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The presentation aimed to describe the history of the service and set
out its future goals.

Polytechnic

Copy Dates

OF RIVERBUS SERVICES
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Various River Thames based transport schemes were considered in
the 1960s, including hovercraft.
In the 1980s several riverside
property developments led to the franchise for ferry operation being
offered under competitive tender. In 1986 ThamesLine
won the
franchise.
Initially 11 waterjet propelled ferries were operated
between Chelsea Harbour, in West London, to the Docklands
Development
Area. However, ThamesLine
ran into difficulties
partially because the Thames is a harsh ferry operating environment,
where modern catamarans had not worked previously. Catamarans
also have to adhere to low wash regulations. Ferry maintenance was
not sufficiently rigorous with no dry dock facilities. These factors,
together with other difficulties, led to failure to achieve the high
reliability required for a commuter service. By 1989 revenue was not
covering operating costs, and it was clear that an alternative modus
operandi would have to be found for River Thames ferry services.
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The Riverbus Partnership was therefore formed, the partners being
Olympia & York, P&O Developments,
Charter Group, Regalian
Properties, Rosehaugh Properties and the Department of Transport.
The Port of London Authority have given preferential treatment for
the service until 1993.
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A development

*

programme

was instituted, which comprised:

Improved Safety standards.
Following the "Marchioness"
accident the safety of River Thames craft was very high in the
public consciousness.
The programme
included
the
appointment
of a full-time safety manager and regular boat
evacuation drills.
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*

Refitting of the existing Fleet. Several improvements were
made to the craft, including hull strengthening and improved
fendering together with a 70% increase in engine size.

*

Establishment of a Maintenance Facility. This is a purposedesigned converted barge which provides all-weather workshop
facilities. Catamaran down times have been reduced, although
high maintenance costs are incurred to achieve high vessel
availability (and therefore high service reliability).

In November 1991 new catamarans will be introduced operating at
22-23 knots, and with on-board catering. Hopefully catering
provision will encourage further tourist passengers.
Market research revealed the following passenger expectations of a
River Thames ferry service:
1. provision of high quality service information whilst waiting (e.g.
time to the arrival of the next ferry);
2. definitely have a seat available;
3. punctual departures;
4. relaxing journey;
5. predictable trip time;
6. staff presence and customer care.
The
1.
2.
3.

Datatrak system monitors ferry operations, and establishes:
the position of each vessel;
the number of passengers on board each catamaran, and
when ferries are full.

Datatrak also allocates vessels to timetable slots, and runs the
Passenger Information System. Management information on vessel
pci-formance is provided by the Datatrak system as well. The cost of
the ferry monitoring system is about £15 per vessel per day. Visual
display units are positioned at each pier, and give the estimated
departure time for the next ferry. These units can also show adverts.
Executive launches are a recent innovation which provide personal,
high quality, transport for top managers similar to that offered by
chauffeur driven limousines. Two launches have been built so far
which will be chartered to various companies.
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Further developments
There is widespread
support for development
of river
services.
Development
is aided by the short lead time to
build new piers and vessels and the service can be
responsive to changing travel demands.
Consultants have calculated that about £1.5 million external benefits
are generated by RiverBus. If the ferry service were to be funded in
the same way as light rail schemes, a government grant would be
made to RiverBus in recognition of these ferry service-generated
external benefits. Such external benefits might include reduced car
traffic, along alternative routes to the river. These lower traffic
levels being achieved through passengers diverting from car to ferry.
Barriers to development
The piers, from which the ferries operate, do not generally have high
standard facilities such as an enclosed waiting area.
Fare box revenue only covers some 20% of overall costs at present.
However, this percentage rises to 40% when ferry charter income is
included. Fare levels are relatively high and there is little integration
with other public transport. Currently there is private subsidy of the
service. Although there are some difficulties, it is hoped that there
may be integration with the London-wide Travelcard. In the future,
as well as integrating with the Travelcard, there will be investment in
new piers and refurbishment of existing facilities which will attract
further passengers to the service.
Discussion
Peter Collins (London Transport): How many passengers are
currently using the service? Is it possible to incorporate RiverBus
ticketing with London Transport Travelcards?
How would
RiverBus perform against Section 56 Grant criteria?
Answer: 1600 passengers a day use the service in summer, which
compares with "through the pier capacity" of 3000 passengers per
hour. The greatest passenger volume is 3,400 passengers on a sunny
summers day. It may be possible to provide a reduced RiverBus
fare for Travelcard holding passengers. RiverBus would perform
well against the Section 56 Grant criteria because it employs
substantial private capital.
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Peter Burgess (TechEcon.):
Is the service cost-effective
infrastructure requirement too great?

or is the

Answer: At present it is not clear who is responsible
for public
transport on the river. Generally watermen do not understand
public transport, and transport professionals do not understand the
river. The responsibilities of the Port of London Authority are also
not clear. The improvement of pier facilities is crucial to increasing
RiverBus patronage, while another way of raising revenue would be
from tenants in Canary Wharf.
John Cartledge (London Regional Passengers Committee):
Is the
Datatrak monitoring system, taking a "snapshot" of ferry positions
every 54 seconds, frequent enough for the passenger information
conveyed via the VDUs?
Answer: Once the ferry has entered a zone
"arrived" as far as Datatrak is concerned.
ferry is visible from the pier. Increasing
"snapshots" would increase system operating

around the pier it has
When in this zone the
the frequency
of the
cost.

Peter White (Transport Studies Group, PCL): Would it be possible
to compensate
houseboat
occupiers who are disturbed by ferrygenerated wash to move elsewhere?
Answer: Compensation
would be a complex issue, experience has
shown that it is important
to ensure houseboats
are correctly
moored, since this reduces the impact of wash.

COMPETITION
BRITAIN
Nigel Jones,
Freight

IN THE BULK FREIGHT

Business

Policy Manager,

MARKET IN GREAT

British

Rail Trainload

British Rail Trainload Freight was set up earlier this year when
Railfreight was split into the new Trainload Freight and Railfreight
Distribution (RID) companies. It embraces the former Railfreight
subsectors of Coal, Construction, Metals and Petroleum and has its
own head office. Railfreight Distribution
(RID) continues as a
separate subsector and has had a higher profile of late because of
the withdrawal of Speedlink.
The split occurred because:
1.
The markets and mode of operation are different: for instance,
Trainload Freight does not use marshalling yards (except for
Bulkliner services).
2.
RfD is more interested
in intermodal
transport
and
concentrates on diverse traffic types carried in separate wagons
rather than trains devoted to one goods category.
3.
Trainload Freight serves primary and secondary industries,
whereas RID deals in rapidly-changing
markets for consumer
goods.
4.
Trainload Freight moves goods from stockpile to stockpile,
whereas RID conveys direct from producer to producer (or
producer to consumer).

