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At this minute, thirty years ago today, Reuben Smeed, Frefessor of Traffic
Studies in UCL, started his inaugural lecture, 'Traffic Saudied Urban Congestion.’,
which | attended, in the back row, as one of his firsugrof research students. You
can imagine the pleasure for me to return to UCLthadirst Professor of Transport
Policy, and to encourage whoever might be sitting enbidick row today.

My appointment to the UCL chair was followed by my récappointment to a
different sort of chair - as chairman of the paneajdisors on the forthcoming White
Paper on Integrated Transport Strategies. This meanktthee to start with a caveat.
Nothing | say today may be taken as the views of that Paneghe Deputy Prime
Minister, or the Minister of Transport, or the Governmeot,as hints about the
content of the White Paper, which is, of course, notlgetded anyway. | really have
no idea yet whether | shall be able to say, in afemwths time, that this is what |
have spent the last thirty years preparing for. | alsotwaacknowledge the help of
many colleagues and organisations, though of course resfipnditr error or
conclusions remains mine.

So you must take this purely as a personal statemeat1960s were a period of
great change in transport thinking - the Buchanan Repofirafiic in Towns, the
Smeed Report on Road Pricing, Foster's 'The Transportelfiplihe work of the
Mathematical Advisory Unit at the Department of Tramspthe merger of the
Ministries of Transport and the Environment, an importafitite Paper by Tony
Crosland, and an exciting Minister in Barbara Castiteer& is something of that mood
again now, and we must remember that by no means wtsalethinking carried
forward successfully. But some was, and some which wdg of theoretical
importance then, has acquired a new, practical, impataogv. For example, my
first introduction to formal transport analysis wase®oh and Wardrop's 1964 paper,
written before they both came to UCL, surely onethled great classic papers of
transport studies: 'An Exploratory Comparison of theatRed Advantage of Cars and
Buses in Urban Areas'. Their argument had that immedidiaction (to the
intellectual, though not always to the politician), af dounter-intuitive: if everybody
travelled by the slow method of transport, bus, theyhiredj travel faster than if they
all travelled by the fast method, cars.

The reason why it is true is the fundamental definingtisiship of our field, the

speed-flow curve. This shows that the more traffic asesad, the slower it goes, the
effect becoming more and more severe as the traffie #pproaches the maximum
capacity of the network, until finally overload is sotrexne that all vehicles are



unable to move. We may define congestion as the impedahides impose on each
other due to this relationship. It helps us to understanditibainderlying cause of
congestion is not roadworks or taxis or accidents: tityieg to operate with traffic
flows too close to the capacity of the network, whay af these transient incidents
will have a disproportionate effect.

Armed with this law, Smeed and Wardrop calculated thatesihe number of cars
required to move a given number of people is much gréade the number of buses,
then a transfer from car to bus would enable the traffigo faster, and in certain
circumstances this is enough to offset the extra tipentswaiting for the bus,
walking to your destination and so on.

But there is a catch. Whatever anybody else doesgdoh individual, it is nearly
always faster for you to travel by car, and there rsnadly little or no incentive to do
otherwise. It is one of those cases where Adam Snnittisiduals pursuing their own
best interests do not add up to Jeremy Bentham's greatedtfgoohe greatest
number. The benefit can only be delivered by intervengdgther in the allocation of
road space - bus lanes and so on - or by pricing.

And another important contribution by Smeed to transpaticyp was his
chairmanship of the committee on road pricing, which in 1¢®8# a sort of official
endorsement to Alan Walters' proposition that economalfare would be increased
if road use, perceived as a 'free' good, were chargedlfeay 'sort of' official
endorsement - a now retired civil servant told me &isad young man he found in the
Ministry of Transport files a note, in the personatdhaf the Prime Minister, Sir Alec
Douglas Home, saying 'let us take a vow that if we amde@ed we will never again
set up a study like this one'. | wonder if that had a octiore with Smeed not
becoming Director of the Road Research Laboratory, amihgoto UCL? It's an odd
thought that so much of my career might have been irdeeerby Lord Home's
dislike of road pricing. Of course, the vow was not ké&pter since, Governments,
whether left, right or centre, have set up numeroudiess of road pricing in numerous
countries, all of which came to roughly the same c@iciuas Smeed).

