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Urban Electric Mobility Initiative (UEMI) was initiat-
ed by UN-Habitat and the SOLUTIONS project and
launched at the UN Climate Summit in September
2014 in New York.

UEMI aims to help phasing out conventionally fueled
vehicles and increase the share of electric vehicles
(2-,3- and 4-wheelers) in the total volume of individual
motorized transport in cities to at least 30% by 2030.
The UEMI is an active partnership that aims to track
international action in the area of electric mobility and
initiates local actions. The UEMI delivers tools and
guidelines, generates synergies between e-mobility
programmes and supports local implementation ac-
tions in Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin America.

SOLUTIONS aims to support the exchange on in-
novative and green urban mobility solutions between
cities from Europe, Africa, Asia and Latin America.
The network builds on the SOLUTIONS project and
brings together a wealth of experience and technical
knowledge from international organisations, consul-
tants, cities, and experts involved in transport issues
and solutions.

The overall objective is to make a substantial con-
tribution to the uptake of innovative and green urban
mobility solutions across the world by facilitating di-
alogue and exchange, promoting successful policy,
providing guidance and tailored advice to city offi-
cials, fostering future cooperation on research, devel-
opment and innovation.

SOLUTIONS_UEMI supports urban mobility imple-
mentation actions that contribute to the Paris Agree-
ment and the New Urban Agenda.

Sustainable energy and mobility can make positive
contributions to a number of policy objectives, nation-
ally and locally. In particular in cities there is a great
potential to create synergies between for example
safety, air quality, productivity, access and climate
change mitigation. A UEMI resource centre will pro-
vide opportunities for direct collaboration on projects
focusing on sustainable urban mobility and the role
e-mobility can play in it. The UEMI will pool expertise,
facilitate exchange and initiate implementation orient-
ed actions.

UN-Habitat, the Wuppertal Institute & Climate Action
Implementation Facility jointly host the resource cen-
tre for the Urban Electric Mobility Initiative, aiming to
bridge the gap between urban energy and transport
and boosting sustainable transport and urban e-mo-
bility.




In brief

Examples

Results

Financial considerations
Policy/legislation

Institutions

Transferability
Participatory-budget-funded
bicycle infrastructure

in Seville, Spain

Results

References

10

11

12

13




In brief

Like any urban development practice, which heavily
relies on technical expertise and, at the same time,
affects a wide range of stakeholders, the implemen-
tation of low-carbon mobility suffers from the biases
of its planners. Such bias predominantly originates
from the fact that the appointed experts may belong
to a certain privileged class (based on gender, age
or socio-economic class), while the users of public
transport systems come from all walks of life. Such
a division of perceptions coupled with a ‘top-down’
approach towards service-delivery tends to not only
leave out low-income citizens, but also effects the ef-
ficiency of investment-heavy projects. To avoid this,
local governments are increasingly adopting public
participation processes for their transport-related pol-
icy, planning and project management.

Public engagement efforts aim at transcending the
customary dissemination of information in favour of an
active public participation process in decision-making.
Such initiatives do not perceive users as abstract data
to be inputted into transportation models, but rather
value their opinions as rational members of a soci-
ety, capable of independent choice. This is achieved
by facilitating stakeholder interactions that are inclu-
sive, focused and embedded into respective policy or
project cycles. The factsheet herewith focuses on the
multiple forms of public participation available for pol-
icymakers/planners and supports it with a case-study
from Seville (Spain).

Examples

The basic steps towards facilitating public participation
is choosing a mode of communication between the
transport authority and its stakeholders — an ‘active’
or a ‘passive’ approach (ITDP, n.d.; BMVI, n.d.). A
passive campaign implies one-way communication,
which only provides information to the citizens. This in-
cludes official announcements, websites, exhibitions,
posters, promotional brochures, etc. A limited two-way
communication not only allows for public response but
also values the opinions of users. This consists of pub-
lic reviews, online comments and feedback forms. The
third type is an active campaign comprising of a com-
plex multi-directional communication, also referred to
as ‘deliberation’. This method empowers stakehold-
ers to influence the planning process up to a certain
degree and its proceedings are aimed at reaching a
consensual agreement.




The more active the selected approach is, the better
the results of public participation (ITDP, n.d.; TRB,
2011). An authority can organise a productive con-
sultation using a set of participatory methods that are
applicable for a wide range of contexts. These en-
gagement tools consist of —

. Public forum: Also known as a townhall, open-
house or public hearing, it introduces a new transport
project or policy and elicits public responses or criti-
cism towards it.

. Committee: A group with generally representa-
tion from all three sectors — public, private and civil
society; Meets periodically to advise the authority re-
garding solutions.

o Focus group discussions (FGD): Discussion
systematically guided by an interviewer who collects
responses about specific topics from a sample of par-
ticipants.

. Workshops: Similar to FGDs, but with a more
open-ended format and less moderation; May consist
of hands-on exercises and activities; Aimed at capac-
ity-building and co-creating a vision.

