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Abstract

European policies on urban transport policy attgosat importance to the role of best
practices in promoting urban sustainability. Theenlying assumption appears to be that best
practices are equally applicable and effectivetlrep parts of Europe. However, the current
size of the European Union and the diversity of imenstates, especially since the accession
of 12 new member states since 2004, draw this gssouminto question. There are after all
substantial differences in governance, administeatultures and professional capacities
across the 27 member states of the European Unhadate, research in the field has neither
fully nor satisfactorily explored the issue of tsérability of best practices, especially from

west to east Europe (i.e. from ‘old’ to ‘new’ memistates).

What is already known about the transfer of polrogdels, concepts, ideas, goals and
instruments from west to east Europe is that drgv@ssons from the west has often been
seen by countries in central and eastern Europa asy of catching up politically and

economically (Rose, 1993). The uncertainties ofcgomaking in some of these countries
have made policy transfer a particularly attractiypgion, as politicians see it as the quickest
solution to many problems without having to reinvdre wheel (Rose, 2005; Tavits, 2003).
However, the technological, economic, political aswtial situations in the ‘lending’ and

‘borrowing’ countries are often very different. 8w are the institutional frameworks. As a
consequence, the transfer process is far fronghktréorward and certainly not just a matter

of copying or emulation.



The paper employs a case study approach to examelosely related projects (funded by
the German government) that both sought to tramspobcy concepts between west and east
Europe. Both projects focused on transferring théedying concepts and principles behind
German public transport executive¥etkehrsverblingeas a way of promoting public
transport and improving environmental quality inotwities in new member states of the
European Union: Riga in Latvia and Wroclaw in Polam both cases, The paper draws on
policy transfer theory to help explain the tranakelity of policy models, concepts, ideas,
goals and instruments between west and east Euaspeto help evaluate the factors of
success and failure in the specific cases of RigaVvdroclaw.

1. Introduction

Isolation is impossible in the contemporary wowahd policy transfer has become a fact of
everyday life in various countries... post-commueagintries have been especially willing to
emulate the West. (Randma-Liiv, 2005: 472)

Various examples can be found where countries intr@eand Eastern Europe (CERye
seeking to catch up politically and economically drawing lessons from policies in more
developed countries (Rose, 1993). The uncertairgiepolicy-making in some of these
countries have made policy transfer a particulatiyactive option: politicians often see
transfer as the quickest solution to many problewtiout having to reinvent the wheel
(Rose, 2005; Tavits, 2003). This chapter focusesnternational policy-transfer, focusing
specifically on two examples where there have lmgampts to transfer sustainable urban
transport concepts from western Europe to CEE cmsntin the two cases examined here,
attempts were made to establish German-style ptralrsport executived/érkehrsverbunde)
to Riga in Latvia and Wroclaw in Poland. In thesses, the social and economic situations in
the ‘borrowing’ and ‘lending’ countries are veryffdrent. So too are the institutional
frameworks. As a consequence, the policy transfecgss is much more complex than mere

copying or emulation.

The subject of transferring policy ideas, instibu8, models and programmes between
national, regional and local authorities has remgia significant amount of attention in
politics and policy sciences over recent years undeous names, including terms such as

policy transfer, policy convergence, legal transfd#on, institutional transplantation,



institutional transfer, institutional change, intiked and emulation, policy learning and lesson
drawing (see for example Bennett, 1991; de Jorad, &002; de Jong, 2004; Dolowitz, 1999;
Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996; Evans, 2004; Evans & Dayi#899; Greener, 2002; Héritier et al,
2001; Holm-Hansen, 2005; Jacoby, 2000; James & €p@@003; Knill, 2001; Ladi, 2005;
Radaelli, 2004; Rogers, 1995; Rose, 1991, 1993 &52@tone, 1999 & 2004; Wolman,
1992). Various definitions of policy transfer ansl ielated concepts exist. Dolowitz & Marsh
(1996) for example define policy transfer as ‘agass in which knowledge about policies,
administrative arrangements, institutions etc. me aime and/or place is used in the
development of policies, administrative arrangementd institutions in another time and/or
place’ (p344).

Policy transfer can involve a number of processebaan focus around a number of possible
objects of transfer including policies, instituttorideologies or justifications, attitudes and
ideas, and negative lessons. Transfer can take plaoss time, within countries and across
countries (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996). There are diffiest degrees of transfer: ranging from
pure copying of policy, legislation or techniqudwough to emulation, synthesis and
hybridisation or, in its most simple form, inspicat and ideas (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996).

