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PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP IN SECURING MOBILITY 
MANAGEMENT THROUGH THE LAND-USE PLANNING PROCESS: 

A REVIEW OF EXAMPLES FROM THE UK AND BENELUX 

In the UK, the land use planning system provides a strong framework for the delivery of mobility 
management for new developments through private sector contributions secured through a 
planning agreement. Local authorities and developers increasingly work together to deliver 
sustainable transport access to new developments, and ensure MM measures are put in place at 
the developments when they open. 
 
Based on work for the Scottish Executive and for the European project OPTIMUM, this paper 
reviews a number of real case study examples of MM pursued through the planning process in 
central and southern England and in the Edinburgh area. It evaluates these in terms of:  
 
− the MM measures secured in relation to the size of the development; 
− their measured or likely impacts; 
− the input provided by each partner (developer, local authority and, in some cases, local public 

transport operator); and 
− the ease with which partnership working was secured.  
 
The advantages and disadvantages of the UK model of securing MM through the land-use planning 
process will be briefly discussed and compared to case studies from other Benelux countries.  
 
Ultimately, the paper will argue that there is enormous scope for securing MM through partnership 
in the land-use planning process, but that this can be labour intensive, may lead to ad-hoc 
implementation of MM measures, and is critically dependent on the level of economic development 
in the local economy, since this drives the level of planning applications. 

1. Introduction 
This purpose of this paper is to review the use of the land-use planning process in the UK to secure 
mobility management measures, paid for by the private sector or other developer. The advantages, 
disadvantages and potential of this mechanism will be discussed and compared briefly to the 
potential of the land-use planning system to secure similar measures in Benelux countries. 
 
For this paper, mobility management measures are categorised as follows: 
 
− Workplace travel plans and related measures, designed largely to influence the mode choice of 

employees travelling to the new development, and paid for by the developer. 
− Public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure and services supplied as part of the new 

development, and designed to influence the modal choice of residents or, occasionally, 
shoppers and leisure users. 

2. Background: using planning legislation to require MM 
Whilst national Government policy in the UK is to encourage the “widespread voluntary uptake” of 
mobility management, in fact it appears that regulation, in the form of the planning system, is by far 
the largest factor accounting for its increasing use in new development. 
 
A survey of local authorities in England in 1997 (Bradshaw and Lane, 1998) found that only 7% of 
English planning authorities encouraged those organisations applying for planning permission to 
include a travel plan (site MM plan) to manage the number of car trips generated by the 
development. Research for the DTLR in 2001 found that some 23% of authorities were now 
requiring travel plans (DTLR, 2001a). There is strong policy support for this from national 
government. Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) Note 13 (DTLR, 1999) includes the following 
statements encouraging sustainable transport access to new developments (while this applies in 
England, there is similar advice in Scotland). 
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“The Government considers that travel plans should be submitted alongside planning 
applications which are likely to have significant transport implications… They should have 
measurable outputs, which might relate to targets in the local transport plan, and should set 
out the arrangements for monitoring the progress of the plan, as well as the arrangement for 
enforcement, in the event that agreed objectives are not met. They might be designed for the 
applicant only, or be part of a wider initiative, possibly organised by the local authority, 
involving other developments in the area.” (DTLR, 1999: 24-25.) 

 
The case studies presented in the later sections of this paper will demonstrate that not all of these 
suggestions are necessarily acted upon by Local Authorities; however, this is the nature of the UK 
planning system – it is permissive rather than prescriptive. Suggested thresholds for planning 
applications that should include MM are set out in Table 1, below. However, there are other 
circumstances in which MM would be required, depending on local circumstances. 
 

Table 1 – Thresholds for MM in new development, England (source PPG13) 
 

Land use type Minimum size of development for MM to 
normally be required (gross floor area) 

Food retail  1000m2 
Non food retail  1000m2 
Cinemas and conference facilities  1000m2 
B1 including offices  2500m2 
Higher and further education  2500m2 
Stadia  1500 seats 

 
− There are two methods by which MM can be pursued. One is through a planning condition. 

This would normally be used to require certain on-site aspects of the development to be 
regulated before development is allowed to proceed, or before the development is occupied.  

