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Abstract. 

Until February 25th 2005, the City of Edinburgh in Scotland, UK, had advanced plans for a congestion charging scheme.  However, these plans were abandoned at that time due to public acceptability problems and in particular to a referendum on the issue which resulted in a ‘no vote’.  This paper seeks to explain the origins of the scheme, outlines the nature of the planned scheme, its extent, charging technology and predicted effect. 

In addition, the paper analyses the difficulties that exist when attempting to plan and implement such a scheme in a particular legislative and fragmented governance context, and when there is little unanimity of public opinion about the need for a scheme.

As well as the primary documentation (e.g. public inquiry submissions, papers to government) that exists for the Edinburgh Congestion Charging scheme proposals, the paper also draws upon a series of face-to-face interviews that were undertaken with key stakeholders, namely elected councillors, local authority and national government officials, and representatives of interest groups.  This includes those councillors and officials most directly involved with the scheme’s development.  It also provides an analysis of press coverage in the local (Edinburgh) and national (Scottish) newspapers in the run-up to the referendum.

The paper argues that, in spite of the resources that were put into planning the scheme and consultation, these legislative and governance barriers, that are typical of much of the UK and other parts of Europe, made it extremely difficult to implement.  It also uses the interview data to explain some of the local problems that beset the scheme’s development, and these same data, as well as the newspaper analysis, in order to explain the low level of support that the scheme enjoyed at referendum time.  Finally, the paper makes parallels with the successfully-implemented central London scheme to suggest how legislative and governance barriers to scheme implementation could in fact be reduced.

The paper draws key lessons which are important for authorities considering the implementation of a road user charging scheme. The lessons are of relevance world-wide.
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1. Introduction

In 1998 the UK Government expressed interest in congestion charging with the publication of the White Paper on the Future of Transport ‘A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone’, and empowered local authorities to introduce a charge through the Transport Act (2000), the (Transport (Scotland) Act 2001) and the Greater London Authority Act (1999). As yet however while a scheme was successfully implemented in central London in February 2003, with the exception of a single street in the City of Durham, there is no other congestion charging scheme in existence in the UK.  Until February 25th 2005, the City of Edinburgh in Scotland, UK, had advanced plans for a congestion charging scheme.  These plans however were abandoned at that time due to public acceptability problems and in particular to a referendum ‘no vote’ on the issue.  

This paper sets out the detail of the scheme and its development, analyses the reasons why congestion charging did not find favour amongst those who voted in the referendum, and more generally details the key barriers to the implementation of Edinburgh congestion charging. As such, the paper seeks to draw lessons significant to those authorities seeking to implement a congestion charge.

As well as the primary documentation (e.g. public inquiry submissions, papers to government) that exists for the Edinburgh Congestion Charging scheme proposals, the paper also bases its analysis on a series of seven face-to-face structured interviews that were undertaken with key stakeholders.  These were:

· A leading politician in the ruling Labour Party group on the City Council.
· One of the Council Officers most closely involved with the scheme development.
· A Scottish Executive civil servant who was closely involved in interpreting the legislation necessary for the scheme’s development.

· A leading opposition politician on the City Council.

· An expert on transport and its relationship with the media, also resident in Edinburgh.
· The co-ordinator of one of the opinion groups opposed to Congestion Charging in Edinburgh.

· The co-ordinator of the opinion group in favour of Congestion Charging in the city.
This list includes those Councillors and Officials most directly involved with the scheme’s development.  It also provides an analysis of press coverage in the local (Edinburgh) and national (Scottish) newspapers in the two months running up to the referendum to evaluate the impact that the news media may have had on the outcome.
2. Edinburgh, and the scheme that was proposed 

