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The investigation

In 2022-23 the London Assembly Transport Committee carried out an investigation into the
future of road user charging in London. The investigation focused on examining the
practical issues around the potential introduction of any future road user charging scheme in
London. The Committee has published a Report with recommendations to the Mayor and to
TfL as part of its investigation, which can be found on the Assembly’s website.

The Committee conducted a Call for Evidence as part of this investigation, which ran from 9
February 2023 to 10 March 2023. The Committee received over 3,300 responses to its Call
for Evidence from organisations and individuals and would like to thank those who took the

time to respond.

Publication of evidence

The Committee aims to publish the evidence it receives as part of its investigations,
including responses to calls for evidence. The large majority of responses are published
here alongside the Committee’s report. The Committee has taken a careful approach to
categorising responses for publication: it has not included responses that were exact
duplicates, that asked to remain confidential, that were not directly relevant to the subject of
the investigation, or that were deemed abusive or contained offensive or potentially
distressing references. In addition, redactions have been made where data protection
considerations apply. However, all submissions, whether published or not, have been read
carefully and were taken into account in putting together the report.

In some cases, respondents have focused on separate but connected topics, such as the
expansion of the ULEZ or smart roads. While these are not necessarily published as part of
this investigation, they provided useful context and indication of opinion on these topics,
which has been recognised and noted in the report.

A number of responses from individuals follow a similar ‘template’, and the Committee
identified seven different templates in total which were submitted by multiple individuals. All
responses that followed a template were categorised as evidence. However, only one
response from each of the seven different templates is being published due to the volume
received and the similar nature of each response. We have in each case recorded how
many of each template email text we received.

Responses were all given a reference number, and responses from individuals that are
published have been anonymised and are referred to via the reference number. Published
responses do not appear in the order of the reference numbers, and not all reference
numbers are published due to them being duplicates, template responses, or for the other
reasons defined above.

Due to the volume of responses received the evidence from individuals has been split

into separate documents for publication for administration purposes. The order each piece
of written evidence appears is random and responses from individuals have not been
grouped together in any substantive way. Submissions from organisations have also been
published alongside the response reference number and the organisation’s name.

Some personally identifiable information has been redacted for publication.



Views expressed in the written evidence published here represent the opinions of the
respondents rather than those of the London Assembly.



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

Additional charges!!

Reference RUC3111

It seems to be another money making scheme at the expense of the public and
| don’t support this scheme!!

U.L.E.Z. RUC Consultation
Reference RUC3110

RUC consultation

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Yes. Remove Ulez.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily

charges for driving applied in London?

Will not work. Will be super expensive (where would the money cine from? Us the people)
will curtail individual freedoms, people will not accept it.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of

f

services?

This will need too much knowledge of people's habits and will result in total erosion of
individual freedoms. Not needed, not wanted. What organisations propose these schemes?
Why isn't the people consulted before these type of proposals are developed? How
expensive are these proposals to be taken to the planning stage? Why is the London
Assembly spending money in projects like these without consulting the people before studies
are done? Consulting the people after the studies are done, feels like a foregone conclusion
and the final consultation is just a box ticking exercise. This is not a democratic process.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

None that can not be implemented with the current taxes. How about upgrading traffic lights
so they can be more responsive and to work in sync creating fast moving corridors, so there
could be a weekend mode, peak hour mode, off peak mode, all in sync with the objective of
moving the most amount of people through. No need to implement a whole new scheme of
electronic surveillance.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

There are already thousands of cameras and 5g devices in London. How many more will be
needed? Who will pay for all of that infrastructure? Why isn't that money invested in a
productive activity (e. g. Nuclear energy) instead of a social engineering experiment?

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current

challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

It will restrict traffic and make things worse. Public transport infrastructure is already at
breaking levels. London will become a third world city where people spend hours commuting
to and from work from short distances.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or

as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect

with either approach?

City level, as not all cities have the same issues of road capacity, so a national or regional
scheme will end up penalising cities that may not have a traffic issue.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

The state of London roads is appalling in some places, what is being done to address it? At
present, roads are not maintained properly and here we are embarking on an even more
ambitious and expensive project without having solved the problems of the basic
infrastructure.

Why would people even consider supporting a new system that will give councils more
money and power when the current system is not being maintained properly.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new

smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those

on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in

areas with low levels of public transport?

In areas of low level of transport, introduce a system of smaller vehicles (vans), so buses
can be used where needed. Legalise the use of scooters, so they can be consider a proper
vehicle and be regulated. Bicycles could have a plate number so law breakers can be
identified and dealt with. Traffic lights can be optimised to ensure ease of traffic flow, at the
moment some of the traffic lights are out of sync, too slow, causing delays and bottlenecks.
10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user

charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No! If a trial like this was to be conducted, it will need a small city, so disruption and costs
can be minimised. To use London as a trial is ludicrous.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think

Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based

charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

More. Successive governments will raise the rates and people will end up paying a lot more.
12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road

charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an

electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local referendum)?

The proposed change to road use is so fundamental that it requires a national referendum. |
don't believe Mayors and local authorities have the authority to introduce these type of
changes, it will amount to abuse of power.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user

charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for

achieving similar policy goals?

| don't know of any city that has implemented such measures.

[personal information redacted for publication]

ROAD USER CHARGING
Reference RUC3109

Dear Sir / Madam

Please note and record that | do not agree with the proposal as outlined in the Road User
Charging consultation.

Regards.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Re: Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
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Reference RUC3108

>

> 1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
>

> [Your answer here]

>

>

> | think probably not. Definitely not before well advertised, comprehensive consultations

with all types of road-user- including the level off all and any proposed increases in charges.
>

>

> 2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
> charges for driving applied in London?
>

> [Your answer here]

>

> This would be an unwarranted and very worrying complication. Any future increases
should be clearly sent to all road users who might be affected - well in advance of decision
making.

>
>
>
> 3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different

> types of journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities

> or essential services? Why get so complicated. Many citizens would probably find this
proposal un-necessarily complex and very worrying. All proposed changes should be very
well advertised to all road users likely to be affected - including all residents, businesses,
commuters, etc.

> The level of all such changes should be clearly and comprehensively shown - along with
all “time requirements” and hidden costs.

V V VYV

>

> 4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging

> support?

>

> [Your answer here]. No new road charging should be imposed without first being clearly ,

comprehensively, advertised to all and everyone who might be affected
>

>
>
>

> 5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
>

> [Your answer here]




Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

> Any new technology should never be deployed before it has been clearly and fully

advertised to everyone who might be affected.
>

>
>
>
> 6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current

> challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

>

> [Your answer here]. Make more road space to enable vehicles to move more fuel-
efficiently - thus keeping pollution to a minimum. You should avoid slowing traffic by un-
necessary stop-start driving.

V V VV

>

> 7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional
> level, or as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would
> you expect with either approach?

>

> [Your answer here] Do your own research.

V V VYV

>

> 8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes
> should it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be

> changed?

>

> [Your answer here]

>DYOR

>
>
>
>
> 9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new

> smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people,

> those on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who

> live in areas with low levels of public transport?

>

> [Your answer here] Sure to result in strong feelings of unfair treatment, bitterness and
deep resentment - maybe even damage and injuries.

V V VYV

>

> 10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road
> user charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
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>

> [Your answer here]
>
> NO! London has caused its own problems. You should NOT expect the whole country to

pay for home made, crammed London planning problems.
>

>
>

> 11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think

> Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-

> based charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

>

> [Your answer here]. Only if the same principle is applied in reverse for all non-Londoners.

So it would be an unnecessary complication
>

vV V. V

>

> 12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new

> road charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond

> an electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example

> a local referendum)?

>

> [Your answer here]

> These powers should be cancelled outright. For large cities - London, Birmingham etc to

start with - all road charges should be set by a new, nationwide authority.
>

>
>
> 13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road

> user charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at

> for achieving similar policy goals?

>

> [Your answer here]. | have no idea — this is a matter for a new, nationwide, road taxation
department - Any new system would have to be very carefully set up and monitored.

VV VYV

ROAD USER CHARGING
Reference RUC3107

Dear Sir / Madam
I am writing to register my formal objection to the proposal of Road User Charging.
Regards
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[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC3106

No ULEZ in bromley

Subject Line:

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Then copy and paste these questions in, and put in your own answers to each

question. You must also supply your name and address otherwise it will be discounted.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current dailycharges for driving
applied in London?

No change needed, look for other options .

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Reduce public transport costs

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

We don’t need changes, people need to get to work

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Better and cheaper public transport

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Cheaper public transport

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

None

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Should not be introduced

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

None

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

INsert your full name and address.

[personal information redacted for publication]

response to road user cahrges
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Reference RUC3105

Q1. The current road user charging systems don’t need reform. The existing systems are
perfectly adequate though they could improve e g to reduce congestion an d pollution we
need better traffic lights phasing to reduce idling and better signage to improve flow. There
are other means like road humps to regulate speed, and road maintenance in general.
Digital and new tech systems are not needed here, just better use of what we have.

Q2. The use of smart technology for road charging has lots of problems. For one thing there
is the surveillance needed to monitor users. In this country we have had freedom of
movement traditionally but with smart technology this could easily be abused and curtailed.
Also the technology itself is full of problems because not only is there the invasiveness and
ability to abuse; but the lithoum and cobalt used for batteries comes from Africa and other
places where children are mining these materials. This cannot be right, we are exploiting
these people so even if we fulfilled any goals ourselves, if we include the effect on these
people then we cannot say that our efforts are for the good.

Q3. The idea that one has to vary charges depending on what the purpose of one’s journey
is , goes against freedom of movement. It is an outrageous overreach of powers by the
state- will we have to justify every journey we make to someone? Who would that be? This
is like the worst of the Soviet union. Who will decide the relative value of a

journey? Imagining the expense of the bureaucracy required to elaborate and police the
rules, the money would be better spent on maintaining the roads as discussed in Q1. Of
course people would not tell the truth if they felt that the truth would preclude their ability to
make such a journey.

Q4.There are no strategies and targets which smarter road user charging could support as
that kind fo strategy tends to lead to unexpected and perverse outcomes with unintended
consequences. Thr money would be better spent on urban design and road maintenance.

Q5. No technology . It is not needed and has more dis benefits than benefits. Smart road
charging implies monitoring and there is enough of that already or we will end up like China.
We are surrounded by noxious electric magnetic radiation , the long term effects of which
are not fully known though already some have been researched and none are good. Human
beings are not meant to live like that.

Q6.Smart road use charging cannot help with these things. People would drive less if they
had more local shops and businesses which they could get to, and better road design would
improve that. If there was less idling there would be less pollution, while fewer road calming
measures would reduce the polluting tyre dust. Tax and charges just add yet another
inefficient and expensive layer of bureaucracy without benefit and this will negatively impact
small businesses, meaning people will have to travel further to get what they need.

Q7. | strongly think that road user charging should not be implemented anywhere at any
level.

Q8, In light of my answer above | would reiterate that these schemes should not be
introduced and so they should not replace any taxes and charges currently applied. Such
schemes are in no way beneficial.

Q9. This sounds like means testing but for journeys. It would mean someone deciding which
journeys are more important or valid than others. People would have to justify every journey,
in order to qualify for a more favourable rate. This means that we would no longer have
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freedom of movement. That is like being in a prison. We already have the Blue Badge
system and people using it should be given support and help. This could be made more
effective. In some areas Blue Badge users are not exempt from clean air charges but they
should receive help to pay them or to obtain a more efficient car.

Q10 | disagree with this premise and my answer is NO. We have fuel tax already. We could
also charge EV users a higher road tax.

Q11 | do not think such a scheme is needed or should be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities should not have the power ti introduce schemes like these
which could have an enormous impact on the ability of people to live their lives free of
intolerable interference by bureaucrats in their daily choices. Even this consultation has not
been well debated and certainly has not been well publicised. Such an important matter as
this must be debated openly, without censorship, with full provision of all facts and

dtata, and widely debated by all sectors of society since it will affect everyone. We are in a
democracy. The will of the people must be made known and there must be proper and free
voting.

Q13. We do not know what the goals of these other bodies are. We do not really know what
the policy goals are for this country. The amount of surveillance required to implement such
a policy as | think is being proposed is truly frightening and cannot be justified. The kinds of
decisions which would be being made, like whether one had permission to visit someone or
go to work, are ones which should not be taken by anyone but the individuals concerned. |
highly doubt that smart road user charging can be justified compared ot the huge costs in
terms of freedom. There are other ways to persuade people to drive less- a better public
transport system for example. More local businesses and easier access to them would make
a great difference.

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road ur charging
Reference | RUC3103

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
[Your answer here]
Current road user charging systems in London must NOT be reformed without proper

open consultation of the adult population of London given enough time to consider
the proposals properly and make their points easily.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
charges for driving applied in London?

[Your answer here]

“Smarter road user charging” sounds as ominous as “Smart Motorways”

10
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And in the wrong hands will be just a dangerous to everyone that they are inflicted
upon. New road user charges must be put to the populous of London before any
discussion is made.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different
types of journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities
or essential services?

[Your answer here]

Such charges should not be made. Everyone (with a few exceptions) has to travel to
work, school, shop, health services etc etc why on earth should they be tracked. So
many things change during any particular day you go out intending to do one thing
and find you must do another. It’'s madness.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging
support?

[Your answer here]

| fear that such strategies and targets will become the governments form of coercive
control of the populous.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
[Your answer here]

Refrain from 'Smarter road user charging' then you won’t need the technology. Why
not try fixing the Smart Motorways before they kill too many more people.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current
challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

[Your answer here]

Don’t go charging road users for the fact that roads have been blocked, dead-ends
made causing more traffic jams. Bike Lanes messing up roads. Do these lanes truly
work? Are they used when it rains, when the weather is grotty?

Carrying shopping?Getting the aged around? Going out in the evening, the theatre,
the flics? | think not.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional
level, or as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would
you expect with either approach?

11
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[Your answer here]

The only 'road user tax ' should be one to re-coup the loss of 'vehicle fuel tax' and
plus ‘Road Tax'. This could be made much fairer so that you only paid for the
journey miles and the size and weight of your vehicle.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes
should it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be
changed?

[Your answer here]

See my answer to Question 7. Same thing applies.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new
smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people,
those on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who
live in areas with low levels of public transport?

[Your answer here]

See my answer to Question 7 same thing applies.

Fix the public transport system with enough trains and buses that can be relied upon
to be frequent and on time and people just might trust you enough to leave their cars
at home.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road
user charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

[Your answer here]

No.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-
based charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

[Your answer here]

Is the intension to track every vehicle everywhere it goes - that is madness.

It should not be introduced. It would be totally unfair even if every road was perfect -
no road works, no divisions, no protests making it inevitable that journeys would be
lengthened or abandoned altogether.

12
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12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new

road charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond
an electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example

a local referendum)?

[Your answer here]
No 'New road charging schemes’ should be introduced without proper consultation

with the ordinary citizens and a country wide referendum.
Sack any Mayor and council who try to do it any other way.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road
user charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at
for achieving similar policy goals?

[Your answer here]

I don’t know and | don’t care. Is all this tracking and tracing,

watching and weighting really going to be accepted by a Democratic country like
ours? It smacks of the horrors of such places as China under Chairman Mau.
Are we going to be deprived of our travel permits if we dare to challenge any
decisions made by the controllers of all things SMART.

Ye Gods we all might just as well be lemmings.

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3100

Pease find enclosed my email response - as requested - to the above - slightly corrected
from what | sent last night (see specifically points 9 and 11 for comparison).

Please also send me acknowledgement of receipt.
Questions as listed in the above Call for Evidence, plus my responses:
1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

If anything, reform should be looking to increase, not decrease people's right to free
movement. If this question is whether current road user charges need to be increased and
expanded, the answer is a resounding No. Increased charges, limits and controls to
motorists and people people generally to go about their days, are fast exploding to be way
outside of anything reasonabile. If this question is asking whether things should be changed
in any way, then yes: The proposed new ULEZ expansion should be stopped in it's tracks
NOW. Furthermore, the existing ULEZ zone should be reviewed with a view to scrapping it
altogether, with a more reasonable return to the Central Congestion Charge Zone being the
only area chargeable.

13
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2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

As said above, review the existing ULEZ zone with a view to scrapping it and leave just the
Central Congestion Charge Zone in place. It is not "smarter" charging to expand it beyond
this - as evidence of only "negligible improvement" of air quality from the previous expansion
has shown. IF it is not possible to scrap the existing ULEZ, it is still totally appropriate (and
inappropriate not to, for many reasons) to scrap the next expansion. Also, at very least,
charges in the existing ULEZ if it cannot be scrapped, or until it is, should only be applied to
once every 24 hours - i.e./e.g. If someone enters the zone at 23.58 on a Monday, they
should only be charged once as long as they leave the zone before 23.58 on the Tuesday.

3. How might charges in London be varied for different types of journeys such as travelling
for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Firstly, essential services i.e. ambulance, fire, and police should be exempt from all "zone"
charges. Secondly, there should be no discrimination for any other type of travel, and it is
quite frankly over-intrusive to think otherwise. We pay our road tax and we pay our tax on
fuel to drive. That is all that is required.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
None.

And, there is no reasonable excuse for creating an electronically dependent (i.e. energy-
using) system to try.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

As already said, it is not "smart" to create another energy reliant system in an era when we
are supposedly decreasing our energy use-age. It is completely hypocritical to think
otherwise.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with current climate challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

| really don't think it can. What is needed is ongoing gradual improvement in (Internal
Combustion Engine) car technology - which is happening (Electric Vehicles being Not either
a green or large-scale sustainable answer), vastly improved public transport - with special
reference to emissions on this, rules for less dense building schemes, more open green
spaces, more trees, and to stop closing off roads - which only makes congestion worse. It
may superficially 'look’ like it 'might' address problems to adopt more road user charging, but
the truth is it is simply making things worse and creating more problems.

There are far larger problems than cars to tackle for climate change and pollution. The end
user/consumer of what has so far been sanctioned/provided by governments and
corporations, should not be penalised for the lack of previous foresight and proper
investment in greener solutions by said governments and corporations.

This is a backwards plan to disproportionately make the people on the ground floors pay, in
advance, for solutions that either do not yet exist, or have not yet been allowed to. It is not
right, and goes nowhere to even attempting to solve the bigger and more relevant problems.
7. Are road user charging schemes best set up on a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach.

14
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We already pay per mile with fuel, and pay nationally for road tax. No more than that is
needed.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should current charges and taxes be changed?

It shouldn't be introduced.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

We don't want road charging schemes, full-stop. Also, further segregating society is a bad
concept to promote - this question suggests discriminatory legislation, which would not be
able to satisfactorily or fairly account for anyone.

10. If the government were interested in a national, distance-based, road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. Nowhere would. It is not right to censor people in this way.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

It should not be introduced.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these

bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Any of these, or any other schemes. should be put to properly advertised public
vote/referendum.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar road user charging ideas faring,
and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

We, the people, have had no say on any policy or policy goals. Give the people their rightful
chance to vote on policies and on road user charging.

Yours sincerely

[personal information redacted for publication]

Smart road charging consultation
Reference RUC3097

Key questions

15
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1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. The current charging regimes have achieved their objectives at considerable cost to the
road users and businesses of London. It is not clear that the benefits exceed the costs at this
stage but the rules are reasonably clear and simple to understand. Reform of the kind
envisaged - smart charging - puts unjustifiable power in the hands of authorities and allows
for complex rules and arbitrary enforcement in the future.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

It will differ in that it represents a massive erosion of the rights of people to move freely -
giving the authorities the right to track and licence, and therefore restrict, every car
movement in the capital. Once given the power, it will certainly be abused. There are a
hundred reasons a corrupt official or administration might one day wish to know any one
vehicle's location at every moment and be able to stop or charge them. Smart charging is a
wolf in sheep's clothing and should be resisted at every level.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

This is none of your business - the suggestion of this question is that authorities should have
the right to know the reason for my every journey. That is an utterly monstrous intrusion on
privacy. The purpose of my journey is my business not yours. If it is not criminal then it
cannot matter to you. | am not a child and you are not my parents. You do not have the right
to tell me what kind of journey is acceptable.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

In the short term it looks attractively like smart road charging could support reducing traffic
congestion and pollution, worthy objectives. But giving the authorities the power to
micromanage all road traffic in London will do more harm in the medium and longer term.
Not only does it create an authoritarian's dream scenario of total control of all vehicle
movements, it also removes the chance for innovation in a market of ideas. The roads of
London are already safe; congestion and pollution are barely an issue compared to other
comparable cities or compared to London 30 years ago. There is simply no need to
intervene further. There is no moral, climate related, health, safety or economic justification
to make the power grab that smart charging entails.

The road to hell is paved with good intentions, or in this case, excused by the good will of
people who just want to make the world (and the capital) better. | submit that smart charging
will make the world worse, much worse in the longer term, and should never be
implemented.

Sent with compliments

[personal information redacted for publication]

[personal information redacted for publication]

Re: Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging
Reference RUC3096

| would like to add to my response below that | am aware of the 2019 report done by Centre
for London, funded by C40 Cities which seems to be driving the targets and suggestions
behind this proposed smart road user charging scheme. | am also aware that the Mayor of
London, Sadig Khan, has affiliations with this organisation and that there appears to be a
clear conflict of interests and lack of ethical transparency about these suggested changes.

I would like my submission response to include the following:
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This scheme seems to require members of the public to own a smartphone, to download an
app to access mobility credits. This would discriminate against those, like me, who do not
own or cannot use a smartphone. This discrimination would affect disproportionately those
with protected characteristics of age (young or old), disability and those without the financial
or technical means, those already marginalised by society. To require a smartphone to be
able to move around the city (or the country were this to be extended) be that in a car or
other modes of transport, in other words to live as a free man and not a prisoner, would be in
contravention of the Human Rights Act 1988 and the Equality Act 2010. Not everyone can
own a smartphone. Not everyone will own a smartphone. And no one should have to. This
will not do.
Thank you for your consideration,
[personal information redacted for publication]
On Fri, 10 Mar 2023 at 19:30, [personal information redacted for publication]wrote:
To whom it may concern,
Please find my responses to your questions below:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
The Human Rights Act 1998 mandates respect for everyone’s private and family life, home,
and correspondence. The imposition of 'smart' road charging would infringe on this right by
necessitating the surveillance of individuals’ movements and the collection and storage of
personal data that may be employed for other purposes. Moreover, we have the right to free
movement, and being charged to use our roads in such a way would violate that right.
Additionally, the existing road tax and fuel duty system are already geared towards
addressing environmental concerns, and adding another layer of charges would
disproportionately impact those on lower incomes, who may not have access to other means
of transportation. Therefore, | believe that all road user charging systems, both in London
and nationwide, should be eliminated.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges
for driving applied in London?

Smarter road user charging could differ from the current daily charges for driving in London
in that it may be based on distance rather than a flat daily fee. However, this approach could
be problematic from an equality standpoint as it would disproportionately affect commuters
and those residing in regions with insufficient public transportation options. Additionally, it
may violate the Equality Act 2010, which mandates that public bodies consider the impact of
their policies on people with protected characteristics such as disabilities or those on lower
incomes. The cost of implementing the considerable infrastructure to rollout out smart road
user charging would clearly be passed to the taxpayer, which would not only discriminate
unfairly against those not driving on those roads but also likely work out more expensive
than the current road tax and fuel duty which should be sufficient.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?
Varying charges for different types of journeys, such as work-related, caring responsibilities,
or essential services, may also be problematic from an equality standpoint. It may result in
discrimination against those who have to travel longer or more frequently, such as those
residing in remote areas or those who need to travel for work. Furthermore, it may unfairly
impact those with disabilities or caring responsibilities who may have to make more frequent
trips. Finally, without significant intrusion into individuals’ private lives that would be totally
unacceptable, it would be difficult for the government to know what type of trips one is
taking. Government needs to respect and safeguard people's privacy and stop creating a
Big Brother society. It would also be difficult and costly to implement, requiring significant
investment in technology and infrastructure, and would likely result in administrative and
enforcement expenses that would be passed on to taxpayers. Stop overcomplicating and
squandering tax payers' money to infringe upon their freedom of movement and right to a
private life.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
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Smarter road user charging may not serve the people’s best interests nor the environmental
targets it may seek to address. It would presumably require a phenomenal rollout of wireless
infrastructure, with the resultant carbon footprint in the production, build and running costs,
increase in temperature of the city and detrimental effects on health. It could also have
unintended consequences, such as drivers seeking alternative routes to avoid the charges,
thereby increasing traffic congestion in other areas - simply moving the problem - or
encouraging the use of older, more polluting vehicles that are exempt from the charges. Are
the targets to which you refer in the interests of the people or not in the interests of the
people?

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

As | disagree with the notion of smarter road user charging, | am inclined to say none.
Whatever would be required would be at a substantial cost and intrusion to the taxpayer and,
if wireless, to the detriment of the health of all living things. The better option would be to
scrap all charges, allowing people to use their technology such as satnavs to find the
quickest and easiest route, avoiding traffic, and thereby reducing the time spent on the
road. People want more technology not less, to be treated as humans not cattle, to be free
to go out about their private life without being constantly monitored. The explosion in CCTV
cameras in our country has created a surveillance state. We need fewer not more.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges
such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?
Evidence has shown that such schemes have a negligible effect on air quality but have a
significant impact on people. Most individuals do not favour these schemes, and in a
democratic society, the people should have the final say. Climate change and air pollution
can be better tackled by targeting the companies and industries that pollute the planet most,
not by controlling and curbing individuals' movements. This is a bogus motive for such a
scheme. "Just 100 companies have been the source of more than 70% of the world’s
greenhouse gas emissions since 1988, according to a new
report." https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2017/jul/10/100-fossil-fuel-
companies-investors-responsible-71-global-emissions-cdp-study-climate-change

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?
As someone who opposes road user charges, | don’t believe they should be set up at any
level — city, regional, or national. Road user charges are unfair and discriminatory, and they
punish people for exercising their right to drive. They also place a disproportionate burden
on low-income individuals and those who rely on cars for work or accessibility reasons.
At a city or regional level, road user charges can be particularly problematic as they create
disparities between different areas. It could also create confusion for drivers who are unsure
about which areas they will be charged to drive in.
At a national level, road user charges would be an overreach of government authority and
would further burden individuals who are already paying for road infrastructure through
existing taxes like fuel duty and road tax.
Ultimately, road user charges are an infringement on our fundamental right to move freely
and should not be implemented at any level.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
It is my view that the current system of road tax and fuel duty is the most suitable to be
maintained. Unlike smarter road user charging, the current system is not discriminatory, as
previously discussed.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?

Clearly fairness and equality is an issue that would need to be considered and which would
be impossible to get right without undue private data submission. In my opinion, the
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implementation of a new smarter road charging scheme is unnecessary, excessively
invasive and unworkable within the bounds of human rights and the Equality Act 2010 and,
therefore, | do not think any discounts or exemptions are necessary at this time.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

In my opinion, the implementation of a national distance-based road user charging scheme
would be highly controversial and could potentially cause unrest among the public, as seen
with the recent resistance to clean air zone charges in Birmingham and Manchester. The
Government should carefully consider the potential consequences of such a scheme before
proceeding. The infrastructure costs (financial and environmental) would far exceed any
perceived benefit. It sounds as though the government is exploring creating a nationwide
digitally-surveilled prison. lIts citizens are not offenders to be tracked and traced. We are
free men and women. Cease and desist with your plans to curb people's basic human right
to move and assemble freely.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners
who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or
more than they do currently?

As previously discussed, | believe that road tax, council tax, and fuel duty are sufficient
contributions towards the right to free movement on roads that individuals have paid for.
Therefore, | do not support the implementation of distance-based road user charging, and
the question of payment amounts becomes moot.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
| believe that local referendums should be required before any new road charging schemes
are implemented, with both arguments presented and the cost of the referendum being paid
for by the council. This will ensure that any decisions made are fair and unbiased and that
the needs and preferences of concerned residents are taken into account.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user
charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar
policy goals?

Many cities and countries are implementing similar smarter road user charging schemes.
However, the success of these schemes is questionable, and they often face resistance from
the public. Alternative solutions should be explored to achieve similar policy goals without
infringing on the rights of road users.

Thank you for your consideration.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Smarter road user charging - comments on the consultation
Reference RUC3094

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. | think we have more than enough charges already for using the roads, both long
standing and those which have been introduced in recent years. We definitely do not need
any more. The current charges are levied at both a national and local level - comprising

fuel duty, road tax, local authority parking permits, central London congestion charge and the
ULEZ charges. The charges already take into account the engine size, emissions and
distance travelled by vehicles. Revenue raised is high and already a burden on motorists.
The charges on motorists, although high, generally protect a person's privacy, which is not
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the case for any new "smarter" charging system which relies on tracking an individual's
movements..

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges to
driving applied in london?

This is a difficult question to answer because the consultation information you have provided
tells the public nothing about what the road user charging will actually look like in practice. It
is much too vague.

However, there is a very serious concern that smarter road user charging will be connected
to the vision set out in the 'Green light for next generation road user charging' government
paper from 2019.

https://www.centreforlondon.org/publication/road-user-charging/

I am strongly opposed to this for numerous reasons, but in summary it looks akin to what
one would find in Orwell's 1984 or current day China, or worse... A society where we are
charged by the mile for distances travelled, whether by vehicle or shockingly even by foot
(how does going for a walk contribute to climate change or pollution??)! The paper explains
how we will be tracked by apps and roadside cameras, our movements dependent on a
system of mobility credits and so forth. We know that the government is already planning on
bringing in a digital ID, so | assume that will be linked to the City Move app which will be
monitoring us at all times. Couple this with 15 minute cities and we may as well be back to
Covid lockdowns, as we will be so curtailed in our ability to move from our local vicinity. | find
this an unprecedented violation of our freedoms, privacy and human rights.

Whilst the current road user charging is merely monitored by vehicle plate registration, the
new City Move app sounds like it will be monitoring the movement of the individual, probably
using facial recognition cameras. | strongly object to this.

New government initiatives are often explained in a benign way in order to neutralise
opposition to their introduction with misuse or over extension of powers only coming to light
later. The Covid Lockdown Files which divulged Matthew Hancocks's tweets show how
politicians manipulated the public discourse to impose the government narrative and crush
dissent.

Personal data held by any smarter user charging system could easily be used by an officious
government to impose restrictions on dissenting voices and control citizens' behaviour.
Citizens, for example, could be allowed only to travel for reasons which fits the government
approved purposes.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys
such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Charges should not be differentiated according to the purpose of the journey. Thatis a
further violation of our rights; the public should not be required to divulge

their personal reasons for travel! It is completely outrageous.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Traffic at the moment is busy but perfectly manageable in London. What is making it worse
is the ridiculous closure of some roads and lowering the speed limit to 20 in so many

areas. No strategies or targets are required.

The London economy should not be sacrificed for a green agenda. London emissions are
tiny in comparison to those of overseas pollutants such as China and India.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

| think it is a slippery slope to start using technology to monitor people's whereabouts. It is
abhorrent to even consider having apps and cameras that monitor individuals travelling
around the city. Digital ID, City Move and anything of a similar ilk, should be scrapped. If
anything, the government should be supporting people to get off their mobile phones, away
from technology and get back to basic human family values which will serve the country and
society (especially our youth) far better.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such
as traffic, air pollution and climate change?
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The ULEZ and congestion charges are already in place, acting as a deterrent to people
using more polluting vehicles and driving in London. And we know it won't be long before all
cars are electric and so this issue of car pollution is a relatively temporary one.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?

Road user charging schemes should not be set up at city, regional or national levels. We
already have national charges of road tax and fuel duty. That is enough.

