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Transport Committee – 8 September 2016 
 

Transcript of Item 6 – Traffic Congestion (First Panel) 
 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Let us move, then, to our main item today.  We have a lot to get 

through and we are having two panels this afternoon as our first meeting of our investigation looking at 

congestion in London, which certainly if you look at my Twitter feed is one of the big issues that seems to be 

affecting lots of Londoners at the moment. 

 

We have two panels today.  Our first panel is before us now.  Thank you very much for coming in.  We have 

Grant Davis, who is the Chairman of the London Cab Drivers Club.  Thank you very much for coming before us 

today.  We have Edmund King, who is the President of the Automobile Association (AA), and we have 

Dr Rachel Aldred, who is a Reader in Transport at the University of Westminster and also a trustee of the 

London Cycling Campaign.  You have been a guest before us before and you are welcome before us again.  

Professor Stephen Glaister is now a Professor of Transport and Infrastructure at Imperial College London but is 

well known for being [former] Director of the RAC Foundation.  It is great to have you before us. 

 

I wanted to kick off our discussion because we know that every part of London is congested and central 

London is most heavily congested.  We have seen the figures for the last few years where journey time 

reliability has been fallen.  I wanted to ask all of you how you think traffic congestion has changed over the 

last few years, whether it has gone up significantly or is just occurring at different times or in different places, 

just to get a real scene-setting of what has been happening over the last few years.  

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Thank you very much.  I have been studying traffic and 

congestion in London for probably more than 25 years.  I used to head up a group called Movement for 

London, which sometimes seemed a contradiction in terms as little moved. 

 

However, when you look at London, you do have to differentiate between central, inner and outer London.  If 

you look at central London, over the last 100 years the traffic speed really has not changed that much.  It has 

been around 8 to 10 miles an hour from the horse and cart to the current day.  In one sense, it will remain 

about that.  There is a sense of equilibrium.  If it gets too slow, some people will not come in.  If it gets too 

fast, other people will not come in.  Therefore, there is a sense of equilibrium.  The majority of people in 

central London, sensibly - even before the Congestion Charge was introduced - used public transport to 

commute.  It was something like 84% before the Congestion Charge.  The Congestion Charge in terms of the 

actual congestion probably has not made that much difference.  It has raised some money and it has probably 

changed some of the types of vehicles or people who come in, but it has not made that much difference. 

 

When you look outside of central London, that is where it becomes more complex and where some of the 

public transport journeys are not radial journeys but peripheral journeys, which are sometimes harder to cater 

for.  That is where traffic has grown more.  That is where problems of reliability have become worse.  However, 

it is not an easy issue. 

 

Transport for London (TfL) does an extremely good job at keeping London running.  However, there probably 

still are some small wins on things like traffic light utilisation and I know that TfL is looking at the SCOOT (Split 

Cycle Offset Optimisation Technique) system and whether it could be improved.  A lot has been done on 



 

 

 

roadworks with lane rental schemes, but again probably more there.  I guess more recently the growth of 

minicabs in central London is putting lots of pressure on. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Chair, the evidence does not support the proposition that congestion is constant over time.  One 

measure of that, which is published in the annual TfL publication, is the number of delayed minutes per vehicle 

kilometre.  I have it in front of me.  If you look at it, it has changed quite a lot over the years.  In central 

London in 2010 it was 1.3; it has gone up to 1.9 now.  It is a big increase and we see it day in and day out.  It 

just is not true that congestion is constant over time.  You can do something about it. 

 

The other thing I would say in relation to your opening comment is that you are right that the delay per vehicle 

kilometre is high in central London.  In terms of where the serious problem is - that is the number of hours lost 

in traffic congestion - central London was never the big problem.  It is outer London and the gluepot ring.  It is 

one of the great ironies that for very good reasons we introduced the Congestion Charge in the centre of 

London, which is a tiny part of London and which was not where the big problem was, even in 2003 when we 

introduced it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Obviously, the bigger problem is outer London. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  That is where the vast amount of traffic is and where the vast amount of economic loss occurs 

because of a lot of people stuck in not-free-flowing traffic, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Grant, your thoughts on traffic congestion and how it has 

changed over recent years? 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  As someone who has driven a London black cab for 

the last 28 years, I have seen the congestion on an upward scale and I do not know where it is going to take 

us, to be honest. 

 

I have just a little list here that we have done in our written submission and it is too many vehicles using the 

road space.  I know that we have gone in the last four years from having 52,000 private hire vehicles to - in the 

last figure last week - 110,000.  We are now doubling the size of the private hire fleet coming into London.  I 

know we talked about the outer areas there, but predominantly the private hire who are licensed coming in to 

central London.  That is where they perceive the money is to be made and so we have 110,000 cars driving into 

central London, looking for business. 

 

On roadworks, I know there is a scheme where they are fined.  We think it should be a lot higher and more 

rigid.  Sometimes I am sitting in traffic with people in the back of the cab and they say, “Look, I just have to 

get out because we are not moving”.  That is becoming more and more of a regular work pattern for me. 

 

On the Cycle Superhighways, we all want places for cyclists to use and be safe.  The perception that the cab 

trade does not like cyclists is wrong.  We do not all play golf, either.  That is another urban myth.  We do not 

live in Essex and my wife is not called Tracy.  We want to work alongside cyclists; we do. 

 

However, the trouble is - again, as someone who works as a London cab driver at the front end - I am seeing 

these road works absolutely bringing London’s traffic to a standstill.  They really do.  I do not know where we 

go with that.  If you take the Embankment at Big Ben, it used to be two lanes that from 4.30pm were always 



 

 

 

solid going down to Canary Wharf.  Now it is just one lane and it really just does not move.  The left-hand turn 

from the Embankment to go over Westminster Bridge has been taken away.  Whoever thought that one up 

needs shooting, to be honest.  It is just designed to gridlock traffic. 

 

We have a saying at the Club: “a moving city is a thriving city; a gridlocked city is a dying city”.  It is my major 

fear here that the roads now are becoming gridlocked.  It is not that they are just a little bit heavy.  They are 

becoming gridlocked and it is taking London as a place to do business down a very small cul-de-sac.  We need 

to address it for everyone’s sake. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I just wanted to say first of all - 

and this is something that I am sure we will come back to - that there are quite a few issues related to 

measuring congestion.  Some measures of congestion potentially show different things to other measures.  For 

instance, if you are comparing night-time flows with daytime flows, that is one measure of congestion; another 

measure is to do with disruption hours on the network.  If you are looking at, say, speeds across the network, 

then potentially enforcing 20 miles an hour might reduce speeds, which under some definitions would increase 

congestion.  Therefore, we need to be clear what we are talking about and what the goals are. 

 

However, really, I wanted to pick up on this movement issue, which is so important.  We need to keep in mind 

the distinction between people and goods movement and vehicle movement.  It is really about enabling the 

necessary people and goods movement, not about maximising vehicle movement.  In fact, they conflict if we 

prioritise inefficient vehicle movement.  With millions more Londoners coming into the city, we have to travel 

more sustainably if we are going to fit everyone’s journeys in.  Network-level congestion is fundamentally 

about inefficient travel and this is why the Department for Transport in its appraisal guidance assigns 

decongestion benefits to the reduction of car trips.  Cycle trips, walking and bus trips are very much more 

efficient than car trips and this is really necessary for an efficient, functioning network. 

 

I know that we do not have freight representatives here, but I also wanted to say that there is a great need for 

freight and servicing also to become more efficient.  There are some really good case studies.  For instance, 

along Regent Street, there is an 80% reduction in lorry movements associated with a delivery consolidation 

scheme.  There is an awful lot of scope there, too. 