 
The second method is a planning obligation (planning agreement in Scotland). Local Authorities 
are able to enter into agreements with property developers for them to fund various measures that 
are required for the development to proceed. These can include measures to control (and reduce) 
the vehicle trip generation from new developments, by implementing and funding travel plans, and 
new public transport links to new developments. Obligations cover items of a more organisational 
nature than conditions – for example, employing a travel co-ordinator to manage site-based MM -
and can relate to elements that are off-site. Some typical MM obligations are: 
 
− (For a hospital, for example) – obligation to implement certain MM measures on the site and to 

monitor their impacts for 5 years. 
− (For an office development) – obligation to charge employees for car parking, and use the 

revenue to fund MM measures and a controlled parking zone around the site (although such a 
stringent obligation is quite unusual). 

− (For a residential development) – obligation to fund a bus service to link the development to the 
nearest town centre, for a given period – often 5 years.  

 
In order to be judged legally admissible, obligations must conform to the following tests: 
 
− They must have a “planning purpose” – that is, they must be related to the development of 

land. 
− They must be related to the development. Hence a contribution from a developer to improve 

bus stops at some distance from the development might in some circumstances be judged un-
related. 

− They should be related in scale and kind to the development. For example, developers should 
not be asked to fund local road improvements unless the need for these improvements arises 
wholly or substantially from the proposed development: contributions beyond this level would 
be excessive (not related in scale).  

− They must be reasonable. 
 
Reasonableness is a very important issue – perhaps critical as far as the use of planning 
agreements to secure MM is concerned. Questions to test it include: 
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− Is an obligation needed to enable a development to go ahead – in order to mitigate some 

impact of that development? 
− Will financial contributions fund improvements required as a consequence of the new 

development? 
 
In the conclusions to this paper, we will return to these tests and their implications for some MM 
measures in the planning system.  

3. Potential difficulties in using planning obligations/agreements to 
require MM 

Whilst these obligations/agreements, made under legislation set out in Section 106 (England) and 
Section 75 (Scotland) of relevant Planning Acts, are agreements in name, in many cases 
developers must expect to have to conclude them if they wish to obtain planning permission. 
Having said that, in areas of low economic growth, local authorities are often reluctant to enter into 
such agreements/obligations for fear of “scaring off” the developer and their jobs; hence the very 
clear pattern of travel plan activity in the UK that emerged in the DTLR (2001a) study, where most 
site-based MM is being developed in the most economically buoyant parts of the country.  
 
The resulting planning obligations then “run with the land” – that is, even if the developer sells on 
the land, then the subsequent occupant is still bound by the terms of the obligation. This can of 
course affect the value of the land. Nonetheless, it appears that in many cases developers are 
concluding such obligations, even where they know that they will be selling on the property in a 
short time – a state of affairs that is likely to have negative impacts on the effectiveness of any MM 
measure, since MM works best where it is tailored to a known site with known characteristics. 
Frequently in the UK, Local Authorities are dealing with applications for developments where even 
the likely number of employees, let alone the actual occupier, is unknown at the time of the 
application, yet developers continue to conclude obligations/agreements for such sites which may 
or may not be suited to the final occupier, and by which the final land-owner will be bound. It may 
also be that MM set out in an agreement for a development whose final owner is unknown may be 
judged unreasonable by a court if it is not related to the operation of that development – but no 
such legal challenge has yet taken place. 
 
The OPTIMUM project (see www.optimum-interreg.net), on which this work is based, found no 
statutory system operating in the Netherlands or Belgium whereby developers could be required, 
through legal agreement, to implement MM measures at their developments. In the Netherlands, 
the sale of the bouwvergunning (building permit) to a developer raises money which is then 
ploughed back into the general fund of the planning authority, and there is no statutory mechanism 
whereby local authorities can ensure that a portion of the money raised in this way is then spent on 
transport improvements related to the development. (Gemeente Utrecht, personal communication, 
2001.) This of course can raise problems where, for example, the local municipality takes the 
money raised from the sale of the bouwvergunning, but the provincial government is responsible 
for funding new bus routes and cycle infrastructure that may be needed for the new development. 
There are some limited examples of developments where special funding mechanisms have been 
negotiated to lever in private sector contributions to transport aspects relevant to the development, 
and these are presented in the sections below; however, the key point, as noted above, is that – as 
far as the author could ascertain - there is no statutory legal mechanism to do this in the way that 
there is in the UK. 

4. Case studies  
The following case studies, taken from Pilot 3 of the OPTIMUM project, show how the statutory 
system in the UK, and non-statutory system in the Netherlands, have been used to realise private 
sector contributions to mobility management projects. Due to space restrictions in this paper, the 
UK case studies are described in Table 2, overleaf. These case studies were chosen by the 
partners in the project and represent best practice in the UK at the present time; as such, they 
provide valuable “cutting edge” insights into the way that MM is being implemented. 

