
 

 

 

Appendix 3 
 

Transport Committee – 8 September 2016 
 

Transcript of Item 6 – Traffic Congestion (Second Panel) 
 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  I know some of our guests, if not all of them, having been listening in 

to the previous session. 

 

My first question to you all as an opener is: how do you think traffic congestion has changed in London over 

the last few years?  Has it gone up significantly?  Is it occurring at different times and places, and what do you 

think the main causes are? 

 

Actually, I should have introduced you all.  That was very rude of me.  We have the panel here today.  Some 

have been before us and some have not and so I ought to start off.  We have Dr Aruna Sivakumar, who is a 

Lecturer in Transport Studies at Imperial College.  Welcome, Aruna.  Thank you for coming along today.  

Stephen Joseph is Chief Executive for Campaign for Better Transport.  Paul Gerrard, who is the Operations 

Director for the National Joint Utilities Group (NJUG), deals with all the roadworks in London.  David Leam is 

the Infrastructure Director for London First.  Welcome along.   

 

You have heard my first question giving the overall picture on congestion in London.  Would you like to start, 

Aruna? 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  In the first place, the 

question that was put to me when I received the email invitation was: what are we trying to address, really?  As 

Rachel [Aldred] mentioned earlier, how do we measure congestion if it is about average travel speeds?  That 

could be affected by a lot of different things.  It is not just about how many people are able to use the system 

effectively but it is about the fact that more of the road network is being reclaimed for other purposes and so 

on.  Even if the Congestion Charge had a very strong and good impact in terms of letting only people who 

really need to be in London come in, travel times and congestion have presumably increased because we have 

taken some of that space away from these people now to better use it for more sustainable modes, improve 

public transport and so on.  That leads to congestion.   

 

The question really should be: what are we addressing?  Is it really about making sure that people can get from 

A to B faster by road or is it that they can get from A to B period?  That is more my perspective.  If you are 

going to specifically answer that question of congestion in terms of travel times or average speeds, it is really 

an incomplete picture.  To answer the complete picture, I would have to do a lot more analysis.  I do not have 

an answer offhand for you on that. 

  

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  We have said in our evidence 

to the Committee that private car use in London has been falling for a number of years.  The issue is about the 

growth in commercial traffic, where delivery vans now make up 13% of all motorised urban traffic, and INRIX, 

which has been quoted by a lot of people, talks about the impact of planned roadworks.  They say a 362% 

increase since 2012, and that is reflected in the latest TfL monitoring report on the TfL Lane Rental Scheme 

(TLRS).  I am sure my neighbour will have views on this.  Those seem to us to be among the reasons. 

 



 

 

 

Actually, more generally, if you look around the city, particularly in the centre, it is a growing city, there is lots 

of construction work and that does involve the closure of roads and offices of City Road.  That road keeps 

being closed because there are large blocks of flats and other things being built all over it.  There is a limit to 

how far you can keep open the existing road network while the scale of development that is happening in 

London continues: freight, roadworks and general development. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  There has been a perfect storm of all these things coming together 

perhaps in recent years.   

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Yes.  We can talk about it in 

more detail later, but that is a summary. 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  From my perspective and from the 

perspective of the NJUG members, we have seen an increase.  We are emergency services at the end of the 

day.  We have to attend to gas escapes; we have to attend to water leaks.  We have standard levels of 

agreement and we are challenged in reaching those within the timespans.  It is not just that we excavate and 

dig roads.  We are an emergency service.  We supply a service.  We have to get there within timeframes.  Yes, 

we have seen - and it is probably reminiscent of the extra building work that is going on - vehicles.  We have 

talked about vehicles.  We use HGVs.  We use large goods vehicles (LGVs).  We have to transport pipes.  We 

have to transport all of the materials.  We are part of it.  If London is growing, we are growing.  Yes, we have 

seen an increase. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  There is no doubt that congestion is steadily 

worsening, and if you look at the forward forecast from TfL over the next 10, 20 and 30 years, it is only going 

to get worse. 

 

There is a really important contextual point here.  Just looking back over the past couple of years, your perfect 

storm reference is a good one because, if you think about it, we did have the Roads Task Force with which I 

was involved at the time, but that did trigger a greater interest in roads on the part of TfL and it stimulated 

quite a big investment programme.  If you think about all the big junction works that have been taking place, 

tackling those old horrible 1960s gyratories and making them a bit more friendly for a modern city and the 

massive programme of cycling investment in the Superhighways, a lot of this of course was quite condensed 

because the Mayor was conscious he was coming towards the end of his time.  The perfectly understandable 

desire to do as much as quickly as possible meant there was a very considerable programme of TfL activity that 

has made the congestion problem a bit starker and a bit worse in the past couple of years.  Some of that will 

ease off as we get to a more TfL steady state, but there is certainly something about planning the programme 

of interventions on the road network a bit better in the round.   

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  I would like to add to 

that.  Just talking about this triggers a parallel analysis that has been undertaken both in academia and 

elsewhere.  Lots of people have been looking at the whole peak car phenomenon that was just alluded to, 

which is the idea that the driving peak has already arrived, in a sense, and now we are plateauing out and 

perhaps even reducing in terms of overall demand for driving.  That is something that has been analysed for 

over more than a decade. 

 

Just as I was alluding to in terms of congestion being not the core issue but what we are really addressing, in 

the same sense when it comes to the peak car issue, looking at the details - unpeeling the onion, if you will, 

whatever you want to call it - when you start looking at the data in greater detail, you see that a big part of 



 

 

 

the initial reduction that has been considered in driving has been the introduction of company cars, for 

instance, which happened heavily because of a change in taxation.  For private cars, in that sense, there has 

been a reduction again.  If you break it down, there has been a reduction in the number of young males who 

are driving but there has been an increase in the number of young females who are driving for other purposes.  

If you start looking at those kinds of details, the picture is very different and it is the same issue with 

congestion. 

 

If you start looking at whether travel times that have gone up, then why is it?  I do not disagree with the idea 

that there has been a significant increase in the number of commercial vehicles, service vehicles, minicabs and 

so on.  I do not disagree with that because the data is very obvious on that but we really need to get what is 

the question we are answering.  Do we need to just be able to help people go from A to B most efficiently?  Or 

is it about reducing travel times?  If you reduce travel times people will get on those routes.  It will induce 

demand and it will go right back up until it gets to the level where people can just about survive without 

complaining too much. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  I want to pick up on the point you mentioned about the drop in the number of 

young males driving but the increase in young women.  I have been driving since I was able to get my 

provisional licence and, looking back to all those years at college, all the girls were able to get insurance and 

some who did not get insurance were able to join their parents’, whereas for the boys it was still quite hard.  

