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( Opinions of ANWB members on road pricing

( And how we should further develop Different Payment for Mobility
Introduction
The discussion surrounding road pricing has already been going on for several decades. During this time, there have been many different plans for changing the tax system or supplementing it. For example, the famous electronic road pricing system with a cordon of toll gates around the large cities. Motorists would have had to pay to enter these cities or to bypass them. Given that electronic road pricing would have significantly increased the burden of costs, without delivering anything in return, at that time the ANWB voiced a powerful ‘no’ on behalf of its members with the result that the bill was abandoned. 
In the years that followed, the discussion continued, from the end of  2004 with a large number of organizations within the Different Payment for Mobility platform. In May 2005, they agreed on the principles for a new system. These were translated into recommendations that were subsequently adopted by the government. The core of the matter was no longer ownership of a car but rather that payment should be made for using a car. In addition, the current fixed taxes in the form of vehicle purchase tax (BPM) and road tax (MRB) would be replaced by a charge per kilometre driven. The excise taxes on fuels were left out of the discussion. 
At the time, the ANWB conducted a survey on the principle of paying according to use among its members and the large majority found it acceptable. The principle that someone who drives a lot pays more than someone who seldom drives  was regarded as fair.  

In recent years, the Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management fleshed out the recommendations into a concrete bill. This bill on road pricing prompted the ANWB to conduct another survey among its members.  

Discussion on pricing continues
Due to the fall of the Cabinet and the controversy surrounding road pricing, one might wonder if such a member survey has not come too late. However, the ANWB expects the discussion to continue in part because the government policy includes several effects of road pricing and the related savings, such as the effect on traffic jams and the environment and the connected welfare gain. Moreover, a pricing policy is regarded as necessary in order to bring supply and demand in the area of mobility closer together in the long term. The phasing out of the BPM (vehicle purchase tax on new passenger cars and motorcycles) and its conversion into MRB (annual circulation tax) has been set down in government policy until 2012. The ANWB cannot and does not want to avoid the continuing discussion. After all, the subject is one that directly touches its members. 
The enormous interest in the member survey made clear just how involved ANWB members are in this discussion and what arguments they would like to put forward.  
Based on the input of its members, the ANWB is continuing to advocate their interests.  

ANWB member survey

The aim of the member survey was to gain insight into what members think about road pricing. The ANWB did not choose to hold a referendum for or against the bill, but rather it chose for a research method that would make visible opinions, views and arguments regarding various aspects of the bill.  
Given that all members were invited to participate in the survey it cannot be termed a representative sample.  

On reflection, the characteristics of the participants can be compared to the characteristics of the membership database. This shows that there is a large degree of correspondence between the structure of the membership database and the participants in the survey. A number of non-members also participated in the survey. The input of this group is set out separately in the report and is not included in the position of the ANWB.

The member survey consisted of an online questionnaire and several online discussions.
Over 400,000 respondents took part in the questionnaire, 350,000 of whom were ANWB members. After the questionnaire, some 7,000 members participated in online discussions. The aim was to go into several subjects from the questionnaire in more depth. 
The research was conducted by independent companies. Ruigrok Netpanel handled the questionnaire and Synthetron was responsible for the discussion sessions. 
Most important outcomes 
The most important conclusion from the member survey is that the principle of ‘paying for use’ is (still) regarded as a fair principle but that its translation into concrete measures in the bill arouses serious concerns. The major sensitive areas concern the peak-hour charge, the registration system and the transition phase. The outcomes of the member survey were presented to the General Assembly of the ANWB as the representative body of ANWB members. Based on the outcomes of the endorsement by the membership and the knowledge acquired from earlier studies, the General Assembly noted the following: 

1. Paying for use was assessed positively  
Paying for use is still regarded as a fair way of calculating costs. A majority accepted it as a logical development that this would lead to higher costs for those who drive a lot. It is understandable that drivers who use their car a lot are less enthusiastic. The efforts of the ANWB to arrive at such a payment system are once again underscored by this outcome.  

