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Thirty years of European rail reform 

Dick Dunmore 

Hosted by Arup on Teams 

22 September 2021 

Introduction 
The talk discussed rail reform in the EU, starting with Directive 
91/440/EEC thirty years ago, on which TEG held a seminar at 
the time, and then examined subsequent legislation and asked 
“what next”. 
The presentation was based on publicly available information 
such as European legislation, European Commission rail market 
monitoring (RMMS), and statistics from the Office of Rail and 
Road (ORR), Transport for London (TfL) and TEG’s Journal, The 
Transport Economist. 
Any views expressed were those of the speaker and not those of 
the European Commission, Steer, PwC or TEG. 

Directive 91/440/EEC 
All Directives are preceded by a series of recitals, beginning with 
“Whereas …”. 
The recitals from Directive 91/440/EEC are summarised below. 
The speaker highlighted in green boxes those which related to 
the economic and market objectives of the Directive. 
These included only very limited proposals for market opening, 
shown at the bottom of the table. 
At the time, passenger services on each network were almost 
exclusively operated by their national operator. Rights of access 
were to be granted to groupings of such operators, rather than 
to any applicant or private company. 
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Table 1: summary of recitals of Directive 91/440/EEC 

Recital (paraphrased) Subject 
The 1975 Directive on rail finance should be 
repealed 

Finances and 
the roles of 
Member State, 
infrastructure 
and operators 

Rail infrastructure and operations should be 
separately managed with separate accounts 
Member States should ensure that operators 
are adequately financed 
Member States should retain responsibility 
for developing rail infrastructure 
Member States should set non-discriminatory 
rules for infrastructure charging 
The Commission should have an advisory 
committee on monitoring and 
implementation 

Administrative 
tidying 

Rail must help integrate the internal market European 
integration 

Rail must be more efficient Efficiency and 
market focus Rail operators must be free to behave 

commercially and adapt to market needs 
Rail operators from different states may form 
international groupings, which should be 
granted access rights in their states and 
necessary transit rights in others 

Opening of 
markets for 
terminating 
and transit 
services Operators engaged in international combined 

transport of goods should also be granted 
access rights 

Source: Directive 91/440/EEC 
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Table 2 lists some of the key legislation since Directive 
91/440/EEC. 
Table 2: selected subsequent European railway legislation 

Year Legislation Content From 
2001 First Package Liberalised international 

freight 
2003-08 

2004 Second Package Liberalised domestic 
freight 

2007 

2007 Regulation on 
public transport 
services 

Required Public Service 
Obligations (PSOs) if 
subsidy is paid to an 
operator 

2009 

2007 Rail passenger 
rights 

Information, assistance, 
re-routing, 
reimbursement, 
compensation, Persons 
with Reduced Mobility 
(PRMs) 

2009 

2007 Third Package Liberalised international 
passenger services 

2010 

2012 First Package 
(recast) 

 2012 

2016 Fourth Package Liberalised domestic 
passenger services 

2020-30 

2021 Rail passenger 
rights 
(recast) 

Extra rights for 
passengers with 
“through-tickets” 

2023 

The speaker noted that legislation got rather longer over time: 
• There were 8 pages in 1991 Directive 91/440/EEC. 
• There were 46 pages in 2012 Directive 2012/34/EU, the 

recast of the 2001 First Package. 
• There were 52 pages in 2021 Regulation (EU) 2021/782, 

recast of the 2007 Regulation on passenger rights. 
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The build-up to the Fourth Package 
In 1988, Sweden devolved transport to counties and instructed 
their national rail operator, SJ, to act commercially. There were 
many years of delay before rolling stock leasing was organised 
and open access was allowed. 
In 1993, Great Britain had a ‘big bang’. It retained a central fares 
system, but subdivided operations into franchises, with 
competitions to operate them for profit, plus managed open 
access. One concern was that the network may now be full. 
In 1996, Germany “left it to the Länder” for local services, with 
incumbent operator DB continuing to operate virtually all long-
distance services. 
In 2012, Italy gained a second operator, Italo, on its long-
distance high-speed network. 
In 2021, Spain’s ADIF, which is both infrastructure manager and 
competent authority, let three separate packages of paths on 
high-speed lines. 
In 2021, while France has been slow, its regulator ART is now 
shaping a competitive market and SNCF has lost contracts. 
Some countries have little scope for commercial entry, or little 
appetite for restructuring, and have kicked the Fourth Package 
into touch, with one last, often ten-year, direct award to the 
national operator. They will not see much competition until 2030. 

The current situation 
Dick illustrated the current situation with 2018 data from the 
European Commission’s rail market monitoring (RMMS). COVID-
19 means that 2020 data will not be very meaningful, and 2022 
may reveal a much-changed market. 
Aggregate market share is a poor measure, but there have been 
some notable changes over the last thirty years. For freight, coal 
carryings are dramatically down but containers, particularly from 
ports, have increased. For passengers, five day a week 
commuting has been declining, and may fall off a cliff, but new 
infrastructure fixed crossings such as the Channel Tunnel and 
Oresund links and airport services have grown rapidly, although 
airport services support a longer journey by a competing mode. 



- 5 - 

There have also been significant demographic changes, such as 
fewer young adults learning to drive or owning cars. 
Figure 1 shows how 93% of rail passengers are domestic and 
7% international, and Figure 2 shows how many of the latter are 
on the new links across the English Channel and the Oresund. 
Figure 1: Split of domestic and international rail passengers 

 
Figure 2: Reported passenger entries and exits 

 
Source: Eurostat (2014). Internal EU border crossing are counted twice. 
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Figure 3 shows how freight is almost evenly split between 
domestic and international. The early freight deregulation has 
had a greater effect so far than later passenger deregulation. 
Figure 3: Split of domestic and international freight traffic 

 
Figure 4 shows how 60% of passenger services in the EU were 
provided under a (specified and subsidised) Passenger Service 
Obligation (PSO), although the share of PSO services varies. 
Figure 4: Proportion of services provided under a PSO 

 
Most PSOs are still direct awards, but these will all expire by 
around 2030. 
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Figure 5 shows how there was more contracting in Great Britain 
in the UK than in the rest of the EU combined, although there 
have been many competitively tendered services in Germany, 
most of which were won by Deutsche Bahn. The non-incumbent 
share of the commercial rail passenger market is only 10%. 
Figure 5: Share of competitively tendered rail contracts 

 
There is an implicit assumption that only socially necessary 
services which are not commercially viable will be subject to a 
PSO, and others will be operated commercially. 
In practice, Great Britain and other states have forced internal 
cross-subsidy within franchises, explicitly “bundling” viable and 
non-viable services. There is, however, a practical issue of how 
it can be identified whether some or all services currently 
operated under a PSO either could be operated commercially or 
would be operated commercially if the PSO were modified to 
exclude them. 
Figure 6 shows the share of passenger-kilometres operated 
under competitive contracts. This is not high, but it could be 
lower. 
Markets often develop a post-liberalisation oligopoly, as seen 
with US airline deregulation, global shipping alliances, European 
long-distance coach services (FlixBus and BlaBlaBus) and, in 
Great Britain, long-distance coach (National Express) and local 
bus services. 
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Figure 6: Passenger-kilometres under competitive contracts 

 
Figure 7 shows the non-incumbent share of the commercial rail 
freight market, 42% for the EU as a whole. 
Figure 7: Non-incumbent share of the commercial rail market 
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It should be noted that there is some cross-border ownership. 
For example, DB purchased Dutch operator NS’s freight services. 

The view from 1993 
In February 1993, TEG held a one-day “issue-spotting” seminar 
on rail, available at https://transecongroup.org/wp-
content/uploads/journal/Transport_Economist_20-
2.pdf. 
The following quotes from 1993 in italics are from Martin 
Higginson’s report of the author’s contribution, focused on: 

• charging; 
• timetabling or “capacity allocation”; and 
• ticketing. 