And why not reduce the road tax on older vehicles - for citizens who are environmentally
conscious enough that they still drive 20 year old cars and are not contributing to the
wastage of resources by buying new cars every couple of years. These people have more
than paid their carbon dues (considering most of the carbon is from the building of cars
rather than running them). This might incentivise people to keep their cars for longer and
thereby reduce the amount of car manufacturing.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

The current taxing system seems perfectly fair because you have a road tax on cars
depending on their engine size, fuel duty on distance travelled and there are already fees for
driving in Central London and there is the soon to be imposed ULEZ charges for those
driving older cars in the whole of London. There are therefore more than enough charges.
The Mayor should not introduce smarter charging as a revenue raising exercise to fund their
latest 'pet' projects.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?

The scheme should simply not be brought in.

| note that the Mayor seems to be unable to travel even short distances without an
accompanying entourage of vehicles. Surely the City Move app won't give him permission to
take his dog to Battersea Park in his 3 car convoy when he has a perfectly good park in
Tooting that he could walk to? https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2021/08/22/congestion-
charge-hypocrite-sadig-khan-takes-three-car-convoy/. There should certainly be no
exemptions for him or other MPs.....

10. If the government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

Obviously London is the worst place in the country to set up a trial like this because it is
going to involve huge amounts of costs and infrastructure because of the huge size and
population. If it does not work out and gets thrown out after a year, it will be an extortionate
waste of money. Far better to trial it in a small city. Though clearly this is going to be a
hugely unethical programme wherever it is imposed.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more
than they do currently?

Distance-based road user charging is completely unacceptable. People should be allowed to
move freely around London at will without having to pay for the privilege. It should not be a
privilege to be able to have freedom of movement. It is a basic human right. People are poor
enough as it is, without having to add further financial burdens on them.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example, a local referendum)?

If there is any real likelihood of this coming to fruition, then there absolutely should be a
referendum - although we saw what happened with Brexit because most people did not
understand what the implications would be of leaving the EU. So any referendum requires
that the public are given full and complete information about what this smarter road charging
will involve - to clarify whether it includes travel on foot and bicycle, if it involves digital ID,
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digital currency, mobility credits, surveillance cameras, permission to travel based on
purpose of journey, limits on distance or frequency of travel etc.

| cannot understand how mayors and local authorities could have any powers to introduce
road charging schemes. Going ahead with this without a referendum seems more like a
dictatorship to me than a democracy.

No mention of smart charging was mentioned in the Mayor's manifesto - neither was the
expansion of the ULEZ zone. The people of London need their say.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging
ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy
goals?

I don't know. This question does not seem at all relevant.

London Consultation Smart Road User Charging.
Reference RUC3093

London Consultation Smart Road User Charging.

Contact. Submissions - scrutiny@london.gov.uk

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. The existing one has affected too many Londoners and people travelling into the area in
a bad way.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Reduce the daily charge as Londoners, visitors and trades people etc are paying too much.
Make the charge for a 24 hour period from when they enter and then for a 24 hour period.
3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

It should be kept as one price for the 24 hour period.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

NONE, it is only for charging of traffic movements.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None with any more capabilities than what is in use now. It \must only be for logging in and
out and changing. Not to be used for anything else. i.e. linking in to a social credit score to
unfairly control and have a financial ‘imprisonment /penalty’ element to it.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Nothing only as ULEZ is already doing this.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Only as a local area only. We have a road user charging at national level, called ROAD TAX
and the FUEL DUTY.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

It shouldn't.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

None.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No as none should be instigated at all.
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11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

I will answer NO as what does this actually mean? Do you mean that to go into the London
area you pay twice?

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

They certainly should not have the powers to do what they are doing now. Nothing to
increase their powers should be introduced. Going by the Brexit vote, if the powers to be do
not like the result, then just quietly ignore it and carry on as it it went your way....

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

We did not have a say about what became a policy goal. We did not have the chance to
vote. Has what is going on here got to with what is going on there?

Road User Charging Consultation Response

Reference RUC3092

As a veteran motorist | have seen many many changes, some good some bad but now
nothing short of TYRANNY is coming about to reduce freedoms and usher in Dystopian
measures of control over people just trying to go about their lawful ordinary lives.

On a tiny pension | can barely afford fuel but would like to maintain some freedom. The
charges to enter the Low Emission Zone put the block on visiting my Mothers and Sister’'s
Graves, truly hurtful to say the least.

Motorists already pay in proportion to the mileage they drive via the heavy duty on fuel, why
impose more burdens?

If the intention is to tax people off of the roads then why not be honest and come out with it?
The Hancock messages revealed the true motives behind another narrative.

My father [personal information redacted for publication]said that ‘he was born to drive’, he
loved it and became a chauffeur. After his second major stroke | overheard him ask the
family doctor ‘When can | go back driving Doc?’ The response was ‘[personal information
redacted for publication], I’'m sorry but you will never drive again’. | was eight years old at the
time and | saw my Dad cry his eyes out every single day for 2 years until he died.

By squeezing motorists so hard you will destroy many lives in so many ways by making
driving so expensive and difficult. If that is your aim just come out with it as that’s the way it
seems to the majority of people.

To think both my parents and millions of other Brits gave up so much, many their lives to
preserve freedom, why did they bother looking at what os being proposed in these very dark
times?

I never thought I'd say this but I’'m glad that | will no doubt be dead sooner rather than later
as | witness a ons pleasant way of life being utterly destroyed, and in the name of what?
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Regards

road user charging
Reference RUC3091

| do not agree to any low emission zones anywhere in the UK. Motorists already pay road
tax and fuel duty and there should be no further payments for driving anywhere. No mayor or
local authority should have the power to impose such life changing schemes without the
consent of the people. There should be no restrictions on road use, we should be free to
decide when and where we travel.

ULEZ
Reference RUC3089

Dear Assembly.

As a former licenced London Cab Driver | have added my responses to the questions you
have laid down below :

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

A) Beyond the Road Tax which is laid down by Central Government, no other form of
charging is required.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily

charges for driving applied in London?

A) They should be scrapped, the proposals shredded, and never revisited again.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of

journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential

services?

A) As stated in response to question 1, only the Road Tax as laid down by Central
Government is required.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

A) ULEZ and its supporting infrastructure and administration should be completely scrapped.
5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

A) None. It should be scrapped.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current

challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

A) It shouldn't. Indeed, it should be scrapped.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or

as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect

with either approach?

A) As the response to question 1 refers, any charging should be left to Central Government
in the form of Road Tax. Anything else should be redundant.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should

it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

A) It should never be introduced. Such a proposal should be scrapped, shredded and never
revisited.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new

smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those

on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in
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areas with low levels of public transport?

A) Effectively, every road user should be exempt because such a totalitarian scheme should
never be introduced.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user

charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

A) Every road user should be exempt because such a totalitarian scheme should never be
introduced.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think

Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based

charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

A) Every road user should be exempt because such a totalitarian scheme should never be
introduced.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road

charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an

electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local referendum)?

A) There is a role for Ceremonial Mayors in opening bridges, care homes and organising
Thank You meals for hard working volunteers in the community. They should be the only
form of Mayor, and they should be their only roles. All other powers should be revoked.
13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user

charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for

achieving similar policy goals?

A) This question is irrelevant. Road User charging beyond the Official Road Tax as
controlled by Central Government should be scrapped forthwith.

Yours faithfully

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3088

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find below my response to some of the questions raised in the call for evidence for
road user charging.

Q1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. It would be better to put the money that would be used to implement into improving the
current traffic flow. This alone would reduce road congestion, journey times, and pollution.
Before implementing another expensive scheme, consideration should be given to the Mayor
negotiating with central government on the redirection of the funds received through the
various existing road charges and taxation already in place.

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Smarter charging inevitably requires the use of more technological devices leading to

tracking of individuals’ whereabouts, collation of the data of individuals, increased
surveillance, punishment of citizens for non-compliance, all of which is not welcome. It might
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lead to the need for an individual to be carrying identification at all times which is not
acceptable.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

It is not clear how a “type of journey” can be defined. It might be that one journey may have
many purposes. The need to change direction or add extra stop off points might change
during the journey. This would be micro managing to a too finer detail. It would be tracking
for the sake of tracking for no real benefit.

Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Before considering another charging scheme that will be very expensive to implement and
maintain, further consideration is required on making smarter modifications to the roads, that
work for all road users e.g. the undoing of recent modifications to road design (e.g. by
removing recently installed bus islands that back the traffic up behind the bus when it stops
for passengers), traffic light phasing, reworking the painted road markings so they guide
road users through the latest road layout, re-open roads to remove the build up of traffic in
residential roads, surface maintenance etc.

Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

It is unclear what the targets are for each of these challenges. These targets should not be
focused on to the detriment of the residents, shops, cafes, visitors, deliveries, services,
attractions etc etc.

Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smarter road user charging should not be introduced because any advantages for each
individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

As soon as there is a need to introduce exemptions the requirement loses all credibility as a
useful scheme. Either it is there to achieve the goals as a whole or it does not work at

all. The identification and explanation of every journey is not the business of the authorities
and the need to ask permission from the authorities is not acceptable.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
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No. London is very unique and therefore does not represent other cities throughout the

UK. The normal approach for any project of this complexity is to conduct a pilot on a small
example that represents a simple or typical version of the wider scope of potential
implementation sites. The management of the capital city needs a different focus to the
introduction of greater surveillance and money making schemes. London is not a trial site
for new expensive schemes.

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

Distance-based charging scheme should not be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities may have the power to introduce schemes but proper and
democratic procedures that fully involve the residents, businesses, attractions, road users,
visitors etc should be followed before new ideas are implemented. This should involve a full
consultation with impartial presentation of data, various referenda to determine the will of the
many impacted people. We need a full and uncensored debate through all forms of public
discourse, and without the underlying assumption that the plans will go forward regardless of
people’s opinions being considered. Dissenting voices should also be fully attended to.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?
None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are examined

and challenged in open debate

Regards,
[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3086

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Yes, their bias towards raising funds from drivers of older vehicles, and the minimal efforts
taken to tailor the

requirements to the areas affected, lead to growing feelings from residents and visitors alike
that the schemes are unfair.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current dailycharges for driving
applied in London?
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One would hope that, if they truly are smart enough, they'd deal with the above negatives
and provide a fairer scheme

which doesn't penalise certain people merely for daring to drive a car through even the
quietest and least polluted

parts of London, whilst letting others drive merrily around all day without paying a penny.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work,
caring responsibilities or essential services?

Serious consideration MUST be given to those journeys which have no viable public
transport alternative, and especially

those journeys which involve crossing the Greater London boundary in either direction - with
the present schemes, the

mitigation measures generally seem to be based around the presumption that if someone is
driving around in London, their

journey occurs entirely within London and might therefore be doable via TfL-provided
services, yet for many of us

driving around, particularly in outer London areas, this simply isn't true.

Whilst opinions on what might constitute "viable" will differ from one person to another, as an
example from my own

life, my journey to work by car (west London-north Maidenhead) takes 30 minutes each way,
whereas by public transport

it's 90 minutes. So whilst it is possible to do the journey by public transport, the extra 2 hours
spent each day doing

so - time | don't then get to spend at home with my family - makes it non-viable for me to do
except on an as-needed

basis (e.g. to be able to go to the occasional works evening out and have a few drinks)

So whatever sort of charging model is introduced, I'd be disappointed if people who do
realistically need to drive,

regardless of when, where or for how long, ended up having to pay more than people who
genuinely could use alternatives

and simply choose not to. We shouldn't punish people for wanting to have a better quality of
life.

I'd also suggest that charges are less focussed on how polluting a vehicle is - as we're
seeing at present with the ULEZ

expansion, there's a lot of debate over just how accurate the predictions for pollution
reduction are, as well as

serious concerns over the way some statistics are being used to suggest pollution is more of
an issue than it may

actually be. If you want people to be more inclined to accept any future scheme, they need
to be removed as much as

possible from any factors that can be used as emotive arguments to criticise anyone who
dares oppose the scheme - let

the scheme live or die based on the genuine benefits it can bring to the table, don't use
scare tactis to shut down

opposition to it.

And besides, by the time such a scheme is introduced, many more of the vehicles currently
on City Hall's radar for
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attention via ULEZ will have been replaced naturally anyway, and this gradual, natural,
entirely expected, turnover of

older vehicles for newer cleaner ones will occur with or without a pollution-focussed scheme.
So sooner or later any

attempts to vary charges based on how polluting a vehicle is will be difficult to achieve given
how clean they've all

become - why complicate the scheme from the outset by introducing factors which will
become redundant relatively soon after?

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

no answer

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

no answer

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and
climate change?

Given the present still-significant variance in air quality across London, if this is to be
considered a key factor in

how the scheme is run, then in contrast to the existing ULEZ scheme, I'd suggest that
attention is paid to what the

actual air quality is in each area, with charges being applied accordingly - it should NOT be
as cheap for someone to

drive through the more heavily polluted areas such as central London, as to drive through
the countryside out on the

fringes of Greater London. Note also this ties into the "can this journey be feasibly done by
other means" aspect noted

above - those areas which currently need more attention paid to air quality tend to be those
areas which already have

good public transport/cycling/walking alternatives, so would be the areas where discouraging
driving makes more sense.

As for traffic, this would need to be considered with care - if much of the traffic in a given
area is there because it

has to be, then imposing charges on the drivers would feel like an unfair aspect to the
scheme. This is key to me - any

scheme needs to come across as treating drivers as fairly as possible in achieving its aims,
taking their individual

requirements, and the nature of the areas through which they're driving, into account as
much as possible, so that if a

driver does incur a charge then they'd know it's either because they've made a journey
which genuinely they could have

done another way and simply chose not to, or because conditions were so bad that some
level of mitigation was deemed

necessary to try and discourage people from making those journeys at all knowing that they
didn't have any viable

alternatives.

29



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or
difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Given the need to take regional/local/hyperlocal factors into account, it feels as if there would
need to be more of a

local aspect to how the schemes are managed. However, operating them as a national
system would, hopefully, reduce the

risk of different schemes springing up with differing requirements for drivers (e.g. if app-
based tracking/payment were

used, as we see with car parking apps today you can end up with half a dozen different ones
to cater for the different

operators across the country) and potentially confusing differences in restrictions,
exemptions etc.

So perhaps run as a national system in terms of the technology/generic aspects to provide
commonality, but leaving the

finer aspects to be configured at a local level to avoid the feeling that it's not taking those
local factors into

account, both in terms of what issues might need addressing in those areas, as well as
accepting that some areas really

don't need much if any sort of scheme to be operating.

On that note, | feel it's important that, unlike pretty much every existing scheme, users are
given every opportunity to

see there's more of a sense of fairness about this new proposed scheme and that whenever
it costs them money, they're

more likely to understand why that was necessary and accept it, rather than just feeling like
they've been treated yet

again like a cash cow motorist to have their pocket picked whenever local/national
government feels the need to raise

some funds.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current
taxes and charges be changed?

Ideally every single one of them - if you're going to introduce a scheme which can cover the
entire country and take

into account the amount of driving being done as well as the when/where aspects that are
more of a local issue, then

there's no need for fuel duty as that can be taken into account with the distance side of
things, there's no need for

ULEZ/CAZ-type charges as they could be addressed at their local levels in a more targetted
way (as touched on above),

there's no need for CCZ as that too could be dealt with on an as-needed basis.

And vehicle excise duty as an up front cost could also be replaced by some sort of "standing
charge" for each day the

vehicle is actually used on the roads - e.g. if you drive every day then you'd end up paying
the same as you'd have paid
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for VED today, whereas if you drive once a week then you'd pay 1/7th, and on the days you
aren't driving it'd be the

equivalent of your having SORN'ed the vehicle for those days, just done automatically so
that you aren't left paying VED

when you shouldn't have needed to, or left facing a penalty for having forgotten to un-SORN
your vehicle when you start

using it again.

Basically, if you want to impose such a scheme across the country, then it really HAS to be a
replacement for all the

other charges drivers face, otherwise it very much will just be seen, and rightly criticised, as
yet another raid on

motorists finances.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help

disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live
in areas with low levels of

public transport?

This would depend on the scope of the scheme - if it's just implemented locally rather than
nationally, then it wouldn't

be replacing things like VED or fuel duty, so it'd be more reasonable to grant higher levels of
discount/total

exemptions to those who need to drive in those area, whereas if it were to become an all-
encompassing national scheme as

per my dream scenario above, then clearly such exemptions would be less reasonable and
we'd then be looking more at

lower rates of discount or some type of partial exemptions (e.g. still having to pay the
VED/fuel duty equivalent parts

of the charge, but exempt from the local pollution/congestion parts).

And as noted above in my comments about a London-specific scheme, it would be important
to take individual

needs/requirements into account for any scheme implemented anywhere. If you want to get
the motoring public on side

with any new proposal, you need to learn from the mistakes made in how existing schemes
have been implemented, so that

we feel like what replaces them is fair and reasonable and aimed at genuinely unnecessary
use of personal vehicles, and

not just a giant stick to beat ALL motorists us up with until we submit and ditch our cars/vans
no matter what the

personal cost to us.

No matter how you design the scheme, no matter how you sell it, you will get criticised for
being anti-car/anti-freedom

of movement etc - that comes with the territory you're working in here. But that doesn't mean
you should just take that

as an excuse not to make the scheme as friendly as possible. Look at the growing anger and
backlash towards ULEZ

expansion - this isn't just coming from a small group of particularly militant motorists, this is
mostly ordinary people

who just want to be given a chance to get by in difficult times, and have good reason to feel
the way the expansion is
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being introduced leaves a lot to be desired. And if the expansion goes ahead despite all the
reasons not to do so, any

scheme that comes along later to act as a replacement will have a much harder job of trying
to persuade people that this

time things will be different

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible
place for a trial?

Perhaos - there's sufficient variation in types of roads and areas for it to provide a wide
range of data. However,

given my comments above re feelings towards ULEZ expansion, using Londoners as guinea
pigs for a new scheme when

passions may still be running hot might not be a good idea unless it's done in a sympathetic
manner - e.g. use London to

test the data gathering aspects needed, but not the actual charging aspects, unless it was
done at a nominal level (i.e.

charging only a fraction of the intended amounts by way of compensation for being used as
a testing ground) with the

existing ULEZ/CCZ charges removed entirely.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for
vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

That would depend entirely on just how far they're driving, and where they're doing it. The
present flat rates paid by

some regardless of how much mileage is done within the charging areas is a stupidly
simplistic means of charging, and

leads to genuine anger when one person might be charged full whack for driving half a mile
down the road from their home

to the zone boundary, whilst someone else pays the same amount (or possibly is exempt)
for driving all day within the

zone. So as a starting point, I'd suggest that the existing charges could be used as a
baseline for how much a new

scheme might charge someone if they spent all day within the chargeable area with no
exemptions/discounts, whilst anyone

driving less than that - e.g. the "half a mile to the area boundary" example - should expect to
pay an increasingly

smaller amount, potentially even reducing to nothing at all as per the "is it viable to do the
journey by any other

means" consideration from earlier.

Londoners absolutely, categorically, should NOT be expected to pay more than right now -
that would just show the scheme

to be nothing more than a cynical cash grab that would see even more hostility aimed at it
and anyone involved in its

conception than ULEZ expansion.

32



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything

further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for
example a local referendum)?

Yes. Even if a scheme is referenced clearly in a manifesto (something which hasn't always
been the case despite what

some people choose to believe), something voted on potentially years ago shouldn't be
presumed to still have the support

of those who voted for the mayor/councillors/etc at the time, let alone the support of other
affected people who voted

against them. So yes, if a significant scheme is to be introduced, then it ought to be put to a
public vote closer to

the time once all the details of the proposed scheme are known, so that everyone has a
chance to have their say on the

actual scheme, rather than having their earlier votes for a possibly more vague manifesto
reference taken as solid proof

they still support the scheme now.

Also, unlike local elections which are restricted in terms of who can vote, such a referendum
could be opened up to all

parties affected by the scheme - residents, workers, people living in neighbouring areas etc.
- which would also address

the criticisms of how existing schemes have been implemented.

And finally, making it a binding referendum as opposed to a consultation or similar that the
local authority can then

simply choose to ignore entirely if the results don't go the way they were hoping for despite
their best efforts to turn

things around, would be essential as part of gaining the trust of the public. | keep referring to
ULEZ expansion

throughout my answers with good reason - the way this has been handled from start to (not
quite yet) finish has fallen

well short of how a scheme that affects so many people ought to have been handled, and
this isn't likely to be forgotten

any time soon by those who feel their concerns were talked down, ridiculed or simply
ignored entirely.

As a further point not specifically related to road charging schemes, but to the increasing
amount of power wielded

generally by some mayors/local authorities, | also think that the more power that gets
devolved to them, the easier it

should be to take it away from them again. Having mayors/LAs appearing to run their areas
like their own personal

fiefdoms with no risk of comebacks until the next elections does little to endear devolved
government to anyone.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives
are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

No answer
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Answers submitted by:
[personal information redacted for publication]
Reason for responding:

| am a London resident who needs to drive through parts of outer London to get to work/visit
family outside of London.

Road User Charging
Reference | RUC3085

With respect to Road User Charging this idea should be scrapped immediately. The existing
charging system is already too punitive to road users who pay heavily in road tax and
parking. There is no scientific evidence to support the claimed danger of ‘toxic air pollution’
and | speak as a lifelong asthma sufferer, born in London. The so-called ‘Climate Crisis’ is a
scam that proper science has disproved over and over. Just saying that a situation exists
does not make it true and we have been lied to repeatedly by those in power. Such
decisions as this should not be up to people like the Mayor. We used to believe in
democracy but now we seem to be ruled by a dictatorship. This must not be allowed to
happen.

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3084

Sir or Madam,
Please find below my comments on the above-named call for evidence.

Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No.

London has ULEZ approved, which is already a bridge too far — too many people have been
adversely effected already. You cannot charge more whether it be for charging for work
needs or otherwise — There must be less monitoring and this ridiculous regulation and there
must be less financial demands on people.
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2. How might smarter road user charqging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Smart in the language that | learned has one meaning which is ‘hurt’. To force a ‘tax’ on
someone who travels at present perhaps for work purposes and overlaps midnight |
understand already causes a double fine. This, no doubt, would similarly impact under the
proposed scheme. Don'’t introduce further pain on motorists from an already unjust system.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential

You should not have to pay extra whether you are travelling for work, for caring
responsibilities or for essential services. We already pay fuel duty - We don't need any more
road charging systems.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

None — Targets that don’t have common sense involved should be ignored.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None — Unnecessary use of technology that intrudes on an individual’s life should be
banned. The state holds too much personal information at present and should go no further
with ‘smart’ technology

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

The ULEZ is already doing this. Individuals are taxed vehicle excise duty on emissions and
use of electric cars have been given incentives. There should be no more changes.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

A National system is already in place for Road Tax and also for Duty on fuel. This is
enough. We do not need further schemes at city or regional level.

If you are so worried about implementing new schemes and bearing in mind that there is a
colossal part of a car’s carbon cost is in its manufacturing — why can’t incentives be brought
in for keeping older cars far longer — it seems to me a matter of common sense
mathematics.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smarter road user charging shouldn't be introduced. The proposals are pricing people out of
driving cars and particularly those visiting families. By not introducing the proposed changes
this would benefit people on a national level by keeping a level of sanity in place with better

health both physically and mentally.
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9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

| do not believe that the people of London want these proposals brought in. We have
suffered the promotion of a ULEZ expansion for little benefit but much pain.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. There should be no trial anywhere introduced by the Government. Nowhere is a sensible
place for a trial. This question smacks of the further advent of authority’s desire to control
every aspect of human life.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do

currently?

It is quite clear that the majority of Londoners would pay much more under the proposals.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Of course there should be — there must be checks and balances to curtail what some may
see as otherwise authoritarian dictats. Any new scheme should be put to a public vote The
public vote should have questions relating to that scheme that do not nudge a person to
answer in a way that the authority would like them to answer.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

The public has not had a say on policy goals. The people should have their say and vote on
the policy after which the public should have the chance to vote on any road charging
scheme. It must not be rules and policy without public consent.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3083

Dear all | would like know

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
Yes, | think driver are over charged.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current dailycharges for driving
applied in London?

36



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

Don’t think it should be applied at all

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?
Don’t think charging should happen

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
Getting cyclist taxed and insured

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
None

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

No because India America and Chinese industry belch out more green house gases then
cars ever will in London.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?
They shouldn’t exist

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
None quite happy to pay a flat road tax fee

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Everyone exempt

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No don’t think it should be introduced

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

So are electric cars going to pay this too?

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Yes they have too much power let the people decide

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?
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Don’t know

[personal information redacted for publication]

Fwd: Pay per mile Consultation.
Reference RUC3081

Q1. Do current road user charging systems in London require reform?

A1. No, they are quite appropriate. Existing methods are better than new technologies.
Modern ICU’s are very good and continue to be improved.

| have noted that traffic lights cause more problems, congestion and hold-ups than islands.
Improved signs and road surfaces can very often increase flow of traffic and thus less
stationary exhaust.

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for daily
charges for driving applied to London?

A2. | strongly oppose this due to the rare minerals required in that they are mined by child
labour in Africa. This is highly offensive and this price is too high for those who do this work
so that the rich can prosper.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as: travelling to work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

A3. This will clearly result in discrimination against those on lower incomes. There should not
be a variation in journeys and as we have far too many rules being thrust upon us already
this is a distinct NO!

Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

A4. There are no strategies and targets that smarter road user charging can support.
Target-chasing always ends up incentivising corrupt outcomes and does more harm
than good. Target-monitoring is costly.

Put effort into quality of urban design.

Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
A. None. We already have too much technology in use.

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such
as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change. Instead better quality road design is needed,
along with reduced charges and support for local shops, such as free parking outside
the businesses so that people can fulfil their routine needs without the need to travel to
out of town FREE parking at shopping centres.

Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a

national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?
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Road user charging should SHOULD NOT not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

A8: NO, NO, No to Smarter road user charging.! It should not be introduced because
any advantages for each individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?

A:9 AGAIN NO, NO, NO such discounts or exemptions should be introduced. The
concept introduces the need to justify your journeys to the authorities!

Why should | have to ask permission?

| have rights under common law and the Magna Carta.

Instead the Blue Badge system already exists and can be widened in scope or
reformed. The way to improve the lives of the groups mentioned here would be to
reduce fuel charges by increased oil exploration and extraction.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

A: 10

NO NO NO!

No such trial is needed. In terms of petrol/diesel powered vehicles, fuel tax already
acts as a distance-based road user charging scheme. A cheaper and more simple
means to tax electric vehicles would be an increase in annual road tax on EVs.

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners
who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or
more than they do currently?

A11. NO such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

A12: WHO GAVE THEM AUTHORITY OVER US?I DON'T REMEMBER VOTING FOR
THEM! Mayors and local authorities’ powers to introduce these schemes should be
removed immediately. We need a full and uncensored debate through all forms of
public discourse. Dissenting voices should be fully attended to, and only after that
specific referendums should be required to determine the will of the people.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging
ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy
goals?

A13: None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are
examined and challenged in open debate.

IN CONCLUSION, THIS IS AGAINST MY RIGHTS IN CONSTITUTIONAL LAW.
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Do we like in a democratic country or not?

LONDON ASSEMBLY TRANSPORT COMMITTEE: CALL FOR EVIDENCE The future of
smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3076
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LONDON ASSEMBLY TRANSPORT COMMITTEE: CALL FOR EVIDENCE
The future of smart road user charging February 2023

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No, they do not. And the current systems should be kept as simple as possible and as
focused as possible. The expenditure that would be allocated to an unnecessary
‘reform’ should be applied to the basics: improving the basic road quality’; removing
unnecessary blocks to circulation that create much more pollution and congestion;
returning to a public service mentality in City Hall and abandoning ideologies that are
ruining the city for the people who live here and who visit.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges
for driving applied in London?

By ‘smarter’ what is clearly meant is ‘surveillance’ and more of it, which is not wanted
and not necessary. The fixation on these schemes has little or nothing to do with
getting London moving and creating the wealth that spreads prosperity and improves
lives. London does not need more pet projects. It needs more intelligent investment in
the basic infrastructure — roads, pavements, bridges, tunnels etc.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential
services?

Varied charges are unnecessary and unwanted. They are an unwarranted restriction of
personal freedom and when basic freedom is restricted human flourishing and society
is inevitably damaged.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

We do not need ‘smarter’ road user charging (see above). We need a vibrant city
where people are free to move as easily as possible. We need intelligent management
of the road (and the broader integrated transport) networks ‘Strategies and targets’
should be limited to attaining the simple objective of keeping the city moving as freely
as possible and removing the obstacles that have been put in place by successive
administrations that have burdened London with expensive restrictions that hinder its
development every day.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

We need less technology used more intelligently, not more. We should prioritise
human interactions — employing people and training them properly to serve the citizens
of London — and reduce the use of Al, which for the most part is neither smart or
effective and is shot through with rigidities.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current
challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

The existing road user charges and other related measures have significantly
increased pollution and congestion. The city needs to undertake a massive programme
to remove the many obstacles to freedom of movement that have been put in place in
the last decade, often without proper consultation with residents and frequent users of
the city’s roads and broader transport networks. Simplification is the priority, not new
user charges (taxes) and systems.
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7. Areroad user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as
a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?

No such charges are needed. They should not be set up anywhere. They reduce the
freedoms that are vital to the vibrancy of the city and the country.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should
it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

No new charges should be introduced. They are a barrier to freedom of movement
and will have a net negative effect on the smooth running of the city.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter
road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low
incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low
levels of public transport?

Discussion of exemptions assumes that the charges are inevitable. That is a mistaken
assumption. Such charges are negative; they are damaging to the free flow of
movement in the city which negatively impacts human flourishing wherever they are
introduced. They create zones of congestion on the fringes of the charging zones and
areas of weak economic activity within the zones.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

A national distance-based road user scheme would be a huge negative to the
economic vibrancy of the country. As such no trial is needed.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based
charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

There is no need to introduce such a scheme. It would be damaging to the economy
and to the human flourishing that drives entrepreneurial wealth creation.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
Mayors should not have these powers. They exercise them in an unwise and ad hoc
manner, over the heads of residents and to the serious detriment of the cities. They
encourage ill-thought through schemes that damage cities and actually impact in a
very negative way the quality of life and freedom for the residents of the city.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user
charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving
similar policy goals?

Wherever they are introduced it is usually over the heads of the residents and to the
detriment of the economic and human flourishing of the cities and their residents. They
are rarely properly debated and the damage they do is ignored. The conclusion has to
be that the maximum freedom of movement should be the governing principal and that
all efforts should be concentrated on achieving this aim with intelligent policies that are
properly debated with residents.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference RUC3074

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
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Yes. The present Congestion Charge hours of 12:00 noon to 18:00pm at weekends and all
bank holidays is strangling Central London’s tourist, restaurant and shopping economy and
should be scrapped to allow complete freedom of movement of vehicles across Central
London for the entire weekend and on Bank Holidays.

The present ULEZ already discriminates against poorer families who cannot afford a ULEZ
compliant car. It also discriminates against those who start their car journey before midnight
and complete it after midnight. | cannot be right to be charged two lots of ULEZ for making
one journey, typically affecting night shift workers. There needs to be greater ULEZ
concessions for essential and key workers, including the disabled plus those responsible for
looking after the elderly, the infirm, small children and those using a car in the course of
working for a charity.

We need less charging in London, not more.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for
driving applied in London?

It won’t be smarter it will be just another raft of charging on an already over policed and
unfair road charging system, namely, ULEZ and the Congestion Charge.

Instead of proposing new systems, adjust the existing ones. You already have the annual
VED and duty on fuel. Why make things even more complicated?

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential
services?

Micro-managing the purpose of people’s individual journeys will be impossible to police. It is
also a breach of civil liberties.