Do you that this is still the continuing trend and that is why? 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  We do not have the 

data to draw obvious causal relationships unless we actually ask people and try to compare that with the 

acquisition of driving licences itself, but one of our theories is that it could be the increased cost of owning 

cars, insurance and so on that is leading to this.  There have been a number of reports that have come out of a 

collaboration between the Imperial College Centre for Transport Studies (CTS) and the University College 

London (UCL) CTS on this peak car issue funded by the RAC amongst others and that goes into a lot of these 

details.  Yes, you are right; that could be one of those. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Briefly on that, there are 

larger societal changes going here, particularly among young people in relation to, for example, the 

introduction of student loans and increased housing costs, which tend to reduce, particularly in London, the 

desirability and indeed ability to afford to own and run cars.  That is not just a London phenomenon but you 

see it here and that certainly comes of the work that Aruna referred to.   

 

There is some new national data that came out today from the Government’s National Travel Survey (NTS), 

which shows that what used to be the case, which that there were a standard number of trips that people 

usually made - people nationally used to make 1,000 trips a year when you took in work, shopping and so on - 

and that was stable for years, but now it has been dropping because of changes particularly in shopping as well 

as commuting patterns and now it is about 900 a year or thereabouts.  The authors of this commentary on 

travel, which is a detailed household-based travel survey that goes back to the 1960s, say that it looks as if 

some of the structural changes - internet shopping, for example - are starting to feed through to travel 

patterns.  Hence, behind the comments I made about declining private car use and rising vans, that may be one 

of the things that is going on there, declining trips to the shops, certainly car trips to the shops, but rising van 

use. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Shall we move on to look at buses?   

 



 

 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  I confess I am a driver but I am still very much reliant on buses and the Tube in 

terms of doing the nursery run in the morning, which would be a nightmare driving.  Then again, competing for 

space on the bus sometimes can be quite challenging in the morning. 

 

The reality is that a lot of people are using the buses, a really quick, efficient mode if we are looking at 

congestion and getting people out of cars - up to 80 people on a packed double-decker bus - but because of 

congestion on the road we are seeing drops in bus usage.  There have been massive improvements where 

dedicated bus lanes have cut the journey times and that is really good.  When I used to commute on the 133 

from Brixton to London Bridge, it was under 25 minutes straight on the bus lane, really good, but I confess 

that I have followed people when they press the green button and a load of people come off the bus because 

they are just jam-packed in traffic and the buses are not moving. 

 

To what extent do you think that the buses have an impact on congestion on London’s roads?  Why I ask is 

that one of the things we have been looking at is the big discussion around the pedestrianisation of Oxford 

Street and the reality that there are a number of different bus routes there.  Some of them going from one end 

to the other are empty.  Do you think our buses are contributing to congestion on the roads?  I come to you 

first, Stephen, and then Aruna. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  Buses, even in London, I 

would say, are almost a forgotten form of transport.  The last Mayor had strategies for everything except 

buses.  You had a spending strategy on everything.  The national Government has a rail strategy, a roads 

strategy and now a cycling and walking strategy.  There is no bus strategy. Yet they are critical.  They get 

people to work; in particular they get shift workers to work at night; the discussion we have just had about 

people without cars; they are vital and does not get recognised enough, I would say.  It is worth saying that in 

the business cases for transport planning bus users have a lower value of time than car users because they are 

generally thought to be paid less and that tends to have its own impact on the kind of justification for bus 

needs. 

 

We think there is a need to revalue buses and give them much more priority.  We want to see a rollout of 

dedicated bus lanes and bus priority.  The last panel talked about the need to give buses priority at secondary 

junctions.  Where you get buses coming out of side roads, they tend to get held up.  Buses are victims of 

traffic congestion as much as causes.  There are well-known graphics going back to a London Transport poster 

from the 1960s that went, “These 69 people in cars”.  It showed the 69 cars and how 69 people just on a road 

could all fit on one bus.  Buses are potentially an answer to congestion rather than a cause of it but they need 

to be planned for and given the appropriate priority.  

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Something that 

Stephen just said makes perfect sense: they are victims rather than instigators, in a sense.  There is a bit of a 

cyclical problem here in the sense that because congestion is bad buses are less reliable.  They do get from A 

to B in 25 minutes but depending on the level of congestion that could be 50 minutes or it could be a few 

minutes less and that reliability is a big issue.  People with higher values of time also have values attached to 

reliability and they choose modes according to the reliability of the travel times.  Buses get used less because 

they are less reliable.  If they get used less, then there is more congestion; the congestion leads to the buses 

becoming even less reliable.  There is a very difficult cyclical problem there that needs to be broken up. 

 

Buses could be a part of the solution to congestion because clearly part of that solution must be about getting 

more people on public transport and so in that sense they could be.  However, perhaps it is about breaking 

that cyclical problem somewhere - I am not an expert on determining the best routes for buses - and starting 



 

 

 

with looking at the routes the buses take and maybe avoiding or reducing the overlap of bus routes that use 

regular lanes of traffic as much as possible.  This may perhaps sound dramatic but it comes back to the fact 

that I am not an expert in bus routes, maybe even breaking up long bus routes so that you do not have them 

turning off arterials too much and you have feeder buses coming up to arterials or something.  They are part of 

the problem but they also suffer because of the problem and that needs to be broken up. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  There is one thing that I want to flag up with you, Paul, if you could help.  The 

Transport Committee went out to visit the Go Ahead Bus headquarters in Stockwell in July.  This will stick with 

me because we were quoted the figures for bus route 11, where the drivers said that in some instances on a 

journey that should have taken just under 45 minutes on average, they were being delayed by over 45 minutes 

just on one particular stretch.  They mentioned that it was a combination of roadworks and utility works on the 

roads.  Do you think there is any more that could be done to liaise with some of the different bus networks in 

terms of the range of works going on across London’s roads? 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  The answer to your question is yes, 

I do.  We need to be more co-ordinated throughout the whole industry with all the stakeholders.  We are 

moving in that direction.  Now we have to contact every bus authority where we are working to make sure we 

liaise with them.  We are now using more variable message signs  messaging boards that we have ever used 

before but they should be a counteract to the co-ordination; the co-ordination should be saying, “We are 

going to work in this place.  What do you need to do with buses?  How do we need to manage between us 

with the best co-operation so that the buses can flow?”   

 

The odd exception would be emergency works that happen then and there and that becomes a little bit harder 

to co-ordinate.  We do co-ordinate after the event.  We do make sure the bus stops are there.  We do our 

utmost.  We believe that we are now in a place on all planned works, where we contact the bus authority to 

say, “We are going to work here.” maybe one day, maybe two days, maybe four weeks, “What do you want us 

to do?  How can we work with you?”  In some instances we have contributed to diversions; some of our 

members have contributed to help the bus companies.  That is the best we are offering at the moment.  Yes, 

we can still better co-ordinate and there is an opportunity there to keep going up the ladder, saying better 

co-ordination, better collaboration and better co-operation. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  Buses are a good topic for the Committee.  They 

shift huge numbers of people; they shift many more people than some other forms of transport.  Stephen 

[Glaister] is right that they often do not get as much profile as some of the other modes and it is very clear 

that particularly in recent years there has been a big impact on delay and reliability.  Professor David Begg has 

done some work on this with the sector.  I would encourage you to get that - they have put some numbers on 

it - and to test that with TfL because it is quite worrying and it is affecting people’s lives.  There is a real cost 

to it as well in terms of the cost of running of the service, having to put on more buses.  There are some real 

problems there, looking at how bus reliability can be improved, at some of the priority measures or other 

measures, to better enforcement - whatever it is - to keep the buses operating on a timetable that is 

meaningful to people.   

