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Official description
The intention of the session is to start a general discussion on effective approaches for Mobility Management, taking into account recent experiences in The Netherlands and Great Britain. (United Kingdom).
Introduction (MM)
This special session will identify the pros and cons of strategies for workplace mobility management.  This ‘public hearing’ involves each panel member promoting a particular strategy for mobility management. They will then be questioned by other panel members and the audience.
Active audience participation is essential.  The audience will vote on the preferred long term and short term strategy for workplace mobility management
Context and background (ME)
Local and national governments need to address transport issues related to car use but providing infrastructure is costly and implementing measure to restrict demand is politically contentious.  As a result the tendency is often for nothing to be done. Site specific travel plans, tailored to local needs are in theory a win, win, win option with benefits for government, organisations and individuals.  Plus, in comparison to other measures, they are quick, cheap and effective. The catch is that encouraging sustainable travel is not an organisation’s raison d’être. Their purpose is to deliver healthcare or education or to produce phones or pharmaceuticals etc., so many organisations are reluctant to implement travel plan measures.  So, how can government best engage these organisations to provide win, win, win situations?
The government options to be put on trial in this session are:

· Regulation and fiscal measures – Tom Rye, UK 
· Promotion – Marcus Enoch, UK 
· Deals – Friso Metz, NL 
· Activate the market – Marco Martens, NL 
Regulation and fiscal measures
The case

TR started by asking representatives from both the NL and the UK about fiscal and regulatory policies used nationally to encourage sustainable travel.  In NL there is fiscal encouragement for cycling to work and in the UK travel plans are often introduced as a result of a planning obligation.

TR provided the example of Washington State, where regulation makes organisations with over 100 employees implement a plan to reduce commuter trips.  This works!  There have been reductions over the last 10 years.
However, a similar regulatory approach introduced in 1987 to improve air quality in Southern California was not successful.  It was abolished in 1995 as a result of political backlash.
In the UK and Switzerland development control is operated.  The Wellcome Trust site in Cambridge needed to successfully reduce commute trips or else face financial penalties.
Fiscal measures are particularly effective, the company car tax system reform has resulted in a 1.5% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions in the UK. Also in the UK, taxing car parking spaces is an option and in Ireland it is possible to purchase public transport season tickets and bikes pre tax to make savings.

Questions from the panel:

MM questioned the effectiveness of regulation in LA and asked about nature of law
TR responded with the success of Washington, emphasising that monitoring is every 2 years and show effect

FM stated that regulation causes a lot of resistance rather than cooperation. In 1991 organisations in the Netherlands were asked ‘do you expect mobility management regulation?’  While 75% said yes this is still not the case as the law hasn’t passed.

TR’s view is that the fiscal approach is more ‘light-handed’, sophisticated and easier to regulate, which is why the UK and Switzerland take this approach 

FM sees regulation as difficult to introduce yet cheap and fiscal is a money generator for government
TR disagrees, providing a NL example in his defence.  The previous tax system encouraged car use whereas this has been reformed to encourage a wider package.

Questions from the audience:
In Italy the regulatory approach requiring mobility plans for companies with more than 100 employees and this has not been accepted.
TR considered that cultural aspect to the acceptability of strategies.  For a strategy to succeed it needs to be ‘enforced and enforceable’.  Traffic limited zones in Italy is an example of something which is not enforced or enforceable, as it is too easy to get permits.
Regulation requires people in government and / or companies to achieve this

TR said that if introduced in context there are often only marginal changes rather than a new regulations which require more people

Companies invest a lot in dealing with fiscal requirements
TR replied that disruption could be minimised if they replaced like for like

This needs training in response to change to raise awareness which is costly.
TR agreed that even with investment it may not be successful

Deals (with business covenants)
The case:

FM: There has been a long history of mobility management in Europe, in NL Travel Plans became a paper-based activity with suggested measures, organisations need ‘large shelves’ to accommodate them.  In the UK a presentation at the Lunch and Lecture at Loughborough titled ‘The Death of the Travel Plan?’ suggests that it has also been the case there.

What does work better is making deals with companies. For the government mobility management is good for the environment, access and health etc but the lateral gains are sold to companies: teleworking benefits for family life, cost savings to companies etc.  So, benefits to individuals and organisation are now reducing congestion.  

It is a matter of ‘learning to speak their language’ in order to achieve a ‘win, win’ situation.  This will clarify the interests and result in implementation and all round results.

Questions from the panel:
ME highlighted that ‘negotiation is more of an art in the Netherlands than the UK,’  where the organisational view is don’t bother us unless you have a carrot and a stick
FM said that companies in the NL also distrusted government but it takes time to learn to understand each other.  This approach is very transparent, if investment meets shared interest then proceed, if not, don’t continue.

MM highlighted that it seemed like a time consuming activity with no guarantees.

FM responded with 2 reasons why it will progress (1) Signed covenants mean that there are consequences if either party does not do what is promised (2) if it is not successful a regulatory approach will be adopted

Questions from the audience:
In the UK voluntary travel plans also exist, however if organisations need to sign a pledge (details legal standing, what will happen with a change of staff, and what will happen if don’t deliver), they want a lawyer present

FM’s view is that if they want to buy in enough they don’t need a lawyer

View expressed that mobility management regulations are similar to those for gender equality, it will take a long time to have a real effect and recognition. 
There was questions about who resources the scheme, what is the role of covenant, and what if every company could identify a win win situation in terms of financing
Using an example from the Hague, FM highlighted that if government invests in increased tram capacity, then organisations promote the tram to employees, the government get a return on investment in the form of fares.