Policy transfer can be either voluntary (endogelysdsven) or coerced (exogenously-

driven) (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). Holm-Hansen (20G&ggests that most real examples of
policy transfer lie in a continuum somewhere betw#deese two extreme points. Related to
this, policy transfer can also be demand-led opbkuied. According to Randma-Liiv (2005),

demand-based policy is based on the initiative aoknowledged need of a recipient
administration, whilst supply-led policy transferbased on the initiative of the donor and the

donor’s perception of the needs of the recipieng. @®reign aid initiatives).

Most previous studies of policy transfer have fezu®n highly developed countries (e.g.
Bennett, 1991 & 1997; Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996 & 2QQ0@ajone, 1991; Robertson, 1991;
Rose, 1993 & 2005; Stone, 1999; Wolman, 1992; Wal&aage, 2002). Of the theoretical
works on the topic, only Rose (1993) makes explieference to the new democracies of
Central and Eastern Europe, citing these as exangpleations seeking to catch up politically
and economically by drawing lessons from highlyeleped countries (Randma-Liiv, 2005).
According to Randma-Liiv (2005), supply-based ppliansfer was more predominant in the
early 1990s at the start of transition in many C&tftintries whereas by the late 1990s,

borrowers became more proactive in policy tranatgivities. At the beginning of the 1990s,



both politicians and senior civil servants in m@&E countries lacked not only the know-
how about how to build up governmental structuras diso an understanding of the very
basic functions of an independent democratic stdte.role of foreign expertise in this regard
was twofold: it helped decision-makers acquire aspgrof the basics of governmental
structures, their functions and the fields of statervention, and it also contributed to the
analysis of specific fields or policies. In a stiopa mainly characterised by a lack of policy-
making skills combined with poor competence lewaisthe part of public servants, it was
easier to copy or emulate a foreign program thastaeot from scratch. In this way, policy
transfer provided a means of avoiding newcomerscogsing the experience of other
countries was cheaper because they had already liben costs of policy planning and

analysis, whereas creating original policies regpisubstantial financial resources.

Various common messages regarding the successdadtpolicy transfer can be synthesised

from the literature on policy transfer and closeslated concepts. A number of these

messages (mainly derived from de Jong et al, 2@08)briefly summarised below and form a

general analytical framework for examining the ppliransfer processes in two case studies:

1. Inspiration from several examples is better thamfijust one. Looking across several
examples can help to identify the useful and corstre elements of each of them and
allow the various policy actors to enter into age®s of negotiation regarding appropriate
policy options.

2. Making a literal copy of one example is unlikely $acceed. Such an approach is not
generally conducive to generating locally suitaldelutions or implementation
mechanisms.

3. Strong domestic champions and change agents (dicypentrepreneurs’) are often
necessary to achieve policy change. Their cregtiaitd agility in dealing with other
(sometimes more powerful) policy actors can make&alifference to policy outcomes.

4. Transferring policies from legally and culturallynilred nations should in principle be
easier to achieve than from countries that are \fferent. However, even similar
countries have subtly different preferences, cirstamces and institutional arrangements,
which are often not well anticipated.

5. Policy ideas, solutions, models, programmes orrunsnts invariably have to be
incorporated in the existing institutional struetwf the recipient constituency. Adopting
generic ideas or instruments provides leeway fokingarefinements that are appropriate

to the formal and informal institutional environnmen



6. ldeas, interests, institutions, individuase all crucial to policy change but so too is
timing.® Windows of opportunity for policy change are omlgen at certain times. The
opportunity for changes in policy or institutioresrangements can increase in periods of

crisis or emergency.

2. CEE Policy Context

The last decade and a half has been characterizgatofiound and ongoing political and
economic changes in CEE countries which have hgdifgiant implications for urban
transport policy (Lijewski, 1996; Pucher & Buehl2f05; World Bank, 2002). There have for
example been substantial shifts in transport m¢diesreases in rail transport, rapid increases
in car ownership and use), transport flows (momwv$§ to and from Western Europe),
passenger travel patterns (more international krée®s subsidized commuting), the types of
goods transported (fewer raw materials, more comesugoods) and the organisation of
transport companies (decrease of the state semiwgrgence of the private sector). Even
before the events of 1989 (the ‘Autumn of Nationsgrious political and economic changes
had already started across many CEE countries &tad prices were being liberalised, public
expenditure was being cut, protectionism for pubBctor enterprises was being dismantled,
the government’s role in the economy was beingescdbwn and the privatization of the state
companies was starting to take place (World Barf)22. The events of 1989 very much

accelerated these processes.

