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1. France: the purpose taxes
Reference laws:
“Grenelle 1” (Nov. 2009) and “Grenelle 2” (July 2010)
•

•
•

Purpose tax applied to economic activities in tourist
municipalities  Versement Transport, variable from 0,5 % to
1,75 % of sales of enterprises (public and private) according
to the number of inhabitants
Tax of “value capture” applied by transport authorities on
lands and buildings close to transport infrastructures
Urban tolls for cities > 300.000 inhabitants having a urban
mobility plan

The Versement Transport, in 2008, covered the 36% of
investments’ costs for new rail infrastructures

2. UK: private funding of infrastructures

Public-Private Partnerships (PPP)
•
•

Construction of rail infrastructures (e.g. Train Northern Line,
extension of Docklands Light Railway … )
Construction and management on metros
NB: Contracts of PPP of London Underground provide the
fulfilment of performance standards in terms of regularity,
capacity and quality of service

Value Capture
•

Docklands Light Railway: PPP and sale of building areas in the
vicinity

Private funding and application of purpose taxes
•

Crossrail funded by private investors, “stakeholders” and
“Business Rate” (surtax on economic activities)

PPP in Spain : the metro of Madrid
1. Responsibility for building the infrastructure given to
operational agency MINTRA
•

MINTRA is obliged to cover, at least, the 50% of its costs thanks to the
revenues obtained by renting the infrastructure to the transport
operators

2. Four-year investments plans:
•

The 3rd Plan 2003-2007 (4,8 bilion euros) was funded for 34% thanks to
partnership contracts

3. Other innovative funding mechanisms:
•
•
•

Investment of 45 milion € to extend line 8 till to the new terminal of
Madrid-Barajas airport  private dealership;
PPP realisec to build interchange parkings;
Parla tramway (8,2 km), project of municiplality of about 138 milion €,
funded by a private group.

Toll road in Norway. Bergen case study
The Light Rail of Bergen is an application of road pricing:
1. The construction cost of the infrastructure (about 5,3
bilion $) has been shared by State (40%) and local
administrations (60%)
2. The 60% has been mainly obtained through the revenues
of the “toll ring”, active since 1986 in Bergen
 55% of revenues are given to develop local public
transport

Denmark : the metro of Copenaghen
Automated metro of Copenhagen


Establishment of a governmental Commission (Wurtzen
Committee) to define alternative funding methods of new
transport infrastructures

The infrastructure has been entirely built using:
•
•

the revenues of sales;
the “value capture” of building areas and buildings in the vicinity
 municipality taxes on ownership
 sales of building areas and buildings owned by the State thanks to
the increase of value after the infrastructure construction

Road pricing as funding mechanism

Citizens’ reactions to an hypothetical
pricing scheme: the case study of Lyon

Objective and Methodology
Investigate the citizens’ reactions to the hypotethical
introduction of a road pricing scheme in Lyon
 Qualitative and quantitative surveys:
 Focus Groups (8 discussions)
 Web-questionnaire (LimeSurvey)
- Before the Focus Group
(travel behaviour, attitudes, life style, urban
transport policies, and socio-economic data)
- After the Focus Group
(road pricing policy)

Methodology – the Focus Group outline (1)
1. Presentation of the participants;
2. Daily mobility  travel habits and attitudes;
3. Transport policies:
 discussion about the levers (technology, economics, and
individual behaviour) suggested by the EC to face congestion;
 presentation and discussion about specific transport policies:

Methodology – the Focus Group outline (2)
4. Hypothetical road pricing in Lyon:
 in force during weekdays from 7.00 a.m. to 7.00 p.m. ;
 applied to all cars entering or circulating in Lyon (excluding
the 5th and the 9th arrondissements) and in Villeurbanne.

