharf, then tailing off. All
figures refer to the total three hour morning peak in the year 2001.
Ominously, perhaps, for future expansion plans, a loss of one third
of this traffic was anticipated should East-West CrossRail be built.
On the vexed problem of Ludgate versus Waterloo, it was clear
that the development community had their sights fixed firmly on the
latter because of its ability to draw passengers directly from the
south west suburbs. [To judge from some of the anguished cries
emanating from 55 Broadway nowadays, other factors are of limited
importance - Reporter]. However, Waterloo was also assessed as
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being likely to lead to more balanced traffic flows, and to make a
greater contribution to the relief of overcrowding.
The financial evaluation of the principal options is shown in
Figure 2. Updated to 1989 prices, the discounted costs and benefIts
are set out in Figure 3. These show a funding gap of f607 million.
The developer contributions were not yet fIxed, but were likely to be
around f400 million paid over a period of time. This would consist
of £100 million paid during construction, with the balance paid over
the following 25 years. In present value terms this would equate to a
considerably
smaller total payment. The balance will come
presumably from public funds.

Figure 2 - Evaluation of principal options
All fIgures at 1988/89 prices, discounted to 1989 NPV
Via Waterloo Via Ludgate Via Waterloo
fm
fm
fm
610

580

790

Rolling stock

80

80

90

Operating costs

90

80

120

Total costs
Additional net travel

780
280

740
240

1000
270

Funding gap

490

500

730

Construction costs

Figure 1
Estimated construction costs of Jubilee Line extension options
(end 1988 prices) fm
Figure 3 - Discounted costs and benefIts to 1989 values
Costs

fm

Land and works
Operating

701
134

Present value costs

835

BenefIts

fm

Users - additional revenue
Users - crowding relief
Users - time savings
Road users - time savings

229
207
370
136

Present value benefIts
BenefIt/Cost ratio

941
1.13

Stratford

220

---

Green Pari< Charl'l9 Cross
~--t~60
vlaWalerloo
Canada Waler

590

130

Canary Wharf

Thamesmead

90
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For the record, the Bill was deposited as planned in November
1989, and provides for 11 new stations on the Jubilee Line extension
at Westminster (interchange with District/Circle
Lines), Waterloo
(BR, W&C, Northern and Bakerloo), Southwark, London Bridge
(BR, Northern Line), Bermondsey,
Canada Water (new station
serving also East London Line), Canary Wharf (DLR), Brunswick,
(subsequently altered to North Greenwich), Canning Town (BR's
North London Line, DLR Beckton extension), West Ham (District
Line) and Stratford (BR, DLR and Central Line). The line comes
to the surface at Canning Town, and will run to the west of the
existing North London Line tracks. The extension is 15km long,
making the Jubilee Line 36km in total from Stanmore to Stratford.
A new depot is proposed for the Stratford Market site, and around
25 new trains are to be ordered. Opening is scheduled for 1996.
Report by John Glover, Colin Buchanan

authorities,
conferring regulative powers fro shops, dropping
litter and so on. Other examples are Bills promoted by harbour
authorities to give policing powers.
Bills covering "infringements"
of existing laws - for bodies
wanting exemption from the risk of prosecution, as for allowing
car parking on common land on special occasions.
Companies' Bills - e.g. for transferring
the UK, amalgamating banks.

their headquarters

out of

Bills for extending duties - e.g. allowing Local Authorities
over private enterprises, or motor racing in Birmingham.

to take

Personal Bills - originally for divorce or naturalisation;
often for marriage to close relatives.

& Partners

nowadays

Miscellaneous
Bills - e.g. for merging London hospitals and
medical schools, retroactive
legislation to cover past actions
which were found to be technically illegal.
THE TRANSPORT LEGISLATIVE
A GUIDE TO PRIVATE BILLS

PROCESS
Some functions originally dealt with by Private Bills, such as road
construction or divorce, are now covered by general legislation.

Elizabeth Flood, House of Commons Private Bills Office
London, March 1990

Private Bills, which when passed into law become Local or
Personal Acts, should not be confused with Private Members' Bills.
They are defmed as "conferring powers or benefIts in excess of or in
conflict with general law" and can be classilled into:
Works Bills - cover large works such as roads, harbours,
gasworks, railways, cemeteries and so on which could be a public
nuisance. These Bills confer deemed planning permission.
Law Creation and Enforcement

Bills - usually promoted

by local

Works Bills are the most complicated.
Up to the early 19th
century the procedure
was very confused and much corruption
existed.
The present
procedures
date largely from the mid. Victorian reform movement. Within Parliament the main Dramatis
personae are:
The Chairman of Committees and the Chairman of Ways and
Means are Members of the two Houses who are charged with
the general supervision of private legislation.
Clerks in the Private Bill Offices and the Counsel
Chairman advise the above and run the procedure
day.

