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DUBLIN'S CHRONIC CONGESTION: WHAT WE HAVE DONE
AND WHAT WE HAVE FAILED TO DO
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In this paper Siobhan Scallan considers the vadests arising
as a consequence of Dublin’s road congestion probleand
explores the measures that have been employedtéoiniaan
effort to alleviate the growing crisis. Consideritige London
model as a case study, ‘congestion charging’ ismérad as a
possible solution. It is argued that such a polieyl only be
beneficial in conjunction with increased investmeand
development in public transport.

Introduction

“Roads and rail are the arteries and veins of a mwdeconomy. Clog them
up and circulation starts to fail. Ignore the disegfor too long and the
patient’s condition may take a serious tutn”

Traffic congestion is a rapidly growing concermiany contemporary cities
and Dublin is no exception. Congestion can be @dfias “waiting for other
people to be served” (Thomson, 1974:72); it is dieéay imposed by one
vehicle on another. This is not an efficient sysferma modern economy.

This paper considers the current congestion proliedublin. The
costs associated with congestion are exploredowip from this, the merit
of the government’s response over the last fortgryeis questioned.
Congestion pricing, a proposed policy solutiondiscussed and its success
in reducing congestion in London is examined. Tmochade, this paper
advocates an increase in the marginal cost of rimgtan the city, relative to
the fixed cost via the pricing mechanism.

! The Economist, 2006
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Gridlock Beckong’

Dublin's transport infrastructure was unpreparedth®e record period of
economic growth in the 1990s. This brought abopih@nomenal increase in
the number of cars in the city, and generated arssxdemand at peak hours
for an inadequate public transport system. Foramst, between 2003 and
2004 the number of cars licensed in Ireland grev6®9o (CSO, 2004). As
expected, this rise in the level of car ownershgincided with an ever-
increasing reliance on the private motor vehiclettes preferred mode of
transport. The percentage of people driving to wiorkDublin increased
from 45.1% in 1996 to 50.3% in 2000 (MorgenrothQ20 This flow of
vehicles into the city meant the ratio of road spéx vehicles diminished
rapidly. Such an increase in the number of vehides significant
implications for vehicular emissions and congestianDublin. This is
largely due to the fact that the development ifffirananagement, public
transport and “growth in road space has not kepe’péClinch and Kelly,
2001:4).

Car commuting is another major cause of trafficgastion. Dublin
City Council has been monitoring inbound commutar urney times
during the morning peak period since 1994. Datajaumney times and
average speeds are summarised in Table 1. Thegaverbound journey
times during the morning peak period on the 20a®suhonitored increased
by 44% between 1994 and 2002, while average spigdimed by 31%. It is
evident that changes are needed.

Table 1: Private Car Commuter Journey Times/Speed4994, 1998 &
2002 (Average for 20 Routes)

Morning Peak 1994 1998 | 2002 % Change
Journey Time (mins.) 21.24 26.19 30.65 +44%
Average Speed (km/hr 16.71 13.5% 11.58 -319

Source: Dublin City Council

The Costs of Urban Road Congestion

How much is congestion costing us? The distinguisbeonomist Button,
has shown congestion to imply a “dead-weight welfass and to reduce the
economic efficiency of any transport system” (Bnofto1993:118).
Congestion represents a cost to those who are pmogeto a person’s

2 Title from The Economist, 2002.
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decision of undertaking a journey. Any side effeatdether positive or
negative, of the decision are known as externalititousing policy during
Ireland’s economic boom was particularly inadequaensequently the
spread of the Dublin commuter belt to compriseoélLeinster, and further
afield, has resulted in many undesirable exteipalifThese include “further
congestion, increased travel time to work, risingsfrations and stress,
increased fuel use and associated greenhouse dgsolntion emissions”
(Clinch & Kelly, 2001:4).