 

However, returning to personal travel, there has been a lot of analysis done around cycling potential lately 

both by TfL and by a team that I am involved in.  There is still so much scope to shift trips from cars to cycles 

as well as to other sustainable modes.  Just to give one example, I have been working on a project called the 

Propensity to Cycle Tool.  Under one of our scenarios, it suggests that a quarter of London car commutes 

could be shifted to bikes as a whole for all-the-way commutes.  That would be 270,000 car commutes and so 

the scope is still really substantial. 

 

It is not just about how Londoners live but if we live.  If we think about the impacts of, say, air and noise 

pollution, air pollution is killing 10,000 Londoners prematurely every year.  The latest academic evidence 

suggests noise pollution is on a similar scale and premature deaths from physical activity are very many times 

more than that.  We do not have the luxury of avoiding change, but change can bring massive benefits.  We 

need to prioritise solutions to our transport problems that bring benefits in all areas.  For instance, a shift to 

electric cars is very necessary and will bring benefits in terms of air and noise pollution, but it will not bring 

benefits in terms of congestion and physical activity.  Therefore, we need to think about how we prioritise 

solutions so that we hit all of those co-benefits. 

 



 

 

 

Just finally, best practice was mentioned.  Our peer cities are being very ambitious.  Paris is pedestrianising the 

banks of the Seine and big roundabouts.  Vancouver is building many segregated bike lanes on main roads in 

its city centre.  Barcelona is substantially reducing motor vehicle access on city centre roads and also building 

cycle tracks.  Oslo is banning private cars from the city centre by 2019.  Hamburg is developing a car-free 

network to cover 40% of the city’s roads.  The scope is there and we should learn from our peer cities and be 

ambitious and hit all of those co-benefits. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I just wanted to offer you a statistic that may be helpful.  This is from a TfL document for the Roads 

Task Force.  It is just simply that since 1996 until 2010 the various Mayors reduced the road capacity in central 

London by 30%, in inner London by 15% and in outer London by 5%.  That is part of the problem. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  That is the capacity for private 

motorised traffic, I would point out. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  No, it is network capacity for traffic. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  In terms of the overuse, the road space has been reduced.  Therefore, 

what can we do to tackle congestion?  That is one of our big issues. 

 

We are now going to move into different sections, trying to focus on impacts of congestion but also some of 

the solutions.  We will start off with cycling. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  We have seen a lot of people taking to the new Cycle Superhighways that have just 

been built.  Rachel, I have some questions specifically for you about the main impacts of traffic congestion on 

people who are cycling in London.  Would you like to comment on that to start with? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  With the impact of congestion on 

cyclists, there are a couple of issues here.  Firstly, as I alluded to, congestion is often quite poorly defined and 

we often say “congestion” when we mean delays for private motor vehicles.  Really, we need to start looking 

separately at the performance of the network for different modes, which we already do for buses.  We look at 

bus journey times.  We should be doing that for cycles and pedestrians, too. 

 

However, let us just talk about traffic - private motor vehicle - congestion here. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  And lorries and freight. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  And freight, yes.  In terms of 

delays to private motor vehicles and freight and how that impacts cyclists, the evidence is mixed.  There is not 

really good evidence that that kind of congestion - motor vehicles queuing - necessarily is bad for cyclist 

safety, for instance.  Certainly if you have more motor vehicles, you have more risk for cyclists and pedestrians.  

That is definitional, in a sense, because motor vehicles pose risks to cyclists and pedestrians, who are 

vulnerable road users.  However, there is not good evidence that congestion in itself harms safety for cyclists 

and pedestrians. 

 



 

 

 

There has been a recent study published that showed that the Congestion Charge improved road safety and so, 

as a policy it improved road safety but that does not necessarily prove a link with congestion itself under any 

definition.  That proves a link between the policy and road safety.  We need more research.  In fact, the 

assumption has traditionally been that queuing motor traffic actually could potentially benefit pedestrian 

safety, for instance, in terms of ease of crossing the road.  Of course, it is true that queuing motor vehicles can 

lead to more air pollution, although as vehicles become cleaner that should change. 

 

However, I just want to stress that for cyclists what is crucial for safety and comfort is having that separated 

space on busy roads.  The impact on congestion on cyclists in those conditions is really determined by whether 

that exists or not. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  Just to follow on from that, is there any specific evidence on any 

relationship between congestion and the frequency and severity of collisions.  You have touched on that a bit 

already, but is there anything specific or is that a study that needs to be done? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  One could look in detail at the 

data to a much greater extent than has been done.  It has not, no.  When I did a literature review as part of 

preparing for this to see if there was any recent evidence, no.  We know that more motor vehicles mean more 

injuries for cyclists and pedestrians but, in terms of a link to congestion or queuing traffic, that has not been 

proved, no. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  Then we have also heard in the media a lot of worry about the 

construction period for the Cycle Superhighways and views that that may have worsened congestion either 

temporarily or permanently?  Do you have any views on that and also on how any impact like that can be 

minimised? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Yes, definitely.  The first thing I 

would like to say here is that it is really crucial to separate out the impact of a build period from the impact of a 

scheme once it is in place because cycles - like buses and walking - are an efficient mode.  There is a 

distinction between the construction phase and the impact of a scheme once it is in place.  I will just stress that 

Cycle Superhighways increase people-carrying capacity and they encourage new cyclists and we will start to 

realise our potential to transfer journeys from less to more efficient modes.  The new tracks have people-

carrying capacity of several times the adjacent motor traffic lanes and already at peak we are seeing over 6,000 

cyclists using those new tracks in the peak hours.  Mode shift generally takes a couple of years or more to start 

showing up and so this is really encouraging, but we have not seen the full benefits yet. 

 

My research has shown that separating cycles from other traffic can reduce delays because, if you have mixed 

traffic, it can impede the efficient flow of all of those different modes.  For instance, having bus lanes with 

high volumes of cycles in them can cause problems for both modes and hence separating them can produce 

benefits for both again.  Modelling tools are really poor at recognising this.  Traditionally, we have modelled 

cycling behaviour very badly. 

 

I would also point out that Cycle Superhighway routes are enabling other roads to potentially cater better for 

other vehicles.  With the Embankment Superhighway, you will have seen cyclists move from roads like 

Cheapside and the initial impact is probably largely due to diversion because we have not yet seen the mode 

shift.  We also need to take that into consideration. 

 



 

 

 

In terms of the building part of the scheme, yes, there will be an impact but, please, we need to remember that 

this is generic.  All construction projects involve such an impact.  We have construction schemes all the time in 

London.  We have a building boom.  We have high-speed rail.  We have Crossrail.  All of these things involve 

pressure on the network. 

 

Just to take one example, the Euston rebuild is apparently going to bring 700 heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) a 

day into that area, which, frankly, is daunting.  Network Rail can do better than that.  If that happens, there 

will be massive risks for cyclists and pedestrians in that area.  We need to think about this.  It is not just about 

congestion.  There are also other impacts. 

 

Also, it is quite hard to separate out the impacts of all these different schemes that are being built.  I have a 

Master of Science (MSc) student who has recently done a study looking at the impact of Cycle Superhighway 2 

on bus journey times.  It is really interesting because there was a big impact during the build phase but, as he 

points out, that is likely to be due to a range of schemes that were going.  There were a number of schemes 

that were impacting traffic at that time.  However, when you look at after the build period, the bus journey 

times went back to what they were before, despite the reduction in capacity.  It is really interesting that there 

is not a longer-term impact from that scheme, apparently, on bus journey times. 

 

There are issues about scheduling works more broadly that we need to look at.  It is worth remembering that 

here short-term pain is leading to medium-term gain and so we need to take a longer perspective.  If, for 

instance - and we maybe will cover this later - we build more roads, we might get short-term relief, but in the 

longer term there will be congestion and ill health. 

