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Abstract

Once embarked upon, it is often notoriously difficult to change the direction of particular transport policy decisions. This is due to a number of reasons or constraints including the high cost and long term nature of many transport interventions, along with the sheer complexity of transport problems which typically require packages of measures to be introduced rather than individual projects. Paradoxically though, it is this very complexity that frequently sees changing circumstances that in an ideal world would lead to the adoption of a new policy direction. The issue then, is how such changes in policy direction can be achieved in practice given the constraints identified.

This paper draws on examples from the UK of where such changes in the transport policy direction have occurred. Specifically it finds that so-called ‘agents of change’ can be categorised in three dimensions, namely:

1. Public and political identification of a problem;

2. The emergence of suitable policy ideas or solutions; and

3. The occurrence of some kind of event in the policy arena.

From these dimensions, lessons are drawn from which it is hoped policy makers and policy shapers in locations beyond the UK and in sectors beyond transport can benefit.
1. introduction
Nobody who has lived in the UK for any significant amount of time would be rash enough to claim that the nation’s transport system could not be improved (see Docherty and Shaw (2008) for a thorough critique). Yet despite a broad consensus amongst the UK population that ‘something needs to be done’ to improve things, the blunt fact is that more often than not it is inertia that triumphs over changes for the better.
To this end, this paper presents a series of notable examples of policy change from the transport sector in the UK to draw lessons from both the development of over-arching transport policies and the implementation of specific transport planning measures as instruments of policy across a geographical range of transport sectors. Specifically it draws on a literature review and presents a series of vignettes to outline the motivations and factors which can be seen to bring about transport policy change in the surface (land) transport sector.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 outlines the scope, nature and scale of this review. Section 3 examines recent examples of policy change at the national level, whilst Section 4 documents examples of policy change in the context of an area wide basis and Section 5 examines change surrounding transport policy at site specific locations. Finally, Section 6 concludes by providing a series of lessons for transport policy makers in the UK and beyond. 

2. Transport policy AT THE STRATEGIC AND TACTICAL LEVELS
Transport policy can be differentiated between transport policy at the strategic level, and the individual or packages of measures/instruments that are used to deliver it (i.e. the tactical level). Both elements are of interest in this review and in the wider thesis, and they will be considered here. 

At the strategic level, a policy is ‘a statement by a government of what it intends to do or not do’ (Tuominen and Himanen, 2007, p.39) usually underpinned by a series of themes (sustainability, accessibility, and safety are common themes in transport) and objectives. Studies of policy formulation at the strategic level tend to focus on a range of internal and external factors which can be seen to be important within decision making processes (Dudley and Richardson, 2000).

More tactically, the implementation of individual/packages of instruments represents the delivery stage of transport policy (Button and Hensher, 2005). They are the means by which the objectives of transport policy are to be achieved (May, 1997). Table 1 below presents a taxonomy of such instruments, which are classified by the terms incentives, disincentives, or other. Incentives are those instruments which attempt to make competing modes of transport more attractive to car users. Conversely, measures seeking to make car use less attractive to the user are disincentives (Ison and Rye, 2003). In addition, a number of other instruments which cannot be classified through these terms exist. These instruments could be aimed at addressing transport sustainability. 
Table 1 – The instruments of sustainable transport policy (Adapted from O’Flaherty, 1997
	
	Measure
	Description

	Incentives
	Enhanced public transport provision
	Improved frequency, reliability, coverage, service quality, infrastructure, priority measures, fare structures

	
	Park and ride schemes
	Bus/rail based transport options on the edge of towns and cities/areas of high demand

	
	Public transport publicity/campaigns
	Improved marketing; improved timetabling

	
	Cycling / pedestrian improvements
	Cycle hire; cycle routes; cycleway and footpath improvements

	Disincentives
	Road pricing
	Charging for use of roads, or for access to certain areas

	
	Road closures
	Prohibiting access for motor vehicles

	
	Rationing – quantity
	Access to areas prohibited once a certain level of vehicle numbers reached

	
	Parking control
	Limiting provision, charging

	
	Traffic management
	A range of measures to control/limit car use in certain locations/settings

	
	Road space reallocation
	Reducing road capacity for cars whilst increasing capacity for pedestrians/bikes/public transport

	Other
	Travel planning/smarter choices
	Strategies for influencing travel behaviour and encouraging more sustainable travel

	
	Integrated land use and planning
	Design of new housing/retail/leisure developments to minimise transport demand


Due to the complexities underpinning the demand for private car use, most strategy approaches favour the implementation of integrated or packages of policy measures, which are usually based on the following principles (Vigar, 2002):

· Expanding and improving public transport networks to encourage modal shift from private transport;

· Improving provision for pedestrians, cyclists and improvements/encouragement of environmentally friendly forms of transport;

· Using both traditional and innovative traffic management measures such as traffic calming, traffic restraint and pedestrianisation schemes to control speed and increase reliability, as opposed to designing for maximum vehicular capacity; and

