
Example of a Policy Case
Policy Issue selection
A team of three proposers approached BIG’R concerning the efficient usage of charging stations for electric cars. All three were working at the Mobility Department of the municipality of Rotterdam which was in charge of building up and maintaining the infrastructure for electric cars in the municipality of Rotterdam. The BIG’R policy domain advisor (PDA) of the subdivision that the Mobility Department belonged to became the project manager of the policy case and the main contact point for the proposers. Together with a BIG’R researcher, he met with the proposers to fill in the BIG’R submission form in May 2018. These meetings revealed that the proposers’ main motivation for approaching BIG’R was that some electric cars were connected to charging stations much longer than six hours, which was estimated to be the time needed to fully charge most electric cars. These cars then occupied charging stations unnecessarily long and prevented other electric car owners from using the stations. The charging infrastructure was hence used inefficiently, and unnecessarily long connection times of cars with charging stations caused nuisance for other electric car drivers. The municipality had indeed received some complaints about such sessions and an analysis of charging sessions revealed a significant number of long connections times. The meetings further revealed that charging behaviour was measurable because for each individual driver it was recorded when a car was connected or disconnected and where. This way, the proposers in collaboration with BIG’R identified Rotterdam neighbourhoods where there were a significant number of long connection times that the policy case team could focus on. It was assumed that the behaviour occurred because it felt inconvenient for car drivers to repark their car and because they were unaware of the nuisance caused for other electric car drivers. However, it was clear that not all long connection times were to be avoided because car owners could not be expected to repark their cars during the night, or in neighbourhoods with a low demand for charging stations. 
Although the policy issue was assumed to be of minor importance back then because there was only a small percentage of electric cars and only a small number of complaints, the proposers wanted to address the issue proactively given the projected increase of the number of electric cars in the future. The filled-in in submission was reviewed by the BIG’R management and received an approval in July 2018,
	
Exploration
For the Exploration phase, BIG’R researchers conducted three types of diagnostic research to investigate the use of charging stations. They interviewed four drivers of electric cars and a mobility researcher, they conducted desk research using scientific and the grey literature, and they supervised a student who conducted a survey among 14 electric car drivers. The proposer recruited the interviewees for BIG’R and introduced BIG’R to various stakeholders including the Association of Electric Drivers. The diagnostic research helped to get an updated understanding of the policy issue and underlying behaviours. It revealed for instance that some complaints about electric cars occupying charging stations came from non-electric drivers who were envious that they had to deal with a scarcity of parking spots while electric drivers had exclusive access to the parking spots next to the charging stations (non-electric cars were not allowed to park there). The research moreover revealed that for many long charging sessions the second plug of the charging station (each charging station had at least two plugs) was not occupied. For these sessions, there was little urgency to stimulate drivers to repark their car because they were not causing nuisance or inefficiencies for other electric drivers. This way, BIG’R was able to narrow down the number of neighbourhoods where long charging sessions were an issue.
The interviews and the survey moreover revealed factors that stimulated or prevented the behaviour. These factors were summarised in a mind map and related to personal characteristics of car owners, timing of the charging session, mobility culture, physical environment, social environment, and parking regulations. The ethics committee of the university had approved the interview procedure in advance. Moreover, had the Academic Head of BIG’R been involved in all stages of the research.
	The findings from the diagnostic research were presented by BIG’R to the proposers and other stakeholders in December 2019. The proposers and stakeholders confirmed the findings and brainstormed together with BIG’R members ideas for solutions. Namely, the “easy, attractive, social, and timely” formula developed by the Behavioural Insights Team in the United Kingdom was used to prompt brainstorm attendees to think of solutions. This yielded 85 individual ideas to change the charging behaviour of electric drivers.