The reason why road pricing gives a benefit is congediiach driver, in using roads
in congested conditions, imposes delays on everyba#y ahd these delays have a
cost not taken into account in his personal choicesrefdr® some journeys are
undertaken for which the benefits to each driver are lessttie costs they cause to
everybody else, and the overall use of resoureesste of resourcesis greater than
it should be. But so far the practical history of roatipg has been marked by
flirtations, studies, cold feet, pricing interruptus. Thason for this - in my view - is
because for a quarter of a century nobody took seridlislymplications of a couple
of lines of calculus in Thomson's Appendix to the Smeedrtepbich revealed - but
obscurely, as through a glass, darkly - that althoughingricertainly reduces
congestion, the larger part of actual benefit from ro&dng doesnot consist of this
congestion relief. The benefit sits, 'locked-up’, inreenue collected, and it is only
released when the revenue is used.

More subtle recent analyses show that if road priciegewmplemented in a way
which also had environmental benefits, and was geared todprgveconomic

advantages to freight vehicles and buses, then thet diemefits can be magnified.
But the core point remains: the calculated benefitsaa toonsiderable extent are



crystallised in the revenue streams. This is why dismnssf road pricing without

explicit attention to the use of revenue streammhgrently unlikely to be able to

command a consensus in its support. | treat this as amaaf contemporary

transport policy. So we have these two important pgli@positions, that have now
been with us for a generation: that congestion couldege if people travelled by
slower methods of transport, and if they paid for whaythow think of as free. Well,
what do you think? As policy statements, they somehack that magnetic lure
which could bring them into the manifestos. The bannew'sind expensive' fails to
inspire. But let me suggest another axiom. If there isolicyp which genuinely

increases efficiency, then there shouldsbeneway of implementing it that can win
support: there are benefits to be had; there are moggep@ho stand to gain than to
lose.

So why does it sound so unattractive? Where is the flaheimrgument? Whensas
the flaw in the argument, 30 years ago?

Well, one flaw was that the tools we had for understandiow individuals make
their travel choices were misleading and tendentiou$ aanther was that economic
orthodoxy, quite wrongly classifying the revenues produced hgrging for
congestion costs as a 'tax’, treated them as a hembisgl hypothecation. But the real
barrier to implementation was that the spirit of thlme was heading in an entirely
different direction. There was on offer an easiesrarcomfortable, painless, modern,
more exciting way of solving congestion. We could simplyidoour way out. If
traffic levels get too close for comfort to capacitycrease the capacity. Here | have
to introduce a rather well-rehearsed few minutes intoeoiute, which some of my
old friends here have since 1991 patiently sat through ae owrasions than | can
understand. But for my new friends you can't really judget When on about without
it. From the late 1950s onwards the transport planning ordyodas what Susan
Owens has called 'predict and provide'. The axiom ¥u&s:we forecast how much
traffic there will be, and then we build enough road space to accommodatasit.
was the axiom that resulted in a rapid, huge, expansicoadfcapacity, and produced
the national network of motorways - now, we cannotgima life in a modern
economy without them. It was also the axiom that teduin some things that we
now, mostly, have come to realise were a grievousakestlike the destruction of the
heart of some of our city centres to make room for unmatorways. Here, our
imagination of life without them is easier, and iramg places town centre road
capacity is indeed now being reduced or closed, and the spaceed to more
productive use, though alas many historic structures hawefgoever.

Good or bad, the axiom's high point was, by one of theeasoaf history, its final
hour: the 1989 programme of road building, based on the 19&8thaktoad traffic
forecasts, called 'Roads to Prosperity’. This wasasietime when any Government
transport policy tried - even partially, and with cageahd exceptions - to devise a
roads programme intended to 'meet the demand'. It washad with the greatest of
fanfares, but even by the time of the launch the proedssh would lead to its
abandonment was under way, and was, indeed, largely dechpieder the previous
Government - this is not a party-political differenddée flaw was, the programme
would not keep pace with traffic growth.

Indeed, one unchallenged study showed that even a fatady programme, 50%
larger than "Roads to Prosperity’, would not keep padetvatfic growth.