UK Case Study Analysis 
The comparison of 9 UK cases indicates that the typical OPTIMUM case study is a large 
development in an economically buoyant area. It is either a single employment user or a new 
housing/employment area, usually on the edge of town, and normally developed in line with 

http://www.optimum-interreg.net/
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national and local planning policy. Parking may or may not be limited. Its sustainable transport 
initiatives cost into the hundreds of thousands of pounds and will consist of improved bus services, 
infrastructure for cycling and walking, and bus infrastructure. Travel plans are being implemented 
for some though not all of the employment sites considered. Reduced car parking standards and 
parking management are much less common elements of MM implemented at these 
developments. Developers in the case studies are contributing in the main to very specific 
measures rather than more general sustainable transport funds; to this extent, their specific interest 
is to mitigate the traffic impact of their specific development, or to link their development to the local 
public transport network. 
 
In only one of the case studies was there any indication of the effect of the MM measures on the 
key intended output, reduced car use. At Church Langley, the improved bus service and bus 
priority funded by the developer led to a 500% increase in bus patronage on that corridor, and a 
rise in the proportion of residents using the bus to get into the town centre, from 6% to 12%. In 
other cases, measures were yet to be implemented and so there was no “after” monitoring data 
available. 
 
No consistent way was used by the Local Authorities in the case studies to ascertain the “correct” 
level of private sector contribution to MM. Nonetheless, all of the developments, with the exception 
of Howbery Park, Church Langley and perhaps Caterpillar, have arrived at levels of contribution 
that are all of the same order of magnitude. This could be for two reasons: 
 
− Because developers and authorities both have an implicit expectation of what is “about the 

right level” of developer contribution. 
− Because most of the contributions involve linking the development to the nearest town centre 

and this has ended up costing roughly the same in each case. 
 
It is also clear from the case studies that developer attitudes have been positive in most of the 
cases reviewed and this has been helpful to the negotiation of sustainable transport contributions. 
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Table 2: Comparison of UK Case Study Developments  
 

 Derby City 
General 
Hospital 

N. Hamilton  Grange Park Caterpillar Vodafone Greenham 
Park 

Wimbledon Church 
Langley 

Howbery Park 

Location type Suburban Edge of town Edge of town Rural Edge of town Rural Urban Edge of town Rural 
Development type Hospital Housing  Housing and 

industry 
Storage Office Office/R+D/ 

leisure 
Residential (car-
free) and retail 

Residential Office 

Size of development 
(sq metres of additional 
space unless otherwise 
specified) 

20,000  1200 dwellings 800-1000 
houses; 30 ha 
employment  

130,000 on top 
of 170,000 

50,000 1.6 million 
square feet 

14 flats with 
ground floor 

shop and 
restaurant 

3,750 people Reduction of 
space but jobs 
doubling to 950 

Developer type 
(speculative or known, 
and single or multi 
user) 

Known single 
user 

Single 
developer who 
will then sell 

sites on 

Known single 
developer 

Known single 
user 

Known 
single user 

Single developer 
who will then 
sell sites on 

Known single 
developer 

Single 
developer 

representing a 
consortium 

Single 
developer/occupie

r who will then 
sell/ lease sites on 

Intended use of 
developer contributions 
for transport  

Bus services, 
cycle facilities, 
P+R, TP and 
co-ordinator.  

Bus service  Bus services 
and park and 

ride 
 

Works bus 
service, cycle 

facilities,  
TP and 

coordinator.  

Parking 
mgmt, bus 
services, 

teleworking.  

Bus services, 
cycle and 
pedestrian 

infrastructure, 
TP  

None; car-free 
development – 

residents will not 
have on-street 
parking permits  

Bus 
infrastructure 
and marketing  

Bus services, 
cycle and 
pedestrian 

infrastructure, TP 
 

Mode share targets in 
planning condition? 