Since the late 1980s, CEE countries have movedrtsadecentralization of decision-making,
albeit with large variations in the scope and deytthe transfer of power and resources from
the state to the regional and local level (WorlchiBa2002). In fast-reforming CEE countries
such as Poland, city governments were given thediation over the provision of most local
infrastructure and services, the ownership of tlwall utility enterprises, and the ownership of
housing and certain road infrastructure. This dgwelent meant that local matters were put
into the hands of the local leaders but had thevibiaak that there was a mismatch between
the local governments’ new responsibilities andftirels immediately available. Cities were
given the unenviable task of increasing previowdyy low user fees for various municipal
services and infrastructure on a population whes¢ incomes had fallen, and/or increasing
local taxation on the damaged and fragile locaheawy. The alternative was to cut services

at the same time that the new electoral democraayentocal politicians dependent on their



voters’ satisfaction. Most cities failed to solNestdilemma. This resulted in a gap between
costs and revenues for companies providing varimausicipal services. Over time, under-
spending led to poorer services, lower efficien€ypmduction and a decline in equipment
and infrastructure. The sudden gap between thé rmtanue and the aggregate expenditure
responsibility was very difficult to fill even inhé richest cities of this region such as

Budapest, Prague and Warsaw, and services faltered.

Up to the end of the 1980s, public transport sewitn CEE were generally extensive,
frequent and cheap (Pucher & Buehler, 2005). Lovonimes meant that public transport use
was high and car ownership was low. Regulated praced supply of cars and fuel in most
CEE countries ensured that private car ownershigh use was extremely expensive and
difficult. Consequently, most people simply couldt mfford cars, and certainly not to use
them on a regular basis. Urban transport serviogigers up to the end of the 1980s were
typically state-owned or city-owned enterprisegjamized by vehicle type (e.g. bus, tram,
metro) or united into a single company with a marigmn intra-urban travel. Almost all had

a range of structural problems, as was the caseost state-controlled sectors: unwieldy
management and organizational structures, overggaffespecially in the administrative

departments), incompetence, lack of a motivatedkfgore, excessive bureaucracy and
extreme inefficiency (Pucher & Buehler, 2005; WdBlank, 2002).

In the 1990s, the public transport system in CEE imadeep decline as a consequence of a
wave of macro-economic reforms and economic resesMuch of the transport rolling stock
was worn out and out of date, and levels of fuelsconption and pollution emissions from
most vehicles were very high (Guller, 1996; Jud#4)2; Suchorzewski, 2001; World Bank,
2002; Zachariadis & Kouvaritakis, 2003). The revetase of the public transport companies
collapsed because of inadequate local governmedgdis and a drop in income of the fare-
paying public. The funding squeeze first affecteel tompanies’ expansion and replacement
plans. Maintenance and repairs were the next tiersuVith sharp reductions in subsidy,
public transport systems were forced to raise fdrastically, both in absolute terms as well
as relative to inflation, wages and the cost of @anership and use. Not only were public
transport fares increased, services were curtagsgecially in smaller cities. Although
budgets were strained at every level, many cergral local governments still devoted
considerable expenditure to improving and expandagl networks, focusing particularly on

high-speed arterial roads, ring-roads around citlesttlenecks at key intersections and



connections to the main intercity and internationalites. Thus, the supply of roadway

infrastructure was increased, although much mawlglthan the rapid increases in car use.

The increasing reliance on private transport, winald already started during the later years
of the socialist era, was greatly accelerated & 1890s. Virtually all restrictions on car
ownership were removed, almost immediately openipghe market in CEE countries to
foreign car manufacturers, which greatly increafeel quantity and quality of cars that
residents of formerly socialist countries could b&pme central governments (e.g. Poland
and the Czech Republic) promoted their own carsiriks as part of their national economic
development strategy, through loans and subsidiesekpanding and modernizing car
production facilities (Pucher, 1999; World Bank,02). In general, local and national
government policies in CEE became much less fawbeifar public transport and much more
accommodating to private car ownership and uselifgato a vicious downward cycle of
public transport decline (Judge, 2002; Pucher & tere 2005). Non-segregated public
transport services (i.e. those sharing the sanuspaae as private transport), which included
most bus and trolleybus lines, were hardest hitraific congestion generated by the rapid
increases in car ownership and use. This thenduméduced the attractiveness of public
transport services, further increased their opsgatiosts and fuelled the demand for private
transport (World Bank, 2002).

Whilst car ownership and use were increasing in 1880s and 1990s in CEE countries,
public transport use plummeted (Lijewski, 1996; larc & Buehler, 2005). Passenger-
kilometres by bus and coach for example droppedlimpst 70% in Latvia between 1990 and
1995 (European Commission, 2006). Similarly, pageekilometres by train dropped by
more than 70% in Latvia and almost 50% in Polarsvéen 1990 and 1995 (ibid). After the
turbulent decade of the 1990s, the new millennias brought more gradual changes to CEE
countries. Car ownership and use seems set toncentd grow, just as it is continuing to
grow throughout the whole of Europe, but the growthnlikely to be as explosive as during
the 1990s. There are some indications that th@fuseblic transport may now have stabilised
in CEE countries. Public transport systems througiQEE are now making efforts to expand
and improve their services although it is unlikéiat usage will return to the extremely high

levels of the communist era (Zachariadis & Kou\adis, 2003).