· Integrating the use of transport planning, land-use planning and development control to reduce car dependency and eliminate unnecessary travel.
The study of change in the context of both transport policy formulation, and its implementation in terms of the use of instruments described above and in Table 1 will be both considered in this review. In this regard then, the term policy change is to be used interchangeably to account for both the formulation of transport policy at the strategic level, and its implementation ‘on the ground’ in the form of the use of instruments in Table 1.
Strategic transport policy and the instruments of which it is composed can be developed and delivered across a range of different dimensions. For example, transport policy formulation in the UK can be explored in the context of a geographical classification, which Headicar (2009) breaks down into:

· EU transport policy making – intra-national policy and planning;
· National transport policy making – white papers and associated planning guidance;
· Regional transport policy making – regional transport strategies; and
· Local transport policy making – local transport plans.
On a similar basis, instruments of transport policy, whether applied individually or as a wider strategy, can also be classified geographically in terms of the scope of their implementation (Banister, 2005). 

Table 2 – Geographical dimensions of transport policy delivery (Source: Banister, 2005)
	Scope of instrument use
	Context
	Practical examples

	National
	Nationwide policy coverage
	Free bus travel for over 60s; Speed limits; Fuel duty

	Area-wide (Regional/Local)
	Urban, Intra-Urban, Urban-Rural, Rural
	London/Durham road pricing; Park and ride schemes; Light rail; Pedestrianisation; Parking strategies; Demand Responsive Transport; Community Transport.

	
	Urban – historic city, central business district, shopping district

Rural – commuter countryside, rural tourist areas, ‘deep’ rural areas 
	

	Site specific
	Business parks; Out of town retail/leisure parks; Airports; Honeypots; Universities; Other significant trip generating locations
	Travel plans; Parking management; Car share schemes;  


As such, the geographical classifications of transport policy formulation and delivery will be used to structure this paper. Contextualising it in this way is helpful, since it allows the division of the policy arena into smaller sub-sectors for analysis. 

3. Policy change at the national level

Numerous authors (e.g. Headicar, 2009; Glaister et al, 2006; Docherty and Shaw, 2003) have attempted to document, examine and explain the circumstances behind the most notable examples of surface transport policy change at the national level. This section selects two of the most notable national transport policy events of more recent years:

· The emergence of transport’s new realism in the 1990s; and

· The subsequent restoration of old policy paradigms in the new millennium.

Towards a new realism for transport
The dominant UK transport policy ideology for most of the second half of the twentieth century was one constructed on the premise of ‘predict and provide’ (Goodwin, 1999). That is, forecast future demand for travel by various modes was extrapolated, with subsequent attempts made to match the supply of infrastructure to the potential demand (Owens, 1995).

This approach was very evident in the way that forecast demand for road travel was dealt with. Following the end of World War II, and for decades beyond, the UK embarked on an ambitious series of road building programmes (Hibbs, 2000). As car dominance increased, forecast declines in public transport use were used to justify cuts in spending across rail and bus networks. For a period of around fifty years post World War II, the principal concern amongst governments of all political persuasions was to embark upon a road building programme, which paid little consideration to other transport modes or new forms of spatial development. De-regulation and privatisation of public transport services led to their marginalisation, ensuring that they largely became an option to those with no alternative (Vigar, 2002). 

Goodwin (1999) pinpointed 1989 as the highpoint of predict and provide, and also its final hour. At this time the Department of Transport (1989) released new road traffic forecasts which suggested that vehicle traffic would increase by between 82% and 134% for the period 1988 – 2025. The initial policy response to these figures by the incumbent Conservative Government at the time was to publish a new White Paper entitled Roads for Prosperity (DoT, 1989). This document proposed a substantial increase in road building in order to cater for expected demand and alleviate congestion on the road network. Providing additional road capacity was still seen as the primary solution to transport problems. However, events in both the public and political sector in the years preceding and immediately following the release in the White Paper led in the longer term to a more considered response to the road traffic forecasts. 

As such, road building schemes in the 1990s were scaled down, and by 1998 a new Labour Government had released their own transport White Paper entitled A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone (DETR, 1998). This was a significant moment, since it largely abandoned the principal of predict and provide, favouring instead transport’s New Realism.

Whilst intuition alone suggests that many inter-related factors combine to bring about policy change of such a significant nature, within the literature, three primary change agents emerge. These are:

· The growth of the environmental movement and its influence on policy;

· The development of a comprehensive research base for policy making; and

· Political events at the domestic and European level.

These three factors are examined in closer detail here.

The growth of the environmental movement and its influence on policy
Towards the end of the 1980’s and through the early 1990’s, environmental concerns began to permeate transport policy debates. Of particular concern were the rising CO2 emissions from the transport sector as the knowledge of its environmental impacts were raised (Potter, 1997). A burgeoning environmental movement had emerged in the 1960s and 1970, though a number of events in the 1980s and 1990s served to reawaken public feeling (Vigar, 2002). First, the Brundtland Commission (WCED, 1987) introduced the term ‘sustainable development’, placing it front and centre in the political and public psyche. Second, the 1992 Climate Convention in Rio de Janeiro, and subsequent conferences at Kyoto, Buenos Aires and The Hague reinforced emerging issues relating to environmental degradation and climate change caused by human behaviour. At the same time domestically, wider public opinion was influenced by high-profile campaigns which emerged to try and prevent construction of some of the most controversial road building schemes of the day, including those at Solsbury Hill (Bath), Twyford Down (Winchester) and the Newbury Bypass (Headicar, 2009). 