Yes No No No Yes – 
implicit 

No No No Yes 

Parking Severely 
limited 

Not specified Not specified Sufficient, less 
than maxima 

Severely 
limited 

To current local 
standards 

Four spaces for 
retail/food only 

To current 
local 

standards 

20% reduction 
compared to 
existing stds 

Timescales for MM 
implementation  

5 years 10 years 6 years Not specified 2 years Up to 20 years Clear timescale Clear 
timescale 

(2001) 

MM underway in 
advance of major 

development 
Developer attitudes to 
sustainable transport in 
this and in other 
developments in each 
local authority area 

Here – 
positive; 

elsewhere not 
known 

Here – 
positive; 

elsewhere not 
known  

Here, more 
positive than in 

typical 
development  

Here, more 
positive than in 

typical 
development 

Here, more 
positive than 

in typical 
development 

Here, more 
positive than in 

typical 
development 

Not known Positive 
developer 

though some 
opposition 

from District 
Council  

Forthright in 
desire to limit 
contribution 

Economic state of the 
area in which the 
development is located 

Moderately 
buoyant 

Moderately 
buoyant 

Buoyant Some local 
problems 

Very 
buoyant 

Very buoyant Very buoyant Buoyant Very buoyant 
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Edinburgh case study 
Though not considered for the OPTIMUM project, a case study from Edinburgh, Scotland, are 
presented here because of their relevance and size. Edinburgh Park is a business area with 
124,000 m2 of office space on the west side of the city, where main roads in the area are 
severely congested at peak times. Because of this, the roads authority – in this case the 
Scottish Government – wishes to see a planning agreement that incorporates very stringent 
MM targets to be met, at considerable cost to the developer. These are: 
 
− Before office space in the area is permitted to rise above 209,000 m2, the developer must 

contribute £1 million to the cost of a new railway station and £476,000 to various bus-
based public transport improvements. 

− Further, office space is not permitted to rise above 209,000 m2 until existing car trips to 
the development have been cut by 20% (currently 70% of staff drive alone and a further 
10% car share). 

− Reduced parking availability on and off-street. 
− The number of vehicles permitted to use the southern exit from the development is limited 

to 1800 per hour. 
 
This gives a flavour of a planning obligation (agreement) and the way in which it is working in 
favour of MM, but at considerable cost to the developer, who is particularly concerned that the 
achievement of mode share targets is not necessarily a “reasonable” element of the 
obligation. 

Netherlands and Wallonie case studies 
The OPTIMUM research included a number of examples of public private partnership in the 
Netherlands and Belgium. These include examples of the use of such partnership to secure 
sustainable transport in a range of development contexts:  
 
− Palace Quarter, to the west of the main station in ‘s Hertogenbosch, where a public-

private partnership will include construction of sustainable transport infrastructure such as 
cycle and bus lanes; 

− At Sijtwende, near The Hague, a public private partnership is developing an area for 
housing and offices, and, at the same time, to putting a new road in a tunnel underneath 
the new development. A new high quality public transport corridor, also in tunnel, and 
cycle and pedestrian facilities at ground level, are also being provided. 

− Marconilaan housing development near Eindhoven station, where a number of 
sustainable transport initiatives are being pursued by the developer. 

− Environmental and sustainable transport improvements in Liege City Centre where the 
Merchants Committee has played a key role in developing initiatives. 

− SOFICO, a new private company created by the Walloon Government to collect funds 
and project manage major infrastructure projects in the region.  

 
Because the projects reviewed are very different, it is not possible to present them in tabular 
format, as with the UK case studies. However, they do show that Wallonie and the 
Netherlands are now successfully pursuing public private partnerships to realise sustainable 
transport and other projects. To an extent, these projects lie within the scope of the definition 
of mobility management set out in the original project.  
 
In the Netherlands especially, the research shows that there are an increasing number of 
cases where the private sector is involved in the financing of (sustainable) transport 
infrastructure related to a new development. It appears from the case studies that this occurs 
most in large (re)development areas in connection with a Masterplan, whereas in the UK 
developer contributions are often secured from single and sometimes quite small 
developments. 
 
Rather than paying directly through some equivalent of an English/Welsh Section 106 
planning obligation, the private sector in the Netherlands contributes by paying for the land 
and for building permission. However, this still means that in practice there is an indirect 
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financial contribution made by the private sector to this transport infrastructure – but it may or 
may not be ringfenced. 
 
The Netherlands has created new nodal locations in the public transport network (e.g. 
Amsterdam Sloterdijk) that are based on investment that is an order of magnitude greater 
than any of the UK examples, and then encouraged developers to locate there. These 
improvements were Government-funded and a proportion of the development costs were then 
partially recouped from the sale of the land to the individual developers who located there, 
and for charging them for building permits. However, there is no direct link between the 
money spent on transport and the money raised from the developers in this way and, indeed, 
there was no guarantee that any of the costs would be recouped from development.  
 