Now, suppose road capacity is expanded at a rate lasstiaffic growth. What
follows?

The consequence is a matter of arithmetic, not palit@s that trend, the ratio
vehiclesper mile of road can only increase, and therefore ldgic@ngestion is

likely to get worse, not better (either in intensity,imrduration, or in geographical
spread, or some combination of these). Supply of road spiiceotv- because it

cannot - be increased to match demand, therefore dembrve to be reduced to
match supply. In practice, 'Predict-and-provide' actuakyamb, inevitably, ‘predict-
andundeprovide', and a strategy with road building at its heastild not deliver

improvements in travel conditions. We called it thevmealism.

In the mid-1990s, the same idea started to be extended teuibta roads also,
especially after 1994 when the advisory committee SACTRported that road
construction in conditions of congestion normally tesin an increase in the total
volume of traffic, hence a shorter period of reli@nfrcongestion, thereby consigning
to history the untenable assumption that the total volafmeaffic is unaffected by
travelling conditions. This opened the way to recognisingtti@wvolume of traffic is

- in part - theresultof policy, and is therefore subject to some degree ateho

So two propositions: we cannot match the supply of raguhaty to the forecast
demand for it. And, that demand is not an inexorablesreat, given: it is subject to
influence.

Taken together, these propositions marked the changedetfrfulfilling forecasts' to
'self- defeating forecasts'. Predict-and-provide becameigirand-prevent. This was
the reason - not just a change in fashion or shortafiend$ - why during the 1990s
‘demand management' has become part of the transpioyt @oévery political party.

Transport policyin principle now is nearly everywhere developing certain common
themes. The growth of traffic will have to be slowexdvd, and in some locations the
actual traffic level will have to be reduced, or even rezdo

In part that implies reversing the long-term decline irblisutransport. We are

probably talking about an overall market for public transpdiich should expand at
around 3% to 5% a year, sustained for thirty years, andnie docations the logic of
policy suggests growth of 25% in two years, 100% in five -eagd by changing

relative prices, or the re-allocation of road spacepath, and investing in new
systems where the old ones cannot be sufficiently ivgatoand in all cases with a
strong contractual commitment between public agenciesamnercial operators -
favourable treatment, but only in exchange for bettesicss.

But that's only part of it. We now recognise the neectitovent safe, attractive streets
in which it is normal for children to walk or cycle teh®ol; to reinvent the old
custom of home delivery of shopping; to rediscover tie of land-use planning to
reduce journey distances; to look for ways of particigain social activities that
generate less traffic. The new policy tool-box includes gted@isation, traffic
calming, traffic management aimed at maintaining a quali#ygin of reliability by
reducing flows to significantly less than capacity; amdceo again pricing is
everywhere discussed, as the only tool of traffic astrwhich has the double
whammy of ensuring that resource costs are coverdeinhoices people make, and
also providing the funds to pay for improvements.



The list was in Brian Mawhinney's debate, as it is imJBrescott's consultation.

There is an important point about this list of pokci&Vhile theoverall impactis
intended to reduce the total amount of traffic, it does sa tymbination of measures
some of which are restrictive - (which, on their owould hardly expect enthusiastic
public support) - and others provide improvements in the gueaditl attractiveness of
travel conditions - (which, on their own, would cemtgibe popular but do not result
in a reduction in traffic).

Within this policy context, decisions about road capaaigyquite logically at the end
of the list, not the beginning - not because we shall nagam see any new road
capacity, which would be absurd, but because it is ndtifdesto design a new road
until it is decided what traffic load to design it for,dathat now implies a policy
choice, not a forecast. It can only be assess$e taking account of the combined
effect of the whole policy package. The new NationahdR@draffic Forecasts, issued
last week, at last recognise this explicitly: ‘diffdrg@olicies will result in different
forecasts' - seven words that unpack seventeen yeg@raaifce: they must, | think,
displace the 1980 House of Lords ruling that the natiored toaffic forecasts could
not be a subject of discussion or challenge at lmzd enquiries. And not before time.

This policy account is what many people here today, haea saying for some years.
It is no longer a new idea. Much of the analysis has la&cepted - more or less - by
both the previous and present Government.

