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December's meeting was addressed by Peter Leach, Principal Consultant, who has
been involved in the ROMANSE studies for the past five years, with the Wootton
Jeffreys consultancy (now merged with W.S. Atkins.) Previously, he worked in local
transport planning with the Royal Borough of Kingston and Woking Borough Council.
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ROMANSE (ROad MANagement System for Europe) is a collaborative programme
under the European Commission's 'DRIVE II' funding, based on efforts in Hampshire,
primarily around Southampton, where a number of initiatives are being tested in
parallel to ascertain their effect.
During the 1980s it was found that growing demand could not be satisfied simply by
more road building, and hence there was a shift to optimise and enhance existing
networks. Under the 'DRIVE I' programme, research and development in new
technologies was encouraged.
Under 'DRIVE II', field trials of this new technology are taking place. ROMANSE
involves a partnership of Hampshire County Council, Southampton City Council, the
Transportation Research Group of Southampton University, Siemens Plessey,
Ordnance Survey, TRL, BBC local rl;ldio/television and Ford Motors, with Atkins
Wootton Jeffreys as consultant. The University of Westminster Transport Studies
Group is also involved in surveys of public reaction to the new systems. ROMANSE
is part of the 'SCOPE' project under DRIVE II, with parallel projects to Southampton
taking place in Cologne (Germany) and Piraeus (Greece).
The aims are to improve the environment in which we live and work by using
technology, through enabling travellers to choose the best transport option (private or
public). Growing concern with environmental effects of transport is an underlying
aspect, but the emphasis is on travellers making their own, informed choices, while not
overloading them with information.
Objectives are to:
• provide accurate, timely and relevant travel information
• encourage use of public transport
• improve transport system efficiency
• provide decision makers with improved information.
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Elsewhere in Europe, integrated urban/interurban traffic control centres have been set
up, notably in France and Spain, with a national/regional/local hierarchy. This is less
evident in Britain. In Hampshire, prior to ROMANSE, separate approaches had been
developed for motorway control (based in Winchester), and urban traffic control
systems (based in Southampton, Winchester and Portsmouth). Under the ROMANSE
Traffic and Travel Information Centre (TTIC), control is based at Southampton, with
links to centres at Winchester and Portsmouth.
Public transport has a major role in ROMANSE, notably through the STOPWATCH
system on a major corridor in Southampton. From the user's point of view, this
provides an information display similar to that of COUNTDOWN in London (see The
Transport Economist, Volume 20(3), for the report of Stephen Balogh's talk to the
Group), using automatic vehicle location to provide bus arrival times. It has been
installed at 43 bus stops (about 10% of all stops in Southampton), on about 75 vehicles
of the Citybus fleet and 39 of Solent Blue Line. Talking bus stops have also been
tested.
'TRIPlanners' provide information on all modes of transport, activated by touchscreen user response. Ten are now provided, including locations at hospitals,
Southampton airport, the University, rail and ferry stations.
Urban traffic management is provided mainly through SCOOT (Split Cycle Offset
Optimisation Technique) linking of traffic signals (which includes real-time response
to changing conditions) to optimise settings, upgrade to version 2.4. CCTV is also
installed at over 12 locations, including motorway junctions.
Variable Message Signs (VMS) provide travel information to travellers outbound from
the city on key arterials. A Parking Guidance System (PGS) provides parking
information through roadside displays. A colour-coding system is used for the main
groups of car parks (north, south and west). In addition, local radio (Radio Solent)
and television is used to provide information from the TTIC on peak hour conditions.
A central processor provides interfaces between urban traffic control, incident
detection systems, variable message signs and the travel terminals.
From the economist's point of view, the evaluation of benefits from the system are the
main focus of interest. Do they justify the capital and operating costs involved? An
approach is being taken which covers both a monetary framework of a conventional
kind (cost-benefit analysis and cost-effectiveness analysis), and a 'non-monetary
framework' using multi-criteria analysis. There is some concern that standard
evaluation techniques may not be able to cope with all aspects of a project of this type.

Seven broad groups of indicators are used:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

provision and use of ATT (Advanced Transport Telematics)
individual behavioural changes
aggregated effects by time of day (e.g. at peaks)
public transport impacts
road network impacts
car park impacts
modal shift, hopefully towards public transport.