Report by Martin Lawrence, Oscar Faber Traffic
In 1990/91 Trainload Freight made a profit of £99 million on a
turnover of £150 million, making it British Rail's most profitable
business.
Over the same year it moved 123 million tonnes. The
recession has brought turnover down to £503 million and tonnes
lifted to 119 million for 1991/92, but it is hoped to recover these
losses.
The volume lifted can be broken down into:
Power station coal
Industrial coal
Steel (includes all raw materials for steel except coal)

48%
12%
15%
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Petroleum
Refuse from London, Bristol, Manchester and Edinburgh
Building materials (mainly cement and some sand)
Aggregates

8%
2%
3%
12%

The breakdown by revenue is very similar. Petroleum represents the
weakest market, followed by steel.
The financial objective for 1992/93 is for a £50 million profit. This
appears less than was achieved last year but when it was set it
included an allowance for RID's losses, and so has little meaning
now. A further objective is to achieve a return on assets of at least
8% by 1994/95. This objective was set following a strategy study in
1990 and much depends on what one regards as the asset base. This
has been set at around £860 million and comprises the locomotives,
wagons, plant and machinery which have been allocated to
Trainload Freight. Objectives are very susceptible to changes in
government policy, or for that matter changes of government.
Reasons for success
Trainload Freight concentrates
on what it can do well. Five
characteristics of its product work are in its favour:
1.
Its trains run direct from origin to destination.
2. The customer loads and unloads the train at their own sidings.
3. Movements are regular, usually daily.
4. Transits are short.
5. Every attempt is made to maximise the payload behind each
locomotive.
All of these result in intensive utilisation of assets and a competitive
cost base.
The short transits might strike many people as paradoxical as it is
usually assumed that rail is competitive over long distances. In fact
60% of tonnes lifted moves less than 50 miles and 40% under 30
miles; only 10% travels more than 150 miles. The reason is that the
products moved are of low value per tonne and transport costs are
high; accordingly the customer does not want long hauls. Many
destination points (e.g. power stations) are already near origin
points (coalfields)
due to the history of the coal mining and
electricity generation industries. Besides, Trainload Freight is not,

for the most part, competing against road - unlike RID where long
hauls are common. Trainload Freight is probably the only freight
railway in the world which operates over such short distances.
Trainload Freight operates over almost all the British Rail
network, serving places as far apart as Fort William and
Cornwall. The main "territories"
are London to the West of
England, the Midlands to Yorkshire, and in Central Scotland and
South Wales. The Great Western Main Line is more important than
the East and West Coast, and the Berks and Hants Line is very
important for aggregates. Birmingham-Didcot is important because
of Didcot power station but this will change when British Coal
begins to move imported coal from its new port terminal at Bristol.
Customers and competitive environment
84% of Trainloads Freight's income comes from just ten customers:
PowerGen, National Power, Nuclear Electric, Foster Yeoman,
Amey Roadstone, Blue Circle Cement, BP, Shell, British Coal and
British Steel.
Trainload Freight receives no subsidy, as has been Government
policy since the 1960s. As a result it is still paying back losses which
it incurred during the miners' strike. Nor is its market regulated in
any way, with the exception of local planning restrictions.
Direct competition comes from other modes. Road is not a major
competitor except for aggregates. Coastal shipping is cheap and
hence important for petroleum and coal, for instance to the new
Thames-side power stations. Pipelines are very important for
petroleum and petroleum products; while expensive to build they
are very cheap to operate and companies like Shell are so wedded to
them that they find it very difficult to take non-pipeline modes
seriously.
Indirect competition occurs where there is the threat of a shift to
technologies that do not need rail. Ownership changes in major
industries can produce such shifts. For example, privatisation of the
electricity industry may lead to generating companies having greater
choice over the type of power stations which they operate (for
instance, gas rather than coal), and over whether they burn British
or imported coal in their coal-fired generating plant. Organisational
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factors can playa part: most oil companies have only one refinery in
one part of the UK and buy from other companies in order to serve
other regions, hence cutting out long petroleum movements.
One recent threat came from a proposal for a canal to link Selby
Drift Mine with Eggborough and Drax power stations (Ferrybridge
power station already gets half of its coal by canal). Rail faced an
environmental problem in the form of a level crossing at Knottingley
which was causing severe delays to road traffic. To address the
problem Trainload Freight is investing in a new chord line at Heck
and upgrading an existing chord at Hambledon to a double track
multi-level junction. This will make it possible to move coal via the
East Coast Main Line.
Trainload Freight can play its environmental card and this can make
it easier to obtain planning permission from local authorities than
road operators might. It can also qualify at times for Section 8
grants. But there can also be local environmental problems: noise,
vibration and level crossings. There is a need to develop quieter
locomotives and wagons and to increase the use of Continuous
Welded Rail. But stressing the lesser environmental impacts does
not win business; customers are interested simply in price.
Growth areas include limestone to power stations for desulphurising
and preventing acid rain, traffic through the Channel Tunnel, refuse
and imported coal.
Aggregates - a case study
Aggregates are also a growth area. In 1990 rail's share of a 270
million tonne market was 5.2%. However, it accounted for 18% of
movements of 25 to 100 miles and 54% of those over 100 miles. But
most movements are of less than 25 miles (though this is changing as
local supplies become harder to obtain). In this market road
competition & important - hence the focus on long distances.
The Department of the Environment thinks that by 2011 the volume
of aggregates consumed will be 490 million tonnes per year. This
projection is based upon consultations with industry and if anything
is conservative; per capita consumption of aggregates is lower in the
UK than in other EC countries.
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Aggregates form 32% of heavy road freight in the UK. Many
movements are quite concentrated and often parallel rail routes.
Much of this could easily be shifted to rail and rail can probably
beat road on cost per tonne/mile. But there is the need to transfer
to road to reach many final destinations,
and problems in
overcoming this.
1.

Heavy investment is needed in sidings and terminals. Who
should pay for these? Local authorities can obtain Transport
Supplementary Grants for road improvements but, since 1984,
not for rail.

2.

No assistance is available for haulage rates.

3.

Were financial terms for support or investment evaluation
changed, this would lead to pressure to renegotiate existing
contracts with customers.

4.

Road improvements are evaluated by Government on costbenefit criteria; rail improvements are not. Hence there is no
common basis for comparison.

5.

How can we measure the benefits of rail improvements to the
economy in general, for instance costing the environmental
benefits achieved by rail - as opposed to road-based aggregate
movements?

Discussion
Peter White (Polytechnic of Central London) asked whether the
Foster Yeoman traffic counted as theirs (Foster Yeoman's) or as
Trainload Freight's. Nigel Jones replied that although Foster
Yeoman owned the locomotives and wagons it was British Rail who
operated the trains. This is probably because there is a statutory
requirement for the train crew to be railway employees.
Geoff Mileham (British Rail International) asked whether supplying
aggregates to build roads was cutting British Rail's own throat.
Nigel Jones replied that it still earned money. He added that
Redland's self-discharging train, based on an American idea,
dispenses with permanent unloading facilities and allows more
remote sites to be reached. But for the recession it might have been
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adopted more widely.
terms and conditions very clearly.
Alan Sturt (Polytechnic
of Central London) remarked that
Trainload Freight's asset base was arbitrarily valued, as had also
occurred in the sell-off of the power industries. What should be
done with old assets - should they be written off, or assigned
replacement value? £860 million must be an underestimate of
replacement costs of rolling stock, let alone infrastructure (much of
which is multi-user).
Following on from this, Michel Asteris
(Portsmouth Polytechnic) asked how track costs were apportioned.
Nigel Jones said that British Rail and the Department of Transport
had held a costing exercise which was based on the maintenance
costs over ten years. This tended to work in Trainload Freight's
favour, but on the Berks and Hants line Trainload Freight paid 72%
of maintenance costs even though InterCity, Network Southeast and
Regional Railways also used the route.
Don Box observed that he had been involved in that study. The
"sold user" scheme had been devised in 1984 although the idea dated
back ten years earlier. On the Berks and Hants line InterCity is the
prime user but Trainload Freight has high axle loads and fairly
frequent trains. However, it did not incur many other costs on the
route. He added that changes like the use of imported coal at
Didcot, or at Drax, could divert Trainload Freight traffic onto other
main InterCity lines. The ability to cope with future flows depended
heavily on there being a pre-existing passenger network; if passenger
traffic disappeared, freight would have to follow as only rarely did it
pay for its own infrastructure.
Nigel Jones replied that Trainload Freight could afford new
infrastructure on some sections, like the re-quadrupling of part of
the Scunthorpe to Immingham route and new loops between
Swindon and Didcot. And were passenger traffic to be lost from a
line, freight could continue because less would need to be spent on
maintenance. All the same, it would be necessary to point out to
Government the consequences of allowing passenger traffic to be
lost.
Don Box then asked how Trainload Freight could cope if InterCity
were privatised. Nigel J ones said that the key factor would be how
costs and assets were allocated. It would be necessary to specify the