The final sentence in this much-told story, up to now, dles been standard: yes,
many of us now agree on such principles, but convertiagn tinto practice has been
painfully slow and unconvincing and inconsistent. That, to mmgd, is the real
challenge facing the White Paper.

But | want to leave that on one side and refer to s@®earch - especially carried out
with my colleagues Sally Cairns, Joyce Dargay, Gralgarkhurst and Petros
Vythoukas - which bears on the practicality of somthese policies.

If road capacity will be inadequate to meet all the demands, @re there ways of
using it more effectively? This issue does not only, or emamly, relate to pushing
more vehicles along a road by clever traffic signalsre way systems. It relates to
reallocating space away from 'general traffic' to meeective uses: bus lanes, or
cycle lanes, disabled travellers, emergency services? |ddry-lanes. Or
pedestrianisation. In each case we deliberately chamgasih of space as a tool to
achieve more efficient use of the network, environmesdabntage, enhanced street
attractiveness or improved safety.

The problem is that all of thesmprove conditions of movement for the favoured
users, but tend teeducecapacity for other classes of traffic.

Now, the technical assessment of such measures hasftemsbeen calculated on the
assumption that all traffic displaced from one stridit simply divert to another. If
this is true, the predicted effect is at best displacedjestion, at worst total traffic
chaos: For this reason, time and again such measavesbken considered, assessed,
but rejected. Or implemented in the most reduced, watdosh, and ultimately
ineffective, form.



But the interesting point is that many other citiesftero led by politicians who
arrogantly disbelieve such technical advice - have intratisceh measures. And
succeeded. Often there has been a short period of disrugsting a few days, but no
gridlock, and no prolonged traffic chaos at levels wols tthose which already
prevailed. Sometimes there has not even been atenortproblem. The ubiquitous
comment has beethé traffic has disappeared and we don't know where it has gone
to. You may remember the tone of utter bewilderment witiich the London
'Evening Standard' reported that when Hammersmith Bridgeclesed for repairs,
the anticipated total breakdown of traffic flow simplg eiot happen.

We need to understand exactly what is going on in sucls.c&sa it be that traffic
really does 'disappear'?

We are currently studying some hundreds of these expegehe results will be
ready before the end of the year. It is already puimwledge in a dozen countries
that in practice there are many occasions where dgphas been reallocated or
reduced, without causing damaging disruption and chaos.

Of course, this is encouraging. But how can it be?

Consider what people actually do when travelling conditichange - they can

change their driving styles to bunch up more, they cear Hieir route, the time of

day they travel, the frequency of trips, the destinatibey choose, the location of
their home and workplace, the method of transportath@engements they come to
with family or neighbours, the sequence of activitiesaawund trip, the substitution

of trips for other forms of communication, and many athétl of these responses are
influenced by the real world, but also by the compled aot always accurate

perceptions people have of the real world.

This complexity is sometimes difficult for transporofassionals to accept. Surely,
we think, such a minor stimulus as a new one-way systeatosing a bridge could
not have such wide ramifications? And if it does, howearth are we to carry out
formal technical assessments of them?

You see, transport assessments are largely built @drawew of travel as stable and
repetitive - the commuter who makes the same journegyeaday, the shopper doing
the same journey every week. Without question, such tepepatterns exist, and
they dominate our perceptions of our own lives, and ourprdggtion of other
people's. Such a view is reinforced when we see roughhathe gaffic conditions at
roughly the same time, day after day.

But the apparent stability is composed, we now know otstike, unstable, changing
undercurrents - what the pollsters call ‘churn’. Ituigpssing (though Peter Bonsall
and Steve Atkins both noticed this years before its fgmce was realised), but
actual individuals in the traffic queue even at the saime on two successive
mornings are not, in most part, the same individualeryeyear anything up to a third
of people change their jobs, up to one in seven moveehdiney get a pay increase.
Or they get sacked. People leave home, get married, hahiesb Their children

change school. Some get divorced. They retire. A mewb#reir family dies. If car

ownership grows by a steady 2% in a year, what thalyresans is that 12% of
households increase their cars, and 10% reduce them. Atoédbese life events
there may be a reason to reconsider travel pattathshices.