These are backed up by 26 more detailed measures.
A base comparison is being made with a "do nothing" situation, allowing for changes
in population, economic trends, transport supply and land use. Under such conditions,
one would expect significantly increased vehicular traffic flows, and use of car parks,
together with increased delays and longer journey times (including car park queuing
and search time).
Evidence has been collected through on-street surveys, car park surveys, focus groups
(of residents and visitors), hall-based interviews, and panel surveys. Data are also
being obtained on car park use, bus service reliability and patronage, and car journey
times. Computer simulation (the INSIGHT package: INteractive Simulation of
Information Guiding Household Travel) has been used to assess travellers' responses.
Figure 1 shows the actual performance of the five elements of ROMANSE. It shows
that "awareness" is generally high, with over 60% for the PGS. For all products,
respondents gave an "importance" rating of over 50%. However when it came to
extent of use, the ratings were much lower with PGS and Radio Solent scoring over
20%.
Car drivers placed particular value on the PGS and VMS, but less so on the
TRIPlanner. On the other hand, public transport users understandably gave greatest
weighting to STOPWATCH.
Users' ranking of importance of various features were compared with Hampshire
County Council's spending priorities. Much greater future use was anticipated,
especially for TRIPlanner.
Effects on user behaviour were most evident from the parking guidance and Radio
Solent information. STOPWATCH is used by bus passengers, although effects on
ridership are not yet clear.
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Peter Leach's talk was accompanied by an exceptionally clear and logical sequence of
information through colour slides.
Figure 1: Actual performance

Clearly, the longer-run evaluation of schemes such as ROMANSE will be of particular
importance in that the full effect of behavioural changes may take some time to
emerge.
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Combined cost of the six products is £2.1 million. Evaluation depends upon a number
of assumptions, notably whether R&D costs are included or excluded, lifetime of
equipment and the discount rate assumed (5% or 8%). Not surprisingly, the best case
emerges with a 5% discount rate, excluding R&D costs, and a long payback period.
Another approach to evaluation is to look at the time savings which would be needed
in order to justify the expenditure on systems. In general, these are quite low and only
in the 'worst case' (VMS and TRIPlanner) were savings of over 5 minutes per person
needed to justify the cost.
The likely effects may also be summarised through a simple tabular presentation,
including likely outcomes (positive and negative) with or without ROMANSE, for
various indicators.
In summary, Peter Leach concluded that ROMANSE was the dominant option over
"do nothing" in all but two categories: road network impacts (neutral) and costs. The
regime analysis demonstrated that the "do nothing" option should only be preferred if
it is viewed as a more than five times as important that costs are minimised.

Report by Peter White, incorporating the notes of Graham Tanner (University of
Westminster)
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COMPANY CAR TAXATION:
THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND TRANSPORT POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Malcolm Ferguson, Institute for European Environmental Policy

Malcolm Fergusson began by giving a brief history of the development of company
cars in Britain. The TEST report in 1984 highlighted that the introduction of company
cars had initially been a way of getting round wages restraint policies during the
1970's. The report indicated that the proportion of company cars in the vehicle stock
increased from 4% in 1965 to around 10% in 1984, with 50% of new cars being
purchased by companies and a further 10% by the self-employed. The report brought
out the social equity dimension, the effects on the transport system and the
environmental impacts.

they consume more fuel and have marginally higher emissions of CO2 and other
pollutants.
Distances travelled
Taking non-business motoring (i.e. commuting and other private use), company cars
cover 5,440 miles more than private cars (see figure 1). When aggregated for the
entire company car population (2,535,000 or 12% of total cars), this extra mileage
amounts to 14 billion vehicle miles every year (about 7% of UK car travel).

Figure 1: Annual Mileage of Cars

litl ------------------

In 1990, Greenpeace issued a report which raised the issue again in terms of the public
subsidy of company cars having an effect on pollution and "greenhouse" emissions.
The Treasury began to increase the scale of charges and national insurance also began
to be charged.
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In 1995, London Transport commissioned the speaker to update the previous work.
1O~
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Policy Context

0'

The issue of company cars can be viewed in the policy context of:
• reducing the need to travel,
• reducing CO2 to 1990 levels by 2000,
•
•
•
•
•
•

managing air quality,
influencing land use towards sustainability,
encouraging more environmentally-friendly modes of travel,
slowing the road building programme,
reducing accidents, and
green company images.

