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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document is the find report of the second year of the Urban Transport Benchmarking
Initiative. Thereport provides an overview of year two of the project and summarises the headline
results from the benchmarking activities. This document is supported by full reports of each of the
four thematic working groups and the findings from the common indicators, which were col lected
by dl participantsin theinitiaive.

Year two of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative was launched in September 2004 and the
five themed working groups established during year one of the initiative continued to evolve ther
chosen topics based upon the following themes; B ehavioural and Socid Issues in Public Transport,
City Logstics, Cycling, Demand M anagement and Public Trangport Organisation and Policy. Due
to alack of sufficient interest from participating cities the City Logstics group ceased its activities
in February 2005 and was not replaced due to the advanced stage of the project. Instead, ajoint
working group visit was organised between the Cycling group and the Behaviourd and Socid
Issues in Public Trangport working groups and a separate report of this joint meeting and site visit
has been produced.

Each of theworking groups attended three site visits duringthe course of year two of the initiative,
with a tad of 10 different cities being visited by working groups from the Urban Trangport
Benchmarking Initiative. The site visits organised during year two of the initiative were held in;
Copenhagen, Dublin, Paris, M adrid, Stuttgart, Brescia, The Hague, Glasgow, Bologna and Athens.
These site visits were used partidly to provide meeting time for the working groups in which the
participants discussed progess in the benchmarking process and planned the next phases of
development, as well as dlowing the participants to focus upon the good practices evident in the
cities being visited. The site visits held in Brescia was jointly attended by the Behavioura and
Socid Issues in Public Transport and Cycling working groups and included a workshop session in
order to consider the links between the themes. The outcomes of this meeting have been reported in
Annex A6, which supportsthis document.

A tad of 23 cities submitted dea for theyear two common indicators and this data was compiled
adongside the information from year one of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative and that
collected by the PLUME (PLanning and Urban Mobility in Europe) benchmarking exercise.
PLUM E was a European Commission DG RESEARCH project which considered theintegration of
land-use and transport planning as part of the City of Tomorrow Cultural and Key Heritage Action.
As part of the PLUM E project a group of cities collected the same common indicators from year
one of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative. The datawas anaysed by the project teamin
order to highlight interesting comparisons and identify key trends. The detailed findings of the
common indicator anadysis are included in the common indicator report in Annex A1 and a number
of policy implications have been outlined for smal, medium and larger cities. The andysis of the
data collated for the common indi cators identified the following main trends:

The main trends from year one of the benchmarking initiative were supported using the broader
data-set. Thesewere:

Averageincome levels have an impact upon public transport use and car usein cities/regions.

Where GDP per capita was found to be high, the modd share of public trangoort was generally
lower and the proportion of trips made by car was higher. This has obvious policy implications
for both less affluent cities/regons and wedthier cities/regions, because it implies a clear
preference for car travel. People who can afford to travel by car appear to do so unless traffic
congestion, lack of parking or access restrictions associated with large, heavily urbanised
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cities/regons prevent them from doing so (as in London or Rome). It aso impliesthat people
in less aff luent cities/regons would travel by car, if it were more affordable, but instead rely
upon public trangport.

Cycdling was found to be popular where it had been encouraged by investment.

Cities/regons that have larger cycle lane networks tended to be those with higher levels of GDP
per capita. Thecities/regons that have large cyclelane networks in proportionto the size of the
urban road network were also found to digplay the highest levels of cycling moda share. This
sends a clear message to policy makers that are keen to develop a cycling culture in their
cities/regons. People are more likely to cycle where they are provided with the facilities that
enable them to cycle safely and quickly.

A criti cal mass of population is necessary to support a metro system.

The mgority of cities/regions with populations in excess of 500,000 inhabitants have metro
systems, dl of which are supported by awide range of other public trangport modes (bus, train
and particularly tram) and were generdly focused upon centra urban aeas (those more
extensive networks of Paris and London are exceptions). Averagng the size of metro systems
across the metro cities/regions reved ed a guide threshold of goproximately 46 km of metro per
million inhabitants. Although this needs to be considered in relation to the other public
trangport modes available in each city, it does suggest that Dublin could be considered as a
patentid metro city. Cologne adso fals into this category, dthough it has an extensive tram
network which runs underground in the central areas of the city.

Additiond trends using new data from year two in the initiative have aso been identified and these
include:

Public Transport Trends inthe Benchmarking Cities

Smaller cities are largely reliant upon bus services for the ddivery of their public trangport and
generdly demonstrate lower levels of public transport use which is reflected by the modal share
data collected.

M dro and tram systems, which generally account for significant proportions of the tata number
of passenger kilometres travelled, are most prevaent in cities with populations greater than
600,000 inhabitants. In six of the eight “metro cities” which provided data, the proportion of
passenger kilometres travelled by metro is gpproximately 25-30%.

In severd cities theinfrastructure avail able for buses (e.g. bus stops) does not appear to provide
adequate wheelchair access in relation to the proportion of the bus fleet that is whedchair
accessible.  This is probably because in these cities a high proportion (if not dl) of the
accessible bus fleet may operate on alimited number of routes, e.g. “ showcase’ or “ qudity bus
corridor” routes on which accessible stop infrastructureis concentrated.

May of the cities with smdler populations demonstrae greater proportions of wheelchair
accessible bus fleets than the largest cities involved in the initiative, as do UK and German
cities.