Substantial land-use changes also took place in &kiBtries as a consequence of the major
political and economic changes over the last tweades. Many of the changes in land-use
worked against public transport and in favour age transport and/or informal transport
operators (World Bank, 2002). A number of old eguiactivities folded, leaving behind
large areas of derelict land in urban centres. Meanomic activities sprang up, often in
‘unplanned’ locations in the suburbs, especiallyngl major roads, causing urban sprawl.
Whilst some cities retained strict land-use regotet and building codes, much new
suburban and exurban development took place betfendity’s jurisdiction, where land-use
regulations were often far less demanding, and evketually any kind of development was
permitted in order to attract local jobs, tax raves and economic development (Pucher &
Buehler, 2005). Wealthier urban residents begamdwe out of inner cities to the suburbs.
Unlike the high-density apartment complexes of tmenmunist era, most new housing
developments were low-density family homes. Shopgientres appeared along the exits of
ring-roads in most large cities. In Warsaw for epéan nearly 30 out of town shopping
centres and megastore complexes had been buik isuburbs of the city over the space of 10
years up to 2002 (Transit Cooperative Researchr®mg2003). These developments were
heavily biased towards access by car and put nesspres on the road network and created
bottlenecks in outlying locations. The suburbanatmns of new businesses generated
tangential and circular travel patterns in conttasthe traditional radial orientation of the
existing public transport networks. Transport molased on rail infrastructure (tramways,
metros and suburban railways) were especially harty these shifts in land-use and travel

patterns.

By the end of the 1990s, the economic, social awit@nmental problems associated with the
sudden increases in private transport and the lygdi@matic decline in public transport use
were becoming widely recognised in many cities he CEE countries. City authorities
realised that their urban transport policies wereneéed of adjustment (Pucher & Buehler,
2005). For the most part, however, political supptended to favour policies that
accommodated wider car ownership and use. Thugigm®that inconvenienced motorists or
significantly increased the price of driving aréll stot widespread across cities in CEE
countries. Buses and trams often still do not ha&fic priority to insulate them to some
degree from the seriously congested streets in nodigs. Whilst most Western European
cities instituted bus lanes and priority traffigrsals long ago as a way of ensuring smoother

flows of buses and trams, only a few Central Euaopeities have begun to adopt such



measures. Nevertheless, local governments haveast biven more attention to public
transport as an essential part of the urban transystem. Sometimes in partnership with
Western European officials or other experts, sonbamu public transport operations in CEE
have tried to improve the quality of their serviogdernize their vehicles and infrastructure,
and increase the efficiency of their operationse Tase studies examined in this chapter

provide two examples of this type of activity.

3. West-east policy transfer: two case studies

To what extent are transport policy instrumentsjclwthave proved to be successful in one
urban area, transferable to another, given that tdit¢er has a different historical, cultural or

political background, or is in another phase of eomic development? Are there ‘best
practices’ which are convertible like currencieshbt, how and to what extent must one take

account of specific circumstances? (Guller, 1996: 25)

These questions posed by Peter Giiller in 1996juateas resonant and valid today, perhaps
even more so, and are very closely related to diméeat of our analysis. Two case studies of
East-West cross-city policy transfer are examin&oclaw in Poland and Riga in Latvia.
Both cities have recently been involved in simiaojects funded by the German Federal
Environment Agencymweltbundesamt UBA) under its advisory assistance programme
for environmental protection in Central and Easteéunope, the Caucasus and Central Asia.
Both projects primarily aimed to establish Germayesregional public transport authorities
(Verkehrsverbunde)dr similar cooperative administrative and orgatinigel structures in the
two respective cities as a way of promoting puliliansport and reducing the overall
environmental burden of transport in the two citesl the wider region around thémhe
specific outcomes that the projects sought to aehweere more coordinated public transport
services and timetables, common information, comoation and marketing for transport
services, and integrated ticketing across differeahsport operators. Whilst the public
transport situation was (and still is) quite diffet in the two cities, there was nevertheless the
belief that changes in the administrative and asgdional structures were of central
importance to both cities (Seifert, 2004). As wewtowever in the two case studies, the

experiences and outcomes of the projects in thecties were quite different.



The information for the case studies was obtaimechfreports and documents as well as
interviews with key players involved in the proce$golicy transfer. In addition, two of the
authors attended workshops in Berlin and Riga inclvidetailed information was presented
on the Wroclaw and Riga projects (and other sinplajects). Both case studies are presented
below following a broadly similar structure. Firte sources of inspiration for policy transfer
are identified and information about the evolutairthe transfer process is outlined. The case
study description then identifies the main actomolved in the policy transfer process, both
on the donor and recipient side, their main infeeshon the process and the results of the

transfer process.