2. Not paying more for road mobility
Apart from the redistribution effects of the introduction of paying according to use, members do not want to pay more. This confirms the starting point that was set down in the recommendations of the Different Payment for Mobility platform. If the current system of vehicle taxes is replaced, it should not result in an increased burden on the total group of motorists. 
3. Investing revenues in improving the flow of traffic on the roads
A majority of members argue for investing the revenues from road pricing in roads or other solutions for improving the flow of traffic. And, under this condition, revenues could also be invested in improving public transport. 
In this way, a clear link is made between revenues and costs that have to be incurred to improve road mobility. Insight into expenditures could assist in getting rid of the image of the car as a something to be milked – an image that has been created by a lack of clarity regarding various pricing measures involving the car. 

4. It is reasonable that cleaner cars should pay less
The members believe it is reasonable for cleaner cars to pay a lower price than those that pollute more. If the introduction of such a principle means that the costs for existing cars rise, the gradual nature of this increase will be an important point for attention. Over half the members state that not everyone is in the position to be able to immediately purchase a cleaner or more economical car. This shows that there is a need for a clear perspective for action. 
5. Peak-hour charge emphatically rejected
Perspective for action also plays a large role in the peak-hour charge. The outcome of the member survey is indisputable. Motorists who are confronted with higher charges for diving in peak hours perceive the perspective for action and the alternatives as extremely limited. They will have to deal with higher costs which in their view are unavoidable. 
Public transport is often not seen as an alternative (limited capacity  or entirely absent) so that the peak-hour charge takes on the nature of a punishment. A peak-hour charge is thus not regarded as a way of distributing costs more fairly or as a reward for those who avoid travelling in peak hours. Moreover, there are serious doubts as to whether the peak-hour charge would help improve accessibility.  

6. Opposition to location-registration units 

Members have serious concerns about the proposed registration system. 
The registration of movements which is necessary for the introduction of a location-dependent charge, is seen as complex, costly, fraud sensitive and a violation of privacy. Despite attempts in the bill to safeguard privacy optimally, many members do not trust the security of the data. Many are wary of new technical functions in the future that would provide insight into movements. Members also find the system to be complex and they are worried about the management of the related costs.  

7. Paying double in the transition phase is in conflict with a fairer payment system
The lack of clarity about car costs in the transition phase is causing great concern. The conversion of one tax (vehicle purchase tax, BPM) into another fixed road tax (MRB) is hard to understand. Members are aware of the fact that in the transition phase, part of the BPM that has already been paid will have to be paid again via the MRB. The fact that in the transition phase the MRB will rise significantly (doubling in many cases) is in conflict with the image of a fairer payment system. The transition phase will therefore have to be designed more from the perspective of road users and not, as is currently the case, based on the aim of minimising government shortfalls during the transition. 
8. No exceptions
Members clearly indicate that if the principle of paying for use is introduced, there should be no, or as few as possible, exceptions made for categories of vehicles. This could result in the feeling of fairness being eroded. Exceptions would only be accepted if there are very clear reasons. Of the exceptions included in the bill, members only feel somewhat inclined to accept that vehicles for the disabled would be entirely or partially exempt. The necessity for any other exceptions should be examined very critically. 

9. Lack of clarity leads to opposition
The member survey shows that a lack of information plays an important role in the formation of opinions. As long as details are not known, there is a lack of clarity regarding specific consequences and this in turn leads to uncertainty. Experience has shown that uncertainty about change gives rise to opposition. People choose for the unknown path when they know where it leads. Where large, complex system changes are concerned, those who will experience the changes must be included in the change process. Within the political decision-making process the possibilities for this are limited because communications about matters that have not yet been decided are easily viewed as propaganda. A solution must be found for this problem given the importance of the timely provision of adequate information. 
10. Government plans are viewed with distrust

For a number of points, for example the doubts about the protection of privacy, the member survey shows that a large degree of distrust prevails in respect of the government. To a large extent, this is the result of experiences in the past. For many, their experiences with other large-scale projects like the Betuwe Line, the HSL and  OV-chipkaart (similar to the oyster-card system used on public transport in London) are still fresh in their minds. The plethora of problems and goals that the government has used in the past to implement changes in the tax system concerning cars is regarded by members as not being credible. This weighs in the balance when they assess the current plans. The fact that plans are constantly changed and then not completed reinforces this distrust. Communication that only truly begins once the policy has been approved, comes too late and once again adds to the distrust. Transparency about the  problem that needs to be solved, the goals that are aimed for and the solutions is necessary to counter this growing distrust. This is a problem that can only the government itself can resolve. 
Road pricing, go ahead or stop?