Urban Transport Seed and Cost

Of the four cities (Budapest, M adrid, Oxford and Warsaw) which reported public transport
moda shares greater than 50%, and were able to provide data reating to average pesak-hour
speeds, only Budgpest demonstrated a faster average peak-hour speed for public trangport than
private motorised modes. This suggests tha the urban traveler does not base histher decisions
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soldy upon the gpeed of the trangport modes available to them. |Issues such as the cog of, and
access to, suitable public transport services are dso likely to influence these decisions.

Some cities face a distinct disadvantage when trying to make public transport an atractive
option for people travelling during peak public transport hours, because the road network can
provide the private motorised traveler with a considerably faster journey than the public
trangport sygem. The cities where private modes are considerably faster than public transport
modes in the pesk hour are; Cologne, Bucharest, Helsinki, Dresden, Rotterdam, M amo,
Clermont Ferrand, Oulu and Suceava. In these cities there appears to be considerable patentia
for greater demand management measures.

When considered in real terms (as a percentage of GDP per capita) the point-of-use cods
associated with travelling by car, e.g parking and petrol, appear to have a significant link with
the moda splits for car and public transport trips. The regon of M erseyside and the cities of
Prague, Bucharest and Budapest dl have rdatively expensive parking and petrol costs (as a
percentage of GDP per caita) and these cities dl display greater modad shares for public
trangoort than they do for car use. Conversely the city of Oulu has the chegpest petrol and car
parking facilities as a percentage of GDP per cgpita and also displays a very large car moda
share of 90%.

Urban Trangport M ode Share and Infrastructure Provision

Scatter-plot and correlation anay sis was not able to find a similar positive relationship between
the density of the road network, car use and the level of car ownership in the benchmarking
cities as identified in the Commission for Integrated Transport’s “World Cities Research” .
Despitethis, thereis evidence that some of the cities do follow this trend, which provides some
evidence among the benchmarking cities of a direct positive relationship beween the provision
of road space, the extent of car use and the levels of car ownership in acity.

This serves to outline the fact that a broad range of issues (e.g. behavioura, socia, economic,
politica and climatic) combine to affect the level of ownership and use of cars in cities. It is
therefore possible to conclude that the availability of road space is merely one of these factors.

A similar comparison of the public trangport moda shares of the cities with metro systems and
those without reveded that, on average, the cities with metro sysems have larger public
trangport moda shares than those which do nat have a metro system. Thisindicates tha metro
systems stimulate public trangport use and are usudly found in cities with larger populations
(greaer than 1 million inhabitants).

Comparisons between EU15 and New M ember Sate (NM S) cities

New M ember State cities involved in the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative demonstrated,

A significantly higher leve of public transport use, in terms of the average number of trips, per
person, peryear, compared to cities in EU15 states.

Public transport fares were nat naticeably inexpensive when compared in real terms (as a
percentage of GDP per capita) with thosein cities from EU15 states.

Sonificantly smaller proportions of the bus fleets in New M ember State and A ccession Country
cities are accessibl e for whed chair users compared to thosein cities located in EU15 states.
Urban road networks are less densely developed in New M ember State and A ccession Country
cities than thosein EU15 cities.

! Commission for Integrated Transport web reference http://www.cfit.gov.uk/

Transport & Travel Research Ltd Pageiii July 2005



Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative Year Two tf’/

ransport & Travel Research Lt

The findings of the analysis of thethematic indicators for each working group are avail able in the
working group reports in Annexes A2 to A5 but are dso summarised below;

Cyding

The cycling working group pursued three research questions during year two of the Urban
Trangport Benchmarking Initiative, building on the findings from the year one activities. These
were: “How does thecity measure the effectsof its cycling policiesand reflect thisin programme
review”, “Which marketing techniques are being used to engage specific audiences’ and “How
can cycling beintegrated with modes of public trangport to encourage mutual demand uptake?”

The following conclusions and recommendations were drawn from the anaysis of the thematic
indicators and working group visits:

The three Danish and Swedish cities (Aadborg, Copenhagen and Madmd) demonstrate
significantly more developed cycle networks than the cities of Brescia, Glasgow and Prague.
The positive effect upon the modal share of cycle trips in these cities sends a clear message to
cities seekingto encourage cycling in their city - the most important thingto do is ensurethat an
effective cycle network is established.

Cycdling data which has some practical use for policy monitoring and ongoing evaluation is
currently gathered in a relaively piecemed fashion from an assortment of local stakeholders.
M echanisms for the collection of data are relaively unclear, with ad-hoc surveys and
involvement in projects such as the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative providing the
impetus for some of the cities to collect and analyse data relating to their ¢ycle network and

cycleusage.

Despite the range of sources for cyclingdaathe participants in the group were generdly able to
find statigics for the benchmarking exercise, although this often required some effort on ther
part. Thepaticipantsin the group suggested the most useful datafor policy monitoringrelaed
to;

Cycdlenetwork length

Cycdeaccidents

The staistica risk of cycling

The availability and use of cycle parking

Formal surveys of cyclist travel behaviour

The extent of engagement with employ ers and schools to promote ¢y cling

O OO0 O0OO0Oo

Formal fiscal support for the integration of cycling and public transport modes is garse, with
Glasgow being the only city in the working group with a formal budget allocation for the
integration of public transport and ¢y cling.