Derek Done asked what progress had been made towards setting up
a Track Authority. That would give a logical charging method but it
would be necessary to make road operators bear their share of
"track" costs too. Nigel Jones replied that infrastructure represented
40% of Trainload Freight's costs but lay outside its control. Having
a Track Authority would make it difficult for the Sectors to operate.
Advances in track and wagon design had taken place in conjunction
and having a Track Authority would divorce the two.
Nigel Harris (London Underground Limited) raised the problem of
signalling which constrained what traffic could be run. he also
observed that there were similar questions over LUL assets whose
book value was set at £4.2 billion and replacement value of £20
billion. Nigel Jones observed that other solutions than a Track
Authority might exist in any case.
James Rodley asked whether a shift to coal imports would generate
new business. Nigel Jones replied that the main opportunities would
arise from new concentrations of flows: instead of several collieries
serving one power station, there would be a small number of ports
which would also have modern equipment and be open 24 hours a
day. Privatising British Coal would certainly change the options
open both to it and to the power companies. At the same time the
introduction of gas-fired power stations would mean the demise of
the smaller coal-fired stations and increase the concentration of the
traffic that remained. But all this required long-range planning,
when in fact demand could change at just a few weeks' notice.
Alan Sturt asked whether cost-benefit analysis worked against the
railways and how it could be improved. Nigel Jones said that with
aggregates Trainload Freight had looked at whether road haulage
paid its true road costs and concluded that it barely covered the
costs of road maintenance; certainly not social costs and accidents.
But it would be hard to change this; British Rail was widely seen as
having a vested interest and had little influence of its own. These
arguments would have to be raised by outside parties. The
Government was not likely to apply cost-benefit analysis to rail,
except perhaps to Regional Railways and Network Southeast. In
any case, it might not make much difference: cost-benefit analysis
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would not lead to a greater market share for petroleum and
Trainload Freight's share of the coal and steel markets was already
high. Only in aggregates could cost-benefit analysis help because of
the very small cost difference to a customer between rail and road.
Michael Asteris asked why distance was so important for aggregates
but not for other traffic. Nigel Jones replied that where road was
not a competitor the critical factor was maximising use of assets,
which was best achieved on short runs. It was road competition
which made distance important. With coal, for instance, the longer
hauls tended to be those which did not use merry-go-round facilities
and hence had long loading and unloading times. The shift to
imported coal would give faster loading and even shorter hauls.
Geoff Marler asked what objections were raised by local residents
and Local Authorities, and whether their environmental lobby
helped. Nigel Jones replied that these groups did not make much
contribution to decisions and did not see themselves as important
actors.
Report by Andrew Spencer, Transport Studies Group, PCL
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DECLINE OF BRITISH SHIPPING
Dr Michael Asteris, Portsmouth Polytechnic

Dr Asteris identified several points which should be borne in mind
when considering the future for British shipping:
1.

There is a conflict between public and private interest when
considering government support for shipping.

2.

We in the UK have lost comparative advantage, particularly in
areas of shipping which are labour intensive.

3.

If present trend continues then the British registered merchant

fleet faces near oblivion in the long run.
4.

To opt for a capital intensive strategy you need to have
confidence in the future - over 10 years of poor returns have
meant the industry is pessimistic in Britain.

Until recently Britain had a dominant role in shipping and it is
important to ask:a) Why has merchant fleet declined?
b) What can be done about it?
Why has the fleet declined?
Table 1 illustrates the dramatic decline between 1975 and 1991.
Most of the lost tonnage has been scrapped or sold and some has
gone to a different register. It was widely believed in the early 1970s
that Britain has a comparative advantage in shipping, but over the
years this has clearly been lost.
The decline has been caused by many factors - among the most
important have been:change in technology
change in patterns of trade (towards Europe and away from
deep sea trade partners)
conservative nature of British owners
protectionism of trade partners.
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But these factors were to some extent in place before the 1970s - so
what additional factor triggered the rapid decline? Dr Asteris
suggested the following:
abnormal excess of shipping capacity
deterioration in Britain's comparative advantage (reluctance
for people to go to sea for several months at a time). Generous
wages and terms of employment. Also overstaffmg (up to 25%
more than continental rival). See Table 2.
Profit maximising firms not surprisingly select lower cost crews.
This is seen as a reason for "flagging out" but there is nothing new
about labour cost differences.
The loss of comparative advantage and the decline of the British
merchant fleet has several implications:
balance of payments (£5 million positive contribution to the
invisible account is made annually by shipping)
fear of monopolisation of Britain's trade by foreign-owned
vessels
employment - shipping itself is not really a major employer but
there is an important multiplier effect.
Economically it would be sad to lose shipping but the UK would
survive since the industry is not critical. However, the industry may
be critical for defence purposes and it might be argued that even if
not used it was necessary for insurance purposes. In the 20th
century the British fleet has regularly been required for defence
purposes. Until recently the fleet has been judged adequate but
there are now some doubts given trends in the number of vessels.
The latest attitude of the Ministry of Defence and Department of
Transport has been that the USSR has collapsed this will affect
views about the strategic significance of the fleet.
It is worth noting the different attidues of France, USA and Britain

to maintaining fleets. In the Gulf War the French were the only
nation to use its own vessels for all needs.
Given the usefulness/importance of a merchant fleet it would seem
to make sense to keep a British fleet if possible. This is not
necessarily an argument for protectionism but one for promoting

usefuVviablc sectors.
Investment by UK owners is now at an all time low (only accounts
for 1.5% of cUl'rcnt new orders).
Table 3 shows how British owners have moved to the capital
intensive activities. British owners who wanted to stay in the labour
intensive business have flagged out.
Table 4 illustrates the lack of investment in shipping, leading to a
very significant rise in the average age of vessels - especially
container ships. All these categories are near to the age at which
they must be replaced. In the past 12 months there have been
improvements in world freight rates and there are signs of a world
boom in shipping. Given the likely increase in world trade, Dr.
Asteris posed the question what should be done? Let the fleet go,
or take the line that there are public benefits?
How could the fleet be rejuvenated?
One way to rejuvenate the fleet and encourage more investment in
British ships would be through government encouragement to invest.
This could be in the form of allowances for capital costs to be off-set
against taxation. However, this step seemed unlikely at present, and
direct intervention to encourage British shipping seemed out of the
question.
The discussion that followed the presentation focussed on the
growing role of the EC in shipping matters and the opportunity for
flagging out. It was clear that EC policy tends to be more
protectionist than British policy. Dr Asteris concluded that flagging
out may be the least bad option for large parts of the industry.
Report by Michael Browne, Transport Studies Group, PCL
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Table 2: Bulk carrier vessels - differences in manning costs
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Source: P&O 1987
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Table 3: World and UK ownedlBritish Islands registered trading
fleets
(100 grt and above)