to the Lord
from day to
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The Examiners of Private Bills are clerks who ensure compliance
with Standing Orders.
The Courts of Referees is a committee of MPs which determines
the status or locus standi of petitions.
Outside Parliament are the:
Promoters: those who are seeking the legislation;
Petitioners: those opposing it;
Parliamentary Agents: divided into Roll A (Firms of professional
solicitors who specialise in this work and can act on behalf of
petitioners and promoters) and Roll B ("Amateurs" - nonspecialist solicitors or ordinary members of the public - who are
only allowed to act for petitioners).
Parliamentary Bar: also known as the Planning Bar. This is an
informal grouping of barristers who specialise in Private Bills
and planning enquiry work.
As private legislation confers special benefits, the burden of
proof lies with the promoter while those who are adversely affected
must have the chance to put their case. As it is of local or specific
interest only, it must be possible for any single Member with a direct
interest to influence its passage. Party politics should have no place
in the consideration of the Bill; the case should be discussed on its
merits.
Procedure
The procedure runs to an annual timetable. The Bill must be
presented by the Deposit Date, 27th November (if it is presented
later, it is much more difficult to pass it). Standing Orders require
that it be advertised in the locality affected via newspapers, notices,
etc. by early December. The Private Bill Office in the Lords or the
Commons will advise petitioners on how to object. The examiners
ensure that the procedure has been correctly followed and the
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Standing Orders Committee determines whether any infringements
have been serious enough to stop the passage of the Bill.
The Parliamentary procedure is designed to allow unopposed
Bills a swift passage and for opposed Bills to receive maximum
scrutiny. An ENglish or Welsh Bill may be allocated to either of the
two Houses (though it has to be passed by both). Petitions may be
deposited before the Second Reading, which in contrast to public
legislation does not give fmal consent to the Bill's general principles
but is only provisional (the Committee· may decide that in view of
local circumstances the legislation is undesirable). When the Bill
comes up for consideration by the House, unless a Member of the
House immediately signifies objection to it it is "read" at once
without debate. If there is an objection, the Bill is postponed until
time can be found. This can lead to long delays and since the 1950s
it has been possible to carry Private Bills into the next session or
even into the next Parliament without having to be deposited again.
In this way long hold-ups by an obstreperous Member or a General
Election are avoided.
Ministers are not supposed to intervene in the passage of a
Private Bill. If they speak they are usually neutral or mildly
encouraging. If a Department has comments on the Bill's details it
submits these in a Departmental Report, and the Committee then
has to explain why the Report's recommendations
were not
followed. (In practice, the Government vets Bills before they even
start).
From the Second Reading the Bill goes into Committee. The
Committees are smaller than for public legislation and usually
comprise two Conservative and two Labour Members, with the
Chair alternating between the parties. In operation they are quasijudicial, with their members listening to the evidence presented
rather than speaking for or against. If petitions have been lodged
the Bill goes to an Opposed Bills Committee (Commons) or Select
Committee (Lords), otherwise to an Unopposed Bills Committee.
This latter deals mainly with the legal details and in the Lords (but
not the Commons) it also scrutinises opposed Bills after the Select
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Committee has passed them. The Committees' quorums are high
(three out of four members must be present) and they are afforded a
very high priority - even suspended Members must attend.

The Scottish procedure differs in that a Provisional Order is
drafted by the Parliamentary Agent and this, if objected to, is
considered by a Commission in Scotland itself. This is followed by a
ConfIrming Bill which is passed at Westminster.

Petitioners must be judged to be "directly and specially affected"
by the proposals. Property owners and occupiers will qualify;
otherwise, their locus standi may be challenged and would then be
considered by the Court of Referees according to case law. (The
King's Cross Bill, unusually, saw a lot of petitions rejected in this
way). Promoters and petitioners can be represented by counselor
by Parliamentary Agents, and petitioners who are objecting to the
preamble or general principle of the Bill are considered before
those objecting to individual clauses. The burden of proof lies with
the promoters, who present their case first; then the petitioners
present theirs, with the promoter replying. Evidence may also be
called from Government Departments. The Committee can finally
make one of three decisions.
Accept;
Reject: this is final unless the House finds that the Committee
has acted improperly;
Amend: it can limit but cannot extend the Bill's scope as this
would affect new people who might want to object. This can be
avoided through Additional Provisions which require a special
procedure - an example was a rerouteing in the Docklands Light
Railway's Beckton Extension Bill.
The Committee
can make a Special Report if unusual
circumstances have occurred, but otherwise it need not give any
reason for its decisions. This helps to ensure fmality.
Hybrid Bills such as the Channel Tunnel Bill are very similar
except that the Second Reading is usually considered to give final
approval to the principle of the Bill. This makes it impossible for
petitioners to object tot he general principle of the Bill. The burden
of proof also rests on the petitioners, who therefore are the first to
present their case to the Committee.