The working group felt that having a bicycle avail able during the whole journey is generally
very practica and offers the greatest intermodd flexibility. The group suggested that the
approaches to developing integrated cy cle networks tend to be based either upon bike and ride
provision, or the free carriage of bicycles on public trangoort. The consensus of the group was
that, while the latter of these two gpproaches offered the most flexibility, the former provided
the better short-term option because of a perception that it would be easier to provide secure
cycle parkingfacilities than it would be to provide these facilities on-board vehicles.
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Behavioural & Socia Issuesin Public Transport

The Behaviourad and Socid Issues in Public Transport working group dso chose to develop its
working group themefrom year onein order to sharpen the focus of thetopic. The group looked at
the user group of younger people in order to consider the theme of “Young people as a target
group for public trangport marketing.”

Thefollowing interesting conclusions can be drawn from the analy sis of the collected information;

In the mgority of the cities and regons in the working group approximately 20% of the totd
population are aged between 10-25 years old. The Emilia Romagna region is a key exception,
where the population is significantly “older” than the others in the working group. The
proportion of public trangort trips made by people in this age group is encouraging and
suggests that y ounger people arerdatively intensive users of public trangport services.

After trips for sudy & education purposes, work and leisure are the most common reasons for
peoplein thetarget age group of 10-25 to maketrips by public trangport. It istherefore possible
to suggest that fare offers and other incentive schemes designed to encourage public transport
use could tar get thesetypes of trips, possibly in theform of dl-inclusive public transport trave-
cards which are made available a areduced rate.

The fact that younger people do gpear to use public trangport farly intensively has been
atributed to the fact that, prior to the age of 18, they have a more limited range of trave
options. The age of 18 is relatively uniform across the cities and regions involved in the
working group as theage a which it is possible to commence driving. Prior to this age y ounger
people are not legdly dlowed to drive and are therefore more likely to be reliant upon public
trangoort in order to get around. The age of 18 can therefore be considered as a threshold age
for public trangport and car use amongy ounger people.

This concept of a*“threshold” age a which younger people may begn to use public transport
less in order to make urban trips has the patentia to be utilised by cities in order to structure
ther approaches to marketing and incentivising public transport for younger people. The key
age groupings identified by the working goup were 10-14 year olds (Young independent
travelers), 15-17 year olds (Indgoendent pre-driving age) and 18-25 year olds (Driving age).
The group of young pegple who are old enough to travel independently, but too young to drive
were considered as the key target for the marketing and promotion of public trangport. The
younger target group was considered as the main am for educationa activities, while the
“Driving Age” target group was considered as the age a which financid incentives were likely
to make the most impact uponthe younger person’spropensity totravel by public trangort.

Public Transport Organisation & Policy

Based upon ther findings from year one of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative, which
highlighted the role of service quaity contracts in the attainment of high performance levds, the
participants involved in the Public Transport Organisation & Policy working group opted to
consider therole of contracts between public transport gperators and authorities.

The following interesting conclusions were drawn from the group’s andysis of the collected
information;
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The use of contracts between public transport operators and authorities is considered or planned
in most networks represented in the working group, but they currently are fully implemented in
only afew networks.

Most public trangort networks currently using contracts, or planning to use them, have
included quality provisions. However, the variety and thetype of qudity indicators included in
the contract vary significantly between networks, as well as the methods used to measure and
assess quality . This rangein gpproaches to quality in contracts reflectsthe variety of purposes of
public transport contracts. For this reason, fruitful comparisons between networks are necessary
in order to be able to consider the objectives and specific f eatures of each contract in detall.

It became apparent during the discussions that quality provisions in contracts between public
trangoort gperators and authorities were not dways part of a comprehensive qudity approach
based on customer perceptions and expectations. The quadlity goproach naturaly exceeds the
framework of the contract between the operator and its authority, and it involves the whole
service production process.

In relation with the previouspoint, participants recognised that the assessment of the inpact on
customer satisfaction of implementing a contract, and in particular its quality provisions, was
usualy a missing element in their management process. In that respect the regular opinion
survey s of S-Bahn passengers carried out on behaf of the Verband Region Suttgart emerged as
an interesting example.

The approach of the working group on Public Transport Organisation and Policy consisted of
investigating practices behind the benchmarks. This approach was gopreciated by the
participants who gained a practical and detailed understanding of the contractua practices of the
other networks, including the context in which contracts take place. Each participant could
identify which practices would be appropriate in their own situation. The difficulty however lay
in the absence of a common self-assessment framework, in other words, in the absence of
common methods to assess to wha extent the introduction of quality provisions in the contract
has led to an improvement of the performance. There is thus a degree of subjectivity in the
assessment of the repective practices of theparticipants in the working group.

Demand M anagement

The Demand M anagement working group focused upon “The relationship between land use
planning and trangport planning” asthe basis for its research in year two of the Urban Trangport
BenchmarkingInitiative. Thekey findings and conclusions from the working group were:

The working group discussed the impact of urban density on trangport performance in depth
as there was a mixture of high and low density cities in the group. By comparing papulation
density and job density with the moda sharefor car journeys (from the common indicators), it
was found that car use was lower in the most densely populated areas whereas less densely
populated cities had higher leves of car use. The same trend was observed for job density;
wherethe density of jobswas higher, the use of cars was lower.

Theworking group discussed therole of Park & Ridein cities. Inthe lle de France, the Park
& Ride network at ral stations has historicaly grown without a strategc plan to develop it
but now the regond authority sees it as a good way of intercepting car trips from the outer
region. Smilarly, in Dublin and The Hague, Park & Ride is viewed as a transport mode for
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trips being made from the regon into the metropolitan area.  Such Park & Ride sites are
idedly situated at the edge of the metropolitan area or outside it. City authorities in the
working group prefer a policy of encouragng “wak and ride” trips on public transport in the
metropolitan area, rather than encouragng Park & Ride by metropolitan residents. Park &
Ride sites within the metropolitan area, closer to the centre of the city, are seen as being a
useful way of intercepting journeys made by visitors to the city, particularly tourists in the
case of The Hague. The Hague provided a good example of targeted dynamic travel
information to encourage tourists travelling to the beach resort in The Hague to use Park &
Ride within the metropolitan ares, to relieve congestion at the resort.