We already pay an annual road fund licence and fuel duty, which is a cost per mile as you
pay more if you drive more.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

The fact that this question has to be asked demonstrates the spurious nature of smarter road
user charging. A good tax is one that is simple to understand, cheap and simple to collect
and difficult to avoid. The government presently taxes a car when it is new, charges an
annual VED and charges tax on the fuel that we use, whether it be petrol, diesel, LPG or
electric. If the government re-assesses the taxes on those, there will be no need to introduce
costly and admin heavy alternatives.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

More technology? Haven’t we got enough already? Why does technology have to be
brought into everything? You don’t need rocket science and expensive technology to
operate the taxes | have referred to in the answer to 4 above.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges
such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

The ULEZ is already doing this and so are the other present vehicle taxes. People are
already being priced out of car ownership (which will deal with traffic levels) individual
vehicle emissions are the lowest in history, and getting cleaner (that deals with vehicle
pollution) and if there is a climate change emergency it is coming from China, India and the
Third World, not here. The public are sick to death of government policy being driven by the
spurious excuse of “Climate Change’. Enough is enough.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?

People don’t want any new form of road user charging whether at city, regional or national
level. Whichever options you go for will be a nightmare to set up and operate. Also, don’t
under-estimate public push back. Use the present forms to vehicle taxation already in place
and adjust them accordingly. For one thing, at least you know that they work.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
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It is completely unnecessary to introduce smarter road user charging because it won’t be
any smarter that what you already have, just a lot more expensive to set up and run and less
efficient in collection than the present regime of vehicle taxes.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter
road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low
incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with
low levels of public transport?

People do not want a new road charging scheme. A fair system should already grant
exemption to the classes of people referred to. | would add people working for charities. |
drive for a charity collecting and transporting disabled people. | object to being
taxed/charged for doing that.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. Nowhere is a sensible place for a trial. The government already taxes vehicle users for
the fuel they use. That is distance based and fairly applied to each user. Why introduce
another form of distance -based charge?

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners
who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the
same, or more than they do currently?

Introducing a new distance based road user charging system is a bad idea for the reasons
stated in my answer to question 11.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an
electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local
referendum)?

All of these new schemes should be put to a public vote like any good democratic country
would do. To do otherwise would be undemocratic.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user
charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving
similar policy goals?

Just by asking this question clearly shows an intention to introduce a road user scheme not
only without having a clue to its viability, but that you intend to go ahead with it without
allowing the people of this country the opportunity to decide on such an important matter by
a public ballot / referendum.

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference RUC3072

| am a resident in [personal information redacted for publication], London for 27 years. |
believe the targets of cleaner air, addressing the climate emergency and addressing traffic
congestion are all admirable and are targets most people would want to support but the
policies being implemented are clearly not going to do any of these things, are punitive and
are just a way to collect more cash from the public. Please find below my replies to your call
for evidence regarding the future of smart road user charging.

Kind regards,

[personal information redacted for publication]

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? Absolutely. We all
want clean air but we also want to be able to get around. | was in Mayfair last week
and the air quality was horrific. Road usage in inner London needs to be addressed
urgently and the current charging system is clearly not doing what it was allegedly set
up to do. Equally, the air in outer London where | live is perfectly acceptable but the
public transport system is not good. The proposed expansion of ULEZ must be
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stopped immediately as it’s impacting people too unfairly and will not in any way fix
the problems it is allegedly being brought in to fix.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London? They should not be brought in at all but if they are implemented, the
whole system should be fairer and should apply to everyone using the roads and not
just the poorer people in society. The wealthy with their top of the range electric cars
are not paying the current charges in London. It is a totally unjust system.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services? This is a ridiculous
question. As usual, something expensive and difficult to administer will be brought in.
Keep it simple for crying out loud.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support? Smarter road
user charging is I’'m afraid just another way to get poor people to pay even more
money to central and local governments.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging? Just will be
another excuse to bring in more cameras, more monitoring of our movements and to
erode even more freedoms.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change? The best way to tackle these issues is to provide
a significantly upgraded and reliable public transport system and to reduce flights
going into airports. Tax the airports, not the every day person trying to live their life.
7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or

as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect

with either approach? Road user charging schemes are another tax on road users.
Frankly, it should not be brought in at all and if so it should be at a national level.
Good luck getting that through without public uproar.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should

it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed? It should replace
every other tax and charge currently being paid by motorists apart from parking
charges. How many times does a motorist have to pay to use the same road? So road
tax, ULEZ, Congestion charges and tolls should all be replaced.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport? The question
is ‘what is the reason for smarter road charging’. If it is just to get yet more money
from the public - which it seems to

be - then it should not be brought in at all. Surely a reliable and efficient public
transport system is a must before this is even considered and at the moment, public
transport in outer London is worse than it has ever been.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial? No. London has too many
infrastructure problems which should be addressed before a scheme of this kind is
trialled. As usual, it’s the cart before the horse in this country.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently? less - it is becoming absolutely prohibitive to drive in outer London but for a
lot of people there are just no other options

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?Absolutely, unfortunately.
The behaviour of the current mayor regarding the expansion of the ULEZ has proven
that he has too much power and he is behaving like a dictator. This is not democracy
and is not in the interest of Londoners.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals? | am
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unsure but my friends from Berlin visiting last weekend were horrified at the ULEZ
expansion and said there is no way that could ever happen in Germany as the public
would not tolerate it and their views would be listened to

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
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Reference RUC3069

Dear LondonAssembly Transport Committee,
Kindly see below my answers to the questions of your Call for Evidence: The future
of smart road user charging February 2023. Your questions are marked in blue and
bold font.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No, not at all. The ULEZ initiative is already in place and it impacts men and women
in London negatively. The people and businesses are stressed due to the economic
impact of the past three years. We need less regulation and monitoring to recover.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
charges for driving applied in London?

We do not need new monitoring systems, but adjustment of the existing systems,
instead. For example, the quotidian charge stops at midnight. These result in drivers
who visit between 10 pm and 2 am being charged twice.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential
services?

There should not be any additional charge, regardless if we are travelling for work,
for care or essential services. The Tax duties that we pay on fuel are sufficient, as
they are a cost per mile. And this means that men and women travelling more by
automobile will pay more. There is no need for additional road charging systems.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

There is no need for further target setting in this direction. It would be more beneficial
for the men and women in this country if the government focused on the well-being
and health of the nation.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

The women and men in this country do not need more technologies intruding into
their lives.
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6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current
challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

The ULEZ initiative is already addressing this. The women and men in this country
do not need more road charges.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level,
or as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you
expect with either approach?

The Road Tax and Fuel Duty are already charged on a national level. The women
and men in this country do not need more charging schemes.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes
should it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be
changed?

It should not. Kindly focus on the health of the nation instead. There is no need for
smarter road user charging that prices people out of travelling in their automobiles.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new
smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people,
those on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who
live in areas with low levels of public transport?

The women and men in this country do not want a road charging scheme.

10. 10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road
user charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No, not at all. There is no sensible place for a trial in this great country. The people
want to be free.

11. 11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-
based charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

As a result of any such introduction, the men and women in London would all pay
more.

12. 12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new
road charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required
beyond an electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for
example a local referendum)?
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Yes, there is a requirement beyond an electoral mandate for these bodies to use
those powers. All the proposed schemes should be subject to a public vote with six to
twelve months for consideration and consultation.

13. 13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road
user charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for
achieving similar policy goals?

The women and men in this great country did not have a say in the policy goals.
There needs to be a vote on this policy and the road charging scheme. Anything less
is not acceptable.

Best regards,
[personal information redacted for publication]

[personal information redacted for publication]

Reply to Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference RUC3067

FAO: London Assembly Transport Committee
Reply to Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

There should be no road user charging scheme at all. Vehicles are already taxed through
the annual vehicle excise duty.

Distance-based tax already exists; it is fuel duty. The further one drives, the more fuel used,
and the more paid in tax (duty and VAT).

A road-user charging scheme would require huge numbers of cameras. One might posit a
malevolent council/national government/police force abusing such a system.

The computing infrastructure and processing demands for the endless film/photos taken
from such a camera system would require a major IT project; there is a poor history of major
public IT projects in the UK, including NHS systems, the police national computer upgrades,
and the Post Office's Horizon finances, which led to several tens of post-masters-and-
mistresses wrongly imprisoned for fraud.

Those on low incomes (but not supported by benefits) will be hurt the most - the neighbour
who takes an old lady shopping, the volunteer at the foodbank, and those who have to drive
for work and transport materials and tools - builders, plumbers, etc. On one occasion, a
friend gave me a lift home after | had hit my head. A distance of a couple of miles cost him
£12.50 in ULEZ charges. He has not changed his car for several reasons, not the least of
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which is that scrapping a functioning car would be far more polluting than carrying on using
it, as even Extinction Rebellion acknowledged when planning a tour in diesel-powered buses
last year.

The mayor's recent comments that those who oppose such a scheme were joining up with
the 'far-right' were disgraceful, and indicate that he has contempt for the public. If he cannot
come up with better arguments in support of a plan than insults, it shows that the plan is
fundmentally flawed.

A radical suggestion is simply to allow people to drive as they need, and spend the tax
raised from the sale of fuel on maintaining the roads to a high standard, while providing
reliable, clean, and regular public transport.

[personal information redacted for publication]

[No subiject]
Reference RUC3065

Answer to question number:

1) No, we already have ULEZ which has impacted people enough. Even that should be
scrapped. People are already suffering with the cost of living and don't need extra charges to
pay to drive around their cities.

2) We shouldn't have to pay extra money to drive on our roads.

3) We don't need anymore charges, we already pay road tax and fuel duty. You are trying to
make people poorer. Tax the rich.

4) People don't need extra charges and taxes to pay for driving. The state of the economy is
hard enough on people without having extra things to pay for.

5) We don't need anymore technology

6) Charging motorists will not stop climate change or air pollution. Why don't you look at the
rich population which carbon footprint is far bigger than any normal person and tax them.

7) Road Charging already exists in the form of ROAD TAX AND FUEL DUTY. We don't need
anymore road taxing.

8) There shouldn't be more charges. Get rid of ULEZ stop taxing the poor and working class.
Tax the rich.

9) The people do not want a road Charging scheme.

10) No, nowhere is a good place for a trial. Let people be free, stop the dystopian future we
don't want it

11) It would cost people more, you are making people worse off for something that will not
change any climate change or air pollution

12) All of these new schemes should be put to public vote. Are we a democracy or is it
dictatorship? You are supposed to be making life better for citizens, not worse

13) Let the people vote on this matter. It is us who it effects, stop making life for people more
difficult and sneaking in new schemes to make people's lives unbearable

Smart Road User Charging
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Reference RUC3061

Q1. The current system does not require changing or updating. We have had congestion
charging for at least 20 years, LEZ and ULEZ have been introduced and Sadiq Khan is
expanding the ULEZ boundaries. It's time to think of the cost these are / will be incurred by
those travelling within these zones especially those doing so for work. The impact upon
small business these charges are / will cripple so many and they will not be able to survive.
So introducing further charging is an absolute preposterous idea, how sustainable is this for
those on a lower income especially given that driving can actually be cheaper than taking
public transport. It most certainly is in my case. Londoners and indeed other counties don’t
yet another need another tax or surcharge to drive their vehicles - where does it end???

Smart Road User Charging

Reference RUC3060

Dear Sirs,

| am writing in response to your consultation on Smart Road User Charging.

I would like it noted that | believe this to be an extremely poor policy for a number of
reasons.

Due to a patchy, expensive and unreliable public transport network, ordinary people already
under financial pressures like no other in a generation, will be financially penalised for using
the only affordable and reliable mode of transport open to them to get to work, run their
businesses and take their children to school, cars.

Further, the extensive network of surveillance cameras required to operate such a system
and the data as to people's day-to-day movements collected by a state organisation would
be an unacceptable encroachment on individual liberty and privacy.

This proposal is misguided and an overstep of the role of government. People should be
encouraged to use public transport via the provision of an excellent and reliable service, not
punished for not doing so under threat of financial penalty.

Yours faithfully,

[personal information redacted for publication]

[No subject]
Reference RUC3055

M1MI11@++1+17

Q1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No.

We do not need lots of 'charging systems' to pay for the cost if our roads. That is what the
vehicle tax is for. A record of travel does not need to be kept as is a breach of an individuals
privacy.

All of the aims can be achieved by improving the infrastructure we already have. One way
systems encourage driving further than needed. Pedestrian zones often mean vehicles
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have to do long detours. Street narrowing causing vehicle congestion and prevents
emergency vehicles in some cases. Traffic lights are not necessary where they could be
replaced by roundabouts, which would be unaffected by power cuts.

We don't need technological systems in order to travel around

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

As this would require technology and the maintenance of tgat technology there would be
overheads. As this is not necessary funds would be better spent improving the existing
infrastructure.

There are also many reasons why the increased use of technology isn't ethical such as the
mining of rare natural resources.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

You shouldn't have to state a reason for a journey. We are free to travel the roads as the
roads belong to the people and that is the way it should stay.

Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Targets don't work, there are always ways to 'beat the system'.

For instance NHS waiting times didn't drop they just removed them from treatment lists and
then readded again to 'meet the targets'

Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None. We don't need any more technology. The use of sat nav has ended in disaster for
people driving into rivers, dead ends etc. and doing long detours to no where. Drivers need
to be more precective and this will be achieved by removing technology as it is over relied
on.

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

We don't have air pollution and climate change is something the climate does itself not
something we do to it.

Take away unnecessary one-way systems, blocked off or artificially narrowed

roads, improve signage and improve the public transport network. That in turn will make
travel more efficient and therefore reduce 'pollution '

The high Street needs to make a resurgence and parking needs to be available on it, so that
people support their local community.

Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

We already pay an excessive amount for our road upkeep. The vehicle tax needs to cover
the cost of running the roads and that is it. Money is being wasted in administration by
running multiple unnecessary schemes

Smarter road user charging should not be introduced because any advantages for each
individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road

charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?
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No such discounts or exemptions should be introduced.
You do not need permission to travel.

There are already schemes in operation such as the blue card scheme which as a previous
user | know are very effective.

The tax on fuel also needs to be cut as this is not being used to find the upkeep of the
roads.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. We do not need a 'trial'

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

No such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities’ powers should not have any power to introduce anything this is
not the role of local government.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

We need to assess where these 'goals' and 'objectives ' have come from before any
decisions are made. It is not for any entity or public body to decide what us appropriate
without a public debate.

This consultation needed to be advertised in the media as widely as government health
advice has been for the last three years. Unless of course there is something to hide?

Re: Road User Charging Response.
Reference RUC3054

To Whom It May Concern;
This is my response to the Road User Charging Response due by this Friday 10" March
2023 as follows:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

YES! We would like both the Congestion Charge and ULEZ to be phased out as opposed to
the impending ULEZ extension to London’s outer boroughs as these Stealth Taxes are
adding to the already crippling costs of acquiring, insuring and taxing motor vehicles,
especially for the motorists who need a vehicle as transport to go to & from work or for
parents who need their vehicles to do their school runs during the week.
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2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

This smarter road user charging is already operating in China coupled with a Social Credit
System imposed on the Chinese's people for good behaviour if bad behaviour they will be
penalise if he / she goes against the government in a city where China has the most CCTV
in the world watching its citizens every day. | can see London not being far off ie it's has the
2" largest number of CCTV in the world. This to me is Big Brother and infringing on my Civil
Liberties & Human rRghts.

| am totally against this smarter road user charging scheme.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

It's already a big burden on us Londoners due to the slump in the economy i.e. raising fuel
prices gas, electricity, rent, mortgages with the impact of inflation.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
Nothing, it's just money to support the treasury.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
Nothing other than this country becoming a Dictatorship.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Additionally, | truly do not KNOW what your ongoing obsession with so continuously
bleeding London’s motorists via an additional Road Tax that also is not spent on the roads is
about which is why | reiterate my answer to ‘smarter road user charging’ is a resounding NO
THANK YOU.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

| truly do not KNOW what your ongoing obsession with adding to the so punitive ROAD TAX
and FUEL DUTY all cars are currently incurring in that why are you so continuously bleeding
the UK’s motorists via yet another additional Road Tax that also is not spent on the roads
which is why | reiterate my answer to ‘smarter road user charging’ is a resounding NO
THANK YOU.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

| do not want ‘smarter road user charging’, smart meters and the constant blocking of back
streets that have forced the utility of main roads / severe congestion problems just because
you overtly paranoid Controllers want to constantly observe us BIG BROTHER style in every
area of human activity. What is your ongoing obsession with TOTAL CONTROL really
about?

| am totally against this road user charging scheme it should be scrapped immediately.
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9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

| do not want ‘smarter road user charging’ in any shape or form as | truly cannot envisage
anything beneficial about this Scheme other than totally unnecessary additional Stealth Tax.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

| do not want ‘smarter road user charging’ in any shape or form in London or anywhere else
in the UK as | cannot envisage anything beneficial about this in today's world. This is not the
future | want to envision for me, this is yet another unnecessary Stealth Tax.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

| repeat, | can't see anything beneficial regarding the use of road user charging’ in any shape
or form in London or anywhere else in the UK as | cannot envisage anything even marginally
good about this so totally unnecessary additional Stealth Tax.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

A local referendum with regard to ‘smarter road user charging’ and the impending ULEZ
extension is definitely the Way to Go which is why Mr Sadiq Khan would never have a local
referendum because he knows that the overwhelming British Public who are not
sleepwalking when they go to the polls would kick this scheme straight out.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

| repeat, | do not want ‘smarter road user charging’ in any shape or form in London or
anywhere else in the UK as | truly cannot envisage anything even marginally beneficial
about this so totally unnecessary Stealth Tax, as for other cities it should be a choice for the
citizens to have a choice and vote for it or against it in a democratic country.

Your faithfully,

Kind regards,

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference RUC3051

Please find my answers it the Key Questions below and reply confirming receipt.
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1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
Yes, get rid of congestion charging, LEZ and ULEZ

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Please don't introduce "smart" user charging, it sets a dangerous precedent for future control

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Journeys shouldn't be charged for in this way, it's divisive

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Only bad ones, stop charging us more to move around our towns and countryside
5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

I don't agree with "smarter road user charging”

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Pollution can be managed by technology, cleaner fuel and cleaner engines, it isn't a big
problem in many areas and will decrease as vehicles reach the end of their natural life and
are replaced with newer technology. Forcing people off the road and removing our freedom
to move around at will is a frightening prospect.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Please don't set them up at all

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Just keep the current vehicle tax system - change the name to match the narrative if you like
9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example, to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to

drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Please don't introduce a new smarter road charging scheme. It is a complicated and
expensive system purely designed to make people miserable

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

A national distance-based road user charging scheme is not wanted - what a horrible

thought, having to plan a route based on how many miles you can afford to travel - that will
take all the joy out of exploring.
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11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for a vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they
do currently?

A distance-based road user charging scheme is not needed, or wanted.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have the power to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities shouldn't be allowed to introduce road charging schemes,
particularly if they promised they wouldn't, disregard consultation results and massage
figures to show their preferred outcome. Also there needs to be a way of preventing the use
of dubious information and emotional manipulation in their marketing

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at forachieving similar policy goals?

Badly - it's causing division, misery and poverty

[personal information redacted for publication]

[No subject]
Reference RUC3050

At a time when most people are finantially hard pressed to make end's meet introducing
more chages for motorists is just not fair. No,no,no.

Pay per mile Consultation.

Reference RUC3049

Q1. Do current road user charging systems in London require reform?

A. No they’re adequate.

There is no need for technological methods. Traditional methods better.

Combustion engines good, especially with modern engines since 2010.

Congestion could be improved by more roundabouts instead of traffic lights or better phasing
of traffic lights.

Better road surface maintenance and improved signage.

These would help alleviate traffic congestion and improve air quality and pollution.

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

A. | totally object to this because these devices are unethical in that rare earth minerals are
required. These are mined from poor countries such as Africa and use child labour in
dangerous conditions to mine these minerals.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as traveling to work, caring responsibilities or essential services?
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A. This is discrimination, likely against the unemployed and pensioners who will have to beg
to be allowed to use the roads and give justification for their journey.
Are we really living in a democratic country?

Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

There are no strategies and targets that smarter road user charging can support. Target-
chasing always ends up incentivising corrupt outcomes and does more harm than good.
Target-monitoring is costly.

Put effort into quality of urban design.

Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
A. None. We already have too much technology in use.

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as traffic, air
pollution and climate change. Instead better quality road design is needed, along with
reduced charges and support for local shops, such as free parking outside the businesses
so that people can fulfil their routine needs without the need to travel to out of town FREE
parking at shopping centres.

Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should SHOULD NOT not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

NO, NO, No to Smarter road user charging.! It should not be introduced because any
advantages for each individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

AGAIN NO, NO, NO such discounts or exemptions should be introduced. The concept
introduces the need to justify your journeys to the authorities!

Why should | have to ask permission?

I have rights under common law and the Magna Carta.

Instead the Blue Badge system already exists and can be widened in scope or reformed.
The way to improve the lives of the groups mentioned here would be to reduce fuel charges
by increased oil exploration and extraction.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

NO NO NO!
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No such trial is needed. In terms of petrol/diesel powered vehicles, fuel tax already acts as a
distance-based road user charging scheme. A cheaper and more simple means to tax
electric vehicles would be an increase in annual road tax on EVs.

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

NO such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

WHO GAVE THEM AUTHORITY OVER US?I DON'T REMEMBER VOTING FOR THEM!
Mayors and local authorities’ powers to introduce these schemes should be removed
immediately. We need a full and uncensored debate through all forms of public discourse.
Dissenting voices should be fully attended to, and only after that specific referendums should
be required to determine the will of the people.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are examined
and challenged in open debate.

IN CONCLUSION, THIS IS AGAINST MY RIGHTS IN CONSTITUTIONAL LAW.
Do we like in a democratic country or not?

Smarter road user carging views
Reference RUC3047

Dear Scrutiny

There is enough charging at the moment without adding another scheme.

| have a daughter with autism, adhd who needs taking everywhere, my job involves going
from place to place to assess people, and | care for my aunt who lives 15 miles away. How
do you expect me to fulfil all those commitments on public transport. We are barely scaping
through month to month. My gas and electric bill is a third of my total salary. How do you
expect me to pay further charges?

You are hitting the poor by making it harder for us to work, do essential journeys, etc.

| do not agree about your goal about Londons air quality.

| do not agree that road space has been allocated for other uses. No wonder this is creating
chaos and congestion.

Yours Sincerely,

[personal information redacted for publication]
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: The future of smart road user charging February 2023 Evedences.

Reference RUC3042

As below in question number order.

1: Certainly not, motorists are already charged enough through direct and indirect taxes, plus
congestion and ULEZ charges.

2: Charging people twice by exceeding the midnight deadline for work, to music gig, or
dinner and a show, is not condusive to encourage domestic and overseas visitors.

3: Definitely not charging for all the examples given. Varying charges for different road users
sounds like yet another layer of bureaucracy.
Over complicated, cumbersome and an expensive system to implement and run.

4: It would have a detrimental effect on businesses, tourism, retail, entertainment and the
hospitality sectors. Especially in respect to the outer boroughs without accessibility to a
comprehensive public transport system.

5: No more technology, especially not more cctv cameras or internal vehicular data
monitoring systems.

Motorists are already overloaded by too many obtuse and confusing road signage. Whilst
excess street furniture reduces the available pavement space for pedestrians.

6: Of course London has the current ulez and congestion charges, however motorists are
already taxed via VED on an emissions basis .

Buying an EV has been incentivised for higher earners, who also do not have to pay vehicle
tax.

Car ownership shouldn’t be considered in isolation for causing pollution and climate change.
Other pollution factors are the London Underground , industry, construction works and their
associated vehicles.

7: Neither, setting up these schemes either on a city by city or regional basis will result in a
messy array of confusing and differing qualifying criteria throughout the country.
We already have an national level of road charging via vehicle tax and fuel duty.

8: | do not believe smarter road used charging should be introduced. It is a very open
ended pricing tool and would become an additional layer of taxing motorists off the roads,
whether for business, pleasure or necessity.

9: The answer to all examples quoted would be we do not want or could afford a road
charging scheme. Especially after enduring years of austerity , the effects of covid, recession
and inflation caused by the current cost of living crisis.

10: My answer would be a definite NO to a trial in London or elsewhere. It presents an
opportunity to impose this scheme on a permanent basis, by using “a back door” method.
After further research into this topic, the scheme is too controlling, unfair, unequal and
curtails peoples freedom.

11: This is a loaded question as both inner and outer London have completely different
requirements in regards to their driving needs.
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Income, occupation, availability of public transport, age and family circumstances or health
issues, would need to be taken into consideration.

However everyone would pay more, but it would have a greater negative impact on people
on average or lower salaries.

12: These new schemes have such a massive impact affecting peoples lives and into the
future.

Too important not to be common knowledge and must be put to a public vote.

| thought we lived in a democracy.

13: | am aware the Italian government considered nett zero too ambitious and unachievable
by the proposed date.

Even Germany want a hold on banning new car internal combustion engine manufacturing
due to the development of new fuels.

We should bear in mind the detrimental effect on trade, freedom of movement and a more
divided and unequal society.

Any emission reductions would be totally wiped out by the massive year on year pollution
levels produced by China alone.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road user charging consultation
Reference RUC3040

Q1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. Motorists are already heavily taxed and should not be charged extra to use the roads
which belong to the people and are paid for by the people. More resources should be put
into keeping the roads in a good state of repair and ensuring that repairs are carried out
quickly with no unnecessary inconvenience to the public. | have noticed recently that roads
are being closed for weeks while no work takes place. This should stop.

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

It would be smart to remove any charges for driving in London, since the people have a right
to freely travel on their roads.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

There should be no charges for driving in London or anywhere else. See above.

Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

There are no strategies and targets that smarter road user charging can support.

Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None. We do not need any more technology.

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as traffic, air
pollution and climate change. Carrying out road works quickly and efficiently so that drivers
do not need to do unnecessary mileage because of diversions would help.
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Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smarter road user charging should not be introduced because any advantages for each
individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

No such discounts or exemptions should be introduced. The concept introduces the need to
justify one’s journeys to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should
never happen. Instead the Blue Badge system already exists and can be widened in scope
or reformed. The way to improve the lives of the groups mentioned here would be to reduce
fuel charges by increased oil exploration and extraction.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. No such trial is needed. In terms of petrol/diesel powered vehicles, fuel tax already acts
as a distance-based road user charging scheme. A cheaper and more simple means to tax
electric vehicles would be an increase in annual road tax on EVs.

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

No such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities’ powers to introduce these schemes should be removed
immediately. We need a full and uncensored debate through all forms of public discourse.
Dissenting voices should be fully attended to, and only after that specific referendums should
be required to determine the will of the people.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are examined
and challenged in open debate.

Road user charging

Reference RUC3039

1:

NO. We have sufficient taxation at present with the ulez and congestion charges.

We need less regulation and taxes rather than more in this time of economic stress.

2:

| think instead of instigating new systems we should adjust the old systems ie we pay daily
charge should be adjusted as it penalises people who travel overnight, they get charged
twice would it be better to have a 24-hour system first entry for a 24-hours period.

3:
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| don't think there should be any extra charges for travelling on any of the reasons above.
Motorists are already charged fuel duty & vat which equates to a charge per mile according
to the the vehicle used, the less efficient the more tax that person will pay.

| don't think we should have to pay any more tax.

4:

| don't think is right that we are looking for strategies and targets. This smacks of "how much
can we make out of this".

The happiness and health of population is more important.

5.

| don't believe we need any more technology than we have at the moment.

6:

| can't see any point in further Road charging as we already have ulez and and fuel taxes
VAT and the VED.

Electric cars have already been incentivised along with 0 ved and grants.

7

It is best that no new user charging schemes are setup nationally or regionally. We already
have a functioning taxation system on vehicles. Let the present vehicles die a normal death
rather than creating extra carbon and pollution on new electric vehicles, especially now there
are new developments in low carbon fuels.

8:

| don't think anything should be changed. Why put a complex complicated and expensive
system in place of a functioning system.
There are more important things we should be concentrating our minds on in this country.

9:
Again pointless we have a present system that works why not put the money saved from
implementing complicated Road charging assistance into public transport

10.

NO

There is no point in this. It just seems another layer of bureaucracy and expensive at that.
11.

They would all pay more as the system to implement it will be so expensive. Pointless.
12.

There should be a local referendum on any of these points.We do not live in a dictatorship.
13.

The policy goals are set by government, we do not have a say in that.

There is not enough data to confirm if this kind of system works in other countries and it
wouldn't work in our complicated tightly packed country.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Smart Road User Charging London - consultation response

Reference RUC3034

To whom it may concern
Please find below my responses to your questions:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
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Unless the reform would mean scrapping all charges then no. The existing road charging
systems, such as vehicle tax and fuel duty are enough. Suggestion to track vehicles via
cameras is a complete infringement of our human rights especially our rights to privacy and
freedom of movement.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
charges for driving applied in London?

Scrap all charges. They are against our civil freedoms and our natural right to free
movement.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential
services?

Scrapping all charges will mean there is no differentiation between travel purposes. Bringing
in varying charges for different sectors or roles may result in discrimination against those
who have to travel longer or further. And how would the Government implement such a
scheme without obtaining even more personal data from the people? Again, infringing our
right to privacy as well as our right to free movement.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

None. It only causes division between groups and those deemed as ‘important’ enough to be
exempt. Will politician convoys be exempt?

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None. | do not consent to more cameras or facial recognition or ANPR. These are against
civil liberties and the rights to privacy and freedom of movement.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current
challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

They can’t as these policies are mostly targeting the private car user which contributes the
least to pollution (are HGVs exempt, buses, Convoys for ‘VIPs’?). You are creating digital
prisons locking down Londoners by controlling travel. These policies in trial areas have
shown negligible effect on air pollution, more often just shifting it elsewhere. Meanwhile the
fines create more funds to implement more technological prisons.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

We already have national level road user charging - vehicle tax and fuel duty and there is
plenty of revenue coming in from these at the moment (the last year having the highest fuel
prices in recent history).

These proposed schemes will disproportionately impact those who rely on cars for work or
for accessibility reasons.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
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No additional charges should be introduced. The current system is not discriminatory unlike
this suggested road user charging scheme. Several protected characteristics under the
Equality Act 2010 will be disproportionately discriminated against (age, disability...for eg).

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new

smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes,
those who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?

We do not want a road charging scheme! The roads are already paid for through vehicle tax,
fuel duty AND council tax!

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. No where in the U.K. is suitable. These additional charges are not welcome anywhere.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

These roads are already paid for through road tax, council tax and fuel duty. A scheme like
this would negatively impact the working folk of London (and those visiting) as it would cost
so much more just to leave your house/flat if the ULEZ zone is fully implemented.

This isn’t the way to discourage car use. There are plenty of positive alternatives that
wouldn’t infringe on the right to free movement nor be discriminatory in nature ( free / cheap
public transport). This scheme is a cash cow and not for the benefit for Londoners.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

A local referendum is a must as these scheme are infringing on our fundamental human
rights and these must be called into question, scrutinised and stopped. People have the right
to choose not to partake in these schemes as their money has already paid for the roads.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

There are many suggested schemes trying to be implemented across the country around
road users charging (15 min zones and permit style permissions for eg). These are being
pushed through without the will of the people and there is huge resistance. They will not
succeed as they infringe on the basic human rights of people.

Thank you for your consideration.

[personal information redacted for publication]

RE: Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
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Reference RUC3031

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see below my answers to the questions

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
Yes.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
charges for driving applied in London?
All charges for driving in London should be abolished.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential
services?

All charges for driving in London should be abolished.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
All charges for driving in London should be abolished.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
All charges for driving in London should be abolished.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current

challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Roader user charging cannot stop the climate from changing, it is a natural process. Air
pollution can be tackled by creating cleaner combustion engines. Traffic can be reduced by
re-zoning the city and changing the road lay-outs.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or
as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect
with either approach?

All charges for driving in the UK should be abolished.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should
it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
All charges for driving in the UK should be abolished.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new
smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those
on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in
areas with low levels of public transport?

All charges for driving in the UK should be abolished.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
All charges for driving in the UK should be abolished.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based
charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

All charges for driving in the UK should be abolished.
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12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an
electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local referendum)?

