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9. Summary results of the Internet consultation  

The European Commission launched an internet consultation to support the preparation of the 
Green Paper on urban mobility. As mentioned in the introduction to the questionnaire, this 
consultation was intended to collect views from interested parties on how best the EU may 
contribute to improving transport and mobility in urban areas. The consultation was open for 
two months, from 28 February to 30 April 2007. 

Representativity of the results 

The internet consultation was an open consultation to which citizens and organisations 
wishing to express their opinions could contribute. The results are therefore not statistically 
representative for the whole European population. 

In total, 915 contributions were received, of which: 

• 545 from private citizens 

• 370 from organisations. 

The geographical areas of origin of the respondents were as follows: 

• European Union: 97.2% 

• Europe outside EU: 2.1% 

• Other: 0.8% 

Detailed and extensive results are available from the consultation. The following charts show 
the results for a selection of the “closed” questions (i.e. those with pre-defined answers). For 
the questions asking for a “yes” or “no” answer, a distinction is made between the answers 
received from private citizens and from organisations. 

9.1. Scope of the Green Paper 

The main problems and issues at stake in urban transport for all the respondents are in order 
of importance: pollution, congestion, climate change, energy consumption, noise, quality of 
urban transport, and pressure on urban space.  

N.B. Multiple answers were allowed.  
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9.2. Categories of measures 

9.2.1. Main barriers 

The three main barriers at local level to improving transport and mobility in urban areas are in 
order of importance (for all respondents): insufficient political support and leadership, 
insufficient strategy and policy, and insufficient funding. 

N.B. Multiple answers were allowed. 
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9.2.2. Need for EU action 

In response to the question “Is there a need for the EU to take action to solve problems of 
urban transport?”, a larger proportion of private citizens (76%) answered positively compared 
to organisations (51%). 

 

9.2.3. Some possible actions at EU level 

The actions at EU level that would generate the most added value, for all respondents, are the 
following. 

N.B. Multiple answers were allowed. 
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9.3. Allocation of responsibilities 

In response to the question “Are private-sector partners doing enough to demonstrate co-
responsibility for implementing local actions that promote sustainable mobility and improve 
access to their business location?”, a smaller proportion of private citizens (14%) answered 
positively compared to organisations (32%), whereas 62% of citizens and 41% of 
organisations gave a negative answer. 

 

9.4. Improving transport systems and services 

In response to the question “Are local authorities and public transport operators doing enough 
to improve their urban public transport systems?”, a smaller proportion of private citizens 
(12%) answered positively compared to organisations (34%), whereas 77% of citizens and 
48% of organisations gave a negative answer. 

 

9.4.1. Public transport and regional policy 

In response to the question “Should financing for public transport be considered as a priority 
in the context of the regional development policy?” 70% of all respondents replied “yes” with 
a larger proportion of citizens (74%) answering positively compared to organisations (65%). 
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9.4.2. Development of sustainable urban transport plans 

The replies to the question “How can sustainable urban mobility plans be developed into an 
essential tool for decision takers?” were as follows: 
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9.5. Market development of clean and energy-efficient vehicles 

9.5.1. Procurement of clean and energy-efficient vehicles 

In response to the question “Do you think procurement of vehicles for public transport 
services should give preference to clean and energy-efficient vehicles?”, a larger proportion of 
private citizens (85%) answered positively compared to organisations (79%). 
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9.5.2. Public procurement of clean and energy efficient vehicles 

In response to the question “Is public procurement, including joint procurement, of clean and 
energy-efficient vehicles a possible approach to promote market development of such 
vehicles?”, a slightly larger proportion of private citizens (69%) answered positively 
compared to organisations (66%). 

 

9.5.3. Inclusion of lifetime costs in the procurement of clean and energy-efficient 
vehicles 

In response to the question “Would the inclusion of lifetime costs for pollutants, CO2 
emissions and fuel consumption within the award criteria be an effective approach?”, 68% of 
respondents replied “yes”. 
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9.6. Promotion of walking and cycling 

In response to the question “Are local authorities doing enough to increase the role of walking 
and cycling in urban mobility?”, a much smaller proportion of private citizens (13%) 
answered positively compared to organisations (36%), whereas 82% of citizens and 47% of 
organisations gave a negative answer. 