Policy implications

One of the wider ams of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative has been to try and link the
findings of the project to urban trangoort policy and suggest some factors that may have an impact
upon thesepolicies. Thefollowing potentid policy implications have emerged from the findings of
year two of the benchmarkinginitiative:

Policy implications for larger cities (populations of morethan 1 million inhabitants)

Larger cities demonstrate the most densely developed transport networks with the widest variety of
public trangport modes and are most likely to have metro sysems and urban heavy rail networks,
which provide rapid transit in central areas and are unaffected by road traffic congestion. Bus
networks in larger cities often act as feeder services for tramheavy rail/metro systems and,
compared to those in less populated cities, a smdler proportion of the bus fleet in larger cities is
whedchair accessible. The Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative' s findings suggest that metro
systems coincide with greater public trangport moda shares in cities. The presence of a metro
encourages greater public transport use, because it is rapid, efficient, segregated and easy use. The
cities with the largest populaions and population densities have al introduced metro systems,
because they represent the mog efficient way of trangporting large numbers of passengers. The
need for a sufficient critical mass of citizens (or potentia metro users) is a basic requirement for
successfully introducing a metro sysem. Inthisrespect larger cities have adistinct advantage over
medium-sized and smdler cities, because their densdy developed centrd areas and larger
populationsprovide theideal conditions for sustainable transport use compared to private car trave
for urban trips.

The larger cities involved in the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative tend to be naiond or
regiona economic centres which face the issue of managng the demand for travel into ther
metropolitan areas. Unlike in less-populated cities policy makers in large cities, which are usudly
core zones of economic growth and inward investment, have geater potentid to make bold
trangport policy decisions. The fact that larger cities often have public trangport networks in place
which provide better access to central areas than is possible by car, means that policy makers in
these cities have the potentia to implement demand management measures aimed a encouragng
further moda shift to public transport and susainable modes. Rome and London are good
examples where demand management mesasures have been successfully adopted in order to
discourage car use and encourage public transport travel.

Larger cities provideless support for cycling as a mode of transport, demonstrating relatively smal
cycle networks as apragportion of thetata road network. Two main types of barriers prevent city
authorities from promoting cy cle use in the same manner as medium-sized and smaller cities.
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Land space is a a premium in the centre of large cities as a result of the dense urban
devdopment. As aresult there is often not sufficient space to integrate cycling infrastructure
into the existing environment without severe disruption and cod. It is hard to promote ¢ycling
or developing a cycling culture when the physica infrastructure which ¢y clists require is nat in
place.

Road traffic congestion, pollution and the lack of saf e routes deter people from attempting to
cycle.

These barriers need to be addressed through bold policy-making to encourage cycling in larger
cities. Thefindingfrom smaller cities suggests that the uptake of cycling is often infrastructure-led
and therefore if larger cities can engneer solutions which overcome the lack of space for cycling
infrastructure then it should be possible to generate a cycling culture and increase the uptake of

cycling.

A key finding of the research of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative is that the chalenge
for policy makers in larger cities is to manage the existing transport infrastructure in order to
optimise the use of public transport and reduce car use, primarily through the implementation of
demand management measures. Larger cities should focus upon creating opportunities for
sustainable modes of transport (walking and cycling) to increase their moda share and improvethe
accessibility of the existing public transport sygem in order to gpen up urban trangport sysems to
provide equality of access for disabled people.

Policy impli cations for medium-sized citi es (300,000 — 1 million inhabitants)

The cities with between 300,000 and 1 million inhabitants (medium sized cities) demonstrate a
broad range of urban transport issues which overlap with both the smalest and largest cities
involved in the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative. The medium-sized cities are often loca
or regiond economic centres, which ae likdy to have bus and light rail networks and
goproximately haf have metro sysdems, some of which are being expanded or are planned for
expansion to meet the needs of growing populations and nearby conurbations (e.g. Rotterdam,
Helsinki, Lisbon).

These medium-sized cities therefore sharethe policy implications for both smaller and larger cities,
since many are large enough to support high-load mass transit sysems, but are not as densey
developed as thelargest citiesin the initiative and therefore also display relatively high levels of car
use. The resultant challenge for policy makers in medium-sized cities is to baance the pressure of
car use through careful demand management and parking controls which increase the cost and
reduce the accessibility of private motorised travel, yet simultaneously seek to encourage greater
levels of public transport use, walkingand cy clingthrough the development of infrastructure which
reflects the size and stature of the city .