Charging 
1993: Access pricing policy is influenced by the high fixed and 
low marginal costs of using rail infrastructure. Whatever the 
objective, the allocation and recovery of fixed costs is difficult – 
all true. British Rail's cost allocation hierarchy is based on ability 
to pay, thus: 

• InterCity: profitable even after joint cost allocation. 
• Network SouthEast and Regional: charged full costs after 

InterCity. 
• Freight: marginal user, pays avoidable costs on passenger 

routes. 
2021: In principle, charging is now harmonised. European 
legislation refers to “costs directly incurred” (however 
estimated), with “mark-ups” subject to “market can bear” 
(however defined and estimated). 
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Figure 8 shows how infrastructure charges still vary widely, even 
excluding mark-ups. Note also that markets are hard to define, 
and the legislation does not refer to elasticity or Ramsey pricing. 
Figure 8: Passenger track access charges excluding mark-ups 

 
Note the high charges on the HS1 concession in the UK. 
Figure 9 shows how there can be high charges for transit freight 
traffic in “ransom strips”, as with Russian traffic in Lithuania and 
Latvia (left) and Swedish traffic in Norway (right). 
Figure 9: Freight track access charges excluding mark-ups 
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Timetabling (“capacity allocation”) 
1993: Practicalities dictate a hierarchical approach, in which 
large, indivisible objects are dealt with first. Thus in Great 
Britain: 
i. Fast, long-distance passenger trains 
ii. Slower, local passenger trains connect to and fit in around 

them 
iii. Freight generally fitted around passenger trains 
iv. Space held back for ad hoc engineering, freight and special 

trains 
Timetables generally evolve gradually, with only occasional 
fundamental re-arrangement, for example after major 
investment. 
Both the new UK policy and the EC Directive for international 
traffic confer rights of access. This is fine when capacity is 
plentiful, but rationing by price or by queue will be required 
when, as often on BR, it is scarce or already congested. 
2021: Echoing the last sentence, Figure 10 shows that an 
increasing length of route in the EU has been formally declared 
congested. In practice, the number and location of congested 
sections may matter more than the length. 
Figure 10: Length of track considered congested in the EU 
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Approaches to timetabling have moved on as infrastructure has 
become constrained. In Great Britain, “long-distance first” has 
given way to “working outwards from constraints”. 
European legislation allows applications to be made only 18 
months in advance, but many links, junctions and nodes are 
effectively full, with no short-term fix. In 2016, ORR “oversold” 
East Coast Main Line capacity, but there may be little more 
capacity without HS2’s eastern branch. In May 2018, newly-
opened infrastructure was pushed to the limit (Thameslink) and 
indeed beyond the limit (Manchester). 

“Takt” 
More networks are taking a regular interval “Takt” approach, in 
which timetables are planned 10-15 years ahead, and then 
infrastructure and trains are procured to deliver them. However, 
the EU legislation assumes that timetabling is driven by the 
applications for capacity, not a pre-agreed plan. Two questions: 

• Will the market or a plan deliver the greatest allocative 
efficiency? 

• Should the objective function be profitability, value to 
society, or perhaps carbon saved? 

Figure 11 illustrates how timetables have traditionally been 
produced by looking for usable gaps in the existing train service. 
Figure 11: Example of a conventional timetable graph 
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With rolling stock constrained in Great Britain in the early 1990s, 
timetables were built around it, for example by maximising 
“bounce-backs” in which one train provided two peak services. 
With infrastructure constrained, regular interval timetables such 
as Switzerland’s Bahn 2000 have a regularly repeating service 
with good connections, and the infrastructure must be designed 
around this. Rolling stock utilisation may not be maximised with 
this type of timetable. 
Figure 12: Switzerland’s Bahn 2000 Regular Interval Timetable 

 

Ticketing, through fares and connections 
TEG’s 1993 seminar touched on three issues: 

• network benefits; 
• revenue settlement and clearing; and 
• competition or integration. 

Network benefits 
1993: Network benefits, including through ticketing, cross-
validity between operators of equivalent services, discounted 



- 14 - 

fares and a national timetable, must be retained. But how, by 
whom and at what cost? 
2021: It is still not clear whether passengers prioritise price 
competition or a ticket valid on any train on any reasonable 
route: 

• If the latter, who sets the fares? 
• Even if this is done, how can yield-managed discounted 

fares and interavailable tickets coexist? 
Airline alliance networks competed on yield-managed fares, and 
IATA’s interavailable fares became irrelevant. However, rail has 
no immediate prospect of alliance networks connecting even at 
major city hubs. 

Revenue settlement and clearing 
1993: Through ticketing: revenue allocation must be made 
accurate. Matters to resolve include: the impact of fare taper, 
availability of through and reduced fares, ticket checking 
(difficult with frequent stops), and the formation of a clearing 
house: 
The size of the task for the new body should not be under-
estimated. 
How would the new body allocate revenue? - mileage would be 
an insufficiently cost-related method. 
2021: This has been less of an issue than expected, as there has 
been no attempt to relate fares to costs. In practice, short run 
marginal cost is very low so, once a service is timetabled, fare 
revenue is nearly all profit to be shared. 

Competition or integration, and where? 
1993: Will cross-validity of tickets be outlawed as anti-
competitive? 
Will equal fares and conditions such as walk-on services be 
encouraged or banned? 
Might only full fare tickets be valid on all trains? 
2021: Figure 13 shows how 60% of trip ends in Great Britain are 
covered by TfL’s contactless Pay As You Go (PAYG) system. 
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Figure 13: The dominance of TfL’s contactless fares system 

 
However, fares restructuring in Great Britain is proving difficult, 
even with a dominant Department for Transport and a limited 
number of devolved transport authorities. 
At the European scale, each national network has its own 
approach to the structure and price of fares. Many also have 
distinct local variants at the level of regional, urban and 
suburban services. 

What delivers the best outcome? 
Looking forward, differentiated ticket validity may replace 
discount pricing, but will similar, greater, or lesser benefits 
emerge? 
In practice, it gets more complicated: 

• Rail is often a price-taker in advance-booked markets 
dominated by air or coach. Where yield management is 
possible and used by competitors, it is difficult for rail not 
to follow suit. Marginal price is ideally set at the higher of 
value to customer or opportunity cost to provider. 

• Rail is also often in a fixed price “all-you-can-eat” bundle at 
urban, regional or national level, and marginal price is zero. 
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How can these two extremes of pricing not only co-exist but be 
integrated? 
In summary, many of the issues identified in 1993 regarding 
ticketing, through fares and connections are still live. Some fares 
remain “kilometric”, but technologies unknown in 1991 have 
emerged, such as: 

• long-distance journeys booked online and print at home, or 
on an app and displayed as a QR code, with a trend to yield-
managed pricing by train, rather than a fare fixed by origin 
and destination; 

• smartcards with season tickets and/or stored value; 
• Pay As You Go with any contactless card; 
• FAIRTIQ, in Switzerland, which infers travel and fares by 

correlating mobile phone location with train, bus and tram; 
• Multimodal national zonal systems, in Switzerland and the 

Netherlands; and 
• Elsewhere, fares often devolved and different in each city 

or region. 
How can a journey across multiple systems be ticketed, and 
connections identified and protected? If it can’t, where are there 
to be yield-managed market fares, and where is there to be 
predictable Pay As You Go? 

Enduring inconveniences and emerging events 
Dick identified a number of “enduring inconveniences”: 

• “Multiple technologies”. Europe has many track and 
structure gauges, electrification and signalling systems, 
technical standards, operating rules, and local variations. 

• National, regional and local governments all have different 
priorities and processes. 

• Unlike aviation, almost ever border also involves a change 
of language. 

He also identified emerging events: 
• Technologies and techniques keep evolving, particularly in 

ticketing and reservations. 
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• COVID-19 is expected to have a major impact on business 
travel revenue and peak commuting capacity needs. 

• What about the climate crisis? We are closer to 2050 than 
to 1991. Rail can be zero emissions, but how much transfer 
from domestic and short haul air could it handle? 

Conclusion 
Dick briefly summarised the current position across the EU: 

• Everything has now been liberalised. 
• Freight is an increasingly international and open business. 
• Passenger open access has been limited. 
• Competitive tendering has often been treated as an 

inconvenience to be deferred to around 2030. 
• Congestion is rising, and the use of regular interval “Takt” 

timetables is growing. 
• Regional and local authorities often have autonomy, but 

may get little assistance from national governments. 
• Passenger fares and tickets are often left to each operator 

or to each local authority, with no compatibility. 
Now what, whether in the EU or in Great Britain? 