Evolving public attitudes to the environment domestically were demonstrated when the Green Party secured a 15% share of the vote in the 1989 elections for the European Parliament. This prompted all the major political parties to review their policies in an attempt to portray a greener image (Glaister et al, 2006). For the incumbent Conservative Government, this can first be identified in the release of the 1990 Environment White Paper entitled This Common Inheritance (DoE, 1990), which hinted at a change in Government thinking on transport policy. This was followed by the release of a Department of Transport Report entitled Transport and the Environment (DoT, 1991), which acknowledged growth in environmental concerns and stated that ‘we must accept that preserving the environment has a cost and be prepared to bear it' (p.3). Further policy transport policy commitments emerged in the 1994 White Paper on Sustainable Development (DoE, 1994), to the extent that ‘by the mid-1990’s it seemed as though convergence was taking place around a new and quite distinctive set of transport and planning policies…which given time would translate into a very different era of planning practice’ (Headicar, 2009, p.115).

A comprehensive research base for policy making

Changing attitudes were helped by a raft of scientific and academic research reports which emerged in the early to mid 1990’s which helped embellish beliefs and support policy re-orientation (Goodwin, 1999). The aforementioned 1991 report entitled Transport: The New Realism (Goodwin et al, 1991) first raised a number of key principles on which it was asserted that there was wide academic and professional consensus (see Figure 1).

Figure 1 – Principles of New Realism (Source: Goodwin et al, 1991)
	· There is an intolerable imbalance between expected trends in mobility and the capacity of the transport system;

· The main problem is the growth in reliance on car use, which no longer succeeds in realising its own objectives;

· It is not possible to provide sufficient capacity to meet unrestrained demands for movement;

· It is necessary to devise systems of managing demand which are economically efficient, provide attractive possibilities for travel for both car owners and non-car owners; and
· Policies to accomplish this are technically feasible, providing they are properly harmonised…expansion of road infrastructure will not be the core of transport policy.


The principles of new realism were reinforced by the 18th Environmental Pollution Report published by the Royal Commission, which demonstrated the un-sustainability of current trends in the transport sector (RCEP, 1994). This document also advocated a wide range of policies intended to reduce the environmental impact of transport, and proposed strict targets for limiting CO2 emissions. The RCEP report was followed almost immediately by the publication of evidence by the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA, 1994), which suggested that new roads built to remedy congestion may actually themselves be responsible for generating additional demand for car use. 

This was a particularly significant event since the evidence contradicted DoT policy that new road schemes should be assessed on the presumption that they do not add to total traffic (Headicar, 2009. Whitelegg, 1997). Following this report, Government policy changed to in future assess the significance of traffic generation arising from every proposed road scheme. The SACTRA report therefore provided conclusive evidence of induced transport demand through infrastructure provision, challenging the underlying discourse of ‘predict and provide’. This lead Vigar (2002, p. 87) to conclude that ‘while and environmental rhetoric was used as a justification for policy shift, it appears that the technical argumentation put forward by SACTRA provided the scientific evidence that was vital’.

Thus, at the same time as public attitudes were changing, so was the evidence base on which policy was made. Furthermore, the UK government was beginning to see positive feedback from progressive transport policies implemented by European countries. For example, large scale city centre pedestrianisation in Germany, heavy investment in public transport from many European countries, Dutch traffic calming, and tentative experiments with road pricing and tolling in Scandinavia (Goodwin, 1999). Such factors therefore supported the move towards transport policy re-orientation.
Political events at the domestic and international level
In addition to the aforementioned increase in the Green Party vote to 15% at the 1989 European Parliament elections, other political events combined to provide momentum towards transport policy change. 

In 1989, Michael Portillo, the then Transport Minister chaired an annual conference of European Transport Ministers at which they received a number of expert reports on the extent of transports contribution to environmental pollution. The projected future growth of emissions from the transport sector, driven in part by increases in car ownership and usage were also reinforced. Thus, problems of car use were reframed and extended from purely congestion concerns to wider environmental impacts (Goodwin, 1999). At the following year’s conference a resolution was adopted which differed markedly from previous multi-state transport policy statements and asserted that:

· Traffic management be used to further environmental objectives in transport policy, both in relation to demand management and encouraging modal shift;

· That effective and acceptable means of reducing the use of the private car in urban areas need to be applied; and

· That assessments of infrastructure investment proposals should include traffic and environmental evaluations of the alternatives including extending railway or other public transport infrastructure and that of not building infrastructure.

In 1992, at the UN ‘Earth Summit’ Conference in Rio de Janeiro, the Government signed the Climate Change Convention which targeted reduced greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels. Given the contribution of the transport sector, and private car use in particular, to greenhouse gas emissions, domestic transport policy again came to the fore (Headicar, 2009). In combination with the growing environmental movement amongst the public, and the increasing recognition of the futility of road building as a sustainable transport solution, such political events contributed significantly to the reframing of transport policy towards a demand management approach (Vigar, 2002).