 

9.7. Urban freight, logistics and delivery services 

9.7.1. Role of local authorities 

In response to the question “Are local authorities doing enough to improve the efficiency of 
urban freight, logistics and delivery services?”, a much smaller proportion of private citizens 
(11%) answered positively compared to organisations (21%), whereas 64% of citizens and 
54% of organisations gave a negative answer. 
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9.7.2. Role of the EU 

In response to the question “Should the EU take action to improve the efficiency of urban 
freight, logistics and delivery services?”, a larger proportion of private citizens (59%) 
answered positively compared to organisations (36%), whereas only 14% of citizens gave a 
negative answer compared to 45% of organisations. 

 

9.8. Innovative demand management 

9.8.1. What is the right approach? 

In response to the question “Is the implementation of innovative demand management tools, 
such as pedestrianisation projects, limited access zones, speed limitations, regulated or 
restricted parking schemes, consolidated freight delivery schemes or road user charging, the 
right approach?”, a larger proportion of private citizens (80%) answered positively compared 
to organisations (51%), whereas only 14% of citizens gave a negative answer compared to 
40% of organisations. 
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9.8.2. Role of the EU 

In response to the question “Is there a need for the EU to take action?”, a larger proportion of 
private citizens (64%) answered positively compared to organisations (40%), whereas only 
21% of citizens gave a negative answer compared to 50% of organisations. 
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9.8.3. Action to be taken 

The action that could be taken at EU level, for all respondents, includes the following. 

N.B. Multiple answers were allowed. 

 

10. Internet comments on clean and energy-efficient vehicles 

Question 10 of the internet consultation on the preparation for the Green Paper focused 
specifically on the promotion of clean and energy-efficient vehicles through public 
procurement and asked about possible action at EU level and a mandatory or voluntary 
approach. 

Main comments 

• Provide recommendations for best practices and guidance material, such as a 
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• Provide data and an assessment of the current composition of public-sector 
vehicle fleets to allow public authorities to benchmark their performance; 

• Mandate reports on public procurement, including transport; 

• Facilitate and promote joint procurement; 

• Provide financial support; 

• Clarify state aid rules to enable Member States to offer comprehensive financial 
incentives; 

• Establish a Regulation on public procurement including environmental criteria; 

• Create a carbon credit market for the automotive industry and for purchasers 
which rewards manufacturers and public and private customers with saleable CO2 
credits based upon the purchase and sale of low-CO2 vehicles; 

• Specify, as guidance, CO2 and particulate emission levels so that public 
authorities can use these in their procurement or service contracts; 

• Develop CO2 and energy efficiency standards and incorporate them into EURO 
standards; 

• Develop fiscal measures, such as tax on fuel, CO2 based taxation, environmental 
taxes, minimum taxation standards, reduction of VAT on clean vehicles, etc.; 

• Ban heavily polluting vehicles, e.g. SUVs; 

• Limit the power and speed of new vehicles; 

• Facilitate the creation of environmental zones and transport-related charges; 

• Develop energy-efficiency standards for urban transport; 

• Establish a ‘shared savings’ financial lending scheme whereby public authorities 
and private fleet operators would receive loans for the price differential on a non-
petroleum, alternatively fuelled vehicle (non-petroleum in order to support energy 
security) that could be paid back by purchasing the alternative fuel at the 
petroleum rate until repayment is complete, when the customer (the public entity 
or the private transport provider acting on behalf of the public entity) would then 
begin paying the cheaper price of the alternative fuel; 

• Enhance alternative fuel infrastructure; 

• Provide support to promote eco-driving; 

• Apply environmental requirements to the EU institutions and their personnel. 
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11. Joint Expert Group on Transport and Environment 

A Special Meeting of this expert group on 30 March 2007 was devoted to the preparation of 
the Green Paper on urban transport and a new approach to the promotion of clean and energy-
efficient vehicles. 

Green Paper on urban transport 

The intention of the Commission to present a Green Paper on urban transport and mobility 
was broadly supported. The relationship between the Green Paper and the Thematic Strategy 
on urban environment should be made clear. The aspect of subsidiarity was considered very 
important, also to clarify the different responsibilities. The initiative should go beyond the 
exchange of best practice and support broad horizontal integration between the different 
sectors, cooperation between urban centres and their periphery and surrounding regions, and 
links to the trans-European network, in particular in view of growing urban sprawl. Added 
value could be created by providing a common framework for these links and opening up 
European funds for urban infrastructure investments. 