 

David Metz, who is a former Chief Economist at the Department for Transport, pointed out that the M25 very 

quickly started to encourage short-term car trips by people who live locally, which then meant that the M25 

filled up.  We should also consider evaluating better the impact of closures and temporary works to see 

whether some of that space could be permanently used for other purposes and also how we schedule.  It does 

not necessarily mean slowing scheduling down.  We might, for instance, decide that putting a number of works 

together might be better than having a longer-term, drawn-out period of disruption. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I was going to suggest that now that most of the big work has been completed on the Cycle 

Superhighways, it would be perhaps helpful if your Committee was able to stimulate a comprehensive audit of 

what actually happened. 

 

I have here the board paper that gave approval, dated 4 February 2015, to the Superhighway schemes.  That 

gives very specific forecasts of what the outcome would be of those schemes.  It would be interesting - and, 

presumably, doable - to do an audit to see what did actually happen.  The reason that I particularly mention it 

is that in the case of the East-West Superhighway, the predicted impacts on congestion were quite 

catastrophic not because of what happened in the centre of town where the work was to be done but because 

the scheme involved holding traffic out of the area and causing really quite substantial predicted delays to 

traffic outside the area.  It very much increased bus journey times and the figures are here for anybody to see.  

The costs substantially outweighed the benefits to cyclists for that particular scheme and it would be really 

interesting to see what actually happened. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Is there any sense of that?  Do we know what that evidence might be? 

 



 

 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  The taxi trade will tell you what is happening at great length, I am sure.  What you could easily do is 

find out quite quickly, I am sure, from the bus operators what has happened to bus journey times outside the 

area.  There were specific predictions on particular specific routes of what would happen to those bus journey 

times.  You can find out what has happened. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  We will probably pick that up.  We are doing cycling in December and 

we will, hopefully, have the new Cycling and Walking Commissioner.  That would be a helpful area we could 

look into at that meeting to follow that up. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  If I could just say, the student’s 

study that I mentioned is along one of those roads that one might think might be affected and the bus journey 

times look positive, but I would certainly welcome more research such as that.  I would also say that TfL is 

conducting very extensive monitoring as well over the coming period and so we will have that evidence, I hope. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  Again, as a taxi driver myself, who is out there on 

these roads that we are all discussing, that is not the picture that I see.  I see utter gridlock.  I see cycle lanes 

being used quite well in rush-hour but, after rush-hour, it is a barren land.  Under TfL, I believe, the cyclists do 

not even have to use them.  They have the choice of the cycle lanes or the road space.  They designated all of 

this money aside and built these specific lanes; yet the cyclists do not have to use the cycle lanes.  What was 

the point of them? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  That is why the evidence on 

uptake is so crucial.  Anecdotal evidence is helpful but to look at the actual numbers of cyclists using those 

lanes is very instructive.  Also, TfL has monitored usage of those Cycle Superhighways and it is over 90%. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Lovely.  Let us look at the impact of congestion on taxi and private hire 

services.  

 

David Kurten AM:  Thanks, everyone on the panel, for coming.  This is about congestion with taxis and 

private hire services and I suppose I am particularly interested in, Grant, what you have to say as a 

representative.  Everyone else can answer as well and give your opinions, but generally I am interested in how 

congestion affects the taxi and private hire trade.  You mentioned it a little bit before, but would you say some 

more about that? 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  Yes.  I would say, in a word, it is destroying the trade, 

actually.  The whole reason people were jumping into my cab from the City to a meeting in Victoria was 

because they did not want to use the train or the bus and they wanted to pay that little bit extra to have a 

premier service that will get them there quicker because they are businessmen.  That is what London is - the 

home of business - or we want it to be in the future. 

 

The trouble is that we are absolutely in gridlock traffic.  I could take you all outside and show you that we are 

not moving.  Again, I go back to how a gridlocked city is a dying city and it is.  I hear Sadiq [Khan, Mayor of 

London] talk about how he wants to have London open for business.  We all do.  I want as many businessmen 

in the back of my taxi going to meetings as I can possibly fit in.  At the same time, I cannot get them from A to 

B.  I am getting, I would say, seriously, between 50% and 60% of my fares now saying to me, “I have to get 

out of the taxi because I cannot sit in this traffic”. 

 



 

 

 

We are not talking about a bit of heavy traffic at rush-hour.  I am talking about gridlocked traffic throughout 

the day and through the night.  We have traffic schemes like Euston Station where they have shut all the roads 

for us.  If someone gets in at the Strand and wants to go to Euston because they want to get to their train at 

5.00pm and it is 4.30pm, the fare would come to maybe £6.50 or £6.60 but now the fare is coming to £15 or 

£18 and it is taking 45 or 50 minutes. 

 

What is happening is people sit in a taxi or a private hire once and they do not do it again.  That is the trouble.  

They cannot afford it.  I look at the meter sometimes and I am embarrassed.  In my 28 years of driving a cab, I 

have to say that I have been giving more personal discounts to my passengers than ever before because I am 

truly embarrassed.  We are sitting in gridlock traffic and the clock is going on.  I cannot stop that and I am 

saying to them, “Look, I am really sorry about this, but it is not me.  It is these lanes and this road space and 

these road plans that they are implementing”.  They say, “I know it is not your fault, but I cannot afford to sit 

in the back”.  In a short word, I would say “decimation” is the word that I would use. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Everything you have said about taxis and hire cars applies to buses and commercial traffic too.  It is 

all stuck in the same jams. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  We are.  I notice as well that throughout the day, 

apart from rush-hour, I am sitting behind rows and rows of buses that are not really that full.  At rush-hour, 

they are packed like sardines.  If you take them out of rush-hour, the number of passengers really drops but 

the number of buses is still the same.  Maybe something like that could be looked at. 

 

David Kurten AM:  What could we do differently?  Sorry, I am just carrying on the line.  London’s population 

is going up by at least 100,000 every year.  You have mentioned congestion from road works.  You have 

mentioned the effect of the Cycle Superhighways.  What could we do differently to alleviate the problems for 

you? 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  I would love to say that you could cut the number of 

private hire down from 110,000.  That would make a major difference.  Maybe look at taking some buses off 

route at non-peak times or rephrasing traffic lights.  TfL could have a more joined-up way of thinking on road 

works.  You see one road works finish on the Monday and you think, “That is great”, but you go back to work 

the next week and there is another road works just around the corner.  You never really get any benefit 

because there are road works happening all the way. 

 

Again, I go back to this great city.  If you look out of the window, you can see it.  London is unlike Oslo.  It is 

probably the centre of the universe.  It is the centre of the world.  London is open for business, but 

unfortunately we still have these Victorian roads.  When you take half of the road space away to accommodate 

a Cycle Superhighway, where is the traffic going to go?  Not everyone wants to jump on a bike.  They really do 

not.  I speak to passengers and they do not want to put their briefcases on their backs and strap on their 

raincoats for later on and cycle.  They want a cab or a private hire vehicle and they want to pay you to take 

them from A to B as quickly as you can.  Unfortunately, with everything that is going on, we just cannot do our 

jobs. 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):   If I may just add to that, one additional more recent problem with 

private hire vehicles has been the escalation in central London and the way they work.  Certainly when I leave 

my office near Covent Garden at 7.00pm at night, there is congestion caused by vehicles waiting, parking 



 

 

 

illegally in the wrong places, causing obstructions and causing extra congestion.  Consideration of a cap on the 

numbers in central London would actually improve congestion. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  When you say “private hire”, just to clarify, Edmund, is that “private 

hire vehicles” you are saying? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Yes, or vehicles on demand that people call up on their apps and 

then cruise around and park on double yellow lines--  

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Yes, it is private hire rather than a black taxi? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Yes. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  If I could just say something, Caroline, on Edmund’s 

point, under the rules of the Congestion Charge, the exemption for taxi and private hire - we being public 

transport are exempt - was for when you were undergoing a private hire booking or when you were working.  