Edinburgh is the main city in south east Scotland, with a population within its administrative boundaries of around 460,000, but a major attractor of commute trips from neighbouring areas (particularly the west) due to its role as the main employment centre in the region.  It is growing strongly economically and forecast to continue to do so.  Within the administrative area, residents make around 2.9 trips per person per day, with a mode split characterised the highest levels of bus use in the UK outside London, and much walking and cycling.  As shown by the City Council’s Local Transport Strategy (City of Edinburgh Council, 2007) the mode share for all trips in 2004 was 25% by walking and cycling, 19% by public transport and 54% by car (2% other), a 3 percentage point reduction in car use since 1999.  However, Census data shows that commute trips into the city from outside its administrative boundaries became more car dominated between 1991 and 2001 (General Registry Office for Scotland, 1993 and 2003).  Consequently, peak hour congestion is forecast to worsen.
The charging scheme was based around two cordons, an inner and an outer, as shown in Figure 1.  The system was to be operational on Mondays to Fridays only: the outer cordon would charge inbound trips from 0700 to 1000, whilst the inner cordon would charge inbound trips between 0700 and 1830.  There would be a once-a-day charge of £2 (maximum) for crossing one or both cordons in a charged direction.  Up to the time of the referendum, no residents’ discount had been proposed, other than that for those Edinburgh residents living outside the outer cordon, who would have been exempt from the outer cordon charge only (subject to the success of a legal challenge that was ongoing at the time of the referendum).  Exemptions would have been in place for people with mobility impairments, emergency vehicles, taxis, buses, motorbikes and city car club vehicles.  

There would have been no charge for driving wholly within one cordon or between cordons – this is a clear difference between the proposed Edinburgh and the successfully implemented central London scheme.  This was largely a political decision, since an area licence as in London, but with two cordons, would have affected many more Edinburgh residents (and therefore voters).  In contrast, as proposed, the outer cordon in particular would have affected largely drivers from other local authority areas around Edinburgh.

Payment was to have been made at paypoints in retail outlets, by SMS (mobile phone text message), on the internet or at a call centre.  Automatic Number Plate Recognition technology (ANPR) was to have been employed for enforcement purposes.  A vehicle whose number plate was registered on the database as having paid for that day would then have any record of its passing a cordon point immediately erased from the system.  Vehicles for which there was no record of payment, and which crossed one or both cordons, would have had their numbers retained in the system and, ultimately, a penalty notice would have been issued for non-payment, which was to be set at £60. It was expected that the scheme would earn in the region of £760m (net of set-up, operating and financing costs) to be used for investment in public transport improvements over a 20 year period. If there had been a ‘yes’ vote the plan was to introduce the scheme in early to mid 2006.

A postal referendum of the city’s resident population on the charging proposals took place in February 2005 and resulted in the scheme being rejected by 74 per cent of those who voted.  The turnout was 62 per cent, with 133,678 voting against the charge and 45,965 for.  As a result of this, the charging plans have been abandoned indefinitely and a new Local Transport Strategy, without charging, will have been produced by the end of 2006.  
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Figure 1. Proposed charging cordons

3. The history of the development of Edinburgh’s congestion charging scheme, and its legislative background

The local transport authority for the City of Edinburgh was, prior to 1996, Lothian Regional Council (LRC), which covered the immediate hinterland of the City, although not the area to the north of the Forth Estuary, Fife, which has always been administratively separate, in spite of having ever closer transport connections with Edinburgh. A study of transport in the region in 1992, JATES (Joint Area Transport Edinburgh Study), identified some form of congestion charging as an option that would add value to options based solely on improved roads and public transport.  This option then made its way into the Region’s 1994 transport policy document, MOVING…Forward and, when LRC was abolished in 1996 and transport responsibilities taken over by smaller, unitary, district and city councils, congestion charging continued to feature as an option in the City of Edinburgh’s first Local Transport Strategy (LTS), produced in 1999.  (A Local Transport Strategy is, in Scotland, a non-statutory statement of a local council’s policies and plans for transport, and how it plans to achieve these.)  The principal reasons for its inclusion were to reduce congestion, which was forecast to worsen significantly, particularly in the west of Edinburgh and on its western and northwestern approaches; and to raise money for investment in transport and for subsidising additional public transport.

Prior to 2001, and in common with the situation that still exists in most of the European Union, any discussion of congestion charging by local authorities could only be that, because there was no legal mechanism that would enable them to set up a scheme.  However, in that year, the Transport (Scotland) Act (2001) passed into law.  It changed the situation and made congestion charging a legal possibility for any authority that wished to pursue a scheme – although the Act certainly did not require authorities to implement congestion charging.  The attraction of the legislation for the City of Edinburgh was that it would allow a scheme that would reduce congestion and at the same time generate revenue that, by law, had to be spent on transport for as long as the scheme was in operation.