 

There is also a separate issue with central London; your own study into Oxford Street, for example.  Central 

London is changing; that is the reality.  We are going to have to deal with this.  Increasingly central London will 

not be a place for vehicles.  That is the reality.  It is going to take time.  It is going to be very challenging for us 

to deal with this but it is going to have a big impact on how buses operate in the centre.  The only way Oxford 

Street can become pedestrianised, which probably is a desirable outcome, is to take a chunk of buses out.  

That means those routes will have to change and that will be politically challenging because these are things 



 

 

 

that people use.  We get used to our favourite buses.  We know where they are going.  People do not like 

those sorts of changes but it is the direction of travel. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  I have a couple of quick 

points.  First, the Hopper fare that comes in next week does make it at least a bit easier to split routes so that 

you can shorten them without the cost penalty.  Secondly, the outer London point is really important.  There 

are lots of places in outer London where you could have better bus services.  We, I am sure, will come to the 

WPL but the WPL is paying for the better bus services in outer London to help businesses get people to work 

differently.  It looks like a package that might be worth thinking about.  

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Let us look at roadworks.  

 

David Kurten AM:  Thank you for coming in, everyone.  I want to ask you a bit about roadworks.  There are a 

couple of specific things that have been brought in over the last six years or so.  One is the London Permit 

Scheme (LoPS), which you might know about, to try to mitigate the effect of lots of roadworks happening at 

the same time; and the TLRS, by which there was a charge of up £2,500 per day for some companies to do 

roadworks.  Do any of you have any comments on those two schemes and how effective they have been or any 

other ideas you might have to minimise the impact of roadworks on congestion? 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  If I start off just to let you know 

that in the utilities industry we are covered by 50 pieces of legislation and so excavating on the highway, really, 

is a minefield for us to do it.  

 

Bringing in more and more legislation does restrict us and we do not want restrictions; what we want to do is 

work with people, to work with the highways and with the people of London at the end of the day.  We are 

providing a service and we only excavate the roads to lay new services, to divert services, to replace under 

policy, so we are driven by those things, for example, recently the European Union Broadband Directive.  

Everybody wants broadband and there is no quick fix to putting broadband in there.   

 

Going back to the legislation, we have adopted the permit schemes, we have worked with highway authorities 

and within the footprint of National Grid we are now 80% permit schemes.  We are well used to the permit 

schemes and we are working with the highway authorities to refine them.  The problem we do have, even in 

central London, is there are 34 interpretations of the LoPS because there are 34 boroughs and so it is just 

depending on the framework that you work in. 

 

On top of that you have lane rental.  Now, the LoPS does what TLRS does; TLRS just puts the charge on top.  

The LoPS does what you need it to do.  If you work TfL you work through the LoPS, lane rental is just the 

charge on top.  What is the difference?  We are doing it anyway.  We do not see magnanimous benefits in it.  If 

I look at the TLRS, all the fees that are paid to that, they are going into the Innovation Fund.  If you evaluate 

the Innovation Fund, most of it is supplied by TfL.  It is not just the utility side.  We have to work together with 

the highways side and with the roadworks side because they cause as much congestion as we do. 

 

David Kurten AM:  Do you think the TLRS does not reduce congestion? 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  We do not see what the benefits 

are.  I reviewed the Ecorys report commissioned by the Department for Transport (DfT) and it rather sits on the 

fence.  It says neither one thing nor another.  We want to work now with the DfT to see what the next steps 

are and what the proposals are.  We have to be very careful.  If you do roll it out or the DfT does want to roll it 



 

 

 

out, we estimate it would cost every household in Britain £12 per annum on their bills.  That is the impact.  

What we do not want to be hiking the bills up; we want to do the work more efficiently.  We want to work in a 

co-ordinated, better manner and it is not always the stick that is going to work.  Sometimes is it the carrot?  

Give us the permit; we will pay for the permit and if we do it in one day less, kill the permit fee because the 

amount of congestion we have saved by doing it in one day less against the £400 permit fee is negligible.  

There is a bit of the carrot there instead of the stick all the time. 

 

David Kurten AM:  Are there any other ideas anyone else might jump in with, about how we could reduce 

congestion from roadworks? 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  In our evidence we referred to 

a Dutch scheme called Minder Hinder - reduce nuisance - which is essentially about better liaison, doing a 

holistic approach in liaising with people.  You might for example get employers to stagger arrival times or, say, 

offer a discount for customers using public transport during roadworks.  We thought that would be worth a 

look.  The Dutch have had some experience of doing this and they think it reduces congestion and also makes 

people feel a bit better and better able to adjust to roadworks.  We thought that might be helpful.  It is worth 

saying that there are three things going on here.  There are roadworks, which repairing a highway.  There are 

utility works, which are utilities under the highway.  There are construction schemes, which as I have said 

earlier, because of the level of construction going on in London, do take over parts of the public highway and 

the Mayor and the boroughs do have the Considerate Constructors Scheme and that could be enforced as part 

of planning consents so that you make sure that construction works do not take over more of the highway that 

they are supposed to and that some thought is given to impact on highways and roads generally. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  It is definitely worth having on your list, but it is not 

a new issue and it is not a major cause [of congestion].  However, I would absolutely get from TfL a breakdown 

of the data of those causes because the reality is if we are to have any impact on congestion, we are going to 

need to have that bit of performance management on all these different things that are causing the problem.  I 

remember on the Tube a few years ago, when we were having a period of relatively poor performance there, 

TfL absolutely did look at all the different causes of those problems and really targeted some resource, 

management time, leadership effort, at tackling them.  If there were a few things that we can make a 10% or 

20% difference on, that is worth having. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  I do not have much of 

a professional perspective on how much roadworks affect congestion and so I cannot quite speak on that but 

personally it occurs to me that if some of the routing tools - Just City Maps or Google Maps - had more 

accurate information about some of these roadworks, which it seems to me they do not, that might help 

people naturally reroute themselves more efficiently and maybe that would help a bit. 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  Picking up on that point, David, it 

has been noted that if you get it out on Twitter and any media you can use, it is amazing how many people 

start to avoid routes.  In our industry we are now putting more and more out and using different ways of 

communication.  It is slow on the take-up but it is getting there.  We have noticed.  We did it on one road and 

there was less traffic than there normally was and it helps matters because you think, “Where has all the traffic 

gone”, and it had disappeared.   

 

Going back to your original question against permits, the utility industry does 98% of all works within the 

specified period we have agreed with the highway authority so we are talking about 2% where we have delays.  

I do not disagree that for the 98% we are still working on the highway, but there are other key factors that will 



 

 

 

help us move forward.  We talk about the London Infrastructure Delivery Board (LIDB).  They know five years, 

eight years, ahead what is going to happen in London.  It helps us to get our reinforcement policies right.  