The case for these powers has not been adequately laid out.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user
charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for
achieving similar policy goals?

| do not know.

[No subject]

Reference RUC3027

Please see my answers with regards to the future road charging consultation.

1.Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform.

No it's hard enough with the current charges inflicted on drivers. We do not want or need any
further expansions or charges.

2.how might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London.

There is nothing smart about adding extra charges to the existing. There are already enough
tax's on drivers !

3.How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,such as
traveling to work , caring responsibilities or essential services.

This will.just make driving more complex & confusing, it's already a nightmare with the
existing charges in place.

4 What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support.

No this is not valid , not wanted , and most certainly not be implemented.

5.What technology could be used to support the smarter road user charging.

There is no need for more technology or smart charging for the road user. There are enough
already.

6.How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic air pollution and climate change.

This is not required or needed even current charges have made little or no difference. We do
not want or need more.

7.Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level , or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach.

This would cause lots of difficulties with the current charges, people , car users , businesses,
family's,elderly,poorly will just be punished for existing and trying to go about there everyday
tasks without the added stress of new road chargings.

8.1f smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed.

It's not needed , and changes should be to remove the current ULEZ charge , and it should
certainly not be extended.
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9.What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme for example to help disabled people,those in low incomes , those who need to drive
for work , or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport.

| don't want any discounts or exemptions as there is no need for further charges to be
implicated.

10.If the government were interested in a national distance based road user charging
scheme would London be a sensible place for a trail.

No leave London alone , all these current charges and restrictions not are putting people of
off visiting London as it is.

11.If distance based road user charging was introduced , do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving based charges , the same , or more than they
do currently.

This is all unnecessary and an absolute invasion of privacy and would be another
unnecessary tax.

12. Mayor's and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum).

There should 100 percent be referendums. Authorities & Mayors should not make decisions
without consulting the people of London. They have already gone to far and the people of
London & outer London have had enough especially after the first ULEZ consolation was
ignored. It's about time drivers and the people were listened to and asked before things are
implemented.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
fairing , and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?
Charges and smart charges are already damaging and crippling enough during the cost of
living crisis. Every bourgh & every city should have a say on what is to be implicated on
them.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: the future of smart road user charging Feb 2023
Reference RUC3024

Dear sirfmadam,

I'm a resident in the London Borough of Havering and have provided responses to the
questions contained in the London Assembly investigation paper and additional points |
would like to raise; these are detailed below.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No, the expansion of ULEZ to the north circular was sufficient. The expansion to the M25 is
already taking charging too far with the amount of change being too much for the public and
businesses to absorb let alone attempting to change the whole model.

Given the impact of the pandemic and subsequent economic downturn introducing further
change would not be appropriate.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

The proposal for smarter road user charging would require the tracking of vehicles and in
turn creating records that are linked to people that will breach that freedom and privacy in a
way far exceeding the existing system.

There would potentially be a significant increase in costs for vehicles being used all day, e.g.
tradesperson, parcel delivery, etc, that will strain or even put the impacted
businesses/people out of work.
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3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities, or essential services?

There would need to be a detailed list of exemptions with different levels that are applied at
against times and/or charging levels.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

The only real technology that could be used will effectively mean infringing on people’s
human rights.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

There are obvious answers to this question but again these involve impinging on human
rights.

The Metropolitan Police and security services will want to access the records created as has
already occurred with the ULEZ and/or Congestion Charge database.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

As a minimum the removal of car tax but this would need to be removed at the national level.
It's likely that vehicle owners will be double taxed.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Not introducing smart road charging would be the best option or making all residents
exempted otherwise there will be double taxation.

Public transport is not at the level required in terms of frequency, options, and quality, to
enable residents the mobility required.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No, it's far too complex to make work. A city or town with more straightforward roads but with
identified higher levels of emissions should be used. Any trial should be conducted in
multiple locations with various emissions levels to prove the level of benefit a scheme of this
nature could deliver on a national scale.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

If this scheme is introduced it would need to replace the existing schemes and be capped for
Londoners as a minimum but as | said earlier, | don't believe the 2020's is the right time and
it would need to be on a national level replacing the existing car tax scheme.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

A referendum should be compulsory when so many people are impacted. The current ULEZ
expansion and the inappropriate rhetoric from the London Mayor proves the situation to be
undemocratic.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

Key points to consider being:

* You will be charged no matter the environmental rating of your vehicle
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* Your cost of living will be increased further making running a vehicle even more unfeasible
for many households who rely on a vehicle

* Business will be unable to operate with the increased overheads

* The moment you enter the London boundary with the M25 or start your journey if already
within the boundary will be tracked until you return home or leave the boundary with the M25
* All your journeys will be recorded in a database and held for several years as per the
required retention period

* Your right to privacy will be lost as this will effectively provide the authorities with oversight
of you

* The Mayor of London has given the Metropolitan Police access to the Congestion Charge
and ULEZ databases to track people, this sets a precedent

* There will be a 3rd party company managing the scheme with access to these records with
the agenda to make money that could include the selling of your data subject to elements
being anonymised

* This will be a tax in addition to your annual car tax with no clear detail on how the income
will be used, e.g., to support tube enhancements rather than improving the road users
experience

Regards,

[personal information redacted for publication]

"Smart Road User Charging" Call For Evidence
Reference RUC3023

Dear Sirs
I am writing in response to the “Smart Road User Charging” Call For Evidence.
I think there needs to be considerably more thought given to the following areas:

- Is the scheme aimed at reducing pollution or reducing congestion? These are different
issues that may have different solutions, for example allowing electric vehicles to have more
access or lower charges might reduce pollution but contributes the same amount of
congestion as any other vehicle.

- Surveillance — there would be a requirement for increased surveillance that may be linked

to “smart payment systems” which opens a risk of security not only of personal and financial
details but also of perpetrators and abusers being able to track an individual’s whereabouts,
and thieves being able to target homes more accurately.

- Charges — there is an assumption that car owners would be happy to pay electronically but
there must be provision for people to pay by cash if they want to or need to eg at a Post
Office or bank.

- Charged amount — there was discussion that car charges should be comparable with bus
fares however bus fares have to cover costs for fuel, driver wages, bus maintenance, bus
storage, TfL as an organisation etc whereas a car driver is providing all the fuel,
maintenance, storage and driver so therefore this is not a suitable comparison.

- Pollution — if the concern is pollution we should also consider the effects of the London
airports, food outlets, smoking/vaping, industrial units etc.
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- Energy use — if the concern is energy use then we could make some major improvements
by switching off billboards, unoccupied work places, encouraging more seasonal/summer
activity when people are more likely to walk and use less lighting.

Additionally, the Mayor of London confirmed that equipment for this scheme had already
been purchased ahead of time which makes a mockery of public consultation and
demonstrates yet more corruption at this level.

| believe that areas should have a local referendum before any such measures be
introduced so that we encourage and demonstrate true democracy.

Kind regards
[personal information redacted for publication]

[No subject]
Reference RUC3022

Please see my answers with regards to the future road charging consultation.

1.Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform.

No it's hard enough with the current charges inflicted on drivers. We do not want or need any
further expansions or charges.

2.how might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London.

There is nothing smart about adding extra charges to the existing. There are already enough
tax's on drivers !

3.How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,such as
traveling to work , caring responsibilities or essential services.

This will.just make driving more complex & confusing, it's already a nightmare with the
existing charges in place.

4 What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support.

No this is not valid , not wanted , and most certainly not be implemented.

5.What technology could be used to support the smarter road user charging.

There is no need for more technology or smart charging for the road user. There are enough
already.

6.How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic air pollution and climate change.

This is not required or needed even current charges have made little or no difference. We do
not want or need more.

7.Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level , or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach.

This would cause lots of difficulties with the current charges, people , car users , businesses,
family's,elderly,poorly will just be punished for existing and trying to go about there everyday
tasks without the added stress of new road chargings.

8.If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed.

It's not needed , and changes should be to remove the current ULEZ charge , and it should
certainly not be extended.

9.What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme for example to help disabled people,those in low incomes , those who need to drive
for work , or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport.

I don't want any discounts or exemptions as there is no need for further charges to be
implicated.
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10.1f the government were interested in a national distance based road user charging
scheme would London be a sensible place for a trail.

No leave London alone , all these current charges and restrictions not are putting people of
off visiting London as it is.

11.1f distance based road user charging was introduced , do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving based charges , the same , or more than they
do currently.

This is all unnecessary and an absolute invasion of privacy and would be another
unnecessary tax.

12. Mayor's and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum).

There should 100 percent be referendums. Authorities & Mayors should not make decisions
without consulting the people of London. They have already gone to far and the people of
London & outer London have had enough especially after the first ULEZ consolation was
ignored. It's about time drivers and the people were listened to and asked before things are
implemented.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
fairing , and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?
Charges and smart charges are already damaging and crippling enough during the cost of
living crisis. Every bourgh & every city should have a say on what is to be implicated on
them.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road Charging
Reference RUC3020

Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No, the current charging systems are more than adequate and at a time of cost of living
crises this is yet another stealth tax! Road charging should only be considered if to replace
the current RFL / fuel duty and not in addition!

It seems to me the questions poised have been written on how the charging system should
go ahead and not if, much like the ULEZ expansion! Having to upgrade my vehicles to meet
new standards, when my (new!) business has already struggled through COVID and then
the cost of living crises this is a bitter and hard pill to swallow and | just wonder when it will
end. Can | not get back on my feet first but then this scheme appears!!

It seems the public transport system in London has been hit by more strikes and outages
than ever since the current mayor took office. | also need to drive with my work as | often
carry equipment and also work outside of London.

Regards

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call to Evidence
Reference RUC3018

1. The current road user charging system in London does not need reforming unless they
are being replaced by smart Charging, i.e abolishing road tax, congestion charging and
ULEZ.
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2. Smarter road user charging needs to take into consideration cost of living, annual
increases not inline with inflation unlike train prices.

3. There should be no allowances for any person using the roads as this breed contempt for
free loaders.

4. Charges collected should be given to local councils to use to repairs local roads and other
issues related to road traffic management.

5. Monthly pass system.

6. Smarter roads would not eradicate pollution or traffic congestion.

7. No charging should be introduced in the UK as we do not have the infrastructure or the
finance to support this scheme. - Try in 10years time.

8. Smarter road charging to replace road tax, congestion and ULEX; if not, don’t even think
of it.

10. London cannot be a place for a trial as this will cripple the London economy.

12. Any changes to the current road traffic scheme should be held as referendum as this will
stop Mayors bulldozing their personal agenda and not listening to the people.

13. Not interested in what happens in other cities or countries. As they say, charity begins at
home.

Regards

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for evidence. The future of smart road user charging. Comments.

Reference RUC3016

Dear Sir/Madam,
In response to the exploration of smart road user charging.

Having driven for the last 35 years both professionally and privately | am qualified to share
the following observations.

The congestion London suffers from has worsened since the advent of the Congestion Zone,
the introduction of bus and cycle lanes and the filling in of bus stops. Simply reducing road
capacity has resulted increased gridlock and increased pollution. The revenue that has been
generated by both the charges and the numerous and ever increasing penalties has never
seemed to make much of a positive impact that | have witnessed. Services have not
improved. In fact quite the reverse. | have however witnessed a vast increase in revenue
making traffic control equipment.

To add insult to injury the Congestion Zone was extended to the west in order to catch
commuters driving down the M4 corridor but also permitted the wealthiest residents of
London to drive their over sized vehicles with a 90% discount.

Furthermore the ULEZ is poor in concept as it just pushes the immediate pollution issues to
a different area, but of course pollution moves wherever air currents push it. The revenue
derived from this charge was supposed to build an infrastructure that could support EV
usage. The result has been pathetic.
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There is no doubt air pollution and traffic congestion are very real issues that need to be
addressed. Enough is enough, but | am tired of the unrealistic approach that has been
taken.

| find that councils are focussing on making money under the guise of clean air and road
safety improvements that simply don’t work. The targeting of the public with additional
stealth taxes is both morally reprehensible and simply extortion with menacing threats of
penalties. Easy and lazy. Annoy and tax drivers to the point they give up their cars. So
whilst local councils try to make up for the shortfall of central government funding there is no
investment in providing alternatives or realistic infrastructure.

First you want me, because this is very personal, to invest money | don’t have, just after a
multiple industry destroying pandemic and during a current cost of living crisis, in a vehicle
that complies with your definition of a compliant vehicle, a definition that could change at any
given moment and leave me back in square one. A pandemic that was so abysmally
managed and financially abused Government is back to money grabbing from easy targets,
the public. Thanks to the ‘cost of living crisis’, none of which seems to affect those in power,
every company now has free rein to increase their charges in their own financial grab.

Public transport is not good enough. I'm tired of hearing about all the investment in TFL and
not being able to get into the tube station, let alone a tube during rush hour and watching
packed buses drive by.

During the pandemic | drove to see my elderly parents because | could not risk exposing
myself or them to the potential of sharing spaces with others. Without my car | could not
have cared for my father until he passed away. Nor could | look after my elderly mother.

Without my car | would not have been able to work when | could. | cannot carry all my
equipment in a small car. | cannot be beholden to the utter fallacy of an EV. If you need me
to expand on why they won’t work, you shouldn’t be holding the position you're in. | drive
frugally and when mostly necessary. If | can walk, | walk. If | can take public transport, | take
public transport. My car is well maintained and is not as rife with the planned obsolescence
built into new models.

Why would | then object to road user charging? Because | am being forced into taking on the
debt of a compliant vehicle which will require me to drive it much more to try to make a living,
so | can pay all the stealth taxes and increased surcharges badly managed central and local
government will be gouging, along with the utilities and all other private businesses. It's a
short term money grab concept which won’t make any difference in real world terms.

The idiocy of Brexit has compounded the above, but the idiocy of politicians has just been
revealed to a further extent.

I would suggest, stop wasting money on ridiculous hero projects. Work to budgets as agreed
at the beginning of a project. Stop paying friends hundreds of millions to produce PPE or any
other contracts. Stop paying the Lords or MPs a daily attendance allowance. Stop paying
any costs to previous Prime Ministers. Stop using the public purse to provide for those who
abuse it. Stop investing in software or hardware that doesn’t work. Start feeding the savings
back into local government with the proviso that they stop abusing their residents, both
council and private and actually manage properly.

What you can do regarding traffic congestion and pollution?
Invest in hydrogen. Get over the issue you have with building stations in central London. It is

currently the only answer to fuel based pollutants.
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Work with Toyota to use their green knowledge and work ethos.
Take heavy traffic off the roads during the day. Limit delivery and movement times.

Enforce immediate requirement of British driving licences to all UK residents and those
driving professionally.

Stop with the 20mph and 'saving lives’ construct. Penalise people for being glued to their
phones and increase their self responsibility. Same with cyclists.

Instead of HS2 a rail infrastructure should have been built starting at
Calais/Dover/Folkestone, all the way north to carry large container vehicles closer to their
end destination.

Don’t renew Uber’s licence to operate.

Tax the oil and gas companies with immediate effect. Make them open source all their R&D
into non polluting alternatives.

Transparently account all revenue income.
Encourage football teams to supply their players with smaller vehicles.

Enforce corporations to reduce their car fleets and travel whilst increasing online alternatives
to meet in person if it necessitates car travel.

Have politicians lead by example and pay their own way.

Remove all tax breaks for those from oil producing countries. Increase visa costs and stop
the sale of property and passports.

Start charging the Americans the equivalent of their ESTA.

Stop permitting the importation of useless plastic junk from China.
Penalise any company employing planned obsolescence.

Stop subsidising car companies that charge six figure sums for vehicles.
Develop car battery reprocessing plants.

Limit profits of insurance, utilities, oil companies or reduce your levels of taxation on petrol
and diesel.

There are lots of ways the Government can make or save money, but it's just easier to add
an additional tax (but not tax). You're ultimately going to squeeze to the point you will see a
surge in mental health disorders and ultimately suicides.

In short, charging by driving distance is in theory not an unfair concept, but | do not believe it
will change driving habits. It will only increase tax revenue which | fear will be utterly
mismanaged and ‘lost’ and become financially abusive.

Apologies for the rant, but the lack of trust | have in my own Borough as well as Central
Government is supported by an almost endless list of well documented evidence.
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Kind regards

The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference RUC3013

Dear Sir/Madam,

First of all may | say that this call for evidence is nothing short of disgraceful. | found out
about it today, which happens to be deadline day. The consultation ( read scam) has been
live for a month only. As a reasonable person | can confirm that this call for evidence has
received almost zero publicity. | can only deduce from that that the purpose is to restrict
response and to ensure that those with contrary views are simply not heard. This will then
enable the Mayor, as per his normal modus operandi (ULEZ consultation would be a very
good example) , to justify his plans based on biased, incomplete and

unrepresentative evidence aimed at supporting his case, rather than representing
community sentiment.

Therefore in answer to the key questions and as someone who regularly needs to drive in
part of London (ie. a resident) | would like to represent my evidence:-

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? NO

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily

charges for driving applied in London? THEY ARE NOT REQUIRED

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of

journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential

services? THEY ARE NOT REQUIRED

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support? THEY ARE NOT
REQUIRED

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging? THEY ARE NOT
REQUIRED

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current

challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change? THEY ARE NOT REQUIRED
7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or

as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect

with either approach? THEY ARE NOT REQUIRED

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should

it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed? THEY ARE NOT
REQUIRED

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new

smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those

on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in

areas with low levels of public transport? THEY ARE NOT REQUIRED

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user

charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial? NO

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think

Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based

charges, the same, or more than they do currently? THEY ARE NOT REQUIRED

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
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charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an

electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local referendum)? THE ELECTORAL MANDATE DOES NOT EXIST IF IT WAS NOT IN
THE ELECTION MANIFESTO SO YES A REFERENDUM IS REQUIRED PREFERABLY
WITH A SUPER MAJORITY IN ORDER TO AVOID THE CHAOS OF BREXIT!

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user

charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for

achieving similar policy goals? WE DO NOT NEED TO CONSIDER OTHER COUNTRIES.
WE DO NOT WISH TO BE MONITORED AND CONTROLLED LIKE THE CITIZENS OF
AUTHORITARIAN OR TOTALITARIAN GOVERNMENTS.

Yours faithfully,

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference RUC3008

Dear Scrutiny Team,

| learnt only yesterday of this call for evidence and of your deadline today. As a London
Borough resident, that is not a smart call for evidence.

We are carers for 4 elderly and vulnerable. Recently one involved frequent trips into Kent to
provide care. Others are more local, but need car transport support for the likes of food
shopping, numerous medical appointments and getting to a place of worship. Limited
designs of car are suitable.

Our next door neighbour is bedbound and needs 4 carer visits per day, every day.

It is not smart to bring in a scheme that does not link in with national priorities, like care in
the community. Exemptions are needed for carers, often the poorest in our country.

Two older near neighbours maintain camper-vans, using them for very infrequent trips. Itis
not smart to penalize those who support the UK economy, support and enjoy the
environment, and do not use air travel.

| am also aware of teaching staff, health professionals and local authority workings/
contractors for which London provides no affordable housing. So many have commute
in/out at all sorts of hours and distances and cannot afford a new vehicle.

Overall it is not smart to plan a scheme that encourages the manufacture of new

vehicles. Making a new vehicle costs and damages the environment far more than
maintaining an older vehicle.

A smarter scheme might be to target those non-essential polluting vehicles that use the
London roads most frequently. Also really encourage the use of local accessible schools —
evidence from the recent teaching strikes proves the huge difference the school car runs
make to London road use.

As currently advertised the August 2023 charging scheme reminds us of the 1980s Poll
Tax. It failed because it was clearly seen as a blunt, catch-all, unfair tax.

Thank you for providing this opportunity to consider this scheme. | would respectfully urge
the Committee to get considerably smarter in its environmental health thinking and
implementation.

| worked for 10 years in the Department of Environment and 15 years in a London Local
Authority (House and Environment).

Yours sincerely,
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[personal information redacted for publication]

(I am disabled. Please treat my name and email address as confidential. Thank you.)

Road User Charging
Reference RUC3007

These are my answers to the questions on Road User Charging by number.

1 Current road user charging should be scrapped .

2 Smarter road user charging would require an unacceptable level of surveillance .

3 A multitude of different levels of charging would be a bureaucratic nightmare.

4 |t would support a restriction of the right to free movement and anonymity. It would make
the enforcers money.

5 Anything that would track and monitor people .Ask China how they do this. This is also
why 5G is being rolled out.

6 Itis not about traffic , air pollution or climate change. It is about control.

7 Road user tracking and charging should not be set up at all, anywhere.

8 We already pay Road Tax, Council Tax, Vat on fuel and VAT on anything necessary to
keep a vehicle on the road. The heavier a vehicle the more damage it does to the road.
Heavier vehicles also give off more particles of brake dust and tyre dust , if you are worried
about particular pollution. Road tax could be banded according to a vehicle's weight , this is
already on the V5. Due to their weight electric vehicles are more damaging in these
respects.

9 Don't introduce this Orwellian system and you won't have to make any exemptions.

10 If the Government wants to monitor and control it's citizens, who should they oppress
first ?

11 Less, the same or more than what ? They are not comparable .

12 Mayors and local authorities should not have the power to think up more money making
schemes. They should not be allowed to do these things , especially if it was not in their
election manifesto.

13 Policy goals ? This is not about air pollution , climate or congestion . It is an attempt at
even more intrusive control by the state than we already have, It is about removing peoples
right to travel in privacy. | hope no other cities or countries consider this in any way. | hope
the London Assembly Transport Committee step back and look at what this is and what it will
do to the rights and freedoms of everybody. THERE ARE NO CIRCOMSTANCES UNDER
WHICH THIS WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road user charging Consultation

Reference RUC3003

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

NO. We need less regulation and monitoring - especially when this is not mandated by the
people, or for the benefit of the people. When were we asked if this was wanted? It is just
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another sneaky way of raising money for government, at people’s expense. Even worse, it is
done in the name of being 'for health and safety"

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

'‘Smarter' is a word concocted by those pushing for this agenda, and again is not something
that has had a consultation, referendum or anything that involves peoples’ views. Why not fix
the systems we already have, rather than trying to control people more and more.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities, or essential services?

Why are you asking questions as though everyone has agreed to these draconian
proposals? We already pay fuel duty and we do NOT need any more road charging systems
to fund Government from the public purse. Is there no end to the schemes devised to
impoverish people.

4 What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Where is the concern for the health and happiness of the people of this country? We do not
require spurious targets — why not try to find out what people really want.

5.What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Presumably, you mean surveillance technology to make sure everyone pays. We want less
intrusion into our lives not more. However, please remember, Government is supposed to be
in place TO SERVE THE PEOPLE.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

It has already been documented that air pollution will not be affected by these measures and
neither will claimed climate change. Perhaps those in government going to conferences and
summits could refrain from travelling in private planes and large gas guzzling vehicles - as
this could potentially have more of an impact.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

We already have a road user charging scheme at national level - ROAD TAX and FUEL
DUTY. There is no need for any more charges to be added. Older vehicles have paid their
own carbon dues by remaining in use instead of being replaced by a brand new car (most of
the carbon in cars is in the build). So, why not reduce road tax for older vehicles?

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace, and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

It should be introduced at all. Instead of looking at ways to effectively price people out of
driving their cars and visiting family etc, why don't those writing these reports, focus on the
overall health and wellbeing of the nation?

9.What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging

scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?
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WE THE PEOPLE DO NOT WANT A 'SMART' ROAD CHARGING SCHEME. When is the
hypocrisy and discrimination going to stop? We want to live our lives without government
constantly telling us what we can do. A prime example is Sadiq Khan - trying to push
through the ULEZ expansion who used a convoy of three cars to walk his dog - at least one
of which does 13 miles to the gallon.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

NO. Nowhere is a sensible place for a trial. Look at all the money being spent on what the
Government has determined is important - 5g network, LED 'smart' streetlights etc - when
the people of this nation would like road repairs to potholes etc to be done. Why is this not
being prioritised? It wouldn't need expensive consultations that ignore peoples’ views, and
would cost very little in comparison to these dystopian proposals.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

How would they pay less? If this was introduced Londoners would be paying more than they
currently do, so it would unfairly penalise many many people - especially those on low
incomes, who you claim to want to help.

So if a family (with small children and a dog)making a train journey impracticable, lives in the
South and has family in the North - they would be penalised because they have a long
journey to visit family?

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

All Government bodies are there to serve the people and ensure the wishes of the people
are carried out. They are not in place to enrich themselves and cause hardship. Any new
scheme should be put to a public vote - anything else is the work of a dictatorship.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

In this country we are meant to have a democracy, other countries may have a different
regime. As a democratic country, why have we not been consulted about policy goals? We
require a vote on the road charging scheme.

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference RUC3002

Dear Sir / Madam
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Please find below my responses to your “Call for Evidence”, although | am writing as an
individual Londoner, in the sense of opinion rather than legal evidence, the title is
misleading.

Q1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. Existing charging systems are adequate. All of the stated aims of this new system can
be better achieved by traditional methods. There is no need for digital or technological
systems, but instead it would be better to put resources into improving existing systems, for
example reassessing speed humps, improved traffic light phasing, road surface
maintenance, and signage. Poor quality in all these areas impacts on road congestion,
journey times, and pollution from all sources. For example the handling of the repairs to
Wandsworth Bridge was well done, and local people were made aware of the situation in
good time; it was and is well organised. Timely information is needed in all areas for repairs
and renovations.

Regarding the long running issues around the next nearest bridge, Hammersmith Bridge, the
government has given good funding, but we are still so far off being able to use this bridge
again.

“The government has provided LBHF with almost £7m of funding to-date. This includes £4m
invested in emergency works following the full closure of the bridge, as well as the further
£2.93m of funding granted to LBHF for the initial stabilisation works earlier this year.

DfT, TfL and LBHF are working to develop and agree a memorandum of understanding
(MoU) on our agreed next steps and respective funding contributions. This will show our
shared commitment to fixing this problem — and in the long-term — to reopening the bridge to
motor vehicles.”

The faster the situation around Hammersmith Bridge is resolved, the easier it will be for local
drivers using Wandsworth Bridge, the easier for all our local roads. The local council could
and should be moving faster to serve all its local communities and the re-opening of this
bridge is essential to keeping London moving.

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Smarter charging inevitably requires the use of more technological devices and there are
many ethical reasons to reject any such scheme. For example the use of scarce resources
especially lithium and cobalt, and which are mined by children under dangerous and
exploitative conditions. This is part of the price paid by other people for the implementation
of schemes of this nature. It is very easy in the UK to pretend that this issue does not exist,
probably most people are aware of it, however the more we rely on these devices, the
further the third world is exploited. This is not satisfactory.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Charges should not be varied for different types of journey as social costs of any such
assessment far outweigh any perceived benefits. The concept introduces the need to justify
one’s journey to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should never
happen. It also adds more complications and stress, more rules and regulations, more
bureaucracy, and temptation to be dishonest about the purpose of one’s journey. For
example when | travel for any reason at all, | do not expect, in our democracy to be asked
why or where | am going. This makes a mockery of our famed British sense of fairness to all.
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Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

There are no strategies and targets that smarter road user charging can support. Target-
chasing always ends up incentivising perverse outcomes and does more harm than good.
Target-monitoring is costly and effort should instead be put into quality of urban design.
Currently inflation is ticking up, and it looks highly likely we are heading into a recession.
Strategies or targets are not the way we should be thinking about road use, when our
fundamental need to earn a living both for ourselves and the country is problematic. Instead,
we should be working out how best to support all businesses of whatever size, to succeed in
a challenging economy.

Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None. Human society already has too much technology in use, for example in London we
are already, apparently, the most surveyed population in the UK. There comes a point when
the technology ceases to serve us, and becomes a straitjacket.

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as traffic, air
pollution and climate change. Instead better quality road design is needed, along with
reduced charges and support for local shops so that people can fulfil their routine needs
without the need to travel. For example tyre dust is a significant source of pollution, and
would be greatly reduced by the removal of speed bumps and other obstructions in the
roads, not by taxation and charges. Also we already have 20 mph limits on all the roads in
my locality, and this simple limit is probably making a difference, when we have the studies
available we shall know.

Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smarter road user charging should not be introduced because any advantages for each
individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

No such discounts or exemptions should be introduced. The concept introduces the need to
justify one’s journeys to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should
never happen. Instead the Blue Badge system already exists and can be widened in scope
or reformed. The way to improve the lives of the groups mentioned here would be to reduce
fuel charges by increased oil exploration and extraction.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
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No. No such trial is needed. In terms of petrol/diesel powered vehicles, fuel tax already acts
as a distance-based road user charging scheme. A cheaper and more simple means to tax
electric vehicles would be an increase in annual road tax on EVs.

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

No such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced, for all the above reasons.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities’ powers to introduce these schemes should be removed
immediately. We need a full and uncensored debate through all forms of public discourse.
Dissenting voices should be fully attended to, and only after that specific referendums should
be required to determine the will of the people.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are examined
and challenged in open debate. Surely this is precisely what the Committee is/will be doing,
which can then be presented to Londoners and fully discussed over the long term, just not
right now.

Again, | reiterate that to be even thinking about introducing further road charges when a
recession is seriously in the offing is not in any way being in service to the population you
claim to look after. The ten million or so people who live in London need to come through the
next few years, with the full support of the London Assembly, to earn a living and stay in
business, and go about their lives without the threat of additional charges, rules and
regulations. To restrict Londoners ability to travel is a sure route to more issues that will then
need to be dealt with — insolvencies, homelessness, further unemployment. The economy
needs to be supported by the ability to take opportunities, create new businesses and build
relationships which all require the need to travel freely and without such additional burdens.

In a nutshell, my opinion is that your role is to be on the side of London’s economy over the
next five years. It is not to be thinking about new road charging schemes, however worthy
they may appear to be now.

Energy bills are about to go up significantly, and the government has just opened emergency
coal power plants ( https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-64879044) to support our energy
needs. It's a question of priorities.

In conclusion, this is not the moment to be talking about new costs and regulations for
Londoners. The existing charging systems are adequate It is a time to be fully supportive of
Londoners need and desire to earn a living, contribute to London’s economic success and to
move about freely in order to achieve this.

Kind regards
[personal information redacted for publication]
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Smart Road User Charging

Reference | RUC3000

To whom it may concern

| write to absolutely condemn any plans to introduce Smart Road User Charging, this is
completely outrageous and not wanted by the general public. | also object and completely
disagree with thoughts or ideas of implementing 15 Minute cities, it is completely
undemocratic and impinges human rights! Please do the right thing and drop the narrative,
most people are “awake” and aware of globalist and control tactics under the guise of
“Greenwash”. Very concerned resident, [personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2997

scrutiny@london.gov.uk

Subject Line:

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

[personal information redacted for publication]

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

They are desperately flawed and need to be scrapped. They cause more pollution with
people avoiding certain roads.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London? Tax on fuel is the only road user charging necessary. It's fair and only
penalises those that use more fuel and less efficient vehicles. All other so called smart
charges should be scrapped.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Get rid of all road user charging schemes. They are undemocratic and intrusive.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

None. Making people poor doesn't support anyone.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Angle grinder, welding gun or similar. Black paint perhaps.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Allow people to use the full useful life of their cars , bought in good faith based on the
legislation at the time of purchase.

Scap these schemes entirely.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

They are best set in a scrap yard. Scrap them.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

If charges are introduced, a discount in Gaffa tape would be good . Or an amnesty on fake
number plates would be welcome.
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9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Nationalised public transport, before any nonsense schemes are introduced.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial? Downing Street.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently? Pay less. We already pay too much .

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Any of these schemes should be in the elected representatives manifesto, and if not, should
be put to referendum.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

Don't care about other countries . These scams are just robbery as we pollutr far less than
elsewhere. Besides, people bought their cats in good faith based on the cleaner technology
at the time of purchase and have the reasonable expectations that they will be allowed to
use their vehicle for all of its useful life.

Many thanks.