Methodology – the sample and data analysis
 Held in October 2011
 Sample of 61 persons
selected according to :
 gender;
 age;
 income level;
 occupation;

Aim of the sample :
include different citizens profiles

 household composition;
 travel behaviour;
 residence location

The analysis of the Focus Group discussions
 Audio and video record of the discussions
 Verbatim transcription of the discussions
 Creation of a Synoptic grid  structure of the content analysis
 Iterative process to fill in the grid

Literature context
 Existing pricing schemes: Singapore (1975), Stockholm, London,
Bergen, Oslo, Trondheim, Milan, Gothenburg
 Lack of public acceptance and fear of political consequences
 intrinsic social iniquity of pricing schemes emphasizes people disparities,
since benefits would be greater for the wealthiest (Langmyhr, 1997; Eliasson
and Mattsson, 2006; Jones, 1992; Schlag and Teubel, 1997; Viegas, 2001)

 People feel a lack of freedom by paying for something that has
been always free of charge (Jakobsson et al. 2000)
 Huge investment required to establish a management system
 Loss of attractiveness of the city centre, entailing negative effects
on its commercial and social role within the conurbation.

Results: sample description
Socio-economical data
• gender balanced (30 women, 31 men)
• mainly highly educated (37.7% hold a university degree)
• mainly employed (77%), 9.8% students and 11.5% retired.
• all income levels are represented
• household composition: nearly 30% live with kids
Mobility data
• 95% have a driving license and about 90% of households have at
least one car at their disposal
• daily mobility : 57.4% car driver, 20% PT, 5% bike, 8.2% walk
• most frequent trip: 72% home to work, 9.8% home-university
• weekend  most frequent transport mode: 75.4% car, 13.1% PT

First reactions to the hypothetical pricing
Strong oppositions, the charge is perceived as:





unfair, emphasizing social disparities, increasing social segregation
ineffective for reducing congestion and pollution
compromising personal freedom, represented by car (pride)
a supplementary tax to raise money from the citizens during the
recession
 similar to the TEO (ring-road)  strong protests in 1997-98

More moderate reactions:
 need for effective measures to limit traffic and pollution
 general awareness that it could become a reality, as in other Countries
 very few supporters of a road pricing

Claim to frame the toll within a coherent transport policy,
to offer a real alternative to the car for all metropolitan trips

Gender
Age
[years old]
Education

Occupation

HH income
[€/month]

HH
composition

22.2%
77.8%
48.55
52
22.2%
11.2%
66.6%
22.2%
66.6%
11.2%
3937.5
4000
11.2%
33.3%
44.3%

Strong
opponents
(n=16)
43.7%
56.3%
45.8
43
18.7%
43.7%
37.6%
43.7%
37.6%
18.7%
3583.3
4000
18.7%
56.3%
18.7%

Fierce
opponents
(n=5)
40%
60%
41.2
39
60%
40%
80%
20%
2950
2250
40%
20%
40%
-

-

11.2%

6.3%

-

-

5.5%

-

-

-

-

50%

22.2%

55.5%

25%

40%

Car
Motorbike
Regional Train
PT
Bike
Foot

33.3%
33.3%

33.3%
16.7%
50%
-

66.7%
11.1%
-

75%
12.4%
-

100%
-

Other
(specified)

33.3% Only on
foot (SS) / PT
(AW)

-

11.1% Car + PT
+ On foot
11.1% Twowheelers (SS) /
Car (AW)

6.3% PT + foot
6.3% Car + PT +
foot

-

33.3%
33.3%
33.3%
-

83.3%
16.7%

55.8%
22.2%
5.5%
5.5% Bike (SS)
/ PT (AW)
5.5% Bike (SS)
/ Only on foot
(AW)
5.5% Only on
foot (SS) / PT
(AW)
61.2%
22.2%
11.1%

88.9%
11.1%
-

75%
12.4%
6.3%

100%
-

-

-

5.5%

-

6.3%

-

66.6%
33.3%
17.33
15

33.3%
33.3%
33.3%
22
22.5

50%
27.8%
22.2%
23.3
20

77.8%
22.2%
44.44
45

31.3%
56.3%
12.4%
31.38
30

40%
60%
43
30

Female
Male
Average
Median
Low
Medium
High
Student
Worker
Office-worker
High level
Retired
Average
Median
Single
Couple
3 people hh
>= 4 people hh
Single with a
child
ND