Unfortunately, out of these 110,000 minicabs now, like Edmund has just stated, they do not come into London 

on the booking.  They drive into London on the anticipation of a booking.  That is a massive difference.  You 

are getting the private hire drivers coming in hoping to get booked; not working but hoping.  The exemption 

that they receive from the Congestion Charge I believe TfL needs to look at again and implement it.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I would like to say, personally, I 

would support greater regulation of private hire, but we also need to bear in mind that there is an equity issue.  

I also have another student who looked at who makes taxi and private hire journeys and just to quote: 

“There is a significant difference in the household income of people travelling by taxi and private hire 

vehicle [this is in London].  Private hire vehicle journeys are spread fairly evenly over the income bands 

with a noticeable peak at the lower end.  Taxi journeys are strongly skewed towards the higher income 

bands, with the most trips being made by people with a household income of £100,000.” 

 

This is premier services for businessmen often, although I would point out that to get from the City to a 

meeting in Victoria, many of these people do have multiple options.   

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Many use the Tube, as I do.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I just wanted to reiterate a point Edmund made earlier on.  This is very much a central London 

discussion.  It is a tiny proportion of the London problem.  If you look at central London, it is black cabs.  

Outside central London, there are not many black cabs.  It is private hire.  Private hire is providing a very 

important service to an awful lot of people, many low-income people, who do not have access to cars.  The 

volume of use of private hire vehicles outside central London is very substantial and one should not forget 

that.  It is providing a service to ordinary people.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Let us look at commercial traffic now.  

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  I am aware that our guest from the Road Haulage Association could not attend 

today and so I hope you can help me nevertheless.  We did a report in 2015/16 - last year - where we noted 

that for delivery van traffic in particular there had been an increase of 30%. 

 



 

 

 

My question to you is whether we need to reduce the number of delivery vans on the road.  How can we do 

that?  

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  You have to recognise there is competition for that space and we all want to use the space more 

effectively.  To put the question back to you, I suppose we have to think about which of those journeys are not 

effective use of that space or whether they could be made to use the spaces at a different time of day when it 

is causing less congestion.  I know TfL has done a lot of good work since the Olympics, trying to think about 

how it can discuss with freight shippers alternative times of day working.   

 

There is a good discussion to be had - and this is a longstanding issue - with the boroughs about the extent to 

which commercial vehicles these days could be allowed to use night-time deliveries.  As you know, night-time 

restrictions were imposed a long time ago when the vehicles were very different and much noisier.  This of 

course is very controversial, but almost everywhere else in the world you are only allowed to deliver at night.  

Here, you are not allowed to deliver at night at all.  All of that can be thought about and changed.  As I say, 

TfL has done some very good work and is just beginning to address that at the edges.   

 

In the Olympics, they did make a very big difference to the amount of congestion caused by commercial 

vehicles, without necessarily destroying the businesses.  By the way, I do not know if Edmund knows off the 

cuff what proportion of the traffic on the roads is commercial, but it is a high proportion.   

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Stephen, what you have to do is to differentiate between white 

van growth, which has been much greater than the bigger commercial vehicles, and this is down to society and 

the way we work: people ordering stuff online.  One of the major problems in London is people having stuff 

delivered to their offices in London, which is very inefficient and causes immense congestion.  I know some 

companies have actually banned it because it is causing congestion at their reception areas, let alone on the 

roads.  That is something we have to look at.  There are better hubs.  There is a system where you can pick up 

your deliveries at a Tube station rather than going out to individual offices.  It is whether you can make that 

delivery system more efficient because that is where the major growth has been. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  TfL did this pilot about having your grocery shopping delivered at Tube stations, 

which was not exactly successful, but do you think that would be a sensible solution with click-and-collect at 

your local Tube station? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Yes.  Certainly during the Olympics TfL did advise all companies 

to restrict the number of deliveries that they had.  A number of companies did that and stopped their staff 

from receiving any deliveries at all and that made a difference.  Yes, we do have to start looking at hubs where 

things can be delivered and people go and pick them up.  Whether it is at railway stations or Tube stations on 

the way home, it would be much more efficient than having a fleet of vans just with one small book being 

delivered to an office in central London.   

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Rachel, earlier you talked about the success of the Regent Street and Bond Street 

area.  Do you want to just talk a little bit about that and whether that could be replicated? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Yes.  It was in terms of combining 

deliveries to businesses and there were a number of other examples of that as well.  There was a recent article 

via my colleagues at Westminster looking at delivery and servicing plans that were again based at the retailer 

and the retailer in terms of thinking about not having things delivered every day but trying to combine and so 



 

 

 

on with other local retailers.  They found that potentially there were reductions in costs and externalities of 

50% and so there is a lot of scope.   

 

One of the barriers was that retailers often did not think there was any scope for change, and we find this 

generally with individuals and with companies.  People think there is no way things can change and that things 

have to be as they are at the moment.  Actually, when things need to change, as in the Olympics, suddenly 

things can be different.  There is scope for TfL to take a much more active role.  It has studied, as was alluded 

to earlier, the potential for having deliveries made not at workplaces - not at homes, either, because potentially 

at homes people are not in and the vans go away and they come back - but having them delivered to shops in 

the local area.  There is massive scope for that.  Really, we are only just starting to wake to this but, as car use 

and car ownership decline, which is a good thing, there are more white vans on the roads and we need to do 

something about it. 

 

We also need to remember the potential for the last mile of deliveries being made by non-motorised modes; 

for example, e-bikes, cargo cycles.  There was a European study that found there was potential to replace 25% 

of freight trips in that way.  That has massive benefits if we can do that, but we need to think about 

encouraging and subsidising e-bikes and cargo cycles to allow that last mile.  TfL did a study in 2009 and 

found a lot of potential, but again not much has happened since and so I would like to see TfL take more of a 

lead on this. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  The first point really is important with the big 

deliveries to the big businesses in central London and the big stores.  If I drive up Regent Street behind some 

big articulated lorry and he pulls over, hazard lights on, he is going to be there unloading for 45 minutes.  All 

of a sudden, that restricts the volume there by 50% and so it goes from two lanes to one and filters back.  

Unfortunately, in London we have these lovely old Victorian roads and, apart from driving on the kerb, we are 

a bit stuffed.  If it is down by 50%, it is easy to see the trail back of traffic start permeating all the way back to 

Piccadilly Circus and beyond.  That is what happens in London.  It is like a chain reaction.  If something sits 

here, you start seeing the build-up of traffic all the way along the line, unfortunately.   

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Is there a case for banning HGVs in London to get the really big vehicles off the 

road? 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  That would be quite hard. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  They are doing a job.  HGVs are there for a reason.  I make a broader point along those lines.  

Delivery vans are a particular issue, but go into outer London in the middle of the day and see what is out 

there.  It is a lot of commercial vehicles doing their jobs: moving building materials around, plumbers, all the 

life stuff of London.  If you impede that, you do risk damaging the London economy.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I would point out that often jobs 

could potentially be done differently. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Of course. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  We have become very used to 

having relatively subsidised motor vehicle transport and parking.  For instance, are people doing jobs in homes 



 

 

 

taking their tools back and forth?  Is this necessary?  Could they travel more sustainably?  That is why we need 

incentives - potentially carrots and sticks - to ensure that people and companies think twice before assuming 

these motor vehicle trips have to happen. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Emeritus Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial 

College London):  Where is the subsidy? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Sorry, let Rachel finish first. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Yes.  If you would not interrupt me 

so much, that would be nice.   