Special Procedure Orders were originally established to
facilitate post-war reconstruction
and are not expected to be
opposed. If an order is opposed, either House may move that it be
annulled; should it survive this, it goes before a Joint Committee.
The Secretary of State may attempt to overturn the Committee's
decision by introducing a Bill to ConfIrm the Order. The procedure
was (controversially) used for the approval of the Okehampton
bypass.
The Joint Committee on Private Bill Procedure (Jan 1987-July 1988)
This was set up because of several cases where private
legislation procedure had proved weak or flawed, and also because
of a general feeling that the procedure was not suited to the late
twentieth century.
The Committee found that petitioners were more unhappy with
the Private Bill procedure than were promoters. Both Private and
Hybrid Bills could bypass European environmental regulations, and
the Committee recommended that Standing Orders should require
promoters to comply with these.
Complaints had been made that Private Bills were less fair than
public enquiries; they were unpredictable, intimidating, did not
make reports, that the Committee members were not experts in the
Bills' subject-matter
and that the Committees' operation was
adversarial. And were public enquiries more likely to turn down a
proposal than the Private Bill procedure.
The Joint Committee found few answers to these questions, and
little scope for improving the procedures. Committee members
were not intended to be experts - their role was more like that of a
jury. In some cases there were alternative procedures to a Works
Bill. The proposed Lyndhurst bypass (thrown out on procedural
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grounds) had been the subject of a Bill rather than an enquiry on the
grounds that it would have had to be fenced, in contravention to
New Forest laws. The Joint Committee concluded that promoters
should have to show that the Bill was necessary to achieve the main
objective (i.e. construction) rather than just a subsidiary one
(fencing).

rights of way, existing Acts and immunity from private nuisance
actions. They could also confer deemed planning permission, or BR
could be required to obtain Local Authority permission. The
Statutory Undertakers problem has been solved in the case of the
planning procedure for roads and something similar could be
arranged for the railways, while the 1980 Highways Act could be
amended to allow for stopping up of level crossings. Approval for a
rail scheme could then go through the sequence: local advertising,
consultation with Government Departments, Local Authority
planning permission (if needed) and a public enquiry. The
Committee also recommended a Primary Act for light rail and
tramway schemes which currently were covered by the 1870
Tramways Act - a procedure which the PTEs and the DTp thought
was lengthy, expensive and inappropriate for modern light railways.
Under the proposed provisions none of these proposals would come
before Parliament at all and very few Works Bills would be needed,
although there would still need to be railway legislation for other
purposes such as pension schemes.

For railways there did not appear to be any alternative
private legislation. BR had listed several reasons:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

to

compulsory purchase was usually needed;
it was necessary to authorise interference with private rights, for
instance stopping up rights of ways;
immunity was needed from private nuisance actions, e.g. on the
grounds of noise;
authorisation was needed for interference with the apparatus of
Statutory Undertakers such as Electricity Boards;
actions such as stopping up level crossings might require
modifications to earlier enactments;
railways had to be made subject to the Railway Inspectorate;
deemed planning permission was needed.

BR also claimed that the Light Railway Acts of 1896-1912 were
unsuitable because:
1. Light Railway Orders must be referred to Parliament if the
development is large, or for "other special reasons";
2. they do not give deemed planning permission;
3. in practice the Department
of Transport does not allow
compulsory purchase under the terms of a Light Railway Order,
and

The Joint Committee's recommendations are still before the
Leader of the House of Commons and have not been acted upon.
This may be because they were presented as a package to be
adopted in their entirety. some may yet be implemented if the
present Private Bills grind to a halt, or if the Channel Tunnel Link is
promoted as a Private (rather than a Hybrid) Bill. But the Link
itself may be prejudiced by opposition to the implementation of the
recommendations.

4.

the procedural rules for Light Railways Orders date from 1927
and are inappropriate now.
And in any case, the Department of Transport does not regard BR's
system as a "light railway".

Discussion
John Glover asked whether abolishing Private Bills would not
lead to long public enquiries and make proposals vulnerable to
judicial hold-ups by objectors. Mrs. Flood replied that there were
plenty of opportunities for guerrilla action to hold up or wreck
Private Bills also. Hybridisation could however speed the private
legislation process considerably.

The Joint Committee recommended Primary Legislation for
setting up Railway Orders: these would cover compulsory purchase,

Geoff Mileham asked whether users' groups could present
evidence. They can object to, or petition in support of, a proposal
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but the Committee need not take the petition into account. If the
users want amendments and the promoters are willing to co-operate,
the Committee may hear them.

ARTICLES

THE NEW RAILWAY NIMBY
In answer to a question as to whether it is more advantageous to
be considered first by the Lords or the Commons, Mrs Flood said
that the decision is made by officials. The Commons tends to tackle
the more controversial Bills ftrst, the Lords the more complex ones
(owing to their legal expertise: the Lords' Unopposed Bills
Committee, which scrutinises all Bills, can improve them greatly and
its recommendations are usually accepted without argument). But
as so many current Bills are controversial this rule of thumb is
breaking down and the aim is to share the work equally.
Martin Higginson asked whether the Joint Committee had
considered adopting the procedures of other countries which seem
to be able to approve projects more quickly. In fact there is very
little information
about these countries'
procedures.
EC
regulations, partic-ularly regarding the environment, could be
circumvented by means of Private Bills but it would be very diffIcult
for the EC to make the rules more widely applicable owning to the
wide variations in countries' procedures.
Peter White observed that it seemed odd and anachronistic that
the Railway Inspectorate had no general powers to inspect. Mrs.
Flood replied that the Committee's terms of reference had not
covered any changes in their role, while Martin Higginson added
that their duties might be incorporated into the Health and Safety
Inspectorate in any case.
Mrs. Flood noted that public enquiries had to take Government
policy into account whereas Committees need not. And while some
Committee members might feel apathetic and not trouble to listen to
petitioners, as MPs they might be more susceptible than Inspectors
at public enquiries to entreaties from "little old ladies".
Report by Peter White, Polytechnic of Central London