Logistics issues should be given more attention in urban transport. Inter-compatibility of 
intelligent transport systems is essential in fighting congestion. Intelligent charging can be 
supported by GALILEO. Non-motorised transport needs to be strengthened. Planning for low-
transport areas should be supported. Demographic change and the risk of social exclusion 
should be taken into account in infrastructure planning and urban development. 

The development of technical and environmental standards would be particularly useful. 
Minimum quality criteria for public transport were broadly suggested. A Framework 
Directive on quality standards for public transport, i.e. on information for users, could be 
envisaged. The development of a harmonised city toll charging system would be very useful. 
Possible harmonised access criteria for Low Emission Zones could build on the work of the 
Joint Expert Group. Harmonised signposting of environmental zones would be helpful. 
Ticketing and signing systems, however, could also be improved through the sharing of best 
practice. 

Promotion of clean and energy-efficient vehicles 

The deployment of clean vehicles was considered very important. Public authorities should 
give a positive example. Their actions would have an important impact through their visibility 
and steering influence on a wider public, even if the direct impact was not so large. 

A minimum set of harmonised technology-neutral environmental criteria should be defined 
for all public procurement, covering all vehicle categories. There was support for full lifetime 
costing of external costs in the public procurement process and for internalisation to be 
carried out on this basis step-by-step. No mandatory requirements should be imposed, 
however, and criteria selection should be left to the local public authority. The proposed 
standard for environmentally enhanced light-duty vehicles in the Commission 
Communication of February 2007 on a Community CO2 strategy could be used in this 
context. Representative real-world test cycles should be used for environmental performance 
assessment instead of type approval cycles. 
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12. SUMMARY OF CONTRIBUTIONS in position papers 

During the preparations of the Green Paper, 64 organisations, bodies and citizens sent letters, 
documents and position papers to the European Commission. Their remarks included views 
on urban transport in general as well as specific suggestions. The main points are presented 
here. Where possible, contributions are grouped by:  

• Public organisations (local and national authorities) 

• Private organisations (industry, Chambers of Commerce) 

• Transport authorities (rail, road, harbours, etc.) 

• Associations, NGOs etc. 

Objectives of urban mobility 

Most of the contributions consider urban transport and mobility as a whole, while some 
highlight a particular topic, such as the importance of local crafts, urban planning or a specific 
mode of transport. 

The vast majority of responses stressed the importance of a balanced approach to urban 
transport: they asked for the necessary equilibrium between economy and ecology to be 
considered. Some contributors (public authorities) commented on the social aspect of urban 
transport as well. According to several (public and private) contributors, urban mobility 
allows people to visit their work, friends and family and should therefore be safe, clean, fluid 
and accessible. It should not pose an impediment to anyone. 

In all contributions, a positive effect was expected from inter-modality. Public and private 
organisations alike placed a lot of emphasis on strengthening the chain of modes; for instance, 
combining public transport modes with ‘soft’ modes such as cycling and walking in order to 
reduce the (solo) use of cars. 

Some private organisations stressed the role of local suppliers within urban areas and 
suggested innovative means for carrying freight. They pointed out that inner-city (including 
small-scale and craft) enterprises contributed substantially to the city economy. 

Another frequently mentioned theme was urban planning. The smart design of urbanisation 
could reduce unnecessary transport. One contribution recommended including the effects of 
urban planning (and changing mobility patterns) within impact assessment analyses.  

Outlook, role of the EU 

Almost all contributors touched upon the topic of subsidiarity. The majority stated that, 
although action should be taken by local authorities, they welcomed the thoughts of the 
European Commission on the subject of urban mobility. Some responses pointed out that this 
would be a logical step, following on from the views expressed by the Member States in 
Lisbon and recently in the Leipzig Charter.  
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On the other hand, a few contributors stated there was no need for detailed European-wide 
regulations regarding urban transport. There seemed to be differences among organisations in 
their views on what the exact role of the EU should be. 

Frequent suggestions included the exchange of ideas and best (some also suggested: worst) 
practices, stimulating twinning projects, and promoting (and funding) research and 
development. According to some contributors, the strategy should be: decentralised where 
possible, European when necessary. 