Policy implications for smaller cities (less than 300,000 inhabitants)

Smaller cities involved in the benchmarking initiative demonstrate much lower density public
trangoort neaworks and arelargely reliant upon bus networksto provide public trangport services. A
key obgacle for transport policy makers in these cities is that the road network can often provide
the car/motorcy cle user with afaster, more convenient journey than the public transport sysgem can
offer. As aresult car use is generally higher in the less populated cities and, dthough there is
considerable patentid for demand management measures to be gpplied in these cities, it is possible
that local authorities are often reluctant to use them because of the risk reducing the attractiveness
of the city to businesses and visitors.
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In terms of ¢ycle use in cities a key finding was that the highest levels of ¢ycle use and the largest
cycle networks as apragportion of tota road space were found to exist in smdler cities. The lower
densities demonstrated by less populated cities and greater availability of land for traffic-free cycle
routes have provided transport policy makers with idea conditions to encourage cycling Urban
plannersin larger cities may seek to learn from the practices of smaler citiesin this field in order to
encourage greater use of cycling

Trangport policy makers in cities with smaler populations are faced with the chalenge of
encouragng public transport use where there may be an insufficient criticd mass to provide an
extensive, high frequency public trangport network and where car use is very high. Subtle use of
demand management measures amed primarily at redlocating road space to sustainable modes, the
continued development of sustainable modes (waking and cycling) through pedestrian and cycling
infrastructure and the development of high quality, accessible bus services could be considered as
key chalenges for policy makersin cities with smaller populations.

Policy implications for citiesin Central and Eastern Europe

Citiesin New M ember States consistently display large public transport modal shares rel ativeto car
use, dthough levels of car ownership are increasing in these cities. The experiences of cities
located in Southern Europe (e.g. Lisbon) suggest that levels of car ownership dramatically increase
following accession to the EU, primarily as a result of the growth in income levels. The Urban
Trangoort Benchmarking Initiative has demonstrated a link between the sdection of modes and the
level of GDP per capita(aproxy indicator for economic activity and, indirectly, the average income
level) and it is therefore possible that cities in New M ember States will experience similarly rapid
gowthinthelevd of car use.

One challengefor transport policy makersin Centra and Eastern European Countries is therefore to
continue to maintain the high leves of public transport usein the face of rising car ownership. One
way of assistingthis processisto carefully benchmark the development of new road spacein cities
in Central and Eastern Europe, because these cities currently demondrate significantly less road
space per square kilometre when compared to EU15 cities. It is possible that continuing to
constrain the size of the urban road ngworks in these cities could act as a natura form of demand
management measure. Integrating the development of urban transport sygems with land-use
planning in cities in Centra and Eastern Europe may aso help to regulae the pressure for rapid
development which many observers are predicting as an outcome of accession to the EU.

Promotiona and awareness campagns are likely to be a useful tool in encouragng sustainable
trave in cities in New Member States and Accession Courtries. While it seems inevitable that
levels of car ownership will rise in these countries, it is possible that excessive car use can be
deterred by encouragng citizens to consider using dternative modes of travel by marketing and
promotional campaigns and innovative transport planning.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1  Project background

Year two of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative represents an evolution of the work
undertaken during the first year of the initiative (autumn 2003 to summer 2004). The project has
continued to goply the concept of benchmarking to the urban trangoort sysems present in cities
across the EU, including the New M ember Sates. Thisis inlinewith the European Union®policy
approach, which places considerable importance upon the roles that attractive, efficient loca and
regiona transport sysgems can play in the economic development and socid cohesion of the
member states. Inthe fied of urban trangport the exchange and promotion of bes practices is one
of the main policy tools tha the European Commission possesses. Through a combination of
quantitative data collection and benchmarking, and qualitative site visits the Urban Transport
Benchmarking Initiative has sought to act as a conduit for good practice in EU cities. Year Two of
the Urban Trangort Benchmarking Initiative has therefore continued to compare the trangort
systems of the paticipating cities in order to identify and promote interesing practices in urban
trangort.

The benchmarking concept has considerable potentia when applied to urban trangport sysems. A
range of previous initiatives, not least thefirst year of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initietive,
have provided this project with the opportunity to degpen the focus of the benchmarking process
and provide more comparabl eresults. The development of more practical dataindicators has aided
the learning process for the organisations involved in the project and this has greatly helped to
improve the robustness of the daa collected for the project. These indicators have aso been
applied to the Planning Land-use and Urban M obility in cities (PLUM Ez) benchmarking exercise in
order that the baseline of back ground datafor cities across Europe was widened.

The Urban Trangoort Benchmarking Initiative has adhered to the European Commission®
subsidiarity principle by including as many urban trangport stakeholders as possible. The process of
the second year of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative has been a fluid one, responding to
address the issues raised by participants in the fird year of the project, rather than following an
overly rigd, predetermined process. In this way the subsidiarity principle has been fulfilled. The
recommendations of interesting practices have been made by the paticipatory nework of urban
trangport gperators, user groups, loca authorities and municipdities, rather than asing e centraised
institution. It istherefore intended that the project findings will provide a useful resource for other
urban trangport stakeholders and help them to inplement innovative solutions to commonly
experienced urban transport problems.

Year Two of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative has been based around four themes, for
which data has been collected by the participating cities. These themes have been organised into
working groups and the activities of these groups in year two of theinitiative reflect an evolution of
the working groups@ocus from year one:

Behavioural and Socid Issues in Public Transport
Cydling

Demand M anagement

Public Transport Organisation and Policy

2 PLUME project website available a: www.|utr.net, accessed on 11/05/05
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The working group themes were sdected by the participating cities to reflect ther interests in
relation to the issues currently sdient for urban trangport systems in cities. The views from
representatives of the participating cities have provided input into the selection and definition of
common data indicators, which have been used to benchmark generd aspects of urban trangport. In
ther respective working groups the paticipants have dso chosen and defined a series of thematic
indicators, which were collected during the course of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative®
second year. The thematic indicators are specific to each working group and aim to answer each
goup’s chosen research questions. Each working group recelved technica and administrationa
assistance from an expert and aragpporteur, who wereresponsible for coordinating activities such as
the definition and analy sis of thematic indicators and the organisation of site visits.