by Nigel G. Harris, Strategic Planning Department,
London Underground Limited
In recent months, two proposed railway lines have got into
diffIculties in the political sphere well in advance of any construction
work, let alone operation. The better-known project is of course the
Channel Tunnel rail link, where residents of Kent continue to object
vigorously against all the routes on environmental
grounds.
However, the House of Lords also recently overturned the British
Rail/BAA private bill for a new rail link to Heathrow Airport, partly
after petitioning by Hillingdon Council in relation to the project's
construction of a viaduct across some of their Green Belt.
Some of these objections are understandably NIMBY: Not In
My Back Yard. Many of the Kentish objectors probably support a
new rail link of some sort to the Channel Tunnel, as long as it is not
near them. Hillingdon Council too, would probably be glad to see
Heathrow Airport better connected to the national rail network, if it
didn't ruin their borough. So, a simple case of NIMBY - or is it?
The issue is actually more paradoxical than it might appear.
First, there are cost implications. In general, protesters against a
scheme are seeking to reduce the impact of the scheme on
themselves. To alleviate such impact, measures such as treeplanting, the installation of double-glazing, the use of higher-quality
materials, and diversion around or below sensitive areas are all used
by scheme protagonists to reduce opposition. But clearly such
measures increase construction costs (especially if additional
tunnelling is required), and the extent of this can be very substantial
(the increase in cost to BR of incorporating all the environmental
improvements
for the Channel rail link is reported
to be
approximately £500M.

23

22

I~

New Railway NIMBY has a second, less obvious consequence.
One of the attractions of travelling by train is the ability to admire
the scenery without having to concentrate on driving at the same
time. But the views travelling
underground
are distinctly
uninspiring. This, and the feelings relating to personal safety, are
key factors in actually reducing the demand for travel underground.
An obvious example of this occurs in London, where BR and LUL
services compete at the same fare; passengers often cite "dislike of
being underground" as a factor against using LUL. Even when not
underground, the current environmentalist pressure may permit
railways only to be built above ground and through industrial estates
and past power stations where, again, the quality of the view will not
attract passengers as it so obviously does on the Settle and Carlisle
line. So protestations against new rail links will lead to a reduction
in demand (of an as-yet-unknown amount).
But the third consequence is potentially even more important.
What is the alternative to building a new railway? It is not "do
nothing". The alternative to building the Channel Tunnel rail link is
either vastly-increased road congestion or, more probably, another
motorway. Which would the inhabitants of Maidstone prefer? The
alternative to the Heathrow rail link is probably the banning of the
development of Terminal 5, with all its employment opportunities.
Which would the inhabitants of Uxbridge prefer?
Protestors to rail schemes must therefore be careful, since they
both increase costs and reduce demand, therefore reducing scheme
viability. Of course, some constructive criticism may in fact benefIt
everyone. But if the protestors object to the schemes too much, then
the schemes will falter and they will suffer the consequences, which
may be worse. Much worse.
This article contains the views of its author which are not necessarily
those of LUL.

BR: A EUROPEAN

RAILWAY* - A CRITIQUE

by John Kissen, Department of Geography, PNL
The comparisons in the 1984 TEST Report on European
railways (Table 1) were given as part of an argument that investment
in railways in the UK is insufficient by comparison with continental
'railways, especially in comparison with German Federal Railways
(DB), and that investment in BR ought therefore to be increased.
Table 1 - Comparison between BR and fIve other European railways
Investment in ECUs in real terms
DB
FS
NS
Year
BR
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

684
538
515
479
343
275
202

1156
1419
1434
1330
1306
1210
1196

SBB

.
617
290
132
635
118
288
131
157
265
249
172
672
173
274
187
180
656
1009
594
202
297
189
Source: TEST Report Vol.1, p.35, T5-3
-

106
146

DB Infrastructure and rolling stock investment
(Billions DM current prices)
1976
1977
1978
1979
Infrastructure
Rolling stock

2931
1002

SNCF

SJ

1980

1981

2985
3020
2964
3189
3017
1079
1055
895
834
916
Source: TEST Report Vo1.2,p.15, Tl4-15

While the conclusion of that argument maybe correct, it is
nonetheless important to note some of the substantial differences
which exist between the British and German railway systems, and
which may explain some of the differences in investment levels.
'"A report by TEST (Transport
Transport 2000, London, 1984