[personal information redacted for publication]

proposed undemocratic ULEZ charges. We do not consent.

Reference | RUC2991

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? Yes they require
abolishing. There is no need to restrict the freedom of travel. We pay enough taxes on cars,
petrol, food we are driving to to buy, school tax, council tax. Enough is enough.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London? Smarter road user charges might differ by having full blown media
attention on what is proposed here, how it would affect people, full disclosure down to the
small print. An unbiased consultation in town halls, TV platforms, discussed at least weekly,
for at least a year. Then listen to the taxpayer who will surely object, the driving public who
will see little sense in it. Then follow the democratic process.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services? No charge changes for
journey types, because no charges.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support? The target of
following the democratic process of elected officials doing what they were elected to do.
They were not elected to take away our freedoms. They could support fact finding. What is
the current problem they wish to solve by charging for anything?? | see no info about this
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here. This points solely to a financial benefit for the charger rather than any benefit for the
proposed chargee, who will fully reject these charges as groundless.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging? None. | see no
factual grounds for this charging. Just financial greed.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change? | do not see how a further charge on the taxpayer
would influence the air, traffic and the effect of the sun on the earth. Climate change is
disputed by top scientists. Does this dispute belong in the finances of roads?

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach? Best set

up at national level and abolished. The benefit to abolish this road tax would be to the public,
the taxpayer. | would expect there may be difficulties with some councils at the dismay of
having taxpayers push back and reject this massive financial overreach.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed? Smarter road charging should not
be introduced , it should be abolished. The current ULEZ and or LEZ charges should be
dropped. All LEZ and ULEZ fines should be refunded in 6 months. The repayments should
come from the charging companies.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport? No charges, so
no discounts.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial? There should be no short or long
distance charging scheme, so no trail.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently? No distance based charges to be introduced. This is undemocratic. It takes our
freedoms away. This is not what our officials were elected to do.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)? | think what is required here is
for anyone in politics to step down if they support this attack on our essential freedoms.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals? In the
area where these charges were implemented, the public consultation of ULEZ came back
with the public voting "no" for any charges. This was ignored and charges implemented. Is
this process democratic?

Thank you for taking the time to read and record this. | prefer if my name to be with held.
Thank you in advance.
We do not consent to the implementation of this.

Smart road charging

Reference | RUC2983

1 no we do not need new smart charging
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2 we do not need new elaborate smart charging. We already pay fuel
duty and car tax.

3 you could give discounts on car tax for carers and refund fuel duty
for disabled

4 put money into better and cheaper public transport instead of road
charging like Ken livingstone did | Sheffield

5 less big brother technology is needed not more

6) air pollution has improved massively over last few years and
climate change is disputed by many scientists

7)

No smarter road charging _ we have road tax and fuel duty

8) no smart road tax needed

9

) no discount needed if no smart tax

10) no

11 ) more

12) would need extra electoral mandate - unrigged with real choice
13) Sheffield had great success under ken livingstone with cheap and
frequent public transport

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference  RUC2980

Answers to the Call for Evidence:
Name: [personal information redacted for publication] - prefer my details to not be published
or shared.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. Reform is not needed to the existing system of charging. Charging needs to be scrapped
all together. These charges affect poorer people, and people are poor enough after the
suffering the economy have seen over the last 3 years. This is afecting worse the poorer
population. People do not need monitoring and charging.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for
driving applied in London?

The intention of the proposed new charges and how it will work is not advertised in a good
manner, there is not much information, not enough information is provided. The current
system of charging is not yet perfected, so new one is definitely not needed, which will come
with its own challenges and imperfections. EG daily charge cut off is midnight, which means
someone entering before midnight and exiting after midnight will pay twice. This can be fixed
initially. This system is trying to differenciate in the purpose for someone journey and this is
not acceptable.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,
such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

No one should be entitked to gudge the reason for person't journey - what is essential for
some may not be essential for other. Beside this, no one should be charged for different
reasons for their journey, no one should be reporting their reason for their journey. We
already pay taxes on fuel, which is per litrre, so more you drive, more you pay. This also
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apply to most of the pther questions in this call for evidence. Road users have already been
charged for their traveling through tax on their fuel, should not be charged additionally for
their journey.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

It will not support the only targets people not only in UK, but on this planet have - happines in
their lifes, leaving it to a resonable level of comfort, and this is not going to support these
tagets that are imperative for every human being.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Poeple do not want any more technologies intruding in their lifes. People want simple, happy
life, not technologies on every corner monitoring every step they take.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such
as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

This is not tackling the traffic, this is depriving poorer people from using their vehicles. Traffic
reduction can be achieved by providing better public transport (mening reliable, safe, often
enough, cheaper). People would then chose public transport over private vehicle. My
personal opinion is that in aiming to save the planet (air poution, climate chage), we are
destriying the humans.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?

We do not need reginoal, national , or other levels extra charging. We already pay road tax
and we pay tax on fuel. This is already tax. Again, the road tax one is unequally distributed
between poorer and welthier popualation, with the poorer paying more, as not able to afford
newer cars. When in reality older cars have already offset in larger portion ther carbon
emmisions related to the manifacturing process. Possibly this could be fixed first before any
initiatives are looked for expanding chrages on people's travels.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

No new smart road user charge should be introduced. This call for evidence is written as
already decided ithe smart road charge is going through and asking for opinion on how to be
implemented. | personally would not want a smart road charge and a change to the current
taxing system should be eqauling the road tax between new and old vehicles to eliminate the
descrimination towards poorer people. The reason people drive older cars instead of newer
is becaus they are poor and can't afford, but the taxing system is made in a way that they
pay more on tax.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?

| am against any smat road charges. People's reason fro traveling shoudl not come into this
at all, Disabled people and people on low income should be helped by other means, maybe
the current means if help needs to be accessed. People in areas with insufficient public
transport - their public transport should be improved. A smart charging to the use of road
should never happen at the first place.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
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There already is distance based road user charge and is being charges through tax on fuel
i.e lomger you travle, more you pay. It seems that every area of our lifes is being a testing
ground in the last 3 years. No, no area should be testing ground. We have been tested
enough on in the last 3 ears.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more
than they do currently?

This question if formulated really badly. Very unclear what is meant exactly. It is open to
interpretention, so | will give my general opinion here - The distance based charging should
not be implemented.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities are there to serve the people. Electing someoee is not enough.
Will give a simple example - someone could be elected on false promises they never stick
to. People are the one who need to make decitions like these, or any decisions that are
going to drasticly affect their lifes. This is definitely one that will do - so yes, it should be
people's opinion and decision. Elected staff is there to represent, not to mandate.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging
ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy
goals?

Our concern should be our people. There is not much information in the open about any
other cities/countries. Everyhting is well hidden within policies and documents. There is
ntransparency. What needs to be considered is whos goals these are, because they are not
people's goals. Any majour step to chage poeples lifes in this majour way shoudl| be voted
by the people with all the invormation made available to them.

Thank you and Best Regards
[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for evidence on smart road user charging
Reference  RUC2978

To whom it may concern,

| strongly object to smart road user charging because it penalises the poor, infringes civil
liberties and is not the only way to achieve clean air or modeshift. Only the very rich will be
allowed to drive cars.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

| object to smart road user charging because | don't agree with the level of surveillance
required. There are also wider ethical concerns regarding reliance on electric vehicles to
achieve clean air targets (the exploitation of children to mine lithium). Reallocating road
space for buses would help provide alternatives to cars and be a more efficient use of space.
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3 . How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

This idea sounds fair, but why should | have to tell you why | am travelling? With all due
respect, it's none of your business.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Just think, instead of the Elizabeth Line we could have had major investment in buses,
increased services and lower fares... what we actually need is tax reforms to support
affordable public transport.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

I want less technology not more. Get the basics right like clearing drains or fixing potholes.
Design streets that people will want to walk or cycle on safely.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

If you got street design right by allocating space for the modes you want, and providing
convenient and affordable public transport people will make the change in behaviour. It
doesn't need more expensive and intrusive technology.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Neither. | reject smart road user charging.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Introduce heavily subsidised, cheap and efficient, clean fuel public transport. People will then
vote with their feet.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

Nowhere is a sensible place for a trial.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Yes! Major transport schemes should definitely be put to a democratic, public vote.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?
Worryingly everyone is fixated with a technological fix forgetting that only the well benefit.

Please publish my comments anonymously. Please also send me the results of this call for
evidence.

Kind regards,
[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference  RUC2977

Key questions
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Firstly as always appears to be the case with these types of consultations, they are never
given any meaningful publicity, hence my late response, not good enough. Below are my
responses.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Depends on what the reform would look like, perhaps you should make some

suggestions? From my perspective, | already pay enough taxes, so | don't want yet another
one to add to the list.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily

charges for driving applied in London?

Again you need to come up with the suggestions.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of

journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential

services?

As above, with regards to your suggestions to improve taxation, essentially with the drive
towards Net Zero, it's evident that the government and other interested parties essentially
want less vehicles on the road by pricing out the majority of ordinary road users. There are
not enough rare earth minerals on the planet to replace the current number of road vehicles
and the cost of extraction is simply unaffordable and at the cost of poor exploited people,
who the west has been exploiting for centuries past. So no, your touchy feely lets all be
green really lacks credibility when studied closely and is clearly not for the benefit of the
maijority. Yes pollution is a problem and is real, but the soon to be state mandated solutions
are not the answer.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support

Empowering more people to have a more meaningful input into their everyday lives, top
down governance suits the elite of society not the majority. An election every 4/5 years does
not really provide an answer to a lack of accountability of those who rule both politically and
economically as the world has moved on in the last 30 years, so without reform to the

current electoral system, everyday people's life chances and ability to effect change in their
actual lives will be diminished with each passing year.

Kind Regards

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road User Charging

Reference  RUC2974

Response to “Road User Charging”

VVVVYVYVYV

> 1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
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>

> No. The current system is enough. It penalises the less well off anyway and adding or

expandinable to travel where we want without being monitored and fined.
>

>

> 11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

>

> |t will cost everybody more. Anything more than the current VED and fuel duty will mean

they pay more.
>

>

> 12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

>

> Schemes that affect so many people need to be put to a referendum vote — this is
democracy. In addition, if a scheme were just for London (for example) everybody who will
be affected by it need to have a vote — not just the residents of London but the people who
travel to London, even occasionally, and must include businesses that will be affected by

changes in their economic outlooks.
>

>

> 13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

>

> The people did not have a say on the policy goals — this is something embedded in
political manifestos (if we are lucky) and political manifestos seem to be ignored most the
time anyway. Give the people the chance to vote on the policy, then give us the chance to
vote on the road charging scheme. Anything else is a dictatorship.g it make will make

people’s lives harder in this time of economic stress.
>

>

> 2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

>

> |Instead of proposing new systems that inevitably will be more complex, simplify the to
current system and ensure that night workers only get charged once if they work over
midnight.

>

>

> 3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

>

> Why should | have to pay anything extra to drive in London over the annual car tax and the
fuel duty | already pay? The fuel duty is already a tax per mile. Additional charges are not
justified.

>

>

> 4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

>

> Why on earth do we want any of this? We need a vibrant economy which will result in
more people travelling and spending. The income of the government/council will be greatly
increased by people being happy and having money to spend.
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>

>

> 5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

>

> I'm fed up with the amount of monitoring of what | do and where | am. It is intrusive and not

necessary.
>

>

> 6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

>

> The current ULEZ is already doing this. We are already taxed on each vehicle on their
emissions. Electric cars have been incentivised and whilst clean at “point of use” are
generally worse for the environment looking at a car from cradle to grave compared to a

conventional ICE vehicle.
>

>

> 7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

>

> We already have a road usage charging — it is the Vehicle tax and fuel duty. It is basically

simple to implement and everybody pays. Additional systems are not required.
>

>

> 8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace
and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

>

> Why change a system that works, people understand and is easy to implement? No

additional charges or taxes are required and the current system can remain.
>

>

> 9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

>

> We don’t need a new road charging system. We already have the VED and fuel tax which
is a charge per mile. We don’t want any new charges, taxes or systems. As it is public
transport in my local area is not useable to go to the places | need to go (and definitely not

after 8pm when it all basically stops).

>

>

> 10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

>

> We do not want a different charging system. We already have the VED and fuel duty which
is a charge per mile anyway. We do not want additional charges and we want to be able to

travel where we want without being monitored and fined.
>

>

> 11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

>

> |t will cost everybody more. Anything more than the current VED and fuel duty will mean
they pay more.
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>

>

> 12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

>

> Schemes that affect so many people need to be put to a referendum vote — this is
democracy. In addition, if a scheme were just for London (for example) everybody who will
be affected by it need to have a vote — not just the residents of London but the people who
travel to London, even occasionally, and must include businesses that will be affected by

changes in their economic outlooks.
>

>

> 13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

>

> The people did not have a say on the policy goals — this is something embedded in
political manifestos (if we are lucky) and political manifestos seem to be ignored most the
time anyway. Give the people the chance to vote on the policy, then give us the chance to
vote on the road charging scheme. Anything else is a dictatorship.

>

> Regards,
>

> [personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2973

Dear sirs,
In answer to the ‘Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023’

I DO NOT support this new scheme and it should in no way be implemented either as a trial
or as a permanent fixture. | can wholeheartedly say that the effect that will have on my ability
to earn a reasonable living will be impacted and | can honestly say that a per mile

vehicle charge or credit system will force me to move out of the city and no longer

contribute to its economy. As a born and bred Londoner with a large customer base (I am a
carpenter) that | have spent years building up and with prices of material and general costs
increasing tangebly on a monthly basis, this additional charge will categorically push this
over the edge.

Please note my answers to the consultation below:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Yes, the charging system needs reform:

Congestion Charge Zone needs an overhaul in the least to be able to appeal a charge
without a fee

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Road user charging scheme would simply bill the people that use the roads. Heavy Traffic
currently is being caused by an inordinate amount of LTNs and unnecessary new road
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layouts London wide. Air pollution is the cause of one recorded death in london. A solution
for climate change is not Money. Taxing a murderer does not stop the bleeding.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

The road User charging scheme should not be set up. If it must be set up, the central
government system would work better as the public could, if it wanted to, vote it out. It would
also at least have to be a part of a manifesto of the votes party to get in in the first place.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smart road user charging should not be introduced. However if (as | have almost no doubt) it
is, the total that any road user should be charged should amount to no more than the
current road tax, fuel duty, ulez or other charges in place per year. To be clear, if per mile
charging is introduced and | am currently paying £400 per year in taxes, duty etc then the
user charge should amount to not a single penny more than that. The charging should be
simply a more efficient administrative tool that should be highly uninteresting to me or
anyone else and not a tool with which to extract more money from already financially
burdened Londoners.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

All of the above should be exempt from any charges including the incumbent. It my set be
assumed that if a person uses a mode of transportation, they need to to, for whatever reason
is justified to them. | myself am a carpenter, | don’t need to drive for work, | can only work if |
drive. Even if the job is in the next street, | will likely need to move material (like a door)
which cannot be carried from a supplier along with tools, tools themselves are a huge
investment for me, | cannot do my job without them either and above all, the total weight of
my tools amounts to around 300kg and | may need any one at any job. The likely hood is
that a carpenter like myself will simply be penalised, there will be no exemptions made of
you are making a living.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

London or anywhere is not a place to start with this scheme. Freedom of movement by
means available should not be acutely charged, scrutinised or policed. London is also not
the UK. London is in itself its own economy and culture. And introduction of a charging
scheme here means nothing within about 20 miles of london, needs are completely different,
economical fragility is higher and the need for use of a vehicle differs hugely, aside from that
the public transport even in other cities in the Uk is even worse then what is currently
available on london. The only outcome from a ‘trial’ of a scheme in london would result in the
very predictable fact that if you charge for something that people need, they have to pay. No
regard for the quality of life for the payer, financial impact, reduction of down time, increased
stress. A ‘trial’ in london | imagine will simply be one that doesn’t end and will likely never
extend further afield in any case.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

Quite simply a distance based road user charge should not be implemented. As it stands,
the current charges for the use of public highways are increasing in number with detrimental
effects to small business owners such as myself. In addition, London is not a safe city to
travel around. | speak of less accessible, quieter, industrialised and large scale housing
estates in areas like Barking. If the implementers of this plan would send their 16 year old
daughter out to catch public transport at 10pm on any given night in these areas and feel
fine to do so I'd be happy to hear. As it stands, current and further billing per mile or
otherwise will reduce the options for taxis as you will force them off the road, parents will not
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be able to make crucial runs (if they run out of the proposed ‘mobility credits’). No one
should pay, | reject this questions as it leads to only one option. All would be exempt, free to
use a vehicle of choice, at will and when it pleases them to their convenience.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

A referendum. This will give a fair opportunity to an opposing view to be aired in equal to the
Mayor's own view. The public will be charged so the public must have the vote.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

This has nothing to do with other countries and economies, the comparison game is a
dangerous one that leaves the British public footing the bill for the egos of the people in
power.

Sincerely

[personal information redacted for publication]]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference  RUC2969

Dear Committee Members,

My name is [personal information redacted for
publication]. I’'m writing in response to your “Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user
charging February 2023”.

| am a resident of Hertfordshire, so I’'m not a London resident. However, | use and have
used London’s road network regularly for the last twelve years. My use of London’s roads is
(or has been) for three purposes.

@ To take my daughter back and forth to school (she goes to School in [personal
information redacted for publication]). This also involves frequent trips into London to
allow her to take part in school activities, or to take part in activities with her school
friends.

@ | run a startup business with my wife where we provide consultancy on [personal
information redacted for publication]. Much of our potential customer base is in
Greater London.

@ Previously, for six years, | was a full time carer for my mother who was suffering
dementia and who could not walk. | frequently drove her into Greater London as part
of therapy or leisure, or to visit her in hospital.

Before | answer your questions, | want to ask you to think about this one. Why on earth are
you making more problems for Londoners and those like me who drives on London’s roads?

Only a lunatic drives in London for fun. It’s slow it's draining, it's stressful, it's accident
prone. Ninety nine percent of drivers in London do it because we need to. No one needs to
be forced off the roads. If we can use public transport, we do use public transport. We drive
because we have to, in order to get to where we need to get to more quickly than public
transport can get us there, or because we need to carry more stuff that we could carry on
public transport, or because (particularly in my case as we're not affluent) it's often
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considerably cheaper to move people in my Toyota Yaris than it is to buy them all individual
tickets to go on public transport.

By embarking on this course you will reduce people’s disposable income, at a time when
inflation is ripping away people’s disposable incomes. You will make us poorer, and you will
up the costs on small businesses, making them more likely to fail. You will make it harder to
care for disabled loved ones. You will make it harder to have a decent life.

Turning to your key questions.
Key questions
1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Current road charging scheme’s such as ULEZ have already caused our family to consider
them in the course of our last car purchase, and caused us to go for the smallest car that we
can get away with in terms of carrying capacity. If this is the intent of the current system,
then it has achieved its goal and doesn’t need reform.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for
driving applied in London?

Sorry to be cynical about this, but the only thing that is going to come out of this is that you
will make it more expensive and more difficult to drive in London. The ‘smarter’ i.e. more
complicated you make this, the more problems you will cause for people. Keep it simple.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

So am | going to have to register every journey | do, before | do it? What happens if | need
to visit someone in hospital after an accident. What if | have a sudden call out for a

job? What happens if there is a sudden change of plan with my daughter’'s music
performances? Does this mean you are denying poor people from the opportunities for
travel?

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Well if your strategy is to reduce freedom and wealth, particularly for the poor, it can certainly
do that. If you want to turn London into a surveillance state, it will achieve that too.

It would help if you could give any reason why these charging strategies are of advantage to
Londoners or those who use London’s roads.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

You have two choices. You could insist on surveillance cameras everywhere so you track
number plates. Alternatively you could insist on people driving with a satnav welded into
their car, so it cannot be removed, which will transmit vehicle positioning to you in a way that
you can guarantee you know who when where when. As | said above, if your motive is to
turn London into a giant prison camp where all the inmates are tracked, it will in work well.

| have several further questions on this policy. How will this data be used? Who will have
access to this data? How will you guarantee this compatible with GDPR and people’s rights
under the ECHR?

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?
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In practice, | think very few journeys in London are superfluous, so at least to start, the traffic
levels will remain the same as they are now. Over time however, by making many
Londoners poorer, and making it more difficult to run businesses in London, you will, as a by
product, obviously reduce traffic and air pollution, at huge cost to Government and people.

On the subject of climate change, having driven through driving sleet and snow to drop my
daughter at school today, global warming doesn’t seem much of a problem right now.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

They are best not set up at all. It doesn’t really matter what administrative level they are set
up at. They are likely to be hugely expensive, bad for the economy, indifferent for the
environment unless they drive up poverty. The infrastructure costs are likely to be the same
in either of these scenarios and the software running it all, would hopefully allow it to be
managed at either national or local level as is appropriate.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

For Joe Public does it matter? It will be more expensive whatever way the public pays for
this schema as the setup costs will be so enormous.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

These are all nice questions, but the problem is that this ends up as a bureaucratic
nightmare for those who are poor, or who are carers, or who need to drive to work. What
happens to those who have different journey to make? What happens if people are in and
out of hospital all the time? The whole scheme is likely to be massively inflexible and hit
hard, those who need to use their vehicles when their circumstances change due to
fluctuations in people’s health or income or job. Generally, if you are poor, or are a carer,
you are too busy trying to earn some money, or look after your dependent to try and wade
through bureaucracy to claim back a few quid. The more complicated the scheme is, the
harder you will make it for the most vulnerable in society as those are the people with the
least time to sort themselves out. Of course, of time all those unclaimed quids here and
there will mount up and do real damage to the incomes of the poor.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. It's too big. You start small and then scale. That’s the golden rule of any trial
engineering project.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

I've just seem my real income go down 20% due to inflation over the past year. I'd rather
pay less if you don’t mind.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
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Personally | think all these scheme’s should be put to local referenda. As you will have
guessed, I'm against this scheme because | think it will hurt huge numbers of

people. However | believe there are many road schemes that are really worthwhile because
they cut down accidents, such as 20mph around schools, traffic calming on housing estates
etc. The key thing is that these schemes vary hugely in scope, cost and effect. It is
impossible to democratically debate these things during election campaigns as there are so
many other issues at stake and often all the candidates agree on a policy anyhow. They
need to be decided using referenda. However, these might be run at a street, parish,
borough or at city level depending upon what is being discussed. The more comments and
participation the better as far as | am concerned. If this scheme had democratic legitimacy,
rather than appearing to many like a vanity project for the mayor’s personal aggrandisement,
people will work with you to make it happen, rather than work against you.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

What can | say? | don’t think the majority of residents in Oxford are wildly enthusiastic about
the 15 minute city plans given its huge democratic deficit, huge cost, and likely outcome of
more poverty. Whatever you do, | wouldn’t go down that route.

In conclusion, I'd like to bring in a bit of culture. Robert Graves wrote in his book, Claudius
the God “The Roman Road is the greatest monument ever raised to human liberty by a
noble and generous people.” If you go to any museum in England displaying archaeology
you will find tiny amounts of stuff before the Roman period, huge amounts of Roman stuff,
and little or nothing from after the Roman period ended. That is because the Romans and
their roads and the resulting liberty made people rich, prosperous and immensely productive;
hence the vast amount of archaeological remains. The liberty and prosperity those roads
gave to people allowed them to create London and make it a world city, rich with trade and
as diverse and inclusive as they come, with Syrians, Greeks and Africans all working here
2000 years ago. Freedom to travel made London a better place then, and if you remove it,
you will make London a worse place tomorrow.

Smart Road User Charging

Reference  RUC2964

| strongly object to the proposed Smart Road User charging.
This is yet another unfair and unnecessary form of control over people’s freedoms.

People have not been made aware of this and have most certainly not been offered a
reasonable period of time to object.

Please reject this proposal in full.

Regards
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[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference | RUC2963

1. No. The current road user charges are sufficient. We DO NOT NEED MORE CHARGES.
2. We do not need a new system We need you to fix the old system.

3. Someone should not have to pay extra depending on where they are going. THIS IS
OUTRAGEOUS. There is already fuel duty costs and we don't need more road charging
systems.

4. We should be looking at health and happiness of the nation instead of strategies and
targets.

5. Technology is taking over our lives, we need to invest in people more and we will see our
health increase.

6. He ULEZ is already doing this and electric cars are becoming more popular.

7. We already have road user charging with Road Tax and Fuel Duty.

8. The charges should not be changed. We need to focus on people and their health rather
than creating more anxiety and ill health.

9. We do not want a road charging scheme. Those pushing this agenda will contribute to
cause harm and more mental health concerns.

10. NO. Nowhere is a sensible place for a trail.

11. ltis clear that all would pay more.

12. All these new schemes should be put to a public vote.

13. We do not have a say on the policy goals. Give the people a change to vote on this road
charging scheme as it is something that will effect the people.

Smart charging consultation.
Reference | RUC2962

Dear Sir/Madam, please find below my responses to the Smart Road User Charging
Consultation

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
The Human Rights Act 1998 mandates respect for everyone’s private and family life, home,
and correspondence. The imposition of road charging would infringe on this right by
necessitating the surveillance of individuals’ movements and the collection and storage of
personal data that may be employed for other purposes. Moreover, we have the right to free
movement, and being charged to use our roads would violate that right. Additionally, the
existing road tax and fuel duty system are already geared towards addressing environmental
concerns, and adding another layer of charges would disproportionately impact those on
lower incomes, who may not have access to other means of transportation. Therefore, |
believe that all road user charging systems, both in London and nationwide, should be
eliminated.
2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

98



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

Smarter road user charging could differ from the current daily charges for driving in London
in that it may be based on distance rather than a flat daily fee. However, this approach could
be problematic from an equality standpoint as it would disproportionately affect commuters
and those residing in regions with insufficient public transportation options. Additionally, it
may violate the Equality Act 2010, which mandates that public bodies consider the impact of
their policies on people with protected characteristics such as disabilities or those on lower
incomes.
3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?
Varying charges for different types of journeys, such as work-related, caring responsibilities,
or essential services, may also be problematic from an equality standpoint. It may result in
discrimination against those who have to travel longer or more frequently, such as those
residing in remote areas or those who need to travel for work. Furthermore, it may unfairly
impact those with disabilities or caring responsibilities who may have to make more frequent
trips. Finally, without significant intrusion into individuals’ private lives, it would be difficult for
the government to know what type of trips one is taking. It would also be difficult and costly
to implement, requiring significant investment in technology and infrastructure, and would
likely result in administrative and enforcement expenses that would be passed on to
taxpayers.
4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
Smarter road user charging may not serve the people’s best interests. It could also have
unintended consequences, such as drivers seeking alternative routes to avoid the charges,
thereby increasing traffic congestion in other areas or encouraging the use of older, more
polluting vehicles that are exempt from the charges.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
As | disagree with the notion of smarter road user charging, | am inclined to say none.
Whatever would be required would be at a substantial cost to the taxpayer. The better option
would be to scrap all charges, allowing people to use their technology such as satnavs to
find the quickest and easiest route, avoiding traffic, and thereby reducing the time spent on
the road.
6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?
Evidence has shown that such schemes have a negligible effect on air quality but have a
significant impact on people. Most individuals do not favour these schemes, and in a
democratic society, the people should have the final say.
7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?
As someone who opposes road user charges, | don’t believe they should be set up at any
level — city, regional, or national. Road user charges are unfair and discriminatory, and they
punish people for exercising their right to drive. They also place a disproportionate burden
on low-income individuals and those who rely on cars for work or accessibility reasons.
At a city or regional level, road user charges can be particularly problematic as they create
disparities between different areas. It could also create confusion for drivers who are unsure
about which areas they will be charged to drive in.
At a national level, road user charges would be an overreach of government authority and
would further burden individuals who are already paying for road infrastructure through
existing taxes like fuel duty and road tax.
Ultimately, road user charges are an infringement on our fundamental right to move freely
and should not be implemented at any level.
8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
It is my view that the current system of road tax and fuel duty is the most suitable to be
maintained. Unlike smarter road user charging, the current system is not discriminatory, as
previously discussed.
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9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

In my opinion, the implementation of a new smarter road charging scheme is unnecessary,
and therefore, | do not think any discounts or exemptions are necessary at this time.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

In my opinion, the implementation of a national distance-based road user charging scheme
would be highly controversial and could potentially cause unrest among the public, as seen
with the recent resistance to clean air zone charges in Birmingham and Manchester. The
Government should carefully consider the potential consequences of such a scheme before
proceeding.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

As previously discussed, | believe that road tax, council tax, and fuel duty are sufficient
contributions towards the right to free movement on roads that individuals have paid for.
Therefore, | do not support the implementation of distance-based road user charging, and
the question of payment amounts becomes moot.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

| believe that local referendums should be required before any new road charging schemes
are implemented, with both arguments presented and the cost of the referendum being paid
for by the council. This will ensure that any decisions made are fair and unbiased and that
the needs and preferences of concerned residents are taken into account.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging
ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?
Many cities and countries are implementing similar smarter road user charging schemes.
However, the success of these schemes is questionable, and they often face resistance from
the public. Alternative solutions should be explored to achieve similar policy goals without
infringing on the rights of road users.

Thank you for your consideration.
[personal information redacted for publication]

Road User Charging
Reference | RUC2961

Dear All

| recently became aware of consultation into a policy for the charging of vehicles per mile
travelled asking for people to submit their views. As a road user and residing in Greater
London, | feel that | am as qualified as anyone to comment on this matter.

| do hope that the current London Mayor and the London Assembly take more notice of this
than they did on the consultation regarding the expansion of ULEZ.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

e Yes they do. The ULEZ extension due to come into operation late August 2023
should NOT go ahead as planned. This was rushed through with very little thought as
to what was happening in the automotive industry. All cars, ICE included, are
becoming more environmentally friendly and sustainable eco fuels are on the
horizon. There is very strong reasoning that vehicle emissions will naturally reduce
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without the need for the residents of Greater London to ‘have’ to replace a well
maintained but older vehicle on the whim of the current London Mayor. The largest
pollution in the life of a car is actually in its’s production - especially in the case of
electric vehicles. It is far more environmentally friendly to use a car to the end of its
life, and then replace it. The Public Transport system in Greater London should be
upgraded and expanded before any pay per mile or the current pay per day charges
expanded.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current dailycharges for driving
applied in London?

e There is no current need or requirement for any smart road user charging system in
London or Greater London. The current expansion for ULEZ is based on flawed
science - as has been proved and admitted by Imperial College themselves. All roads
and road transport should be under Central Government control. Public Transport
should be under regional control. This would stop the unnecessary conflicts between
TFL (public transport users) and the road users.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

e There should not be any need for varied charges between what is counted as
essential travel. Whilst it is obviously important that essential workers, carers and
those travelling to work (including tradespeople) can be allowed to use their vehicle
freely, everybody else serves the freedom to use their vehicles as and when they
need to. It is unfair and unjust to assume that just because a journey does not full
into one of the ‘essential’ categories it is not essential to the health or mental health
of the person involved.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
e The only strategy or target that smarter road charging would support is an increase in
road charging funds for the London Mayor. It would be a very unpopular way to
proceed.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
e Technology is available now. | find it most depressing to think of how we are currently
monitored, let alone if every journey was also documented.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

o There are a lot of challenges that we face as as nation and the world faces as a
whole. Public Transport should and has to be improved. This would enormously help
those in Greater London travel around. More trees planted - especially as they
replace carbon with oxygen. Living ‘green’ wall on building. Living roofs. Solar panels
on new buildings, even residential housing - there are now roofing tiles that are
actually solar panels. | cannot see how road user charging helps in any way to tackle
traffic, air pollution and climate change. Those that can afford it will still use their
cars. But everyone can do a little bit to help. Baby steps. Pick up litter so it does not
get into our water courses and contaminate. We do have to walk more. But to use a
sledge hammer to crack a nut is not the answer.
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7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

o Ifroad user charging is to come in it should be done at National level. As | have
stated above the roads should be under central government control and only public
transport should be under devolved and regional care. It is actually extremely
dangerous to have different road charging systems and restrictions in individual
towns and cities. Too much signage causes confusion and loss of attention on the
road - especially when dark. If a system is used nationally it would be the same
everywhere and there would be little confusion.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

o If smarter road charging is introduced at a National Level this would obviously mean
that road and fuel tax would be abolished. To have it introduced at local level only
would mean greater hardship as residents would be quadruple taxed for the same
thing.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?
e There is no discount on fuel duty. Some people in various lines of work can claim fuel
allowance. Those who currently receive a Road Tax discount would be entitled to a
similar deal if road charging were to come in nationally.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
e No. The worst place to trial it. Too many people. Too greater area.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

e The current London Mayor does not have the mandate for introducing the ULEZ
expansion, let alone to use the cameras for documenting travel and road pricing. We,
the citizens of Greater London, have not given him permission to use our data in
such a way. This is such an important issue that has crossed political parties,
diversities, yes even the far left right through to the far right of the political spectrum!
Yes, there should certainly be a referendum.
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13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

e |tis somewhat irrelevant what other cities are doing as London is unique in that it has
more inhabitants than many countries. Also a population density over a greater area
than any other city. The current London Mayor cites Singapore as his supreme
example of how road policy could work. Singapore is an island state of 5.6 million
and much more densely populated per square mile. It has a compliant population and
infrastructure much newer than Victorian (or older) London. Even New York City only
covers half the area that London does. London is like no other city and should be
treated as such.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road User Charging

Reference  RUC2960

| have added my views on a few questions

9. | certainly think disabled drivers should be exempt, likewise people undergoing long-term
cancer treatment, dialysis and other medical treatment regularly. Care, medical and other
visits to people in care homes or who are housebound should not be charged.