Wroclaw

Wroclaw is Poland’s fourth largest city and the itapcity of Lower Silesia in south-west
Poland. The population of the city is currently ward 630,000 whilst the population of the
city region is approximately 1.1 million. Car owskip in the city of Wroclaw is significantly
higher than the Polish national average — 378 parsL000 inhabitant in Wroclaw (in 2005)
compared to 323 cars per 1000 population in Pom@ whole (Polish Central Statistical
Office, 2007). The city has an extensive publio$gort system, consisting of 61 bus routes

covering 546 kilometres and 25 tram routes coveBihdgilometres.

From 2000, the German Federal Environment Agenawiged support to the city of
Wroclaw to improve the cooperation and coordinatimtween different regional public
transport operators. The initial idea was to es&hban integrated public transport system
based on the German model of regional public trarsguthorities. During the early course
of the project however it became apparent that Geeman model was not feasible in
Wroclaw, although there was the belief that impbeeoperation and coordination in public
transport could still be achieved via different meaThere were a several reasons why the
German model was considered unworkable. Firstiggirated public transport authorities in
Germany and other Western European countries leaeirse to funding that is not available
in Poland. As a consequence, Wroclaw had to firsblation that involved fewer costs but
nevertheless strengthened cooperation betweemedgiansport contractors. Secondly, after
analysing the legal situation in Poland, the stcaye to the conclusion that a regional public
transport authority was not really feasible in Rdlatoo many competing administrative
levels would have to be involved, with the consempeethat there would be long periods of

consultation and coordination, as well as very ua@e project outcomes. Promoting and
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developing bilateral arrangements between two nipalities were considered to be more
appropriate and realistic options. The project thasefore re-orientated and a locally adapted

solution to the German model was developed (UBA620

The Polish city of Wroclaw is atypical in the sertisat, contrary to many other Polish cities,
awareness grew early that public transport is gromant part of the urban transport systems.
One of the reasons why policy-makers and civil @ety in Wroclaw were eager to adopt
these ideas was a desire to reduce the growthritrafic and turn around the decline in
public transport use that they saw happening iir then city. They believed that this could
be achieved by the stepwise improvement of an egdaam system in the city and improved
coordination with surrounding municipalities anttednsport operators. What made the case
of Wroclaw different from many other cities was thresence of forward-looking leadership
among these officials, combined with relative pcéit and administrative stability, ensuring

that initiatives were not interrupted when othelitmal parties took office.

The project’s main source of inspiration was thenn Verkehrsverbundind study trips
were made to several German regional public tramspghorities during the course of the
project (e.g. Darmstadt-Dieburg and Hannover). SBuieh cities were also visited (e.g. The
Hague and Rotterdam). In addition, there was aystug to Prague, which also gave
inspiration to officials from Wroclaw and its summding municipalities. Prague helped to
convince the Polish officials that, in spite of hmythe disposal of only limited resources and
little experience collected over years, cities astern Europe were still able to improve the
quality of the transport system. Prague’s publans$port system was perhaps not the most
advanced example if compared to many cities in@vadEurope, but it was inspiring enough
to convince the officials from Wroclaw that reforrasd investments were possible and that

they could make a difference.

The Wroclaw city government and administration wer# able to push through change
without outside support. There were a number ofortgmt actors in the process. The main
supporting institution was the Germaimweltbundesamtwhich provided financial support
for the project. More active advisory activitiesreid¢aken up by the German NGEironatur
(European Nature Heritage Fund). Regular visitk tptace betweerEuronatur and the
policy-makers in Wroclaw to exchange information.ccArding to our interviews,

Euronatur’s approach played a vital role in opening up doorthiwi Poland because it
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encouraged local participation in the project, ditinot try to adopt a superior role. In turn, a
Polish organisation, the Lower Silesian branchhe Polish Ecological Club (PKE), was
crucial in opening doors fdeuronatur. PKE had less know-how on the subject but allowed
Euronaturto get in touch with many other players in anduacbWroclaw. Since the Polish
administration relies on personal networks to almsiconger extent than Germany or much
of western Europe, PKE's involvement in the projeeis crucial. Other key players in the
process were the adjacent local authorities throwglch the regional services had to be
arranged, and the city tram and bus operators wdre vesponsible for providing the delivery
of public transport service. In most cases, thdageps were also supportive of the project’s
activities. In addition, somewhat against the eigqigans of most other players, the Polish
National Railways (PKP) was cooperative in adaptitsgtimetables to fit with the other
public transport services in spite of its centedisand bureaucratised reputation. It also
accepted the idea of a single ticket for the Wneuctagglomeration. This fortunate situation

can best be explained by the desire on the p&Kefto boost its economic performance.