& Environmental

Studies) for
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These differences may be considered under three headings:
a) the role of electrification
b) the development of urban networks
c) new railway construction
a) Electrillcation
The general justification for electrification as given by TEST
may be regarded as valid. However, a particular circumstance
relating only to BR must be taken into account. By the late 1970's,
BR were operating a fleet of 95 diesel train sets with an operating
speed of 200 km/h, which were capable of running under their own
power almost anywhere on the system except for some lines in the
South of England. At the time, no electric power existed within the
British loading gauge capable of speeds greater than 175 km/h.
Accordingly, the substitution of electric for diesel traction on the
routes served by 200 km!h diesel trains would lead to an increase in
both journey times and operating costs, so that the case for
electrification was somewhat weakened. Even now, when 225 km!h
electric locomotives are available on BR, the intention remains to
operate diesel sets over electrified lines.
(In fact, one of the main motives for such electrification as has
been carried out has been to replace diesel by electric traction on
branch lines in areas where most of the lines are already electrilled,
thus permitting
isolated pockets of diesel operation to be
eliminated. )
No such considerations apply elsewhere in Europe. Electric
locomotives capable of 200 km/h have long been available, while
diesel power for such speeds has not. Accordingly, the commercial
case for widespread electrification in many continental countries has
been much stronger. In effect, by using its high-speed diesel trains,
BR has been substituting investment in rolling-stock for investment
in electrillcation.
b) Development of urban networks
A major element in the DB investment programme during the
last two decades has been the construction of the so-called "S-Bahn"
or city railway systems. Prior to World War II, such systems
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operated in Berlin and Hamburg, in a system similar to that existing
on the route from Euston to Watford Junction in north-west
London. Local electric trains ran on separate tracks mainly parallel
to long-distance main lines, with frequent trains and numerous
stops. Most S-Bahn lines ran on the surface, and practically the
whole of the Berlin suburban network was included. During the 70's
and 80's S-Bahn networks have been developed in a number of
other conurbations, starting with Munich in time for the 1972
Olympics, and since including lines in the Dusseldorf - Wupper Ruhr conurbation, around Frankfurt and Stuttgart, and, to a limited
extent, at Cologne and Nuremberg.
The systems at Munich, Frankfurt, and Stuttgart differ from the
older S-Bahn systems in an important respect. In those three cities
the main railway station was (and is) a terminal on the edge ofthe
central business district. (The reason for this is the classic town
planning dilemma - a railway line is a barrier to the development of
the CBD, as Murphy and Vance point out, but for a railway to serve
a city adequately, a station should be as close to the CBD as
possible. In some British cities, such as Birmingham, the problem
has been solved by placing the station below ground level, but in
many it has been solved by the construction of terminals.)
Much of the expense of S-Bahn development ha been the
construction of new underground lines from the main station across
the city centre, allowing suburban trains to make a number of stops
in the centre, and thus increasing the attractiveness of public
transport relative to private cars, with the objective of reducing road
congestion. A new underground S-Bahn line has also been built in
Hamburg linking the existing Altona terminal with the old main
station (which was not a terminal) by a route through the main
business area.
The level of service on these routes varies. At Munich,
Frankfurt, and in the Ruhr area, the basic frequency of service is 20
minutes on the inner sections of route and 40 minutes on the outer.
At Stuttgart the frequencies are 15 and 30 miimtes respectively. At
Cologne the one S-Bahn route operates at 30 minute intervals, and
at Nuremberg the one route operates at 40 minute intervals.
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Outside the cities served by S-Bahn, there is one route each at
Bremen, Bonn, and Mannheim with 30 minute service, and a
number of non S-Bahn routes in the areas served by S-Bahns with a
similar frequency.

By 1989 the situation had changed in all eight areas listed by
Beeching. There has been an extensive programme of suburban
electrification
at Glasgow, and more limited programmes at
Manchester, Liverpool and Birmingham. In addition half-hourly or
more frequent services are operated by diesel trains on several
routes radiating from both Leeds and Cardiff, as well as on nonelectrmed routes at Glasgow, Newcastle, Liverpool, Manchester and
Birmingham, with one or two routes served at such frequencies at
Edinburgh, Middlesbrough, Hull, Sheffield and Exeter.

Although the TEST report does not mention this, similar
schemes have been carried out in most of the British cities where,
according to Beeching, the railways playa major role in the daily
flux of journeys to work. Apart from London, the cities concerned
were Edinburgh, Glasgow, Newcastle, Leeds, Manchester,
Liverpool, Birmingham and Cardiff. Since 1970, new subsurface
lines have been built in Liverpool and Newcastle to allow for a
better distribution of suburban passengers through the CBD. A new
spur has been built at Manchester so trains on many suburban
routes serve several stations on the edge of the CBD. Abandoned
subsurface lines have been relaid in London, Birmingham and
Glasgow. And at Cardiff several suburban routes have been linked
in a cross-town service which makes two stops on the edge of the
CBD. These British developments may be less spectacular than
those in Germany, but even so, the total amount of investment is
substantial.
What is perhaps more important is the change in the level of
service, particularly at off-peak times, on suburban services in
British provincial cities. In the early 1950's there were virtually no
suburban services operating at intervals of less than an hour outside
peak periods, apart from a few electrified routes at Manchester,
Liverpool and Newcastle. Away from those cities, as late as the
summer of 1954, the only services with a frequency better than one
train an hour were the half-hourly electric service between
Lancaster and Morecambe, and half-hourly steam services between
Birmingham and Dorridge, between Pontypridd and Cardiff, and
between Darlington, Middlesbrough and Saltburn. Hourly interval
services were in operation on Western Region suburban routes at
Birmingham and Cardiff, and on a few routes in county Durham.
Otherwise basic off-peak public transport services in urban areas
outside London were almost invariably by road.