~
1.0 00
010

i:l
lJ1

00

o

0\

Type
0\

Cellular container
Orelbulk
Other dry

o

World
No mdwt
1209
27.7
5195 242.7
24354 107.4

March 1]91
UK [1
No
mdwt
36
28
346

1.1
1.1
0.7

UK as % of
world (dwt)
4.0
0.5
0.7

----- - - --- - - - - -- - - - ------- - -- -- - - - - - --- - -- - - - - - - - - - --- - ---- - - --- - - - -- -- -- - - --- - - ---Total dry cargo
--

Tanker
Liquified gas carrier
i:l

o

--

377.8

410

2.9

0.8

7843
847

265.5
11.4

136
7

3.5
0.2

1.4
1.4

--------- - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - ---- --- ----- -- -- -- -- --- -- - ---

Total tanker
--

30758

---- - - ---- - - ---- - - - - ---- - -- - - - - - - - - -- --- - - - - - - - - ---- -- - -- - -- -- - - - - -- --- - - - - -- - - ---

8690

276.9

143

3.7

-- - ---------- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- --- - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- - ---- - ----------

Total fleet

39448

654.6

553

6.6

1.4
- -- -- -- - - - -

-- - - --

1.0

[1] Since these figures have been compiled on the basis of a lower
tonnage threshold than those contained in Table 1, direct
comparison between the two tables is not possible.
Source: General Council of British Shipping
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Table 4: World and UK ownedlBritish
(100grt and above)

Islands Registered

Fleets
TEGNEWS

Average Age (grt) - March 1991
COPY DATES
Years

Source:

World

UK

Issue Number

CO'py'Date

Issue Date

Orelbulk
Cellular container
Tanker

12.1
9.9
13.5

12.3
17.0
15.1

Volume 19 (2)
Volume 19 (3)
Volume 20 (1)

31 March 1992
30 June 1992
31 December 1992

June 1992
September 1992
March 1993

Total Fleet

13.2

14.7

General Council of British Shipping

PROGRAMME

OF MEETINGS

Meetings are held
in the Polytechnic
NW1 5LS, usually
side of Marylebone
Station. Enquiries

on the third Wednesday of the month at 18.30
of Central London, 35 Marylebone Road, London
in Room 205. The PCL building is on the south
Road, adjacent to Baker Street Underground
to Peter White at PCL (071-911 5000 x3104).

The meetings to summer 1992 are:
15 April The Role of Property Development and Transport
Investment in the Long Term
Andrew Gay, London Regeneration Consortium
20 May New Entrant Airlines and European Aviation Policy
Peter Morrell, Cranfield Institute of Technology
17 June To be arranged

COMMITTEE

1992/93

The Committee
will be printed in the next issue. The Annual
General Meeting was held on 18th March 1992.
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PCL NEWS RELEASE

SECOND PRIZE ESSAY

New Head of Transport Studies Group

TRANSPORT SAFETY POLICY CAN SERIOUSLY DAMAGE
YOUR HEALTH: THE NEED TO REFORM THE
MECHANISM FOR PROMOTING TRANSPORT SAFETY

Peter Jones, currently Deputy Director of the Transport Studies
U nit at the University of Oxford, takes up the appointment of
Professor and Director of the Transport Studies Group within The
School of Urban Development & Planning at the Polytechnic of
Central London from May 1st 1992. He has been involved with the
PCL Transport Studies Group on a part-time basis since December
1991, and will complete existing commitments with the Oxford
Transport Studies Unit through Summer 1992. The post became
vacant on the departure of Professor Rigas Doganis to take up an
appointment at the Cranfield Institute of Technology.

M. Hillyard

I

\

The Transport Studies Group was established at PCL in 1971 and
offers Masters Courses in Transport Management and Planning,
both for students from Western Europe and from developing
countries. It has an active teaching and research team specialising
in public transport, logistics and distribution, air transport, and
tourism. The appointment of Professor Jones will broaden the
research base of the group, to encompass general urban transport
policy issues, methodological
and behaviourial
studies into
household travel behaviour, and public attitude research.
Further information from:
Alan Jago
Head of School of Urban Development & Planning
Polytechnic of Central London
35 Marylebone Road
London NWI 5LS
Tel: 071-911-5000ext. 5062/3256;
Fax: 071-9115051

I
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The improvement of transport safety has apparently become a
dominant aim of policy makers in transport. And yet, transport
economists, the guardians of rational allocation of scarce resources
within the industry have remained relatively silent on how best to
protect and improve transport safety. Nowadays, it see1 s it is not
only the paranoid who make their journeys fearful of thl: system's
ability to deliver them safely to their destinations. The images of
death and carnage caused by the almost unrelenting series of well
publicised transport disasters over recent years has shaken the
public's confidence in the country's transport system. Politically,
transport safety has accelerated up the political agenda faster than
an Escort GTi travelling up a residential road. This concern is
reflected in the Department of Transport's newly published Annual
Report which states that the Department's
overall aims and
objectives are to "protect and improve transport safety; to increase
efficiency and reduce unit costs of transport; to conserve the
environment; and to advance United Kingdom transport interests
abroad". Given the dismal associations of such names as: Lockerbie,
Clapham, Tegworth, Kings Cross, Zeebrugge and Marchioness, the
Department's priority to improving safety should not be surprising.
And yet, despite this political and departmental emphasis, transport
safety continues to be neglected as a systemic issue by transport
economists. Transport economists would consider transport safety
routinely but only when it intruded as an incidental factor along with
a myriad of other factors in a project's appraisal. For too long
transport safety has been the peripheral factor, perhaps, in the same
way as designing for safety and environmental awareness has been
neglected in architecture. While the public and politicians agonise
over transport safety, transport economists have taken their eyes off
safety as a systemic issue; preferring second order issues of
efficiency, lower unit costs and the shifting boundary between the
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market and the state as deregulation begets re-regulation. The need
to improve transport safety is now paramount with the public and
government demanding that something must be done. The problem,
however, is that without a rational framework, something just may be
done: something which, at best, is irrelevant or at worse is decidedly
life threatening.
In this paper I will argue that there are two distinct approaches to
managing safety. The first, based upon risk perception, allows the
public's sense of danger to influence transport safety policy. The
second approach, based upon risk estimation, formalises the
management of risk by quantifying the actual probability of an
accident and when used rationally as part of an Annual Safety
Review can lead to the optimum allocation of safety resources.
Clearly, the former approach is primarily qualitative whereas the
latter is primarily quantitative. I will conclude that the present
system relies heavily upon the former approach and is likely to lead
to an under-provisioning of safety measures in some areas and an
over-provisioning in other areas and arbitrary variations over time.
This approach, I will argue, is vulnerable to problems of incomplete
information, (unpriced) externalities, insensitive political system and
moral hazard problems. In short, there is a misallocation of safety
resources. I will also argue that a radical reform involving Annual
Safety Reviews with Safety Audits would place transport safety at
the centre of transport policy. Such a Safety Review would
necessarily require all transport operators, public and commercial to
undergo a rigorous safety audit.
Deficiencies of the present system
The present system of safety management relies heavily upon the
public perceiving and articulating their concern about a particular
transport risk in sufficiently large numbers, and in appropriately
strong terms, so that policy makers, whether in central or local
government, or public corporations or private companies, respond
to the public's expression of concern. Clearly, the route from the
existence of the risk to the channelling of extra resources or changes
in policy is likely to be long and indirect. While t/le mechanism is
likely to be weak if a particular aspect requires increased funding, it
is far from clear that a reduction in an over-provisioning of safety
resources is likely to be any more forthcoming. The following points
may help to clarify some of the specific deficiencie&of relying upon

