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Introduction
The London Congestion Charge was implemented on February 17, 2003 in the Greater London area. The charge was introduced as a measure to reduce the amount of congestion of vehicles during business hours and to raise funds and reinvest in the city’s transportation system (Litman, 2011). This type of traffic control policy was not the first of its kind but it became the largest when it was introduced in London. The typical business hours are between 7:00am to 6:00pm Monday to Friday (London Transit, 2012). Currently, the charge is 10 Euros per day, and the penalty for non-payments stands between 60 and 187 Euros. The new system is mainly run on automatic number plate recognition by the use of cameras (London Transit, 2012). Signage is posted in the locations where the Congestion Charge Zones begin (Figure 1), cautioning drivers. Inside of the Congestion Chare Zones, cameras photograph the cars and the owner of the vehicle will be billed (London, 2012). 
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Figure 1: Signage indicating where the Congestion Charge Zone begins in London.

As a result of the implementation of the Congestion Charge, there has been a six percent increase in people using public transit during congestion hours (London, 2012). By law, all net revenue raised by the charge (148 million Euros in financial year of 2009/2010) has to be invested back into London’s public transportation system (London, 2012). Nevertheless, there has not been a major increase in public transit use; in fact congestion levels are almost at the same levels as they were before the Congestion Charge was implemented (Litman, 2011). Why is that? London needs to invest major capital in their bus and railway systems if they are to ever carry the capacity of people that are currently using their own vehicles. 
Economic Impacts
Businesses have not benefited from the Congestion Charge at all; in fact some business owners have reported slower business as people restricted their shopping habits to avoid the congestion charge. Businesses, especially smaller ones, have taken the plunge by having more costs to run deliveries and business vehicles (Symonds, 2004). The London Congestion Charge was a good intention of trying to encourage Londoners to abandon the single occupancy vehicle in favour of public transit. But of course the number one rule in economics is that people respond to incentives, so having a taxing system in place for using your vehicle during rush hour may lead to less than stellar results (Litman, 2011). What needs to happen in London is to change the way businesses are set up. To come away from the modern big box stores and go back to the window shopping downtown core. This way people can walk and enjoy the shopping environment instead of having to drive and depend on a vehicle to take them to the nearest suburbs big box shopping centers.
The Public Transit Reinvestment Plan
London’s public transportation network now receives much more compensation due to the funds raised by the Congestion Charge. Unfortunately, however, according to London Transit Commission, underground buses have increased by 1% above pre-charge levels. Counteracting the idea that the Congestion Charge had been valuable in increasing public transit use, the Bus and London underground Mangers noted that in central London (a different area than where the Congestion Charge was in place), public transit stabilized at 116,000 journeys per day after increasing from under 90,000 daily journeys prior to the Congestion Charge (Litman, 2011).  Within six months of the scheme, the reduction levels had fallen short of the predicted 65 million Euros in revenue for London Public transportation system (Symonds, 2004). The charge was meant to improve public transit, and increase enforcement of parking regulations. The charge was supposed to increase the quality of life in central London by making it more pedestrian-friendly. It was predicted that the charge would improve traffic flows that would make London more attractive to business investment (Symonds, 2004).    
Environmental Impacts
The major reasons for implementing the congestion charge were not to improve air quality under the charge goals, but instead to offer a discount to encourage the use of greener fuels. It is interesting to note, however, that London’s road traffic is responsible for 22% of London’s Carbon dioxide emissions (Monaghan, 2004). The impacts of the Congestion Charge in decreasing air pollution have been positive, yet they may not be related solely to the Congestion Charge. Nevertheless, London is experiencing clearer air quality alongside the Inner Ring Road Boundary (Monaghan, 2004). Two levels of greenhouse gasses have fallen, for example, nitrous oxide and carbon dioxide concentrations fell between 2002 and 2003 (Monaghan, 2004). In total, the concentration of CO2 has decreased by almost 20% as of 2007 (Litman, 2011). The Congestion Charge could be a reason for lower CO2 emissions in some areas, but this cannot be proven as climate change and other environmental considerations can leave unpredictable patterns. 
Political Implications and Immediate Impacts
Just before the charge was introduced, politicians grew leery that London would become chaotic for a few days when the charge first came into effect. London’s mayor was Kevin Livingstone at the time; he was the main contributor to putting the Congestion Charge into law (Litman, 2011). In July 2002, Westminster City Council launched a legal case against the Congestion Charge plans, arguing that it would increase pollution and was against citizens’ human rights as residents on the boundary of the zone. Although the High Court rejected the claim, it was the largest scheme to ever be undertaken by a capital city (Mulholland, 2008). 

In the 2004 mayoral election campaign in London, this unpopular scheme gave Conservative Party candidate Steven Norris fire to use against Livingstone (Mulholland, 2008). He called the scheme the Kengestion charge, and was quoted in a BCC report as saying that “the scheme had been ‘shambolically’ organized”, and that the public transport network had insufficient spare capacity to cater to travelers deterred from using their cars in the area by the charge. Furthermore, Norris commented on how the charge may create a gap in equality, because the poorer sections of society would feel the burden of the charge more than of the richer sections of London (Mulholland, 2008). Norris feared that the charge could create unfair access to central London based on the division of income. Plus the right of residents to move freely throughout their neighborhoods could create marginalized communities, especially for lower income individuals. For these reasons, Norris pledged to the city of London that he would scrap the charge if elected (Mulholland, 2008).
Conclusion 

The London Congestion Charge model can be a good tool to minimize traffic levels, but it does not work in the long run, as this city gives a prime example. For example, on the first day of the charge, 190,000 cars entered the zone; this was approximately a 25% decrease on normal traffic levels, but mostly due to the school holiday (Litman, 2011). London’s congestion, like most cities around the world, is the busiest during the morning rush hour, and a congestion charge will do very little to counteract it. If alternative models of transportation are not available to the public, then there is no long-term gain from such a policy as London’s. Regrettably, the congestion levels went up to almost pre-charge levels after the first month. A report published by TFL in October, 2004 stated that only seven of the thirteen government aims for London Transport would be met by the 2010 target on reducing congestion for Greater London (Litman, 2011). Overall, this means that the targets were not met (Litman, 2011). Lastly, major investment is needed to improve the quality of life in central London by focusing on good infrastructure of public transit models, bike lanes, and pedestrian-friendly streets. This will curb the congestion problem, as when people are provided with alternative models, they will respond, since people respond to incentives more than financial penalties. The London Congestion Charge model can be a good tool for other major cities, but not solely by itself. As I have mentioned before, this model alone does not curb the congestion and car dependency problem in major urban areas.   
Bibliography

Litman, T. (2011). London Congestion pricing Implications for other Cities. Victoria Transport Policy Institute.

London, M. O. (2012). Transport for London. London: City of London.

Monaghan, J. (2004). London's Congestion Charge Cuts Traffic Jams by 30 Percent. London: City Mayors Archives.

Mulholland, H. (2008). Boris Johnson Axes London Congestion Charge Extension. London: The Guardian.

Symonds, T. (2004). Business Piles Blame on Congestion Charge. BCC Transport Correspondent.
[image: image2.jpg]