Discussion 
Peter Gordon (Editor, The Transport Economist) asked if the 
EU anticipated where we would be now, and if there were 
inconsistencies between the policies of different parts of the 
European Commission and the EU. Dick said that not everything 
was anticipated. There was no reference to climate, congestion, 
fares or tickets in Directive 91/440/EEC, but things had moved 
on. Interests were different, such as between the periphery and 
the centre of the EU, and between urban and rural requirements. 
Chris Nash (University of Leeds) suggested that Dick was over-
cynical about access charges. Legislation following the First 
Package did provide guidance on what could be charged for 
infrastructure, and progress has been made in this area. Dick 
replied that charges are different between operators and the 
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current legislation does allow a wide range of approaches1. In 
addition, infrastructure which is privately-owned and receives no 
direct government support to fixed costs, such as the Channel 
Tunnel and High Speed 1, must set charges to recover all costs. 
John Cartledge (London TravelWatch, retired) agreed that the 
legislation gets longer. One area of regulatory activity is safety, 
which has seen much improvement. He asked if there was any 
regular monitoring of user satisfaction. Dick replied that RMMS 
referred to Eurobarometer surveys on passenger satisfaction2, 
but caution was needed in interpreting results. On the East Coast 
Main Line, passengers had been found to be more satisfied with 
the punctuality and reliability of open access operators than of 
the franchisee, even though their objectively measured 
performance was worse. Across Europe, survey questions have 
subtle variations of meaning in different languages, expectations 
vary, questions may be limited, and sample sizes may be small. 
It was difficult to interpret anything other than a time series of 
responses to the same question in the same Member State. 
Gregory Marchant (Strategic Rail Authority, retired) was 
interested in the comments about cross-border passenger 
travel. Many local cross-border services have been removed, 
maybe due to technological differences, but long-distance 
services have improved. Dick replied that Steer and KCW have 
done some work on this, and as a generalisation there are fewer 
but denser local cross-border services. Major new infrastructure 
such as the Channel Tunnel is built with clear expectations of 
how it will be used. Elsewhere, any new cross-border service is 
likely to need to deal with different languages, technical 
standards, rule books and, for PSO services, the different 
processes and priorities of multiple democratically elected local, 
regional or national bodies: there is much less autonomy than 
for domestic services. In contrast, it is much easier to cross 
borders with aircraft or more recently coaches, as shown by the 
rapid rise of FlixBus and BlaBlaBus. 

 
1 Rules on the direct cost calculation are set out in Commission Implementing Regulation 
(EU) 2015/909 of 12 June 2015 on the modalities for the calculation of the cost that is 
directly incurred as a result of operating the train service. 
2 See, for example https://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/rail/news/2018-09-
18-eurobarometer-rail-satisfaction-europeans-increasingly-satisfied_en. 
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Ernest Godward (European Union Agency for Railways (ERA), 
now retired) said that the largest issue was signalling, hence the 
introduction of ETCS and ERTMS. It will take perhaps 30 years 
to resolve this. Dick said that this was true, but replacing an 
existing system with ETCS can mean that, in the short term at 
least, ETCS becomes yet another signalling system which must 
be fitted to be able to operate on a route. There are also local 
dialects of ETCS. Ernest said that work is being done to reduce 
these. He asked if you can you get to a standard system quicker? 
Dick contrasted the theoretical possibility of a voluntary 
agreement to change access charges overnight with the long life 
of many railway assets and the complexity of technical 
migration. Much of the track, electrification and signalling 
equipment currently in use would still be in use in 2050. 
John Dodgson (independent consultant) asked if freight rates 
had reduced, if customers are happy and if there had been modal 
shift? Dick said that it was a good question, and that the recitals 
of Directive 91/440/EEC had specifically mentioned efficiency 
(“Whereas the efficiency of the railway system should be 
improved, in order to integrate it into a competitive market, 
whilst taking account of the special features of the railways.”) 
which, combined with competition, should result in lower freight 
rates. However, the Directive set no explicit targets or metrics 
to be monitored, and he was not aware of any work or findings 
on freight rates3. 
Tim Elliott (independent consultant) wondered what 
interoperability regulations were really about. In the UK different 
rolling stock classes cannot couple up: what happened? Dick 
said that a problem is the length of asset lives, resulting in 
complicated migration programmes, as the asset renewal rate is 
very slow. Gregory Marchant said that there was a BR standard 
but that the ORR refused to enforce this, so nothing is common. 
 
Report by Peter Gordon 

 
3 In practice, RMMS publishes average revenue per tonne-kilometre of freight by Member 
State, so in principle an indicative time series of average rates could be constructed. 
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Mobility as a Service 

Dr Fraser Sommerville, Atkins 

Hosted by Arup on Teams 

27 October 2021 

Background and Context 
Mobility as a Service (MaaS) as a concept is around six years 
old, and emerged from a Finnish MSc thesis. A group of 
organisations joined together in 2016 to champion it, although 
the speaker suggested that interest may already have peaked. 
There are various definitions: 

• A digital interface to source and manage the provision of a 
transport related service(s) which meets the mobility 
requirements of a customer. (Transport Systems Catapult) 

• The integration of various forms of transport services into 
a single mobility service accessible on demand. (MaaS 
Alliance) 

• The integration of various modes of transport along with 
information and payment functions into a single mobility 
service. (DfT – Future of Mobility) 

The common themes are integration and meeting needs. These 
include information on how to get somewhere, and an ability for 
users to pay, together with supplying data to the provider. 
There are various MaaS business models: 

• information only, like the Transport Direct portal; 
• Pay As You Go (PAYG) accounts where there are various 

approaches including PAYG and capping; 
• monthly subscriptions, which enable different services to be 

bundled together; and 
• enhanced first and last mile connectivity, generally not 

competing with existing transport services. 
They can be either operated by the private sector or led by the 
local transport authority (a proprietary system as “white label”). 
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The policy context 
There have been various recent policy developments, such as 
Decarbonising Transport and Bus Back Better. All such schemes 
require operator buy-in. Key factors include: 

• Behavioural, including demographic factors. The young are 
less likely to own a car, or will have shared ownership. 
There is also a move to home working with COVID-19. 

• Technology, with increased automation, electrification 
(zero emission vehicles) and numerous developments with 
IT and data such as the blockchain, machine learning, 
artificial intelligence and predictive analytics. There are still 
some issues related to multi-operator products and 
integrated ticketing. 

• Other issues include the climate and environment, 
accessibility and equality, land use and micromobility. 

Figure 1: The MaaS ecosystem 

 
Source: TfN Mobility Roadmap 

There are a whole host of services available. 
The MaaS platform aims to match demand to the services 
available. 
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Deployment experience 
The speaker gave some examples of early deployments. 
In Helsinki, Whim MaaS Global was first established, and 
covered public transport, taxis, bikes, e-scooters, car rental with 
various subscription packages. It was then rolled out to other 
cities. Figure 2 shows how users can pick and choose the 
subscription package appropriate to their needs. 
Figure 2: Whim subscription packages 

 
Transport for West Midlands (TfWM) covered buses, trams, 
taxis and hire cars uses the Whim MaaS platform. This was 
commercially funded, with collaboration from Transport for West 
Midlands. There were some issues around take-up. 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TfGM) introduced a MaaS 
Proof of Concept in 2018 (see Figure 3 below), followed by an 
iMove trial in 2019 and the MaaS4EU Project from 2019 to 2020. 
It was a useful project to get feedback, and the conclusion was 
that it was best to target particular groups who were likely to be 
early adopters. It increased public transport usage, but there 
was little evidence of environmental improvements. 
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Figure 3: Transport for Greater Manchester proof of concept 
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Feedback from the iMove MaaS trial was generally positive: 
• “The bus and tram were a lot more comfortable than I 

expected.” 
• “I discovered Local Link and now I use it every day, it’s such 

a great service.” 
• “I enjoyed trying modes I hadn’t before.” 
• [The trial] “made me think about my travel choices.” 
• “I’m more satisfied with my journey now. I’ve found a 

slightly cheaper and more convenient way of travelling into 
work.” 

• “Understanding journeys and discovering the free bus were 
the best” [features of the iMove trial]. 

• “The flexibility was the best thing … having all your options 
set out for you.” 

In Berlin the local transport authority (BVG) set up a system 
called Jelbi. This integrated seven modes, all payable from a 
single account and embedded into the same app. The 
development only took six months. 
In the UK, the Highlands and Islands Transport Partnership 
(HITRANS) has recently implemented the GO-HI MaaS app 
(Mobilleo). 
The Department for Transport has funded a Future Transport 
Zone Programme at a cost of £90 million over three years to test 
new technologies and services in four areas: 

• TfWM is looking at MaaS, mobility showcase, credits and 
hubs. 

• Nottingham and Derby is also looking at MaaS and mobility 
hubs. 

• Solent has an MaaS, and also includes E-cargo bikes and 
freight distribution (including drones). 

• The West of England Combined Authority is looking at 
MaaS, mobility hubs, dynamic demand responsive 
transport (DDRT), E-scooters, E-cargo bikes and 
developing a transport data hub. 
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TfWM – FTZ Mobility Showcase Evaluation 
The overall aim of the Mobility Showcase is to gain learnings that 
could support TfWM to adopt policies and mobility solutions that 
will drive behaviour change towards sustainable modes. The 
objectives are: 

• to develop a deep understanding of target user groups and 
how the update of new services and modes can be 
maximised; 

• to develop an improved understanding of how to shift travel 
behaviours among certain travel groups; 

• to use background travel data, ongoing monitoring data, 
surveys and ethnographic research to test and understand 
the effectiveness of the Mobility Showcase interventions; 
and 

• to support TfWM to understand travel patterns and 
behaviours and to provide recommendations to iterate the 
trial wherever possible. 