Transport policy in the new millennium – a return to old paradigms?

Following the new Labour Government election to power in 1997, a series of key policy documents were released which signalled a new approach to transport policy orientation. The 1998 White Paper ‘A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone’ (DETR, 1998) and its delivery document ‘Transport 2010: The 10 Year Plan’ (DETR, 2000) provided a ‘clear sense of direction…[and] comprehensive plans for delivery’ (Glaister et al, 2006, p. 33). The 1998 White Paper put travel demand management in place as the key rhetorical aim of transport policy, fundamentally endorsing the failure of predict and provide as a framework for policy development’ (Vigar, 2002). 

Such optimism did not last, and Glaister et al (2006, p. 33) asserted that ‘the 10 year plan turned out to be the high water mark of New Labour’s commitment to an integrated and sustainable transport policy’. Subsequent White Papers released in 2004 (The Future of Transport, DfT) and 2007 (Towards a Sustainable Transport System, DfT) have seen a move away from the integrated approach and back towards the restoration of supply-sided transport policies, if not through new road building then through capacity enhancement by widening and extending existing infrastructure (Docherty and Shaw, 2008). Indeed, of the 2004 White Paper, Headicar (2009, p. 138) reported that ‘in a manner reminiscent of the former Soviet Union, the previous (1998) White Paper was air-brushed out of existence – not only any mention of the document itself, but also several of its distinctive features: notably integration, social inclusion, traffic reduction and even sustainable development’. 
The remainder of this section is devoted to exploring the most influential factors in the retrenchment of transport’s new realism and subsequent policy change. From the literature, the following change agents emerge as particularly significant and will be examined in greater detail

· The power of the unforeseen event – the fuel tax protests and the Hatfield rail crash;

· Institutional changes at the national level; and

· The public mood, congestion growth and the strength of the motoring lobby.

The power of the unforeseen event – the fuel tax protests and the Hatfield rail crash
The Fuel Duty Escalator (FDE) was established in 1992, in part at least to limit the growth of vehicle emissions through pricing. An annual increase in fuel duty, initially set at 3%, was raised to 5% in 1995, and 6% by the new Government in 1996. However, the combined effective of the FDE and rising world oil prices saw the fuel price index increase by 23% between January 1998 and July 2000 (Begg and Gray, 2004b). Further increases in crude oil prices in Autumn 2000 culminated in the fuel price protests, whereby commercial vehicle drivers and others blockaded oil refineries and halted distribution of road fuels to the extent that many essential services were compromised (Glaister, 2002). 

Such was the political significance of the fuel protests, the response of the Government was to abandon the fuel duty escalator. Its rejection served to contribute to increases in traffic volume, congestion and associated externalities, and served to question governmental commitment to sustainable transport policies (Glaister et al, 2006). In addition, it doubtless served to concentrate ‘the minds of ministers on the dangers of overlooking the interests of private vehicle users’ (Parkhurst and Dudley, 2004, p. 54). Indeed, Begg and Gray (2004b, p. 70) cite the fuel tax protests as ‘a critical turning point for transport policy. Surprised by the strength of feeling over a transport issue, the Government realised that, not only had it to deliver (and be seen to deliver) on transport, it had to do so without further alienating a powerful motoring lobby’.

Almost immediately following the fuel protests, another event, the Hatfield rail crash, the third fatal train accident in three years, brought the spotlight onto Government public transport policy in addition to its road policy (Headicar, 2009). The cause of the Hatfield crash was a broken rail, linked to poor maintenance by Railtrack, who responded by imposing speed restrictions across much of the rail network for fear of a repeat incident (Wolmar, 2001). This led to severe delays and cancellations, casting doubt on the ability of the Government to deliver the public transport system improvements it had earlier promised (Glaister et al, 2006). It also had serious effects for rail investment, as much of the money allocated for improvements in the Ten Year Plan had to be diverted for the purpose of simply maintaining and renewing the existing railway (Headicar, 2009).

As such, these combined events, occurring as they did at the relatively early stages of the move towards new realism, caused immediate problems for the Government in their new course of policy action. The motoring lobby was invigorated and strengthened by the fuel price protests, and public scepticism at the Government’s ability to transform public transport services was increasing. As Glaister et al (2006, p. 255) asserted, these events served to illustrate that Government ‘policy of getting people out of their cars and on to public transport was seen to be failing both as a political project, and in practical terms’.

Institutional changes at the national level

The events described above served to influence institutional changes at the national level that also impacted on policy change. 

Upon election in 1997, Labour created the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR). This reflected the new joined-up approach to transport planning advocated in the 1998 White Paper, which recognised the inter-dependency between transport and the environment, planning, and economic development (Begg and Gray, 2004a). It also brought to an end an association of the old Department of Transport as a narrow and isolated office of Government, which stood alone and concerned itself with primarily road-building (Headicar, 2009). Instead, ‘transport would no longer go its own way, but would be integrated with environmental objectives’ (Grayling, 2002, p. 149).

