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1 Introduction
The topic of the Copenhagen workshop was how to prepare a roadmap to fulfil the European
Commission’s Transport Policy White Paper goal for clean urban transport and commuting:
“Halve the use of ‘conventionally-fuelled’ cars in urban transport by 2030; phase them out in cities by 2050;
achieve essentially CO2-free city logistics in major urban centers by 2030.”
It was the second thematic workshop on the urban transport goal within the project.
The following 12 stakeholders had been invited and took part in the discussion:
•

Angelo Martino, TRT Trasporti e Territorio, Italy

•

Brigitte Ollier, UITP, Belgium

•

Kevin Schön, Alle Macht den Rädern, Germany

•

Ulla Rasmussen, VCÖ-Mobilität mit Zukunft, Austria

•

Mikkel Krogsgaard Niss, City of Copenhagen, Denmark

•

Ana Drăguţescu, The Association for Urban Transition -ATU, Romania

•

Jörg Beckmann, Swiss Mobility Academy. Switzerland

•

Magnus Gottlieb, Dansk Elbil Alliance /EURELECTRIC, Denmark

•

Mark Major, European Commission, Belgium

•

Birgitta Hendriks Eco2city, Netherlands

•

Giorgio, Ambrosino, MemEx, Italy

•

João Caetano, Inteli/Mobi.E, Portugal

Countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Switzerland
Men/Women: 8/4
Stakeholder groups: 2 Policy makers/ 3 industry/ 2academics/ 5 civil society
TRANSFORuM was represented by the following consortium members:
•

Ralf Brand, Rupprecht Consult Germany (TRANSFORuM coordinator)

•

Karen Anderton, University of Oxford, United Kingdom

•

Merethe Dotterud Leiren. Institute of Transport Economics, Norway

•

Henrik Gudmundsson, Technical University of Denmark, Denmark

•

Claus Hedegaard Sørensen, Technical University of Denmark, Denmark

•

Ulla Kaisa Knutsson, VTI, Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute, Sweden

•

Jens Schippl, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Germany
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The participants were first introduced to Copenhagen, the current European Green Capital Award
holder. Following that consortium members offered guidance as to the proceedings of the two half day
event. In advance the participants had received a background paper where some key challenges and
proposed building blocks for an urban roadmap were identified based on previous TRANSFORuM
events. The overall aim of the workshop was to validate and enrich the material so far. The participants
had also been asked to fill in a short survey about their views on how to reach the urban transport goal.
Seven stakeholders had responded in advance.

2 Copenhagen, Denmark
A representative from City of Copenhagen provided the workshop participants with insights into
Copenhagen’s sustainable mobility strategies. Among interesting elements are modal split goals of
minimum 1/3 bicycle traffic, minimum 1/3 public transport and maximum 1/3 car traffic; the so-called
Fingerplan from 1947 and increased density around the train stations.
Three cases were introduced, namely strategic infrastructure development planning, development of
the North Harbour area, and bicycling policies in Copenhagen.
The representative closed with five main pillars for greener mobility:
•

Build a green and a dense city

•

Create better supply of green transport modes

•

Make effective use of road space – focus on persons, not on modes.