This document is the summary report of the second year of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking
Initiative. The report provides an overview of the activities undertaken as part of the project and
aso summarises the headline results from the benchmarking process. This document is supported
by full rgports of each of the four working groups and the findings from the common indicators as
wdll as the standalone report from the joint workshap session held in Brescia in M arch 2005.

1.2  The benchmarking concept

The concept of benchmarking has been used widely by many different types of organisation seeking
to learn more about their operationa shortcomings. The process of benchmarking involves
comparing operationa performance with similar institutions, organisations or enterprises in order to
gain some understanding of the best practices employed within agven industry. Onceperformance
differences across an industry are understood then each participating organisation has the paentia
to integrate best practices within the scope of its own operations in order to attain measurable
performance improvements.

Successful Benchmarking =

Sdf Analysis + Identify Best Practices + Andyse Performance Differences + Implement
Findings
Result = Narrowed Performance Gaps & Tangble Performance Improvements

The benchmarking process is usually centred upon performance indicators, which operate as a
means of self analysis and help to identify key differences between participating organisations. The
participants of a benchmarking exercise will collect data for these indicators in order to establish
best practices in a particular field. Ste visits or case studies are often used to showcase best
practices, because this helps participants to undersgand more fully how the best practices have been
developed and how they work on adaily basis.

Once benchmarks have been established it is the responsibility of individud participants to reurn to
their respedive organisations and implement the process changes that should inprove performance
levels. This requires a commitment from participants that the organisation is willing to co-operate
not just in the process of benchmarking, but in following up the recommendations in order to
implement change. This is not simply a case of “following the leader”, but of constructively
integratingthe best practices that leading or ganisations have established into existing procedures.

In the case of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative the city representaives tha have
participaed in the first two years of the benchmarking exercise have been urban transport
stakeholders. Thisincluded arange of organisations such as municipa authorities, public transport
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operators, and regonal authorities. It is intended that the organisations representing each of the
participaing cities will disseminate results relevant to their city to other locd transport
stakeholders. In anumber of thecities and regons involved in the initiative local ref erence groups
have been established, either through internd, inter-departmental, co-operation (e.g. Belfast and the
Emilia Romagna region) or through collaboration between a number of stakeholders (e.g. Lisbon,
Paris/lle de Franceregion and Brussdls).

1.3  Comparisonswith other transport benchmarking initiatives

Included in the find reports from year one of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative were
references to and comparisons with the findings from previous transport benchmarking activities, in
particular the Citizen’s Network Benchmarking Initiative. Where reevant throughout the project’s
year two reports similar references have been made to the findings of the first year of the Urban
Trangport Benchmarking Initiative.

The inclusion of relevant and comparable data from year one benchmarking cities and the cities
involved in PLUM E benchmarking has made it possible to revisit the findings from these two sds
of dataand re-evauatetrends identified. Compilingthethree sets of datahas dso greatly increased
the number of data indicators available for comparison, thus improving the staisticd vaidity of
correlation coefficients and trends identified.

1.4  Objectives of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative
Thekey objectives of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative were:

1. To sdect annualy a group of participants representing local and regonal urban transport
stakeholders from 35-40 cities.

2. To agee a set of common performance indicators covering urban passenger and freight
trangport.

3. Toundertake acomparative anadysis across stakeholders.

4. Toset up amaximum of 5 thematic working groups on topics agreed by the participarts.

5. To organise site visits (3 per year) for the working groups through which to identify and sudy
best practices.

6. Todisseminatetheresults.

These objectives werelargely achieved and areview of the achievements of year two of the Urban
Trangport Benchmarking Initiative is presented in the concluding section of this report.

15 Purpose and context of thisreport

This document represents the summary report of the second year of the Urban Transport
BenchmarkingInitiative. The document outlines the organisation of the project and summarises the
findings of theproject. This document is supported by arange of annexes (detailed in Figure 1.1),
containing the reports that have been produced for each of the five working groups and for the
common indicators.
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Figure 1.1: Reporting structure for the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative
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Theremainder of this report includes an overview of the cities and regons that have participated in
the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative (section 2). Section 3 of the report outlines key
statigics and trends identified from the andysis of the common indicators. Section 4 summarises
the findings of the four working groups which have focused upon different urban transport-related
themes. The fina section of the report outlines the conclusions from year two of the Urban
Trangport Benchmarking Initiative and makes recommendations for the development of the project
for year three. A series of suggested next steps for the project are dso included in section five of
thisreport.
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2. ORGANISATION, PARTICIPANTS AND SITEVISITS

21  Project Organisation

Year two of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative was launched in September 2004 and the
work of year two of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative continued until June 2005, when
the results of the second year of theproject were disseminated a the End of Year Two conference.
Figure 2.1 (below) outlines graphically how theproject has progressed duringits second year:

Figure 2.1: Year two of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative

Year 2 launch Fiveworking groups finalised W
conference October 2004 |
September 2004 l
Behavioural & City : Public Transport
Socid Issuesin Logidics 1 Sl MaDneman(cjant Organisaion &
Public Transport )  (until Feb 05') J Pdicy
\ “// Definition of

Sitevisit 1: S
Definition of indi cators common indi cators
i v
Site visit 2: Cad Iecftior_1 of ’
Collation of data Findings disseminated common indicaors
| at End of Year Two !
Site visit 3: Conference Analysis of
Andlyssof data g June 2005 \common indi cators

4 working group 1joint sitevisit Common
reports report indicator report
The five themed working groups established during year one of the initiative continued to evolve
their chosen topics based upon the following themes; Behavioura and Social Issues in Public
Trangport, City Logstics, Cycling, Demand M anagement and Public Transport Organisation and

Policy. Dueto limited interest in the City Logistics theme this working group ceased its activities
in February 2005 and was not replaced due to the advanced stage of the project.