Many responses called for funding for sustainable urban transport. Suggestions included 
encouraging local authorities to have local public transport (co-)financed 

• by landowners whose property value has increased 

• by income from a (widely applicable) Eurovignette  

• by income from road charging systems 

• by eliminating (legal) uncertainties surrounding PPS so that the private financing sector 
will expand. 

Some contributors commented on the existing European Regional Development Fund, saying 
that this was not sufficient to enhance sustainable urban transport, since only the poorest 
regions benefit. They pleaded for a dedicated fund for sustainable urban transport. Although 
recognising that such an earmarked fund would be difficult to obtain, a recommendation 
would be highly appreciated.  

Some contributions also proposed not limiting the TEN-network only to long-distance 
infrastructure, but also providing financing for public transport across urban areas. A small 
proportion of the contributions (mostly NGOs and associations) linked urban transport and 
mobility to global policy objectives such as climate change and sustainable development. 

Several local governments and transport authorities proposed an observatory for urban 
transport or an urban transport monitoring system as an interesting option to explore.  

Collaboration between authorities was also considered to play an essential part. In addition, an 
Urban Mobility Platform was suggested in order to stimulate collaboration between 
authorities, the private sector and transport authorities. The EU should promote this idea. 

Public and private organisations alike stressed the importance of bringing together different 
policy sectors (energy, environment, structural funds) to tackle the urban mobility challenges. 
Such coherent policy-making should apply at all levels: local, regional and national.  

Some contributors added that the EU could help in making regulations more transparent, e.g. 
with regard to the legal uncertainty surrounding traffic restrictions for low-emission zones 
(Green Zones) or privacy in traffic control management. The EU could ensure standardisation 
and thus help local authorities handle complex procedures for sustainable development. 

The following paragraphs summarise the main comments by topics.  
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(1) Congestion / fluidity 

Many of the contributors asked for a reduction in the use of cars within conurbations. Also 
suggested was not only having fewer cars, but also ensuring higher occupancy. Public 
transport could play a role here, according to a large proportion of organisations. They 
recommended buses on demand, the taxi bus, or innovative car hire. Some contributions 
suggested that taxis could be part of the solution: taxi drivers should be educated and 
encouraged to drive “green” (ecologically) in clean vehicles, not only accommodating 
passengers but also delivering freight to the inner city. Furthermore, fiscal disincentives for 
car use in cities along with incentives for high-occupancy vehicle lanes were some of the 
suggestions received. The promotion of (mandatory) travel plans for education and work was 
recommended by some private organisations. 

The use of bicycles in cities was mentioned by many participants (i.e. urban transport 
authorities, NGOs). Most contributors emphasised the green character of cycling and walking 
in general. They should be stimulated as part of an inter-modal approach for easily connecting 
modes of transport. Some technical proposals included improving the technical requirements 
for bicycle brake systems, mandatory helmets, etc. The use of (light) 2-wheeled motorcycles 
could also play a role in connecting modes, and was mentioned as an important option when 
space is scarce. 

Freight and logistics were dealt with in a number of contributions. Some suggested dedicated 
lanes for delivery and collection vehicles (“bus for goods”, “bus for people”). 

A transport mode hierarchy was proposed, ranging from most to least sustainable: walking; 
cycling; public transport; car sharing and car pooling; private car use. This priority scheme 
could be used in road charging systems. 

(2) Environment (pollution, CO2, energy consumption, noise) 

Contributors from public and private organisations recommended environmental/green zones, 
but pointed out the need for a consistent approach, such as an EU certification system. 
Regional authorities stressed the importance of harmonised green zones, while asking for 
guidance on how best to design environmental zones so as not to infringe internal market 
rules. 

Harmonisation of the methodology for assessing environmental impact, common standards 
for retrofitting particle filters, and cross-border enforcement of penalties for non-compliance 
were also proposed.  

Support for the development and procurement of environmentally friendly vehicles was 
proposed. These vehicles should be allowed to share public transport lanes with taxis/buses. 

Some (public) contributors asked for urban transport to be included in an emissions trading 
scheme.  
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Noise is seen one of the environmental issues. Definitions of low-noise vehicles and traffic 
noise reduction measurements were suggested, in addition to improved tyre and vehicle 
technology. 

(3) Mobility, intelligent transport 

Inter-modality and co-modality were often mentioned, by public and private organisations 
alike. Some NGOs and organisations in the private sector stressed a balance between all 
modes. 

