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A brief history of the Stockholm charges

« Discussed since early 1990’s, but no public or political support
 ldea floated before election 2002...

« ... causing the Social democratic leader to promise "no charges’
- Green party forces through charges anyway after the election

« Charges introduced January 2006, abolished August 2006,
referendum September

- Small majority in favour of charges!

- Charges reintroduced permanently August 2007
« Large majority in favour now (60-70%)

* No political party oppose charges anymore
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The Stockholm congestion charges me 2S5

06.30-06.59 10 kr

07.00-07.29 15 kr

08.30-08.59 15 kr

09.00-15.29 10 kr
15.30-15.59 15 kr

17.30-17.59 15 kr

18.00-18.29 10 kr

18.30-06.29 0 kr
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- 1-2 € per cordon crossing, depending on ¢« Alternative-fuel cars exempt

time of day - Max 6 €/day
* No charge evenings or weekends
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The shocking experience of Stockholm
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Var fjarde bil férsvann

erhet vart stockholmarna
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Stockholmare, vart tog ni vagen? . s

Mellan klockan 6.30 och 1830 klockan 6.30, di skatten bdrjar tas

VAR TREDJE BILIST stillde bilen inte tankt dka tig i dag i alla

”Stockholmers — where did you go? - ”Every fourth car disappeared”
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Questions

» How has traffic effects changed over time (2006-2011)?
- Did the "clean car” exemption have any effects?
- How was public and political acceptability obtained?
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Persistent decrease (~20% across cordon)

dashed line — 2006-2007 ”between” charging
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What happened to disappearing traffic?

Car work trips:

Trips Discretionary - to - 24% Changed to ’[ransit,

Discretionary - Ess.

"disappeared" Work - to transit - 1% Changed route

Car discr. trips:

Discretionary -
remaining

- 21% changed to "other
things”

- 1% changed route

Work - remaining

Professional traffic:

- 15% "disappeared” (route
and logistics changes)

Professional traffic -
"disappeared"

Professional traffic - No measurable effect on
remaining retail
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Are drivers "getting used to” the charges?

« Traffic across the cordon a few percent higher

* Are the charges losing their effectiveness?
« Acclimatization or use of freed-up space
« But more possibilities to adjust in the long run

« Controlling for

All figures are relative to 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 | elasticity
2005

Change in total employment 1.8%| 4.2%| 7.7%| 8.4%| 10.0%| 11.6% 0.85
in the county

Fuel price (95 oct), real pricey 2.4%| 1.0%| 5.1%| 1.3%| 7.7%| 14.8% -0.3
Private cars per employed -0.5%| -1.0%| -3.2%| -3.7%| -4.1%| -4.6% 0.5
person

Total effect on traffic volume 0.6% 2.8% 3.2% 4.7% 3.9% 2.9%
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Elasticity increases

SsWSP

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Inflation Comparedto 2006) 2.21% 5.77% 5.43% 6.77% 9.01%
Company cars (share of all cordon
passages) 23% 23% 23% 23% 23% 23%
Clean cars (share of all cordon passages
3% 9% 12% 14% 12% 10%
[ 2YLI ye O Na OGKIF G |
21% 16% 14% 12% 13% 15%
Real charge reduction factor due to
cempany cars 0.89 0.90 0.92 0.91 0.89
Real charge reduction factor due totax
deductibility 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Real charge adjustment factor (total)
1 0.82 0.81 0.83 0.80 0.78
average charge, real terms 1.28 1.06 1.04 1.06 1.03 0.99
average total trip cost, real terms
1.95 3.23 3.01 2.99 3.01 2.98 2.94
Reduction of norexempt traffic, adjusted
for externalfactors 29.7%|  -27.5%| -28.1%|  -30.7%|  -29.8%|  -29.8%
elasticity -0.70 -0.74 -0.77 -0.85 -0.83 -0.86
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Second best problems are few

« Traffic declining 8-9 % Iin inner city
* No increase on Essing-bypass
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Relative increase of travel times
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The effect of the "clean car” exemption

- Estimated effect on "clean car” sales: + 27% in the county
Larger effect than e.g. subsidized parking or vehicle tax cuts

« Most "clean cars” bought by relatively cost-insensitive traffic
taxis, business trips, commuters with deductable trip costs...

* ... so the exemption probably did not reduce the tolls’
effectiveness much

- Exemption abolished for cars bought after January 2009
« Current exemptions valid until 2012
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Attitudes change after introduction

Stockholm City 050825 I /
Stockholm City 050916 BILI “[[
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”Charges heading for the ditch”
2 e ”’Stockholm loves the charges”

’Bypass threatened by chaos”
oA o ”Charges a success”

’Charging chaos continues”
=l ”Thumbs up for the charges”

|||||||||||||||||||

&
° f [ ]
| | JONKOPING INTERNATIONAL
//. BUSINESS SCHOOL Trafik
/o analys
FINDING & BETTER Wav




Centre for

Transport Studies

STOCKHOLM

Achieving public support

 |nitial support very low
« "the most expensive and painful way to commit political suicide ever devised”

- Changed once effects were apparent: 53% in the referendum
 Increased further over time: now 65-70% support

support

idea  start acceptaﬁce
details advantages
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"Familiarity increase acceptability”™—
but why?

It's better than you thought

It's not as bad as you thought

Accept the unavoidable

Pricing scarce things isn’'t so strange, after all
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14% trips/week)
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Political acceptabillity

« Political acceptability is different from public acceptability
« The latter is neither necessary nor sufficient for the former

- Main reasons for political opposition:
« Power over revenues and system design
* What happens to national grants to regional infrastructure

» Solved through "package approach”

- Several other cities are now introducing congestion charges
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Conclusions

- Traffic effects slightly increasing over time
« Once other factors are controlled for

« Charge exemption effective measure for affecting car sales
- E.g. stimulating "clean cars”

» Public support affected not only by individual objective effects —
also by environmental and political attitudes, and perceived
societal effects

» Political support depends on instituional context at least as much
as on public support: power over design and revenues, impact
on national infrastructure grants