So the response to changes in travelling conditionsnigosed of at least two quite
different processes: first, there are responses lyfepmdividuals, limited by habit,
the desire to experiment (or not to), ignorance, peefes, and by binding - but not
permanent - domestic and economic constraints. Fee tminor adjustments may be
quite swift, but bigger changes proceed at the pace of chiartbeir own lives, and
the pace of evolution of their attitudes and tastesd gecondly, each day or year
some individuals simply leave the system, and areacepl by different people
making a new set of trips. These, being new, can reacvhatever prevailing
conditions they find, sometimes bringing a more open mitdemew situation.

As a result, broadly speaking, the process of adaptatiamew policy starts on day
one, but takes between five and ten years before iaisemugh to completion to get
lost in other even longer term processes.

Such responses are difficult to predict precisely, bey Hre vitally important because
they are give us space and time to manage the effigqoptdices on traffic.

But what about the effects on the economy? The jting SACTRA jury - is still out
on that, and | do not want to pre-empt their verdict batwhe evidence shows.

But we can start to address this question.

First, 1 have to say | cannot endorse statementheffdrm 'congestion costs the
economy cel5 billion a year', updated from time to time Hgtion, implying an
annual dividend of 021000 waiting to be distributed to each yanmihis is a
convenient, consensual fiction. It is calculated by campahe time spent in traffic
now, with the reduced time that would apply if the samkime of traffic was all
travelling at free flow speed, and then giving all thes®onal time savings the same
cash value that we currently apply to the odd minutes dsadwe transport
improvements. This is a pure, internally inconsistentipndbhat can never exist in the
real world. (If all traffic travelled at free flow spd, we can be quite certain that there
would be more of it, at least part of the time savedlevdve spent on further travel,
and further changes would be triggered whose value is aploned quantity). It is a
precise answer to a phantom equation.

But while the number is suspect, | do not at all challehgevide agreement that time,
energy and money spent in traffic jams is a waste that traffic growth's continuing
current trends will have unacceptable effects on econeffi@ency, primarily due to
increased congestion resulting in slower, and more vatigrney speeds. This is
not a fiction. Then the prima facie expectation alpmlicies aimed at reducing traffic
in congested conditions, should be that they will hangtiveeffects on the economy.

Now it is surely axiomatic that this could only be tifithe policies themselves are
well- judged. The case is clearest in relation to roacingj which is itself based on
an economic argument: policy instruments to reduce draffiich make firms and
individuals pay the full marginal economic costs of itheurneys, must increase
economic efficiency and therefore create (or alloveatgr economic welfare.

What then about the effects of policy instruments usigulation, restrictions,
rationing or traffic management. My view is that this mdepend on the form of
discrimination used. Primarily, this means that instrusetending to favour
economically productive or efficient travel by reducingromically unproductive or



inefficient travel, could improve economic efficiendgo freight movements may
sometimes need to be given precedence over passenger mtsjemgan utilisation
passenger vehicles given priority over low utilisatiohigkes, and so on).

What | am saying here is that if we are in conditiovisere congestion is itself
wasting economic resources, traffic restraint - alaxeffic restraint - is good for the
economy, not bad for it. This is primarily a theoratiargument, but we do have one
set of crucial empirical evidence. It is now established teducing traffic levels in
town centres can improve the level of turnover and pmiitive position of those
towns, provided this is done with style and ambition andudeable related policies
including high quality public transport access. Much of thatemce has been
brought to us, by Carmen Hass-Klau and others, from othepEan countries, some
twenty years ahead of us in this area of policy, but wenaw starting to grow our
own experience, which tells much the same story.

In any case, we can be certain that the economitifumng of places like central
London depends on being able to have access to a laboernibo simply could not
get to work under the traffic conditions that would obtdithey all travelled by
private car.