Company cars and the Environment
It is typical for company cars to have larger engines than those purchased privately. In
the first four months of 1995, the engine capacity of company cars was l81cc greater
than privately registered cars (1,713cc compared to 1,532cc). This tendency for
companies to purchase cars with larger engines has an important environmental effect -

Free fuel

Other household
Nofreefuej

Self employed

Company Car
•

Other private use ilQ{l Commuting

Soura::: Fergusson

business

C31'

Private Car
~Business

and Taylor, 1995

Figure 1 also illustrates that commuting forms the greater part of the extra private
mileage that has an important influence on overall patterns of journey to work and
upon the competitive position of public transport.
Company cars provided with free fuel for private use tend to travel greater distances
for all journey purposes than those where no free fuel is provided. The self-employed
business car category shows that when the car user remains responsible for paying for
car use, then commuting and other private mileage are much lower.
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Company cars in London
A study by the Transport Research Laboratory (TRL) in 1991 found that the
proportion of company-owned cars in London traffic was continuing to increase and
amounted to more than half of peak-hour inbound trips. If the provision of parking
space is included, 80% of all cars entering central London in the peak received some
form of assistance. In contrast, only 39% of public transport passengers received any
form of help with their travel costs, and the majority of these were season ticket loans.
The study noted that the availability of a parking space strongly determined whether
the journey to central London is made by car. Commuting by car into central London
will continue to be limited by the supply of parking spaces rather than parking costs
since these are generally reimbursed by the employer.
The occupancy levels of company cars at 1.25 were much lower than for privately
owned cars which is 1.37. Cars, while only carrying 15% of people into central
London, contribute disproportionately to congestion and pollution and impede buses
which further compounds the problems.
Company cars and safety
The available evidence shows that company car drivers are more likely to have an
accident than drivers of privately-owned cars. However, given the greater distances
travelled by company cars, the accident rate per kilometre is very similar. Fergusson
has estimated because of the extra distance travelled on non-business use by company
cars there are 11,842 extra accidents leading to extra costs of £414 million.

The Company Car Tax System
An employee

• is required to pay income tax (at their marginal rate) on a "benefit charge" which is
intended to reflect the cost of providing the benefit in kind of private use of the car.
• income tax is payable on a "scale charge" which varies with the engine capacity and
type (petrol or diesel) where fuel for private use is provided free by the employer.

An employer
• is required to pay Class lA National Insurance Contributions on the benefit charges
for a company car and free fuel.
• VAT is paid by the employer which cannot be recovered when purchasing a car for
an employee. However, VAT on maintenance and running expenses (including fuel)
is recoverable.

• can claim the cost of providing the car as a capital allowance against corporation
tax.
Fifty seven percent of company car tax payers claim between 2,500 and 18,000
business miles in a year and are therefore entitled to a discount of one-third on the
calculated benefit charge. A further 30% claim over 18,000 business miles entitling
them to a two-thirds discount.
Looking at the most significant features of the current company tax regime will help to
determine whether the tax levied is a fair reflection of the benefit received and whether
the system is equitable. It is very important to establish whether there is undertaxation and effectively a subsidy on company car use which will induce further
driving. This, in tum, will lead to increased congestion, pollution and other adverse
impacts.
Table 1 shows the distribution of company car drivers by business mileage band as
supplied to the Inland Revenue (IR) and derived from the National Travel Survey
(NTS) for 1991/93. The IR data indicates a total tax liability of £1,290 million whilst
the NTS shows a much higher total of £1,680 million. This is largely due to the higher
proportion of vehicles in the lower mileage band which are taxed at a higher level.

Table 1: Tax liability of company car drivers by mileage band
Business mileage
Vebicle category

< 2,500 miles
2,500-18,000 miles
> 18,000 miles
Second cars
Total

IR 1992/93
Company cars
Tax liability
(%)
(£m)

NTS 1991193
Company cars
New tax liability
(£m)
(%)

10
57
30
3

210
830
210
40

48
35
14
3

1,030
510
100
40

100

1,290

100

1,680

The fuel scale is a flat rate charge based on engine type and size and is completely
unaffected by the distance driven or the amount of fuel consumed for personal
business. This allows the beneficiaries to travel at effectively zero marginal cost,
encouraging additional car use (as shown in figure 1). In effect, the recipient of free
fuel (estimated at 910,000) is receiving nearly £300 of fuel as a tax-free benefit.
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The overall taxation lost from company cars through distortion of the distribution of
vehicles by business mileage bands, the true value of free fuel and those vehicles
evading tax completely is shown in table 2.

Table 2: Summary of revenue lost on company cars (£ millions)
Source of
taxation lost

Income tax

National
Insurance

VAT

Total

390

126

n1a

516

79

27

39

145

Currently untaxed
vehicles and fuel

284

93

22

399

Total

753

246

61

1,060

Mileage bands
Free fuel

The provisions of free parking to employees who drive to work is not subject to
taxation. The provision of company cars and free parking can seriously affect
commuting patterns - it is the main determinant of whether a car is used.