Industry is very wary about committing funds, as you all would be, to an eight-year project and then when it 

comes you think, “We have to do this” and there is an opportunity to better plan.  You know where the houses 

are going up; you know where the buildings are going up.  We know if there is enough gas, electricity, 

telecommunications in the system to supply it at the end of the day, and that is what we have to co-ordinate 

the more long-term.  We are now working through the whole of London to supply Battersea Power Station 

because there is not enough gas in the system.  We have a two-year project with TfL that is working really well.  

I have no doubt it is causing disruption but it is the best we can offer at the moment.  Once that is in, the 

whole of Battersea can have gas. 

 

David Kurten AM:  Thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  It has always seemed to me there is obviously an issue with utilities because they 

are always put down the middle of the road.  I remember when they were doing the expansion to the North 

Circular Road around Bounds Green a lot of the preparatory work they did to widen that road was to relocate 

some of the utilities to the side.  It did not impinge on the pedestrian footways but it was taken out of the 

middle.  Is there scope for doing that, particularly in new developments, ensuring that utilities do not -- 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group): There is a project going on in 

Ebbsfleet where all utilities are going together in one corridor off the highway.  So for future reference, it is all 

in one place, there is no congestion, and it is all there.  The challenge we have at the moment is we are trying 

to deal with this congestion and disruption and those mains, water mains, gas mains, have been in place since 

Victorian times but we are using them because we can use smaller pipes and greater pressures so it is less 

disruption. 

 

Coming back to your question on anything that we can do, we were approached in outer London to instead of 

going down the A406 to put 400 metres of main through a golf course.  We sought the wayleaves and it was 

all agreed.  Yes, it can be done. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM:  It has always struck me that whenever you see Thames Water in particular it says 

that a lot of its holes are investigative holes because there has never been any duty to plot where utilities are.  

The deregulation of the television and telephone utilities led to a lot more uncertainty as to what was actually 

under the road.  Is there something that can be done about that? 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  Yes.  Under NRSWA (New Roads 

and Street Works Act 1991) is the records code of practice which stipulates where we can put and where we 

should bury utilities and to what levels.  Also now I am part of the steering committee on PAS (Publicly 

Available Specification) 256, which is looking at a British standard of recoding apparatus below the ground.  

There are movements afoot to correct and enhance; you are right that dry holes are not good holes. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  We have seen since the creation of the GLA and TfL a big shift away from private vehicles 

towards public transport, which is a testament to the effectiveness of the devolution of transport to the Mayor.  

If I could start with Stephen, perhaps you could tell us to what extent you think convincing road users to 

change transport modes will help relieve congestion.  Is there the capacity within the public transport network 

to realise that? 

 



 

 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  First, yes, there is more 

potential, and second, there is capacity depending on where you are taking people.  Aruna talked about 

getting people from A to B.  Where A and B are can change so that if you, for example, have more 

development around railway stations, it is easier to get people to those by public transport.  If they are out in 

the wilds of industrial estates in the Lee Valley where there is lots of car parking and it is quite difficult to get 

public transport in there, you are going to get less public transport use. 

 

That is why in our evidence we talk about the importance of land-use planning and getting that right.  We 

know both TfL and Government nationally are more interested in having development around public transport 

hubs and along public transport corridors.  That way you get the virtuous circle of both having better public 

transport but having the funding from development to pay for the better public transport and for improving 

things.  We think that there are opportunities there around land-use planning. 

 

Boroughs in London pioneered what is known as Public Transport Accessibility Levels (PTALs), which is a way 

of measuring how accessible developments are by public transport and that gives you a way of targeting places 

that do not have good public transport, particularly in outer London.  There is always a tendency, as somebody 

said in the previous session, to talk about central London when you are talking about congestion, but actually 

a lot of the congestion is in outer London and needs to be addressed.  Using the PTAL system tied to land use 

planning looks like a good way of doing this.   

 

Will people switch?  They have switched in London.  There has been a huge change in London over the last 20 

years in terms of what percentage of people are driving versus what percentage of people are using public 

transport, and indeed walking and cycling, so there is clearly potential there, the combination of using the 

land-use planning system, so the Mayor’s transport strategy and London planning to work together on this.  

We will probably come to this but it is worth saying that not building big roads that will encourage car use and 

channel lots of traffic into places that should not have it is probably quite a good way of making sure you do 

get modal shift rather than not getting modal shift. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  What influences someone’s decision to drive rather than to use public transport?  There is 

an obvious one, which is whether public transport is available but what other influences are there? 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive, Campaign for Better Transport):  There are lots.  Walking and 

waiting time; relative speed and attractiveness, coming back to the bus priority issue you talked about earlier, 

and so on.  Then there are things that will tend to militate against public transport, like are you trying to carry 

things back from Ikea or something; in other words, large goods and things like that.  Accessibility: for many 

people, particularly if you are trying to carry more than one child around the place, the public transport system 

is not always brilliant at that.  There are a number of determinants. 

 

This is more Aruna’s territory than mine but there is quite a lot of good evidence about decision trees and 

things like that that dictate those sorts of things, but these are researchable and you can address them. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  The whole issue of 

modal shift is something I have been spending within a decade now working and developing models on; a 

couple of decades or nearly.  The kind of statistical models we develop clearly show us that it is not a simple 

problem, and that is something that is obvious to us.  It is not just about providing disincentives.  It is about 

providing a combination of disincentives and incentives and changing attitudes, and all of these come into play 

within that complex combination and circumstances in which people make these trips.  All of those have to be 

addressed, which is why in an academic context - and increasingly as we are moving it into practice by people 



 

 

 

like TfL and the DfT - we develop, from a layman’s perspective, some pretty complex statistical models to 

capture all of these within one framework, so that we can predict modal shifts as accurately as possible in 

response to policy changes.  If you have very simplistic models, then you would assume modal shifts when 

actually there are a lot of these effects in place, for example, as Stephen [Glaister] was saying, the purpose of 

travel. 

 

If you are travelling because you are carting kids from place A to place B, then the constraints of accessibility 

come into the picture.  Constraints of safety come into the picture because presumably a lot of kids cannot 

make it from A to B on their own.  I am reminded in this context of an article that my husband shared with me, 

which is that in Japan, for instance, kids of a very young age ride the Tube on their own.  They do not have to 

be driven to school.  Why is this?  Is it because there is naturally a sense of safety?  Yes, but there is also a 

communal sense of trust in the system in some senses.  Not to say that is going to easily happen in any other 

context or any other place, but I am saying the kind of things that go into what drives the choice of mode are 

very complex, considerations of safety, for instance, for young children being a big one. 