HH with
children

Supporters
(n=3)

Cannily Welldisposed (n=6)

Non partisans
(n=18)

Reluctants
(n=9)

66.6%
33.3%
35.33
32
66.6%
33.3%
33.3% (PhD)
33.3%
33.3%
1833
2250
33.3%
66.6%
-

33.3%
66.6%
49.33
53
66.6%
33.3%
83.3%
16.7%
3708.3
4000
33.3%
16.7%
50%

66.6%
33.3%
38.83
31
11.2%
44.4%
44.4%
27.5%
5.5%
39.5%
16.5%
11%
2703.1
2250
39.3%
16.5%
16.5%
22.2%

-

-

-

Used mode

Scope

Most frequent
OD
Time spent
[min]

Work
Voluntary work
Study
Shopping
Leisure
Pick up / Drop
someone
IN
MIX
EXT
Average
Median

Two pillars for a coherent transport policy
1st  well planned parking policy:
 the cost of parking
 key role in limiting car access to the city centre
 adequate P&R facilities
 easier management of congestion

2nd  improving PT supply:
 higher frequencies to offer a real alternative to car
 claim for FREE PT (which would not be actually free !!!)

Coherent transport policy, avoiding the toll
but reducing congestion and pollution
26/22

Hypothetical behaviours after the scheme implementation
 Relocate

 Change transport mode
 Bypass the toll (changing schedule or path)
 Just pay it, although not enthusiastically
In line with the behavioural adjustments analysed by
Karlström and Franklin (2009) during the trial test
of the Stockholm congestion charge

The charge level (1)
 Great variations, according to income, attitudes, trip purposes
 Terms of comparison to define the charge level:
 Parking rate for 3 hours in the city centre  4 to 8 €
 Single or Return PT ticket  1.6 or 3.2 €
 Fine for parking in a no-parking zone  17 €

 People who are car-dependent for their work-trip
 very high WTP, unless it is worthier to change job:
Rémy: “I really need to go to work by car, because of
unpredictable and irregular working hours and
locations, so I would pay anything, any amount that
would still make my job profitable instead of changing it”

 Rather null WTP for leisure trips

The charge level (1)

The charge level (2)
 Spontaneous raising of the threshold from 0.5-1 € to ≥ 2 €,
recognizing that such a charge would not be a real deterrent
 The key role of habit is very clear, notably to the most
careful observers
Rémy:

“Although at the beginning people would strongly complain, after a
while we would all get used to it"
“As long as we can pay the toll we would not change our habits in
order to continue taking advantage of car comfort”

Virginie : “After a first opposition, all new fees become habits for all who can
afford to pay them”.

Yves:

“Everyone complained when the charge for TEO was introduced in
1997, but it is now so much used that it is always congested”

Change the rate level according to the income level
 The rate should be the same for everyone:
Malika: “everyone should have the same right to move, otherwise
also the baguette should have different prices according to
the income level“
Micheal W.: "since the tax does not have the role of redistributing
money, no sense to impose different charge levels”
 Scared about data confidentiality and traceability

 The rate should change according to the income level:
Sophie P.: “it would be fairer”
Régis:
“it would be more logical”
M. Chantal: “it would give the opportunity to everyone to contribute
according to his/her possibility, as for other taxes”

Change the rate level according to car pollutant emissions (1)
 Strong opponents :
It would be doubly unfair, penalizing whom owning an old car and
cannot afford a new one (giving up travelling by car or bearing an
excessive rate) and favour rich people:
Mélissa:

“richer people usually have newer and less pollutant cars”

Franck:

“richer people would pay less and also take advantage
from greater traffic fluidity”

Régis:

“richer people could also buy a hybrid car to pay a
reduced rate”

Loïc:

“they could simply bear the cost of a higher rate
without any problem”

Change the rate level according to car pollutant emissions (2)
 Some people would agree:
Pierre: “such a policy would allow fleet renewal, economical
upturn, pension investments and increase of jobs"

 It may not be the best method to make people aware and
responsible against pollution:
Rémy:
“I propose to tax the purchase of polluting cars",
Michael G.: “I would define the tool by making the ratio between
the year of the car and also [the level of] pollution".
Yves:
“I would consider both the power and the pollutant
emissions level.”