Design and Report
	The exploration phase had shown the complexity of defining when and where car owners could be expected to repark their car. As a consequence, the policy case team felt it was too difficult to define the desired behaviour top-down. Instead, it preferred a participatory programme for defining a code of conduct for the usage of charging stations. According to the policy case team, one advantage of a participatory approach was that it was well-suited to get the community of electric drivers to commit to the desired behaviours that would be defined in that code. Moreover, the policy case team concluded that cultural practices from non-electric driving were still employed (e.g., charging spots were falsely treated as paring spots) while there was a need to actively shape novel cultural practices for electric driving. For this, the definition of a shared code of conduct promised to be a fruitful beginning.
The code could then also form the basis for more targeted behaviour change interventions that had been generated during the brainstorm. BIG’R members of the policy case team selected interventions from the brainstorm based on their anticipated effectiveness and feasibility. In the end, they selected three interventions for implementation: Communicate social norms describing the desired behaviour (e.g., “Most electric drivers repark their fully charged cars within two hours or less”), provide individualised feedback about unnecessary long charging sessions (e.g., “Based on our analysis of your charging sessions, you have had five unnecessarily long sessions that likely prevented others from charging their cars too”), and to use catchy and memorable analogies (“You do not start a conversation at the cash-out when there is a long queue behind you. Please avoid hindering others and repark your fully charged car”). However, BIG’R did not test any of these interventions in the field because, as mentioned earlier, the desired behaviour was difficult to define and because electric mobility was developing at a fast pace, providing an unstable and difficult to control research environment. Therefore, the proposal produced by BIG’R was behaviourally-informed but not behaviourally-tested.
	The policy proposal contained an executive summary to be well suited for busy public servants and centred on the code of conduct and the interventions. Its main authors were the responsible PDA and the university researcher. The final version of the proposal was approved by the BIG’R management and shared with the proposers in July 2020.

Implementation and Evaluation
	For this phase, the proposers discussed the proposal within their department and agreed to conduct the participatory programme as a first step. They reserved some budget in their annual planning to facilitate this process. However, other more urgent priorities of the department prevented quick implementation (a new tender procedure for operating the charging stations needed to be set-up). Given the specific nature of this case, the PDA did not look for further transfer opportunities of the proposal, but the proposers discussed the proposal with other Dutch municipalities. In addition, BIG’R evaluated the proposers’ satisfaction with the policy proposal, satisfaction with the collaboration within the policy case team, and lessons learned of the proposers in a standardised way.

Relation to the Challenges
	As mentioned before, BIG’R did not test any interventions using a randomised control trial (RCT). Instead, it advised to first define target behaviours using a participatory programme. By reframing from an exclusive focus on RCTs, BIs could thus be applied during an earlier stage in the policy cycle (policy formulation). With the aim of conducting an RCTs, a BIT would probably have focused on the design of interventions during later stages oof the policy cycle (policy evaluation), thereby limiting the application scope of BIs.
	BIG’R did overcome a limited understanding of context by closely collaborating with the proposers. Their motivation, in contrast to some other Dutch municipalities, was to avoid sanctioning long connection times financially in order to make electric driving more attractive. This approach fits well with a behavioural perspective that naturally looks beyond financial measures. Moreover, interviewing respondents familiar with the Rotterdam context and analysing local data helped to overcome generalised problem definitions. Finally, the fact that the policy case team identified a broad range of behavioural determinants influencing charging behaviour illustrates that BIG’R was not pre-committed to any disciplinary or methodological perspectives when analysing behaviour. Some of these determinants related to local phenomena, for instance the media coverage of the issue or more long connection times during King’s day, the Dutch national holiday.
	Principles of good scientific practice were upheld when the academic head supervised the research activities, and the ethics committee of the university evaluated the interviewee procedure. In addition, rigorous scientific standards were applied to systematically analyse the interview data using content analysis. 
	BIG’R invested a substantial amount of time and resources during the exploration phase of this policy case to arrive at a better understanding of the policy issue. In fact, the diagnostic research helped to gain new insights on the policy issue and related behaviours, for instance that the perceived anonymity of charging plausibly facilitated long connection times. As a consequence, BIG’R advised to provide individualised feedback to electric drivers with problematic long connection times. In addition, the municipality and the university researcher involved in this case had a disagreement about the validity of the interview findings given the small number of interviewees which illustrates enhanced scrutiny. These aspects illustrate how threats from the bounded rationality of BIs professionals can be overcome.