Discussion
Peter White (University of Westminster) opened the discussion by asking if there is
evidence of free fuel being offered in other countries? MF answered that he was not
aware of any examples.
E.Kay (MYA) asked if there were a series of
recommendations from the work? MF: Yes, the main recommendations were: 1)
abolish the amount of the discount available; 2) increase the lower mileage threshold
from £2,500 to £5,000 and 3) abolish free parking.
Stuart Cole (University of North London) inquired how were the Treasury going to be
persuaded to change the rules on tax levels? MF answered by saying that it would be
a reversal of benefit.
Gill Beardwood asked if there is a possibility of putting direct costs onto employers?
MF: no, because a large part of the operation is in fleet management - this is onerous
for employers but cheaper than a cash incentive.
David Starkie (Puttman, Hayes and Bartlett) commented that the biggest asset on the
balance sheet can be the company car with some people only interested in the type of
car - the Treasury did start to take National Insurance contributions which was a
significant change. MF agreed that whilst this was a significant change it did not affect
the employee. DS: very few employers are offering to buyout company cars.
Tony Flowerdew suggested that the low level of take up of season ticket loans is that it
is a fully taxable benefit.

Conclusions
In conclusion, Malcolm Fergusson said that through subsidy and artificial distortions in
the market for transport, the purchase and use of company cars continues to have
significant adverse environmental impacts. These arise from the higher mileages,
larger engine sizes and widespread provision of company cars. This is especially
damaging in congested and polluted urban areas such as London where the potential
benefits of public transport are undermined.

John Cartledge (London Regional Passengers Committee) asked about the political
risk of stopping company car benefit. It is not a good example when bus companies
and World Wide Fund for Nature are giving company cars.
Gillian Beardwood thought that there is a need for some other privilege package to
replace company cars. It appears that some companies are becoming embarrassed,
particularly those taking environmental issues seriously.

Ironically, company car provision also impedes the Government's policies in a number
of ways:

Report by Laurie Baker, Principal Transport Planner, London Borough of Camden

• impeding the government targets on accident reduction,
• limiting the elasticity of fuel demand, thereby reducing the effectiveness of measures
to reduce CO2 emissions in the transport sector,
• exacerbate urban congestion and undermining attempts to make public transport
more attractive, and
• impeding the stated aim of curbing the growth in transpOlt demand.

Further Reading
Transport and Environment Studies (TEST): The Company Car Factor. TEST Report
no.58 for London Amenity and Transport Association, December 1984.
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Company Car Taxation: The Transport and
Environment Dimensions - a review of developments. A report to London Transport,
Malcolm

Fergusson

and David Taylor:

THE LONDON CONGESTION CHARGING STUDY
Clive Gilliam, The MY A Consultancy

July 1995.
P.Kompfer,

R.H.C.Hudson,

Assistance

in the London Area.

K.Shoarian-Sattari
Research

Laboratory,

1991.

and D.M.Todd:
Company Travel
Report 326, Transport
Research

Clive Gilliam prefaced this talk by a discussion of its title, explaining that the project
had started life as an investigation of Road Pricing but ended as a Congestion
Charging Study. Furthermore the objective of the programme had initially been "to
assess the case for and against, and the practical feasibility of, implementing
congestion charging within the M25" but after a short initial period the focus had
narrowed to a much smaller region.
The MY A Consultancy managed the project, which had required the letting of 21
contracts among 27 organisations over a period of 3 years. Close co-operation with
the DoT had been essential. The full results of this study may be found in the threevolume Final Report ("a bargain at £150"). There is also a Summary Report and the
work is currently being described in a series of articles in Traffic Engineering and
Control.
Figure 1 shows the programme structure, the initial Design stage of which absorbed
considerable effort. The Technology available developed throughout the three years of
the programme.

Figure 1: Structure of Research Programme

Technology
Review

Transport Model
Development

I Transport I-Research

Progr~mme I
DeSign

I

I

I

Charging Option
Tests

H

Technology &
Administration

I
Option Assessments

I
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speed, Cllnent technology requires overhead equipment. The target for London was to
locate such equipment at the side of single two lane roads and from light cantilever
gantries over three or more lane roads but it was not clear that currently available
systems would be sufficiently unobtrusive for public acceptance.

The specification of the Administration was also a significant task, comparable with
the specification of the Technology.

Congestion charging options
Modelling of impacts

Ideally, charges would be directly related to the amount of travel and would therefore
be based on a travel characteristic such as travel time, travel distance or the amount of
congestion caused. Cordon, screenline or area charging schemes are susceptible to
boundary effects and can even encourage increased travel by those who have paid the
charge. However both congestion metering and time charging were rejected early in
the project, both on grounds of safety (the inducement to unsafe speeds) and because
of problems with the technology. Distance charging was considered for a long time
but the technology was again found not sufficiently reliable or fraud-proof. Also
distance based schemes can encourage traffic to concentrate on minimum distance
routes.