Perhaps the most important facet of the legislation is that, in common with much of UK law that grants powers to local authorities, there is still considerable control exercised by Central Government (called, in Scotland, the Scottish Executive) over what is notionally a local initiative.  Thus any authority wishing to pursue a charging scheme must secure what is called “Approval in Principle” from the Scottish Executive; then “Approval in Detail”; and, if these two stages are passed successfully, the final decision on the scheme still rests with the national (Scottish) minister, not with the local authority itself.  It should be noted that the Greater London Act 1999, which provided the powers to implement Congestion Charging in London, gives the Mayor a far greater degree of autonomy than is the case for schemes made under legislation in Scotland or in the rest of England and Wales, and the promoting authority is the higher level of government, not the lower as was the case in Edinburgh.  A situation in Edinburgh more analogous to that in London would have been if the Scottish Executive had been promoting the city’s scheme.

The City of Edinburgh is, to date, the only Scottish local authority to have actively investigated Congestion Charging.  As the first authority to do so, it was also the first to have to interpret the legislation – which was itself some of the first legislation made by a new Parliament, and therefore subject to interpretation for the first time.  This added time, expense and complexity to the process since, at every stage, the Council had to try to satisfy itself that it was complying with the legislation, since not to do so would risk not gaining approval from the Scottish Executive and/or being open to legal challenge if the scheme finally went ahead.  (See Lewin and Saunders, 2005
From the point of view of the Council’s scheme, the key requirements of Scottish Executive guidance and legislation the scheme had to satisfy were as follows:

· that it was in keeping with the Council’s LTS (a legal requirement);

· that projects funded from the revenue are economic, efficient and effective (a legal requirement; all the other points listed below are from policy guidance only, not from the Act);

· that the scheme would reduce congestion and/or noise and emissions;

· that the net revenues from charging would be additional (i.e. the Council would not simply divert existing transport funding into other Council services);

· that a range of public transport improvements would be in place before charging was introduced, with further improvements to follow; and

· that there would be fair treatment of those who pay the charge (and/or suffer the congestion or environmental problem) and those who benefit from the scheme.
The relationship between the City of Edinburgh Council and surrounding local authorities was one of the most difficult elements of the scheme to manage.  The perception of politicians from surrounding local authorities was that the scheme (especially the outer cordon) was set up in such a way so as to charge their residents, whilst allowing City of Edinburgh residents to drive without paying, even though both groups could be seen to be contributing to congestion (see West Lothian Council, 2005. This also opened the scheme to legal challenge since it could be argued that, by not charging Edinburgh residents for driving in the areas between the two cordons, it might not effectively reduce congestion as much as other possible scheme configurations.  This argument that the outer cordon is given further credence in that six of the seven interviewees argued that the inclusion of an outer cordon in the scheme made it more controversial and more difficult to implement.
The scheme was in fact challenged on these grounds by three surrounding local authorities when elected Councillors in Edinburgh decided to grant the exemption from the outer cordon charge to residents of the City of Edinburgh living outside the outer cordon – in spite of recommendations against the exemption from Council Officers and from the Reporter who chaired the Public Inquiry for the scheme.  Two of the interviewees, one an opposition politician, and one the co-ordinator of an anti-congestion charging pressure group, both mentioned that they felt that the decision to grant this exemption led many to perceive the scheme as unfair.  According to the Public Inquiry transcript, the City Councillor in charge of transport argued that the exemption was needed in order to ensure fair treatment for all City of Edinburgh residents. (See transcript of morning of 27th April 2004 inquiry proceedings available at http://iti.tiedinburgh.co.uk/ .)

The reason for the choice of a twin cordon rather than area licence scheme was complex.  Qualitative appraisal work carried out in 1999 found that multiple cordon, screenline or area licence schemes would be more effective in traffic reduction terms than simple cordon schemes, but scored them low in relation to their public acceptability and ease of implementation.  Modelling work carried out in 2001 and 2002 considered variations on only two basic options: a city centre cordon, and a city centre plus outer cordon.  In congestion management and traffic reduction terms the outer cordon had a somewhat greater predicted impact than a single inner cordon, but it was predicted to generate twice as much revenue.  (Transport Initiatives Edinburgh, 2002.)  Perhaps for these reasons, as the plans for the scheme progressed, they were expanded to include outer as well as a city centre cordon – although the commitment to an outer cordon was not finalised until after the initial Application in Principle to the Scottish Executive, first submitted in 2001 (City of Edinburgh Council, 2001). The choice of technology was influenced by considerations of cost and practicality, and by what was to be used in London.  A simpler paper based scheme was ruled out at an early stage because of the problems of enforcing it effectively.