I'm retired on a fairly low income though not receiving any benefits and | drive outside
congestion charging times to go to eg cinema, bridge club, meal with friends in the evenings
as | don't feel safe returning home by public transport at night; to collect heavy shopping
during the day; to take pets to the vet (in a heavy basket or sick); to visit friends/attend
bridge evenings; driving to visit my 95-year-old mother at her care home over 60 miles away
usually at the weekend - I'd be extremely annoyed if | had to pay additional road charges as
| have to take my elderly dog with me and carry presents/essential items for my mother and
public transport would involve a bus, tube, train and taxi (most of which do not accept dogs)
taking at least 3 hours each way and not possible for me to undertake carrying the extra
items and taking my dog as well as being extremely expensive and inconvenient; babysitting
for grandchildren/collecting them from school - again usually in evenings and returning too
late in my opinion to use public transport; visiting friends and family in other parts of the UK
where there is no accessible public transport, due to cutting of many bus and train services
which are also expensive and unreliable. In short my quality of life and independence would
be very severely affected if | had to pay extra charges for using my car for what | consider to
be essential journeys. | think it is grossly unfair to add charges to those already in force in
addition to insurance, road tax, MOT and prohibitive petrol prices

10. I don't think London is a good place for a trial. There are already stringent and swingeing
charges for Congestion Zone and ULEZ as well as grossly unfair penalty charges for the
LTNs. London is too large. Far better to do a trial in a smaller town or city.

12. | think local referenda are essential before introducing even more 'stealth’ charges.

[personal information redacted for publication]
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Smart road user charging Feb 23
Reference  RUC2958

Dear Sirs

There has been little or no public debate nor public notification as to your intentions.
Khan has, a conflict of interests with his position in C40, Cities

Many small tradesmen will have to make prohibitive charges

There are more than one body of evidence that refutes the fanaticism of the Mayor and his
staff

As we have found with the Hancock files. These decisions are being made without
informed consent.

Without 3 years of debate and consultation you can not take an action that will close down
10's of thousands of small businesses without a 3 year moritorium.

This is an illegal action

This is being strong armed through in a rush

This is punative to individuals

This is punative to small businesses and carers

The poorest will suffer therefore it is elitist

This did not form part of his manifesto when he ran as Mayor

The Mayor drives gas guzzling vehicles both privately and in public

The democratic process needs to take place instead of totalitarian action

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2955

Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

The current road user charging systems in London absolutely does not require reform, as
they have been effective in managing traffic flow, raising revenue and encouraging people to
switch to public transport modes. The London Congestion Charging Zone has been a great
success since its introduction in 2003. It has decreased levels of congestion and improved
air quality, while also contributing more than £1 billion to the capital's economy. Additionally,
the Mayor's Ultra Low Emission Zone targets heavily polluting vehicles — such as vans and
lorries entering central London — with a daily charge or penalty if they fail to meet required
emissions standards. These initiatives are key in ensuring that Londoners can continue to
enjoy safe roads and cleaner air. Furthermore, these systems ensure that road users
contribute towards the maintenance of roads and infrastructure, which is an important
consideration given the large number of vehicles using these roads on a daily basis. The
charging systems in place are also flexible. This encourages people to use public transport
during peak times, when congestion is most severe. It also means that those who need to
use their vehicles during these times — such as delivery drivers — can do so without facing
prohibitive costs. These charges also vary depending on the type of vehicle being used.
Overall, the current road user charging systems in London are highly effective and do not
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require reform. They have been instrumental in managing traffic flow, raising revenue and
encouraging people to use public transport instead of their cars. This is key for a successful,
sustainable city that can provide clean air and safe roads for its residents.

How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for
driving applied in London?

Smarter road user charging makes no difference and ultimately does not differ from the
current daily charges for driving applied in London. In recent years, many have suggested
that smarter road user charging could be beneficial for drivers in London. However, upon
further examination of the existing daily charges applied in London, it is apparent that
smarter road user charging will ultimately make no difference and will not differ from the
current system. The existing charges are already in place to help address traffic congestion,
air pollution, and other negative impacts resulting from excessive car use. Smarter road user
charging does not offer any additional benefits on top of these existing measures — instead,
it serves as a revenue-generating scheme, a more efficient way to collect money from
drivers and a way to replicate the same goals without actually making any substantial
changes. It could also infringe on an individual’s human right to privacy or constructively
restrict their movement (i.e. by making it more expensive). Ultimately, smarter road user
charging is a system with no real added value when compared to the current daily charges
for driving in London.

How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,
such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

One possible way to vary the charges for driving in London would be by offering discounted
fares for certain types of journeys. For example, those travelling for work, students or people
on low incomes could be given a reduced rate or even free access during certain times of
day, while those with caring responsibilities or providing essential services could also be
offered incentives such as reduced rates or discounts on their tolls. Another approach may
be to provide flat-rate fares for certain types of journeys, such as those to and from hospitals
or other care-related destinations. This could help to reduce the financial burden on
individuals while also making it easier for them to access the care they need. Ultimately, by
varying charges according to different types of journeys, London can ensure that its roads
are used efficiently and fairly. Of course, there are additional steps that can be taken to
ensure that everyone is able to get around London without too much hardship. In particular,
public transport should be made more affordable and accessible and more available during
weekends] so that people do not feel like driving is their only option.

What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

In order to ensure that road user charging remains a viable and effective tool in managing
the demand for roads, it is essential that strategies are implemented which are fair and
equitable. This involves considering a range of factors such as the amount of money being
charged, the already expensive costs of maintaining a vehicle, the distribution of charges
amongst users, and whether different rates should be applied based on vehicle type.
Equitable road user charging strategies should seek to provide ALL drivers with an efficient
way to pay for the use of roads, while also ensuring that all road users benefit from the
revenue generated from charges. It is important that any pricing strategy implemented takes
account of societal and economic concerns so that access to roads remains affordable for all
users. Ultimately, fairer and more equitable strategies and targets for road user charging will
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help to ensure that the system benefits society as a whole while also providing an effective
tool in managing congestion on the roads.

Call For Evidence - Road User Charging Response Template!

Reference | RUC2953

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

YES, We would like both the Congestion Charge and ULEZ to be phased out as
opposed to the impending ULEZ extension to London’s outer boroughs as these
Stealth Taxes are adding to the already crippling costs of acquiring, insuring and
taxing motor vehicles, especially for the motorists who need a vehicle for essential
services, caring responsibilities or to get to work or to work with.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Apart from being yet another financially crippling Stealth Tax for ordinary people isn’t
the coordination of this additional information an obvious BIG BROTHER type
infringement of our civil liberty, why my/our answer to ‘smarter road user charging’ is
a resounding NO THANK YOU? What would be smart is if a journey goes from late
night to early the next morning it incurs a single charge rather one for each separate
day.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?
It is grossly unfair to charge people for caring responsibilities and essential services
(and even work where it overlaps). So concessions (if not abolition) should be made
here to made the system more equitable for all Londoners.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
As a bare minimum it should look at the economic impact of charges on families and
it affects, influences behaviour. If it cannot achieve this it is largely redundant.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Any additional technology to what already exists (which is extensive) is profoundly
intrusive. The overreach in surveillance doesn’t appear to increase the safety and
security of communities.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

If smarting charging doesn’t take into account the ability to pay in relation to the need
to travel then it is not smart just an additional tax. Economic status is as much a
factor in people’s living environment as traffic, air pollution and climate change.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

We already have a road user charging at a national level, namely road tax and fuel
duty. No more are required. These strategies compel people to get new cars yet most
of the carbon generated by cars is in the build.
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8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

It shouldn't be introduced. The people writing this report should focus on the health

of the nation, not on more ways to price people out of driving their cars and visiting

family.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Discounts based on ability to pay and necessity of travel. Also it is odd that at a time
when more road use charges are being considered not only public transport fees are
increasing, children are also having to pay. Surely, efficient and affordable public
transport is an incentivise to reduce driving.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

There have been fees is London for quite some time. Rather initiate another trial, just
analyse the data that has been collected.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

The charging, were it to be introduced should be based on need and ability to pay
with an independent body establishing the criteria. But it shouldn’t be introduced in
the midst of a cost of living crisis.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

These powers should be reduced as they can be slipped in among a raft of manifesto
pledges. Any specific direct revenue raising proposals should voted on by the public.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

The framing of this consultation is based on the assumption of (additional) charging
as an unmitigated good. There needs to be more emphasis on infrastructure (e.g.
public transport, built environment, etc.) as a means to help people live better

lives. Its pyrrhic victory to brag about cleaner air whilst overseeing the rise in
poverty, destitution and social decay. The people’s voices need to be taken into
account, not just ‘consulted’ and go proceed with your plans anyway

Regards
[personal information redacted for publication]

Road Pricing
Reference  RUC2952

The potential introduction of taxes on transport in London is likely to have a detrimental
effect upon individuals and businesses. The repercussions have not been fully thought
through. The introduction of these taxes will cause London to become a ghost town as they
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will encourage businesses and individuals to leave. This will have further negative impacts
upon public transport in the same way as the reduction in passenger numbers see during the
pandemic. The costs of all services and products will rise and further exaggerate the cost of
living crisis.

In turn this will enable foreign competition to undercut things produced in London, leading to
job losses, tax losses, and increased welfare costs that will be an increasing burden on
working people and surviving businesses.

Many pension schemes have built up a portfolio of London based property where the rental
income is a major part of being able to pay pensions. With reduced demand this income will
decline, leading to negative impacts upon both potential pension payments as well as those
in payment.

These taxes are already underway with ULEZ and its impacts and consequences need to be
fully appreciated and understood, before these tax burdens are increased.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023 - Response

Reference | RUC2950

[personal information redacted for publication]

Work and travel in and around London for family and care needs.
| oppose and object to smart road user charging

This is all about getting maximum revenue from individuals and control of
individuals’ movement.

1.Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? -

No — ULEZ charges and congestion charging already go beyond what is fair and right for
people trying to go about normal daily life in London. Since COVID, the energy crisis,
inflation, cost of living crisis people are being crushed with financial burden. The immediate
future is no brighter with things only getting worse and no chance of prices and charges ever
returning to rates comparable to what they were.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Parity — The government buzz phrase is “levelling up” - Road user charging should be
means tested, the poorest pay the least and those more able to, pay more. For example, |
earn a little over £10k pa. The mayor and deputies around £100k to £150k pa.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

There should be no difference in charges regardless of journey type, each persons journey
is essential in itself. Fuel costs and vehicle related taxation have removed driving as a
leisure activity.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
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Rather than penalise people and use air pollution and road congestion as the excuse, come
up with strategies that will reduce social isolation, tackle loneliness. Look at how to stimulate
and promote community and growth in London.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

The type of technology and systems that would be used would further erode individuals
privacy and freedom of movement. Of the top 10 most surveilled cities in the world, outside
of China, London is one place above New York and one below Moscow for the number of
cameras per person.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

It won’t assist in tackling challenges as it is a revenue based scheme based on getting
maximum revenue from individuals and control of individuals movement. The expansion of
the ULEZ zone will generate millions of pounds surplus even considering the costs to extend
the zone and new signs, cameras and scrappage schemes. Once the infrastructure is in
place there would only be maintenance costs in future years and any scrappage schemes
will inevitably be reduced and ultimately ceased.

As the volume and ratio of all electric vehicles increases air pollution would correspondingly
improve. Without the need to charge people. Motorist will already be faced with extortionate
charges for new electric vehicles.

What consideration has been given to the environment impact mining for lithium, nickel and
cobalt and effects on climate change building and disposing of electric vehicle batteries?

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road users nationally are already charged to drive through every litre of fuel purchased and
by vehicle excise duty (car tax) We don’t want more charges to be able to visit and care for
our loved ones. Road user schemes must look at the socio-economic impact of their
existence and not destroy family bonds and communities.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

See question 2 response above.
9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to

drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

We don’t want a smart road charging scheme in the first place so discounts and exemptions
are an irrelevant distraction ploy.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No — this is opening the door to authorities controlling freedom of movement and the ability

to restrict movement based on financial ability and to create the opportunity for another
hidden tax.
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11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle-based charges, the same, or more than they do currently?
Distance based road user charging is not the answer. Many people make complex journeys

that cannot be served by current public transport systems. Any such scheme would never
benefit the majority of road users.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Yes, decisions like this should be made subject to public vote including all road users

whether they are resident or not. Decisions like this should never be allowed to be
introduced by a Mayor or Local authority without a public vote.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

Whose policy goals? What influence do we as the public have on setting policy? My focus is
on transport in the UK. We need an affordable and reliable public transport system BEFORE
forcing people off the roads.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road User Charging Call For Evidence - Response

Reference  RUC2949

Responses below, in bold:

1. o 1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Yes, but NOT in the way TFL intends to reform them. ULEZ should be entirely
abolished, both in its existing form, and the proposed expansion. This is because it is
a scam of the highest order. Propagated by a morally bankrupt mayor, it masquerades
as a clean air initiative, but exists solely to help prop-up a financially bankrupt TFL.
The Congestion Charge, which is also based on a lie because it does not meaningfully
reduce congestion in Central London, should also be abolished. Once both are

abolished, no other road user schemes should be introduced — motorists already pay
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extortionate road and fuel taxes, not to mention ever-increasing amounts in their
Council Taxes to fund all the mayor’s other spurious costs and ‘initiatives’.

2. 2 How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

As the proposer, you should be telling me how so-called ‘smarter’ road user charging
might differ from ULEZ and the Congestion Charge, then asking for my opinion. | can
only assume you are asking this question, so that when well-meaning respondents
attempt to answer it, the impression will be that they are making suggestions as to
how your new scheme might work, thus tacitly ‘supporting’ your plans. That is a

dishonest approach.

3. 3 How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,

such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

As the proposer, you should be telling me how charges for driving in London might
be varied for different types of journeys, then asking for my opinion. | can only
assume you are asking this question, so that when well-meaning respondents attempt
to answer it, the impression will be that they are making suggestions as to how your
new scheme might work, thus tacitly ‘supporting’ your plans. That is a dishonest

approach.

4. 4 What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

As the proposer, you should be telling me which strategies and targets ‘smarter’ road
user charging could support, then asking for my opinion (although in this instance,
the question is meaningless). | can only assume you are asking this question, so that
when well-meaning respondents attempt to answer it, the impression will be that they
are making suggestions as to how your new scheme might work, thus tacitly

‘supporting’ your plans. That is a dishonest approach.
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5. 5 What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

As the proposer, you should be telling me which technology could be used to support
smarter road user charging, then asking for my opinion. | can only assume you are
asking this question, so that when well-meaning respondents attempt to answer it, the
impression will be that they are making suggestions as to how your new scheme

might work, thus tacitly ‘supporting’ your plans. That is a dishonest approach.

6. 6 How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as

traffic, air pollution and climate change?

As the proposer, you should be telling me how smarter road user charging could
assist with tackling current challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate
change, then asking for my opinion. | can only assume you are asking this question,
so that when well-meaning respondents attempt to answer it, the impression will be
that they are making suggestions as to how your new scheme might work, thus tacitly

‘supporting’ your plans. That is a dishonest approach.

7. 7 Areroad user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a

national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?
As the proposer, you should be telling me whether road user charging schemes are
best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national system, then asking for my
opinion. | can only assume you are asking this question, so that when well-meaning
respondents attempt to answer it, the impression will be that they are making
suggestions as to how your new scheme might work, thus tacitly ‘supporting’ your

plans. That is a dishonest approach.

8. 8 If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace

and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
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As the proposer, you should be telling me which charges or taxes ‘smarter’ road
charging should replace, and how the current taxes and charges should be changed,
then asking for my opinion. | can only assume you are asking this question, so that
when well-meaning respondents attempt to answer it, the impression will be that they
are making suggestions as to how your new scheme might work, thus tacitly

‘supporting’ your plans. That is a dishonest approach.

9. 9 What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who

need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

If you genuinely want to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need
to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport —
which | absolutely doubt you do — you need to abolish ULEZ (everywhere), as well as
the Congestion Charge, and your plans for so-called ‘smarter’ road user charging. For
such people, merely running and maintaining a vehicle is costly enough, but then to
have to pay punitive amounts to use it, is unfair in the extreme — especially when

those amounts are levied on a lie.

10. 10 If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging

scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
The question is too hypothetical — and as | don’t agree with road user charging per se,
| don’t feel the need to answer it. Maybe you should ask the government. | imagine

they will agree with me.

11. 11 If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than

they do currently?
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As the proposer, you should be telling me whether Londoners should pay less in total
for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do currently, then
asking for my opinion. | can only assume you are asking this question, so that when
well-meaning respondents attempt to answer it, the impression will be that they are
making suggestions as to how your new scheme might work, thus tacitly ‘supporting’
your plans.

However, to try and prick your conscience, let me remind you of how much many
Londoners are already potentially paying in ULEZ charges alone: £12.50 per day,
£87.50 per week, £4562.50 per year. For most households, that exceeds their energy
bill. The mayor cynically justifies this exorbitance with his clean air mantra, casually
tipping the non-compliant to go and buy another car. With your proposed new
scheme, even those who have found the funds to take his advice will be thrown under
the bankrupt TFL bus, as all vehicles become chargeable — even the expensive

EVs.

12. 12 Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these

bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Although | am in favour of referenda, | do not trust mayors, or local authorities to
conduct them fairly. The mayor of London is particularly slippery. He ‘falsely and
dishonestly’ manipulated the results of the previous ULEZ consultation, and had
already purchased the cameras for the proposed expansion zones before the

consultation results were even in.

13. 13 How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging

ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

You tell me — have you done no research whatsoever?
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Consultation on traffic in London

Reference | RUC2947

Dear sir or madam

| wish to raise the following issues:

| am a 63 year old woman and live in north london. | regularly use public transport mainly
tubes and buses. | occasionally drive. | have disabilities.

| find the idea of charging Londoners to drive by the mile to be deeply offensive and divisive.
I have to drive sometimes because | need to transport myself with heavy shopping or to
travel longer distances, and | am already subject to Ulez and congestion charge. If | drive
through certain roads in RTMs | have to pay fines. | already pay Road tax.

Will parents with small children be required to pay? | believe that is discriminatory certainly
against women. Also Likely to be discriminatory against older people and people with
disabilities who have no choice but to drive.

Please think of a less discriminatory and divisive way to collect money

Yours sincerely

[personal information redacted for publication]

The future of smart road user charging February 2023 Call for Evidence
Reference  RUC2944

Transport Committee
o Project design - it is essential when designing large government projects, which
would potentially impact a large number of people and use a lot of financial and
staffing resources, that the following is implemented:

o Evidence scanning to look if a change is needed, if evidence is not available
resources to gather such evidence should be allocated.

o The community should be invited to contribute to the design of the project,
releasing a survey is a really good start to see if a change is actually needed.
This is also good PR, it is essential that the community feels involved and
they are brought along with the project and will prevent excess time dealing
with FOI and complaints further down the line.

o Objectives with accompanying performance and contextual measures based
on traceable data sources, which can be baselined ideally for several years
before the project and continued throughout the project and beyond the
lifespan of the project.

o Transparency of all project paperwork, before, during and after the lifespan of
the project, most importantly the tender process for any reports written by
third parties, risk management plan, financial plan and communications plan.

o Joined up thinking across different themes/services, such as:

o Cars help social connectivity particularly in the recovery from
lockdown - contrary to your remark.

e Aging population resulting in increasing health issues, some people
need to drive/be driven, the proportion of people in this category will
be greater because of the higher number of over 65s. An analysis on
the proportion of drivers in different age groups would be useful here. |
would probably expect to see less younger people driving and more

115



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

older people driving and would assume that the older people will need
their cars more. The health stats would be useful as a correlation. In
addition the number of people needing care or who are carers (paid
and unpaid).

o Digital exclusion — the aging population and people with learning
difficulties will be vulnerable to this.

o Women feel safer traveling home by car not public transport later at
night, particularly in London after recent events. The crime datasets
would be useful here.

o Police protection has often ben violated by Police abuses especially
with women.

o Unpredictable costs of this new scheme would make it hard for people
to budget in the current cost of living crisis.

o Consultation should be

e For an adequate amount of time for public to respond

o Advertised well to inform the whole community that they can give their
feedback on the project plan if they want to

o Performed only after all the initial research and community
engagement has been completed

o Released only after a clear project plan has been completed with
proposed measurable objectives

o The statement about "very little of the driver taxation collected by central government
is spent on London's roads, this is actually saying it's a money making scheme. It's
not greener, its basically making running a car unavoidable, exacerbated by the
increased fuel costs, you are exposed!

o Fuel tax already charges people by the mile so we don't need another scheme like
this.

e You stated that your aim was to simplify the system, it sounds far more complicated,
just as people have got used to the current system!

¢ How much will this cost? Surely it is better to put the money into improving public
transport, in both frequency and quality, people will naturally make a shift if the
services are better and they feel safe.

o This feels like the stick and not the carrot, there is always much more success with a
carrot. With amendments, you could release a voluntary scheme with incentives if
people use more greener transport methods e.g. a food bank voucher, reduction in
council tax. Showing real community case studies in a positive way would encourage
others to be green and healthy for the right reasons.

o Does the changing of the intenational passenger survey have something to do with
this big brother idea, which makes me think how will you make this work for tourists?
It could put tourists off visiting London, which would impact the economy greatly -
one for your risk register!

[personal information redacted for publication]

RESPONSE
Reference | RUC2939

1.Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Yes, total removal. The charges have caused misery, job losses, the loss of trades people to
London, the scarcity of Ambulance crews, health workers, fire fighters, policemen, carers
and multiple others including transport workers who cannot afford to live there, need to drive
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and cannot possibly use the wretched, inept, expensive and disjointed transport system, now
in enormous deficit.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for
driving applied in London?

Leading on from the above serious issues with working people who are forced to travel and
need flexibility, the insane closure of a number of roads requiring detours in order to avoid
huge fines has led to London now being the most congested city in the world, a great
reference for future tourism. This idiotic scheme along with the others actually causes even
more misery and discourages literally anyone from providing any services in London at all,
including necessary services or vital deliveries. The result of which will be the desolation of
London and a huge rise in crime, fires unattended, accidents and attacks leaving victims
without help. No sane government would do this.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,
such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

The tenure of this question belies the dogma and cruelty behind it. Car owners pay road tax
and insurance on top of their rates and other taxes. With the exception of the wealthy and
elite, often chauffeur driven, a car is a necessity for everyday life and no one except those
trapped by a dictatorship should be asked to give a daily account of why they need to travel
in one. Right now people, who cannot afford ULEZ because their nearest hospital has come
inside an invented boundary, are driving to other hospitals further away which they would not
normally use and placing huge pressure on those facilities. How insane is this and how
cruel! To get an exemption medical records/letters must be given to TFL against all Data
Protection and to totally unqualified civil servants who suddenly have power of life and death
over those needing treatment. Ask the medical staff at Derwent Valley and Whipps Cross
how happy this makes them. As for patient’s human rights — let us not even go there!

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

As stated above, none. There should however be an investigation into the hideous TFL
deficit, the statistical report which journalists have highlighted with enormous, glaring
inconsistencies regarding air quality (not improving at all), surveys done with limited market
sectors and the overwhelming objections from Londoners themselves, let alone the
surrounding boroughs and counties as to why this is still ongoing if not to get money under
false pretences to fill a TFL financial black hole littered with failure from all concerned in it.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Are you supporting a dictatorship? TFL should not be spending any money on this lunacy
and viciousness. The only reason any government money should be used in this way is for
security and policing to help stop crime NOT spying on motorists for your detrimental money
grabbing schemes. We are supposedly living in a democracy. Are you trying to change that
without being elected to do so? Again, spying on motorists, unless you have police powers,
suggests a human rights issue, a clear erosion of our freedom. It is inconceivable in any
western European country.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such
as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

The answer is it would not and what has been done so far has not either. Services will
simply break down even more as described above. Older cars being phased out naturally
overtakes by miles the car mountains of dumped but perfectly viable vehicles which would
be the outcome with no recycling facilities to deal with them. The fall out and danger form
electric vehicles (batteries) and the power generation needed to support them (not available
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especially now) plus the necessity of the rare earth metals used in them (all from China —
biggest polluting country) and not least the plight of the little children in African countries
used to mine cobalt for this elitist luxury (or don’t you care about them??) renders this whole
notion as utter nonsense. The carbon emissions caused to the planet from trashing any
petrol or diesel car whilst buying new from around the world produces ten times more
emissions and causes tons and tons of scrappage waste with no good outcome. Your
scheme would not only hurt many, many people it would perversely do exactly the opposite
of ‘saving the planet’. So back to square one — all about money for TFL not for anyone else’s
benefit.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?

We already have a national system for drivers and its road tax which along with county funds
helps provide for repairs to our roads and highways addition to rates, fuel taxes, insurance,
parking charges and income taxes etc. Why on earth do you think that TFL, unelected by
the nation of the UK, should undermine the government? Such decisions must be debated in
parliament and subject to scrutiny and democratic vote. They have nothing to do with you.
The appalling mismanagement and lack of public transport for population size in and around
London is enough of a testimony on that score.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Irrelevant. As above, this is for a democratically elected government to debate in parliament
and totally out of your remit. What is the idea of trying to control national policy when you
have not been elected to do anything close to this? Why are you trying to undermine the
economic policies of the Prime Minister and Chancellor? This needs to go higher for
investigation. All your proposals are hugely detrimental to people trying to survive within this
latest and possible worst cost of living crisis for decades.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?

This a repetition of number 3 and the answer is therefore the same with the addition that
many people are disabled in some way but do not necessarily ever get a blue badge. The
treatment of disabled people generally and with TFL where fines are concerned is already a
poor record so naturally this could only be worse for them. As well as trying to pry into a
person’s medical background, you would now want to check their income levels? Again a
matter for parliament as quite clearly you are way out of bounds here. Indeed this is an insult
to the population.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user- charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

Government policy must be set before the people and debated in parliament. Again, none of
your business — you were NOT ELECTED.
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11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

Surely, you mean if charging were to be introduced by popular vote. You need a Londoners’
referendum. It is vital given how unpopular all your money scrounging schemes are.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

People vote for the government of their choice at a General Election. At the risk of being
repetitive, any proposals of this nature must go before parliament. You do not run the
country or have anything to do with economic policy — a blessing given the shocking state of
TFL’s own finances and the fact that the government has bailed you all out with taxpayers’
money repeatedly. So ask the chancellor or the Prime Minister!

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

The issue here is the UK and what is the best treatment and help for its own citizens. Our
statistics and demographics will not be the same — surely, you understand some of this?
By the way, friends and neighbours were unaware of this ‘response survey’ so it was well
hidden from everyone — We only found it late today thanks to someone in Kent. Why the
secrecy?

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road User Reforms in London

Reference | RUC2936

Dear London Government

The link you give to respond just takes me to a pdf document with the questions to respond
to but no actual survey. | can only assume that this is similar to local council consultations on
traffic that are ignored at every stage by those councils because residents who pay council
tax do not agree with the plans of the council.

However in the hope that you are interested in resident views, please see mine below.

1) Current restrictions are relative to areas. Any increase in congestion or pollution is mainly
due to cycle lanes that have been introduced and reduced road space to 50% and road
closures which mean any car journey is increased and as routes are reduced all traffic
pushed into one lane, resulting in standing traffic for hours.

E.g. A40 around Marylebone. Usually empty cycle lane and end to end cars

Access to M4 from Chiswick reduced due to road closure and cycle lanes increasing car
journey from 5 minutes to 20 in daily traffic and from 10 minutes to 60 minutes at rush hour.
2) The ULez scheme does not need to be increased as the extension impacts mainly
families and small businesses, in all cases it increases the cost of living. It will not reduce
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pollution. It will force young people out of London and make London infeasible for small
business to function. It is seen as another money making scheme from the Mayor...

3) Pay per drive is another money making scheme that will hit the poorest and those with
small businesses. A totalitarian idea, another division between rich and poor and hideously
thought out.

4) if you really want people to use public transport as the only form of travel make it free,
reliable and convenient

| hope that you can understand the point of view from someone who has lived in London for
over 20 years, and is only finding difficulty in navigating it travel wise since these restrictions
were introduced.

Please listen to the people who pay for their city. We do not want it destroyed and made a
place for only the rich to survive.

Yours sincerely
[personal information redacted for publication]

CONSULTATION : THE FUTURE OF SMART ROAD USER CHARGING FEBRUARY 2023
Reference | RUC2935

Dear Sirs

Further to your consultation regarding the potential introduction of Smart Road User
Charging please see my responses to the questions cited on the website:

Key questions
1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

There are already too many road user charging systems in London. The introduction of a
further layer of charges will add a degree of complexity, inequality and cost. Therefore the
reform that is required is the elimination of user charging systems that have not yet been
implemented such as ULEZ.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

The proposed charges would in many cases be a duplication of charges that already exist
and would penalise all drivers whilst generating extra revenues for the Governing body.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

This is the degree of complexity that | refer to in my answer to question (1). The system to
administer the proposed introduction of such a measure would inevitably be unfair as there
would be the need to adjudicate on literally millions of cases with regard to the particular
circumstances of each journey — not each person — but each journey that each person
undertook each day.
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4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

The underlying strategy of smart roader user charging is to extract as much economic
benefit for the City of London from each motorist. In effect it will deter poorer motorists from
driving and therefore widen the social divide between the rich and the poor which is a stated
objective of government to eradicate. It is not an attempt to prevent environmental damage
but to hire out environmental damage opportunities to those that can afford it.

5.What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

Any technology employed in such a scheme would erode data privacy for citizens and erode
civil liberties.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smart road user schemes are not initiatives to tackle traffic, air pollution and climate change
— they are a stealth tax for Governing bodies to increase their revenue.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging schemes are best abandoned at city, regional or national levels.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

The Government raises tax by a number of means. The proceeds go in to one central fund
— for example national insurance revenues are not ring fenced for deployment in to pension
provision, road taxes and fuel taxes are not ring fenced to build and maintain roads. Many
taxes are quite rightly labelled “stealth taxes”. Therefore less taxes are required to make the
tax system simpler and more transparent.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

This further illustrates the complexity of any potential scheme and the inevitable result that
there will be inequality of outcome. Ergo the question produces its own answer — there
should be no road user charging system.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

Hypothetical question ignoring the conclusion that no sensible Government would consider
introducing a distance based road user charging scheme.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

Since it is clear that road user charging schemes are really targeted at increasing revenue
for Governing bodies then Londoners would be paying more on a like for like basis.
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12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities should not have any power or authority to introduce road
charging schemes.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

I know of no other cities working on smart road user charging initiatives and | sincerely hope
that remains the case.