Initially, the member survey was intended to lay new foundations for a response from the ANWB to the Lower House regarding the treatment of the bill. Currently, since treatment has (for the time being) been abandoned, the question arises of whether the introduction of road pricing should go ahead or be stopped. As mentioned earlier, the ANWB member survey was not intended to be a referendum that would answer this question. The quest for arguments for and against road pricing gives a broad and nuanced picture of many aspects that have to do with paying for ownership or for use of a car. This is in line with the comments of the General Assembly that the ANWB should, on the one hand, continue to work for the principle of paying for use and, on the other hand, it should ensure that the elaboration of this principle does not result in emphatic objections. The discussion should mainly be focused on finding acceptable implementation forms. Below, we explain the revealed nuances further and indicate what the ANWB believes should be done. 
Absence of reasons for change and the perspective for action
More than just support for the underlying principle of paying according to use is needed for a dramatic change to the tax system for vehicles. The system is too technically complex for this, too costly and too difficult to manage in its development.  
Seen in this light, it is logical that many members regard an increase in excise taxes on fuel as a better alternative. They are, however, often not aware of what would happen if all the current fixed taxes were incorporated into excise taxes: a price rise of approximately one euro per litre and the rise of ‘fuel tourism’ to neighbouring countries which would mean that a considerable group of Dutch residents would not pay such excise taxes. 
The picture that the member survey provides is not only that people see objections connected to this complex system, but mainly that they do not recognise the need for it. 
Only a small percentage of motorists see that road pricing would contribute to improving accessibility. By far the majority of members do not believe that the problem of road congestion would be resolved by this measure while the government emphasises precisely this benefit as the most important reason for introducing road pricing. Given that most people regard congestion as a social problem that does not trouble them at all or hardly at all, they do not feel involved and are thus not prepared to pay towards resolving the problem.  

A convincing story as to why this particular solution has been chosen is in fact absent. However, if motorists do not properly recognise or understand the underlying reasons for a dramatic change, they cannot give a place to the chosen solution. Only an attractive perspective for action can help to widen acceptance. The members do not, however, recognize any benefit in the proposed change, either in the long term or in the short term. What they see looming before them is mainly a transition arrangement that entails a considerable increase in costs. 

Tax system in need of modernization
In line with the observations of the General Assembly, the ANWB is justified, in accordance with the wishes of its members, in continuing to work on having paying in accordance with use introduced. The members have indicated that they find this fairer than the current system in which, due to the high tax on car ownership, those who seldom drive actually subsidize those who drive a lot. 

A system change in line with the recommendations of the Different  Payment for Mobility platform is also needed to regulate supply and demand in the area of mobility in the future. In the decades ahead, the need for  infrastructure will increase considerably. Given that the building of new infrastructure will increasingly more often not be a feasible option due to a lack of space, intelligent solutions will have to be found that cannot be integrated into the current system of vehicle taxes. Payment for the use of infrastructure should therefore be more in the nature of a price than a tax. Innovation in  mobility services and competition among their providers will make it difficult in the future to respond quickly to the demands of road users. Without  the system being modernized, supply and demand will probably be adapted to one another in a more compulsory  manner because the need will remain for the government to adapt the supply and demand of traffic flows to one another. On top of the current taxes, credible examples include the payment of entry surcharges or the exclusion of certain groups of users by, for example, only allowing access on even dates to vehicles with an even numbered licence plate. Through such measures, the freedom of choice of members comes under pressure.  