Several interviewees discussed the decision to include the outer cordon.  In the opinion of the opposition politician and opposition lobby group co-ordinator, the outer cordon added to the complexity of the scheme, making it more difficult for the public to understand, and reducing support – as the former said, “they could have won with a simpler scheme”.  The coordinator of the group in favour of the scheme felt strongly that, had it had only one cordon, a “yes” vote in the referendum would have been much more likely.  The key council officer argued that, had the decision to include the second cordon been taken with knowledge that there would be a referendum, then it is possible that the second cordon would have been omitted from the scheme.  However, the Labour politician felt that the scheme would have been much less effective with only an inner cordon, and that the outer cordon increased acceptance amongst city centre retailers.  He and the officer also pointed out that the outer cordon much enhanced the scheme’s revenue raising capabilities.  But this range of opinions in general shows some scepticism about the wisdom of the decision to adopt the outer cordon in terms of its acceptability; clearly, the outer cordon had a major influence on the outcome of the referendum.
4. The effects of the congestion charging scheme on traffic and transport

In developing and promoting the scheme, the City of Edinburgh Council was under a legal obligation to demonstrate that it would reduce congestion.  The normal response in UK transport planning to such an obligation is to spend a large amount of money on modelling, and the Edinburgh case was no different.  Considerable sums were spent in the period 2000-2004 on modelling the possible effects of the scheme.  Nonetheless, the modellers involved did admit under cross-examination at the public inquiry that their model outputs were accurate to within the order of “+/- 20-30%” (see transcript of afternoon of 29th April 2004 inquiry proceedings available at http://iti.tiedinburgh.co.uk/).  Given the lack of experience of implementing congestion charging schemes, it is perhaps unsurprising that there was such uncertainty surrounding the model outputs – the modelled predictions for the central London scheme significantly underestimated the actual impacts of that scheme.  However, the conclusion of the public inquiry in Edinburgh was that the scheme would be likely to reduce congestion in certain congested parts of the city and that the effect of traffic seeking to avoid the city centre cordon would not be significant in most areas (although this did become something of a political issue in the referendum campaign, especially for the opposition group coordinated by one of the interviewees for this paper).

The modelled predictions also forecast the following benefits, by 2011, compared with the do-nothing situation:

· A 21% reduction in city centre traffic delays.

· A 9% reduction in traffic delays city-wide.

· A 30% reduction in vehicles entering the city centre on a typical weekday, and an 8% reduction across the outer cordon.

· Increases of 22% and 8% in numbers of people entering the city centre and the city as a whole (respectively) by public transport on a typical weekday.

Over the modelled 20 year life of the scheme, it was predicted that it would raise £760 million, net of set-up, operating and financing costs, at 2002 prices.  The significant additional transport improvements that were forecast to be funded from this revenue included:

· Around £200 million for additional bus services.

· £154 million for a tram line to southeast Edinburgh.

· £111 million for additional road maintenance.

· £147 million for regional rail improvements.

· £17 million for additional accessible transport.

· £24 million for road safety projects.

A further critical issue was the projects that were to be put in place before the congestion charging scheme was due to start, that is, prior to April 2006.  Such projects were required in order to satisfy the Scottish Executive’s policy guidance (see above).  Between 2002 and 2006, the City Council spent £100 million on projects in an attempt to meet this requirement – the vast bulk of it funded directly by the Scottish Executive, and not directly linked to the plans for congestion charging, although it is a disproportionate share of total Scottish local transport spending over the period.  The new investments included a new bus station, three new rail stations and a cross-city rail service, real-time bus information, a short section of guided busway, four park and ride sites, and extensive bus priority on most radial road corridors.  Critically, however, it was not possible for the City Council to fund additional bus services prior to the introduction of congestion charging, since (without congestion charging) it is dependent on the Scottish Executive for transport funding.  For macro-economic reasons, most additional funding for transport from the Scottish Executive has been in the form of capital money, for infrastructure investment, and not revenue for the subsidy of additional services.  Therefore, the Council was necessarily limited in what it could do to put public transport improvements in place prior to the introduction of congestion charging, and was open to criticisms from many residents that the £100 million of improvements were of little use to them, because they were, in many cases, geographically specific.  Had revenue funding been available, the Council could have improved bus services on an area-wide basis (as was the case prior to the introduction of congestion charging in London, where the Mayor has control of bus services, unlike in all other parts of Britain outside London).  The City Council planned to put in place additional bus services from Day 1 of charging, funded from the revenues, but these could not be started any earlier than that, and remained rather poorly-specified right up to the time of the referendum, as development work on them was still in progress at that time.  As the Council officer said, the plans for new bus services were “vague and unspecific”; and the opposition politician argued that part of their opposition was because they wanted to see much bigger public transport improvements (rail and tram) in place before any congestion charging scheme.   