The Future of Transport: Deliberative Research 
This research for DfT said that the following was required: 

• MaaS apps should be free at the point of download. They 
must be simple and easy to use and provide accessibility 
information. This makes driving less attractive. 

• They have transport infrastructure and services in place, 
particularly in rural areas, and include useful features for 
drivers. 

• Flexibility can be built within the subscription model to allow 
people to try a variety of transport modes, make it clear 
how MaaS links existing services, and ensure that MaaS 
pricing is competitive. 

• It can provide financial incentives for first time users, and 
ensure that benefits and rewards are accrued, based on 
personalised, achievable goals. It gives users the 
opportunity to collect personal financial rewards for using 
more sustainable travel. 
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• MaaS can explicitly link sustainable options with financial or 
health information during decision-making, and has the 
ability to track the cumulative impact over time of using 
more sustainable options and to highlight the intelligence 
of MaaS apps and the direct benefits for the user. 

• The focus is on leisure journeys as a first step. 

The case for MaaS 

Policy alignment 
MaaS may support sustainable economic growth by reducing 
congestion, integrating transport and being demand-responsive: 

• It may protect our environment, through air quality 
improvements, reducing private car usage and improving 
the use of existing infrastructure. 

• It may improve the quality of life, through improved first 
and last mile connectivity, promoting active travel and 
improving air quality. 

• It should also promote innovation by visible innovation, 
open user data to help plan better networks, supporting 
new modes (micromobility) and through better freight 
management. 

However, there is much hype. Four challenges are: 
• Technology and enabling infrastructure are needed to 

integrate different fare products and data sources, not all 
of which will be open. 

• Regulatory barriers exist concerning subsidies to different 
operators, procurement, data privacy and security (GDPR). 
Operators may not be allowed to access others’ data. 

• Users’ behaviour changes need to be seen, but is switching 
from public transport to shared taxi a good thing? There is 
also inclusivity: not everyone has access to a smart phone 
or even a bank card. 

• Business: we must consider the position of public transport 
providers and develop a sustainable business model. Bus 
operators with narrow margins may not be able to afford to 
pay commission. 
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Conclusion 
Customers want better information and more flexibility, and are 
prepared to change their behaviours, and MaaS has the potential 
to deliver an improved customer experience through better 
integration and through tailored information. It has strong 
alignment to wider policy objectives, but is still relatively 
immature and largely unproven, with a focus still on trials of the 
concept. The demand for services may exceed supply, 
particularly outside large city areas where services can be 
limited. 
There may be unintended and unexpected consequences from 
MaaS deployment and there remain technical, regulatory and 
business model challenges to be addressed if it is to deliver fully 
against all the hype. 

Discussion 
Tali Diamant (Atkins) said that customers also require 
reliability. Can the app improve this? Fraser said that it could 
by providing more data, particularly for demand responsive 
services. With buses, other physical measures may be relevant. 
Jeremy Drew (independent consultant) said that there was a 
missing elephant in the room – no mention of carbon – and could 
this be incorporated? Fraser replied that it could. It requires 
reliable source information, but can certainly be used for journey 
planning. 
John Cartledge (London TravelWatch, retired) noted that most 
of the talk was about personal transport, although a little 
(Solent) was about freight transport. Could the speaker say 
more about freight? Fraser said that it was harder to talk about 
MaaS in the freight sector. There was no reason why it couldn’t 
be extended, but it would require more work. The Solent 
example includes using a drone to carry blood samples from the 
Isle of Wight. 
David Metz (UCL) was struck by the sheer complexity compared 
with dealing with single modes. Could providers make a living 
from MaaS? A public sector body could support it, but would be 
under pressure to support conventional public transport. It is 
just too difficult to create a sustainable business model? Fraser 
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replied that he saw how David had reached his conclusion, and 
while there was a lot of truth in it, the jury is still out. There is a 
question over commission levels required to support MaaS. 
John Preston (University of Southampton) commented that the 
Solent study was looking at drones but also at macro logistics 
such as consolidation centres, such as for deliveries to cruise 
ships and for users such as Amazon, but at micro consolidation, 
so that one service provider could deliver on behalf of several 
suppliers. So far, the Business to Customer (B2C) model has 
been dominant, but new operators may well be undercut by the 
incumbent. Other places have a Business to Business (B2B) 
model. Do these alternative models offer better prospects? 
Fraser said that he was not aware of specific trials, but agreed 
that there was a greater potential if businesses were involved. 
Dick Dunmore (retired) raised a number of issues. With carbon 
there is a difference between average and marginal costs. On 
passenger rights the EU has legislation by mode, and multimodal 
travel is not dealt with well. Can MaaS deal with price 
competition by mode, or factors such as larger taxis for large 
groups, and the needs of those with limited mobility? The 
European Commission would like to see an overarching scheme 
including much longer journeys. Fraser replied that not many 
people travel across Europe. Solutions will be more effective at 
a city or regional level and people will not default for longer 
journeys. Liability is interesting, but is it the app or the provider 
who is liable? The answer with accessibility is having a database 
which is kept up to date, but you must also define what the 
mobility needs are. The solution can’t cover every eventuality. 
Gregory Marchant (retired) said that planning apps seem very 
crude, such as when suggesting changing buses on windy 
corners, and some suggested national rail journeys are just 
bizarre. What can be done to add a quality aspect? Fraser said 
that it comes down to defining parameters in the way that can 
be used by an algorithm. Some of these things can be subjective 
though, and the information must be kept up to date. Apps can 
be based on where people actually change. 
David van Rest (retired) said that there is an enormous role in 
educating passengers. Can you educate operators into what is 
required? How do you feed back inhibitions to the carriers? 
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Fraser said that feedback could be provided through various 
mechanisms, such as direct from users or from users’ groups. 
Peter Gordon (Editor, The Transport Economist) said the 
platform can be on an app, but must also be made available on 
a website. Fraser said that they generally were, to make 
provision for those travelling without a smartphone, but would 
have a lower level of functionality. 
Dick Dunmore noted that Switzerland’s FAIRTIQ allows you to 
volunteer to let the system use the movements of your 
smartphone to charge you fares. Where would legislation be 
most useful to force operators to open up their systems, or will 
the market provide a solution? Fraser replied that the market is 
most likely to provide a system, integrating back offices, but 
legislation may be required in some cases. 
Adriana Moreno Pelayo (Arup) asked if there was any link 
between MaaS and road pricing? Fraser said that road pricing 
seems inevitable and that there may be some convergence, but 
it is a slightly different tool. Is road pricing there to provide 
revenue or to change behaviour? It has not come into the frame 
yet. MaaS may be useful for parking charges and tolls. 
Gregory Marchant said that some supermarkets have moved 
to having no checkout. Can transport also move to the “your 
phone knows where you are” approach? Fraser said that this 
had been tried elsewhere, such as in Switzerland. Part of the 
challenge is how transport services are set up in this country, so 
it is unlikely in the short term in Great Britain, where much of 
the rail system currently works on a gated basis. 
 
Report by Peter Gordon 
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The relationship between transport and the visitor 
economy 

Matt Smith, Transport Strategy Consultant and Qualitative 
Researcher, Atkins 

Hosted by Arup on Teams 

24 November 2021 

Background and context 
Matt Smith began by explaining that his presentation would: 

• cover some of the key definitions and history of the concept 
of the Visitor Economy; 

• provide context about the importance of the Visitor 
Economy and the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic; and 

• explain the interest in the Visitor Economy among transport 
professionals. 

Finally, he would discuss a study for Transport for the North 
(TfN) during the third lockdown in the first half of 2021, which 
presented a number of significant challenges for the engagement 
and research elements of the work. 

Conceptual history and definitions 
Visitor Economy is a fairly recent concept. Early understandings 
about this aspect of the economy were rooted within the idea of 
tourism. In 1995 the United Nations World Tourism Organisation 
adopted a definition of ‘Tourism’ as comprising “the activities of 
persons travelling to and staying in places outside their usual 
environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, 
business and other purposes not related to the exercise of an 
activity remunerated from within the place visited”4. This was 
very much linked to the sectors which directly service and 
engage with tourists, such as attractions, airlines and hotels. 