 

Attitudes come back to one of Richard’s favourite topics, cycling.  We have been doing a lot of statistical 

modelling.  Traditionally, a lot of the mode shift models that we developed tend to look at pretty good shifts 

of mode between private vehicle and public transport in response to things like pricing, in response to things 

like improved public transport accessibility and improved reliability of public transport.  These models do pretty 

well in those contexts in terms of predicting what will happen to mode shifts, but they do very poorly in 

predicting what will happen if you had infrastructure investment in cycling, for instance, simply because what 

drives those shifts are very attitudinal.  It is about what people think of cycling as.  Is it the sort of elitist, 

middle-aged, white male commuting to work kind of mode?  It is not something I would not consider unless I 

was just doing an off-the-road recreational biking thing.  I would not consider going to work on it kind of 

thing.  All of these are attitudes that are not necessarily correct, but an attitude is an attitude and you have to 

work against those changes. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  When you are talking about a creative sense of safety, yes, the shift we have seen there has 

been no change in walking and cycling has doubled but only for 1% to 2%.  If you create a sense of safety by, 

for example, having segregated cycle lanes, is this the sort of thing that is going to encourage -- 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Some of the models 

that we are developing are exactly trying to get at that.  Can we get at what is really going to drive these mode 

shifts, especially towards walking and cycling?  Yes, as far as cycling is concerned, a big part of it is a sense of 

perceived safety.  In addition to a sense of belonging to the cycling community, which is something that 

people do not easily feel, and that is something that is harder to push and a lot of that has to be pushed 

through the right marketing and advertising campaigns and getting people on board.  Santander Bikes have 

done a great deal in terms of getting people used to the idea of, “I can cycle too.  It is not just an elitist thing”. 

 

Segregated bike lanes could be one of those where you would have truly cycle highways where they are not 

concerned about people who are not regular commuters on cycle.  Even if you had a segregated lane, which is 

a lane but they have a car next to them or a bus next to them they are still uncomfortable with that concept.  

This partly depends on where they grew up cycling perhaps.  Perhaps they grew up cycling in a neighbourhood 

or a town where big buses and big cars were less of an issue.  

 

Tom Copley AM:  David, can I bring you in on the issue of modal shift and how we can get more of a modal 

shift, either to public transport or into cycling and walking? 

 



 

 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  In particular it is zeroing in on the problem that we 

most care about.  If our starting point here is that we have a congestion problem, I guess it is drilling into the 

data.  What are the areas where we have the biggest problems?  What are the times of day?  I find myself 

having to keep reminding myself of that and stepping back, because you do quickly blur London all together at 

the same time and there are very different problems in different areas at different times of day. 

 

In central London, for example, car travel has fallen in the last four years.  I was slightly surprised by that.  That 

is including minicabs and private hire.  It is not surprising when you think that the space has shrunk and we 

have had lots of other things, so there is less scope there in a way.  Then, if we are talking about people driving 

in one bit of outer London to another bit of outer London, it is a different sort of solution in a way.  What is it 

that we are doing?  Is it better orbital links?  Is it information?  It is a harder challenge. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  I was just thinking that 

the interesting thing is congestion itself is a good disincentive to driving in some sense.  If we were to support 

it with the right kind of improvements and accessibility to the rail network or the cycle network, that is the one 

way we would be able to shift more. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Could you tell us about electric cars and whether or not they can relieve some of the 

problems such as noise and pollution? 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Noise and pollution 

absolutely, yes, especially - and probably crucially - if electricity generation were also cleaner because, 

otherwise, we do not really get the same benefits.  You would have to have clean electricity generation for 

electric vehicles to truly have that air quality effect.  Local air quality will be affected hugely but in the wells-

to-wheels scheme of things not necessarily. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Yes, it is no good if you take pollution off the road and it comes up somewhere else. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Yes, exactly. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you very much. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  There is a massive policy challenge on things like 

electric vehicles and autonomous vehicles.  I absolutely do have sympathy with policymakers at TfL because, if 

I am looking at the Tube and rail, I can feel reasonably confident in championing Crossrail 2 as, by the time 

that gets around, it still feels like it will be the sort of thing that we need.  The pace of change on the roads 

with different sorts of technologies that are emerging and the like, it is very hard to plan for the future - to 

know precisely how these things are going to interact with each other - and so that future proofing challenge 

is an enormous one. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  That is an interesting point about planning. 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  Tom, electric cars, cycle way is great 

but each one needs a point.  Each one needs another explanation. 

 



 

 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  I would say that there are some 

non-excavation things.  TfL did in the past do the Smarter Travel Sutton and certain behaviour change 

programmes, which involved talking to the people who generate travel: schools, businesses and hospitals.  

There are the opportunities that we saw at the Olympics for getting more leisure travel on to public transport 

through German-style combo tickets that have combined match day and public transport tickets for people 

coming from outside London to matches in London.  Those kinds of things do not involve utilities digging up 

roads but they are very useful, flexible fares and that kind of thing. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Let us move on to road charging.  

 

Caroline Russell AM:  We have heard a lot about how we use our road space today.  We also heard some 

surprise expressed by Stephen Glaister in the earlier session that road pricing was not adopted when 

Ken Livingstone [former Mayor of London] brought in the Congestion Charge.  The Review of Charging 

Options for London (ROCOL) report was produced before the Assembly began a non-political assessment of 

how to tackle congestion and how to use our roads more efficiently.  One of the options in there was road 

pricing.  Another one was the Congestion Charge in the smaller area in the middle. 

 

To start off with, to what extent do you think the current Congestion Charge has been effective at limiting 

congestion in central London?  I have lots of other things to ask about and so just be quick on this one. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  It was a success.  It succeeded at reducing vehicle 

movements and we reallocated that space to bus services and a bit of pedestrianisation.  That was a good 

thing.  Of course, having reallocated that space, the gains then disappeared after that and so we have 

stagnated a bit since then and the question has to be: what next? 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Indeed, I am coming to that.  Does anyone else want to say anything on the current 

Congestion Zone?   

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  The striking thing is that no one at the last election 

was talking about getting rid of it, were they?  That is how embedded it is in London now. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Yes.  In fact, I think everyone - Caroline, you would be able to say - was talking about 

road pricing as another way of doing things, but, while we currently have the Congestion Charge, do you think 

that the cost of the Congestion Charge needs to be increased and perhaps current exemptions reviewed, 

particularly in comparison to the rises that we have seen in public transport fares?  Should people who are 

driving be paying a bit more while we still have a Congestion Zone? 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  When you look at where you 

go next with congestion charging, there is a very wide range of things that need to be thought about.  Just 

increasing the costs within the exemptions of the current scheme is one thing that needs to be thought about 

but there are a number of others. 

 

If, as I said and other people have said in previous sessions, one of the issues is outer London and congestion 

around there, then one needs to look at extending the Charge and having other zones.  There has been a lot of 

talk about, for example, a zone around Heathrow Airport.  Perhaps we will talk about this separately, but 

looking at the WPLs. 



 

 

 

 

Also, if you are going to have the rather broader road user charging scheme that you were talking about with 

Stephen Glaister and others in the previous session, that can only happen if it is linked to another thing that 

you asked about, which is devolving Vehicle Excise Duty (VED).  You need to be able to play with different 

packages of road charging.  The decisions the Government makes about what happens with VED ought to be 

linked to this.  There is an argument if £0.5 billion is raised from Londoners in VED maybe you could raise that 

differently, spend it differently and run it more locally.  That is clearly a matter for the national Government 

but if you did that you might open the way to a more general road user charging scheme. 