In general, therefore, changes in the operation of suburban
railways in British provincial cities have led to a level of service
comparable to that of the S-Bahn systems in Germany, although
without the same level of penetration into the CBD, but with less
capital expenditure.
c) Construction of new lines
New railway construction has been carried out on a substantial
scale in a number of continental countries, including Spain, France,
Italy, Germany, Finland and Yugoslavia since the war. The reasons
for these lines vary.
The most spectacular developments have been the high-speed
lines in France, designed for an operating speed of 270-300 km/h.
The first of these, running from Paris to Lyon, was built largely to
relieve congestion over the existing route via Dijon, but had the
advantage of drastically reducing journey times between the two
cities. The air line distance between Paris and Lyon is about 400
km, the same as the distance between London and Newcastle. But
the railway distance between Paris and Lyon was 510 km, compared
with 430 km between London and Newcastle, while the fastest time
between Paris and Lyon in 1979 was 3 hours 45 minutes, compared
to 2 hours 55 minutes between London and Newcastle. The
construction of the new line allowed a journey time of just two hours
between Paris and Lyon, with similar acceleration on journeys from
Paris to Marseilles
and the Cote d' Azur. These railway
accelerations permitted some reduction in' air traffic over those
routes, and thus helped to reduce congestion on the airlines.
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New railway construction
in Britain cannot yield benefits on
anything like the same scale as in France, and if a case is to be made
for such construction it must be on an entirely different basis. No
trunk route in Britain carries anything like the volume of traffic
which was carried on the Paris - Dijon route, and quadruple track is
already available for large parts of the three roughly parallel trunk
routes to the north. As implied above, the savings in journey time in
Britain would be smaller even over comparable distances, and most
major British cities are closer to London than major French cities
are to Paris. In addition, as rural population densities are higher in
England
than in France,
it is also much harder
to find an
environmentally
acceptable route for a high-speed railway, as the
recent controversy over the link from the Channel Tunnel to London
has shown.

in another. There may well be a case for higher levels of railway
investment, including new construction such as cross-rail in London,
but this must be based on British circumstances and not confused by
doubtful comparisons with continental practice. The assumption,
which seems to be implicit in some of the arguments put by TEST,
that what is right for France and Germany must necessarily be right
for Britain, is as likely to damage our transport infrastructure,
by
leading to a misallocation
of scarce investment resources,
as to
strengthen it.

Construction
of high-speed
railways in Germany has been a
much slower process
than in France,
largely on account
of
environmental
problems, but the rationale for such construction is
similar. Since the war, the main flows of both passenger and freight
traffic have been between the north and the south of the country,
and relatively only four double-track routes are available to carry it.
Unlike Britain, West Germany has no four-track trunk railways.
In addition, partly on account of less favourable topography,
railways in West Germany tend to be more circuitous
than in
Britain. Thus the railway distance between Frankfurt and Hamburg
is 510 km for an airline distance of 400 (the same as between
London and Newcastle), and the fastest time is 4 hours 40 minutes.
The same airline distance between Cologne and Augsburg requires
a railway of 560 km, and the fastest time is about 5 hours 30 minutes
(almost double that between London and Newcastle). The potential
gains in running times are therefore very much greater than could be
expected from new construction in this country.
Conclusion
Basically, the transport problems of each country result largely
from their geography and their history. As these differ between
countries, it need not be surprising if policies and solutions which
are workable in one country turn out to be unsuitable or irrelevant

Editor's Note
As this is such a controversial issue it is hoped to include in the next
Edition a response from John Roberts, Director TEST. Comments
from members on the views presented in this article would also be
welcome. Further articles, for example on comparative methods of
road and rail evaluation would be consideredfor publication
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Figure 1: Highway evaluation - independent
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Figure 4: Evaluation with modal interdependence with congestion
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REPORT - 1989

During 1989 the Group continued with its regular activities,
through monthly meetings in London, and publication of 'The
Transport Economist'. In addition, a highly successful one-day
seminar was held on the subject of the 'Section 56' guidelines for
grants towards urban public transport investment.
Among the topical subjects examined have been the Central
London Rail Study (by committee member Roland Niblett - January
1989); Private capital for rail projects (Nick Lethbridge of Schroder
Wagg, February 1989); Car-only toll roads (Tony Flowerdew,
March), Airline deregulation impacts (Tom Bass of the CAA,
April); Development of minibuses in Britain (Roy Turner and
myself, June); LTS model development (Geoff Copley of MV A,
October);
Airport capacity in the South East (Tom Bass,
November); Competition and monopoly in the bus industry (Peter
Stonham, December); Cost-benefit analysis (Jill Beardwood,
January). Further subjects included in the current session have
included Reg Evans of Halcrow Fox on the Eat London Rail Study
(February 1990, following the AGM); and Elizabeth Baker of the
House of Commons on the Transport legislative process.
Due to low attendance, the regular series of Northern area
meetings has not been continued but opportunities for occasional
events outside London are still being sought.