 
4 UN World Tourism Organisation, 1995 
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Over time, a more holistic approach has been taken to the 
definition of tourism as “a social, cultural and economic 
phenomenon which entails the movement of people to countries 
or places outside their usual environment for personal or 
business/professional purposes. These people are called visitors 
(which may be either tourists or excursionists; residents or non-
residents) and tourism has to do with their activities, some of 
which involve tourism expenditure ... as such, tourism has 
implications on the economy”5. This later definition considered 
the social, cultural, environmental and economic dimensions of 
the movement of people for a wider range of purposes. Crucially, 
around this time, transport and other infrastructures were 
recognised as significant enablers of tourism. 
The concept of the Visitor Economy takes this holistic approach 
one step further, to consider collectively the social, cultural, 
economic and infrastructure elements which underpin tourism 
and the visitor experience. Perhaps as a result of this inclusive 
and wide-reaching approach, precise and agreed definitions of 
the Visitor Economy are hard to identify. Those which are put 
forward are often contested and debated. Core to the concept, 
however, is the economic activity generated by visitors, 
alongside supporting services and infrastructure, as the 
following definition shows. 
“[The Visitor Economy] takes into account all the elements that 
make for a successful visitor destination, namely the broad 
range of factors attracting tourists (natural and built attractions; 
culture and heritage), the tourism-supporting infrastructure that 
helps shape the sense of place and improves accessibility, as 
well as the services that cater for the needs of visitors (and 
residents)”6. 
Thus, even someone from the same county or region taking a 
fairly short trip to a nearby place for cultural, leisure and/or 
shopping activities can be classed as contributing to the Visitor 
Economy. 
For the TfN study the following definition, agreed with the project 
Steering Group, was used. 

 
5 UN World Tourism Organisation, 2010 
6 Reddy, 2006 
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“The Visitor Economy encompasses both the direct and indirect 
contributions to the economy resulting from a visitor travelling 
outside their usual environment for holiday, leisure and events, 
retail, festivals, business such as conferences and exhibitions, 
education, and visiting friends and relatives.” 
More broadly, the Visitor Economy was deemed to include: 

• All the things that attract visitors, such as regional 
destinations, the natural environment, heritage and 
culture, iconic buildings, leisure and cultural facilities, 
sport, retail, food, gardens, events and scenery: in 
essence, things that make the place special and distinctive. 

• The infrastructure that supports the visits, reinforcing a 
sense of place and making it easy to access transport, 
signage, parking, interpretation, orientation, public space 
and amenities. 

• The services that provide for the needs of the visitor which 
promote economic and social activity and increase spend, 
such as accommodation, pubs, restaurants, galleries and 
services that create a safe, clean and welcoming 
environment. 

It is also possible to define the Visitor Economy quantitatively in 
terms of specific economic activities by using Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) codes. As some of these activities are also 
used by local people, a proportionality factor had to be included 
in the TfN study to account for the approximate proportion of 
activity undertaken by visitors to the region. 

Context and background 
The 2009 World Economic Forum recognised tourism as a critical 
worldwide economic sector. Research in the UK has identified the 
significance of tourism for the economy. According to Visit 
Britain, in 2016 tourism in England contributed £106 billion of 
GDP to the British economy and supported 2.6 million jobs7. 
Analysis undertaken by the Office for National Statistics 
identifies that tourism accounts for over 5% of industrial output 

 
7 https://www.visitbritain.org/value-tourism-england 
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in Cumbria, North Yorkshire, Devon and Cornwall, Outer London, 
and the coastal areas of Wales8. 
As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Visitor Economy faced 
severe impacts. In May 2020, turnover among travel and 
tourism businesses fell to 26% of pre-pandemic levels9. However 
some industries, such as hospitality, were quicker to recover 
than others, such as conferences, as shown in Figure 1. This 
linked to wider trends and shifts seen in business and lifestyle 
brought on or accelerated by the pandemic. 
Figure 1: How the lockdowns affected spend on leisure activities 

 
In 2019, before the pandemic, the UK had a ‘tourism trade 
deficit’ of £30.5 billion10 but, because of COVID-19, domestic and 
international air passenger traffic fell considerably. Civil Aviation 
Authority (CAA) data identified that international passenger 
traffic at UK airports fell to 1.9% of February 2020 levels in April 

 
8 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/leisureandtourism/articles/ther
egionalvalueoftourismintheuk/2013 
9 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/tourismindustry/articles/coronavirusa
ndtheimpactontheuktravelandtourismindustry/2021-02-15 
10 https://www.resolutionfoundation.org/publications/football-went-to-rome-holidays-
came-home/ 
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202011. The ‘Staycation boom’ partially offset the loss of 
international visitors, particularly in areas which already saw a 
greater proportion of domestic visits such as West Wales, Devon, 
Cornwall, Cumbria, and Yorkshire. Those places which were 
particularly dependent on international tourism, largely the core 
cities, have not fared as well12. There remains a question as to 
whether the ‘Staycation boom’ will continue as foreign travel 
opens up again. 
There were also significantly reduced levels of public transport 
usage throughout the pandemic, with large increases in active 
travel. Public transport has been slower to recover patronage 
than private vehicle usage, which is now almost back to pre-
pandemic levels13. For the rail industry there has been an 
existential crisis, particularly affecting routes and/or franchises 
which have traditionally been dependent on commuters, and 
season ticket holders in particular, for a large proportion of their 
revenue. The rail industry’s customer base appears to be 
undergoing a period of transformation, with fewer commuting 
journeys and a greater proportion of leisure journeys. 
A Rail Delivery Group (RDG) statement in October 202114 
highlighted that commuter journeys were still only at 45% of 
pre-pandemic levels, while leisure journeys were back to 90% of 
pre-pandemic levels. Consequently, leisure journeys now 
account for 55% of all train journeys as against 33% before the 
pandemic. Thus, previously guaranteed revenues from season 
ticket holders have declined substantially, so operators need to 
market rail services more to foster a new, much more 
discretionary customer base. 
Changes in travel pattens have also led to operational and 
reputational issues, such as overcrowding on off-peak rail 
services, which have previously seen much lower levels of 
footfall and are therefore formed of fewer carriages. Service 

 
11 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/tourismindustry/articles/coronavirusa
ndtheimpactontheuktravelandtourismindustry/2021-02-15 
12 https://www.resolutionfoundation.org/publications/football-went-to-rome-holidays-
came-home/ 
13 Transport use during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, Department for Transport 
14 https://media.raildeliverygroup.com/news/rail-journey-trends-show-leisure-journeys-
nearly-back-on-track-but-slower-return-of-workers-puts-city-centre-recovery-at-risk 
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patterns may therefore need to change to ensure that capacity 
is matched to demand. Also, the design of public transport 
vehicles may need to be adapted to meet different customer 
needs and expectations, for example by providing more luggage 
and cycle space as opposed to high density seating for the 
movement of large volumes of commuters. 
Planners recognise the need to avoid the unsustainable 
environmental impact of large numbers of visitors driving to 
certain rural destinations, and among transport professionals 
and policy makers there is a renewed interest in the Visitor 
Economy, with greater recognition of its importance to the 
economy and a reappraisal of its contribution to society and 
culture. 
To support the sector’s recovery, HM Government has published 
a Tourism Recovery Plan looking at how to rebuild the tourism 
industry from a domestic perspective and later from an 
international perspective. The Department for Digital, Culture, 
Media & Sport (DCMS) also commissioned an independent 
review of Destination Management Organisations (DMO)15 in 
England led by Nick de Bois, which examined how they might 
better support the Visitor Economy. 

The Visitor Economy and transport in the North of 
England 
Atkins, with support from SME Leisure Consultancy Ltd, 
undertook a study on behalf of Transport for the North (TfN) to 
identify the importance of the Visitor Economy across the North 
of England, and the role of transport in supporting the growth of 
the visitor economy across the North. The steering group for the 
project comprised stakeholders from DMOs, Local Authorities, 
Local Enterprise Partnerships, and Transport Operators. 
The study was intended: 

• to develop further their evidence base on the contribution 
made by the Visitor Economy to the North of England; 

 
15 DMOs are the bodies responsible for tourism within a particular area; managing 
marketing, representing businesses, and acting as an interface between the public and 
private sectors. 
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• to support the case for transport improvements which 
benefit the North’s Visitor Economy, and 

• to support the sustainable recovery and growth of the 
sector. 

This work was undertaken in parallel with another study for TfN, 
delivered by Rand Europe and Mott MacDonald. This work 
examined how transport modelling and appraisal might better 
consider the Visitor Economy, and consequently help make the 
case for transport interventions which would support the sector. 
At present, using existing appraisal techniques, schemes might 
not be deemed viable, due to peak periods of Visitor Economy 
demand falling outside established periods of peak demand, a 
lack of evidence and data, and the poor granularity of transport 
models in rural areas and visitor hotspots. 
Atkins began with a review of existing research, literature and 
data, including: 

• a literature and policy review; 
• analysis of ONS data to develop a profile of the importance, 

value, supply and demand of the North’s Visitor Economy; 
• analysis of DfT, Transport Focus and Transport Operator 

data to understand transport demand and key movements; 
and 

• exploration, analysis and interpretation of local data 
sources, such as Scarborough Tourism Economic Activity 
Monitor (STEAM). 