•

Enhance connectivity in the Public Transport system

•

Make it easy to be green

3 The Urban goal
The purpose of the first workshop session was to discuss stakeholder’s perceptions in regard to the
interpretation and relevance of the urban goal. A number of questions had been prepared to guide the
discussions.
Is the urban goal achievable? The stakeholders found that the urban goal is ambitious. A wide range of
policies at different levels would be needed to fulfil it and the political will is lacking to adopt some of
the necessary policies. Many participants stressed that the time limit is short. The first benchmark for
the goal is in 2030 – just 16 years out, while many cars sold today will still be on the roads at that time.
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The participants were divided as regards the role of different levels of governance for achieving the
goal. Some found it “completely achievable”, since the local authorities could make it happen by
excluding vehicles from the city. They mentioned examples of conditions evolving and mind-sets
changing, and stressed that there would never be a common EU legislation on this issue. In contrast
others found that none of the local authorities in their region were aware of the White Paper goal, and
the only way to achieve it would be by the European Union imposing it on the cities.
A key observation was that reaching the goal would require focusing on where the resistance to change
would come from.
To what extent is the goal clear? The group of stakeholders was in favour of a broad interpretation of
how to reach the goal including changes in technology, behaviour, and mobility patterns. It was stressed
that the goal says halving the “use” and not necessarily the “number” of conventionally-fuelled cars.
Some suggested that rather the emissions of the cars than the cars themselves ought to be in focus of
the goal.
If the goal should be used for performance measurement it should be defined more clearly and
operationalised by developing of indicators, etc. In the present formulation it is not clear enough to
measure whether it is achieved or not.
Is it useful as a “vision” for urban policies? Several stakeholders agreed to see it more as a vision than as
an exact target. Visions are important and urban sustainable transport has relevance for different cities,
whether small/ large, poor/ rich, congested/ uncongested, etc. Each city can choose the solution that fits
best with the regional context. .
Some found it to be an inspirational vision, while others found that reducing of oil-dependence and
CO2-reduction is not really in the interest of the cities. The urban goal does not have enough focus on
local issues like noise, air pollution and the value of public space in urban areas. The quality of life in
cities rather should be the focus of a vision for urban policies.

4 Building blocks for the roadmap
The background paper forwarded to the participants in advance included a so-called strategic matrix in
four fields and with eight so-called building blocks or levers (see illustration below) proposed to be
addressed in a strategy for change towards the urban transport goal. These elements were introduced
at the workshop before the participants were divided into three groups to discuss them.
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The strategic matrix stimulated fruitful discussions, but was generally not considered as providing the
intended overview of elements in a roadmap for the urban goal. The criticism centred on:
•

The matrix is too technical even if some technologies are missing.

•

Passenger and goods transport should not be included in the same matrix as these fields are
much too diverse.

•

What is the difference between levers and building blocks? Levers and building blocks cannot
be the same.

•

Does the distinction between technology substitution and activity change work well as distinct
strategies, considering that building blocks are interconnected, for example the electric car
represents technology substitution while also being suitable for car sharing (activity change).

•

The matrix itself is not as important as having the “right” building blocks.

•

In the background paper there is not enough about cost of the building blocks
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It was also mentioned that better explanation and introduction to the matrix might make it useful. Any
mental scheme like this one has limitations.
Based on the matrix, the background paper mentioned three broad strategies areas to achieve the
target. Each of these strategies was discussed in smaller groups:
•

The supply and demand for non-conventional vehicles and fuels for freight and passenger
transport and associated infrastructure (‘substitution’ ‘electrification’, etc.)

•

The demand for using private passenger cars for transport in cities, and the supply of
alternatives (shifting and changing mobility)

•

The supply and demand for low carbon city logistic technologies and practices

Results were presented and discussed in the plenary. The participants proposed building blocks on a
number of different issues:
•

Emotions and culture

•

Financing and pricing

•

Mobility management

•

Governance

•

Sharing trends (bike, car, parking)

Alternative mental maps were developed in
the group work. One map focused on
passenger transport and suggested to
distinguish between intra-car measures
(direct and specific) on the one hand and
extra-car measures (indirect and systemic) on
the other. See the attached photo, and note
that the curve represents reduction of CO2emissions and does not indicate the
relevance of the individual building blocks
(propulsion; ICT; fiscal/economic blocks;
bike/e-bike and public transport).
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Another mental map focused on achieving
efficient and zero emission city logistics
and emphasized the roles of different
processes and “levers”, to support
electrification and “consolidation” of
freight (or perhaps more correctly
decoupling of long distance and ‘last mile’
delivery). These include the market
providing technology (electric vehicles,
bicycles) knowledge-based top-down rules
providing common charging systems, and
the local level providing supporting access
restrictions in cities; bottom-up initiatives
also contributing to improve technology
as well as consolidation. In addition
demand trends outside the transport
sector such as dematerialization could be important for creating favourable conditions. (See photo).