risk perception when it comes to allocating scarce resources with a
view to improving transport safety.
In some areas there may be inadequate attention to transport safety
Some risks, although real, may be perceived by the public at risk to
be so small and that they are ignored. Thus the small extra risk of
loss of life is readily acceptable, after all it may be argued, one could
more easily be run over by a bus. Clearly, this is a fallacious
argument and one likely to lead to insufficient resources being
devoted to safety measures. A lack of risk control in one part of the
system does not justify recklessness in other parts. Improvements
and innovations occur in an incremental way. Improvements in
transport safety on a particular mode of transport, say rail, could
improve safety associated not only with rail travel but could also
improve the overall level of safety on the transport system as a
whole. Improving safety on trains could improve the safety of the
average motorist: after all the average motorist is also an occasional
rail passenger ahd reducing the probability of derailments is another
example where the non-rail user could benefit from improved rail
safety. Therefore,
all citizens have an interest in seeing an
improvement in transport safety.
Another reason why transport safety may be neglected is that some
risks may be significant but only over a very long period so may be
all too readily discounted. This problem is frequently associated
with the chemical, nuclear energy and mining industries.
Nevertheless, it also has applications for the transport industry,
particularly in managing the health consequences oftransport
pollution. Again an area which has been neglected. The standards
of monitoring in these other industries is far higher than in the
transport industry. Without reliable monitoring, progress is unlikely.
For example, the lack of progress in improving the quality of air
around schools located near busy roads could be attributable to the
lack of proper monitoring and without proper information on the
pollution levels infecting their local schools, parents are unlikely to
be sufficiently mobilised.
In addition to inadequate monitoring, safety measures maybe
inadequate because the number of relevant incidents is so few that it
becomes statistically difficult to identify (or disprove) a link between
say a poor vehicle design and accidents. Thus, as with a few
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scattered clusters of Leukaemia, the number of deaths associated
with poorly designed vehicles or, say, rail carriage doors accidentally
opening may be statistically
so small that the public do not fully
appreciate the risks involved.
An additional obstacle to adequate safety measures may occur when
the public's
perception
of danger is overwhelmed
by costly
improvements,
particularly if they are front loaded. Again, the net
result is insufficient
resources
being devoted to im proving this
aspect of safety.
Insufficient resources may be devoted to a suspected problem even
if the public perceive and articulate its concern about unnecessary
risks. This may occur simply because the political system may prove
insensitive to such pressures, particularly if the population at risk are
found in isolated clusters or easily countered by strong and well
organised
rival interests.
Thus a level of risk which may be
recognisably significant for a locality may, nevertheless, be politically
acceptable.
This may have relevance to particular black-spots on
roads, rail lines, or parts of an underground
network.
Again
resources devoted to transport safety will be less than optimal.
In some areas there maybe an over cautious policy towards transport
safety
While some areas of the transport
system may operate
with
excessively high risks, other parts may be burdened by an excessively
over-cautious
policy.
Despite
the reasons
putlined
above,
Governments or businesses may, under some circumstances provide
excessively
large resources
to overcome some perceived
risk.
Providing increasing sums of money to improve the safety of the
transport system has certain obvious attractions.
The Government
protects itself from opposition accusations that it is cynically risking
lives by unreasonable
cost cutting. It also probably provides some
legal protection along the way in the event of any such loss of life.
But this allocation may lack any rational basis. Indeed, resources
may be poured into maximising
the safety margin, perhaps,
mirroring significant deficiencies elsewhere in the transport system
or, perhaps, even in the National Health Service. Thus an overprovisioning
of safety resources may lead not only to waste and
inefficiencies but perhaps, unnecessary loss of life ultimately.

A particular problem of relying upon the public's perception of risk
is that it has a tendency to be more sensitive to dangers attached to
new technologies than to existing technologies.
This is frequently
heard in other industries such as the required standards of worker
protection in the (relatively) new nuclear industry compared with
those lesser standards
in say shipyards
or building
sites. In
transport, a similar example would be the perception of a relatively
high risk attached
to travelling
through the Channel Tunnel
compared with travelling by tube in London or even on Channel
ferries. It is difficult to justify why the risk should be perceived to be
greater for the Channel Tunnel than existing modes other than it is a
form of new teChnology with unfamiliar attendant risks. Another
example of this prejudice against the new is the mystery of motorway
driving. For the majority of motorists,
motorway driving still
accounts for a relatively small proportion of their driving experience.
In some respects, it is treated as a new method of driving. In part,
this could explain the heightened sense of danger when driving on a
motorway compared with normal urban roads. However, statistics
show that this sense of insecurity is unjustified, even when driving in
fog. For example, during the 5 year period between 1985 and 1989
there were on average 5 deaths in GB each year resulting from
motorway accidents in fog whereas in the same period there were on
average seven deaths each day on built up roads. And yet, the
perception is that driving on a motorway in fog is more dangerous
than driving through built up areas 1. Media coverage of motorway
crashes, especially multiple crashes, will undoubtedly reinforce the
perception of danger, perhaps, at the expense of complacency when
driving on other roads. Efforts to reduce an already very low risk on
motorways may simply be at the expense of much needed safety
measures in more dangerous areas within the transport network or,
say, denying the NHS of much needed resources.
There may be money in improving transport safety
Of course,
improvements
in transport
safety
do not
necessarily
have a net resource
cost.
The Government
could actually
find it economically
if not commercially
attractive. Changes in the legal framework may be sufficient