5. The consultation process

An extensive consultation process was carried out at various times between 1999 and 2005, the last element of the consultation process being the referendum, the reasons for which are discussed later.    

The major steps in the consultation process are outlined below.  This is taken from the Council’s Statement of Case for the Public Inquiry on congestion charging, available at www.ititime.com (City of Edinburgh Council, 2004b, pp 38-40).  

“A major consultation exercise was undertaken in Edinburgh in 1999/2000 on the principles for future transport strategy, as part of the development of the Local Transport Strategy (LTS). The public were presented with three future scenarios based on (1) a continuation of the status quo, (2) a strategy based on the introduction of a workplace parking levy
 and (3) a strategy based on some form of congestion charging. Public response was substantial, and was overwhelmingly supportive of the options (2) and particularly (3).  

The Council's conclusion was that road user ('congestion') charging was therefore the only strategy available to meet the key congestion reduction and transport improvement objectives.

An Independent Transport Advisory Panel set up by the Council accepted the need for some form of congestion charging, subject to a number of conditions.  Various conditions were identified, both in legislation and in the views of interest groups and the public. Three key requirements were set out in the LTS 2000-2003 (City of Edinburgh Council, 2000b) and carried forward to the new LTS (City of Edinburgh Council, 2004a):

· The revenue raised must be ring-fenced for transport and environmental improvement.

· The revenue raised must be treated as additional, with no claw-back of existing sources of funding for transport.

· Substantial improvements will have to be in place before the introduction of charges.

Extensive consultation was then undertaken prior to 2003 in developing the Council's next LTS and the transport investment package, to be part funded from congestion charging.  This included market research, focus groups, meetings with key interest groups and a mail-in questionnaire and comment sheet.   The key points from this consultation were:

· There was a consistent level of public support for the concept of a transport investment package based on congestion charging;

· Support was greater within Edinburgh than in the surrounding areas;

· Responses become more mixed (less supportive) when detailed scheme suggestions were put forward;

· Stakeholder responses (e.g. from the retail community) were cautious, and highlight the importance of continuing engagement throughout the development of the ITI.”

The conclusions of the Public Inquiry, held in Spring 2004, were broadly supportive of the scheme, with the exception of the exemption for Edinburgh residents living outside the outer cordon – the Inquiry reporters recommended that this should be scrapped.  In most other respects, in spite of the uncertainties surrounding the possible impacts of the scheme, the reporters felt it to be a timely, reasonable and well-structured response to impending congestion problems.  The full report on the Inquiry can be found at www.ititime.com. 

In conclusion to this section of the paper, it can be argued that in the Edinburgh case there was no lack of consultation, except perhaps on the issue of the retail impact, where detailed research and active engagement with the city centre retail community only really took place in the last year of scheme planning.  As noted by the council officer, the run-up to the scheme coincided with a decline in the relative fortunes of retailing in central Edinburgh and consequently the City Council was criticised by an already-sensitive retail community for failing to engage with them earlier on the retail impacts of the scheme and how they could be ameliorated.  

The other key issues that were thrown up by the consultation process, aside from the retail impact, included:

· The impact of traffic displaced by the inner cordon rat-running through residential areas (a key issue for at least one opposition lobby group).

· Whether or not the level of congestion in Edinburgh actually merited a Congestion Charging scheme.  The Council Officer, Labour Politician and pro-congestion charge lobby group co-ordinator – as well as the Reporters at the Public Inquiry - were all unanimous that indeed congestion was serious enough, but this issue continued to be raised, for example in the press. 
· Whether sufficient alternatives to driving would have been put in place prior to the scheme’s introduction – partly related to a major lack of trust of the Council.

· Equity impacts – that the rich could continue driving whilst poorer drivers would be priced off the road.

· More general issues, such as that the scheme was an additional burden on an already over-taxed motorist (the largest number of objections was received on this theme).

As noted above, some of these consultation issues were difficult to resolve within the existing transport governance structure in Edinburgh: large scale improvements to the bus network prior to the introduction of congestion charging were not possible.  The level of congestion in Edinburgh and the rat-running issue were both subject to the results of modelling and to an extent simply on-going and un-resolvable political issues.  Equity impacts are almost impossible to resolve in an implementable congestion charging scheme, and revenue-neutrality (the response to the “over-taxed motorist” argument) requires control over vehicle and fuel taxation, which is a UK government matter.