 

I would also like to mention something about holding areas.  This is something that should be considered.  I 

have a MSc student who looked at the potential for more efficient use of construction vehicles, and he found 

that if we had holding areas, there would be fewer construction vehicles driving around.  They drive around 

waiting for a site to open, which also is an issue about hours of work.  There are plenty of things that can be 

done, but they are happening in isolated pockets.  There needs to be much more of a push on that.  There is 

plenty of research on the externalities associated with driving and car parking that just demonstrate how much 

resources are being put into this.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Could you enlarge on the subsidy point?  Why are they subsidised? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Because of the externalities that 

car-driving causes and because of the externalities associated with car parking.  Car parking in an expensive 

city like London is, frankly, an inefficient use of resources, and my own employer has realised that. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  It is in the sense that people are not paying a proper rental for the use of the land that they 

occupy? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  In terms of car parking, that is 

largely it.  In terms of driving, it is the externalities that are imposed upon others.   

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  We have had discussions before, but with a lot of commercial traffic in particular or 

transportation of goods, what is the capacity of the rail or river network to take some of that capacity to free 

up road space? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  It is very difficult for the type of deliveries that have increased 

more because they are smaller scale and it always is the last mile and how you do that.  It would be quite 

complex for those to use the river or rail.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Emeritus Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial 

College London):  Just thinking about the trip patterns, it is stuff going here, there and everywhere all over 

London and the river goes nowhere.  It is just a few specialist flows and that is it.   

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  Is there any evidence that commercial traffic will drive into London to avoid going 

around London?   



 

 

 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The Automobile Association):  No.  When you speak to Scottish hauliers, 

the best road in Britain, believe it or not, is the M25 because before the M25 many of them drove through 

London.  That was the route.  Actually, the M25, with all its ills, helps them a lot.  No, there is little evidence of 

that. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Could I just make a point while I 

remember?  We have to also be alert to the fact that if congestion reduces, freight may potentially retime and 

cause further problems.  A student of mine who was studying delivery timing found demolition contractors 

were mainly using the inter-peak period and his conclusion from that was that they were avoiding congestion 

during the peaks.  If congestion reduces, there is the potential for those journeys to change time and so we 

need to be alert to those issues.   

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  What I would like to say is that we all love seeing 

London boom and we are all talking about reducing the congestion and freight, but at the same time we want 

London to be the hub for business.  We are encouraging companies to come to London.  You only have to look 

out your window and see how many blocks of flats are being built.  I do not see how you can have a growing 

economy with massive housebuilding going on, big shopping centres growing and being built and everything 

that goes with them, and then say, “How are we going to cut the lifeblood of them actually happening?” 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  We are not saying that.  I am just asking whether there is going to be a better use 

of the capacity. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  No, but what I am saying is it is booming, is it not?  

London is booming and with that boom comes the problems that we are talking about: added congestion, 

builders, contractors, everything.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Things can be done differently; for 

example, mixing concrete on site.  That was a change that my student looked at and it could potentially impact 

vehicle movements.  There are things that can be done differently.  London booming does not need to mean 

so many HGVs on the road and so many cyclists and pedestrians injured.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  The use of the river we have looked at before in terms of developments 

along the river or things like Blackfriars Bridge.  Everything was brought in by the river.  The Thames Tideway 

Tunnel is now - which originally we found was not going to - going to take lots of vehicles.  That is really 

great.  Thank you for that. 

 

We are going to move on to a more controversial topic, possibly, now: tackling congestion through potential 

road charging.  

 

Tom Copley AM:  Yes, in the opening remarks Edmund [King] and Stephen [Glaister] have set out some 

thoughts already on the effectiveness of the Congestion Charge and so perhaps I could come to Rachel and 

then Grant [Davis] first of all and then I have another series of questions.  Rachel, could you tell us how 

effective you think congestion charging has been? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Congestion charging in the early 

years was very effective in enabling capacity previously allocated to private motor vehicles to be reallocated 

largely to bus lanes and pedestrian space because it reduced demand and because it allowed us to use our 



 

 

 

public space more efficiently, more pleasantly and so on.  Also, the research suggested that there was a road 

safety benefit as well both through fewer car trips and through car trips causing fewer injuries, which is great.   

 

What we are now seeing is that that effect has started to wear off and we need to think very hard about 

whether what we currently have is the most effective means of reducing all of these problems that are 

associated with excessive motor vehicle use.  For example, the research that I referred to also looked at the 

impact of increasing the [Congestion] Charge, and every pound increase in the Charge, they found, would 

reduce five injury incidents per month, which would be a good thing in itself but also has the co-benefit of 

reducing unplanned disruption to the traffic network.  Potentially doubling the Charge could have a really 

substantial impact on injuries. 

 

However, is that the way you want to go?  Do we want to think of other ways of disincentivising motor vehicle 

use?  Workplace parking levies (WPLs) have been very effective in Nottingham, for instance, and other forms 

of emissions-based charging.  Yes, it has really helped, and it has helped start a cultural shift away from 

excessive motor vehicle use, but we need to think about increasing it, enhancing the scope and using other 

forms of charge as well.  Potentially, as vehicles become cleaner, the revenues will decrease and so on.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  I am going to come on to WPLs in a bit, but the Mayor has announced various new charges 

related to air quality, the toxicity charge (T-charge) and expanding the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ).  Do 

you think that will have an impact on congestion as well?  Do you see it as effectively an increase in the 

Congestion Charge? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  The actual numbers of vehicles 

impacted by the T-charge are going to be relatively low.  It is a positive step in the right direction, but we 

should be thinking more radically, as I said earlier, particularly in terms of what our peer cities are doing.  Paris 

is planning to phase out diesel vehicles totally by 2019.  That is the kind of thing we should be thinking about: 

the way in which these vehicles are harming our children’s lungs.  Is that acceptable?  Do we just want to put a 

slightly higher charge on these vehicles? 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Grant, could you tell us your thoughts on the effectiveness of congestion charging? 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  Yes.  Tom, we have a few that I have just put down 

here.  What we say in the cab trade is that a simple scheme like the Congestion Charge is easy to understand 

and, if the price was set at a level that deterred unnecessary journeys, if public transport was improved and the 

if Congestion Charge exemption for the private hire was removed, this would have a massive effect on reducing 

the traffic levels around London.  People are used to the Congestion Charge. 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  It would be interesting, though: what are the unnecessary 

journeys in central London?  I do not drive in central London.  I paid the Congestion Charge once and I could 

park for free but it is not efficient to drive in.  When I look around central London, you do not see many people 

just driving there for the heck of it.  They are doing things.  They are delivering things.  They are going to 

work.  They are on shift.  There were very few in central London even before the Congestion Charge.  As I said, 

86% use public transport because it is a more efficient way of getting around.  Hiking the price I am not sure 

would have that much difference.  As Steve Norris [former Minister for Transport in London and former 

mayoral candidate] said, if you put the price up, more of his rich friends from the City might be able to use it.   