The transfer and learning process took a numbgeafs and was assisted by resources from
the GermanUmweltbundesam@and later from a German-Polish strategic collationa
agreement. Part of this money consisted of donatemmd part was a loan to the city of
Wroclaw at low interest. After this, Euronatur ahe city of Wroclaw submitted a proposal
for European funding to conduct a feasibility stddy the refurbishment of tramline 7, for
which a subsidy of €15 million was granted, subjeato-funding from the City of Wroclaw.
During the whole project, the actors found thatisPolegislation and financial constraints
made the simple adoption of the German institutionadel for regional public transport
authorities quite impossible. It was not legallpdible and it would take far too much time,
effort, political manoeuvring and money to go ttghua process of institutional reform. In
addition, the official adoption of local and regabriransport plans was considered a far too
difficult procedure. A sort of plan was drafted nfégrated Plan for Public transport
Development in the City and Agglomeration the ye2084-2008’) but this was a much more
pragmatic document than is produced in Germanydahdot have the same official status as
a German transport plan. In the latter stages efpttoject, Wroclaw preferred to focus on
practical, physical improvements. Instead of foegson institutional issues, the focus was on
short-term visible achievements, such as refurbghiamlines, improving transfer points and

acquiring new rolling stock.
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As in most other cities in CEE countries, the @tyned bus operators had been privatised but
their shares were still held in public hands. Sitiese contractors still depended on licences
from the local government for their services, trdgregulation had a positive effect on their
willingness to be integrated into the regional egst The way in which regional cooperation
between operators was arranged in Wroclaw was bgnmef bilateral agreements with
neighbouring municipalities. Instead of a regioaathority, limited cash-transfers between
local municipalities were agreed as a way of batappayments for regional public transport
operations. Together with a neighbouring munictpaliSwieta Katarzyna), the city of
Wroclaw also successfully managed to set up a tepdmedure to select a regional bus
operator providing integrated bus services betwberiwo authorities. The experience led to

plans for similar arrangements with other muniatyes.

Overall, the results of the policy transfer procleage been moderately positive, even though
the initial idea of the project had to be re-or&gad. With relatively limited resources, a brake
has been put on the decline in the use of publosport in Wroclaw, which can be
considered a success. Another important pointas e significant budget cuts have taken
place in Wroclaw in the past few years, which isyvenuch unlike other Polish cities.
Apparently, political and public support for coliee passenger transport has increased and
the policy transfer process has perhaps made ergliife. It is more than probable that the
pragmatic approach of the partners was a majooifdetding to this outcome. There are
plans to further improve the new regional tickesteyn using electronic chip cards and
proposals for a new type of rail system in the oggion that will be fully integrated with the
other public transport modes. Whether the latteme® to fruition is to a large extent

dependent on cooperation with Polish National Rayisv

Riga

Riga, the capital of Latvia, is the largest citytire Baltic States. The city’s population is
currently just over 720,000 whilst the populationtiee urban region is approximately 1.1
million, which almost half of Latvia’s populatio@ar ownership in Riga is currently close to
290 cars per 1000 inhabitants, somewhat lower ¢hammwnership in the country as a whole,
which is around 315 cars per 1000 inhabitants (@eStatistical Bureau of Latvia, 2007).
Riga’s public transport network is extensive (62 boutes, 21 trolleybus routes and 11 tram
lines) and run by a publicly owned bodidgas Satiksnje A fleet of privately operated
minibuses also form part of Riga’s transport systdburing the last 15 years, the
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development of the transport sector (as in all oextors of industry in Latvia) has been
considerably influenced by the triple transformatad politics, economics and administration
that was initiated by the collapse of the SovietddnLatvia’'s present administrative model
for public transport was strongly influenced by tees experience, market pressures and EU
requirements. As in the case of most CEE countiees| municipalities in Latvia now have
the responsibility for public transport servicesC#T, 2001). The current spatial plan for
Riga identifies a number of shortcomings of the/sitpresent transport system: a large
proportion of the city’s public transport rollingosk is outdated and lacks modern standards
of comfort; there are gaps in the coverage of thiglip transport network; a parking policy
has not yet been developed and the demand forngadpaces in the city centre exceeds
supply; and the potential of the rail system isemded for passenger transport (Riga City
Council, 2005a).