In the UK, the MM improvements examined in the OPTIMUM research only proceed if and 
when the related development went ahead. It should be stressed that this funding mechanism 
is in the context of a planning tradition that has seen a much lesser role for Government as 
both land owner and developer than in the Netherlands. The advantage in the Netherlands 
system is that much larger MM projects are funded; the advantage in the UK system is that 
the amount of the private sector contribution and the fact that this is ringfenced for transport 
improvements is clearly identified from the time that planning permission is granted. 

5. Lessons from the case studies for best practice 
The case studies provide a number of useful pointers for ways in which private sector 
contributions to sustainable access to new development can be secured, and ways in which 
the potential of these contributions can be maximised. These include: 
 
− Sustainable transport contributions for new development can be best secured in the 

context of a policy that supports this.  
− Securing sustainable transport links early in the life of a new development, before travel 

habits have become fixed. At this stage, therefore, there is more opportunity to influence 
employees’, residents’ and shoppers’ choice of travel to/from the development. 

− That there is increasing acceptance by UK developers of the need and desirability of 
funding sustainable transport access to new development, including on-going – though 
not open-ended – revenue support of new public transport links. This is an important 
consideration for the Benelux countries, in spite of their regulated and publicly-funded 
public transport systems. In the case of the Netherlands and Belgium, it may be 
increasingly necessary in future to secure such funds in order to provide public transport 
services to new development areas. 

− Both “hard” measures – e.g. bus infrastructure – and “soft” measures – such as ticketing 
and marketing of bus services – should be included in the funded package in order to 
maximise the return on the investment. 

− The case studies also show an increasing trend to incorporate targets for modal shift into 
agreements for developer contributions to sustainable transport in the context (at least) of 
employment developments. These may be linked to financial penalties, should the targets 
fail to be achieved. 

− Finally and very importantly the case studies show that securing developer contributions 
to sustainable transport measures in new developments can be a protracted process, 
taking several years. 
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6. Improving the use of the land-use planning system to secure MM 
It will be noted from the above case studies – both in the UK and Benelux countries - that 
there is a problem in trying to secure consistent contributions for transport from developers: 
contributions are ad-hoc and case specific, and there is often a problem of timing in that 
public and private sector money is not available together at the right time, as for example in 
the Sijtwende example, where the light rapid transit link to the development remains to be 
built, although the developer provided the track bed within the development. 
 
To get around this, some UK Local Authorities (for example, Nottinghamshire County Council; 
Nottingham City Council; and Wycombe District Council) have introduced new policies that 
set out the expected level of developer contribution to MM for a given type of development in 
a given location, and made clear that the contribution will not necessarily be used for 
measures connected specifically to that development, but rather for MM measures in a wider 
area within a sector or corridor which will be affected by the development. This new, more 
consistent approach appears to be endorsed by central government in England in its new 
Green Paper on planning (DTLR, 2001b), which advocates a move away from ad-hoc, case 
by case planning obligations towards more structured, predictable and consistent 
development permit fees (although planning obligations – and hence MM plans for new 
developments - would still be possible in certain situations).  
 
If the government in the UK is minded to make new legislation to govern planning, it would be 
wise, also, to address some of the current grey areas that affect the use of planning 
obligations in bringing about MM in new developments. The tests for the applicability of a 
planning condition were set out earlier in the paper. It appears to the author of this paper and 
to others that the reasonableness – and therefore enforceability – of a planning obligation that 
binds a particular development to the achievement of certain mode share targets may be 
questionable: if the occupier of a site has implemented all the MM measures that were 
included in their planning obligation, but still fails to meet mode share targets due to 
circumstances without their control, it is unclear whether it would be reasonable to penalise 
them. This is particularly the case if the nature of the site occupier changes over time.  

7. Conclusions 
This paper has presented several case studies from the UK and elsewhere that indicate that 
the land-use planning system has great potential to lever in private sector contributions to MM 
measures related to that development. However, in all the countries reviewed, such practice 
is at best ad-hoc. This therefore limits the scale of MM projects that can be funded through 
contributions from private sector developers at single sites. A more consistent approach that 
sets out the expected level of private sector contributions required to fund MM for a given 
development, and which “bundles” these ringfenced contributions so that significant packages 
of MM measures can be funded, would require new legislation in all 3 countries whose 
systems were examined. Finally and most importantly, the land-use planning system can only 
be used as a route to MM where there is economic growth and hence many planning 
applications: without this, other considerations will not be relevant.  
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