 

The short answer to your question: you need to look at the options for future congestion and road charging in 

the round, not necessarily just going for increasing the costs of the current scheme. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  I would agree with Stephen on that.  It is looking at 

the geography of it.  The occurrence of congestion at the moment is wider than the current scheme, but also 

trying to have a bit more variance in it.  The fact that we have a flat charge to cross a cordon and that there is 

not then at least some variability of price taking into account the fact that congestion varies over the course of 

the day.  Other schemes have that.  The Stockholm scheme that was mentioned in the session earlier has three 

levels of price, for example.  Just some element of variance will help sharpen the incentives for people.  That 

would probably have a bigger impact than the actual level, I suspect. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  That is something I 

completely agree with.  The important thing perhaps in the next stage is really a variance.  For instance, trying 

to spread the peak because, at the end of the day, it is about whether we have capacity in the off peak or on 

the shoulders of the peak that in many cases we do.  Admittedly, there are some routes that will struggle to 

find that capacity but many routes can afford to have a spreading of peaks. 

 

Peak pricing or pricing that helps spread the peak would be a big part of that picture, except that will also have 

to be combined with some other incentives, potentially starting from the workplace.  This is something that 

was mooted in the United States many decades ago: encouraging workplaces - big employers - to shift their 

start times, stagger their start times so that people can comfortably come in staggered during the morning and 

the peak naturally spreads itself, for example. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Bringing us back to the congestion/road charging things, one of the other things that 

the Mayor is thinking about at the moment obviously is pollution.  We are hearing ideas for a T-charge.  We 

are hearing ideas for a ULEZ with different kinds of geographical boundaries.  Do you think that London 

should be looking at one scheme or do you think that this patchwork of schemes is something that can be 

made to work? 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  That is a very good question.  It is perfectly possible 

to have a patchwork of schemes so long as there are some interactions between them and it is comprehensible 

from the consumer point of view.  One of the things that I am concerned about is exactly that we are having a 

bit of a flowering of lots of different sorts of schemes with slightly different objectives.  How coherent that 

would be in the round there has to be a question about and so looking at how some of these things can 

interact because they inevitably will interact.  The ULEZ is very interesting and I absolutely applaud the 

Mayor’s ambition to tackle air quality in London.  That is a very positive thing, but the T-charge is probably 

more straightforward. 

 



 

 

 

The bigger and earlier ULEZ is quite ambitious and it will be quite challenging making that work.  There will be 

lots of groups that will be keen to work with TfL and the Greater London Authority (GLA) to make sure that 

something is developed that is deliverable there.  That will take some time and I am glad they have given 

themselves a period to work that through. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  All I want to say is that this is 

one area where there are some things that could be learned from other cities and other countries.  We referred 

in our evidence to Milan, which has a combined congestion charge and Low Emissions Zone (LEZ) that they 

call the Ecopass, and that is an attempt to tackle both at once.  Some of the things that Paris has been doing 

head in that direction as well.  We have also referred to Rotterdam and LEZs and this is one area where it 

would be worth seeing what the experience from other cities and other countries is and what the effect is both 

on congestion and on pollution. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  Of course, tackling congestion will itself have some 

air quality benefits.  That might not be quite as strong as the other way around, I suspect. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  Yes, exactly.  You need to look 

at both and the fact that Milan has already effectively amalgamated those seems like an interesting model to 

go and look at. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  For politicians people have expressed views that it is very difficult to get people to 

think about paying for the roads differently and thinking about the external costs of using cars.  We heard 

quite a lot about the external costs of using cars in terms of health and congestion and in terms of traffic 

collisions in the last session.  If you were going to explain to politicians so that they can explain it to the 

communities that they represent, how would you explain the benefits of a road pricing scheme? 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Fundamentally it is 

about ensuring you get closer to a state where people are paying the real price of travelling - which is getting 

closer to what Stephen was saying - and that we are spreading the utilisation of road capacity. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  It is about whether it can only 

be placed in a wider “what kind of city do you want to live in” context, clean air and safe streets.  It is about 

those kinds of public goods that people want: do you want your kids breathing in horrible air?  Those are the 

kinds of things that will sell this. 

 

I have noticed that this is happening not just in London but even the new proto-mayor in Manchester, 

Tony Lloyd, has started to say that that is the justification for doing radical things about traffic in a city that 

has previously rejected congestion charging.  It is about a wider conversation than simply traffic. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  I agree with Stephen and with what Stephen Glaister 

was saying earlier as well, not to try to rush to a particular scheme and say, “This has to happen now”, but to 

start that conversation about how London is going to evolve.  The fact is, of course, this is not a new thing.  

We pay for road use in London now in different ways: if we use a river crossing, if we travel into the central 

zone, by virtue of emissions.  We are going to have new emissions charges and so it is about how these things 

are going to evolve.  The fact is that looking forward congestion is going to get worse.  There are doubtless 

more things that TfL can do to try to bring that down, but it will still get worse unless there are other things 



 

 

 

that we can do.  We will have a choice: that we either ration space through people queuing for it, and all the 

negative impacts that has, or we find other things like managing demand through price in some way. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you.  Finally, the WPL idea: what would be the next steps for bringing a WPL 

into London?  We have heard Heathrow and I believe Hounslow are possibly interested in doing a WPL. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  Very briefly, we have done 

quite a lot of work on this and in fact we have published a briefing that Nottingham City Council did for us, 

which is on our new thought leadership website, which says what has happened as a result of the levy there.  

Their view is that it has worked.  We have given the detail in our evidence about how it has worked.  There was 

a huge battle particularly with Boots, which is a major Nottingham employer and which manages to be half in 

and half out of the city council area, so it was a kind of wicket issue for them.  This has made a difference to 

congestion and traffic, while Nottingham has been one of the places outside London with some of the 

strongest job growth in the last few years and so it has not harmed the economy. 

 

What should happen next?  There should be a pilot with TfL and one or more boroughs to look at this.  

Hounslow is a borough that has expressed interest in this.  They have a scrutiny committee inquiry going on 

looking at exactly that.  Hounslow looks like a very interesting place to do it because it has a large number of 

business parks with a lot of car parking spaces and some quite low PTAL scores.  It works politically because 

you have the potential to have a conversation with the business community that says, “Look, you have a 

serious congestion problem around your sites.  We can help you.  If you pay this much as a levy, what would 

you like on the other side of the ledger?  Would it be about, for example, reopening the freight line from 

Southall to Brentford, which means that Skye and the other places at Brentford get a decent public transport 

link?  Is it about orbital bus services?”  There are a range of things and you could have a proper conversation 

with the business community, which is what is going on in Cambridge and Oxford, two other cities that are 

actively investigating this.  We say, pilot it with a borough.  Try an outer London borough particularly.  That 

looks like a sensible place to try it because of commuting being still a principal cause of congestion there. 