Each of theworking groups attended three site visits during the course of year two of the initiative,
with a total of 10 different cities being visited by working groups from the Urban Transport
Benchmarking Initiative. The site visits organised during year two of the initiative were held in;
Copenhagen, Dublin, Paris, M adrid, Stuttgart, Brescia, The Hague, Glasgow, Bologna and Athens.
These site visits were used partially to provide meeting time for the working groups in which the
participants discussed progress in the benchmarking process and planned the next phases of
development, as well as allowing the participants to focus upon the good practices evident in the
cities being visited. The site visits held in Brescia was jointly attended by the Behavioura and
Social Issues in Public Transport and Cycling working groups and included a workshop session in
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order to consider the links between the themes. The outcomes of this meeting have been reported in
Annex A6, which supportsthis document.

Once the working groups had advanced through the process of data collection and analysis the
rapporteurs from each working group were responsible for producing an end of year report, with the
help of the participants in the group. The key findings from year two of the project were
disseminated at the end of year conference which took place in June 2005 and, as illustrated in
Figure 1.1, the working group reports are annexed to this report.

2.2 Participating cities and regions

A tota of twenty six different cities participated in the second year of the Urban Transport
Benchmarking Initiative and twenty three submitted data for the project’s common indicators.
Among the data collected for the second year of the initiative a total of 6 cities were new
participants in the initiative and these included:

Cardiff
M amo

M adrid
Bietigheim-Bissingen

Glasgow
Palmade M allorca

Including the data obtained from PLUM E benchmarking cities and the first year of the Urban
Trangport Benchmarking Initiative, atotal of 45 cities fell within the scope of this report, for which
42 sets of common indicator datawere collected. The map shown in Figure 2.2 illustrates the wide
geographical spread of the cities involved in the three projects.

Figure 2.2: Cities participatingin the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative
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The cities which participated in the PLUM E benchmarking exercise collected the common
indicators used in year one of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative as part of their activity
to compare the integration between land-use planning and transport straegies. This work was
undertaken within the context of the PLUM E (PLanning and Urban Mobility in Europe) initiative
which was funded by the European Commission DG Research as part of the City of Tomorrow
programme. Along with the common indicators used in year one of the Urban Transport
Benchmarking Initiative, the PLUM E cities collected a set of indicators focusing upon land-use
planning, transport straegies and the extent of integration between thesetwo fields. The results of
the PLUM E initiative were presented at the project’s final conference in Cologne in June 2005 and
thefull reports are availabl e viathe project website www.lutr.n€g.

2.3 Project site vists

During the course of year two of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative atotal of 10 different
cities were visited by the working groups including:

Copenhagen - Paris - Madrid
Dublin - Stuttgart - Brescia
The Hague - Glasgow - Bologna
Athens

In year two of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative a greater degree of attention has been
gven over to the site visits in order that the participants attending the meetings can learn more
about the good practices in the cities visited. As a result many of the groups have included detailed
summaries of good practices observed during site visits in the annexes of their fina reports (A2.1
through to A5.1) and some working groups have included case study sections in the main bodies of
their reports (Annex A2 to A5). The site visit reports are also available on the Urban Transport
Benchmarking Initiative website at: http://www trangportbenchmarks.org/ev ents/site-visits.html.
Figure 2.3, below highlights some images from the cities visited over the course of year 2.
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Figure 2.3: Cities visited by the working groups

Cities pictured are: Top left to right; Copenhagen, Paris, M iddle left to right; The Hague, Stuttgart,
Bottom left to right; Bologna and Glasgow
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3. THECOMMON INDICATORS

This section of the summary report outlines selected background information and the key findings
drawn from the common indicator report (Annex A1 and A1.1). The common indicator report fully
describes the process of indicator selection, data collection and data analysis and includes a
completelist of the common indicators.

3.1 Background data

This section of the analy sis display sthe data used to provide a contextua overview of the cities and
regions which have participated in the first two years of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking
Initiative and the PLUM E benchmarking initiative. This data has been displayed to cover
back ground statistics, such as population, area, population density and GDP per capita, as well as
genera datawhich describe the urban transport network in each of the cities and regions.

Figures 3.1 to 3.4 and Table 3.1 provide a range of background statistics for each of the cities and
regions that participated in the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.

Figure 3.1: Surface area of cities
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Key data issues:
Datarelates to the study year of 2003, except for Oxford, Suceava, Lyon, Lisbon, Barcelona,
Bristol, Ngles, Helsinki, Rotterdam, Gdansk, Dresden, Cologne, Vienna, Warsaw, Athens,
Rome and London (2002), Prague and The Hague (2004) and M ersey side (2005).
Datafor Rotterdam refers to the municipality of Rotterdam.
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Data for Paris and London have been displayed for both city/ville areas and the wider,
metropolitan areas in recognition of the different sub-divisions in each of these cities.

Datafor Romerefers to the built-up areaand not the surrounding metropolitan area.

Datafor Barcelonarefers only to the city.

Datafor Dublin relates to the urbanised area of Dublin’s District Electora Divisions (DEDS).