APRIL\ LTS2, and WILTRAM3 were the three main transport models used and their
respective contributions are shown in Table 1. The LTS model was central to the
work, producing data for input to the other two programmes and also providing the
detailed public transport forecasts. APRIL (ME&P) was used for fme disaggregation
of the demand categories and to examine the effects of travel time choice, the response
to unreliability and the results of changes in trip frequency. WILTRAM, an existing
SATURN model of an area in West London, was used for local case studies in that
sample area.

It was concluded that point based systems using cordons, screenlines or cells (small
areas surrounded by cordons) were the main contenders.

Table 1: The Modelling Framework
Tier 3:
Local (WIL TRAM)

Tier 2:
LTS

Tier 1:
Strategic (APRIL)

Model

Cordons
A Central Cordon was defmed on the line of London's Inner Ring Road. An Inner
Cordon was defmed on the North and South Circular Roads and an Inner Cordon Pair
was defmed by the South Circular plus a roughly symmetric northern extension and the
North Circular plus a roughly symmetric southern extension. Radial screenlines, to
charge for orbital movement, were added in some of the Charging Structures tested.
Networks of cells were considered but were found to increase the implementation
costs unacceptably.

In-Vehicle Unit (lVU) Technology

r

Many accounting/enforcement systems were considered. Of those associated with a
central computing (off-vehicle accounting) the technology of read-only tags was well
established but provided the user with no information. Read-and-write tags could
provide users with limited information and smart cards would allow on-vehicle
accounting but with both these latter options the technology was limited in actual
applications and possibly open to fraud. Enforcement was a major consideration. The
volumes of traffic involved were such that only automatic enforcement was feasible
and this required licence plate and vehicle type identification of violators. To locate a
violator unambiguously in all weather conditions, at any level of flow and at any

f!~

Purpose

Demand and Supply

Base forecasts and
Network Modelling

Highway Modelling

Spatial Detail

Coarse
(London: 45 zones)

Medium (249 districts,
925 zones)

Fine

Coverage

London

London

West London (part)

Other Dimensions

fine time periods
fine person types
fine trip purposes

Highways and
public transport

Highways

1

APRIL

is an incremental

Progra=e
2

strategic

model developed

for the Congestion

Charging

Research

by Marcial Echenique & Partners.

LTS is a four-stage

model of London managed by MY A which provided

the demand base for

APRIL.
3

WILTRAM

is a SATURN model of part of Inner West London developed by Halcrow Fox ..
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The LASERl package was used to examine the effects on the urban economy.

Charging tests
Twenty cordon based charging structures were tested; two distance-based
structure
were also examined. The cordon-based options varied according to cordon location,
use of screenlines, direction of charge (inbound, outbound or both), charge ratio by
time of day, and charge ratio by location.
Structure A was the simplest (inbound
Central Cordon) and Structure W the most complex (all three cordons plus four
screenlines).
Structure A produced significant improvements to the traffic situation in
Central London and had some very limited benefits in Inner London.
The traveller
disbenefits rose rapidly with increased charges and the maximlUll overall benefits were
achieved when the charges were low.
Structure W produced
slightly smaller
improvements
in Central London and substantial benefits in Inner London, the
screenlines increasing the economic and environmental benefits of the three cordons.
There were positive benefits to both medium and low income travellers.
Table 2
shows the estimated 'London-wide'
impacts of Structure A and of Structure W when
the charge was high (£8 per day).

Table 2: London-wide Impacts, High Charge

Central
Inner

Pollution (% change)

CO Central + Inner
C02 Central + Inner

Accidents (% change)

London

Traveller Benefits (£m pa)

high income
medium income
low income

Economic benefits (£m pa)

London

Revenue (£m pa)

Local impacts
Table 3 shows some of the calculated local impacts. Structure W,
showed noticeable speed increases. The effects on noise were very
but accidents
were noticeably
down with W.
Inevitably
inconsistencies between the different models but at this level the

Table 3: Local Impacts, High Charge
Structure A

Structure W

Inner Ring
Between Rings
N&S Circular
Whole Area

-2
-4
-3

+8
+7
-7
+8

CO (% change)

Whole Area

-I

-5

C02 (% change)

Whole Area

0

-6

Noise (% change)

Link > 75dB(A)

-22

-37

Accidents (% changes)

Whole Area

-I

-9

Structure W

-I

+32
+4

+26
+10

-12
-6

-23
-12

-3

-5

-80
0
+2

-138
+13
+10

+159

+446

Impact on the urban economy

+415

+739

Employment in Central London was forecast to increase 1%-2%, with both residents
and workers benefiting from the lowered traffic levels. Overall, Central London was
expected to benefit but, depending on the charging structure, Inner London might
suffer.