The second stage comprised primary research, involving: 
• nine Focus Groups, six with North of England residents and 

three with those living outside the North; and 
• four Workshops with industry stakeholders to understand 

their perspectives on issues associated with tourism and 
transport. 

The aim of the focus groups was to understand participants’ 
attitudes to travel, holidays and leisure activities in a post-
pandemic landscape, their views on visiting the North of England 
as a visitor, and how the North’s transport network could better 
support leisure and visitor journeys. Through this participant-
led, grounded theory approach, the study team was able to 



- 37 - 

undertake analysis of the data to identify findings directly 
targeted at the “pain points” that the industry and transport 
users had been experiencing. 
Figure 2: The Visitor Economy in the North of England 

 
The North receives 420 million visits a year, the majority being 
domestic (UK) visitors. While most domestic day visitors go to 
the North’s cities, other hotspots are around National Parks and 
Coastal areas. Domestic day visits are concentrated around 
Cheshire, Liverpool, Manchester, Leeds, South Lakeland, 
Scarborough, Northumberland, and County Durham. A high 
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proportion of domestic overnight visits are also concentrated in 
Liverpool, Manchester, Leeds, Scarborough and South Lakeland, 
however large overnight visit markets are also found in York and 
Newcastle upon Tyne. International visitors are largely 
concentrated in North’s ‘central belt’ between Yorkshire and 
Merseyside. The majority of journeys are to visit friends or 
relatives, to a holiday base location, such as a hotel or holiday 
let, or as part of a business trip. 
Total 2019 visitor spend across the North was £21.05 billion, and 
total net GVA contribution of the North’s Visitor Economy, in 
terms of indirect economic value and additionality, was 
estimated at £12.33 billion. 
Across the North of England, 39,000 businesses in the Visitor 
Economy employ 579,000 people. The largest number of Visitor 
Economy jobs were in the North’s cities, but it accounted for a 
much greater share of businesses and employment in rural and 
coastal areas. 
Figure 3: Visitor-related businesses 

 
While the cities have very high levels of total direct GVA, as 
expected, significant levels are generated elsewhere with high 
percentages of Visitor Economy employment. 



- 39 - 

Domestic Visitor Economy travel patterns 
Rail usage is consistent with the GB average for visitor journeys 
to/from the North, but much lower for visitor journeys within the 
North. This is despite the North having a very dense network 
connecting many centres of population to key visitor hotspots. 
Table 1: Mode shares of visitor journeys 

Main mode GB long-
distance 

To/from 
the North 

Within 
the North 

Car/van 79% 78% 85% 
Surface rail 16% 17% 8% 
Non-local bus 3% 1% 2% 

Visitors and those working in the Visitor Economy identified key 
barriers to public transport use: lack of through rail services 
catering to key flows; low density and infrequent bus services; 
and poor evening connectivity. These led to a high proportion of 
Visitor Economy journeys being made by car, with impacts on 
sustainability and the environment. 
Around 25% of visitors taxi between the North’s airports and 
their destination, despite public transport services being 
available. Taxis offer door-to-door certainty with no need to 
navigate unfamiliar infrastructure, services and ticketing. Those 
in the air travel industry commented: 

• “The airport’s busiest time of the day is 6am. From an 
outbound perspective, for a visitor wanting to return home 
it can be difficult to use public transport to get to the airport 
for a 4am check in.” (Robin Tudor, Liverpool John Lennon 
Airport) 

• “When we have international visitors arriving at the airport, 
they’re often looking at spending time exploring what the 
Yorkshire region has to offer. There is a huge amount of 
tourism associated with the area, but current ticketing is 
confusing for a non-UK based arrival to understand, to have 
smart ticketing in whatever form or shape it takes provides 
a great opportunity for encouraging the non-UK based 
visitors to explore a wider area.” (Charles Johnson, Leeds 
Bradford Airport) 
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Following the lockdowns, there appeared to be a general desire 
to be out and about more, but getting to rural and especially 
remote areas can be really challenging. Residents and industry 
stakeholders identified several “pain points” and challenges 
relating to use of public transport. 

• “It’s about how you get those clear transport links to the 
rural areas. Everyone wants to go walking or camping but 
want to go in their car. It’s great everyone wants to go 
outside, it’s about a way of working out getting everyone 
there. Maybe the answer is park and ride. We’re finding 
families are moving up to spend time together but could be 
arriving in four different cars for a beauty spot. There needs 
to be a move away from using cars for everything.”16 

• “People are now travelling to harder to reach areas such as 
Buttermere, however a lot of people are doing this. These 
areas don’t have the infrastructure to cope with the visitor 
numbers we are seeing, especially parking as public 
transport use has been discouraged.”17 

• “We would normally drive for a holiday/trip in the North, 
but anywhere in the South we get the train. Its only 1 hour 
40 into Euston and we have a family rail card, and we don’t 
have to bother with a slower journey and also the issue with 
driving in London. The trains are not as convenient or fast 
in the North – often packed and very slow. If the service 
was as good for trains going South (fast, less changes) I 
would be open to using the trains in the North.”18 

• “Slow and outdated trains, my heart sinks when I get the 
timing wrong, and you end up on a very old train on the 
Manchester to Peak District routes. With visitors, if you’re 
trying to encourage them to change habits and move away 
from cars, the first impression counts every time and 
getting them to use it after a bad experience is even 
harder.”19 

 
16 Lake District resident 
17 Gemma Proctor, Cumbria Tourism 
18 Cheshire resident 
19 Jo Dilley, Marketing Peak District and Derbyshire 
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At the same time, industry stakeholders were able to identify 
opportunities for the North’s Visitor Economy. 

• “We also need to do more to decarbonise travel. Generation 
Y and Z are more interested in environmental issues and 
very astute when choosing destinations, examining the 
environmental credentials of tourism business far more 
critically for example. They are also seeking out more 
authentic experiences, immersing themselves in the 
community and the place, rather than being regarded as 
‘transient visitors’.”20 

• “The ability to get to great leisure destinations in the North 
is something we don’t market enough, and we are very 
fortunate to have in the North… On the Coastliner [a bus 
route serving the North Yorkshire coast], we try and market 
the bus as part of the day out, part of the adventure.”21 

Recommendations 
The study reported to Transport for the North during summer 
2021, was published in August, and can be downloaded at 
https://transportforthenorth.com/reports/. 
The findings were well received by TfN, their partners and 
industry stakeholders. TfN will be taking forward the evidence 
and recommendations of the study to support the development 
of a pan-Northern Rail Tourism Action Plan. 
The study will also inform the refresh of TfN’s Strategic Transport 
Plan, which provides statutory advice to Government on the 
transport priorities required to drive inclusive, sustainable 
economic growth across the North of England. 
Recommendations made by the study include: 

• increased safety messaging and a communications 
campaign to support and encourage post-COVID travel on 
public transport; 

• promotion and development of ticket offers and packages; 

 
20 Duncan Wise, Northumbria National Park Authority 
21 Alex Hornsby, Transdev 
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• more reliable and joined up services reducing journey time, 
changes between services and uncertainty for visitors; 

• facilitate easier visitor journeys to and within the North, via 
customer-centric information, infrastructure and services; 

• develop an accessible and inclusive visitor economy; 
• provision of better-quality active travel facilities on public 

transport and at visitor economy hotspots; and 
• a more joined up approach across the North to better 

market the region and manage transport demand. 
These recommendations were developed in response to the 
evidence gathered during the study, taking into account the 
economic and transport profile of the North’s visitor economy, 
the views and experiences of residents and stakeholders, and 
the region’s strategic transport priorities. 

Conclusions 
• There has been a shift over time towards a holistic 

understanding of the Visitor Economy, considering the 
social, cultural, environmental and economic dimensions 
which result from the movement of people for a wider range 
of purposes. 

• The importance of the Visitor Economy varies across the 
UK. For certain nations and regions, it is particularly vital. 

• The pandemic has significantly disrupted the sector, but 
also prompted greater interest, study and understanding. 

• Transport services and interventions need to consider 
better the requirements of visitors and the Visitor Economy. 

• The subject links to other developments and themes such 
as Mobility as a Service (Maas), decarbonisation and 
localism. 