1 Written answer, 30 April 1991. Official Report, c.96
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to produce the desired improvement. For example, reformulation of
the serious offences and the creation of the new offence of causing
death by careless driving when under the influence of drink or drugs
have been estimated to lead to an increase in prosecutions and
ultimately enforcement and administration costs to the police, local
authorities, courts and central government of between £20 and £60
million. However, with additional fine income, and potential
economic savings of about BOO million per year (on the assumption
of a 5% reduction in road accidents) such a change should provide a
cost: benefit ratio of 1:5. Within a proper legal framework,
improvements in transport safety can prove economically justifiable.
Consider another aspect of this problem of drunk drivers. To
combat these drivers the Government needs a well designed policy.
The transport economist could examine the impact of say, random
breath testing against a carefully targeted advertising campaign.
Without a proper analysis of the problem, opportunities to save lives
could be missed. The best evidence of the efficacy of random breath
testing is believed to be from New South Wales. This shows that
after its introduction in 1982, the proportion of drivers and riders
killed whose alcohol level was known to be over the legal limit
declined from 40% to 36%; a decline of 10%, followed by a further
10% decline in the following year. After this initial fall, the
proportion has apparently remained broadly unchanged. Over the
same period, the UK conducted an advertising campaign. This is
thought to be responsible for reducing the proportion of drivers and
riders killed whose alcohol level was known to be over the legal limit
in the GB from 33% to 28% and 26% in 1982, 1983 and 1984
respectively. The provisional figures for 1989 show a 15% decline in
Australia since 1982 against some 40% in GB. Therefore, it is
argued, a policy based upon carefully selected advertising can have
significantly more impact than random breath testing. The problem
with this argument is that it fails to explain why both measures
cannot be implemented simultaneously. Perhaps, safety can be
improved in GB by the Government adding random breath testing
to its arsenal of measures. Why should random breath testing and
an effective advertising campaign be viewed as mutually exclusive.
The transport economist could be used to devise the optimal mix of
advertising campaign and random breath testing. Indeed, random
testing may raise sufficiently high income that it could be self
financing, or even finance, at no extra exchequer cost, a higher level
of advertising than would be the case without random breath testing.

The costs involved with random breath testing may be offset by fine
income or economic savings. For example, it is likely that random
breath testing may show a high correlation with vehicles without
MOT or no tax.
To sum up: the level of transport safety is likely to be highly variable
between modes and over time. It is useful to address two theoretical
issues concerned with safety measures: first the "tragedy of the
commons" and second, the "moral hazard problem". The first
suggests that in general, there is likely to be a greater deficiency of
safety measures in the private sector than in the public sector
although, as argued above, both may be sub-optimal. The second
theoretical difficulty confronted when improving transport safety is
the "moral hazard problem". This describes the situation whereby
technical improvements in transport safety induces a lower standard
of driver care so that the level of danger remains unchanged. The
wearing of seat belts or motor-cycle crash helmets, it is sometimes
argued, induces a false sense of security which incites the driver or
rider to take greater risks. Although not denying that the moral
hazard problem may have an effect, particularly on some categories
of drivers it is unlikely to be significant. The reduction in the loss of
life since the irttroduction of compulsory wearing of seat belts is
proof positive that the moral hazard problem is unlikely to be
dominant. If this were not the case, remedies would be simple. A
possible solution to reckless and fast driving could be ban the
wearing of seat belts and to attach metal stakes to all dash-boards so
that sharpened points were merely inches away from the drivers'
forehead. Under such a regime, a strong sense of self survival
should lead to a significant reduction in road accidents. however,
even if this effect were likely, which is questionable, a less draconian
approach is needed.
How can transport safety be improved?
What is needed is a system whereby each mode of transport is
continually mortitored and pressured to improve transport safety by
the setting of meaningful targets within the framework of an Annual
Safety Review. Such a Safety Review should comprise targeted
safety improvements and a detailed audit of the previous years
operations. Targeted improvements, such as for example, a 10%
reduction in road accidents involving under 11 year old pedestrians
should be set after detailed discussions with all sides of industry,
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user groups, police, ambulance
and teachers organisations
and
others. The Department
of Transport
should present its safety
targets for the coming 3 years. Priorities along with the estimated
resource
costs should be clearly identified.
The allocation
of
resources
should be optimised by considering,
within the given
budget, the marginal impact on the safety performance arising from
additional expenditure. The marginal probability of reducing loss of
life in each mode should be equivalent and set against the impact
such resources could have in reducing loss of life if channelled into
the National Health Service. But the setting of targets and the
allocating of budgets are only be the first two steps. Each Annual
Review should also include a comprehensive
Safety Audit of the
outturn
year so that reasons for under-achievements
can be
identified and remedied. Apart from providing a transport system
which emphasises
safety in its design and maiptenance,
good
practice should be engendered by the appropriate
mix of penalties
and incentives.
Officials and operators
responsible
for public
transport should face penalties which are more severe and incentives
more generous than those available to them for engendering good
commercial practice. Very low salaries, demotions and dismissals
should follow under-achievement.
Very high salaries, promotions
and inclusion on an Honours list should follow outstanding progress
in meeting the safety targets.
In order to achieve the level of
awareness which such a radical reform requires, it is likely that key
officials and operators will need to have a very low basic salary, say,
comparable
to a salary of an average primary teacher,
with
additional
income only becoming available, although in a highly
geared manner, with the accomplishment
of the safety targets.
Commercial
transport
operators
should face severe fines and
penalties
and withdrawal
of trading licences 'lnd even prison
sentences. Private motorists should face severe financial penalties,
long prison sentences and life-time bans. Only then, would those
responsible be perpetually reminded of the overwhelming need to
improve transport safety.

ESSAY

RESTITUTION
COSTING FOR COMPARATIVE
TRANSPORT
INVESTMENT
APPRAISAL
- AN APPROACH
USING THE
COST OF RE-INSTATING
THE LAND, THE BUILT
ENVIRONMENT
AND THE ECOLOGY TO EVALUATE THE
IMPACT OF TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE
INVESTMENT.
David Bruce and Anthony Plumridge, Bristol Business School

This is an abdridged
competition.

version

of the essay

submitted

to the

Cecil Parkinson, Britain's Secretary of State for Transport until the
fall of Mrs Thatcher, claimed that new roads produced £2.50 of
benefit for every £1.00 spent (Parkinson
1989). At a 20% rate of
return, clearly good value.
He ignored entirely the currently uncosted and therefore effectively
unvalued impact on the environment of an expanding road network
and the traffic it will generate or accommodate. As HM Treasury is
wont to put it "If you can't cost it, it doesn't exist."
Even with Malcolm Rifkind taking over as Secretary of State, the
Government is still being caused embarrassment by its approach to
transport
investment:
most recently by the insistence
of the
European
Commission
that Environmental
Impact Analysis be
conscientiously applied to all future major investments (European
Commission 1991).
Martin Lawrence's prize-winning paper (Lawrence 1991) gives a
useful state of the art review costing transport infrastructure as does
Winpenny for wider Environmental
Assessment (Winpenny 1990).
This paper takes the argument further by proposing a specific way of
bringing environmental
impact into the economic cost-benefit
equation and reducing the frankly absurd 'headline' rate of return
on roads to a more sensible figure of measured benefit for every £1
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of measured cost. A fairly measured rate of return for roads could
well be matched and exceeded by many sensibly planned public
transport infrastructure proposals, judged on the same basis.
When economic analysis appears to give an implausible result, the
first step should be to check the calculations, the second to check
the theory and only then tentatively and shyly to draw the policy
conclusions. Where roads are concerned, the Department of
Transport (DTp) seems to reverse the process - taking the absurd
headline figure to justify policy already made (though under attack).
A massive road building programme goes on; rail schemes are still
shelved.
One critique of the apparently absurd rate of return is to challenge
the benefit measurements of road schemes: they are principally
based on the sum of small amounts of leisure time saved by drivers.
This valuing of leisure time as money has been characterised as
using 'Faerie Gold' as long ago as 1962 (Glassborow 1962). However
the general use of the value of time in transport economics has
become deeply entrenched (Foster and Beesley 1963, 1965) and for
comparisons between schemes, maybe reasonable. The search for
the absurdity may however continue on the cost side of the
'costlbenefit' equation.
There is already a stirring of concern in the DTp itself: in
December 1989 the DTp's Standing Committee on Trunk Road
Assessment (SACTRA) invited submissions on valuing the
environment (DTp 1989) in the light of the 'Blueprint for a Green
Economy' (Pearce et al. 1989). A summary of the RTPI's response
was published in the 'Planner' (RTPI 1990) together with a note of
the Nature Conservancy Council's response. That was prepared by
Institute of Transport Studies at Leeds University and stressed the
inviolability of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) , the high
land take of new motorways (25 acres a mile) and the DTp forecasts of 83 - 142 percent traffic growth by 2025, accommodated by
new road building with dire consequences for nature conservation
and the environment in general. But it made no new proposals for
bringing much more of the environmental costs into the equation of
measurable
costs and benefits have been reported (Nature
Conservancy 1990). RTPI pleaded the difficulty of costing the
environmental impact but still contrasted the economic with the