Figure 3.1 illustrates the wide variety of cities that have collected common indicators through the
first two years of the Urban Trangport Benchmarking Initiative and the PLUM E benchmarking
activity. Thecitiesrangein size from Bietigheim-Bissingen, the small est city intheinitiative with a
surface area of 31km2, to the urbanised area of the lle de France which covers an areaof 2,370 km?.
In terms of both surface area coverage and population, the Ile de France (comprising Paris-Ville and
surrounding areas) represents the largest city participaing to have collected data for the Urban
Trangport Benchmarking Initiative and PLUM E benchmarking. Along with Greater London and
Rome, the Ile de France is one of three cities which are included in the anaysis to have a built-up
area which exceeds 1000 km?>.  The mean average surface area of cities which have submitted
common indicators is 367 km?, although this declines to 254 km? if the values for Rome, The lle de
France and Greater London are excluded from the cal culation.

Paris also displays the largest population, with 9.64 million inhabitants, among the benchmarking
cities (see Figure 3.2, overleaf). London is the second most populous city with 7.3 million
inhabitants followed by Rome and Athens. The smallest city in terms of size of population is
Bietigheim-Bissingen Oulu, which has a population of just over 41,000. Figure 3.1 and 3.2
emphasise the wide range of cities that have participated in the Urban Trangport Benchmarking
Initiative. The cities displayed in Figure 3.2 have been divided into groups according to population
size and these groupings are used as the basis for analy sing similarly sized cities later in this report.
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Figure 3.2: Population of cities
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Figure 3.2 Key Data Issues

Data refers to 2003, except for Clermont Ferrand (1999) Bdfast (2000), Athens, Brigol, Lisbon, M erseyside, Vienna and Oxford (2001),
Gdansk, Suceava, Dresden, Helsinki, Cologne, Naples, Lyon, Raterdam, Dublin, Barcdona, Warsaw, Rome, Greater London and the lle de
France (2002).

Datafor Rotterdam refers to the municipdity of Rotterdam.

Datafor Paris refers to the built-up areaand not the entire Ile de France regon.

Datafor London relates to the Gregter London area.

Datafor Romerefersto the built-up areaand not the surrounding metropolitan area.

Datafor Dublin relates to the urbanised area of Dublin’s District Electord Divisions (DED’Ss).

Datafor Barcdonarefers only to thecity.

Figure 3.3 Key Data Issues:

Data refers to 2003, except for Clermont Ferrand (1999) Befast (2000), Athens, Brigol, Lisbon, M erseyside, Vienna and Oxford (2001),
Gdansk, Suceava, Dresden, Helsinki, Cologne, Naples, Lyon, Ratterdam, Dublin, Barcdona, Warsaw, Rome, Greater London and the lle de
France (2002).

Datafor Rotterdam refers to the municipaity of Rotterdam.

Data for Paris refers to the built-up area and not the entire Ile de France regon. In Paris Ville (the urban centre of the city) the pgpulation
density exceeds 24,000 people/ k.

Datafor London relates to the Gresater London area.

Datafor Romerefersto the built-up areaand not the surrounding metropolitan area.

Datafor Dublin relates to the urbanised area of Dublin’s District Electord Divisions (DEDS).
Datafor Barcdonarefers only to the city, which is completely urbanised.
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Figure 3.3 outlines the population densities of the benchmarking cities, expressed as the number of
personsper square kilometre. The least densely populated city is Belfast, with 603 people per km?.
Paris—Ville (17,500 people per kmz) and Barcelona (15,647 people per km2) are significantly the
most densely populated cities, approximately four times denser than the mean-average population
density for al of the cities (4,275 people’kmz). The figures for Barcelona and Paris-Ville are
significantly larger than those for the other cities, because the data submitted accounts only for the
central areaof the city and thepopulation of this area.

The differences between the figures Greater London (4623 people per km2) and Inner London (9050
people per km2) and The Ile de France (4069 people per kmz) and Paris-Ville (17500 people per
km®) serve to demonstrate the variations in the density of populations in the central areas of cities
and across the urbanised areas as a whole. These examples also demonstrate the chal lenge inherent
in accurately de-limiting a city’s area and relating this area to the urban transport sysems which
operate within the city. Population density figures have aso been used as the basis for further
analy ses in section five of this report.

In order to provide arelevant comparison of the urban transport systems in the participaing cities a
total of five groups made up of cities with similar populations have been established. These groups
are based upon those defined in Figure 3.2 and, where several measures of population were given
(e.g. Dublin, London and Paris) the area for which the most complete datawas submitted has been
used. Thegroups of similarly populated cities have been described below in Table 3.1:

Table 3.1: Population groups for data analysis

Up to 300,000 300,000 — 600,000 Im —2m 2.m —3m More than 3m
inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants | inhabitants
Aaborg Alicante Barcelona Athens Coltze o
London
Bietigneim-Bissingen | Belfast Brussels M adrid lle de France
Brescia Bristol Bucharest Rome
Clermont Ferrand Cardiff Budapest
EmiliaRomagna
Ty SEE) Copenhagen Cologne
M amo Dresden Dublin (M et areq)
Oulu Gdansk M ersey side
Oxford Glasgow Naples
Suceava Helsinki Prague
Lisbon Warsaw
Lyon Vienna
Rotterdam
Stuttgart
The Hague

Figure 3.4 displays the GDP per capita values for the cities which have taken part in the first two
years of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative and the PLUM E Benchmarking exercise.
Sonificant differences are evident in thelevels of GDP per capita, most notably between Oulu, the
city with the largest GDP per capita (€56,784), and Su