D

f"o ~------
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Demand

An innovation in 1989 was the holding of a one-day seminar on
20 June 1989, to examine what were then draft guidelines for central
government grants under section 56 of the 1968 Transport Act,
which had gained prominence as a result of numerous rails schemes
proposed recently. An audience of about 80 was attracted to hear a
range of speakers, including Tom Worsley of the DTp, Bill Tyson
(adviser to the PTEG), John Bates, and To'nyTravers (ofLSE).
Although the final form of the 'section 56' guideline (issued as
Circular 3/89) showed no significant differences from the draft, the
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government does appear to be increasingly aware of the conflicts
inherent within the guidelines and pressure for more comprehensive
evaluation of public transport investment is likely to continue.
Proceedings of the June seminar form the content of a special
iss ue of 'The Tr ansport
Economist',
distribu
te d recen tly.
Unfortunately, a larger than expected loss was made on the seminar
due to catering arrangements,
in which a guarantee to the caterers
proved rather costly as only a small proportion of those attending
purchased lunch at PCL. However, in the light of this experience a
more formalised booking system for such seminars will be adopted
in future.

another, but it is hoped that proposed
help to stabilise matters.

changes in this activity will

The breakdown
of expenditure
between
compared with the two previous years is:

Administration
Publications
Meetings
Seminar

the main items and

1989
£

19881987
£
£

557
655
187
806

471
401
96

690
860
213

Some problems have also occurred affecting regular production
of the journal, and the programme of events. It is hoped to avoid
any recurrence of these in future. A steady turnover of membership
continues, with a fairly stable overall total - currently 133.

The formal accounts and balance sheet have been made available to
members and follow this report.

I would like to thank all members of the committee - especially
our Membership
Secretary
and Treasurer,
Don Box - for their
efforts during the year.

On membership I can report that at 31 December we had 133
members fully paid-up for 1989. During the year 27 were recorded
as new members or old, temporarily lapsed, members renewing. As
28 old members failed to renew during the year there is a net loss of
one.

Peter R. White, Chairman
Bearing in mind the efforts being taken to keep costs within
reasonable
bounds during 1990 the subscription
rate is being
maintained at £13.
TREASURER

& MEMBERSHIP

SECRETARY'S

REPORT

The year's activities produced
a shortfall of £255, which our
reserves were quite able to cope with. Members will already be
aware from the Chairman's
report
that a somewhat
larger
expenditure
than at first anticipated
was incurred in running the
seminar in June. Without this new activity there would have been a
very comfortable surplus.
Expenditure
on the regular
activities
of meetings
and
publications
rose quite significantly in 1989 although still falling
short of the levels incurred in 1987. The cost of producing the
Journal has fluctuated substantially comparing one year with

MEMBERSHIP

NEWS

It is always interesting to read of the jobs new members have had
during their careers and the projects they have participated
in often in very remote parts of the world.
Our international
'connections' continue to grow, and our overseas members generally
prove to be very loyal - in spite of the attendant diffIculties of delays
in correspondence.
We thank them for their'patience
and are very
much aware that the Journal is the principal means of maintaining
contact. Members abroad should not hesitate to write to me if
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journals and correspondence
appears not to be getting through,
particularly
if there has been a recent change of address.
The
prompt reporting of changes in address for correspondence
is, of
course, important for all members, together with changes in the
details of employment, etc. which it is desired should be recorded in
the Members List issued towards the end of the year.
The list of new members is rather a long one for this issue of the
Journal - stretching back, as it does, to the last weeks of 1989. It is
notable for containing an unusually large number of 'self-employed'
or 'independent'
transport
economists.
There is Alexander
MacDonald,
who, although starting his career in transport
as a
management trainee on BR, has since worked for many consultancy
firms in all parts of the world and is now based in London as a
'Consultant Economist'.
Derek Done is a self-employed Business
Analyst with considerable experience of both air and bus transport.
Another independent consultant recently recruited to the Group is
David Simmonds, who specializes in land use/transport
interaction
and was formerly employed by Marcial Echenique
& Partners.
Finally, in this group of new members may be mentioned
W.J.
Anson, who describes himself as a 'transportant'
and specializes in
airline operations and freight management.
From the academic world we now have Roger Johnston, who is a
lecturer at the Polytechnic of East London and, most recently, Dr.
Shobhana Madhavan who is a Senior Lecturer in Economics at the
Polytechnic
of Central London and has done work in the motor
vehicle industry and planning in developing countries.
We continue to recruit members from the larger consultancies.
This time it is Marcial Echenique & Partners from which we have
Aileen Hammond as a Senior Economist currently working on a
European Commission project, and John Glover, a public transport
specialist with Colin Buchanan & Partners.
'Government' is represented by Roy Cromb, who is an Economic
Adviser with the Department of Transport with interests in road and
aviation. From 'down-under', and also employed in government, is

Nicole Ricketts who is the Librarian
Planning and Policy, Adelaide.

for the Office of Transport

The 'business'
end of transport
can only produce one new
member so far this year. He is Peter Kain, who is a Transport
Economist with the Policy Unit of British Rail, but was formerly
with Travers Morgan in Australia.
Finally, there are one or two changes of job to report: David
Roberts is now Senior Economist
with Ernst & Young; Steve
Kanowski is now with Transmark.
Don Box, Treasurer