environmental effects while stressing the need to weigh up the later
sufficiently.
SACTRA was originally due to report in December 1990 but to date
has not appeared (latest indication is mid January 1992).
The difficulty of the absolute costing and valuation of the
environment is acknowledged in this paper but it should be much
less of a problem to establish a fair comparative basis for costing
different road and other transport infrastructure schemes. Similarly,
it is only in comparative terms that the major transport benefit
measurement of time savings has general validity.
The rest of this paper introduces the 'RESTITUTION COST'
approach to environmental evaluation, which is based on the cost of
restoring and fully re-instating the transport corridor to its former
condition. The paper is a development
of our independent
submission to SACTRA (Bruce and Plumridge 1990).
The purpose of Social Cost Benefit Analysis (SCBA) is to bring as
much of the effects of an investment scheme into the 'hard'
economic argument to produce a rate of return and thereby help to
guide (political) decision takers. Other elements may not be residual
but if the are not quantified in money terms they have been regularly
undervalued in the process of reaching policy conclusions.
The urgent need is to bring a much higher proportion
of
environmental costs into the 'hard' money-based analysis rather than
leave them in the 'soft' weighted-by-judgement part of the appraisal.
The Environmental Statements (ES) required under the European
Directive of 1985 should be seen more as precursors to effective
SCBA, setting the context rather than sufficient in themselves to
balance the 'hard' Rate of Return obtained from SCBA or Financial
Appraisal. The reasons were brought out by Norman Lee (Lee
1991). He showed that listing, however crudely, the absolute effects
of a single major project on the environment is the essence of an ES.
This is a necessary but not sufficient basis for decision taking. The
recent dissatisfaction of the European Commission reinforces the
necessity to improve and develop the links (October 1991).
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The ES on the Bristol City Centre section of the proposed light rail
transit route, published by the Avon Metro Joint Project Group
(Kennedy et al. 1991), demonstrates the value and the limitations.
The value is that the analysis has allowed a number of useful
recommendations to be incorporated into the final proposal and
provided much useful public information. The weaknesses are: first
that none of the environmental benefits are put in (the Section 56
application is a separate document) and secondly there is no basis
for comparison either with other Metro schemes, with traffic
management
schemes or with road investment
like the
contemporaneous St Philips Spine Road also in inner Bristol.
Social Cost Benefit Analysis including Restitution Cost
To achieve the objective of bringing as much as possible of the ES
listed environmental
costs into the 'hard' analysis, the
RESTITUTION COST approach is based on the cost of completely
re-instating the disrupted corridor to its former condition. Transport
users could then be asked to make closer to proper restitution to
society for their disruption of the corridor and the environment.
Cm698 on privately financed Toll Roads asserts that 'assets'
constructed by private finance should revert to the State at the end
of a concession period (DTp, 1989). The concept of reversion
because the land will have been compulsorily purchased through the
powers of the State, strengthens the rationale for making RESTITUTION to society for the environmental disruptiop.
The rights of the State to reversion are exactly similar in concept to
the rights of society to RESTITUTION. All that is implied is that
the residual value of the transport investment may actually be
negative (ie a liability) rather than a positive asset (Mishan 1990).
The residual liability of a transport infrastructure investment to the
ecology of the world may be established by reference to the Pearce
Report's discussion of 'existence' value as well as 'use' value (OECD
1989).
At the time of the investment decision, the 'existence' value of the
corridor through which the transport infrastructure is to run can be
accurately and consistently assessed hy requiring a full estimate of

the cost of restituting all land, ground water and buildings,
dis placed, blighte d or des troyed by tr ans port infr astructure.
Conventional civil engineering and building costing techniques can
be used to calculate the RESTITUTION works required.
The RESTITUTION COST of a transport infrastructure project is
measured comparatively by the cost of restoring the corridor to its
original condition, including full re-instatement of the ecology.
It would

be a req uirement
for proposers
of a transport
infrastructure investment to incorporate such RESTITUTION
COSTS into their SCBA having analyzed and calculated them as
part of the environmental
assessment
required
for the
Environmental Statement. A specific method suggested is by
assessing a 'rent' for the whole assumed life of the project to
compensate society for the 'existence value' of the corridor's ecology
and heritage.( cf. Alastair Morton's suggestion to the CBI conference
(Morton 1991».
Government could ensure that this is brought within the Financial
Analysis by actually charging such rent to the budget of the Highway
Authority or other promoter. Ideally this would be recovered from
users of the facility through pricing but only if that can be done in a
way neutral between different forms of transport.
Incorporating the RESTITUTION cost would at the margin reduce
investment in new transport corridors compared with intensifying
the use of existing corridors, for example by:
rail electrification,
tilting high speed train technology,
improved traffic engineering,
improved signalling and use of information technology to
reduce traffic by improved navigation by road users.
metro rail schemes using existing streets and corridors.
Within transport investment budgets, the effect of RESTITUTION
costing might be to favour options designed to lessen environmental
damage. EG tunnelling
rather than cuttings or in certain
circumstances bridges. (See examples in Annexes 1 and 2)
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b)

99% - 1% RESTITUTION
Applicable to landscape and buildings, largely according
to
the percentage and time of change as measured on large scale
OS maps or, where available, aerial surveys for the impact
corridor of the scheme.

c)

0% REST1TUTION
Applicable
only
dereliction.

Weighting of Restitution
How much RESTITUTION
should be costed into particular
schemes and options would depend on the current 'existence' value
of the land and townscape through which the scheme passes. Initial
suggestions for weighting 'existence' value by the degree of change
over past decades between absolutes of 100% and 0% for derelict
land.

to

areas

of industrial

and

other

The presumption would be for 100% restitution and the burden of
proof would lie with the proposer of the scheme - the Highway
Authority or any other projector of railway or road investment,
including private consortia (eg Private Toll Roads or Rapid Transit
Services). Such justification would form part of the Environmental
Statement required under European Directive on environmental
assessment and could be considered in any public consultation and
at any subsequent public inquiry.

It is important
to note that the RESTITUTION
COST is not a
substitute for compensation
to individual owners or neighbours.
Effective and sufficient payments to such individuals are transfer
payments
important
to the internal
financial
appraisal
of a
development but not included in a SCBA. Kaldor-Hicks would still
apply but actual proper compensation would be better.