A UK audience member asked whether we can prove the benefits of win win as regulated travel plans can work
FM said that the focus on deals is a young approach, currently experimenting with covenants.  Sees the win win approach having more potential than travel plans but may need regulation in the future.
Promotion 

The case:
ME: Promotion in the past has been passive and so of limited effect. However if the approach is adapted to meet needs then it can have a real impact.  The use of best practice guidance, sharing best practice, breakfast briefings and conferences are only going to achieve niche results in companies with  big problems.  
The current type of promotion is like giving a huge tablet to a body and expecting it to dissolve from the stomach and diffuse to work in the right places (‘travel plan package of measures’). Moreover, current travel plans expect companies to take this pill to solve wider problems – a bit like ‘paying’ for the sun to shine for an extra minute each day. So free rider issue. What we actually need is a ‘magic bullet’, a targeted tablet to solve problems in specific parts of the body (Finance – head; HR – heart; Facilities Management – hand). Need to recognise that transport is a ‘foreign body’ to organisations and it needs a ‘sweetener’. Thus, marketing must respond to an organisation’s core purpose rather than offer a suite of possible, transport focused solutions and deliver site-specific benefits.
On delivery, currently the pill of the travel plan package of measures to be swallowed is dispensed from a large, impersonal, remote hospital doctor (a transport consultant). Instead, it should be delivered by a ‘doctor’ familiar to the company (e.g. management, environment or HR consultant) to target specific needs,  

So, significant redesign needed in how travel plans are promoted. 
Questions from the panel:
MM stated that this sounds like ‘selling free air’,  questioned what is a magic bullet, as need to know that to promote it.  Some of this is happening in the NL

ME said that tools would need to be developed to find the magic bullet, e.g. teleworking.  Need to get through the door and reorder the system which management consultants do all the time.  At the moment transport costs come under a number of systems, which results in hidden costs, so finding them can save money.

FM’s objection is that you only taking medicine when you’re ill, so organisations will only respond if they are ‘ill’

ME suggested that Transport for London have a checklist (recruitment, staff behaviour, want to expand site etc) and if they go through it, most companies have an illness in the system

FM is still sceptical

Questions from the audience:
In Belgium companies approach them for a travel plan and say that they are ill and need a solution, not enough parking, parking no longer free.

ME responded that in certain situation travel plans are the right solution

Continued that sometimes the organisations want quick wins and at other times larger measures.  In Belgium it can be easy for organisations to target response as they part fund employees commute, so have information on mode.  In public sector public transport costs are often totally covered.
Activate the market (making all costs tangible)
The case:
MM: The government should not be directly involved in mobility management, instead market mechanisms should be used to reflect the true cost of mode choice. Forces such as high parking costs and reduced public transport costs will encourage people to make sustainable choices. The high costs of company related car travel will more and more force companies to make sensible choices. This is clearly visible in all major cities and little by little spreading. A market is needed to make these choices possible: a market for teleworking options, bike schemes, smart travel cards, etcetera. 

Activating the market does not imply that a government should do nothing at all. On the contrary. Governments should put restrictions or actively encourage market forces. Parking restrictions in combination with the creation of sustainable environments is one of the most effective strategies to activate a deployment of mobility management by companies. Opening up public transport concessions for contributions of companies will directly help work related travel. In the region of The Hague government and business together subsidize dealmakers to bring demand and supply together. 
While there is no market for mobility management then there is no point trying to alter behaviour.  The ‘Activate market strategy’ is based on the principle that mobility management is not an aim in itself but only a means for companies to cope with sustainable mobility in a sustainable environment.
Questions from the panel:
ME provided the example of the USA in the 1970s.  High petrol prices acted as a transport demand measure and policy entrepreneurs introduced van pools etc to the benefit of workplaces.  However, when the oil price fell companies lost interest and the concepts failed.  In situations such as this local authorities do not have much power to intervene, for example through maintaining high oil prices.  The need to pass things through committee so are slow to react and their prime focus is raising money.
MM responded that subsidising a deal maker is a sustainable option. It is a long term strategy to create and environment in which travellers and companies make better choices..

ME replied what will the situation be in the future?

MM said that driving would be more expensive

FM provided the successful of example of ‘green wheels’ car clubs in the NL.  Initially took a long time to prosper, however now companies promote car sharing, the municipalities do not need to do as much, now they just provide designated spaces.  To strengthen the market what can government do?

MM said that innovation and an increasing role for technology is key, and for businesses this makes economic sense.  There needs to be a change in the fiscal system.

Questions from the audience:
An audience member commented that the market needs to be educated including through university, some of which should highlight market approach.

MM agreed

Judge and Jury

JJ summarised the four points of view and then the audience voted on:

a) Which approach would be most successful in the long term?

b) Which approach would be more successful in the short term?

Regulation and fiscal measures were most effective long term and promotion in the short term.