1

unlike Structure A,
small in both cases
there were some
WILTRAM values

were accepted.

Speed (% change)
Structure A

Speed (% change)

For Structure W the traveller disbenefit was of the same order of magnitude as the
benefits. The main surprise was that, at this level of analysis, it did not appear that
high income families were benefiting at the expense of the others.
Further
disaggregation showed, however, that bus users were gaining but that low income car
owners were losing.

LASER model of London and South East developed by Marcial Echenique & Partners and based
on their MEPLAN land use/transport interaction model..
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Costs, revenues and benefits

The overall conclusions were that congestion charging:

The implementation and operating costs (particularly for Structure W) would clearly
be substantial but there are many unknowns, such as the cost of future technology, of
establishing and operating a Congestion Charging Authority and distributing lVUs and
of installing in-street equipment. Table 4 shows some of the estimated costs, revenues
and benefits. Revenues would be significant and could be used to subsidise public
transport investment. Parking operators would lose revenue and fuel duty revenue
would decrease.

would reduce traffic and improve the environment;
could provide net benefits and rapid economic and fmancial payback;
would cause most disbenefit to car users;
would benefit bus users;
would, on average, benefit lower income more than higher income households;
would probably have only small effects on the urban economy; and
is unlikely to be a popular policy.

The use of the net revenues would probably be crucial to both public acceptance and
to the net effect on London's economy.

Table 4: Costs, Revenues and Benefits
Costs (£ millions)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Central Cordon
Inbound

Three Cordons
and Screenlines
In & Outbound

Discussion

Low charge
(£2 per day)

Implementation
Annual operating
Annual revenue (£m)
Payback time
Net Average Annual Benefit

135
55
160
< 2 years
25

330
155
275
< 4 years
-30

Opening the questioning, Peter White (University of Westminster) asked about the
expected benefits to emergency vehicles. The speaker confIrmed that these had been
identified as exempted categories and would benefit from the increased speeds but said
that the effect had not been quantified.

High charge
(£8 per day)

Implementation
Annual operating
Annual Revenue (£m)
Payback time
Net Average Annual Benefit

135
55
465
< 1 year
55

330
155
785
< 1 year
185

Andrew Spencer (University of Westminster) asked if there were no alternatives to the
overhead gantries. He suggested under-road mechanisms or attachments to existing
roadside features. The speaker said that it was certainly assumed that as much use as
possible would be made of bridges and other existing features but that substantial new
infrastructure would inevitably be needed.

Conclusions
Clive Gilliam concluded by saying that the work had been the most extensive study of
congestion charging undertaken and that there had been significant advances in
transport modelling. Four key issues were identified.
• with current technology, cordon or cellular based systems are the only feasible
options with the latter unlikely to be fmancially viable;
• dealing with occasional users would be difficult;
• the provision of charge privileges would add considerable complexity and cost; and
• effective automatic enforcement could be compromised by the use of licence plates,
and the necessary roadside equipment is, at present, visually intrusive.

Jangh Yan (UCL) asked about the effect of applying charging to the complete area
inside the M25. The speaker replied that we should learn to walk before we tried to
run. In reply to a further question he said that the demand elasticities within APRIL
were researched by Halcrow Fox.
Peter Burgess, returning to the question of the gantries, pointed out that a less strict
technology, i.e. one which missed a moderate percentage of defaulters, would not have
much effect on the economics of the system. The speaker said that it was considered
essential to avoid a 'poll tax effect' and not to allow public perception that avoidance
was likely to be undetected.
Ian Gilliver (W.S.Atkins Planning Consultants) asked if, with charging in London,
residents might not relocate. The speaker said that the lower traffic levels in Central
London would counter increased charges.
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Tony Flowerdew (freelance consultant) asked if cordon pricing had been compared
with parking taxation. The speaker said that this had not been in the brief accepted by
MVA
David Van Rest asked about the political acceptability of charging. The speaker
explained that at the start of the project MV A had suggested surveying various groups,
including politicians. In the event only very limited social research, not including
politicians, was carried out.
David Simmonds (David Simmonds Consultancy UK Ltd.) asked the defInition of
'environmental benefits' in the above tables and was told that accidents were included
but pollution was not. He then asked about the Central Area "improvements" to which
the urban economy benefits had been attributed. The speaker said that many small and
competing effects had been identified. The reduced traffic levels would improve life in
Central London.
Ian Birch asked about non-user benefits. Would lower income people living near to
roads benefit from the decreased pollution? This had not been included in the
quantitative benefits.
Peter White (University of Westminster) asked about the implementation of the system
and was told that it was assumed that there would be a Congestion Charging Authority
in the private sector.
Report by Jill Beardwood

