










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Transportation Cost Analysis

npothesis that higher urban densities can reduce the need to travel."3* A study of costs
issociated with different land use patterns in New Jersey concluded that a development
slan which centralizes a greater portion of future growth would require 83% fewer new

ane miles than continued sprawl that results in a greater amount of generated traffic.

ixternal Environmental and Social Benefits?

\ 1978 report argues that highways provide external environmental and social benefits.¢
‘ew of these proposed but unsubstantiated benefits seem reasonable based on knowledge
ind sensibilities, and some seem outright silly. Here are typical quotations from the report:

\esthetics: "The freeway can provide open space, reduce or replace displeasing land
uses, enhance visual quality through design standards and controls, reduce headlight
glare, and reduce noise.” and "Regarding the visual quality of the highway and highway
structures, freeways may create a sculptural form of art in their own right. Some
authors note that the undulating ribbons of pavement possessing both internal and
external harmony are a basic tool of spatial expression."

Vildlife: "Freeway rights-of-way may be beneficial to wildlife in both rural and urban
environments..."

Vetlands: "The intersection of an aquifer by a highway cut may interrupt the natural flow
of groundwater and thus may draw down an aquifer, improving the characteristics of
the land immediately adjacent to the highway."

\ative Vegetation: "Roadside rights-of-way can be among the last places where native
plants can grow. "

leighborhood Benefits: "Highways, if they are concentrated along the boundary of the
neighborhood, can promote neighborhood stability.” and "Old housing of low quality
occupied by poor people often serves as a reason for the destruction of that housing for

freeway rights of way."”

iocial Benefits: "Highways can increase the frequency of contact among individuals..."
and "Good highways facilitate church attendance.”

* Duncan McLaren, "Compact or Dispersed?" Built Environment, Vol. 18, No. 4, 1993, p. 268-284.

* Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, Impact Assessment of the New Jersey Interim
tate Development and Redevelopment Plan: Research Finding, Office of State Planning, 1992, p.179.
’ Hays Gamble and Thomas Davinroy, Beneficial Effects Associated with Freeway Construction,
ransportation Research Board (Washington DC), Report 193, 1978
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Transportation Cost Analysis

)lds randomly selected across North America. Of those, 11 were returned as

srable.# Thirty-eight completed survey forms were received.

vey asked respondents to identify how serious they consider various transportation
is. The responses were numbered from 1 (Very Serious) to 4 (Not At All Serious).
-4 shows the survey results. These indicate that the public considers social and
mnental transportation costs significant. Even the lowest ranking cost, Ugliness of
as a value indicating that respondents, on average, considers it between "Not Very
'and "Somewhat Serious." Costs ranked according to the survey show a strong
ion to the ranking of average automobile costs in this study, with the exception of

rawl. This may be explained by the technical nature of many sprawl costs.

-4 Public Survey and This Study's Cost Estimate Ranking Compared
is a list of transportation problems. Please indicate how serious you consider each.”

Rank In This Transportation Problems Survey
Study Average | Variance
1 Traffic accidents 1.53 0.72
3 Air Pollution 159 0.45
5 Excessive energy consumption. 1./4 0.37
4 Traffic congestion 1.89 0.84
_ 7 Barrier Effect 2.19 0.50
3 Traffic Noise 2.20 0.87
9 Mobility problems for non-drivers 2.24 0.50
6 Harm to wildlife caused by roads and traffic. 2.27 0.64
2 Urban spraw! 2.37 0.86
10 Ugliness or roaas 2.79 0.90

le shows that survey respondents gave similar rankings to transportation
IS as the cost estimates in this survey. Note that the lower the average value, the
rious respondents consider the problem.

«d question asked respondents to identify how important they consider various
tation goals (Table 4-5). "Very Important" counted as a 1, while "Not At All

nt" counted as a 4. Although these questions are more difficult to compare

nal letters were probably undelivered but not returned across the international border
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Transportation Cost Analysis

road funding mechanisms, which she concludes are overall regressive (Table 7-1).18 She
emphasizes the problems facing women commuters in shifting from SOV travel due to
family responsibilities and inflexible employment conditions, implying an inequitable
burden, and that at least some low income drivers would be worse off overall from
congestion fees. She emphasizes the need to analyze impacts by gender, employment type,
location, commute distance, and other criteria in addition to income. John Kain identifies
significant potential benefits to poor commuters (and non-drivers) from congestion pricing
by incorporating transit and ride sharing service improvements, including travel time

savings and increased bus frequency, plus revenue rebates. !

Table 7-1 Incidence of Taxes Used to Support Highway Services?°

Tax Incidence
“ederal, state f~! gasoline tax Regressive ]
State nee faog Regressive
State sales tax Regressive
-ocal sales tax Regreesive
“ederal, state income tax Progressive
Jroperty tax Regressive

Vost current taxes used for roadway funding are regressive.

A recent study indicates that Pay-As-You-Drive insurance increases income equity by
sliminating the high premiums often required for residents of low income communities,
educing costs for low annual mileage drivers, and providing overall insurance system
javings.2! Low income households would pay 30 to 80% lower premiums than under the
aurrent system, in part because low income households drive less than wealthier

1ouseholds. This analysis understates total potential benefits to the poor by considering

& Genevieve Giuliano, "Equity and Fairness Considerations of Congestion Pricing," in Curbing Gridlock,
[RB, National Academy Press (Washington DC), 1994, p. 250-279.

? John Kain, "Impacts of Congestion Pricing on Transit and Carpool Demand and Supply," in Curbing
sridlock, TRB, National Academy Press (Washington DC), 1994, p. 502-553.

0 Genevieve Giuliano, in Curbing Gridlock, National Academy Press, (Washington DC), 1994, p. 260.

1 Jeff Allen, Roland Hwang, and Jane Kelly, An Equity Analysis of "Pay-As-You-Drive" Automobile
nsurance in California, Union of Concerned Scientists (Washington DC), Nov. 1994.
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Transportation Cost Analysis

sffect is probably slightly progressive (increases vertical equity) due to benefits to
rers. If some revenues are specifically targeted at disadvantaged people (the poor
-drivers) the overall effect could be strongly progressive. Spending revenues only
highways is probably regressive (since these are used primarily by higher income
1), but typical expenditures on transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements are

7 progressive. Analysis of the distributional effects of increased prices and benefits

raphic area or subgroups may indicate additional horizontal inequities.

-3 Increased Automobile Price Equity Effects Summary

Short Term Long Term
Low Middle-High Low Middle-High
Non- Income Income Non- Income Income
Drivers Drivers Drivers Drivers Drivers Drivers
Moderate Moderate Slight Moderate
ket None Cost Cost Benefit Mixed Cost
Slight Large Small Moderate >mall
-Market Benefit Cost Benefit Benefit Mixed Benefit
Moderate vioaerate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Market Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit
Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
iental Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit
Large Moderate Slight Large Large Small
endency Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit
Small Slight Slight Slight Slight Slight
Cost Cost Cost Benefit Benefit Benefit

e2 Equity of Transit Subsidies

-ansit service receives significant financial subsidies. Is this fair? An analysis that
isiders market costs may conclude that transit subsidies are inequitable, at least in
ow terms of horizontal equity. A comprehensive equity analysis can better identify

its and benefits are distributed.

sts are considered, the difference in external costs between public transit and other

odes is small. Figures 4.3 to 4.5 show that the external costs per passenger mile of
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