. Surveys: Collection of quantitative and qualita-
tive data through questionnaires filled by respondents;
an ideal sample aims at reflecting the preferences of a
specific community.

o Online engagement: Provides access to infor-
mation about fare structures, route maps and oper-
ational details; With the advent of smart-phones, mo-
bile apps and social media, widely being used to pay
fares, assess quality and track services in real-time.

. Referendum: An institutionalised procedure
whereby citizens can directly take strategic decisions
by voting on issues themselves, instead of authorising
elected representatives or public officials.

. Participatory budgeting: Direct inclusion of
non-elected citizens in the financial decision-making
by voting for the allocation of resources and formulat-
ing a public budget.




Results

There are multiple advantages of actively involv-
ing relevant communities in the planning of an urban
transport initiative. Firstly, deliberate public participa-
tion compels experts to simplify highly technical infor-
mation and/or complex data for mass consumption.
This may help dissipate prejudices against a new proj-
ect (such as, a new Bus Rapid Transit line) or technol-
ogy (such as, electric buses), and over time result in
increased acceptance for it.

Secondly, the area of influence for some transit sys-
tems may comprise stakeholders with diverse back-
grounds and competing interests. In such situations,
public participation could potentially be used as a
consensus-building tool. This is especially critical for
projects, which require relocation of residents and ac-
quisition of land. Moreover, the resolution of such is-
sues via constructive dialogue could remove hurdles
that might delay the execution.

Thirdly, an authority’s continuous efforts to engage cit-
izens builds long-term credibility for the organisation.
The trust earned or working relationships built therein
could serve both present and future initiatives. Addi-
tionally, when combined with effective communication
and well-directed messaging, such interaction could
result in better public ownership of the project. Finally,
by being aware of the users’ preferences, planners are
enabled to take informed technical decisions, thereby
enhancing the project’s long-term feasibility.

Promotes transparency
Provides direct responsibility
Promotes well cooperative community

Some negatives:

. participation does require some knowledge
and expertise on the project
. could create a process where people are

un-involved or un-educated on the project —
authorities would also need to factor in
resources and funds to allocate to the process
creates room for manipulation and corruption
poses difficulties in decision making

could slow down process of a project

fear or instability of the process can be created.




Financial considerations

Inadequate or lack of earmarked funding are often
the reason which prevent authorities from undertak-
ing public participation. Assigning a lesser priority
to it over ‘urgent’ planning and implementation tasks
also leads to this. As a remedy, public engagement
activities must be assigned sufficient resources and
this must be prescribed as official procedure. These
resources do not necessary have to be only financial
but could also be in terms of organisations in-charge,
full-time staff or volunteers, venue or communications/
outreach support. Additionally, if public consultation is
embedded within all the stages of planning and exe-
cution, rather as a stand-alone activity with a separate
budget, it could yield better results even with modest
funding (ITDP, n.d.).

Policy/legislation

For public participation to achieve its intended
objectives beyond the scale of a single city, it is es-
sential that the engagement techniques be built into
relevant national or state-level policies. For instance, in
Germany, planning and implementation of infrastruc-
ture projects is undertaken as per the directives of the
Federal Transport Infrastructure Plan (TFIP) drafted
every 10 to 15 years. For the current FTIP 2015, in-
volvement of the public is a key component (BMVI,
n.d.). Accordingly, the Plan suggests three mandato-
ry procedural levels — Requirement Planning, Spatial
Planning, and Approval. Statutory public engagement
is prescribed for each of these stages. A specific pub-
lic authority is also assigned responsibility for each
phase’s public engagement.

Similarly, in the US, several national policies been leg-
islated to influence public involvement by state-level
Departments of Transport (DOTs). Many of these are
especially directed at the disabled users and also
aimed at avoiding discrimination in grounds of race,
colour and national origin (TRB, 2011). Prominent
among these legislations are — The American with Dis-
abilities Act (ADA) 1990 and the Transport Equity Act
for the 21st Century (TEA-21) 1998.

Financial
considerations

Policy/legislation




Institutions

There exist a wide range of institutions who could
offer highly specific information critical for a given proj-
ect or policy based on their experience. For instance,
bus drivers’ associations may contribute towards route
optimisation or fuel efficiency, operators could provide
insights regarding demand management and traffic
police could inform about enforcement. Moreover, civ-
il society organisations could share knowledge about
the trip preferences of citizens.

To tap into such resources, it is essential that the
transport authority develop a clear participation strate-
gy. This strategy should clearly define pertinent issues
such as - (a) Purpose for the engagement process
and its influence on the project, (b) Stakeholders’ in-
volvement in decision-making and the method of their
identification, (c) Tools and techniques used for en-
gagement, and (d) Appropriate timeline to engage
with stakeholders in phases (European Commission,
2014).