Such an argument should not be used to justify carelessctiens in traffic,
unaccompanied by appropriate other measures. But it is eddsoto argue that
policy measures designed to slow the rate of growth ad rtraffic, or where
necessary to reduce its absolute level, can protect etoreffitiency from the
greater threat of congestion, and should thereforedideowed, not feared. The case
for this is clearer when the measures are 'in tune'aeitimomic principles, especially
in relating prices to full marginal costs, though may asply when using other
measures. At this stage, let me summarise my conokiso far, in terms of the
challenge of the title of this lecture. | argue thadvieg congestion does not depend
on building new roads, and indeed liberating our minds flusnassumption has been
an important step in allowing us to consider wider and nafiective methods. |
maintain that, broadly, we can do this, if we wantheitt increasing spending - or at
least, without increasing taxation and public sector spgndbecause the cash flows
already spent inefficiently on travel can be recgale a way that reduces traffic and
simultaneously improves the quality of streets, pubtingport and access to activities.
And even if we decide not to use the price solution, oeatllon of road space offers
net benefits without high cost. | suggest that the pmdicivhich do this most
effectively have converged with those that contributestbto environmental
improvement, enabling a 'green-gold coalition' of environmeatad economic
advantage. | argue that - done properly - this enhance® o efficiency rather
than diminishes it, and therefore provides the possilofitpetter material standards
of living in a way which does not diminish the moral apdritual quality of life.

That leaves me votes, and equilibrium, to discuss.
Equilibrium first. What is this all about?

My concern is that our ability to treat the new pegcanalytically; to understand their
effects; to assess their costs and benefits; isusdyitiindered by our inheritance of
an analytical tool-kit that is bright, impressive, ahchallengeable intellectual
achievement, and wrong.



It was Wardrop, nearly half a century ago, who provided the®retical core of

modern transport modelling practice in suggesting that driefisose among

alternative routes for the same journey by pickingt tteute which gives the

minimum journey time. If too many chose the most direate, it becomes congested
and less attractive. There is then an incentive faredy to use an initially rejected
longer route. Adjustments continue until equilibriunréached when no individual
can make a further improvement as a result of any ichaid choice. When this

obtains, all routes used between any origin and destinhtdor the same journey
time, any other possible route being slower, and not used.

Now Wardrop's rules were originally worked out assuming tti@atonly choice open
to the driver is which route to take. This was initialyyoa simplifying assumption,
but as often happens, it became entrenched in praaticenény years - the
Department of Transport made such an assumption for me@simotorways between
1970 and 1994. Most small scale schemes in towns still rhakagsumption, though
this practice, not before time, is declining. Increaginglis accepted that other
responses must be allowed for. But what has not bemrgnised is the implications
of allowing for them on the concept of 'equilibrium’.

Suppose we accept that long term transport demand respamesekfferent, and
usually bigger, than short term responses, because belsviesponses are time-
dependent, and include adjustments which take years toobglated. That
observation is so in tune with what we know informalbout the human condition as
to seem commonplace, even trivial, and | do not expéztie challenged.

So we can say, for example, that the effects of pedeisation are that there is an
immediate impact on traffic, often a short term negagffect on trade that lasts a
year or two, then a growth in the number of pedestiaauasretail turnover. The effect
of bus fare changes seems to be that passenger respendbefirst year may be
doubled, or thereabouts, after five years. Motoring cosingds have a small
immediate effect, but are still working their way thgh car ownership and use ten
years later. The effect of changes in transport itrinaire on land use patterns start
very swiftly (sometimes even before the infrastructisr@pened) but may not be
completed for a generation or more.

Such observations are absolutely crucial to politibategy. We need to know how
long it takes for these effects to build up, in ordekmow which policies must be
implemented first, and which may be left until lateletle is hardly a more important
political question.

But the most-widely used analytical tools hawathingto say about sequence and
time scale, because they treat end-states: notiondibeigmn conditions which may
never apply at all, but even if they will apply, wennat say when.

Not only that, but even their description of the end-stag be biassed. In technical
terms, the necessary condition for the sorts of madeuse (mostly based on cross-
section analyses, or on time series analyses whicle gaitecessarily, fail to take
account of the delays in responses) to deliver correzslymated equilibrium
relationships is that the variables of interest sthowlt have changed systematically in
the period before the observation, for a time long endadtave allowed the effects
to settle down.



If the adaptation period is in the order of years, thisddion is rarely, if ever, likely
to apply in conditions observable in modern economiesearreal world. Therefore
the parameters estimated from cross section obsertadwila not, in general, be
successful in describing equilibrium relationships from plzd@n of uncompleted
processes.