 

Caroline Russell AM:  Thank you. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  We need to see some data, but with that caveat it is 

worth a look.  I do not think anyone has looked at this for quite some time.  We need to look at where is the 

workplace parking in London?  You talk about it and people will immediately think this is about targeting 

bankers driving into central London or something like that, and the reality is that there are not many of those 

people doing that.  There is a car park in the bottom of my building.  It used to be a car park.  It is now a 

trendy architects’ office.  They have converted it.  That is what is happening in Central London because it is 

valuable real estate and firms do not want car parks there.  They want to be able to use that space and to sell it 

and are looking at that.  There might be a bit in central London that might raise some money or it might 

change some people[’s behaviour1].  Elsewhere you need to be clear about what alternatives and choices 

people have.  The examples that Stephen said are interesting but I can immediately feel the political heat dial 

dialling up a little bit on that one, but let us have a look. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  I would just add to 

that.  I do not know if this is the plan but I would actually combine WPLs with some sort of an incentive, 

perhaps a benefit in terms of enabling cycling, for instance. 

 

                                                 
1 Clarified by David Leam following the meeting 



 

 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  The Nottingham package 

included a large amount of work with employers to look at how they could change travel behaviour, through to 

car sharing, cycling and public transport use.  Bearing in mind also that the Nottingham scheme was 

deliberately designed to pay for, among other things, tram extensions so it was part of a package.  The result is 

that their public transport load share is about 40% now, which is one of the highest outside London.  It is a 

really remarkable change. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Thank you very much.  Let us move on to looking at road infrastructure 

now.  

 

Keith Prince AM (Deputy Chairman):  If you were here earlier you will probably recognise these questions 

and so I will try to roll a couple up together.  It is around whether we think that if we were to build more roads 

that would relieve congestion.  Could I add to that: could that be through tunnelling and how would we pay for 

that? 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  The answer is we do not think 

that new roads will help congestion.  It is terribly tempting.  The view from the driver’s windscreen is this big 

bottleneck there and if we just built a flyover or put in a new river crossing it would absolutely solve the 

problem, and you just know that it would move the traffic jam just down the road.  Particularly, we have done 

a lot of work on the new river crossings.  We think that it will channel more traffic into town centres and 

communities either side of the river adding to congestion and pollution in those places and potentially 

promoting more car-based development in those places.  We are supportive of river crossings but not more 

road river crossings. 

 

I heard the comments about tunnelling.  They are very expensive.  We have been quite involved in the trans-

Pennine road tunnel.  Nobody has yet been able to answer the question: how do you avoid the problems that 

the Swiss had with some terrible crashes and fires in some of their tunnels, as a result of which freight vehicles 

- who are the people who say they really, really want these road tunnels - have had to be banned from them 

because there are huge safety issues.  With the trans-Pennine tunnel there has been a lot of work done.  It has 

not really addressed any of those issues, so we would not see that as a model for London and we think that for 

London new roads will worsen rather than solve the congestion and other problems. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  I am in a slightly different position to Stephen on 

this but I certainly do not think they are a panacea.  We are not where we were 30 years ago when roads were 

seen as a solution to everything and the solution would just be to whack in some big highways right into the 

middle and get those pesky houses out of the way.  We are 1 million miles from that now, but the fact is that 

other cities around the world have selectively put some big roads underground to provide a bit more capacity 

and make the surface a better place, and not just American cities, cities like Stockholm and Oslo have done this 

as well.  It is not a blanket thing but identifying in a couple of places where there may be options to 

underground existing roads, to maybe provide a little more capacity, certainly provide better flow and better 

places on the surface.  The Hammersmith one that people have talked about before seems a pretty obvious 

example.  It does terrible things to the area around there.  If that was removed you might make flow better.  

You might make the service better.  They are expensive.  They are difficult.  You would have to toll them for 

them to ever possibly get them off the ground, but it is worth a look. 

 

On the river crossings to the east I do support those.  The Silvertown Crossing that is being put forward at the 

moment is a good proposition.  We are desperately short of connectivity there, but this is new connectivity.  It 

is an area that badly lags behind in road infrastructure and connections and I completely understand - and your 



 

 

 

question is a good one - it is not fair that people in East London will have to pay to cross the river when those 

in the west do not.  It is simply not fair.  But the only way we are going to get anything happening in that area, 

which we have been trying to do for decades now, is for that tolling package to be there to both manage 

demand and pay for it.  That is a good option.  I would also like to see options east of Silvertown looked at. 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  From a utilities perspective, I look at 

it as not the new roads it is all the interconnections to the old roads that causes the problems.  I did one on 

there, 45, 46, at the moment and it has taken three years and I do not see any.  I do not perceive to see any 

benefits for sitting in there for three years, so it is all the interconnections you have to make to the existing 

infrastructure and do people want things now or do they want it in 15 years’ time? 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  The demand 

perspective is two thoughts: that some amount of it will be needed to implement connectivity as David was 

just saying and from another perspective it is important to keep in mind that any additional road construction 

is going to lead to induced demand, as long as we keep that in mind. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Lovely.  Let us move on to car clubs.  

 

Navin Shah AM:  I do not know if you heard the responses of the previous panel on this particular topic.  

What impact do you think can any increase in car club membership have on reduction of congestion? 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  To add to what was 

discussed earlier, we have had a lot of research that we have undertaken trying to understand how the demand 

for car clubs has been developing and will develop.  A lot of that research clearly shows that the people who 

are shifting to car clubs and have shifted so far are people who are not necessarily currently drivers.  A good 

number of those people are people who use public transport and, in that sense, it is not necessarily improving 

the congestion problem in any sense. 

 

There is something that Rachel [Aldred] said which is very relevant.  That is if this then starts shifting the 

attitude towards less car ownership, then in the long term you might see some benefit.  Having said that, there 

is also a lot of research and statistical analysis that is showing that young people - the younger cohorts that are 

coming up - are naturally less likely to own cars, so in fact car clubs could be encouraging these people who 

are less likely to own cars and, therefore, less likely to drive, to start driving after all because it is becoming 

easier to drive without owning a car.  I am not entirely convinced that the argument for car clubs, in terms of 

reducing congestion, is sound in any sense. 

 

If that were about using car clubs only in a car sharing manner, in other words, you cannot have single drivers 

using car clubs but you have to share cars going from one place to another, then I can see that there would be 

some benefit but otherwise I am not convinced about -- 

 

Navin Shah AM:  What can the Mayor and TfL do in both instances?  One is a knock-on effect and, yes, let 

us say car sharing initiatives as well. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  If you want to improve 

car sharing it is pretty obvious what you need to do is provide more space for these cars to be parked 

somewhere and a larger fleet to be available.  That is basically what is needed.  The fact that insurance and car 

ownership is getting more expensive, especially as you have the LEZs coming into place, people will be forced 



 

 

 

to own newer cars.  That might naturally push things in that direction, but I am questioning whether that is in 

fact at all a solution to congestion and so far the evidence does not suggest that it is at all. 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  I will take a slightly more 

optimistic view because this refers to the earlier conversation about modal shift and cultural change, and it 

seems to me that one of the things that car clubs do is that they delay the age and possibly negate people 

buying cars and owning them. 