In Riga, as in the case of Wroclaw, the initial awh the project supported by the
Umwelbundesamivas to promote regional cooperation in public $gort along the lines of
the German regional passenger transport autho(itiB&\, 2006). The project began in 2000
and the key players in the project were Riga Ciguil’s traffic department, two private
consulting companies from Riga (one responsible pimject management; the other for
technical advice), a German transport consultahusti(ute for Transport Ecology) and the
city of Bremen as partner cifyDiscussions with representatives of Riga City GuiluRiga’s
transport companies and the Latvian Ministry of iB@ort soon however established that,
while the idea of integrated transport was bothartgmt and appropriate for the city, public
transport in the city and outside the city were separate and very different things. Against
this background, an integrated transport systenedam the German model was not
considered as the appropriate way forward for tivities funded by th&Jmwelbundesamt
in Riga. There was however great interest in aagidted system at the local level. As a
result, the original idea of a regional passengersport authority was abandoned in favour of
a more appropriate local solution, mainly focuseoduad giving greater priority to public

transport in the city.

The main elements of the project were new parkrat@lsites, new priority lanes and signals
for public transport, and new public transport esutNone of the elements of the project were
particularly new to Riga. The issue of park ancerithd for example been at the centre of

public debate in Riga for some time. In the mid A9Q%he prospect of western European
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transport problems such as traffic congestiongaality problems and the shortage of parking
space (especially in the city centre) was alreatiyntified in Riga’s Transport Policy for
1999-2003. In 2001, the City Council agreed to & @and ride pilot project in the suburb of
Jugla although the pilot project was never implet@énlt was not until 2006 that Riga City
Council finally passed a motion to introduce pand aide (Decision 1760) and to acquire
land for the development of the park and ride sité® decision also gave the responsibility
for the implementation of the park and ride systenthe City’s Transport Department, the
Development Department and the Property Departm®nt.the positive side, a formal
decision had finally been passed (after years studision). On the negative side, three
departments have been given the shared respotysiitithe system, which is likely to be

administratively problematic and lead to difficaekiin implementation.

The policy transfer in Riga started some time affter project in Wroclaw but there is still
little evidence of impact and few visible outconmsthe ground. There are no new park and
ride sites and no new public transport priorityearor signals. Most of the recent changes in
urban transport have been either of an adminiggatir a regulative nature. Instead of
infrastructure improvements, Riga City Council hasainly concentrated its activities on
administrative fines for parking in restricted aread raising parking prices which has caused
public protests since the money collected has estlted in traffic improvements. In the
meantime, the city’s inhabitants are inventing rth@wvn solutions by for example parking
their cars at shopping centres outside the cityreeand taking public transport from there. As
a result, some car parks at these out of town shgpgentres are often full for large parts of

the day, thus undermining access and economiclityadi these shopping centres.

Residents of Riga have recently faced sharp ineseimsthe price of public transport: the cost
of a single trip increased from 20 to 30 santim&éfruary 2007, and from 30 to 40 santims
in January 2008Rigas Satiksmethe enterprise operating public transport in Rigaued
that the increase was necessary to cover incregsauyction costs. Many passengers on the
other hand argued that prices have been increagitigput visible improvements in the
quality of public transport. Increasing traffic g@stion had in fact led to slower and less
reliable services. At the same time, little actimnaddress congestion was evident. The
situation is typical of the downward spiral of pgbtransport to have affected many CEE
countries: out of date infrastructure, public pueesior modernization, decreasing ridership,

increasing operating costs and the fear of pdditisito take responsibility and initiative to
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resolve problems. Regarding the latter, Abolina kaZs (2002) contend that Latvian local
politics is often tainted by political patronagedarested interests. At the local level, planners
frequently have their ‘hands tied’ when it comegptomoting and implementing best urban
practices. Either it is not practical to go agaipstlitical winds’ or political decisions are
simply made contrary to adopted planning policiad aeasures (ibid). In this case, local
politicians in Riga, as in many other cities, havreferred cheaper (or even money-raising)
short-term measures instead of expensive, long-f@ojects such as major infrastructure
improvements. In summary, the overall effect of thewelbundesarfunded project in Riga
has been limited: there are few visible outcomeshenground and little evidence of policy

transfer.

Whilst Riga has many of the necessary preconditfonsuccessful policy transfer, inaction
prevailed for a variety of reasons. First of abbhdr-funded projects in Latvia were (and still
are) perceived as separate activities and notgbdtte general policy framework. Secondly,
development programmes and plans do not necessesiljt in implementation. The lack of
political and administrative continuity, which ishierent to Latvian public administration, has
contributed to the lack of success. Thirdly, sutséh resources and administrative effort has
been channelled into larger transport projects. (gag southern road bridge over the river
Daugava, currently the largest construction projectatvia) to the detriment of other