Following the fuel protests however, and the concerns over the safety of the railway network, the Department was considered to become increasingly perceived as anti-car and incompetent in its handling of public transport. In response, the DETR was broken up following the Government’s re-election in 2001. Environment was separated from transport, and a new Department, that of Transport, Local Government and the Regions (DTLR) was formed. This unpinning of transport from the environment was taken by many to reflect the diminution of the environmental agenda from forthcoming transport policy decisions (Headicar, 2009).
The DTLR itself lasted only one year, until the planning function was removed and transport reverted to its existing stand alone as the Department for Transport (DfT). Thus, institutional arrangements had come full circle to those which had met the incoming Government in 1997. Headicar (2009) considered this as further evidence of the return to the previous policy paradigm more associated with predict and provide than new realism. Indeed, Glaister (2006, p. 248) concluded that the dismantling of the DETR and the reintroduction of a stand alone DfT ensured that ‘the direction of transport policy, unfettered by other considerations, transferred to a Secretary of State who was content to respond to pressures from the business community and public opinion for the construction of more roads’. 

Furthermore, it is also prudent to assert that the disbandment of the Ministry responsible for introducing the concept of an integrated approach to transport policy and planning (the DETR) made it increasingly difficult for the Government to pursue such an approach. The conclusion of Begg and Gray (2004a, p. 68) for the reasoning behind institutional reformation: ‘the institutional restructuring probably mirrored a shifting political perspective; a sustainable transport policy was – to a degree – expendable in the face of other, potentially more damaging, political pressures’. The pressures to which they refer were from a changing public mood and increasingly powerful motoring lobby. 

The public mood and the motoring lobby

Whilst public concern surrounding the environmental impact of transport was demonstrated to have played a role in policy progression towards new realism, so too can public opinion be seen to have influenced retrenchment from it. The fuel price protests described previously provide good evidence of this, as summarised by Glaister et al (2006, p. 255): ‘it became apparent in 2000 that they (the general public) would resist paying ever-higher prices for fuel if the object of government policy was to cut emissions of carbon dioxide by pricing them off the road…the protest movement was led by farmers and truck drivers whose livelihood was most directly affected by increased fuel costs, but it received support from a much wider public’. 

The 1998 New Deal for Transport advanced two particular problems which the government would seek to address, those of congestion and pollution. Begg and Gray (2004b) assert that whilst UK and EU legislation had stemmed the rise of vehicle emissions, car ownership, use and congestion continued to increase. The political reality then was a situation in which the public demanded action – in the form of road infrastructure investment – at the expense of environmental concerns. 

This all coincided with a period of sustained economic growth, which further fuelled car use, which increased pressure on the Government to act. As Headicar (2009, p. 129) asserts, to the general public ‘nothing new appeared to be happening which would make much difference to the worsening conditions which people were experiencing on the ground’. This point was borne out in opinion polls which highlighted public dissatisfaction with the Government in regard to a perceived lack of capital spending on transport during their first term (Begg and Gray, 2004b). Indeed, at the time of the fuel tax protests, the Government fell behind the Conservatives in the opinion polls for the first time since their election. Chastened by this experience, it could be said then that ‘the realities of the practical dimension of policy-making had made themselves felt, [and] the political dimension had turned against an aggressively environmental policy stance’ (Glaister et al, 2006, p. 255).

4. area-wide transport policy change

Having examined instances of policy change at the national level, this section now examines the concept through the implementation of transport strategies/instruments at an area-wide level, specifically in urban centres and in historic cities.
Transport planning in urban centres

Urban areas offer unique opportunities for addressing issues around unsustainable transport. This is because short travelling distances and high volumes of people serve to make public transport, walking and cycling particularly viable alternatives to private car use (Banister, 2005). As such, a range of unique initiatives can be seen to have emerged at the local level in urban centres. This section will examine the development of a number of these initiatives in order to explain the motivations for change. It begins with an assessment of factors behind the success and failure of a number of urban road pricing schemes.
The emergence of the policy of last resort

In transport policy terms, road pricing has historically been cited as the classic idea whose time may never come (Borins, 1988). The economic principles underlying road pricing have been long established, and the theoretical benefits and costs expansively discussed (Pigou, 1920. Knight, 1924. Wardrop, 1952. Walters, 1961. Vickrey, 1969). It is true that practical examples of its application are few. Failed attempts to introduce schemes in locations as diverse as Hong Kong (Dawson, 1986. Borins, 1988. Hau, 1990), Edinburgh (Rye et al, 2005. Ryley, 2005. Gaunt et al, 2007), Cambridge (Ison, 1998. Ison and Rye, 2005) and Manchester serves to reinforce the difficulties faced by those who would seek to implement such a measure. However, a long-standing paper based scheme in Singapore (Wilson, 1988. Phang and Toh, 2004) - now converted to an electronic road pricing system - and more recently, the introduction of the London congestion charge (Santos, 2005), prove that road pricing can form part of a coherent transport policy. From analysis of both successful and failed attempts at introducing road pricing variants in urban centres, it is possible to identify a range of factors important in the development and implementation of such a radical policy measure.