Discussion 
David van Rest (Retired member of TUCC Midlands) was 
disappointed that there was so much emphasis on the 
importance of short-term economic activities such as shopping 
compared with longer term issues. Tourism is about getting 
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people out in the fresh air and getting exercise, so transport 
should be about footpaths and carrying bicycles on trains. Matt 
agreed and explained that there was more on these subjects in 
the full report. Having to reserve space in advance is a real 
barrier to people taking their bicycles on public transport. The 
powers over roads, active travel or footpaths are generally held 
by the local authorities, so the role of TfN tends to focus more 
on rail. That partly explains why these important elements were 
covered slightly less in the Atkins study. 
Peter Gordon (Editor, The Transport Economist) raised the 
problems of seasonality in the North’s Visitor Economy. He 
presumed that major attractions have business throughout the 
year, whereas presumably the Lake District is highly seasonal. 
Matt agreed that seasonality is definitely a problem. There are 
big seasonal peaks in demand, particularly around the summer 
school holidays, as the region is a popular family destination. 
Such peaks create a lot of pressure on transport facilities. 
Weather is also a factor affecting tourism in the North. Being a 
hilly area with lots of rain makes it difficult to be an all-year 
destination. 
His work for National Highways on variable message signs had 
shown the difficulties in producing a business case for parts of 
the road network which serve visitor hotspots such as the Lake 
District and Cornwall. Signs help make the network easier to 
manage and more efficient through being able to identify 
alternative routes to avoid congestion. Seasonality also affects 
employment, and makes the Visitor Economy a less attractive 
place to work. There have been many studies which examine 
how to attract more people all year round, therefore reducing 
the impacts of seasonality. 
Tali Diamant (Atkins) asked how this work might be integrated 
with the recently published Integrated Rail Plan (IRP). What 
influences might the IRP have on TfN’s further thinking? Matt 
explained that he had not yet had time to digest the IRP fully. 
As part of the study the team did some accessibility analysis 
using the TRACC modelling package. They found that under the 
scenario which was modelled, the core cities such as Manchester 
and Leeds, and the international gateway of Manchester Airport, 
which would be directly served by High Speed 2 (HS2) and 
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Northern Powerhouse Rail (NPR), would see big accessibility 
improvements which hopefully could be converted into modal 
shift and increases in visitor numbers. But for places not directly 
served by HS2 or in or near National Parks, such as Scarborough 
(which the study identified as being highly dependent on the 
Visitor Economy), the journey time benefits would be much 
lower. These could be further undone by extended waiting times 
for connections. This showed the importance of looking beyond 
NPR and HS2 to the wider network, making sure that connecting 
links are as convenient and seamless as possible. So far, the 
articulation of NPR’s benefits has focused on access to 
employment and agglomeration, and less on other journey 
purposes and improvements to connectivity. 
The recommendations in the study are less relevant to the 
design of infrastructure, and more to planning services and the 
customer experience, such as the provision of through services 
to key resorts, and how the rolling stock is designed for bikes. 
LNER’s Azuma trains have been heavily criticised because bikes 
have to be stored vertically and some people cannot lift their 
bikes into that position. Pressure to date has been on increasing 
the number of seats on trains, removing luggage racks, and 
providing less space between seats, with fewer tables. However, 
people travelling as a group want to be able to sit around a table 
together, and that facility encourages people to take the train 
over other modes. There is a need for rolling stock to be 
designed with different customer typologies in mind in a post-
COVID landscape. 
Dick Dunmore (TEG Secretary) found the talk absolutely 
fascinating. It covered a range of issues which others have not 
managed to probe previously. His experience as a Rambler 
confirmed the trend away from car sharing, with everyone now 
travelling to the start of walks in separate cars. He also 
contrasted the way foreign tour operators could efficiently 
manage combining flights, hotel accommodation and entry to 
local attractions, which seemed not to happen for tourism into 
the UK. Matt reported how current regulations put in place a 
very specific set of quite onerous requirements on organisations 
which provide this type of service. In the UK, if you provide 
transport and accommodation for someone, you are classed as 
a tour operator: packaging items opens up areas of risk and 
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insurance cover which hotel or transport operator. Foreign 
visitors wishing to buy a rail ticket at Manchester Airport are 
confronted with four ticket types, some of which are operator-
specific. When challenged on this, the industry appears resistant 
to change and seems to like the degree of fragmentation. Dick 
asked whether anyone had mentioned that Brexit might be an 
opportunity to change the regulations arising from the EU 
Package Travel Directive (PTD). Matt mentioned that a 
stakeholder from the Tourism Alliance had suggested that Brexit 
could provide an opportunity for changes to the regulations, 
which might make those sorts of products more palatable for 
businesses. Not much had yet been done by the industry, 
because their attention had been focused elsewhere during the 
pandemic. 
John Preston (University of Southampton), referring to the 
issue of matching demand and supply spatially, asked what data 
was available about capacity utilisation such as hotel or 
attraction occupancy rates. His casual observation suggested 
that there was a lot of spare capacity in some places and not 
much capacity in others. For example, it might it be possible to 
develop Morecambe as a base for touring South Lakeland, or 
Scarborough for the North York Moors. Matt confirmed that 
there was data on occupancy levels, but he was not certain how 
granular it was. The study examined overall numbers of rooms 
available and visitor numbers, but did not drill down to the 
occupancy levels at a more local level. The work provided a 
sense of opportunity to market certain places as bases for other 
locations or to increase marketing for less well visited parts of 
the North. Such initiatives would help spread out the benefits of 
tourism and make the management of destinations easier. 
Commercial sensitivity of data was an issue, particularly with 
regard to visitor attractions. The study used Visit Britain data on 
visitor attractions to identify top visitor attractions in the North 
of England. On seeing this data, project stakeholders 
commented that many large commercial attractions did not 
provide details of visitor numbers. Similar issues may surround 
data on hotel occupancy rates. 
 
Report by Gregory Marchant 
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Review 

The views expressed are those of the reviewers and should 
not be attributed to the Transport Economists’ Group 

 

Why Travel - Understanding our Need to Move and 
How it Shapes our Lives 

Edited by Matthew Niblett (Director of Independent Transport 
Commission) and Kris Beuret OBE (Director of Social 

Research Associates), with contributions from 14 others 
Published by Bristol University Press (318 pp) 