The way in which a more modern system would make innovative mobility-related products possible is difficult to predict at this time. Examples from other sectors, like the telecom sector, could provide indicators. Thirty years ago, the government controlled telephony and everyone had the same black or grey telephone with a dial. Today, there are countless telecom products and services to choose from at very competitive prices. Without dramatic changes to the system, these developments could probably not have taken place. 
Based on the above, the ANWB believes that the modernization of the tax system regarding vehicles should go ahead. In the long term, this would best serve the interests of motorists. In this respect, the course indicated by the Different Payment for Mobility Anders platform should be followed. 
No peak-hour charge but rather fixed road pricing 

A great deal of criticism has been levelled at the peak-hour charge. The members voiced definite views on this.  They believe the peak-hour charge is unfair because in their view it cannot be avoided. In addition, in order to differentiate according to location, complex, expensive and untried technology will be needed.  

Furthermore, the setting down of movement data is seen as a violation of privacy. These arguments are mainly focused on the differentiation of charges according to location. Given that the members are willing to pay according to use, a road price should be considered that is the same everywhere. The suggestion of the members to pay according to use via fuel prices, is based on this but would have too many practical disadvantages. A fixed road price can be introduced with a technically uncomplicated registration system that does not entail high costs nor involve privacy issues. The careful recording of the number of  kilometres is enough. A fixed road price would not only fulfil the wish for a fairer manner of paying, it also delivers a clear picture of the costs of using a car, with more selective use as a result. Research has shown that in this way, an improvement in accessibility can also be expected. The effect of fixed road pricing is greater than the addition of a peak-hour charge to a kilometre price.
A fixed road price could be based on the environmental features of the car. Cleaner cars would pay less than cars that pollute more.  
This would incorporate the current incentive measures for clean and economical cars into road pricing. To this end, the burden for older cars would be avoided because their owners are often not able to immediately buy a cleaner or more economical car.  

In the future, it may be necessary to realize a further spread of traffic throughout the day. If that need should arise, an investigation should be conducted into whether or not members have significant objections to the introduction of differentiation according to the time of day. Such a differentiation could be linked to the government´s current measures that stimulate driving outside peak hours through a reward system. Given that a more limited number of features of use need to be set down for this, the technology required is many times simpler, and thus cheaper, than for a location dependent system.  

No conversion of BPM into MRB

The transition phase will be motorists´ first acquaintance with a new system of paying for mobility. The proposed system in which the BPM will temporarily be converted into the MRB is termed unfair by members. The burden caused in this phase is considerable and this alone is reason to seek an alternative.  
The Minister of Transport, Public Works and Water Management has recognised the problem and this has led to the setting up of a task force charged with finding a solution.

Given that the introduction of road pricing has been delayed due to the fall of the Cabinet, the transition phase needs to be adjusted in line with the new situation. As it is not known how or how fast a system for paying according to use can be introduced, the ANWB believes that stopping the phasing out of the BPM into the MRB is inevitable. Based on new insights, a different transition phase must be developed that is more in harmony with the interests of motorists. 

Use the knowledge of non-governmental organizations

Keep what is good, improve the rest. This lies at the heart of the recommendations of the ANWB to political circles based on the 2010 Member Survey on Road Pricing. The basis of the bill is the conversion of payment for ownership to payment according to use. This is a sound basis that motorists understand and which is seen as a fair principle. A number of strong signals about its elaboration arose from the survey. The members are less satisfied with the proposed measures although it is not the case that there is no willingness to change. 
The ANWB would ask the government not to present new plans but rather to move further in the direction taken by the Different Payment for Mobility platform. This offers sufficient reference points for developing a system that can count on public support. The outcomes of the member survey could definitely be useful in this.  
Regarding the government agreement, it is sufficient if this wish for a new, cheaper system is included in it. In these economically difficult times, the calculated welfare gain should be sufficient reason for wanting to do so. 
The ANWB advises making use of the knowledge that non-governmental organisations have at their disposal in taking the next steps in this difficult matter. The issue of elaboration demands widely supported recommendations comparable to those of the Different Payment for Mobility platform. A clear task assigned to a broadly composed  platform to provide advice to the government could deliver excellent results in a short space of time.  
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