Acceptance of the need for change
Jones (1998) noted that road pricing is often argued against on the grounds that existing road conditions are not bad enough to justify the introduction of something which, to many people, is viewed as such an extreme measure. In the minds of many people, less draconian measures, such as public transport improvements, will suffice. For road pricing to find favour amongst the general public therefore, it seems apparent that there must be a consensus that the level of congestion is severe enough to warrant its use (Johansson and Mattsson, 1995. Ison, 2004. Ison and Rye, 2005). 

This assertion is borne out in the case of the most high profile road pricing schemes in Singapore and London, where concerns with rising congestion levels were the primary motivator for their development. This played an important role en-route to implementation since there appeared to be a common agreement that the issue of congestion needed to be addressed (Jones, 2003). 

In terms of road pricing then, motivations for change are therefore in part dependent on people’s problem awareness. Road pricing will only become acceptable if people are both aware of, and in agreement with, current and future problems caused by car use, and if they can be convinced of the need for policy measures to solve these problems (Rietveld and Verhoef, 1998. Steg, 2003).

A stable political platform
Practical examples of politicians working together to implement pricing measures have been demonstrated by the road tolling experience in Norway, where revenue generated is used to finance road building projects, and which has been in operation in three cities (Bergen, Oslo and Trondheim) for a number of years. Larsen and Ostmoe (2001) assert that whilst the Norwegian road tolling is not actually a direct model of road pricing, they still demonstrate some of the features associated with road pricing and would expect public attitudes towards the scheme to be similar. That the tolls were able to be implemented therefore, was testament to collaboration between the major political parties of Norway, who in view of previous under-funding of roads in these urban areas, agreed not to make a political issue of the incumbent Government’s support for their introduction. On this basis, local politicians were empowered to take the unpopular decision of introducing road tolls without the support of a majority of public voters.

On a more local level, Ison and Rye (2003) note the importance for political stability in the road pricing implementation process, citing the abandonment of a number of road pricing schemes on the basis of local authority elections and the subsequent change in political complexions which may arise. In London however, a period of political stability was experienced over the lifetime of the congestion charging scheme. The former London Mayor Ken Livingstone was elected on a manifesto which contained proposals for the introduction of a congestion charging scheme, and implementation took place early enough in the Mayor’s tenure to avoid political uncertainty about its future (Ison and Rye, 2003). A large degree of trust in local authorities by the electorate is also required, as demonstrated in Edinburgh, where regular public transport users, who stood to benefit from public transport improvements, failed to offer major support to the project. Gaunt et al (2007) assign this lack of support to a lack of trust in the City of Edinburgh City Council to deliver on the improvements promised. 

A policy champion
With regard to the development and implementation of many new policy initiatives, the presence of a central figure is important to their acceptance (Ison, 2004). Road pricing literature identifies this to be particularly important in the implementation process. In describing the role of a policy champion, Ison and Rye (2003, pp. 230) note that ‘the implementation of road user charging will involve a diverse range of stakeholders in a fragile alliance and as such a policy champion able to provide leadership and direction is all important’.
In Bergen for example, where an urban road tolling scheme was introduced in 1986 as a means of providing supplementary funding for a new masterplan for the city, the director of Bergen’s branch of the Norwegian Public Roads Administration was an important catalyst. Support from both Norway’s main political parties was gained in no small part due to his natural entrepreneurship and good links with key policy makers (Ieromonachou et al, 2006). Similarly, Ken Livingstone, the Mayor of London, was an essential catalyst for the introduction of the London congestion charge (Nash, 2007). The Mayor played an important role with regard to ‘selling’ the congestion charge to the people of London, and was successful in heading off criticism, which, if not dealt with by a figure of such political standing, may have provided a serious barrier to the scheme’s implementation (Ison and Rye, 2005).

Trigger mechanisms and urban transport policies

The role of problem recognition has already emerged as central to policy change in many cases examined throughout this review. Sometimes such awareness has been seen to develop over a period of time, as with the evolving transport and environmental research base of the 1990s, and the creeping congestion problems in London and Singapore which empowered politicians to adopt and implement what are still considered radical transport policies. In other cases, it is an unforeseen event (such as the Hatfield Rail crash or the fuel protests) which may serve to influence policy. Sometimes however, unpredictable events seemingly unrelated to transport can also serve to bring about change in the sector. This assertion can be supported by consideration of change at the local level in urban areas.
Enoch et al (2004) define the introduction of a new transport policy on the back of an unrelated event as a ‘Trojan Horse’, and cite two classic examples as they build their analysis. Firstly, the imposition of the so called ‘Ring of Steel’ in the City of London in 1993. This involved the restriction of vehicular access to the central core of the city, in addition to the closure of 17 minor roads, the conversion of 13 others to one way traffic, and the alteration of signal controls at 23 junctions to give greater priority to public transport and pedestrians (Cairns et al, 1998). These changes were not introduced as part of new transport planning approaches for the City of London. Rather, they were introduced almost overnight as a response to a terrorist bomb attack in Bishopsgate in London’s financial district in 1993. As such, acceptability barriers amongst the public and politicians were overcome, since the actions were seen to be implemented as a direct response to an event beyond Government control. 