Clinch and Kelly describe how a recent report frorfras/IWW
(2000) placed the “external costs of all transporthe EU at 8% of GDP,
with private cars accounting for some 58% of thastt (ibid:6). It is
approximated by the Dublin Transportation Officattisongestion costs in
terms of lost time amount to £0.5 billion per annwimile the “Small Firms
Association are less specific, stating simply tihas costing the economy
millions every year” (ibid:7).

Economist Johansson-Stenman in his repRegulating Road
Transport Externalities: Pricing Versus Command &whtrol, outlines the
principle externalities of traffic congestion asalissed below.

Environmental Costs

Of all the environmental pressures facing Irelacoigestion is the most
highly correlated with GDP  growth, with car owsleip growing at over
7% per annum (ibid). There are numerous negativeir@rmental
externalities resulting from road transport. Thesmsist of noise, dirt,
vibrations, toxic fumes, safety fears, loss of ady, disruption and the need
for relocation of people and industry (Button, 1293

Increased numbers of vehicles contribute to theellef noise
pollution in an area (Johansson-Stenman, 1999)owing to an OECD
EST report in 2000, high levels of transport naisé contribute to sleep
loss, high blood pressure and cardiovascular dis€éHse report also notes
that current EU limits on noise emission levels affse exceed levels
consistent with health and comfort.

Congested traffic results in repeated acceleratiengleration and
idle motors. “Emissions from cars can be found ¢oup to 250% higher
under congested conditions than under free flownaffic” (Clinch & Kelly,
2001:5). chemissions contribute considerably to global warnmang are

of particular concern in the Irish case given tequirements of the Kyoto
target. Other pollutants include QO\/OCS, CO and particulate matter, the

latter two being particularly damaging to human Itedibid). Convery
(2001) affirms that the vast majority of air polan in our cities, and the
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related health and other dysfunctions, are a cagseg of emissions from
road-based transport.

Accident Costs

There is a significant correlation between the neindd vehicles on the road
and the probability of accidents. Congested trafficundoubtedly more
stressful than free flowing traffic. The frustrati@of being 'hemmed in' in
traffic can lead to over acceleration when roads elear (Johansson-
Stenman, 1999). There are many components invalvéige external costs
of accidents including physical costs, mental cast$ loss of output.

Road Wear and Tear

Road damage is primarily thought to relate to heeskicles and factors
determined by the weather. Although heavy vehides responsible for
most of the damage, the phenomenal increase in usage has also
contributed significantly to the wear and tear dfan roads. The cost of this
damage is not simply the cost of road repairs, et cost of discomfort and
damage to cyclists, other motorists and their @ekirom poor road surface
integrity” (Clinch & Kelly, 2001:6).

Time Loss

The major cost imposed by traffic congestion isaligufound to be time;
“queuing up for the use of a transport facility asldwing down in its
consumption take up the user’s time” (Button, 1998). This is a large
cost to the Irish economy. Congested traffic leaddelays and undoubtedly
contributes to drivers’ stress and anxiety (Johams3enman, 1999).
According to IBEC'’s Traffic Congestion Survey in(8) some 89% of Irish
businesses are affected by traffic congestion hisdfigure is higher, at 95%
in Dublin.

What We Have Done?

‘Engineering dominance’ is distinctly evident inetlicovernment’s policy
responses over the past few decades. Irelandlimdtie investment phase;
building roadways and railways. These activitieeggate substantial social
costs at the expense of general traffic flow. Treditional outcome of
“transportation planning exercises in Dublin hasrba set of ambitious and
expensive plans to expand capacity” (Keegan, 2@33:The transportation
strategy for 2001 to 2016\ Platform for Chang is no different in this
regard, being both predominantly ambitious andlgost
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According to a progress report in the National Depment Plan
2000 - 2006, the following positive developmentsDablin’s transport
network can be noted (National Development PlanQ620 Significant
upgrades continued to be made to Dublin’s natiooatls in 2006 with an
allocation of over €137 million, over €41 millionas allocated for non-
national roads throughout Dublin. The Dublin Pomnfel was opened,
improvements made to the Naas Road and the upgradithe M50 is now
under way. In 2006, Dublin Bus planned to purcha@ replacement
double-decker buses which cost €29 million, andSkptember over 80 of
the buses were acquired. In the first six monfi2006, LUAS carried over
12 million passengers. There are now eleven Quilis Corridors (QBCs)
constructed in the Greater Dublin Area and in 2@® million was
allocated to the Dublin Transport Office for theamhed doubling of the
QBC network. 5% of commuters in Dublin cycle (DubliCity Council,
2004). Dublin City Council’s objective is to doulileat over the next seven
years via the construction of 160 km of a strategyicle network. In recent
years, there has been a dramatic improvement irséaxices in Dublin from
a customers’ perspective as a consequence of manitst liberalisation.
Towards the end of 2004, the city’s taxi fleet dstesl of 10,000 licensed
carriers (ibid) as opposed to just 1,975 in 199&d¢fan, 2003).