5 Context
After a brief introduction on the influence of city context in the roadmap, the participants worked in
three different groups with three fictive city examples to reveal the role of different types of city
contexts. The subsequent discussion centred in particular on the following issues:
Context was confirmed as being very important for how to reach the urban transport goal. Every city
has a different starting point. It is not helpful to divide cities into dichotomous categories, like east/west,
dense/compact. Such categories will always be insufficient and never fit the individual city. Successful
pathways towards r the urban goal will have to be strongly context dependent at all levels. A roadmap
cannot fully cover the various characteristics of European Cities. The roadmap should be kept at a high
level leaving the details to the cities.
Some participants mentioned, however that large and small cities is a main distinction because the size
of the city provides very different situations in terms of planning competence. These participants found
that bigger cities do not need planning advice, while the smaller cities may have such a need, so the
roadmap should also focus and provide relevant recommendations for smaller cities.
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It is important for every city to obtain knowledge about its own situation: modal split, local economy,
etc. Each city has to make clear to the stakeholders and to the public where it stands and where it is
heading for.
It was suggested to make a decision tree, so that each city can see where they are and how they can
develop further. There is not one single “ladder” with steps that all cities have to take towards the goal;
rather there could be a forest of different ladders.
It was suggested to include in the roadmap examples from different cities so that the cities would know
where to ask and look for additional information on activities within a specific field. Exchange of
information among peers is useful and could be encouraged in the roadmap.
Perhaps the different starting conditions should not be addressed explicitly in the roadmap, but
TRANSFORuM should be aware of the variations in context while writing the roadmap.

6 Frameworks for action
The purpose of the final session of the workshop was to discuss the frameworks and mechanisms that
could make cities begin or accelerate action in this field.
A network of cities was seen as one possible framework to promote the urban transport goal. Some
participants found such networks very important allowing inspiration from cities far away, while it is
otherwise mostly neighbouring cities that are studied. Other participants found that it is not necessary
to establish a new network, since several relevant networks are already available. The main problem is
to induce actions in cities, which are not at the frontline. Such cities are usually not involved in networks
of a kind relevant for the urban goal.
The concept of Sustainable Urban Mobility Plans (SUMP) was discussed as another important
framework. Some participants feared that the plans are not implemented, but will just be “another
piece of paper without any consequences”, as one participant formulated this concern.
It further was questioned if the goal is sufficiently engaging in an emotional sense to foster change, or if
change processes should rather take point of departure in broader visions for the future of the city,
which could be a stepping stone for measures to reduce car traffic. An alternative approach is to start
with the problems in a given city rather than starting with the visions. The crucial question is what kind
of city do stakeholders want. How could a shared vision look like? It is necessary to go beyond the white
paper target and to have a debate about the future of the city. Along the same line it was argued that
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the benefits for the city must be the starting point. The goal needs to be seen as a means to an end. It
helps to achieve a more attractive city. But not only halving the use of conventionally fuelled cars but
increasing the quality of life in a city should be the guiding vision.
The role of various levels of government was again discussed. Some disagreement remained as regards
the ability of city authorities to take sufficient action. Some cities already have significant power and
possibilities with regard to urban transport, while others do not. The latter cities need to be empowered
by the national level and the EU. The national level can provide planning and other legislation but tend
however to defer urban policies to the local level. The European level remains constrained in terms of
instigating mandatory actions. Some found that the issue of urban transport should be left for the cities
themselves to solve based on how they perceive the problems.
Constant dialogue between local stakeholders remains important. The city governments could work as
a “catalyst” supporting local initiatives more than as a regulator. In particular initiatives and
developments that are already underway “bottom-up” need to be strengthened. Innovations and new
ideas need spaces where they can be tested and further developed. But here we have again huge
difference between cities. There are cities where already many initiatives are going on. On the other
hand, there is a broad range of cities where the most important question is, how to get started, how to
generate a political momentum. In particular for the latter it is crucial to rely not only on the goal but to
communicate clearly: What are potential benefits for the stakeholders and for the city?
It was proposed that the EU and other bodies could stimulate action by benchmarking and comparing
cities in terms of their performance.

7 Expectations for the roadmap
By the end of the workshop all participants were asked to state what they would particularly like to see
emphasized in the roadmap. The following aspects were requested:
•

The roles of different governance levels

•

A catalogue/pool of ideas, measures and packages

•

The importance of context – one size does not fit all

•

Urban freight issues

•

Other stakeholders than governments

•

Especially addressing the need of starting cities

•

Clarity as to the pathway to take
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