It is clear from the index, and that photographs and other 
illustrations outnumber graphs and plots by 54 to 9, that this 
book is not another analysis of the demand for, or the means of, 
travel, for too long treated as independent of each other yet 
somehow historically inevitable. Instead, its approach is 
ecological in the strict sense of ‘relating to home’. In our deep 
past ‘home’ was a broader concept than today, embracing not 
only places but also the paths linking them, ‘songlines’ marking 
out where people could obtain what they needed. Humans have 
always been mobile, but hunters relied on relentlessness rather 
than speed to track and wear down animal prey. Today ‘home’ 
has fragmented, and technology has given us speed, though a 
consistent one-hour average daily travel time budget means that 
beyond a certain point this just causes distances to stretch. 
However, the relentlessness of human behaviour remains 
innate, and with population growth makes for a dangerous 
combination. An analysis of contributory factors beyond the 
immediate and coldly economic is therefore timely. 
In the Foreword, Tony Wheeler, founder of Lonely Planet, refers 
to rediscovering and extending the boundaries of his ‘back yard’, 
while the Introduction by the Editors amounts to a substantial 
review in itself. They point out that the COVID-19 pandemic has 
added another impact to and beyond travel through ‘economic 
ripple resonance’ forcing some people literally to stop and think. 
It was also evident to me that the so-called ‘lockdown’ in 2020 
had the exact opposite effect on the number of people going into 
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the countryside. With the obvious exception of flying, only 
statistics can reveal the extent to which behaviour has changed, 
and whether this is showing signs of being permanent. 
The book has three parts: motivations, realisations and 
destinies. 
Part I deals with ‘harder’ motivations and the economics of 
mass travel. In the first chapter, Charles Pasternak lays the 
ground by noting that humans are animals with evolved 
characters that drive us to be mobile. Even our memories may 
be optimised for navigation, while our hands are free not only to 
manipulate our environment but to carry part of it with us, in a 
way few other animals can. Tony Hiss jams on the brakes, 
locating the change to ‘sedentism’ at around 11,500 years ago, 
the start of the Holocene, a period of unusual climatic stability 
that may have encouraged the development of animal 
husbandry and agriculture. After that he focuses on neurological 
and behavioural factors. The instinct for ‘deep travel’ has not 
gone away, and travel should not be viewed as a disutility but 
as a central element of wellbeing. He comes uncomfortably close 
to celebrating mechanised travel for its own sake, despite its 
direct environmental and indirect social and environmental 
impacts of severance and enabling intrusive land exploitation. 
Alison Kuznets and Matthew Nisbett take the travel instinct a 
step further towards pilgrimage. Exploration of the world 
becomes the exploration of self. However, the reality lies on a 
spectrum from treasure to trial, added to which are 
asymmetrical environmental and social impacts on destinations 
that are often poorer or more fragile than origins. 
Finally, Matthew Dillon and Alexander Jan return to hard 
economics. They note that historically transport is treated as a 
’derived demand’, so in effect nothing moves unless for an 
ulterior motive. However, all motives can be related to 
progression through a sequence of changes, so can be viewed 
as similar in principle to travel for its own sake or to experience 
passing scenery. According to one figure, 47% of travel in 
England is ‘other non-work’. However, this conflates the different 
natures of journeys for different purposes. In particular, 
‘commuting’ is subject to time budget and capacity constraints 
as well as competition between travellers in the form of 
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congestion, making it almost pure cost for individuals. It persists 
because at societal level it distributes pressures on land use and 
alleviates the physical costs of agglomeration, as distinct from 
its economic benefits. The authors estimate the economic value 
of travel by citing the drop in GDP associated with the pandemic 
of at least 7.7% in Europe and 9.7% globally. They point out 
that travel’s contribution to emissions is disproportionate and 
that it is the most inelastic of all sectors, but progress to 
internalising externalities is slow because it is inevitably painful. 
Factors conspiring to maintain or drive increased travel volume 
and distance include the travel time budget already mentioned, 
infrastructure provision, and cheap energy for both producing 
and fuelling vehicles. My inclination would be to add the lower 
unit land use cost of travel infrastructure compared to urban-
density housing, at least as currently costed. However, in 
summing up the ‘behavioural economics’ of travel, the authors 
cite the most critical factor of all: “because I have always 
travelled, because everybody else does, and because it’s easy”. 
Looking at the big picture, we may perceive a tension between 
positive feedbacks linking demand and supply, and negative 
feedbacks arising from congestion, limited time and land-use 
budgets, and increasingly an ethical response to externalities. 
Part II addresses the psychological and aesthetic aspects of 
travel descriptively and historically. The chapter titles largely 
speak for themselves. Kris Beuret and Tony Hall discuss the 
diverse political drivers and impacts of travel and its relationship 
to place, and the divergence and sometimes outright conflict 
between ‘somewheres’ and ‘anywheres’. They argue that only 
travel, conducted appropriately, can diminish the mutual 
incomprehension between these mindsets. The problem I see 
with this is that whatever the motivation, be it taking a break, 
curiosity, finding fulfilment, exploration, exploitation, or to 
escape from famine and war, there must first be the means, as 
well as the idea in narrative and imagination, as identified inter 
alia by Tom Selwyn and Hazel Andrews. 
Emily Thomas goes more deeply into motivations for, and the 
romance of, travel, though one should not get too starry-eyed 
about European exploration, which was largely about profiting 
from trade or plunder. The famous motivation for climbing the 
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highest mountain “because it’s here” applies more to individuals 
than societies. One can hardly fail to be moved by the 
photograph of Apollo 15 on the Moon. Even if seeing it for the 
nth time, one has to pinch oneself. This watershed has been 4.5 
billion years in the making, yet happened in the lifetime of many 
of us. I doubt that any past or future exploration can constitute 
such an existential leap. Arguably it would have to have 
happened sometime with or without superpower rivalry. 
Part III cuts to the chase with ‘Technology and travel’. These 
are inextricably linked, even if only by our distant ancestors’ 
need to be able to make fire and fashion a spear before they 
could roam into unknown territory. Glenn Lyons has notably 
defined possible future scenarios characterised by different 
emphasis on physical movement, electronic communications, 
and greater or lesser concentration of population. He segues into 
the proposition that technology, having enabled travel in a big 
way, can substitute for it, as we have seen with the recent rapid 
rise of video conferencing. Motivations for encouraging this trend 
are reduced environmental harm and social dislocation, and 
freeing up of travel time. However, technological change that 
makes transport more efficient does not necessarily produce a 
socially rational response. Indeed, it may simply result in 
compensating rebound. For example, more efficient and 
powerful motors have allowed cars to get larger and heavier for 
the same fuel consumption and acceleration. Easier travel 
thanks to technology may be compensated by further induced 
demand. This ‘Jevons’ Paradox’ may be better termed an ‘effect’ 
because a paradox is by definition self-contradictory, whereas a 
rebound effect can be entirely consistent with the ‘law’ of supply 
and demand. Professor Lyons writes “This has plagued the 
attempt of roadbuilding to ‘solve’ congestion”. Yet for years 
conventional wisdom has been that demand for services free at 
the point of delivery, like NHS treatment, is potentially infinite, 
suggesting that road building has been partly politically 
motivated. 
Technology seems to be pushing in both directions today, with 
electric and hydrogen-fuelled vehicles promising to ease 
consciences and maintain ‘business as usual’. Conversely, 
advances in high-speed public transport and eventually 
autonomous vehicles may eliminate short car trips and inefficient 
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short-haul flying, while electronic communications substitute for 
a proportion of trips. Both should remove the emotional 
attachment to private cars (despite the latest efforts of Lotus, 
Porsche etc). This comes at a time when climate change and 
biodiversity loss, and indirectly COVID-19 and population 
growth, have called into question human high-energy behaviour, 
while rumours of ‘peak car’ and ‘peak oil’ circulate. In planning, 
‘predict and provide’ needs to be replaced by ‘decide and 
provide’ (or more appositely ‘vision and validate’ as proposed by 
Peter Jones of UCL). 
Deborah Sault and Tom Greenall focus on the primacy of 
destination, in particularly the city with its numerous attractions. 
Most cities do not just happen, but grow from a geographical 
nexus. The dynamic of the city is convergence and exchange, 
not linear motion. To have any worth, its ‘public realm’ is 
necessarily a shared space, hence the idea of ‘place making’, 
that came naturally before the motor vehicle with its relentless 
linear demands. The chapter traces the history of cities from 
their beginning to their current often sprawling form. While 
optimistic about the transformation potential of local public 
spaces, the authors are guarded about the prospect of transport 
technology radically changing cities as a whole, whether by high-
speed metros (costly and disruptive) or autonomous vehicles 
(unable to lead to radical change road structure or capacity). 
Terry Hill brings together travel and the environment, in conflict 
from the start. In this context ‘environment’ is what stays put. 
Moving through it cannot help causing disturbance or leaving 
traces like pollution. Finding these effects harmful, seriously so 
at the global level, the tone is environmentalist and the car the 
key indicator with its almost steady growth since 1950. The 
chapter contains the only equation in the book, giving an index 
of total impact. It points out that valuation of journey purposes 
still discounts the quality or creativity of ‘discretionary’ trips in 
favour of ‘essential’. But what makes a journey ‘essential’, and 
indifferent to quality and wider environmental impact, is that it 
is trapped in a repetitive cycle created by static features of the 
economic system, in short ‘derived demand’. The author predicts 
“we are heading towards a dramatically different future but one 
that needs us to return to being at one with nature”, then admits 
that this ‘ecological age’ could be a dream. He contrasts ‘do 
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without’ with ‘do with’ based on technology and behaviour 
change. Probably both are need for even a first step, and the 
conclusion seems optimistic. 
The Editors, concluding, take a more concretely positive position, 
citing “a strong case to be made for encouraging travel (in a 
sustainable way) or even for treating travel as a human right … 
a view increasingly shaping international laws”. One wonders 
how much of that is driven by the fact that as people move 
around, money moves with them. “We travel because it is 
integral to what defines humanity and because it enables human 
progress and wellbeing, individually and socially”, the challenge 
being to encourage this without adverse effects. Noting that 
metaphors multiply as complexity increases, the ‘cliff-edge’ of 
the previous chapter has morphed into ‘the road ahead’. How 
feasible is it to focus on human needs and rights, without 
considering explicitly how these relate to the right of every other 
living thing not to be driven to extinction, the ultimate adverse 
effect? Nevertheless, escaping from narrow economic 
explanations to reveal the deep motivations for travel can only 
do good. 
 
Review by Dr Nicholas P Taylor 
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The Transport Economists’ Group, formed in 1973, provides a 
forum for people involved in transport economics to meet 
regularly and discuss matters of mutual interest. Membership is 
open to economists working in transport and others whose work 
is connected with transport economics. 
The aim of the Group is to improve the quality of transport 
management, planning and decision-making by promoting 
lectures, discussions and publications related to the economics 
of transport and of the environment within which the industry 
functions. 
Meetings, held at Arup’s Central London HQ at 13 Fitzroy Street 
from September to June (except December), consist of short 
papers presented by speakers, drawn from both within the 
Group’s membership and elsewhere, followed by discussion. 
The Group’s Journal, “The Transport Economist”, is published 
three times a year reporting on meetings and other activities of 
the Group. It reviews recent publications of interest and contains 
papers or short articles from members. The Editor welcomes 
contributions for inclusion in the journal, and can be contacted 
at petersgordon@blueyonder.co.uk. 
The current membership of over 150 covers a wide range of 
transport modes and types of organisation. Members are drawn 
from transport operators, consultants, universities, local and 
central government and manufacturing industry. All members 
are provided with a full membership list, updated annually, 
which serves as a useful source of contacts within the profession. 
Applications from people in all sectors are welcome. 
Applications for membership should be made on a form which 
can be downloaded from the Group’s website at 
www.transecongroup.org. 
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