Once the engagement strategy is defined, the next
issue is the identifying relevant institutions to partner
with. This should be undertaken based on a balanced
representation of three categories of institutions (CIVI-
TAS, n.d.). These are described as follows —

(a) Primary stakeholders: Those either positively or
negatively impacted by measures proposed by the
authority (citizens, communities, civil society groups,
professional or commercial associations, municipal
agencies etc.).

(b) Key actors: Those with political or territorial author-
ity (public administrations, mayors, councillors etc.),
with technical expertise (universities, consultants,
think-tanks etc.), and with financial resources (devel-
opment banks, public or private finance agencies).

(c) Intermediaries: Those responsible for policy formu-
lation, reporting or implementation (public administra-
tion, media, operators, etc.), and concerned interest
groups (NGOs, cooperatives, associations etc.).




Transferability

Public participation as an institutionalised and
structured process has universal transferability for
any public policy or project. However, it must also
be ensured that the tools and techniques explained
herewith be thoroughly contextualised based on the
proposal and the parties sought to be involved. Public
participation is especially relevant for dense cities with
high population and, therefore, with competing claims
over scare resources (land, funding, technical exper-
tise etc.). Moreover, deliberate consultation is essen-
tial for cities with a complex political landscape with
conflicting ideologies, as well as those with a hostile
relationship between the local government and its cit-
izens. Furthermore, public participation is vital for cit-
ies with a sizeable population of stakeholders typically
harder to reach and get on board — ethnic minorities,
urban poor, informal workers, disadvantaged migrants
etc. what about the costs and resources that admin-
istrations need to consider? Would this work in poor
income societies? Also, could the process be manipu-
lated with those with more interests than others? How
would states take into consideration all these aspects?

Stakeholder engagement methods must also be made
the norm for cities with less manpower or inadequate
technical capacity within municipal departments.
Within such organisations, a significant portion of proj-
ect/policy formulation and its implementation is out-
sourced to consultants and sub-contractors who are
unfamiliar with the local context. In such conditions,
the decision-makers may lack necessary information
regarding on-the-ground realities, cultural or historical
nuances or demographic complexities. Such a gap
could be overcome through active consultation. Fi-
nally, for cities currently with high dependence on the
private modes and where a ‘transit culture’ has not yet
evolved, engagement can make citizens aware of the
advantages of shifting to low-carbon mobility.

ransferability




Context

The city of Seville, with a population of over
700,000, initiated participatory budgeting in 2004 and
continued it as an annual process until 2016. It was
launched by the city’s social-democrat and leftist po-
litical parties’ coalition. The aim was to democratise
public administration and to involve citizens in the
city’s fiscal decision-making. An average of 15.2%
of the city’s total annual budget was dedicated to be
spent as per citizens’ votes, over the duration of 12
years of the programme. This amounted to an expen-
diture of 1200 USD per year per inhabitant for the proj-
ects selected by the people (Cabannes, 2014). When
this programme began, Seville was an automobile-ori-
ented city. It was estimated that the resultant conges-
tion and pollution prevented a total of 80,000 inhabi-
tants from adopting bicycle as their primary transport
mode, accounting for only 0.2% of the total trips in
2000 (Metropolis, n.d.).

In action

In the initial phase, every resident was given the
opportunity to deliberate over public spending. Lat-
er on, for the ease implementation, special ‘Districts
Councils’ were created for people to elect their repre-
sentatives, who then participated in consultations with
the City Council. Through interactive events termed as
‘Assemblies’, proposals were successively put forth,
shortlisted, finalised, and adequate resources were al-
located to selected projects (Participedia, n.d.). One
of the key infrastructure projects funded through this
programme was a 160 km-long network of well-de-
signed bicycle-tracks. The project received popular
support over the entire course of participatory bud-
geting and was granted a total of over 2 million Eu-
ros (Cabannes, 2014). The project was designed and
implemented by the Urban Planning Office of the City
Council and based on Seville’s Bicycle Master Plan of
2007. Subsequently, a public bicycle sharing system
named ‘Sevici’ was also successfully launched by the
Council.

articipatory-
oudget-funded
nicycle infrastructure
n Seville, Spain




Results

The bicycle infrastructure developed through par-
ticipatory budgeting have had multiple benefits for Se-
ville. Firstly, the city now has more than 70,000 bikes
and an audit in 2014 indicated that bicycles account-
ed for 6% of the total trips and 9% of non-commuter
journeys (Walker, 2015). This demonstrates a remark-
able increase in non-motorised traffic in a short dura-
tion. At the same time, car-trips to the city-centre have
reduced from 25,000 per day to 10,000 per day. This
is the equivalent of a reduction of 1,000 tonnes of CO2
emissions (Metropolis. n.d.). Moreover, 35% of all bi-
cycle trips are undertaken by women. Lastly, the initia-
tive has made Seville, one of the most bicycle-friendly
cities in southern Europe and the city now aims to dou-
ble its rate of cycling by 2022 (Streetfilms, 2018).
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