6. Reasons for the referendum 

In its letter to the Council of 18th December 2002 granting Approval in Principle for the scheme, the Scottish Executive stated:

“In particular, in granting this approval in principle and having regard to the policy criteria set down in the Guidance, Ministers wish to emphasise that,… at the Approval in Detail stage you should be able to demonstrate clear public support for the scheme.” 

However, the Council had, at its meeting on 17th October 2002, already taken the decision that “clear public support” could be demonstrated by means of a referendum, suggesting that the decision to hold one was not a response to a Scottish Executive requirement.
In his interview response, the Labour Politician implied, in a question about the planned referendum in Stockholm, that the very marginal Labour majority on the city council was a reason for having a referendum in Edinburgh.  This view was supported more explicitly by the Council Officer who said that the referendum was “a political decision to diffuse opposition to congestion charging as a local election issue in 2003.  The election was very close but Labour prevailed, so in this respect it was the correct decision.  But if they weren’t willing to support it fully [i.e. without having a referendum], then the whole scheme really should have been abandoned.”  In conclusion, then, the referendum can be seen as a politically expedient way to distance the ruling Labour group from making a decision on the congestion charging scheme.
7.  Reasons for the ‘no vote’: key barriers to the implementation of Edinburgh congestion charging
This section of the paper now considers reasons why a majority of voters rejected the scheme when it was presented to them in the referendum.
Press coverage
Firstly, an analysis of press coverage in the period leading up to the referendum is presented.  During the ten week period of analysis (December 13th to February 21st) some 183 articles relating to Edinburgh’s proposed congestion charging scheme appeared in the local newspapers (The Scotsman, The Edinburgh Evening News, Scotland on Sunday, The Sunday Herald).  The vast majority of articles were classified as news, although the comment and letters articles were typically longer. 

	Article type
	Total
	Total number of words


	Average number

of words per article

	News
	141
	76837
	544.9

	Comment
	21
	15085
	718.3

	Letters (typically

more than one

letter per article)
	21
	25317
	1205.6

	All articles
	183
	117239
	640.7


The amount of coverage increased throughout January 2005 as the referendum approached, and was highest in the week immediately prior to the referendum. In the week of the referendum itself, and unlike in previous weeks, there was relatively little attention afforded to the merits and drawbacks of the scheme itself.  Some sample quotes from Editorials in The Scotsman, The Edinburgh Evening News and The Sunday Herald illustrate press opinions towards the proposal. 

The Scotsman

‘Edinburgh’s problem is about peak-period commuter access from one direction, the west. This problem may be solved more easily by improved transport infrastructure - currently not there - than by trying (and failing) to price motorists off the road.’ (From ‘Citizens must have their say’ (Editorial), January 18th, 2005.)

‘There are positive claims. Roads are a finite resource, and the best way, in principle, of rationing their use is by pricing. However, Edinburgh is not being asked to vote for a principle but for a specific scheme. There is no point in voting ‘yes’ for a scheme that is deeply flawed in operation. Voters must weigh up the true costs versus the true gains, which vary depending on who you are.’   (From ‘Vote on congestion charge is vital for the capital’s future’ (Editorial),January 22nd, 2005.)

Edinburgh Evening News

‘An ill-conceived scheme.’  ‘A scheme which is becoming increasingly difficult to justify.’ ‘A policy which is fundamentally flawed.’  (From ‘The sound of silence’ (Editorial), January 11th, 2005.)

Sunday Herald

‘In short, we have strong reservations about the plan and, more particularly, about the way it is being introduced.’  (From ‘City’s tax on cars is badly planned and may drive away business’ (Editorial), January 16th, 2005).

It is evident that all three newspapers held strong reservations about the scheme, particularly The Edinburgh Evening News, where the comments were especially damning. Further to the scheme itself, The Scotsman and The Sunday Herald also cited concerns over problem perception and method of introduction, respectively. 
With regard to news articles and letters as well as editorials, The Scotsman and The Edinburgh Evening News provided the bulk of the coverage, both in terms of the number of articles / letters and the number of words.  These were categorized by the authors according to the tone of the article into four categories.  Results are shown in Table 1, below.
	Newspaper 
	Positive
	 Negative
	 Mixed
	 Neutral
	 Total

	The Scotsman
	12
	22
	19
	20
	73



	The Edinburgh

Evening News
	10
	33
	13
	17
	73

	Scotland on Sunday
	2
	2
	0
	1
	5

	The Sunday Herald
	3
	4
	4
	0
	11

	Total
	27
	61
	36
	38
	162


Table 1 The number of articles (not including letters) published by each newspaper, broken down by the categorisation of content.