Similarly, the bombing of Manchester City Centre in 1996 allowed politicians to think boldly about transport issues in the city (Enoch et al, 2004). The immediate aftermath of the bombing resulted in the closure of four previously heavily trafficked roads, yet there was little discernible impact on the function of the rest of the road network. As such, the road closures were made permanent, alongside the pedestrianisation of a number of minor surrounding roads, and limiting access on others. 

It can be seen then that sometimes events outside of the transport policy arena can stimulate change in the policy or planning processes. In these cases, traditional barriers to change such as public acceptability, or funding, can be seen to be overtaken by the ‘need for the change’.

5. Policy change and site-specific transport planning

This section examines the emergence of the travel plan as a transport planning approach for use at the site or destination level. The evolution of the approach makes for an interesting example, since ‘they are a means of delivery and not a [transport planning] instrument in themselves’ and are ‘gradually shifting from being a predominantly niche product towards being an integrated, comprehensive yet still focused tool’ (Enoch and Zhang, 2008, p. 233).
The emergence of the travel plan

Travel plans in the UK first emerged as a formalised policy initiative by central Government in the 1998 White Paper ‘A new deal for transport: better for everyone’. This formed part of the aforementioned shift in transport policy away from predict and provide, and towards the management of travel demand. Travel plans have since become a popular policy measure as they place emphasis on significant generators of car-based vehicle trips to encourage more sustainable travel to site specific destinations (Roby, 2010). However, travel plans existed long before their incorporation into mainstream transport policy.

Defining travel plans

Rye (2002, p. 288) describes a travel plan as providing ‘a strategy for an organisation to reduce its transportation impacts and to influence the travel behaviour of its employees, suppliers, visitors and customers’. Travel plans can be composed of many individual measures, which can be classified into the following three categories (Meyer, 1999):

· Offering travellers one or more alternative transport modes or services that result in higher passenger occupancy per vehicle;

· Providing incentives/disincentives to reduce travel or encourage travel in off-peak periods; and

· Accomplishing the trip purpose through non-transport means (for example substituting work or shopping trips through the use of communications).

The changing use of the travel plan

Travel plans originally developed (simultaneously and independently) in the USA as a response to the oil crises of 1973 and 1979 by the companies 3M in St Paul, Minnesota and Conoco in Houston, Texas (Martz, 2006). Indeed, Ferguson (2000) notes that the early adoption of travel plans were frequently made voluntarily by organisations, often in response to the identification of particular transport problems at, or affecting, their site:

· Oil crisis – as above, travel plans adopted in response to the energy crises of the 1970s;

· Employee recruitment and retention – some organisations have identified that staff recruitment, retention and morale can be linked to problems with commuting. Travel plans are adopted accordingly; and

· Transport problems – travel plans introduced to help mitigate site specific problems with parking and congestion.

Here then we see the re-emergence of factors and their trigger mechanisms which have already been identified as being crucial to policy change in the transport sector earlier in the review. Namely, that problems in the form of either a shock, in this case the oil crises of the 1970’s, or the cumulative deterioration of an existing situation, in this example pressure on finite resources (i.e. parking availability on a site specific basis) can invoke a change in policy approach.

Enoch and Zhang (2008) provide an assessment of the development of travel plans across three core dimensions – namely segment, scope and scale. These dimensions will be explored briefly here, as they provide an interesting example of the policy change processes.

Segment 

In the early stages of their use in the UK, travel plans were specifically targeted at sites of large scale employment. The travel plan concept then extended to schools in response to congestion problems around the time of the ‘school run’. After this, ‘the segments where travel plans have begun to be applied has begun to grow more quickly, and hence leisure facilities, shopping centres, and more recently residential areas are now also served, while the idea of Quality Freight Partnerships – that focus on goods delivery and distribution issues – are also gaining currency with pilot schemes operational in Winchester and Bristol’ (Enoch and Zhang, 2008, pp. 248-249).

This finding is important since it demonstrates once again the importance of what has already been described as feedback (it could also be described as policy learning) in policy change processes. That is, the identification and subsequent transference of a new and successful policy idea from one context to another. 
Recent research (Guiver et al, 2006. Guiver et al, 2008) has sought to examine the suitably of travel plans as a means by which to address the impacts of leisure travel at tourist attractions in sensitive environmental areas. In reaching similar conclusions with regard to perceptions of the limited effectiveness of travel plans in influencing travel behaviour if introduced at sites in sensitive rural locations, the following observations were offered:

· The notion of a travel plan (reducing car trips) can be seen to be incompatible with the core activities of a corporate enterprise (increasing visitor numbers and associated revenue);

· Journeys to tourist attractions come from dispersed destinations, often over long distances, therefore making the promotion, marketing or use of alternative modes difficult;

· Choice about the mode of travel to be used in making a journey to a rural tourist destination is likely to precede the choice of destination itself. Therefore, any attempts to improve the provision of alternative transport modes will be ineffective in achieving modal shift. Conversely, any restriction placed on car use, such as parking fees, would likely result in the diversion of car trips to other destinations.

On the basis of these assertions, Guiver et al (2006) conclude that the concept of travel planning in the context of traffic reduction at tourism destinations in rural areas will require regional involvement (in terms of marketing and promotion of alternative modes) due to the limitations of site based travel plans. This is evidence then of the limitations of the travel plan concept when considered in terms of the type of travel it is seeking to address. Roby (2010) outlines that travel plans ensure a greater likelihood of success when the implementing organisation has something to gain from it; a situation far more likely to occur in the context of work related journeys than leisure related journeys.