 

Again, moving this from a central and inner London conversation to an outer London conversation, this is a 

potentially interesting area for unhooking outer London from individual car ownership, looking at suburbia and 

how you can reduce car use and car dependence in suburban outer London.  Car clubs could be very 

interesting in that.  It is also worth noting that what car clubs and Carplus have been doing is also going into 

employers, so that instead of traditional pool cars you have a car club that is available.  That has had some 

effect in London but particularly outside London and other cities, so we would argue that there is definitely 

something there that needs continued investigation.  The current car club offer is not only one that is available 

and the only place that is available, and moving it into outer London might be useful as a way of providing in 

some of the more prosperous outer London boroughs an alternative to the second, third and even fourth car 

that households own out there and, therefore, having an impact on congestion there.  That is for proving. 

 

We have talked in our evidence about the tools that the Mayor and TfL have at their disposal, which include 

planning requirements, requiring provision for car clubs and TfL funded traffic management and parking 

schemes using the developments that are coming on TfL land and building car clubs into that. 

 

By the way, something that nobody has yet mentioned is that this is not a car club story but, in thinking about 

new housing, you want to think about what kind of mobility people in new housing will want.  You hear a lot 

from people who are moving into brand new flats and houses in London where there is still no place to put a 

bike or to plug in an electric car, and there are no car clubs in the area, so they are still built as if universal car 

ownership is what it is about and there is a need to look at housing and street design in a way that encourages 

different forms of mobility. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Can I just come back 

to your question about how to increase car club membership?  Some of the data-driven analysis we have done 

suggests that one of the biggest aspects that will increase that membership is if we had one-way car clubs, car 

clubs that allow for a car to be picked up at point A and dropped off at point B and not having to bring it back.  

That in fact is one of the biggest drivers to significantly increasing car club membership.  That is more about 

the car clubs innovating. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  That is very helpful.  

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  The thing I worry about in all of this is looking into 

the crystal ball it is all very murky.  I do not know how the world is evolving.  I do not know how these business 

models are evolving because if we had been talking about car clubs five years ago we would have missed 

on-demand taxi apps and ride sharing, which will have captured some of that market.  Equally, in the world if 

suddenly we have autonomous vehicles starting to work and electric vehicles coming along, it is quite difficult 

for policymakers to put in place a very specific infrastructure if the technology and business models are 

changing quite quickly and some of these things might get overtaken by events. 

 



 

 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Finally, if I could ask you what would be the one thing that 

you would do to reduce traffic congestion in London.  You have all given some good international examples, 

but do you have any other cities you think we should be looking at?   

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  I am going to cheat slightly.  On the cities, I would 

encourage you to look at Stockholm because it is not a quasi-police state far away.  This is a modern social 

democratic European country that has managed to do some of these things.  It is slightly different to some 

people’s image of it.  Also, they did a referendum there, polling before and after they introduced the 

[Congestion] Charge.  It was 70:30 against having it.  They polled people afterwards and it had reversed to 

70:30 because, of course, the sky did not fall in.  People could see that some benefits had accrued as a result 

of it.  That is interesting. 

 

I would endorse what Rachel [Aldred] said about Paris.  The fact is they are grappling with some similar 

challenges that we are about quality of public place.  I am not sure that they have answers that we should 

immediately rush to implement, but making sure that the two cities are learning from each other as we go 

along and do not make the same mistakes is pretty critical. 

 

On the one thing, we will need to come back to charging but it is not immediately about to happen and bear 

fruit. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  About pricing, yes. 

 

David Leam (Infrastructure Director, London First):  The one thing would be lots of things.  I go back to 

the Tube example, relentlessly looking at where the problems are happening and targeting with some sustained 

effort, leadership, vigour and maybe relatively small amounts of money, you probably could make a few 

percentage points of difference here and there.  TfL is generally pretty good but there is always a bit more you 

can be doing. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Lovely.  We will go to Paul next. 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  Our key goal would be to reduce 

the red tape reduction of the existing legislation.  That could be cut down. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Would that reduce congestion?  It might make your life easier but what 

would reduce traffic congestion? 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  It would enable us to work 

consistently and effectively together, so what we need to do - I touched on an example earlier - the Highway 

Authorities can only provide us with a one year/two year programme.  We can provide eight year programmes 

amd so we cannot get together to work together on a one-year or two-year programme when we want to do 

eight and 10 years.  We mentioned the development side.  It all needs to come together. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  That would add to that long term programming.  Yes. 

 

Paul Gerrard (Operations Director, National Joint Utilities Group):  With a crystal ball, I would put us all 

round the table together and say, “Now we need to sort out London”. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Great.  Thank you.  



 

 

 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  Having had my trial of the WPL 

in the borough the one I would go for is freight, which we have not talked about in this session.  New smart 

freight policies around last mile delivery, consolidation centres and to try to bear down and make much more 

efficient the freight and logistics centre in London is the thing and linked to that -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  That includes a night-time lorry ban? 

 

Stephen Joseph OBE (Chief Executive Campaign for Better Transport):  You would have to bring that 

into the frame but you would need to make it part of a much bigger package around this.  For example, 

extending the trial that happened at Euston Station with trains coming in and delivering goods to 

supermarkets around central London, you might exempt those, particularly zero emissions delivery vehicles 

from the London lorry ban.  Things like that - that kind of last mile stuff - and there is quite a lot of worldwide 

work on that.  Linked to that, my city would be Gothenburg which continues the Swedish thing.  We have 

mentioned this here, but they have adopted a comprehensive smart city approach, electric bypass schemes, low 

emission delivery vehicles, sharing data with private partners, electric buses, park and ride services, and they 

also have a smart delivery scheme.  We thought that would be a certainly interesting, slightly more off-the-wall 

place to use as a place to look at. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair):  Lovely.  Thank you. 

 

Dr Aruna Sivakumar (Lecturer in Transport Studies, Imperial College London):  Before I get to my 

specific point, I agree with what David was saying.  It has to be a basket of initiatives, really.  I also want to 

stress the point that Stephen raised, which is that we have hardly talked about freight in the last hour or so.  

That is a big aspect of reducing congestion, especially going forward with more and more e-retail related 

issues. 

 

Personally, if you want to make a significant several percentage points impact on traffic, it will have to be 

something that improves the efficiency of using road space, and so the solution in my mind has to be 

somewhat futuristic in the sense that something like an autonomous vehicle scheme where vehicles are able to 

follow each other much closer, use the space with much less braking and stopping, etc, would be the most 

efficient use of that space.  To me that is the only way you would get a significant traffic congestion efficiency. 

 

In terms of the city, for a city the size and complexity of London, we are actually doing really well.  I cannot 

imagine a city of this size and complexity elsewhere doing anywhere nearly as well. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Chair): That is great.  Thank you all so much for your evidence this afternoon.  I 

am sorry we have overrun slightly but thank you, Aruna, Stephen, Paul and David for your contributions. 

 