Further Reading
London Congestion Charging Research Programme articles in Traffic Engineering and
Control:
1. The Programme in overview, M.Richards, C.Gilliam and lLarkinson: 37(2)
February 1996.
2. Administration and technology, M.Richards, I.Catling, J.Larkinson, S.Murray and
T.Travers: 37(3) March 1996.
3. The assessment methods, AD.May, D.Coombe and C.Gilliam: 37(3) April 1996.
4. The transport models, lBates, I.Williams and D.Coombe: 37(5) May 1996.
5. Assessment of the impacts, AD.May, D.Coombe and T.Travers: 37(6) June 1996.
6. The Findings, M.Richards, C.Gilliam and J.Larkinson: 37(7/8) July/August 1996.

The MVA Consultancy (1995):
The London Congestion Charging Research
Programme - Principal Findings, prepared for the Government Office for London.
HMSO, London.
The MV A Consultancy (1995): The London Congestion Charging Research
Programme - Final Report (3 volumes), prepared for the Government Office for
London. HMSO, London.
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TEGNEWS
REPORT OF THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING, FEBRUARY 1996
The Annual General Meeting of The Transport Economists' Group was held at the
University of Westminster on 21 February 1996. The meeting accepted the reports
from the Chairman and Treasurer for 1995 (reproduced below). Two people (Ian
Gilliver and Andrew Spencer) resigned from the Committee because of changes in
their work and were thanked for their past efforts on behalf of the Group. The Group
is fortunate to have the services of Komad Aspinall who was welcomed as the new
Programme Organiser. Joanna Hase was thanked for her hard work behind the scenes
in setting-up the Journal for the printers and other assistance throughout the year. The
Committee elected to serve in 1996 is also given below.

CHAIRMAN'S

REPORT FOR 1995

1995 saw another successful year for the Group, maintaining its regular programme of
monthly meetings in London at the University of Westminster, and running a further
one-day seminar.
A wide range of topical issues was covered. January saw Matthew Quinn of the DoE
on "Transport - minimising the costs, maximising the benefits', shortly before his
promotion to the government regional office at Bristol. Jeremy Toner of Leeds
University described his work on taxi and hire car licensing in February, followed in
March by the best attended meeting of the year, Phil Goodwin of Oxford University on
issue arising from the SACTRA report, especially the question of induced traffic.
There was no April meeting, summer meetings comprising, in May, David Gane of
Oscar Faber TPA on the Manchester Metrolink - and in June - Jonathan Sloggett,
Managing Director of the Port of Dover, on challenges to the port from the Channel
Tunnel.
An unintended topical note arose from the government's sudden
announcement on the previous day that it intended to privatise the trust ports such as
Dover (a move subsequently deferred).
Autumn meetings began with Alistair Duff of Heathrow Airport on measures to
improve public transport's share oftravel to Heathrow, followed in November by Paul
Buchanan of Halcrow Fox on pricing and fmancing of urban transport. The December
meeting was addressed by Peter Leach of W.S. Atkins on the ROMANSE project in
Southampton.

On 22 February 1995 a one-day seminar was held on the theme of private fmance for
transport infrastructure for public use. Subjects covered by speakers at senior
management level included the Dartford Crossing, Heathrow Express Rail, the
Birmingham Northern Relief Road, the Private Finance Initiative, and Croydon
Tramlink. A full report appeared in our Summer issue.
A second round of the Essay prize competition took place,
Transportation Planning Systems journal.

supported by

Thanks are due to all speakers and the efforts of the committee members, especially
Don Box (fmance and membership), Laurie Baker (editor) and Ian Gilliver
(programme organiser). Fresh faces will be very welcome, both to share the workload
and inject new ideas.