Scope

The adoption and uptake of travel plans has been demonstrated to have begun voluntarily by organisations in response to the identification of transport or environmental problems at their site. In the late 1990s, UK local authorities began to make the link between the introduction of travel plans and planning consent. By 2001, 156 of the UK’s 388 local authorities required developers of new sites to set up a travel plan as a condition for the award of planning permission (DLTR, 2001). Initially pursued on an ad-hoc basis, the tightening of planning guidelines in 2005 now encourages all local authorities to develop standardised, transparent and area-based approaches to planning decisions (Enoch and Zhang, 2008). Where this approach is hindered is that it only applies to new or prospective developments, and cannot be applied retrospectively.

Currently, the voluntary uptake of travel plans appear to more frequently occur by public sector as opposed to private sector organisations. This is because ‘local authorities and the National Health Service have a strong moral obligation to lead by example and to fulfil environmental responsibility when developing travel plans, which are less likely to be motivations for private business’ (Enoch and Zhang, 2008, p. 244).
Scale

Enoch and Zang (2008) identify a third and more recently emerging trend in the travel plan concept, namely that of scale. In particular they note the development of formalised travel plan groups. That is, the collective expansion of individual travel plan adopters into wider networks. This scenario allows for the pooling of resources which allows for greater investment, dedicated staff, and greater political influence. It also allows the extension of travel planning from a purely site specific basis to a more area-wide level. On this basis they conclude that a future policy direction for the tool would be the comprehensive coverage of all segments of the transport market (leisure travel, journeys to work or school, etc). This they assert would present the ultimate example of both policy change and growth, as it would be possible to plot the evolvement of a former niche tool, into a mainstream policy mechanism, then possibly into the primary means of transport delivery at an area-wide or regional level.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT
The aim of this paper has been to draw lessons from both the development of over-arching transport policies and the implementation of specific transport planning measures as instruments of policy across a geographical range of transport sectors. Overall, this review has identified and documented a range of factors which can be seen to have been influential in supporting policy change on a national, area-wide or site specific basis in the UK. Whilst the circumstances surrounding each scenario differ, it is possible to broadly categorise the agents of change within three particular dimensions:

Public and political identification, acknowledgement and conveyance of a transport ‘problem’ which needs addressing
In the transport sector, as perhaps in others, policies are not changed without reason. The examples cited in this review determine that motivations for change are driven by an awareness of the need to change. Sometimes, as with the growing congestion problems in London and Singapore, recognition of the problem is a long time in gestation. Other times, critical events conspire to push a hitherto hidden or ‘less important’ policy item up the agenda and promote action. Similarly, as was the case in the national policy example, one pressing issue may emerge, such as environmental and sustainable concerns, which then dominates the agenda for a time. However, concern around other issues, such as congestion, can be such that they overtake the incumbent issue, and they in-turn become the primary focus of policy attention. Thus, the mood of the public and stakeholders can be seen to influence policy direction in transport. On the flip side, as illustrated with the examples of abandoned road pricing schemes, and low take-up of travel plans by organisations, lack of problem awareness can inhibit motivations for change and ensure stability. 
The development of policy ‘ideas’ or solutions which can be seen to address identified problems and which satisfy/overcome traditional implementation barriers in the transport sector
The review has highlighted how policy change can be influenced by the emergence of new ideas and policy approaches in related sectors. For example, the origins of travel planning come not from public sector decision-makers in transport, but from private sector responses driven by the 1970s fuel crisis. It was only when acknowledging the sensible rationale behind this ‘new’ concept (site based mobility management) that the policy began to develop. In turn it then grew (and continues to grow) with regard to the scope and segment of its application. The success of these schemes in these areas was one of the primary motivating factors for their adoption in other localities. 

Events in the political arena

Events in the political arena have also been demonstrated as influential in the context of policy change. Political factors leading to change can be broadly categorised as influenced on an ‘institutional’ or ‘individual’ basis, or a combination of the two.

Institutionally for example, the initial break up, then restoration of the DfT as a single Government Department emerged as an important factor in the move first towards new realism and ultimately retrenchment from it. In joining up related departments of transport, environment and planning, the Government brokered new communication channels and opened transport policy development up to hitherto marginalised influences. In then breaking the department up, such influence was lost and familiar paradigms restored. Similarly, periods of long term political control in Durham and London were identified as important in helping to deliver their flagship road pricing schemes.

Individually, political policy champions, committed figures willing to invest significant time and energy to the development and implementation of their preferred policy, also emerged as having important roles in policy change processes. The role of policy champions seems particularly influential in the context of radical policy changes such as road pricing. The input of Ken Livingstone in regard to the London congestion charging scheme is an excellent case in point.

To summarise, these change agents can be seen to affect both policy change and policy stability. That is, when one or more of them combine there would appear to be a greater chance for policy change or implementation than when they are not there. In instances where change agents are not present, policy stability is likely to be maintained.
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