Recently, in November 2006, the Irish governmemehrated the
first anniversary of its investment plan Transp@ft; a large transport
investment plan for the years 2006 to 2015, codftirglrish taxpayer 34.4
billion euro. Dr. Sean Barrett of the Economics Bament, Trinity College,
Dublin states that Transport 21 is a “seriouslywvéid document” (ESRI,
2006). Barrett describes the plan as showing ak“la any evaluation
culture in the Department of Transport and its sipegagencies” (ibid).

According to IBEC’s Traffic Congestion Survey 20045% of
Dublin—-based companies had a lack of confidencetha National
Development Plan, compared to the 74% that lackefidence in Transport
21 in 2006. IBEC Transport Director Reg McCabe sdtet the “industry
would like to see a number of urban congestiorefgdrojects included in
Transport 21” (O’Connor, 2006:32). Of course, thmelihgs of a survey are
not definitive.

The Irish Government has evidently invested heawilgr the past
decade to provide reliable and timesaving altevesatito private car
commuting. Nonetheless, thousands of commutersugah residents must
endure chronic congestion in Dublin city each d&ublin buses operate in
far worse traffic than any other European city,cadeg to an EU-based
public transport study” (Connolly, 2003). Is thevgrnment’'s response of
continued and greater investmentrgoing to achieve an efficient transport
network in Dublin? What the urban public now nesdan incentive to
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switch from the private motorcar to public trangpothus reducing
congestion and benefiting society as a whole. Roéeing is a potential
policy solution, having proven itself in both Londand Singapore. It may
well be Dublin’s answer to congestion.

What We Have Failed To Do?

Economist Newbery (1990) describes road space &sltmble and scarce
resource’ that should be rationed by price. It tvaly recently been accepted
that managerial measures such as “pricing are dheat solution to urban
road-congestion” (Barrett, 2002). Road pricingiiseems, the best method
to internalise the undesirable costs related t@estion. Barrett comments
that we have allowed the road pricing debate t6doeninated by negative
critiques” (ibid), making the issue a tenuous orith wolicy makers.

Singapore provides a prime example of a succegsfupplemented
road pricing scheme. The success of the schemelaxgsly due to the
exemplary public transport system which includédedro. Dublin’s lack of
an integrated public transport system, gives subst#o the argument that in
the absence of adequate alternatives, road priairigublin is politically
unacceptable. However, under the government’s Natibevelopment Plan
2000-2006 many alternatives have been provided lesdy discussed.
Transport 21 also outlines vast investment in thblip transport network,
including the provision of a Metro line. IBEC stgip endorses the Dublin
Metro project, “which can contribute massively telieving congestion”
(O’Connor, 2006:32).

Regarding equity considerations, Clinch argues thagher tolls
disproportionately affect poorer drivers” (ClinchdaKelly, 2001:16). This
argument, however, ignores those who travel by ipubhnsport, as they
cannot afford a car. Barrett argues that “roadipgicdoes not harm low-
income people because the bus will be the big gdiinen creating a market
for the first time in scarce urban road space octviit is an efficient user”
(Barrett, 2002). Low-income people will benefit indess congested routes
and faster journey times, thus enduring a lowerrjey cost overall.

