Evaluation of Downtown Truck Access Restriction Policy in Seoul
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ABSTRACT
Park, Hyeon Kim, Soo-Jeong

This paper ams to evaluate downtown truck access restriction policy in Seoul. One of the long-standing
debates in transportation policy addresses the extent to which the various users of transportation systems pay
the full costs of the services they use. The underlying view of the debate is. when shippers and carriers pay
the full costs (internal or external), they are likely to operate and use freight transportation efficiently, which
is desirable from the points of efficiency and equity.

A part of costs (caled external costs) of providing freight service is not borne by shippers and carriers
themselves. Instead, they pay speciad taxes and fees to offset the costs they impose on government, other
users of roads and the general public. To evauate the truck access restriction policy, this study calculates
four external costs of congestion, air pollution, accident, and road pavement and compares them with specia
taxes and fees for small-size trucks, medium-size trucks and passenger cars.

The calculation shows that al modes of transportation are more or less subsidized in providing their
service in the order of medium-size trucks, small-size trucks, and passenger cars. However, this does not
necessarily support the validity of truck access restriction policy. The reactions of shippers and carrier to the
policy include increase in use of small-size trucks, change in transportation route, and shift in delivery time.
All of these reactions increase logistics costs as well as social costs. These adverse side-effects are caused by
direct access restriction scheme. Rather, indirect control schemes such as increase in specia taxes or
congestion tolls will be more effective to relieve external costs by trucks.

Eventudly, the role of trucks in urban economy should be reexamined and we should put higher priority
on trucks in urban transportation management.
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