schemes, such as the ones that formed part ofojecpsupported by themwelbundesamt

5. Conclusions

Countries in Central and Eastern Europe have expegd dramatic and rapid economic,
social and political changes in the last two desadnce the general direction of these
changes has been towards western Europe, it mehddical to assume that CEE countries
should be looking to learn lessons, both good aaw| irom western Europe since this can
help decision-makers prevent problems before thageaand avoid newcomer costs.
However, there is more to policy transfer and lesd@awing than simple copying or
emulation, particularly in the case of west-eadicgaransfer. What works in one situation
does not necessarily work in another: context igiet. Policy transfer requires the right
combination of individuals, ideas, incentives amigiests, and the time has to be right. It also
seems apparent that taking preventative actiomldoess problems before they become more

serious (e.g. parking shortages, congestion) raretyrs: most administrations seem to have
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to experience the problems first-hand, and expeeiehem to a critical degree before taking
action. Achieving policy change in the transporttee in CEE countries may also have a
psychological dimension. More than in western Eardpe car is seen in CEE countries as a
symbol of social status, wealth and self-confidenecmt just as a means of transport. Policies
and actions that affect car ownership and useherefiore as unpopular (perhaps more so) in
CEE countries than in western Europe. Policiesrprove public transport on the other hand

are unlikely to be considered important.

Both of the case studies examined help to confiremitportance of many of the strategies
for improving the success of policy transfer, lesgloawing and institutional transplantation.
Donor organisations for instance should avoid intgpgheir views or setting the agenda. The
existence of a small close network of participategprs is also extremely important: some of
these act as talented and motivated championsh@énfarm of change agents or policy
entrepreneurs), whilst others contribute their peas networks. Strong awareness straight
from the beginning is vital that each country amdlecity is institutionally different, has
different practical circumstances and different f@mence structures. Flexibility and
adaptation in the policy transfer process is beradfiln the case of Wroclaw, moments of
crisis have helped to create the opportunity tohpttwough change. Moreover, local
awareness that pragmatic solutions with shortee tiorizons were needed, rather than large-
scale institutional transformation, precluded diregpying of the original policy model. A
combination of forward-looking individuals, relevgmolicy ideas, incentives for change and
the alignment of various actor interests was incelauring the transfer process. These
conditions were lacking in the case of Riga, wHeme visible outcomes of urban transport

are evident.

We identify four general key lessons for the transff urban transport concepts from west to
east European cities. Firstly, large-scale instin#l reform is not a very promising way to
improve policy system performance, especially wipeficy actors have to make do with
limited resources. Neither is large-scale instiodl reform likely to make public support
strong or appease actors that may stand to lose ifmstitutional change. It is much more
fruitful to focus on achievable practical goalsttltan boost enthusiasm among involved
parties and the wider public. Secondly, site vibigdp to create both ideas and inspiration
about what alternatives can look like and how timght work in practice. Site visits to other

cities in CEE countries can help to develop comfageand reassurance that certain policies or
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actions can also work outside western Europe. Rhialltural differences are important in
the interactions among partners from various caesinvolved in the transfer process. These
are not always predictable, but a high toleranceufaertainty and ambiguity helps. In the
Wroclaw case, the German partners came to undedrstam structured procedures and solid
planning are not features which can be relied oRdland and that communication within an
organisation is often more top-down. By taking ehegferences into account, more realistic
estimates can be made about what goals are acteeaatl how these might be achieved.
Fourthly, policy transfer is likely to be more sassful where the recipient is able to set the
agenda for the transfer process and identify itsimaéorities. The transfer of shorter-term,
practical, visible solutions are often both sim@ed more acceptable to achieve that longer-
term, less-visible, institutional changes: the ferrmay also help in paving the way for the

latter.
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Notes

1. This paper will be published later in 2009 ashapter of the bookPlanning Ideas and
Planning Practice’s edited by Patsy Healey and Robert Upton andipétl by Routledge.
The material is partly based on a study funded Hyy Dutch government through the
Habiforum Innovative Land Use Program and by Déliiversity of Technology through the
Delft Research Centre for Sustainable Urban Areas.

2. The term ‘Central and Eastern Europe’ refersAtbania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hunghagvia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Poland,
Republic of Macedonia, Romania, Serbia, Slovakih Slovenia.

3. Here we draw on Dudley & Richardson’s analydikey variables influencing policy
change: ideas, interests, institutions, individald time (Dudley & Richardson, 2000).

4. Various references in the transport policy dtare can be found advocating the benefits of
German-style regional public transport authoriti@éerkehrsverbungeas a means of
providing integrated regional public transport sexg (see for example Pucher & Kurth,
1995; Wilson & Bell, 1985).

5. Whilst Bremen provided the main source of irean for the project, examples from other
German cities were also important. Recent documénis Riga City Council’s traffic
department also mention the German city of Karlerds an interesting example of
intermodal transfer (see for example Riga City Gilu2005b).

6. 20 santims was approximately €0.28 in 2006.

22