TREASURER'S

REPORT AND ACCOUNTS FOR 1995

1. I am pleased to report another successful fmancial outcome to the pat years'
activities, both to the 'core' activities of meetings and journal publication and to the
one-day seminar run in February. The overall surplus of £316 breaks down to £101
profit on the avoidable costs of the seminar and £215 to the 'core' activities. This
surplus represents 9.5% of income, from all sources. The surplus on the 'core'
activities represents 8.1% of the income from those sources and is thus a
considerable improvement on the corresponding result for 1994 (3.5%).
2. The breakdown of expenditure between the main items and compared with the two
previous years is:

Administration
Publications
Meetings
Seminar

1995
£
756
989
686
559

1994
£
728
927
701

1993
£
737
930
707
499

We do not anticipate any significant increase in the cost of publications this coming
year. 'Publications' includes printing and distribution of the journal, production of
the Members List distributed to members at the end of the year and the Meetings
Programme. Some increase in the cost of meetings is likely during 1996. It is our
policy to make the operation of the seminar self-supporting.
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3. The formal accounts and balance sheet have been made available to members at the
Annual General Meeting and appear in this issue of the journal.

TRANSPORT ECONOMISTS GROUP
INCOME & EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT FOR 1995

4. In view of the favourable fmancial result and relative stability in the costs I am
recommending that the subscription rate remains at £16 for 1996.
5. At 31 December there were 165 members listed for 1995, which is an increase of
four over the corresponding
figure for 1994.
There were 15 cases of lapsed
membership in 1995, but in light of the past experience one or two of these will
return (there were two such cases, from previous years, in 1995). Recruitment is
still buoyant as there are already five new members for 1996 (as at February).
Don Box, Treasurer & Membership

Secretary

Please note:

Income
Subscriptions:

.

\

Seminar
Interest
Other
Expenditure
Administration

18
684
72

Secretary
Other

Publications
Meetings

Seminar
Corporation

£
15
2556
660
61

1994
1995

Room Hire
Entertainment
Insurance

& Expenses

415
158
113

Tax

Don Box - new phone number.
Excess of income over expenditure
Due to changes in the BT network, Don Box's new
number is
0118-9264064.
Although the old number is valid until April 1998,
the new number is now effective.

£

.m.!!

756
989

686
559
4
2994

316

for the year

BALANCE SHEET
Accumulated fund at 31.12.94
Plus: Surplus for 1995
Creditors

£
2314
316

£
2630
513

3143
Represented
by :
Deposit Account
Current Account

2108
1035

3143

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
affairs as at 31 December 1995, and the Income & Expenditure Account properly
reflects the excess of income over expenditure for the year then ended.
J.e. Bentley FCCA
24 Phillimore Road, Emmer Green, Reading.
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COMMITTEE

ELECTED FOR 1996

CHAIRMAN
Peter White, Professor, Transport Studies Group, University of Westminster, 35
Marylebone Road, London NWl 5LS
Tel: 0171-9115000x3104(Fax: 0171-9115057)
VICE CHAIRMAN AND SECRETARY
Peter Collins, Head of Policy and Planning, London Transport Planning, 55
Broadway, London SW1H OBD
Tel: 0171-9183368 (Fax: 0171-9183395)
TREASURER AND MEMBERSHIP SECRETARY
Don Box, 73 Silverdale Road, Earley, Reading RG6 2NF
Tel: 0118-9264064
PUBLICATIONS EDITOR
Laurie Baker, Principal Transport Planner, Environment Department, London
Borough of Camden, Town Hall Extension, Argyle Street, London WCIH 8EQ
Tel: 0171-8605962 (Fax: 0171-8605713)
PROGRAMME ORGANlSER
Konrad Aspinall, Associate, WS Atkins Planning Consultants, Woodcote Grove,
Ashley Road, Epsom, Surrey KT18 5BW
Tel: 01372-726140 (Fax: 01372 740055)
PUBLICITY OFFICER
Martin Lawrence, Oscar Faber TPA, Marlborough House, Upper Marlborough
Road, St. Albans, Hertfordshire ALl 3UT
Tel: 0181-7845830
COMMITTEE MEMBER
Roland Niblett, Colin Buchanan & Partners, 59 Queen's Gardens, London W2 3AF
Tel: 0171-2583799
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MEETINGS PROGRAMME

1996

Following the June 19 meeting on 'The Role of Secondary Airports' there will be a
break for the summer. A programme of meetings is currently being arranged with the
fIrst meeting scheduled for October 16 at the University of Westminster. Details of the
meetings will be included in the summer issue of the Journal.

AWARD OF ESSAY PRIZE
The essay prize offered by 'Transportation Planning Systems' and the Transport
Economists' Group has been awarded to Graham Read of Leeds City Council. He
received the prize - a cheque for £250 - at the TEG meeting on 15 May for his essay
on the theme of the application of the 'Common Appraisal Framework' to road and
public transport investment in Britain. The paper is to appear in a future issue of
'Transportation Planning Systems' published by Landor Publishing.