In the case of The Edinburgh Evening News, for every positive article, there were more than three negative articles. The source of this apparent bias is uncertain.  Perhaps it merely reflects the predominance of negative news stories which surrounded the proposal. Indeed, the spokesperson for the pro-charging lobby group felt it was far easier for the anti-campaigners to provide the press with new stories. The arguments in favour of the proposal were simpler and once referred to, were not covered in detail again. However, this analysis having shown that The Scotsman and The Edinburgh Evening News were strongly opposed to the proposal, it would be naïve to suggest that their viewpoint did not affect the content of the articles that they published. Not surprisingly, proponents of the scheme felt the coverage was ‘very biased’ (pro-campaigner), while opponents felt it was ‘balanced’ (opposition Councillor). Interestingly, the Labour politician felt that the local media coverage ‘had to give both sides of the story’ and the real bias had occurred earlier, in the form of a ‘general negativity towards transport policy in Edinburgh’s media.’ This general opposition may or may not be so, although Ryley (2005) found that (albeit with slightly different methods) the coverage of the congestion charging scheme from 2000 to 2003 was more balanced than is apparent from this study. But, amongst focus group participants, there was a consensus that the local newspapers were, on the whole, overly hostile to the scheme – as one said, ‘The press coverage was like an argument against congestion charging!’  However, the press coverage is likely to have been a contributing rather than the most significant factor (Gaunt, Rye and Ison 2006).
Other reasons for the no-vote
This section discusses other reasons for the no vote.

Firstly there was the issue of the institutional context for the scheme.  As stated by Marsden and May (2004) “There are three tiers of directly elected politicians. Local Politicians, serving the City of Edinburgh Council and (excluding European representation) two layers of national government with Members of Scottish Parliament and Members of the UK Parliament. The City of Edinburgh Council has established an ‘arms-length’ delivery company (TIE Ltd) that has been given responsibility for managing the implementation of major infrastructure schemes, integrated ticketing and congestion charging.”  Decisions taken by TIE must be ratified by the City Council, although TIE itself is accountable to a majority private-sector board, though funded wholly by the Council and the Scottish Executive (devolved government).  It should also be noted that City of Edinburgh is surrounded by other local authorities, many of whose residents commute to Edinburgh for employment.”  As such, there was no single implementing agency for the scheme.  It was very much dependent on the Scottish Executive for funding, and the bus and rail operators to undertake to improve public transport services prior to the introduction of the scheme.  In addition, the delivery of schemes in administrative areas outside the City of Edinburgh was dependent on neighbouring authorities, many of whom were hostile to the scheme.  The decision on whether or not the scheme should go ahead was ultimately that of the Scottish Executive and the national Minister in Scotland (in contrast to London, where the final decision lies with the Mayor).  At one point in the Edinburgh case, as noted by the Council officer, an unsympathetic Minister held up the process by 6 months.  The Labour politician lamented the lack of central government support for the scheme: as he put it, it was impossible to find a national Labour politician to speak in favour of the scheme, and the Scottish Executive in his view “passed the legislation, and then walked away”.
A related point was that, as discussed previously, the central government civil servant and the Council Officer both acknowledged that legislative requirements and policy guidance were complex and had to be developed in parallel with the scheme.  This increased the time and resources required.  This shows the importance of drafting clear enabling legislation for congestion charging schemes.

Secondly, the issue of a political champion should be examined, as this has been identified as key in previous work.  One interviewee, the media expert, made the comparison between London and Edinburgh and felt that the former lacked a strong political champion, whilst the London scheme had one in the shape of Mayor Ken Livingstone.  But those interviewees who were opponents of the scheme felt that Councillor Andrew Burns, the council’s Executive Member (Councillor) for transport, was identified as a champion for the scheme, so opinion is not unanimous on this point.     
The City Council’s market research, and interviews conducted for this paper, consistently showed that a large majority of people agreed that Edinburgh suffers a congestion problem, particularly in the city centre.  However, the Public Inquiry transcripts show that there was by no means unanimous agreement that congestion in Edinburgh was serious enough to merit a congestion charging scheme.  Related to this, as discussed previously, it is difficult to ‘sell’ the concept of congestion charging to the electorate before public transport has been significantly improved.