 



 

 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Of course, there is also a sense that the Mayor of London does not have many revenue-

raising powers.  This is one of them as well.  Is there tension as well between wanting to make sure you set it at 

a point where the Mayor can maximise the revenue for TfL? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Yes.  You have to be clear what it is about.  Is it about raising 

revenue?  In terms of raising revenue, it has raised money that has gone into the transport system, without a 

doubt.  Stephen would be the expert on this, but if you get it too high, it would put off some drivers.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Rachel [Aldred] put it very well.  It did work spectacularly well.  There has been no other traffic 

management measure in history that did what that did.  It continues to serve a function.  If you removed it, 

you would be in big trouble.  To repeat what I said, it is on a tiny, tiny area of London. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Do you think it needs to be expanded geographically? 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Let us not say what I think.  The problem for London is this: what are we going to do?  We have a 

growing population.  We have growing traffic, and traffic is growing.  For the first time for years, traffic is 

growing.  If we accept what I believe to be the demographic forecasts, the demand on the road networks is 

going to go on and on.  We could do things in outer London to increase the capacity - we will probably come 

to that - but we are not going to be able to deal with this in any other way than mitigating the growth in 

demand on the network through some kind of price incentive.  It would not necessarily be Congestion Charge 

with a capital C as we know and understand it, but some way of giving incentive to use the road space more 

effectively and generate lots of revenue.  London desperately needs revenue for its infrastructure, and it does 

both.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  This is now quite an old piece of technology and perhaps a blunt instrument.  Do you have 

any examples internationally of where there are perhaps more sophisticated models that could be transplanted 

to London? 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Road pricing of one form or another is used all over the world: Singapore, Stockholm, Oregon.  

Technically, there are many different ways to do it, and it is not a problem.  It has a cost, but the cost is 

coming down very fast. 

 

The thing that could attract me if it could be done - and I am not sure whether it can be done yet - is to find a 

way of integrating paying for using the road with paying for everything else, as in your other modes of 

transport.  You have a car ... 

 

Tom Copley AM:  When you register your car. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Yes.  Why not?  TfL officials have written about the possibilities of doing that.  It would not be 

technically easy, but in terms of presenting it to the public, it has an attraction.  We do not care how you 

travel, whether you cycle, whether you use a lorry or whatever, as long as you pay what it costs.  This is your 

point about people paying the true cost. 

 



 

 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Yes.  If we are going to have true 

costs, we should pay people to walk and cycle so they can get an e-bike.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  There is an idea. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I am just concerned that people do not run away with the idea that anybody is suggesting that in 

outer London people are going to be paying £10 a day.  That is not the point.  It varies by time of day and by 

space, to get a more intelligent use of the road space and to generate some revenue.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  That sounds very sensible and the idea of that is something we can put to our second panel 

this afternoon when we have TfL, do we not?   

 

Next, perhaps, Rachel, could you talk about the political, practical and financial barriers a Mayor may face in 

terms of changing the road pricing system and expanding it.  The political ones are obvious, but the practical 

issues as well.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I would like to agree with 

Stephen [Glaister] that these things are technically possible.  It is not actually that difficult to institute 

different systems of road pricing.  The political issue is really the big issue and we have to be clear that we 

cannot carry on travelling in the old way.  We need to change.  We need to make that change possible.  It is 

really important that the revenue is used, as it was before, for sustainable transport because road pricing has 

the potential to be very regressive if it is done badly.  In London it was not and that was because it was 

ploughed back into largely walking and bus schemes, and the revenue needs to go into walking, cycling and 

public transport so that people have real alternatives.  For many people, they do not necessarily have 

alternatives.  If we are talking about outer London, the roads for cycling in much of outer London are seriously 

hostile.  If we are going to ask people to cycle to the Tube - and there is massive potential for cycling to the 

Tube and train stations in outer London - we need to provide for that and that needs to be invested in. 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  The other point politically and what makes central London in the 

current system different is that it did not affect many voters as such in central London.  You go to outer 

London and politically there would be a different outcry.  Many people, whether right or wrong, would see it as 

a poll tax on wheels.  Politically, getting that acceptance, there would have to be some pretty good carrots.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  May I suggest you look at the evidence on what people’s attitudes are?  There was work done at 

the time of the Congestion Charge across the whole of London and there was work done after it.  Of course, a 

referendum would have been lost, as they always are, before the event, but a referendum after the event, 

London-wide, would have been won in London because people saw the benefits.   

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The Automobile Association):  It was only central London, Stephen. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  No, the public attitude work was across the whole of London. 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The Automobile Association):  Yes, but the scheme was only in central 

London. 

 



 

 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I understand.  All I want to say is there is a repeated experience all around the world with some of 

the schemes I have mentioned - and you can look at the evidence - that when people are given the vote 

before, they have always voted against.  When they are given the opportunity to vote to keep it, they do vote 

to keep it because they see the benefits of it.  That is a very difficult political problem to get people to see 

from here to there, but it does produce a better outcome.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  OK, thank you.  Perhaps I could start with WPLs with Rachel because you did mention it 

earlier.  You said it had been effective in Nottingham.  Sorry, I am slightly ignorant on this point.  In London, is 

it a power that rests with the local authorities or is it with TfL in London to produce this levy? 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  It is with the Mayor. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  It is the Mayor. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  It is the Mayor that has the power.  Your view is it would be effective both at raising 

revenue and at reducing congestion? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  There is always a tension between 

raising revenue and deterring unnecessary motor vehicle trips.  In Nottingham, certainly there were reports of 

doom and gloom and how businesses would all move to Derby.  It turned out none of that happened and 

actually there was a decrease in the number of car trips.  There was also an increase in public transport use and 

they raised revenue in order to fund that public transport and now walking and cycling investment as well.  

That is very much a good news story, and other places are considering it despite the political difficulties. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Can it be varied?  For example, could the Mayor in part of London have one levy and in 

another part of London have a higher levy? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  That is possible.  Obviously there 

would be complex discussions to be had with the boroughs, but it is possible.  There is increasingly good 

evidence that certainly free car parking really encourages people to drive.  Maybe that is not that surprising but 

certainly, if you put free car parking in, people will drive.  If you reduce the amount of car parking, people drive 

less.  There are massive differences across London. 

 

Just to give a personal anecdote, I am at the University of Westminster now on Baker Street.  There is virtually 

no car parking.  Virtually no one drives.  Previously I was at the University of East London with plenty of staff 

car parking and no student car parking.  Loads of staff drove in, despite the fact that we were on the 

Docklands Light Railway.  All of the students had to get public transport and complained about the fact they 

saw staff driving in.  It really makes a difference to people’s behaviour.  In much of London, people do have 

alternatives.  Those alternatives often need to be improved, but it is really very much worth considering 

because it has such a big impact on behaviour.   

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  I am not sure it would have a big impact, though, in central 

London because there are not that many companies that have massive car parks and so it would not actually 

have much effect.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  No, but perhaps in inner London. 



 

 

 

 

Tom Copley AM:  If you can raise £9 million in Nottingham, you can raise a hell of a lot of money across 

Greater London.  Is it for purely political reasons, do you think, that this has not been implemented and a 

Mayor would worry he would be unpopular? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Originally, the understanding was you either have congestion 

charging or workplace parking, not both, and that was in the legislation originally.  Whether that has changed 

since ... 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  It is worth remembering that before the Mayor took power in 2000, there was a big study done by 

the Government Office for London called Road Charging Options for London.  How would you go about it?  

What are the options?  That looked at workplace parking, as I recall, and it looked at the scheme that we now 

all know and love.  It came to the conclusion that congestion charging was the best of the alternatives. 

 

It is certainly worth looking as an option, workplace parking, but it does need researching very carefully 

because you will get all sorts of anomalies.  It happened in Nottingham, I believe, but it would happen in 

London as well where you have large areas that are occupied by vehicles coming to shopping.  At Brent Cross, 

a big shopping area, is that workplace parking?  Is it visitor parking or shoppers’ parking?  All these definitional 

issues would need to be sorted out to see if it could be made to work.  I have to say - and I am not suggesting 

it is not a good idea - that it is second-best to charging people for using the road, which is what you want to 

do directly if you can.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I would point out that also car 

parking is an inefficient use of space.  The other good thing about it as well is that it is the employer who pays 

and the employer can choose what to do in relation to it. 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  They did find in Nottingham that there were some problems with 

shift workers when public transport was not available and essential shift workers ... 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Yes, that needs to be taken into account.  Excellent.  Thank you all very much. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Lovely.  Thank you.  We are now going to move on to look at road 

infrastructure. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  I will open with a broad question first.  Do we think the construction 

of more roads would relieve congestion and, if so, where would we look mainly? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  We could have a tunnel from the A40 to the A12 to take all that 

traffic out of central London.  We could have a tunnel from the A4 to the A13 to do the same: take traffic out.  