The size of the charging zone
 Several people think that the hypothetical area
would definitely be “huge and unreasonable,
entailing the increase of traffic jams in surrounding
areas which are already rather congested”

 The inclusion of some quiet areas (part of the 3rd,
the 8th and particularly Villeurbanne) seemed
just a way to raise money
 Others pointed out that the Croix Rousse (4th)
should not be included, since its hilly topography
makes it uncomfortable for soft modes
 Someone remarked that it would be fairer to
include even the 5th and 9th

Charging zone in the Presqu’Ile
 Agree
 Reasonable and justifiable by its geography
 Socially acceptable, being easily accessible on foot or by PT
 Positive for pedestrians: more space, more attractive for tourists,
less congestion and noise
 Proposal to test the charge in the Presqu’Ile

 Disagree
 Pay attention to traffic along the rivers’ banks
 It would cause an increase of car traffic in the surrounding areas
Michael G. : “the toll in the Presqu’Ile could trigger a vicious circle,
leading the car parks of the city centre to bankruptcy"

Worries and doubts concerning the toll (1)
 The charge could cause urban sprawl:
 Environmental concerns

 Strong economical and cultural recession of the city and of its
role within the agglomeration
Colette: “there would be strong protests from traders”
Jacques: “it would be the death of the city and of the Presqu’Ile”
François: “big malls in the outskirts would become even more
attractive, particularly for motorists”
Eric:
“I would change shopping habits, strongly penalizing
the businesses in the city centre”

Worries and doubts concerning the toll (2)
 Would the toll be really effective in reducing congestion
and pollution ?
Erna: “congestion would simply move in the surrounding zone”
Cyril: “ People will continue to travel by car, as smokers continue
to smoke”
STRONG ROLE OF HABIT
Gabriel: “people would think twice before taking the car”
Ariane: “the toll could act as a deterrent by making explicit the cost
of the car, which, although being high, is not really
perceived by motorists”

 Should the residents have a reduction ?
 Would the daily period of the scheme be fair ?
 How the revenues would be used ?

Discussion and conclusion (1)
The changes of mind
 Congestion problems in Lyon:

IMPORTANCE OF
FOCUS GROUPS

 strong complains at first, then “about-face” when they perceived
the hypothetical introduction of a road pricing

 People would pay much more then stated at first, to continue
taking advantage of car use
 The acceptance increases after the pricing entry into force
 role of habit (Larsen, 1995) and Graduality Strategy (Herman and
Chomsky, 2002)

Social injustice
 Restrictions should be coupled with the improvement of PT,
incentives for buying “green cars”
 Pricing favour wealthier people

Discussion and conclusion (2)
Public acceptance increases when:
 giving information about the role of the charge (congestion and
environmental problems) (see also Musselwhite and Lyons, 2009)
 including the charge in a well structured and coherent transport
policy (e.g. alternatives to car use) (see also Green and Stone, 2004)

Costs
 High installation cost of a toll system (see also Jansson, 2008)
 PT and P&R are more appreciated ("second-best remedies" to
tackle congestion and pollution) (see also Jansson, 2008)

Discussion and conclusion (3)
Methodological considerations
Focus Group

Quantitative questionnaire

 individual thoughts and reaction
to the other participants’ remarks;

 no certainty about care, honesty and
awareness of the respondents "forced" to
reply to all questions (Rappazzo, 2010);

 talkative and proactive
participants: only 5/61 (8.2%)
were “lazy” ;
 usually spontaneous and genuine
reactions (difficult to "play a role"
throughout the whole discussion)

 convenient and socially appreciated
answers that do not correspond to their
real opinions: Social Desirability Bias
(Nederhof, 1985; Kreuter et al., 2008; King
and Bruner, 2000; Fisher and Katz, 2000)

• Qualitative methods allow monitoring emotions, reactions and
changes of opinions
• Importance of using both quantitative and qualitative methods
when pricing issues are investigated