Following from the above, there was also disagreement on objectives – other Councils around Edinburgh saw it as a scheme aimed at penalising their own residents, not at tackling congestion.  Many people within Edinburgh viewed it as a scheme aimed only at revenue raising, and they did not trust the Council to spend revenue correctly.  The opposition lobby group leader commented that the Council “was perceived as not being able to do the basics, so it wouldn’t be able to do the big things [like congestion charging]”.  Thus a (perceived) lack of clear objectives, together with lack of trust of the Council, were key reasons for a no vote. 


The interviews show clearly that the proposed Edinburgh scheme was perceived to be quite complex, largely because the second cordon was added.  As discussed previously, the majority of the interviewees felt that this complexity made it even more difficult to secure a “yes” vote; this was a key problem for the scheme.   
The coincidence of a downturn in city centre retailing with the plans for the scheme, and the less than active engagement of retailers until the last year of planning, combined to create major concerns about the scheme’s retail impacts.  This was highlighted by the opposition lobby group leader and the opposition politician, as well as the Labour politician, as a major problem for the scheme.   
There were insufficient resources to develop the scheme and spending plans sufficiently prior to the Public Inquiry.  A few months before congestion charging was adopted in central London, as the media expert pointed out, the scheme had 60 people working on it whereas at the same stage in the development of the Edinburgh scheme it had only six. Whilst this does not necessarily account for the ‘no’ vote in the referendum it would seem to illustrate the difference in the level of commitment to the respective schemes.
The media expert was of the opinion that the presentation and communication of the scheme to the public could have been of better quality.  Although there was a great deal of consultation on the scheme, there was less active promotion of its benefits in the sense of an advertising/promotional campaign until about 6 months before the referendum.  This was partly an issue of resources, and also because, according to the council officer, the authority believed that it had to be cautious about how far it was seen to promote the scheme rather than to inform about it, as doing the former may have left the Council open to legal challenge.  In London, in contrast, according to the media expert, journalists were actively “fed” positive stories on congestion charging and were even taken on a trip to Trondheim in Norway to see a successful scheme in action. 
Clearly the scheme was ultimately not implemented because of the referendum result.  The reasons for the holding the referendum were discussed above, and a survey of people’s reasons for voting as they did in Gaunt, Rye and Ison (2006).  
Finally, the referendum was problematic because not all those who wanted to vote could do so.  This was because there is no statutory framework for local authority referenda in Scotland: in legal terms, the vote was simply a form of consultation. One consequence was that those who had opted out of the full electoral register for data protection reasons had to opt back in to vote in this referendum.

This list of reasons for a no vote attempts to be exhaustive.  In the final section of the paper, the authors attempt to pick out the most important reasons from the list above.
7. Conclusion

In conclusion, the Edinburgh scheme provides many useful lessons to both national legislators, and to local transport planners, who might aspire to implement urban congestion charging schemes.  These can be summarised as follows:

· As argued in previous work (Ison and Rye, 2005), agreement on objectives, a single implementing agency, adequate resources and a political champion are all vital ingredients for a successful scheme, and this is once again borne out by the evidence from Edinburgh.

· In Edinburgh there was disagreement on the objectives for the scheme and whether it would achieve them.  This was without doubt one of the most important reasons for the scheme’s rejection. It is also probable that such disagreements, within the ruling Labour group on the City Council, led to the decision to hold a referendum which was the ultimate death knell of the scheme.
· A complex scheme gives more grounds for disagreements about its ability to achieve objectives, and more grounds for objections.  The inclusion of the outer cordon in the Edinburgh scheme was seen by many interviewees in this paper as a very significant contributor to the scheme’s rejection.
· The institutional fragmentation of transport governance in the Edinburgh area was an important although subsidiary reason for the scheme’s lack of success.
· There is a key difference between consultation on the scheme and promotion of its benefits.  Both are required, from an early stage.  The lack of promotion of the Edinburgh scheme was perceived to be a significant problem for it.  

· Finally, it is very important improvements to local transport should if at all possible be delivered prior to the implementation of a charging scheme and should be such that many people perceive them to be linked to the charging scheme, and that they personally are benefiting from them.  
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