This suggests that improved understanding will depend onngeaéivel behaviour as
a process, not a state. In this way, we will be beitér to comprehend the process by
which travel habits are formed, or broken, the proceswlogh cultural values and
patterns of travel behaviour are transmitted from petsgerson, between producer
and consumer, or from generation to generation, and thewconstraints acting as
barriers to change themselves get stronger, or relaxheincourse of individual,
household and social growth.

Of course, it may be that in understanding these prageasenental construct of
conditions under which things would be stable, could bpfiliein defining the rules
of motion under which they actually operate. Martin Mdge has pursued an
approach like this which gives useful insight into how aidedn public transport
can lead to lower speeds of car travel. But our curresgssment techniques have a
flavour of predicting the result of the match from atolyraph taken in the middle of
it. We cannot sustain the assumption that we obsepwilgium in travel surveys, or
the assumption that a future forecast describes thé&eguin on any specific, known,
date.

Abandoning these substantially weakens the scope e$-s&ction analysis, and the
credibility of current methods of long term project esdion which discount a
'known' time profile of future costs and benefits to \aanesent value.

On the other hand, a move from ideas of equilibrium tasd&f process strengthens
our ability to assess issues of great importance for ypelibow long it takes for
policies to have an impact, the consequences of ditfereler of implementation, and
the special problems involved in seeking to reverse wkdbéshed trends. And it
may, as David Simmonds and John Swanson have both argteallyalead to the
adoption of simpler, more transparent, and more toéctaodels, rather than adding
another layer of complexity to an already incompreitdsset of black boxes. This
should be simplest of all for the national foreca$ts which there is no great
technical obstacle to use such an approach already: fisbibst opportunity, | think,
which | hope will be corrected soon. Until then, thare reasons for being very alert
to the possibility of bias when using the new proceduressess the effects of new
policies.

As an academic, | see the transport agenda as requireg ¢hanges. A change in
policy, for which the time feels ripe. More difficult,change in methodology, which
until now has seemed less welcome. And third, which etmioment | feel least
confident to define, perhaps we need to rewrite the dexibas well, and reconsider
the skills we want our students to learn. That's flatex year.

Meanwhile, the title of this lecture demands a last centnthat is not strictly my
territory at all. What about votes?

| like to think that if there is a policy that makesopkes' lives easier, more
comfortable, less stressed, and which improves the qudlitye air they breathe, and



makes the economy more efficient, and improves them bealth and that of their
children, and which offers some chance of making thirmgtebrather than just slow
down the pace at which they get worse; | like to thinly tél vote for it. You might
think that is unrealistic. Perhaps you would be rightoalgh | interpret the opinion
surveys and the focus groups and the public mood as supportinghéiie has been a
distinct and clear move in favour of such arguments the21990s.

What | would say is rather broader. | think we are engagexhe of those historic
transitions which looks quite different when you aré¢h@ middle of it, from what it

looks like in retrospect - a bit like the great liberdbrens of the 19th century. The
abolition of slavery, and of child labour; the introdaatiof free, compulsory
education; the concept of public health; the constructiora gystem of drains;

running clean water; the right to vote. All of these hattime, seemed revolutionary,
or threatening, or infringements on the liberty of titezen; or too expensive, and
there were long arguments. In retrospect, they seaicalp fair, efficient, and

absolutely good value for money. Subsequent generati@msveander why it took so
long, and why there was so much fuss about it.

| see transport as similar. Mass car ownership offesea control over time and space
which no previous generation has ever had, and we took it ilipgly and
enthusiastically. But it has got out of hand. It hasvrsiarted to defeat its own
advantages. There is much talk of a 'level playing fielnt playing fields are never
level, which is why we change ends at half time.rit® half time - literally: we are
probably about half way to the levels of traffic thatuldoeventually apply if trends
continue unchecked, and that just won't do. So we need to bettex way, or better
ways.

It may all seem very complicated just at the momé&uitt we do our children no
favours if we confine them to a car-dependent mobilityd Athink our grandchildren
will wonder what took us so long.