In summary smart road user charging schemes allow those who can afford it to damage the
environment whilst punishing those that can’t afford it.

Net Zero has essentially become a money making opportunity for those licensed to sell

environmental damage to those that can afford it rather than an initiative to safeguard the
environment.

Kind regards

[personal information redacted for publication]

Smart roads charging scheme
Reference  RUC2934

We are supposed to live in a democratic country...are we not? Why haven't we be consulted
about changes concerning road user charges?

Are we not already being charged with road tax and fuel duty?

| am totally against any changes concerning road user charges and i think we do require a
vote about it...

[personal information redacted for publication]

Consultation response
Reference | RUC2933

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find my responses to your questions below:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
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The Human Rights Act 1998 mandates respect for everyone’s private and family life, home,
and correspondence. The imposition of road charging would infringe on this right by
necessitating the surveillance of individuals’ movements and the collection and storage of
personal data that may be employed for other purposes. Moreover, we have the right to free
movement, and being charged to use our roads would violate that right. Additionally, the
existing road tax and fuel duty system are already geared towards addressing environmental
concerns, and adding another layer of charges would disproportionately impact those on
lower incomes, who may not have access to other means of transportation. Therefore, |
believe that all road user charging systems, both in London and nationwide, should be
eliminated.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Smarter road user charging could differ from the current daily charges for driving in London
in that it may be based on distance rather than a flat daily fee. However, this approach could
be problematic from an equality standpoint as it would disproportionately affect commuters
and those residing in regions with insufficient public transportation options. Additionally, it
may violate the Equality Act 2010, which mandates that public bodies consider the impact of
their policies on people with protected characteristics such as disabilities or those on lower
incomes.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Varying charges for different types of journeys, such as work-related, caring responsibilities,
or essential services, may also be problematic from an equality standpoint. It may result in
discrimination against those who have to travel longer or more frequently, such as those
residing in remote areas or those who need to travel for work. Furthermore, it may unfairly
impact those with disabilities or caring responsibilities who may have to make more frequent
trips. Finally, without significant intrusion into individuals’ private lives, it would be difficult for
the government to know what type of trips one is taking. It would also be difficult and costly
to implement, requiring significant investment in technology and infrastructure, and would
likely result in administrative and enforcement expenses that would be passed on to
taxpayers.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Smarter road user charging may not serve the people’s best interests. It could also have
unintended consequences, such as drivers seeking alternative routes to avoid the charges,
thereby increasing traffic congestion in other areas or encouraging the use of older, more
polluting vehicles that are exempt from the charges.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

As | disagree with the notion of smarter road user charging, | am inclined to say none.
Whatever would be required would be at a substantial cost to the taxpayer. The better option
would be to scrap all charges, allowing people to use their technology such as satnavs to
find the quickest and easiest route, avoiding traffic, and thereby reducing the time spent on
the road.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?
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Evidence has shown that such schemes have a negligible effect on air quality but have a
significant impact on people. Most individuals do not favour these schemes, and in a
democratic society, the people should have the final say.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

As someone who opposes road user charges, | don'’t believe they should be set up at any
level — city, regional, or national. Road user charges are unfair and discriminatory, and they
punish people for exercising their right to drive. They also place a disproportionate burden
on low-income individuals and those who rely on cars for work or accessibility reasons.

At a city or regional level, road user charges can be particularly problematic as they create
disparities between different areas. It could also create confusion for drivers who are unsure
about which areas they will be charged to drive in.

At a national level, road user charges would be an overreach of government authority and
would further burden individuals who are already paying for road infrastructure through
existing taxes like fuel duty and road tax.

Ultimately, road user charges are an infringement on our fundamental right to move freely
and should not be implemented at any level.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

It is my view that the current system of road tax and fuel duty is the most suitable to be
maintained. Unlike smarter road user charging, the current system is not discriminatory, as
previously discussed.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

In my opinion, the implementation of a new smarter road charging scheme is unnecessary,
and therefore, | do not think any discounts or exemptions are necessary at this time.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

In my opinion, the implementation of a national distance-based road user charging scheme
would be highly controversial and could potentially cause unrest among the public, as seen
with the recent resistance to clean air zone charges in Birmingham and Manchester. The
Government should carefully consider the potential consequences of such a scheme before
proceeding.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

As previously discussed, | believe that road tax, council tax, and fuel duty are sufficient
contributions towards the right to free movement on roads that individuals have paid for.
Therefore, | do not support the implementation of distance-based road user charging, and
the question of payment amounts becomes moot.
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12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

| believe that local referendums should be required before any new road charging schemes
are implemented, with both arguments presented and the cost of the referendum being paid
for by the council. This will ensure that any decisions made are fair and unbiased and that
the needs and preferences of concerned residents are taken into account.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

Many cities and countries are implementing similar smarter road user charging schemes.
However, the success of these schemes is questionable, and they often face resistance from
the public. Alternative solutions should be explored to achieve similar policy goals without
infringing on the rights of road users.

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.
Yours faithfully,
[personal information redacted for publication]

Questions to ask - Future of road pricing
Reference  RUC2932

Good afternoon,

After learning a few hours ago about your: "Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user
charging February 2023" today, | would like to make the following points:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

I do not think so. What could be added is the banning of cars entering central London (i.e.
the City) with even and odd number plates on certain days.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

As it is your proposal, | am not too sure why you are asking this question.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

I look forward to hearing your proposals on this and having them included in the future
consultation.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

I should think ANPR cameras can be programmed accordingly.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Are these not the basis for your proposals?

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

| thought this proposal was brought forward by the London Assembly which has jurisdiction
in London only.

If it is considered that nationwide travel charging should be the way forward, then trains
should have carriages that would transport cars for those travelling on the train. The cost of
doing so should be lower than a passenger ticket.
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8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Petrol duty should be eliminated as well as any current and future road or bridge tolls.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

| think all of the above should be exempt. It is particularly important for Blue Badge holders;
they should not be penalized for their disability. Government ministers and high officials
should not be exempt from these charges which should not be refundable as expenses.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

Why? Are other cities in this country not important?

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

Additional costs would be unacceptable. All charges should be lower than any existing
ones, including taxation.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Official consultations should and must be held, be they referenda or surveys.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

Thank you.
[personal information redacted for publication]

Fwd: Charge Opposition
Reference | RUC2931

And | object to all the City Moves proposal and wish to log my dissatisfaction of every point
put forward.

Signed

[personal information redacted for publication]

From: [personal information redacted for publication]
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 3:59:01 PM

To: scrutiny@london.gov.uk <scrutiny@london.gov.uk>
Subject: Charge Opposition

To Srutiny

| oppose the new charging proposition.
[personal information redacted for publication]

Road pricing

Reference | RUC2923
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Good afternoon,

I’'m not in favour of an expansion to the existing ULEZ zone or any additional camera /
vehicle recognition ANPR devices that could in future be used for a “pay as you drive” or
road pricing scheme.

The existing vehicle excise duty / road tax should be more than sufficient to pay for the
upkeep of the existing road network, provided the revenue generated is ring-fenced for that
purpose.

We already have a form of pay as you drive in this country and it is called fuel duty. The
more | drive, the more fuel | use, the more fuel duty | pay.

| strongly disagree with any proposals to allow local governments to implement these types
of schemes to prop up their budget deficits and pay for unwanted, underused, dirty public
transport schemes.

Yours respectfully,

[personal information redacted for publication]

Response to call for evidence on the future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2915
Hi

I am replying to this call for evidence as a resident of a busy [personal information redacted
for publication], a daily cyclist and user of public transport, an infrequent driver.

Key questions

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
a. Yes —reform is urgently required. These systems are an extremely blunt
and binary instrument that make no reference to the volume / manner of vehicle
use within the city within the period of a daily charge, and only limited reference
to the type of vehicle.
b.  Further, a sophisticated city-wide smart road user charging system could
allow local authorities to achieve the objectives of schemes such as low traffic
neighbourhoods far more effectively - and crucially also dynamically - than
physical barriers which partition the city.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for

driving applied in London?
a. A far more sophisticated 'volumetric' approach to vehicle use could be
applied, which would also take account of vehicle type, speed, time of day and
congestion etc. One that could also be flexed to respond to temporary issues
such as roadworks, flooding, accidents etc.

3.  How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,

such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?
a. A more dynamic approach to charging — with reference to each individual
journey — would allow an appropriate cost to be applied to any given activity and
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for it to be borne by the relevant party. e.g. there would be a specific cost
applicable to home delivery of an online shopping order which would need to be
factored into the price of the item / delivery charge and would therefore be
instrumental in reshaping delivery practices and consumer behaviours.
b.  And for contractors such as builders — who currently struggle with the
diversions imposed on them by LTN schemes — this could facilitate far greater
flexibility and provide the ability to reference a particular cost for a given journey
which they could levy on their work.
c.  For provision of public goods — it should not be for TfL to 'subsidise' their
road use, but for the providers of these services to be compensated by local /
central government for their consumption of London road and atmospheric
resources.
4.  What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
5.  What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
a.  This should be an always-on, vehicle based system. Not necessarily any
need to develop new hardware — a mobile phone based system (think Uber,
Google Maps; pay as you drive insurance systems). Price by time / distance /
place / driving behaviours etc.
6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges
such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?
a. See earlier responses — by having a highly dynamic and transparent pricing
system which would make drivers aware of the costs they are incurring, this
would help change behaviours at the individual and corporate levels. And
ultimately support shifts to more sustainable means of transport and greater
localism.
7.  Areroad user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?
8.  If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
9.  What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?
10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?
11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more
than they do currently?
a.  Driving a vehicle needs to feel more expensive than it does today to
improve the liveability of city streets and achieve urgently required local and
global pollution and GHG reduction ambitions. It should cost enough to make
people think twice about 'hopping in the car'. It needs to become more expensive
over time; and driving at congested times / in congested areas / on high pollution
days needs to be particularly expensive. As does driving higher emission
vehicles. And e.g. driving at excessive speed.
12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging
ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy
goals?
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Call for evidence. The future of smart road user charging. Feb 2023

Reference | RUC2908

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Yes. They should be removed as they are an unfair tax to those who live in London

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current dailycharges for driving
applied in London?

It would be an even bigger rip off than the cash grab already planned by the mayor

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

The extra charges should not be implemented at all.

They are going to ruin London as a place to work, live or do business

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

The only reason the mayor is so intent on bringing these unfair charges in, is to exert an
unjustified and unwanted level of control on the majority of the London public

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

All such technology should be removed.

The mayor knows he has no mandate to bring this in. He needs it to prop up TFL- which he
has driven to near bankruptcy

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

By the Mayors own commissioned research, any effect will be negligible.

How does he propose to mitigate pollution blown in on the wind like Saharan dust?

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

They are best not implemented at all, as there only reason is to spy on, and coercively
control the population

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

It should not be introduced.

It is an unjust tax on freedom of movement.

Putin would love it

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

Anyone who thinks this is going to improve life for the poor, disabled, low paid workers,
women etc is either lying or delusional

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. Any such idea should be scrapped

Along with any politicians who promote it

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

It should not be introduced, as it us a tax on living and working in London. The mayor is
going to ruin London as a place to live and work

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging

schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
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Any such repressive measures should be put clearly and truthfully to those who are going to
be ruined by them.

The current plans gave no democratic mandate at all

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

| have no idea.

Hopefully they will not be successful

[personal information redacted for publication]

CALL FOR EVIDENCE - SMART ROAD USER CHARGING
Reference | RUC2906

CALL FOR EVIDENCE - SMART ROAD USER CHARGING

| strongly object to smart road user charging because it will cripple the economy and society
on so many levels, particularly for the poor. There are better alternatives for cleaner air
which will allow people to still move about freely and breathe better - as is our inalienable
right. Cheaper and more efficient transport using clean fuel such as the hydrogen fuel cell
will make the difference that's needed. There is no justification whatsoever for these punitive
measures. Only the very rich will be able to afford to drive cars.

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

e Yes - the existing ULEZ scheme should be scrapped as it is already negatively
impacting those on low incomes, especially those who are elderly and frail, and have
vehicle dependent businesses. We already pay road tax and fuel duty - that is
enough. We need incentives not more punishment.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for
driving applied in London?

o Smarter charging inevitably requires the use of more technological devices and there
are many ethical reasons to reject any such scheme. For example the use of scarce
resources especially lithium and cobalt, and which are mined by children under
dangerous and exploitative conditions. This is part of the price paid by other people
for the implementation of schemes of this nature.

3 . How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys,
such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

o Charges should not be varied for different types of journey as social costs of any
such assessment far outweigh any perceived benefits. The concept introduces the
need to justify one’s journey to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something
that should never happen. It also adds more complications and stress, more rules
and regulations, more bureaucracy, and temptation to be dishonest about the
purpose of one’s journey. We should not have to pay extra whether travelling for
work, for caring or for essential services. Fuel duty already costs us per mile as the
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more you drive, the more you pay. We don't need any more road charging systems,
people are already paying over the odds.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
e Smarter road user charging will not be needed if public transport were mead ultra
cheap and efficient to encourage people to give up their cars.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

e More technology is not necessary, would be costly and should only be a matter of
personal choice - not one of imposition. So-called ‘smart’ technology means more
RFR EMF technology, which we already have more than enough of in our everyday
lives. Our every movement would be surveilled, tracked and taxed. Human beings
want LESS technology intrudied in their lives, not more. Target-monitoring is costly
and effort should instead be put into quality of urban design.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such
as traffic, air pollution and climate
change?

o Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change. Instead better quality road design is needed,
along with reduced charges and support for local shops so that people can fulfil their
routine needs without the need to travel. For example tyre dust is a significant source
of pollution, and would be greatly reduced by the removal of speed bumps and other
obstructions in the roads, not by taxation. Scrapping HS2 and using the earmarked
£106bn would go a long way to helpng subsidise public transport, as would
redirecting other kinds of excessive, nonessential spending of public funds.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a
national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either
approach?

o There are no benefits to either. As said, we already have road user charging at
national level in the form of road tax and fuel duty .

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it
replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

o Better to focus on the health and well being of the nation, not on more ways to price
people out of driving their cars and visiting family and crippling the economy in order
to pay for TFL’s huge deficit. Make clean fuel available at low cost. Making public
transport more efficient and much cheaper will incentivise giving up cars. If anything
road tax on older vehicles should be less because they have been around for many
years for which carbon dues have been paid by remaining in use instead of being
replaced by another brand new car (most of the carbon in cars is in the manufacture).

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those
who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public
transport?
e No-one should be charged. Everyone should be exempt, especially considering the
majority of the population are on low incomes. Certainly those who need vehicles for
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work and disabled people shouldn't be penalised.. The smartest thing to do is
introduce heavily subsidised, cheap and efficient, clean fuel public transport.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

¢ Nowhere would be a sensible place for a trial.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more
than they do currently?

Londoners should pay less than they do now.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral
mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

¢ Yes! All new major transport schemes should be put to a democratic, public vote.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging

ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy

goals?

e | can find no alternative schemes. It appears this scheme for London’ is intended as

a global template, as set out in Sadiq Kahn's very worrying Green Light: Next
Generation Road User Charging For A Healthier, More Liveable, London - worrying
because it paints an idyllic picture on top of system that clearly penalises our every
move - from which only the very rich will be exempt.

Please publish my comments, preferably anonymously.
Please also send me the results of this call for evidence.
Yours Sincerely

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road users
Reference | RUC2903

This is a FREE COUNTRY and people should be able to drive where ever they want without
having to pay extra money. We pay enough on road tax and insurance. We need cars to visit
relatives who now live a longer way away as families do not live together now.
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Road charging

Reference | RUC2899

Sir/madam

I would like to register my objection to additional road charging
Thank you

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road user charging
Reference | RUC2887

Thanks for giving me the opportunity to air my views on the proposed road user charging.

| fully understand that car ownership is demonised and many in power believe it should be
only those that have money who should be able to drive.

To be honest, where you have inner London, there is not much use for personal vehicles as
the infrastructure (trains, busses etc) are in regular supply and cover the area well.

When we reach outer London, the transport options are not anywhere near as good as inner
London, there are huge areas where we have poor or non-existent public transport.

Do you really expect someone to do their weekly shopping and get 2 buses? Or even one
bus? | know that my shop will usually take over 5 bags, some very heavy. There is no way |
could do my shopping in one go.

The need for car ownership in the outer London boroughs is clear.
To set another tax to penalise them is not acceptable.

The ULEZ expansion is nothing to do with the air quality and is down to raising funds for the
l(\)/lszgrénough cars are compliant, the ULEZ cameras will be used to charge motorist on a
pay per mile basis. Is this tax not already included in the petrol or diesel we already pay for?
The tax we already pay of fuel is very high, do you really need to add a further tax?

Please consider the elderly and the less well-paid when you come to making your decision.
Please stop ULEZ expansion and please do not consider charging the motorist more.

Many Thanks
[personal information redacted for publication]
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Traffic charging consultation

Reference  RUC2885

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require
reform? No, The current systems seem to be
effective but there is no need for the extended ULEZ

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily

charges for driving applied in
London? No
need

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential

services?
This would be a bureaucratic nightmare to administer, so no
need.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging
support? Not necessary.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user

charging? The current adjustments to vehicle fuel tax
are highly effective in keeping excessive vehicle mileage under
control

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current

challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate

change? It would be a waste of time as
little thought, if any, has been given to the population increase and its effect on the full range
of transport / traffic issues.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or

as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect

with either approach?
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8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should

it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be
changed? No changes are required

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new
smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those
on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in
areas with low levels of public transport?

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user

charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a
trial? No

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based

charges, the same, or more than they do
currently? Pay less

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an
electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local
referendum)?

Perhaps, yes, especially if the Mayor of London listens and acts on the
results of consultations which he has failed to do in the recent consultations.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user
charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for

achieving similar policy goals?

[personal information redacted for publication]

My objection to the unsupported ULEZ expansion and unsupported or evidence based
proposed charging for mobility

Reference | RUC2880
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Sirs

I am writing to make you aware of my objection to both the unsupported ULEXZ expansion
(and yes it is clear this is not supported by the majority in London as confirmed via the
polling data) and the proposed charging for mobility in London. Both draconian measures
which have no place in a free society and are based upon the lies being told by TFL and the
London Assembly neither have any proven ability to reduce congestion or pollution. In fact
the measure that have been brought in by both parties to include traffic slowing measures,
massive cycle lanes many not even used have actually caused these issues. No
independent official data (not data conveniently made up by both TFL C40 cities (Mr Khan)
and the London assembly) supports any of these measures.

These must be suspended until there is a fair and unbiased legal review
Thank you
[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2879

| write to express my objection to smart road user charging, in London and elsewhere.

In the course of my work it is often necessary for me to use a private car. | have equipment
and heavy and fragile goods to carry, making the use of public transport impossible. This
frequently involves travelling considerable distances. Already, as | cannot afford to change
my old diesel vehicle | am forced to pay LEZ and ULEZ charges. These are nothing more
than a tax on the poor. The entire concept of smart road user charging is obscene, and is
nothing more than a scheme to make road usage unaffordable for the less well-off. | already
pay excise duty on fuel, which reflects road usage, in addition to Vehicle Excise Duty. These
already pay for the development and maintenance of roads.

| will respond to just one of the 'key questions in the Call for Evidence:

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? Yes. The LEZ and
ULEZ zones should be scrapped. The congestion charge should be scrapped. The
discriminatory charging for older/diesel vehicles for on-street parking should be

removed. No smart road use charge should be introduced.

| consider the other questions in this 'Call for Evidence' are posed in a manner that cannot
elicit an appropriate response from respondents, like me, who are opposed to the entire
concept of smart road user charging.

| will make one final comment. The scope for personal data being compromised in any such
scheme is frightening. Systems can be hacked, and information used by malevolent
parties.

Thank you for considering my response.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2877

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
No. Current charges are far to excessive as it is. We are charged for car tax, MOT'’s,
congestion charge, LEZ, ULEZ and the now proposed ULEZ extension. This needs to stop!
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2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

We do not need or want smarter road charging or any other extra charges, whether it be in
London or the rest of the country.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

There should not be any further charges, especially for key workers such as NHS staff,
emergency workers etc who should not have to pay. Whereas MP’s, Councillors etc should
not be reimbursed for any of these charges.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
It would not support anyone, only further penalise the motorist.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
We do not need technology to support smarter road user charging. Smart road user charging
is not necessary and neither is the extension of ULEZ to Greater London.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

It won’t. The motorist is already being charged in the most congested zones in central
London. Climate change is being used as a tool to enable the establishment to penalise the
motorist from going about their everyday lives, going to work etc.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

They are not necessary, we are all being taxed far too much. | can see no benefit to anyone
other than those in a government position.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
If this should be implemented then all other car charges should be vetoed on the motorist.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

There should be discounts for all of the above. Those in government positions i.e MP’s and
councillors should not be reimbursed these costs. Public transport needs to be improved ant
not cut in areas such Greater London which has already been proposed.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. There is excessive charging already, distance based charging does not need to be
trialed anywhere.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

Ideally they shouldn’t have to pay anything and less would be welcomed especially during a
cost of living crisis which shows no sign of ending anytime soon.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging

schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
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Mayors and local authorities have far too much power as it is, especially the Mayor who has
chosen to ignore the people with regards to ULEZ as he promised. The people need to be
able to have their say and vote on such major life changing decisions.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

It's certainly not going well in France in fact people have turned in order to put a stop to the
level they are being controlled.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Response to Road Charging Call for Evidence
Reference | RUC2876

From: [personal information redacted for publication]

Here is my response to the Road Charging Call for Evidence

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No, there are already too many costs and freedom of movement controls associated with
Driving (ULEZ, LTN’s, Congestion Charge)

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in

London?

We don’t need additional road charging, including ‘smarter road’ charging. There is already a
pay per mile taxation fee on both fossil fuels and energy required to charge EV’s. This is also
tiered that less efficient or heavy vehicles pay disproportionately more tax (EV and Fossil
fuels).

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

No further charges are required. There are already too many London based Charges (ULEZ,
Congestion Charge) .

As per above, there is already a pay per mile taxation fee on both fossil fuels and energy
required to charge EV’s.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

This is not required. Stop creating traffic hot spots with traffic light re-phasing,
disproportionate road space allocated to minority vehicles (Cycle lanes). Consider splitting
larger paving areas for joint Pedestrian/ Cycle use.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging.
This is not required. There are already too many controls and artificial mechanisms
restricting the free flow of traffic.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air

pollution and climate change?

Congested areas already have Congestion Zone and ULEZ. The air in areas outside central
London is good as substantiated by numerous academic institutions. Its frustrating to see the
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environmental concerns being used to drive emotional propaganda to drive acceptance of
unnecessary expensive schemes, who’s budget could be better utilised.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and

what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

We don’t need additional road charging, including charging. This should certainly not be
implemented at local level, and not at national level unless part of a Manifesto. This level of
taxation and social engineering is not acceptable. We are already taxed to death.

There is already a pay per mile taxation fee on both fossil fuels and energy required to
charge EV’s. This is also tiered that less efficient or heavy vehicles pay disproportionately
more tax (EV and Fossil fuels).

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how

should the current taxes and charges be changed?

In the event that this is introduced as part of an election Manifest, ALL other taxation, duty
and charges associated with Fuel, Energy, VED, Congestion charges, ULEZ should be
abolished.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme,

for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to drive for
work, or

people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

A fair system should be in place. Those will disabilities and low incomes already receive
other support.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme,

would London be a sensible place for a trial?

Nowhere is a good place to trial this.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should

pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

The net cost (inc VED, Duty/Tax etc) of motoring should not increase.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do

you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these bodies to use
those

powers (for example a local referendum)?

No. These should be less devolved powers and not introduction of these kinds of schemes
that are not on a manifesto.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring,

and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

I am only concerned with UK policy and process. We should not introduce failing schemes
from other countries when we are breaking our own infrastructure.

Regards

[personal information redacted for publication]
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NO to Road Charging
Reference  RUC2875

1. London's current road user charging system does not require additional charges.

2. Smarter road using charging is oppressive, invasive and just an additional tax.

3. Making travel rules in London more complex will just create confusion and injustice..

4. Road users wouldn’t benefit from this strategy. Citizens would certainly not have any
support.

5. If you don’t implement smarter road user charging you won’t need any technology. A huge
saving for the tax payer.

6. Smarter road user charging should not be adopted as it will lead to more congestion and
therefore more pollution the same way LTNs do.

7. Road user charging schemes are just taxes with no justification. They should not be
implemented at any level.

8. Smarter road charging is not smart and should not be implemented. Leave the current
system as it is.

9. Don’t implement it and no complicated rules would be necessary.

10. London has had enough of ridiculous traffic schemes which all tend to increase
congestion and tax the public.

11. 1 would be very unhappy having my movements spied on and controlled.

12. An open and public referendum on new road charges and the contempt of personal
freedom has to be conducted.

13. All cities and countries have different issues, you cannot compare cities anymore
than you can compare people.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference | RUC2874

to whom it my concern

I not really a very political person, but | am getting more and more disappointed and
concerned with the underhand way policies which affect the UK as a whole are brought in
without open and transparent conversation. There doesn't appear to be any costs and
guidance to go with this scheme and you are asking me to give my views !!

These changes will affect everyone in a big or small way and it just shows how again how far
removed the people who govern are from us. This consultation was open for 1 month and it
was hard to find on the site and that was when you knew what you were looking for.

Anyway | have added my points to the key questions:

Key questions
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1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? - No and they
certainly need to be considered with a more open and honest conversation. Giving people
full information on how much extra this will cost them. At a time when we are all suffering
with increases in public transport, food, energy to name but a few why would charging to
pick your children up from school or visit a friend or relative but in any way an appealing
suggestion.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London? You are speaking about this as though it is already a decision made. If
so why bother pretending you are consulting.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services? Why??? It would be great if
you could spend the money, which would be vast, from implementing this scheme to make
public transport more affordable (we are one of the most expensive transport systems in the
world), fix the roads and make walking home from work on dark evening safer. | take my car
to the gym as | don't feel safe walking home alone late at night or even early evening in
winter.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support? If this is a
consultation why are we speaking as though smarter road user charging is a done deal!!

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging? See above

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change? It don't see what difference this would make, as it
will only make life harder for people in the UK who are already feeling the pinch. The bad air
equality on the tube network is far more worrying than air pollution to my lungs and | live next
to the A406. Charging people to drive on the roads, is only going to drive up costs for any
trade business completed and this will affect everyone. Are the roads going to for the rich
only going forward!

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach? They
shouldn't be setup at all as our public transport network is expensive, unreliable, and
unclean and frankly not fit for purpose. Not to mention that the London tube system is
polluted and very dirty.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed? all of this is very reminiscent of
work which the government started around UK medical card and that cost billions in
consultancy fees etc and was a huge flop. That money would have been better spent on the
NHS. You have probably spent a large amount of money on this already on consultants, this
could have been using on the transport system. If this is just a way of make money for the
government, then lets be transparent about this and not pretend it is don't for my good.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport? | don't want to
see smarter road charging for anyone.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial? No, the UK's infrastructure in not
sophisticated enough to cope with the implementation of such a scheme. The rail network is
too expensive and unreliable in more rural areas were the bus service is non-existent how
would people get around. Even in cities like Belfast the buses in certain areas are one an
hour. Basically what choices are you giving travellers except to pay exorbitant amounts to
use the roads. Who knows what impact this will then have on taxi services in relation to cost
and demand...
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11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently? Less or the same.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)? | absolutely think that further
consultation is needed and that this is made very public with proper costs associated to this
happening. At the moment | had to hear about his on utube and then after a considerable
amount of searching | found the link. If you think this is transparent you need to read the
definition of transparent. Also in some of the communication you have mentioned that this is
for our benefit, where is the benefit?

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals Other
cities are starting from a better baseline, as there cost of transport is not prohibitive, their
services are better and they might have tolls on motorways but they provide an alternative
route if you don't want to use the tolls.

Regards
[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023
Reference  RUC2871

| am a resident of the London Borough of Bromley.
Here are my responses to the above consultation:-
1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

No. Existing charging systems are in place already and no more is needed. Social benefits
and the stated aims of this consultation can be better achieved by traditional methods. There
is no need for digital or technological systems, but instead it would be better to put resources
into improving existing systems, for example reassessing speed humps, improved traffic light
phasing, road surface maintenance, and signage. Poor quality in all these areas impacts on
road congestion, journey times, and pollution from all sources.

For example in Elmers End SE20 there is a traffic light that has a feeder lane. Another lane
of traffic could be moving at the same time as this, but instead remains on a red light. The
total pollution and congestion caused across Greater London by badly phased lights alone
must be vast. No charging system of any kind can be a substitute for the careful work road
by road and junction by junction that is needed - and would genuinely improve life for all,
reduce energy consumption and reduce pollution.

No money should be spent on new charging systems. Plenty of charges are already levied,
and all available money should be spent on qualitative improvements, which in total will have
a significantly good outcome.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?
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No smarter system should be introduced, for many reasons. Smarter charging inevitably
requires the use of more technological devices and there are many ethical reasons to reject
any such scheme.

For example the use of scarce resources especially lithium and cobalt, and which are mined
by children under dangerous and exploitative conditions. This is part of the price paid by
other people for the implementation of schemes of this nature.

As another example of why smarter systems should be rejected, the carbon input required
for implementation is extremely high. Another reason is that smart technology often involves
the removal of roadside trees. Trees mop up pollution and improve air quality and quality of
life. They are an essential part of the urban ecosystem providing habitat for insects, birds
and bats. Trees, especially mature trees, need to be retained and enhanced by high quality
pruning and maintenance.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Charges should not be varied for different types of journey as social costs of any such
assessment far outweigh any perceived benefits. The concept introduces the need to justify
one’s journey to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should never
happen.

One aim of the proposed new system is to simplify existing system. Varying charges for
different purposes is a significant step away from simplicity and towards complexity.

Varying charges would add more complications and stress, more rules and regulations,
more bureaucracy, and introduce a temptation to be dishonest about the purpose of one’s
journey. Any such scheme would have perverse effects, for example if someone wishes to
make a leisure trip, they might extend the journey to include a work-related purpose, and so
add to journeys instead of reducing them.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

There are no strategies and targets that smarter road user charging can support. Target-
chasing always ends up incentivising perverse outcomes and does more harm than good.

The actual process of target-monitoring is costly. All available resources should be used for
constructive and creative outcomes and not be frittered away on monitoring systems, when
no monitoring is required in the first place. Improved quality of urban design would improve
the quality of life and reduce the need to travel. A high quality home environment where
shops, leisure and cultural activities are all supported (at least, an absence of penalties) in
local home towns, and centres - this will reduce the need and the desire to travel, and
genuinely achieve many positive outcomes, both quantitative and qualitative improvements.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None. Human society already has too much technology in use. As a society we need to
develop human skills and human responsibility, and not hive all tasks onto technology.

As described above, technology has many associated costs that are rarely taken into
account. These include:

The very high electricity needs of smart systems;

The high carbon costs of manufacture and implementation;

The ecological damage done to urban environments;

143



Written Evidence from Individuals: Part One

The despoliation of the planet for extraction and processing of the necessary minerals;
The exploitation of people, adults and children amounting to modern slavery widespread in
the mining of these minerals.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as traffic, air
pollution and climate change. Please refer to answer to question 5.

Instead better quality road design is needed. For example tyre dust is a significant source of
pollution, and would be greatly reduced by the removal of speed bumps and other
obstructions in the roads, and not by taxation and charges.

Another important strategy is better design of the built environment so that it is both practical
and aesthetic, and supports a locally balanced range of uses.