Local authorities in particular emphasised the role that intelligent transport or mobility 
systems (ITS) should play. This should be done with an eye to interoperability and 
standardisation, preferably by means of an ITS platform for European cities. Comments also 
proposed the encouragement of teleworking, teleshopping, etc. 

Many contributors commented on how information services in general could enhance urban 
transport systems, facilitating the (inter-)connection of different modes of (public) transport 

Standardisation in general was perceived as an efficient way to improve mobility and also to 
develop a high-quality public transport system. Examples were a technically harmonised 
market for rolling stock, signalling and infrastructure complying with basic standards, as well 
as the harmonisation of technical requirements. Furthermore, the cross-acceptance of urban 
rail equipment and common homologation standards was suggested, thus allowing for a 
leasing market.  

(4) Accessibility  

The physical accessibility of all modes was stressed in many contributions. Stakeholders 
placed importance on the availability of all modes in the chain of urban transport. Particular 
emphasis was placed on walking and cycling. Other modes were mentioned as well, such as 
inland waterways and inland ports, with regard to their contribution to sustainable mobility.  

Furthermore, the accessibility of the inner city was addressed in many contributions. Local 
authorities pointed out that people and businesses needed transport in order to keep their cities 
alive and economically sound. Restrictions should therefore be applied wisely.  

On a side note, public transport authorities highlighted the role public transport could play in 
social cohesion. 

Accessibility for the disabled was raised in only a few comments. Public transport authorities 
expressed their concern about specific participants in urban transport. In addition, a European 
minimum standard for passenger rights in public transport was suggested by NGOs.  

(5) Connection with surrounding regions 

Most of the contributions focused on inner cities. Some mentioned how inter-modality could 
play a role in connecting urban areas with their surrounding regions. For instance, connecting 
different public transport modes was suggested in order to improve the interaction between 
(regional) trains and (urban) trams for suburb–centre mobility. Private organisations called for 
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enhancing park & ride facilities to ensure a better link between private and public transport. A 
link between urban transport plans and the Trans-European Networks was also proposed. 

Mandatory urban transport plans involving all stakeholders were suggested by public 
contributors.  

(6) Safety and security 

Cross-border enforcement of traffic offences was advocated by quite a few regional 
authorities. They suggested the creation of a common legal framework or data sharing system, 
covering civil, criminal and administrative penalties.  

Many public authorities underlined the importance of the safety of cyclists and pedestrians, 
since their major contribution to urban fluidity should be safeguarded. Amongst other things, 
they called for a dedicated infrastructure. 

Some public transport authorities urged the Commission not to introduce a common EU 
approach/policy for antiterrorism and security on a mandatory basis for all public transport 
networks.  

(7) Funding/financing 

On the subject of finances, the Commission received many suggestions. The need for gaining 
a clear picture of all external costs (including safety, environmental and social impacts) was 
emphasised many times, by local authorities, NGOs and the private sector alike. Some asked 
for guidance on how to internalise the external costs of car traffic in urban areas. Regional 
authorities expressed their concern about higher costs and confusion for users, and stressed 
the importance of standards for congestion charging to avoid incompatibility.  

With regard to road pricing schemes, suggestions were made (by local authorities and 
transport authorities) to earmark the revenue from charges (including the Eurovignette) for 
investment in sustainable urban transport. Suggestions also included earmarking the increase 
in excise duty revenue resulting from the proposed directive on professional diesel [COM 
(2007) 52].  

Some public contributors underlined that the Eurovignette should be redesigned, applying it to 
all types of transport or introducing an urban dimension to it. Other recommendations, 
predominantly from regional authorities, included fiscal measures to stimulate green 
propulsion. 

Most contributors, private and public organisations alike, asked for new forms of financing 
for urban transport. Suggestions ranged from specific regulations (such as extending the 
JESSICA initiative to Member States not eligible for Cohesion Funding) to the launch of a 
European initiative for financing sustainable transport systems and infrastructures. Some 
contributors urged the creation of a dedicated fund at EU level exclusively for financing 
sustainable transport investments, while others suggested exploring EIB financing in more 
detail. According to some, the changed nature of structural funding is limiting the 
implementation of efficient urban transport policies. 

The EU was asked to explore the possibility of toll “mark-ups” on motorways and across 
urban areas. 