Traffic that does not need to cross London could be in tunnels.  There was a lot of work done on this in the 

past.  In fact, a former colleague of Stephen’s at Imperial College probably 20 or 15 years ago looked at it.  We 

were talking about a trans-Pennine tunnel of - what was it - 27 miles or something?  We have seen the tunnel, 

Crossrail, but in this country we have done very little.  Paris has put a lot of its traffic in a tunnel and they have 

in Boston, but it is something we have not really looked seriously at in London. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  It does not need to be enormously big schemes, once you look at those things.  Major junction 



 

 

 

improvements, flyovers and that kind of thing will relieve particular problems.  There is a long list of those 

which produce big benefits.  Judicious - I do not think anybody thinks you can build your way out of the 

problem in London - but there are real options to improve the situation.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I would very much caution against 

new road infrastructure because there is plenty of evidence that building new roads will lead to more use of 

motor vehicles and will lead to congestion going back up again.  We do need to increase capacity, but we need 

to increase people-carrying capacity, as I said.  For example, there is a big issue around river crossings for 

walking and cycling.  We really need more river crossings for walking and cycling.  We need more public 

transport capacity.  We do not need more roads, which will funnel traffic.  The traffic has to go somewhere 

from those roads and so we need to be very cautious about it.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  If you are talking about moving people in outer London, it is the car that people use. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  That is what we need to change 

and we will not change it by building lots more roads. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  That is the choice.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  Would that work, Grant? 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  Yes, Keith, it is a great idea.  The tunnels would work 

because, if I get a job in the City or Canary Wharf and they want to go to Knightsbridge or Hammersmith, 

either I have to come along the Embankment - and as we know, with the Cycle Superhighway, that has become 

a car park - or I have to go up to the Euston Road.  With the developments that are looking to go at Euston 

Station, again, that is going to be gridlocked and so I am really stuck.  These big tunnels that could go from 

east to west and from south to north would be fantastic, another crossing to supplement the Rotherhithe.  If 

you go to Rotherhithe Tunnel, if anything happens, it is major gridlock all through the southeast; Blackwall 

Tunnel likewise.  We could do with a couple of big tunnels and some more river crossings.  That would really 

help London.  It would.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  That is helpful.  In fact, I was going to ask you about tunnelling but 

we have got on to that subject already.  The question, therefore, is how would we pay for this?  There is talk at 

the moment about an east London crossing.  I represent two east London boroughs and one of the ways of 

financing that of course is through tolling.  With the example of the Silvertown Tunnel, they not only want to 

toll that but they want to keep tolling the QEII Bridge, which has more than paid for itself, and toll Blackwall 

and Rotherhithe. 

 

First of all, do we think it is sensible to use tolling as a financing method?  Secondly, should we continue that 

tolling after the project has been paid for?  Thirdly, is it fair that east London has to pay to cross the river 

when the rest of London does not?   

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  If you are talking about brand new infrastructure, a tunnel across 

London, the only way conceivably that it could be financed is if there were tolling in place.  Things like the 

Dartford Crossing, there was an agreement that the toll would be dropped when it was paid for and money was 

put into reserve, and that happened in 2003 and it has not been dropped.  The charge has been increased.  



 

 

 

Not many people go over the Dartford Crossing for the heck of it.  They are going somewhere.  You do not get 

into your car and just drive across the Dartford Crossing.  It is somewhat ironic that in Scotland they have 

dropped all the tolls on all their bridges and tunnels, whereas in London we are looking at increasing them. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  On the tunnel aspect, as you said, the agreement was 

that once the bridge costs were paid, that would be it.  The distrust from the public now that it does carry on 

and it does go up leaves a bad taste in the mouth, but if you were to say to Londoners, “We are in a bit of a 

pickle, the traffic is rising, we are going to build these tunnels and river crossing and you are going to pay by a 

toll and when it is paid, that is it”, you would get a much warmer reception.   

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Just to return to the costs of 

driving, it is worth remembering that the cost of construction is only a part of the costs in a real sense because 

the external costs of motor traffic - the air pollution, the injures and so on - are substantial.  Paying for itself in 

terms of construction is only part of paying for it.   

 

I would also say that east London is very under-served in terms of walking and cycling crossings.  People do 

not have an alternative.  Mobility by sustainable modes is restricted there, too. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  We have just done the great Crossrail tunnel all the 

way through because we all recognised that we needed Crossrail to open up London, and the same way with 

traffic.  I believe that the use of tunnels and more crossings is the way forward.  It has to be.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  As a practical matter, if London wants some big, new infrastructure like tunnels, they are not going 

to get it unless it tolls it to get the capital.  It is just a practical point.  Your example and your question about 

whether east London should pay does point out a more general problem of whether it makes sense to talk 

about charges on specific bits of infrastructure or talk about a portfolio of charges across the piece to fund 

London’s infrastructure.  The users of Crossrail are required to make only a relatively small contribution to the 

costs of Crossrail.  It is part of a network that is funded in all sorts of ways in the way that all London 

infrastructure is.  It is not regarded as a specific thing.  Nobody says, “You cannot build Crossrail unless you 

can make a profit out of it”.  It is part of a network. 

 

We should have the same attitude to all our own infrastructure.  That is why, to go back to the earlier point, 

there is a real attraction to saying, “Make charges to the use of the road which are intelligent and moderate 

and appropriate”, but then use that money partly for cycling and other things, but partly to improve the road 

network.  You will not sell that unless some of the money goes back to improving the road network for the 

people that are paying the charges.  That is the political reality and I would say that that would be the justice 

in it too.  There is enough money here to share it around.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  Just as a slight aside, in the east we are not very well served by river 

crossings but we do have the A406, which has been invested in over time, to three or four lanes in places.  In 

south London you have something that is supposed to be called the A205, the ring road in the south.  That is 

not even more than the village street sometimes.  How do we get these inconsistencies in investment and how 

would you overcome that? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The Automobile Association):  There is no doubt that your analysis is 

right and it has caused congestion in south London.  The North Circular is a bypass for traffic and it is 



 

 

 

dedicated.  The South Circular was never invested in.  There were plans for tunnels actually in the 1980s and 

1990s but they never materialised.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  Part of the problem, of course, is that parts of the South Circular are village streets.  They go 

through town centres.  I commend the work of the Roads Task Force, whenever that was.  They did discuss 

these issues at great length and I thought they came to some pretty sensible conclusions about that. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  It is a compromise. 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  It will always be a compromise. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  A quick look at car clubs now.  

 

Navin Shah AM:  In January 2015 there were some 135 car club members in London.  TfL of course is very 

keen to increase their membership and that is why it launched its action plan to increase the membership of car 

clubs. 

 

The question I have to guests is: what evidence is there that car clubs reduce congestion?  If I can start with 

Rachel, because you have talked about doing things differently and the car clubs initiative is one of them, how 

much do you believe it contributes to reduction in congestion?  Is there evidence of that? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Again, it is something that 

potentially it is quite hard to untangle different impacts and prove links, but one of the things that is quite 

positive about car clubs is the potential for cultural shift, which is important.  Like with the Congestion Charge, 

the people move away from seeing the car as their own personal property to it being part of shared mobility, it 

being part of a system.  That is positive.  The actual numbers are still relatively low, and I know that TfL is 

concerned that maybe quite a lot of these trips are concentrated in more central areas where potentially the 

greatest shift away from the car you could get in more outer London areas.  I am wondering if there is 

potential for TfL to take a more active role perhaps in regulating even provision because at the moment the car 

clubs are not necessarily where they would lead to the greatest benefit. 