Also the business environment can be dramatically improved to enable the highly popular
small-shop local highstreets to thrive along with urban markets. This will enable people to
fulfil their routine and personal needs without the need to travel.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should not be introduced anywhere. No difficulties will be encountered if
the entire concept is dropped.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smarter road user charging should not be introduced because there are many
disadvantages across the spectrum of society, the economy, and the environment.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

No such discounts or exemptions should be introduced. The concept introduces the need to
justify one’s journeys to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should
never happen, ever, anywhere.

Instead the Blue Badge system already exists and can be widened in scope or reformed.
The way to improve the lives of the groups mentioned here would be to reduce fuel charges
by increased oil exploration and extraction. And to act rationally and in accordance with the
facts of life and the facts of how the planet actually functions.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. No such trial is needed. In terms of petrol/diesel powered vehicles, fuel tax already acts
as a distance-based road user charging scheme. A cheaper and more simple means to tax
electric vehicles would be an increase in annual road tax on EVs.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive

should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?
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No such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Mayors and local authorities’ powers to introduce these schemes should be removed
immediately because far too much power has been accorded to individual mayors and local
authorities on the basis of a very low democratic mandate - the democratic deficit is huge.
Checks and balances are woefully inadequate.

We need a full, rational, well-behaved and uncensored debate through all forms of public
discourse. Dissenting voices should be fully attended to, and time taken to examine real life
and fresh ideas, and only after that specific referendums - legally-binding, with international
and independent observers/verifiers, and with total transparency - should be required to
determine the will of the people, which should then be enacted exactly as determined.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are examined
and challenged in open debate. The concept of a “policy goal” is itself of questionable value
- and indeed needs also to be opened up to vigorous challenge. Above all, good outcomes
should be enabled and not forced. After decades of free movement, and the running down of
local centres, this can be reversed to generate lower amounts of movement by enabling
positive outcomes, not by attempting to force positive outcomes. Enabling people to do the
right thing, to build complex and comprehensive local communities, is something that can be
done through good design from the bottom up - and not by top down imposition of charges
and restrictions. The vast majority of people want to do what is right for society and for the
environment. Good design will enable this and achieve far better outcomes than attempts to
manipulate people’s behaviour via rules, regulations, charges and fees.

Road Charging Answers
Reference  RUC2869

1/ The current road user charging system does not need reform.

2/ Smarter road using charging is just an additional tax.

3/ Making travel in London more complicated will just create confusion and many civil
service jobs.

4/ | think the best strategy would be to do nothing , I think the public would support that
strategy.

5/ If you don’t implement smarter road user charging you won’t need any technology. A huge
saving for the tax payer.

6/ Smarter road user charging should not be adopted as it will lead to more congestion and
therefore more pollution the same way LTNs do.

7/ Road user charging schemes are just taxes with no justification. They should not be
implemented at any level.

8/ Smarter road charging is not smart and should not be implemented. Leave the current
system as it is.

9/ Don’t implement it and no complicated rules would be necessary.
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10/ London has had enough of ridiculous traffic schemes which all tend to increase
congestion and tax the public.

11/ So you want to spy on peoples movements with a view to preventing freedom of travel ?

12/ A transparent referendum of those affected would be vital but | don’t think the Mayor
would honour the results if it did'nt go his way.

13/ All cities are different, you cannot compare cities anymore than you can compare people.

[personal information redacted for publication]

evidence reply - road user plans
Reference  RUC2866

evidence reply - road user plans Road User Charging
Require reform ?

My response to your various questions

The proposal seeks to move all personal data into one place, giving multiple governmental
departments access to a wide array of personal information. Although the consultation
claims this is for a benefit, for people who are concerned about autonomy and privacy, this is
a profound assault on our basic freedoms. Many people can see that what might start as an
innocent sharing of data could easily be manipulated to become a tool of an overreaching
large government, and the people are right to be concerned at this consultation

| feel very strongly that my personal data should not be shared by multiple government
departments. This represents a data risk and a privacy risk. In my opinion, if one department
needs to access certain parts of my data then it should be irrelevant to other departments. |
strongly disagree with this proposal, this is the sort of digital system that one would find in a
tyrannical regime

7

'Citizens should feel they are free to move around the country and conduct themselves
without the constant scrutiny of the government electronically monitoring movements. |
believe this scheme will have a detrimental effect on the mental health of the nation.

Giving data sharing powers over individual identity to the cabinet office, DVLA, DEFRA and
DBS is an assault on our privacy and could easily lead to restrictions of movement. These
departments have no need to share data, when they haven't had the need before. The focus
should be on making sure that individual departments are doing an adequate job with the
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data that they have, not burdening them with access to information that is irrelevant to the
task that they require.9. Should the Cabinet Office, Department for Transport, DEFRA and
the DBS all share your data for public service delivery

I do not wish for any government departments to be privy to, have access to and view any of
my personal data that is not directly necessary for the function of that department.
Everything over and above the basic requirements is, in my opinion, a contravention of my
basic rights'11. Are the 'data items - attributes' consistent with the objective ?.

The data items themselves are incredibly private and should not be shared between
government departments In any way. There is no need or requirement for any of

this information to be shared between departments. There is no limitation in place on the
photos that are associated with the 'attributes' and there is no need for any government
department to have access to my photos, my income or my address history. This is a
contravention of my privacy and could easily be used in nefarious ways by a government
with bad intentions.12. Will this ID system result in anyone losing any benefits?

Not everyone has the technical ability to fill forms in online. Older people do not want to log
into anything online, and an inability or unwillingness to engage with this new 'digital id' could
result in people losing benefits - people should not be coerced into participating in a
government ID system that they do not want to be a part of'.13. Will this ID system result in
anyone an individual or household losing access to any benefits?

[personal information redacted for publication]

Call for Evidence: The future of smart road user charging February 2023

Reference  RUC2865

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
Yes

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current dailycharges for driving
applied in London?

ULEZ is unfair and cuts off people from family friends and a social life not to mention
traveling for work with the public transport being so bad. People pay road tax or whatever it
is called these days and it is unfair to charge extra on top of this

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Not sure how this can be monitored- some journeys would cover all of these points as

people would go from one to another and journeys are not always planned.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
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5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

| cannot see any benefits to anyone in any scenario.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?
Replace road tax and ULEZ

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road charging
scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who need to
drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

There are other people to go soon this too - working mums trying to get children to school
and to childminders then on to their work. This cannot be done on public transport. You
should keep the charge (if it is to replace road tax) to an absolute minimum

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. London has many outer areas that are rural/semi rural and we rely on our vehicles to get
to work doctors shops etc we have to travel miles to get to a town this world greatly affect us
villages that are on the borders of London .

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who drive
should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than they do
currently?

Less

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging
schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?

Yes a local referendum- this current mayor had far to much power and it has gone to his
head. He does not understand what life is like for the general public.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking .

[personal information redacted for publication]

“Smart Road User Charging” Call For Evidence

Reference  RUC2864
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| am writing in response to your

publication: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2023-
02/Road%20User%20Charging%20-%20Call%20for%20Evidence%20 0.pdf

| wish to manifest my opposition to the idea of smart road user charging and its
implementation. It considers people to irresponsible citizens who need to be herded like
cattle. This clearly has no other end than control. The government, and all its branches, are
here to serve the people; the people are not the slaves of the government to be organised
as it sees fit.

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road Charging Consultation response

Reference  RUC2860

Road Charging Consultation response (name & address in signature)
1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

Of course. Existing schemes are invidious, socially unjust, and

destructive. Congestion charge, LEZ, ULEZ are all stealth taxes. They
inhibit necessary freedoms of movement of people and goods, which are the
reasons cities exist. They limit trade. They add inflationary costs, and
increase inequality of opportunity. Those who can afford, or can pass

costs on within costs of goods and services, can ignore restriction. Those
who can't face impossible choices and degraded quality of life.

Speaking personally, it is now too late for me, as a self-employed person
for 40 years. I've lived in London all my life. My once successful
business has been destroyed.

This isn't entirely the cause. As with pollution, vulnerabilities vary. My

age plus working in a creative industry that has been casualised by
aggregation, middle men and widespread disregard for law, all enabled by
technology, all play a part. Still, at the time of the CC introduction |

had 40+ clients within the zone, most regular. | now have none, and only 1
within the current ULEZ area. The rest have either moved out of too-costly
Greater London or now refuse to cover the excessive travel costs.

One company relocated to Bristol. They wanted to keep using me but would
only pay me as if | lived in Bristol. | was required to absorb 5 wasted

hours on the M4 and the mileage cost. That was unsustainable and the end
of that relationship.

The most recent time | priced a job in London, in 2019, 8mls from my home,

| would have had to pay fuel, parking, CC and ULEZ. The total came to £67,
for a 1-2 hour job worth £150 to me. Neither | nor the client - whom |

had worked with in the past and who particularly wanted me to do it -

could afford that. There was no other sensible means of conveying myself
and >20kg of valuable equipment. Taxi was no cheaper. The work - which
would have led to more and intended to help the client grow - was abandoned.
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| want to make clear: | am enormously flexible. | walk, use public

transport, use car, aeroplane: whatever works. | do as much as | can
online. | only abandoned cycling and motorcycling because of too much
personal experience of the violent theft epidemic. Road danger | could
cope with. Team handed thugs with knives and angle grinders, 3 times in
one night, too much. 999 may as well not exist since Johnson's police cuts.

In 43 years | have only ever one job | could walk to with my equipment,
out of 3,089 to date. That was a nice change from wasting time and money
travelling. The company has closed down since.

So: too late for me. But | believe hundreds of thousands of Greater
Londoners are going to face the same problem, of time and financial costs
exceeding incomes. That will then have knock-on consequences. The target
fixation of our leaders is an even bigger problem than pollution, not

least because they won't notice until the damage they assume
inconsequential is quantified. I've never yet seen even a risk assessment
for any of this stuff.

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
charges for driving applied in
London?

I can only answer that with a question. What are you trying to achieve? Is
it restricted travel, or additional revenues and subsidy for TfL?

You appear to be well aware of the absurdity that increased revenues
depend on NOT overly restricting vehicle use. Hence the ludicrous
proposition that 'the most polluting vehicles' can continue to be used
provided they cross TfL's palm with silver.

If health was the priority you claim, you'd have to ban these vehicles -
which comply with UK regulations and testing - entirely, not sell
permission to poison people.

No matter how 'smart' this becomes in method, it's still unjoined-up
hypocrisy behind the press-released benevolence. That is why so many
people are so angry.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types
of journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or
essential services?

How might you check or police this? Spot checks? Total surveillance by
cameras, phone tracking, black boxes? The suggestion assumes your total
control of what people may use vehicles for, beyond what even China or
Russia attempt. Have you absolutely no regard for liberty, no respect for
the needs and judgement of people you serve?
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Pay per mile charging has terrible implications for privacy and civil
liberties. | don't believe any assurances about limitation and control of
data. All previous assurances about speed cameras and ANPR have been
quickly trampled and forgotten.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

| hate to think. But it scarcely matters. Once this stuff is installed it
becomes a career path and profit centre. Mission creep is assured by
empire building and the appeal of increased revenues at the tap of the
keyboard.

| was at the Northants press briefing when GATSO speed cameras were first
introduced as a trial on the M1, a technology we were then assured would
'only ever be used against the most serious, serial speeders'. To reassure
concerns, trigger speeds would be set well above the ACPO limits.

There is now a speed camera near me which is locally notorious for issuing
fines for 23mph.

Likewise ANPR brushed aside privacy concerns because it would be used 'to
track organised crime and terrorists'. It's now been used for prosecuting
navigation in LTN's that resemble mazes by design, and checking parents
are not schooling their kids outside their designated catchment area

(though at least the courts said that should stop).

Once this stuff exists, there's no limit to future ambitions.

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

This is something | know about. Fortunately, there is none that is very
reliable nor isn't grotesquely invasive. Phones, black boxes, ANPR, even
barcodes on foreheads or RFID chips can all be defeated with a little
ingenuity. Ask a car thief, phone thief or shoplifter this question. Ask

the locksmith near me who sells £14k Bulgarian code sniffers to defeat
keyless security on cars, how hack proof electronics are.

Probably your best bet is to create a comprehensive secret network of
human spies, who can monitor and report on their neighbours in return for
privileges or cash. That worked, -ish, in E. Germany, though it was never
popular enough to be applauded or stop escape attempts.

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current
challenges such as traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Which challenge do you wish to address?
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Traffic management has decades of empirical research that shows beyond
doubt that congestion, 'road danger', pollution are mitigated by keeping
traffic flowing as efficiently as possible. How to do that includes

separation of different classes of road users, junction design, clear

simple conventions and rules, and speed limits set at the 80% 'natural
limit' that a competent driver would choose for the situation and conditions.

This was tested empirically in a series of experiments in Denver USA

¢.1980. The same stretches of road were subjected to various speed limits

and driver behaviour and accident rates monitored. Setting formal limits

either above or below the 80% percent threshold resulted in more vehicle
contention, accidents and casualties. Either created confusion and

undermined drivers own judgements, and increased impatience and risk taking.

I've seen the exact same thing happen within 20mph limits applied to
formerly 30mph and 40mph TFL roads. Especially now those that feature
chicanes to maximise the difficulty of cars overtaking stopped buses.
There is no way to describe this approach to traffic management other than
brutal stupidity.

(A more detailed, expert and evidenced critique can be found here:
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmselect/cmtran/460/460we56.htm

)

These principles have been shredded by political priorities in recent

years, at vast expense. Namely that vehicle use must be deterred in favour
of 'active travel' and use of public transport. And the way to achieve

that has been to make vehicle use as slow, congested, polluting, expensive
and unpleasant as possible, whilst promoting the idea that those able to
conform are entitled to priority regardless of skill or common sense.

Which seems like a jolly good idea to people who have journeys and health
amenable to those solutions, and absolute agony, psychological stress,
economic and social damage to the many for whom this is not possible.

Unsurprisingly, deprecation of vehicle use depends on increased
complexity, degraded flow, inefficient use of road space, irrational speed
limits, and comprehensive punishment. The lessons of 70 years of traffic
planning have been shredded by the wishful thinkers in a forest of signage
and cameras and bizarre ad-hoc junction designs.

In reality, almost nothing is spent on walking, the most-used mode. In the

last 5 years the few-percent cycle lobby entryists dominate and have had
£760m spent on their hobbyhorse - enough to buy every man, woman and child
within the M25 a basic bicycle. Yet cycling has remained a marginal choice
because it only has marginal utility: fit, affluent white men who have

little more to carry than an iPad. Fine in central London, for the commute

from Clerkenwell to the City. Greater London has a diameter of 100mls, and
many live beyond that.

In my part of W. London, even buses are now deprecated. They've been
re-designated as rolling chicanes that block the road when they stop,
maximising congestion and pollution, while bus stop pull-ins and lanes
have been given over to underused cycle lanes. Island bus stops in the
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middle of the road are de rigeur, maximising danger to cyclists and
pedestrians who must cross each other's paths.

Does any of this save the planet? Can it ever? UK's contribution to air
pollution is ~1.2% of the global total. Totally eliminate all vehicle
pollution and it would still be 1%

And as far as health is concerned, yes, there is a price in terms of

lifespan lost. Khan is fond of expressing this as 4,000 'lives lost'.

Which is an inflammatory way of saying the equivalent of 4,000 lifespans
are lost distributed among the 8.9m total population of London. This
equates to an average of dying about 4-5 weeks earlier at age 75. If ALL
pollution could be eliminated - and it cannot - the average Londoner would
live around 2months longer than they already do. And despite the appalling
pollution, Londoners on average live longer than almost anywhere else in
UK. Because they are on average wealthier, with better housing,

lifestyles, education, healthcare, nutrition.

The ridiculous thing is that London's air is overall far cleaner and less
dangerous than it has been for centuries. See DEFRA for details. Yes there
are problem locations and periods/weather conditions when some forms of
pollution are at times excessive and hazardous, but they are localised,

and determined by architecture forming traps. The Oxford St problem. Yet
the Mayor and councils are flinging up tall buildings regardless, despite
construction being a major polluter. And BTW destroying the very localism
necessary for '15 minute cities'. | could write a dissertation on how this

has played out in my area over the 40 years | have lived here, which has
been transformed from a vibrant useful High Street to an overheight,
congested canyon of despair, c/o successive failed Council ambitions,
planning and parking policies.

Ignored completely, is 'what are the consequences of making people poorer
to nudge them away from vehicle use?'. Surely someone should know that
poverty and deprivation have a far more deleterious effect on lifespan

than AQ? Bad housing, bad nutrition, bad education, bad mental health,
arduous physical jobs and lack of opportunity are at epidemic levels.
London has plenty of all this, and life expectancies up to 9 years less

than in its richer areas even before the Cost of Living Crisis. None of

this will be improved by road user charging. Many of the least advantaged
will have their lives made shorter and worse.

There is no such thing as a free lunch. There is no such thing as life

without risk. The best we can hope for is a sane balance between risk and
benefit. Ultimately individuals must choose for themselves. Ultimately

those who have an allergy or particular vulnerability would be better

advised to safeguard themselves. Nobody campaigns for a ban on peanuts or
suggests the GLA should charge fees to gluten suppliers because of bread
danger. Why not? 2m people suffer from food allergies in UK, about 10 die
from anaphylaxis each year. Only one person has had traffic pollution

written as a contributory cause on a death certificate.

| probably shouldn't have suggested that, given the bottomless appetite
for cash within Government at all levels.
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7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level,
or as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you
expect with either approach?

An incoherent question that undermines claims to simplify vehicle use
taxation. For that to be true, it would have to be national, to the great
disadvantage of non-urban populations who are far more car dependent. For
it not to be true, complexity would proliferate, and existing tax

structures would have to continue. City dwellers would end up paying the
extra transport costs of goods entering the charged area. Outsiders would
be deterred from visiting, working or delivering.

Much as I'd like to see proper modelling of either, | don't trust anyone

to do it honestly or competently where funding can only come from
professional axegrinders with budgets and beliefs. Much of what the Mayor
cites is partial and partisan, statistical estimations built on previous
estimations, not expensive primary research. And then he has a whole team
of spinners, cherrypickers and selective quoters, and friendly faux
journalists feeding the press.

| had a science education. | have read a lot of the source research. It
almost never says or means what TfL says it means.

What we have here is groupthink, propaganda, a favoured hunch, that nobody
much seems minded to test: is it true? does it work? who does it work for,
who does it disadvantage? what are the implications for demography? is

this illiberal, authoritarian policy? which matters most: the popularity

and enduring power of a minority's messiah complex, or preserving some

sort of inclusive democracy where equality matters?

Politicians avoid these questions like the plague because they complicate
things. That's how Thatcher's transformations of post-industrial
post-colonial UK created a permanent underclass, which is now in its
fourth generation. Road user charging adds another economic fence. C/o
Labour! Another brick in the wall of the financialistion of everything.

How anyone can support what resembles a C21st urban remix of the Enclosure
Acts baffles me.

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes
should it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

See my answer to 7.
In general carrots work far better than sticks, because people will always

choose the best. They will fight against oppression and curtailment of
liberty and their ability to live tolerably. | see no carrots here.

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter
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road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low
incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in areas
with low levels of public transport?

Carrots are not selective disapplication of punishment beating. What this
question asks is 'how can we more effectively divide and rule'?

| suggest only that this is a really, really bad idea, certain to provoke
misery and rage and unanticipated consequences.

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road
user charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

The Crown Court would be better.

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based
charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

| am sure we will all end up paying more, regardless of what anyone now
says. With the mayor's declared war on private vehicles and derision of
opposition as an alliance of Tories and nazi Covid deniers, a balanced
debate and compromise is off the table. At least until the problems are
undeniably real and obvious and too late to fix.

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new
road charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an
electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local referendum)?

In recent years UK politics has concentrated on exploiting tribalism and
fear to avoid proper scrutiny and examination of issues and consequences.
Lying has become standard operating procedure for political leaders. We
seem to have established UK citizens are rather keen on eliminating
freedom of movement of people and goods, rights to work elsewhere. They
seem not to notice that this applies to themselves as well as others.

| expect nothing else from whatever misuse of powers comes next. To me
it's grimly amusing than Mayor Khan rails against Brexit, yet has
dedicated his mayorship to incarcerating us - albeit, in his view, for our
own good.

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road
user charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for
achieving similar policy goals?
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Doesn't matter. This will not work anywhere large without massive

opposition. Yes, it works in Amsterdam Centrum or Copenhagen, but both are
compact and flat with a more equal culture that values consensus.

Especially in Amsterdam (where | lived briefly) there simply isn't room

for car culture in the Centrum. Even so, cycle use declines sharply for
journeys >7km. The Dutch average car mileage is just as high as UK. The
fundamental UK problem is that those in power do not understand the
difference between coercion and persuasion. The *only* way to shape
behaviour is to create better choices, not punish bad ones.

If the problem is the nature of cities, the place to start is to ask 'why

have cities evolved?' It is the same mechanism as every other human
concentration, with many dimensions, but self-interest, social and
economic opportunity are sine-qua-non. Concentration and aggregation into
ever-larger hubs - of industry, education and learning, health services,
food production, finance, governance, travel - has been for economies of
scale, greater opportunity, prosperity and a better future. This has grown
villages, towns, cities. The larger the scale the greater the necessity

for cheap, efficient, prolific travel, to evolve in tandem. At one time

the limiting technology was feet and carts and mud, then roads, then
horses, then trains, then motor vehicles. All have their costs and
limitations.

Reversing and decentralising all that without destroying cheap, efficient,
prolific, travel and opportunity is the underlying problem. Yet the very
authorities who claim to be doing that are making the problem worse by
continuing growth. It's like pouring water on a burning house while
packing more people and combustible material in.

It seems to me that if less pollution is to be created and people must
travel less, the one thing that MUST HAPPEN FIRST IS THE EVOLUTION OF AN
ECOSYSTEM THAT REDUCES THE NEED TO TRAVEL.

Reducing that need is utterly different from increasing the frictional
cost of the status quo.

Do the former and people will quite naturally and happily make a best and
obvious choice, to travel less, pollute less.

This is the opposite from twisting their arms and emptying their bank
accounts to try and coerce them. All they are being offered is worse. Do
that and they will punch back to try and defend their dwindling prosperity
and livelihood.

Astonishingly, this doesn't seem to have ocurred to our instinctively
bossy leaders (the curse of UK's enduring class system is that power
trumps wisdom). The result is consultations like this, which should really
have been titled 'Consultation on making you poorer while pretending not
to cripple you'.

Regards
[personal information redacted for publication]
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smart road user charging
Reference  RUC2856

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?
remove all charges

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily
charges for driving applied in London?

No for it

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of
journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential
services?

Leave us alone.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
None

5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?
None

6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

They can't.

7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or
as a national system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect

with either approach?

Referendums only

8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should
it replace and how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

No for it

9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new

smarter road charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those
on low incomes, those who need to drive for work, or people who live in
areas with low levels of public transport?

Don’t introduce the system, no discount will be needed. Do you want one for Mayor,
billionaires and so on?

10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user
charging scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

NO

11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think
Londoners who drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based
charges, the same, or more than they do currently?

Don’t introduce

12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road
charging schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an
electoral mandate for these bodies to use those powers (for example a

local referendum)?

Referendum a proper one with letters sent to voters

13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user
charging ideas faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for

achieving similar policy goals?

| don’t care. It's not our business. London is not like other towns. We have to have the
system for London.
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Thanks and regards,

[personal information redacted for publication]

please feel free to publish any of my comments anonymously
Reference | RUC2855

Please see below my response to your request for input on the proposed road user charging
system in London. | have been a driver and car-owner in London since 1995.

Best regards,

[personal information redacted for publication]

Q1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform?

| completely disagree with road charging systems. We already pay for road charges through
vehicle tax, council tax and other taxes. It is unfair to add other charges on top of these,
especially in these difficult economic times. There is also no need for digital or technological
systems. Instead it would be better to put resources into improving existing systems, for
example reassessing speed humps, improved traffic light phasing, road surface
maintenance, and signage.

Q2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London?

Smarter charging inevitably requires the use of more technological devices and there are
many ethical reasons to reject any such scheme, for example the use of scarce resources
especially lithium and cobalt, which are mined by children under dangerous and exploitative
conditions. This is part of the price paid by other people for the implementation of schemes
of this nature.

Q3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such
as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services?

Charges should not be varied for different types of journey as social costs of any such
assessment far outweigh any perceived benefits. The concept introduces the need to justify
one’s journey to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should never
happen. It also adds more complications and stress, more rules and regulations, more
bureaucracy, and temptation to be dishonest about the purpose of one’s journey. This could
greatly impact on people’s freedom to travel and their mental, physical and emotional health.

Q4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?
There are no strategies and targets that smarter road user charging can support. Target-

chasing always ends up incentivising perverse outcomes and does more harm than good.
Target-monitoring is costly and effort should instead be put into quality of urban design.
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Q5. What technology could be used to support smarter road user charging?

None. Human society already has too much technology in use, for example smartphones. |
am a teacher and we are trying to deprogram the kids from constant technology use — they
are addicted to their phones. We are also not sure at this point what harm these
technologies are doing to our brains and other physical health.

Q6. How could smarter road user charging assist with tackling current challenges such as
traffic, air pollution and climate change?

Smarter road user charging cannot assist with tackling current challenges such as traffic, air
pollution and climate change. Instead better quality road design is needed, along with
reduced charges and support for local shops so that people can fulfil their routine needs
without the need to travel. For example tyre dust is a significant source of pollution, and
would be greatly reduced by the removal of speed bumps and other obstructions in the
roads, not by taxation and charges.

Q7. Are road user charging schemes best set up at a city or regional level, or as a national
system, and what benefits or difficulties would you expect with either approach?

Road user charging should not be introduced anywhere.

Q8. If smarter road user charging is introduced, which charges or taxes should it replace and
how should the current taxes and charges be changed?

Smarter road user charging should not be introduced because any advantages for each
individual are outweighed by the disadvantages.

Q9. What discounts and exemptions would you like to see for any new smarter road
charging scheme, for example to help disabled people, those on low incomes, those who
need to drive for work, or people who live in areas with low levels of public transport?

No such discounts or exemptions should be introduced. The concept introduces the need to
justify one’s journeys to the authorities, that is, to ask permission, something that should
never happen. Instead the Blue Badge system already exists and can be widened in scope
or reformed. The way to improve the lives of the groups mentioned here would be to reduce
fuel charges by increased oil exploration and extraction.

Q10. If the Government were interested in a national distance-based road user charging
scheme, would London be a sensible place for a trial?

No. No such trial is needed. In terms of petrol/diesel powered vehicles, fuel tax already acts
as a distance-based road user charging scheme. A cheaper and more simple means to tax
electric vehicles would be an increase in annual road tax on EVs.

Q11. If distance-based road user charging was introduced, do you think Londoners who
drive should pay less in total for vehicle or driving-based charges, the same, or more than
they do currently?

No such distance-based charging scheme should be introduced.

Q12. Mayors and local authorities currently have powers to introduce new road charging

schemes. Do you think anything further is required beyond an electoral mandate for these
bodies to use those powers (for example a local referendum)?
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Mayors and local authorities’ powers to introduce these schemes should be removed
immediately. We need a full and uncensored debate through all forms of public discourse.
Dissenting voices should be fully attended to, and only after that specific referendums should
be required to determine the will of the people.

Q13. How are other cities and countries working on similar smarter road user charging ideas
faring, and what alternatives are they looking at for achieving similar policy goals?

None of these schemes can be assessed until the policy goals themselves are examined
and challenged in open debate.

Road Charging

Reference  RUC2853

Key questions 1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? 2.
How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London? 3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types
of journeys, such as travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services? 4. What
strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support?

Q1. Further Road charges should not be introduced, period. Motorists are already taxed
sufficiently at a national level through fuel duty to pay for all road maintenance and

more and in London taxed excessively locally in ways that penalise the poorest in a money
making scheme for local government with one layer too many ( the Mayor and GLA).

Q2. See Q1

Q3. See Q1

Q4. See Q1

[personal information redacted for publication]

Smart Road User Charging

Reference  RUC2852
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To whom it may concern,

This is feedback regarding Smart Road User charging - we do not want this in any shape or
form.

Yours Faithfully,

[personal information redacted for publication]

Pay per mile

Reference | RUC2849

I's not only unfair it’s just another funding method for TFL and Kahn. | could go on for
paragraphs but unless anyone is going to listen to the people of London it would be a waste
of time.

[No subject]
Reference | RUC2844

1. Do the current road user charging systems in London require reform? NO

2. How might smarter road user charging differ from the current daily charges for driving
applied in London? | strongly disagree.It will cause confusion and is unethical. We pay
enough as it is.

3. How might charges for driving in London be varied for different types of journeys, such as
travelling for work, caring responsibilities or essential services? It will put people off going
into London. Business will close or go online. This great city will be no more. | guess you
don’t really love London after all. You are also harvesting data. Probably to get paid by
another organisation in generating income for yourself and then using a friend’s company so
they get the tender.

4. What strategies and targets could smarter road user charging support? | strongly
disagree. Getting people to not do business in London is what will happen. This idea needs
to be abolished.

Very cruel.

Don’t you want people to enjoy this wonderful city?
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Road charging consultation
Reference  RUC2839

Dear Sir / Madam,
Responses to questions,

1. No. Existing charging systems are adequate and the resources that will need to put in
place to establish and maintain the proposed system would be better used elsewhere.

2. The system(s) proposed further impinge on civil liberties and | for one do not want to
divulge more personal details that may be used by malign actors or sold off to provide a
revenue stream for an increasingly authoritarian state, or local authority. The introduction of
such systems are always proposed as benign yet the accession to power of a malign actor
that misuses this information is hardly beyond the realms of possibliity given the regimes that
I have lived under or withessed, such as those of the USSR and East Germany.

3. Varying charges dependent on the charging authority's preferences, as above, would be
subject to political whim and for that reason alone should be rejected in favour of a universal
right to free and unhindered movement.

4. The notion that strategies and targets form part of the plan is pure sophistry as the
proposed system will be used firstly to fill the coffers of the charging authority and secondly
to (eventually) limit the free and unhindered movement of citizens.

5. The question regarding technology assumes that the use of such systems is beneficial to
those under the perview of the charging authority yet the above responses should inform as
to why this is not the case.

6. 'Tackling current challenges' is a phrase filled with hidden meaning as it refers to the
priorities of the current charging authoritys administration which may not be shared by those
whom would be subject to its diktats. A referendum or election should be required before
pressing ahead with such unconstitutional measures.

7. Road user charging should simply not be introduced.

8. Road user charging should simply not be introduced.

9. Varying charges dependent on the charging authority's preferences, as above, would be
subject to political whim and for that reason alone should be rejected in favour of a universal

right to free and unhindered movement.

10. No it would not, and nor should it be introduced elsewhere, unless the administration
wants to lose the subsequent election.

11. Road user charging should simply not be introduced.
12. A referendum or election should be required before pressing ahead with such clearly
unconstitutional measures, yet given the bulldozer like introduction of LTN's and other traffic

schemes, | have little faith in the democratic accountability of either the current charging
authority's administration or that of the current government.
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13. | do not know however | will campaign against and contribute to the campaigns against
any such charging schemes.

Yours faithfully,

[personal information redacted for publication]

Road Charging Survey

Reference  RUC2838

Dear Sir / Madam

Please find below my response to the Proposed Road Users Scheme

I have placed my opinions alongside the key questions .

To be fair its not possible for me to express a true view and opinion in
the way the questions are presented

If there was a tick box layout and a question asked whether a road
charging scheme is desirable most motorist including myself would tick
the NO box .

As a summary of my thoughts -

| feel that although use based road charging as a revenue stream is more
logical and can be a fairer option to replace all motoring taxes | am
opposed to the scheme as | feel it will be miss managed and abused .
This has been proved by by the unfair treatment on the less well off
motorist .

The scheme does n