& Membership

INCOME & EXPENDITURE

Secretary

ACCOUNT FOR 1989

£

Income
Subscriptions
Interest
Other

£

1861

79
10

1950

480
26
655
137
50
806
23
28

2205

Expenditure
Administration - Secretary
- Other
Publications
Meetings - Room hire & entertainment
- Insurance
Seminar
Bank charges
Corporation tax (@35%)
Excess of expenditure

over income for the year

255
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PROGRAMME

BALANCE SHEET

Accumulated funds at 31.12.88

1840

SECOND ANNUAL CONFERENCE 1990
1585

Less: Excess of expenditure over income
Creditors

392

1977
Represented by:
Deposit Account
Current Account
Less: Uncleared cheque

1281

721
25

S.D. Box
Treasurer

REPORT OF THE AUDITOR

To members of the Transport Economists Group:
I have examined the books and records of the Transport Economists
Group and have received explanations from your Treasurer as
necessary. In my opinion the Balance Sheet gives a true and fair
view of the state of affairs as at 31 December 1989 and the Income
& Expenditure Account properly reflects the excess of expenditure
over income for the year then ended.
J.C. Bentley, FCCA
24 Phillimore Road, Emmer Green, Reading

LINKS WITH EUROPE - POLICY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Tuesday, 20 November 1990
Following the success of last year's conference on Financing
Public Transport Investment, the Committee has decided to look
this time at Britain's transport links with Europe. The Conference
will concentrate on the differing policies being adopted within the
European Community and the impact of these policies on transport
infrastructure.
Any members who feel able to suggest topics or speakers
(including themselves, colleagues or other ideas) please contact
Peter White by 10 September 1990.

FUTURE ISSUES

Copy Date
15 June 1990
15 August 1990
15 December 1990
15 April 1991
15 August 1991

Vo1.17No.2
Vo1.17No.3*
Vo1.18No.1 +
Vo1.18No.2
Vo1.18No.3

31July 1990
15 September 1990
30 January 1991
31 May 1991
15 September 1991

"'The 1990-91 London Meetings Programme will be included in this
edition as an insert.

+ Conference
Infrastructure"

Edition

- "Links with Europe

- Policy and
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COMMITTEE 1990/91

CHAIRMAN: Peter White, Senior Lecturer in Public Transport
Systems, Transport Studies Group, Polytechnic of Central London,
35 Marylebone Road, London NW15LS. (071-4865811 X 298)
SECRETARY: Ernest Godward, Room 511, South Wing, London
Underground Ltd. 55 Broadway, London SW1H OBD. (071-227
3757)
TREASURER & MEMBERSHIP SECRETARY: Don Box, 73
Silverdale Road, Earley, Reading RG62NF. (0734 64064)
PUBLICATIONS EDITOR: Stuart Cole, Principal Lecturer in
Transport Economics & Policy, The Business School, Polytechnic of
North London, 383 Holloway Road, London N78DB. (081-607
2789 X 2457)
LONDON PROGRAMME ORGANISER: Roland Niblett, Strategic
Planning Manager, BR Network South East, Euston House,
Eversholt Street, London NW1. (071-9926939)
COMMITTEE MEMBERS:
Chris Nash, Institute of Transport Studies, University of Leeds,
Leeds LS29JT. (0532335337)
Peter Collins, Group Planning Manager, London Regional
Transport, 55 Broadway, London SW1H OBD. (071-2273368)

MEETINGS OF INTEREST TO TEG MEMBERS
TRANSPORT STATISTICS USERS GROUP
Seminar on stated preference methods & surveys for transport,
6 September 1990
The Transport Statistics Users Group is organising a seminar on
Stated Preference Methods and Surveys on 6 September 1990. The
seminar will be held at the Chartered Institute of Transport, 80
Portland Place, London, from 14.30 to 17.30.

*

'"
*

The main speakers at the seminar will be:Geoff Copley of the MVA Consultancy,
Dr. Anthony Fowkes of the Institute for Transport Studies,
University of Leeds, and
Robert Sheldon of Accent Marketing & Research.

The Stated Preference methods were imported from the United
States during the late 1970's. The method is a family of techniques
which use individual repondents' statements about their preferences
for a set of transport options to estimate utility functions. These
techniques overcame some of the limitations of Revealed Preference
methods, which do not always have sufficient variation, may have
correlation problems, e.g. between time and cost of trips, are not
always able to assess new products and need to express responses in
objective units (this may rule out the evaluation of qualitative
variables).
A large number of transport operators have now used the
techniques. Many railway administrations (including BR, CIE, NIR,
LUL, NS and DSB) have had surveys conducted to assess new
routes, new rolling stock and new products (tickets, dining facilities,
etc.). The methods are now fmding favour with transport ministries
and other modes including airlines and bus operators.
All of the above, and more, will be revealed at the seminar
which is free to members of the TSUG, but £10 to non-members.
For further details and bookings please contact Paul Clifford at Ove
Arup & Partners on 071-465-3512.