 

I have also seen some research from a student of mine who has done some research in the area that suggested 

that car clubs are not necessarily attracting the kinds of people who are currently driving more as well.  The 

picture is kind of mixed.  There is a cultural impact, but the benefits are relatively low at the moment, although 

that might change. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  You mentioned TfL’s role.  Can the Mayor of London have ideas or what can the Mayor do 

to increase the impact of car clubs?  Is there anything the Mayor can do differently or more? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  I do not know exactly what the 

specific powers are in this area, but maybe there is the case for increasing powers because, if this is going to 

become a more significant part of the way in which people travel, then we need to manage it more, like we 

need to manage freight and servicing more and so on, in the same way that we manage public transport 

systems more.  At the moment the market is not providing those services where they are most needed and 

where they may be most useful. 

 



 

 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Yes.  Where the Mayor can intervene, it is things like offering 

preferential parking for car clubs at the end of the road.  That makes it easier.  They have had this in Glasgow.  

One car club had the preferential parking and then they lost the tender to have it.  They still had car club 

members but they did not have that parking and so they had to find alternative parking.  I have seen an 

estimate of 150,000 users in London.  By 2020 there might be 1 million - I think that is quite optimistic - and it 

says that that could take up to 200,000 cars off the road. 

 

Often, in the work we have done, people who join the car clubs do not have a car but they want a car to go to 

Sainsbury’s on the Friday or they want a car for the weekend to go out of town.  In terms of that, it is not 

actually reducing the number of cars.  It is giving other people who do not have a car easier access to a car 

when they need it.  In terms of congestion, I am not convinced it is a major player.  There may be some other 

benefits, but in terms of congestion it is fairly minimal.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  Stephen, you have been very strongly advocating the issues about congestion in outer 

London.  For outer London, there is major planned growth.  Could this be something that can actually help 

congestion?  What can be done? 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I do not know because I am not very familiar with the evidence.  I do agree with what my colleagues 

have said.  First of all, car clubs have been on offer for a long time in London.  I was sitting around this table 

three or four years ago and we were banging on about it.  It has not happened in London except a little bit in 

the centre. 

 

Secondly, if it going to work, you need a high density of vehicles available.  If it is going to be useful to you, 

you have to be able to get one when you need it.  That means it is very hard to make it work in the kind of 

areas you just mentioned in outer London.  The cost of doing that, arguably, would be very large. 

 

If you are proposing that a Mayor should put resources into encouraging car clubs, you would have to 

demonstrate those resources would not be better spent in improving cycling or better bus services or 

something to achieve the objective.  Edmund’s [King] point is a strong one.  If you had lots of car club vehicles 

available, there is a risk that people who do not currently drive will find them easily available and start driving 

them.  There is a balance there.  The evidence is very unclear about where the balance lies.  It is not a panacea, 

in my view. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  I would agree with Edmund [King] and Stephen.  We 

are trying to look at ways of taking cars off the road and it would probably be more helpful if the people who 

would go to a car club would maybe use private hire or a taxi or public transport, to be honest, rather than 

engage with driving another car on the road. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Another question I have on this is that you have different models of car clubs, parking 

provision and stuff.  Do you reckon car clubs without designated parking spaces encourage people to drive 

more?  Is that the case? 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  In a number of boroughs now they 

are allowed to park in the Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) area, I have noticed.  As Edmund [King] says, the 

evidence is not necessarily that it is shifting people from owning cars, although potentially it is stopping people 

from buying cars who might otherwise have bought cars.  I generally agree that the impact is currently 



 

 

 

relatively limited and the density needed is quite high and so it would need substantial resources put into in 

order to make that available to people in outer London. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  I have my final question before we bring this panel to a close.  If there 

was one thing you could do to tackle congestion in London, what would it be?  If there is one international city 

that has some good things going on that we should be looking at, which one would it be?  Who would like to 

go first?  

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  There is one thing that could make a difference and TfL has 

started to look at it and it is about efficiency of the road network.  It is looking at the automated traffic light 

system, the SCOOT system, which is state-of-the-art but there is a study being conducted to show that it 

could be more efficient.  There are lots of junctions in London that hold up buses for no particular reason.  You 

then get bus congestion, etc.  London is always going to be a problem, but if you can make the most of the 

scarce resource, that traffic light system would help a lot.   

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  What do you think about the idea that was mooted a couple of years 

ago in relation to turning the traffic lights off at around about, say, 9.00 pm or something? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The Automobile Association):  Yes, there are some areas where it can be 

done where there are not high pedestrian densities.  It was a problem with pedestrians crossing the road.  Yes, I 

believe there are some, particularly in outer London, where that could be done and would be effective. 

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  In terms of an international city, is there any place you think has good 

practice we should look at? 

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  I mentioned in terms of tunnels there are other cities that are 

looking at it like Boston and Paris. 

 

Grant Davis (Chairman, London Cab Drivers Club):  I am along the lines of more taxi and bus corridors, to 

be honest, getting people on to public transport, away from the main road, having the roads and designated 

areas and, like Edmund [King] said, the rephasing of the lights.  There is nothing worse than sitting at 

junctions where they seem to be red for a very, very long time and you think, “If they were to go green, then 

all these people behind me could get moving”.  That would be a real help, actually. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  If I could just say something on 

rephasing junctions, it would imply disbenefits for others and the others may be pedestrians.  It is not benefits 

for all.   

 

Edmund King OBE (President, The AA):  Buses, though, benefit. 

 

Dr Rachel Aldred (Reader in Transport, University of Westminster):  Yes, but we need to remember 

pedestrian movement and pedestrian congestion, too.  In terms of what we should do, I would go for 

reallocating road space because that encourages sustainable modes and encourages more efficient modes.  It 

has so many co-benefits and health is really important and reallocating road space to walking and cycling and 



 

 

 

more sustainable modes.  My example for this: I have a number but I will use the example of Paris because 

Paris is very car-choked.  It is challenging to do that, but the fact that they are going to take the Right Bank 

and all these roundabouts and give the space over primarily to walking and cycling is really ambitious and 

courageous and we should learn from it.   

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  I would want to do something that potentially might do something for the whole of London.  I 

would want to get away from this concentration we have all the time on the centre of London.  There are miles 

and miles and miles of people doing their business all over the suburbs and we have outlined between us - I 

think we are all agreed - the nature of the problem we face and the lack of road space.  We have to face up to 

that.   

 

I do not know what the answer is, but for me the first step would be to go back to the subject of how we might 

use that road space more effectively and efficiently through charging for it and doing intelligent things with 

the revenue, not go public with it, but to think carefully about what it might do, what the charges might be 

and how it might improve the situation, how much money it would raise, have a debate about how we are 

going to use the money, and see if it offers something new.  I do not see any other way out of it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Any international city you think we should look at? 

 

Professor Stephen Glaister CBE (Professor of Transport and Infrastructure, Imperial College 

London):  It is difficult because London was in the lead with this and the world looked at London and still 

does look at London.  You could look at Stockholm.  They have had a system in place for a long time and 

Singapore.  There are many cities that have been these things work. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Lovely.  Brilliant.  Thank you very much indeed.  You have given us lots 

of food for thought as we start our investigation on this, so thank you, Grant, Edmund, Rachel and Stephen for 

your contributions.  If there is something that you suddenly think, “I wish I had said that and I did not”, please 

do write to us because we are taking lots of evidence and this is our big investigation over the next few 

months.  Thank you very much.   


