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5 min

15 min
10 min + 5 min Q&A

15 min
10 min + 5 min Q&A

15 min
10 min + 5 min Q&A

15 min
10 min + 5 min Q&A

15 min
10 min + 5 min Q&A

10 min

Introduction to the programme
(Maaike Snelder - TNO + TU Delft)

MRDH
Identified Challenges
(Vincent Joanknecht i Rotterdam Gemeente)

Reducing the number of cars in European
(Sean van der Lee - Master Research)

Active Mobility in Oaxaca: transforming urban dynamics from a car-centric
model to a human scale city
(Luigi Barraza - Arcadis)

Assessing the impacts of creating low car areas within a city
(Jyotsna Singh - PhD XCARCITY)

Multi-objective Multimodal Network Design
(Tygo Nijsten - PhD Research)

Plenary Discussion
Review challenges + general discussion



Question for the audience

What challenges do you have In
your cities in making your areas
car low?
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MRDH Strategic Agenda

A Invest in accessibility to facilitate population growth in the region

A Stimulate a future-proof economy

Renew work locations

>

Stimulate active and collective forms of mobility

>\

Restoring the public transport system

>\

Strengthen the regional mobility network

xecarcity



HOW TO REDUCE CAR TRAFFIC?

How do we make sure that the motorist - who has an alternative - leaves his car

but
The automobility that has to be there is affected as little as possible.

With only car restriction measures you hit both the first and the second group.
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DILEMMAS IN EXISTING AREAS

A Where do you start in existing environments: with the sour or with the sweet?

A What do you want with shared mobility, how do governments see their role for this?
How do we remove possible regulatory barriers to new forms of mobility?

A Is a private car-free city or district possible or do we focus on the second car first?

A How scalable is this concept, in which neighborhoods and areas will it succeed and
which will not?

A Is it known what users want: public transport, bicycle, shared mobility (bicycle /
scooter)?

A Which target groups are they?

A How do we do that without too much technology?

xecarcity



ACTIVITIES IN THE REGION

A In the region, several municipalities are working to reduce car use / sometimes
ownership. Such as in The Hague, Delft and Rotterdam.

A Examples are: The Hague Binckhorst and South West, Delft Spoorzone, Rotterdam
Merwe4haven and the area around Rotterdam Central Station.

A Sometimes also smaller projects such as bicycle parkings and cooperative shared
mobility.

A Both sweet and sour measures are taken.

A There is objective measurement, but relation with measures taken remains difficult.

xecarcity



ROTTERDAM MERWE4HAVEN

Immersive VR research by
design Urban Community
Vehicle (with BMW)

Integration of Rotterdam
Open Urban Platform,
Digital Twin Federation,
Vehicle data (with BMW)

Modeling and optimisation
of sustainable mobilty

xecarcity
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Reducing the
number of cars In
European cities

A Y A W/ E
What are the keys to success?
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Success factors Barriers

Strategic
communication
‘
Organising
responsibility

Policy &
institutional
Showing
openness and
flexibility
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Barcelona Superblocks
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Success factors Barriers
legitimacy
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Milan Open Squares
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Success factors

Trials to create
legitimacy

Strategic
communication

Timing and
windows of
opportunity

Organising
responsibility

Showing
openness and
flexibility

Combining sticks
and carrots

Barriers

Social

Policy &
Institutional

Path dependence

Resources




Additional success factors

The undeniability
of hard evidence

The inarguability
of schools
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General Lessons

Regulations

1. Continuously explore new possibilities

Land-use Planning

Infrastructure

Information Campaigns

City
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General Lessons

1. Continuously explore new possibilities i

2.Be aware of the context
3. Create and identify windows of opportunity I JULE AT

~ N

4. Test new measures

xcarcity



General Lessons

Problem strea m
B Policy stream
Political stream

3. Create and identify windows of opportunity SN “@,4* &g

Time

xecarcity



General Lessons

1. Continuously explore new possibilities

4. Test new measures

xecarcity
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Additional Lessons for Amsterdam

1. Structured and swift interventions
2. Focusing on school communities
3. Benefiting from windows of opportunity

xcei
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Reducing the
number of cars In
European cities

A Y A W/ E
What are the keys to success?
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Categories of measures

Regulation Infrastructure Land-use Information
- “ .1 i f ‘ : woNDELGEMsTRA: u- i ;KKH Autowas'c!\en#ﬁ;,! *
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GOBIERNO DEL ESTADO

WBID & oaxa

Active Mobil

Transforming urban
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Panamericaruniversity] México.

MScSustainableUrbanism
UniversityCollegeLondon2021
Chevenindgscholar*

Architect,BArch
Tecde Monterrey.2014