Fears that road pricing will merely result in ansgerral of the
congestion problem to just outside the pricing zaiso causes opposition.
Barrett refers to this problem as “The Ranalaghbfm”. People will start
to perform U-turns to avoid the charge and furtbengestion will result.
However in the London case, fears of this kind wenéounded and the
pricing zone was recently further enlarged. In Lamd‘higher traffic levels
did not materialize, at least partly as a resultgfroved traffic management
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systems that adjust traffic lights to manage trmwflof traffic on and
approaching the ring road” (Leape, 2006:167).

Success of London’s Policymakers

As early as the 1960s, the road congestion problas underlined in the
field of economics in the Smeed Report (1964). Adbthis time, Vickrey
(1958, 1963) and Walters (1961) formalized Pigod’820) ideas on the
application of marginal social cost pricing to tb&se of congested roads.
The report recommended the introduction of roadimpgi in London. Road
pricing is a system of charging drivers for trawegl through certain urban
areas. It was not until forty-three years latemoiwator Ken Livingston
introduced the economic concept of pricing awaygestion into London,
and proved the system to be a phenomenal succkeesnffoduction of the
London congestion charge is “a triumph of econoimfteape, 2006:158).
Leape describes it as representing a “high-profildblic and political
recognition of congestion as a distorting extetpaind of road pricing as an
appropriate policy response” (ibid).

The charge has had a significant impact on corgestivels. One
way to measure congestion is in terms of minutesleldy experienced
compared to an un-congested travel rate. Usingntk&@sure, congestion has
fallen an average 30% from the start of the chamgeebruary 2003 to mid
2005 (Transport for London, 2005:14). “The dropcangestion levels, and
increase in average speeds, reflects mainly a aseran queuing time at
junctions” (Leape, 2006:166).

Pricing had a favourable impact on public transpottondon. The
congestion charge sought to reallocate road spem® Pprivate motor
vehicles to public transportation. The higher praferush hour car travel
induces many to switch to public transport. Thighis incentive Irish policy
lacks to urge Dublin people to change their mod&asfsport. The switch to
public transport reduced congestion and led toem®ed travel speeds for
buses which in turn further encourage patronagéke atso reduced average
costs per passenger to transport providers (Le#)88:166).

In the most recent detailed estimates drawn fromn3port for
London (2006:171), the total estimated social ahnasts of the congestion
charging scheme are £163 million, while the totatwal benefits are £230
million. The case for congestion charging is cleddverwhelming” (Wolf,
2007:15).

Despite London’s phenomenal success in reducingesiion, the
general public are still feeling the pain of payifog space that used to be
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free. On February 152007, 1.5 million people had signed the Downing
Street petition that argues that “road pricing ligady here with the high
level of taxation on fuel” (ibid). Wolf questionan 1.5 million people be
wrong? Yes, they can” (ibid). Wolf explains thae ttax that drivers pay on
fuel is an efficient way to encourage people to fusi-efficient vehicles
and reduce emissions. It is not an efficient wayettuce congestion. “It is a
principle of economics and common sense that oredsnéno stones to hit
two birds” (ibid). If the objective is to cut emisas and congestion, one
needs a fuel tax and road pricing.

Conclusion

The answer to Dublin’s traffic congestion lies incpng. This will reduce
the traffic on the roads, while maintaining thewlef people. We should
seek a shift in preference from the private mototoaother more efficient
available modes. Road pricing has the power to npaltdic transport and
other modes relatively more attractive to the gavaotorist.

The numerous costs of congestion to our societyearvitonment
have been discussed, the Government's current astl golicy solutions
have been explored and the results can be easiigredd — widespread
chronic congestion. There is an overwhelming caseficing to solve this
problem, provided it is part of an integrated apgtoto investment in roads
and development of public transport. In Londortpdk the courage of Mr.
Livingstone’s convictions to initiate the policylstion. Does Ireland have
such a politician? Only time will tell.
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