As a starting point for debate, the following suggestions are made:

Restitution costing would not deter new transport investment. But it
would tend to improve decision making between alternatives (for
example between roads and public transport) by bring into the Rate
of Return calculations
a comparative
measure of environmental
costs. Further work is required
and proposed
on the detailed
application of the method, first to recent, well existing schemes and
later to new schemes. This paper is intended to move on the debate.

a)

100% RESTITUTION
Applicable
for landscape
in National
Parks, Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, National Trust land and Sites of
Special
Scientific
Interest
(SSSI's)
etc. and landscape
unchanged
since before the 2nd World War (1939). Also
Archaeological sites.
Applicable to the built environment
Listed
Buildings,
Conservation
substantially
unchanged
since

of Ancient Monuments,
Areas and buildings
before
the 2nd World

War(1939).
Most buildings over 50 years old would qualify for 100% reinstatement as by that time they are beyond their immediate
investment life, have been colonised by flora and fauna and
have become part of 'cultural' landscape. Where a building or
artefact is unique and irreplaceable,the
cost should be for
dismantling,
storage and reconstruction.
If the Abu Simnel
Temple in Upper Egypt can be bodily moved so can almost
anything!

Conclusions

By using
corridor
arbitrary
transport
will have

the easily calculated cost of completely re-instating
the
ecology, restitution
costing would balance the equally
but well established comparative measure of benefits from
investment - the value of leisure time. And HM Treasury
some numbers about the environment to 'prove' it exists.
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ANNEX 1
APPLICA nON TO RECENT EXAMPLES OF
TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT.

In the following cases of completed
or nearly completed
investment, the restitution cost can be calculated by the cost of
undoing the works to restore the ecology of the corridor.
1) Okehampton By-Pass: would have strengthened case not to
tear chunks of hillside out of the National Park of Dartmoor.
2) Conwy By-pass: would give more than political
justification
to the massively expensive sunken tube across the estuary solution
to removing trunk road traffic from the medieval walled town.
Abandonment
of the sunken tube would be easily enough
reabsorbed by the estuary just as wrecks are soon absorbed as part
of the maritime ecology so long as no hazardous chemicals have
been involved.
3) Channel Tunnel: incorporation of the Restitution cost of the
cross channel link options might have forced more serious
consideration of the through rail only option (see argument in
papers by Brian Parker.) This option was dismissed politically at an
early stage but would very likely have been environmentally more
friendly as the much lesser restitution cost would have shown: no
terminals, less waste disposal from a smaller bore tunnel (Berne
Gauge only), fewer motorway links. As cost overruns plague the
current project, it would probably have been a better financial
investment as well!
4) Durham quarry: The recent David Bellamy supported scheme
by quarry owners to transport bodily a complete ecology to allow it
to be replaced after quarrying is finished shows the practicality of
restitution and therefore the plausibility of costing it. (Radio 4 on
July 1990)

ANNEX 2:
APPLICATION TO EXAMPLES OF PROPOSED
TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT.
In the following cases the acceptance of the concept of the
Restitution
cost at the public inquiry either might have
altered the Inspectors' / Department of Transport's
decision
or could still alter it.
1) Winchester By-pass: would put money values behind the
vain defence
of the archaeological
and ecological
importance
of St Catherine's
Hill. The quotation
of the
Secr e tary of Sta t e is telling: ' environmental
issues cannot ...
be considered
in isolation from the objective of achieving
value for mbney to which the Government
remains
committed'.
English Heritage after quoting this statement
goes on to bemoan the current lack of a "framework for a
notional 'value for money' costing for preserving the historic
environment that is sustainable at a Public Inquiry." £92 million extra to tunnel an alternative could well be justified by
reference to the different Restitution costs of re-instating the
landscape.
2) Channel Tunnel rail links: particularly if associated with
alternative motorway links through Kent, an Restitution cost
analysis of different ways of bringing high speed trains to the
English end of the Channel Tunnel would help to specify the
options. It would favour options with steeper curves and
gradients because they are easier to fit into the landscape:
for instance the Italian designed tilting train - the 'Pendular'
which achieves high speeds on less savagely direct tracks.
3) Avon Metro Bristol: the very low Restitution
Cost of a
street-running and old- railway-corridor-using
light rail transit
scheme would strengthen
the economic
case for such
investment being supported from the public sector.
4) Bicycle
Planning:
transport
options
for more
sustainable
forms of transport
such as bicycles are also
much less land hungry and would be likely to demonstrate
better rates of return against more 'Restitution
costly'
alternative uses of local highway budgets.
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It is noticeable that the first two examples, the Winchester By-pass

Morton A. (1991) to CBI Conference reported as "The Pollution
Levy solution". The Guardian 6th November 1991.

and the Channel rail link, are independently in the European
Commission's list of major projects with inadequate environmental
assessment.

Nature Conservancy (1990) Evidence to SACTRA reported in The
Planner, Vol 76 No.17

Further examples can easily be imagined, and can form the basis for
investigation of the effectiveness of the approach proposed.

OECD (1989) Environmental Policy BCTlefits- Monetary Values.
Paris.
Parkinson, Cecil former Secretary of State for Transport speaking to
Conference of Chartered Institute of Transport, June 1990.
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Sources for the examples are:
Okehampton Bypass - The Planner Vol 76 No.26 1990.
Conwy Tunnel- Welsh Office.
Channel Tunnel - The 'Mousehole' scheme Brian Parker, British
and French Rail gave it up in 1985 so long as the new schemes for
motor transits incorporated rail.

Durham Quarry - no transport
Radio, 4 July 1990

but actual re-instatement

BBC

Winchester Bypass - English Heritage Monitor June 1990
Channel Tunnel Rail Links - D.M. Bruce for TUCC for Western
England 1991 'The Western Approach' and Malcolm Southgate;
both addressed T.E.G. February 1991 One-Day Conference - report
in Transport Economist, August 1991.
Avon Metro - op.cit. Kennedy et al.
Bicycle Planning - John Grimshaw of Sustrans The Planner, Vol 76
No.121990

STOP PRESS
June 17th TEG Meeting at 6.30pm.
A talk is being arranged on "Options for BR Prlvatisation".
The speaker has not been announced yet.
Peter White, TEG Chairman and Senior Lecturer in Public Transport, was
appointed as a Professor of the Polytechnic of Central London at the
Polytechnic's Court of Governors' meeting on 30th March 1992. He will
continue to be responsible for postgraduate teaching and research in the
field of public passenger transport (road and rail). His current specific
research interests include bus and coach safety, bus and coach deregulation
and trip-chaining analysis of passenger demand.
He joins two other professors: the recently appointed Director of the
Transport Studies Group, Peter Jones (see page 20) and Mike Browne, the
BRS Professor of Transport.
Tony F10werdew is carrying out some comparative research into urban
transport problems in Europe and would be pleased to hear from anyone
who would be willing to help by answering all or part of a short
questionnaire (as soon as possible but not later than June 8). His address is
79 Old Dover Road, Canterbury, Kent
3DB and his telephone and fax
number is 0227 456457. The Editor has a copy of the questionnaire if
anyone wishes to help.
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Tony would also like to hear from any academic or other institution who
either already has formed or is thinking of forming links with organisations
in the transport sector in Czechoslovakia. Please contact him at the same
address or by phone/fax as soon as possible but not later than August 8th.

