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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This document represents the final report of the Behavioural & Social Issues in Urban Transport 
working group in year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.   
 
The main aim for working groups during the third year of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative was to develop the findings established during the first two years of the project, as well as 
continuing to try and identify interesting practices through the use of both quantitative data and 
qualitative analysis.  In year one of the initiative this working group chose the theme which is 
reflected in the working group title ‘Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport’  and focused 
upon the role that the issues of travel behaviour, education and marketing have upon the level of 
public transport patronage in cities. During the second year of the project the group looked at the 
topic of ‘Young people as a target group for public transport marketing’ .  In year three the group 
followed on from the previous two years research by concentrating on the commuter market, which 
was deemed a natural progression following the research areas covered in the previous two years of 
the initiative. 
 
The following cities and regions participated in the group during the third year of the project; Delft 
(Delft University of Technology), The Hague (Municipality of the Hague), Glasgow (Cycling 
Scotland), Nottingham (Nottingham City Council, Paris (RATP) and Santander (Gobierno de 
Cantabria and Fundacion Centro Tecnologico en Logistica Integral Cantabria). 
 
The site visits which took place in Santander, The Hague and Nottingham provided a very useful 
insight into public transport practices applied across Europe, and were tailored with particular 
reference to commuters, in line with the theme covered by the group in year three.  The site visits 
held in Santander and The Hague were joint site visits, held in conjunction with the Cycling 
working group.  These site visits continued the joint working started by these two groups, during 
their joint site visit to Brescia during year two of the project.  The third site visit to Nottingham was 
just attended by members of the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group. 
 
One of the main recommendations from year two of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative 
was that a logical development from the topic of ‘Young People’  covered by the working group in 
year two would be to take into consideration the commuter aspects of transport planning and public 
transport promotion.  Thus, during the year three launch workshop in Brussels, it was decided that 
the research questions for year three, would be focused on the research topic of ‘Commuter Travel’ .   
During the first site visit of the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group to 
Santander in December 2005, the research question was finalised and phrased: 
 
“ How can we influence the travel behaviour of commuters in order to increase the market share 
of sustainable modes and retain existing customers?”  
 
Following discussions with the Cycling working group, it became clear that the topic of 
interchanges was something that both groups were interested in and therefore elected to research 
together.  The results of this joint research are dealt with separately, in a jointly prepared document 
titled; ‘ Interesting Practice at Interchanges’ , which is Annex 6 of the year three reports of the Urban 
Transport Benchmarking Initiative. 

 
Following this, the list of thematic data indicators used for the year two research of the working 
group, were reviewed and it was felt that in order to allow for consistent comparison, these should 
be kept the same.  From the analysis of the working group’s activities and data collection during 
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year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative, the following key conclusions and 
recommendations have been identified; 
 
0.1 Conclusions  
 
·  Initially, the situation in all of the different cities involved in the Behavioural and Social Issues 

in Public Transport working group, appeared vastly different.  However closer analysis allows 
for some recognisable patterns and common issues across the group. 

 
·  Analysis across the cities identified that commuters form the largest public transport user group 

in all cities that took part in the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  It is also clear that the 
car is still the most popular mode choice of commuters across Europe. 

 
·  Marketing in all of the cities is sporadic, with each city having a different, quite complicated, 

fare structure.  It is likely that the complex array of fare options open to commuters may serve to 
reduce the attractiveness of public transport.   

 
·  The effort and resources put into the communication of public transport resources for commuters 

also varied greatly across the working group.  Only two cities provided a specific service for 
journey planning and few cities hold specific events throughout the year to encourage commuter 
travel by public transport.  

 
·  Specifically funded posts, to deal with ‘Travel Plans’  appear to be a feature of cities from the UK 

and the Netherlands and there is great potential for cities in these countries to share their good 
experiences and spread knowledge of the benefits of behavioural measures, such as travel 
planning, to other cities in the EU, New Member States and Accession Countries.  It is likely that 
New Member States in particular, may be able to adopt travel planning approaches to encourage 
continued use of public transport in the face of increased economic prosperity, rising car 
ownership levels and greater levels of commuting. 

 
·  In terms of intermodality, all of the cites involved in the Cycling and the Behavioural and Social 

Issues in Public Transport working groups, recognise the importance of providing user-friendly 
interchanges, in order to increase public transport use.  

 
·  From discussions at the joint working group meetings it became clear that the cities were keen to 

share ‘ interesting practices’  on the good and bad aspects of design and usage of Interchanges, in 
order to improve their practices.  The results of this joint research are presented separately, by 
both groups in the Annex 6 report entitled ‘ Interesting Practice at Interchanges’ .   

 
·  The following conclusions can be drawn in terms of responding to the group’s year three 

research question: 
 

“ How can we influence the travel behaviour  of commuters in order  to increase the market 
share of sustainable modes and retain existing customers?”   

 
o It is clear that the key lies in the provision of funding and resources for the promotion 

and marketing of public transport.   
o Without a staffed position (or department) within a local authority that can take 

responsibility for encouraging sustainable commuting, there is significantly less chance 
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that commuters will become aware of the alternative modes of commuting at their 
disposal. 

o Without undertaking specific activities to raise the awareness of commuters and deliver 
meaningful incentives to employers, it is likely that private car use will continue to 
appear to be the easiest commuting option for the vast majority of citizens. 

 
0.2 Recommendations 
 
·  The lack of awareness among the group’s participants of the size of the commuter user group, 

and potential for encouraging commuting by public transport, in their own cities, indicates that 
this is a surprisingly overlooked target group for publicity and marketing activities.  This 
highlights a clear need for further behavioural research into commuting and the comparative 
values of public transport users and car drivers when accessing their place of work. 

 
·  It is clear that proactively promoting public transport fares and services with direct comparisons 

against the full cost of car use could help to encourage public transport commuting in cities.  
This would need to be undertaken strategically, through a concerted campaign of marketing and 
incentives, rather than sporadic offers and could form the subject of an EC funded 
demonstration project. 

 
·  Simplifying fare options available to commuters may also help to promote greater uptake of 

commuting by public transport.  It is clear from the typology of fares available in this document, 
that such an array of options is likely to confuse potential public transport users. 

 
·  There is considerable potential for seamless intermodal travel to encourage commuters to 

combine cycling and public transport modes in order to rival the cost and efficiency of private 
car user.  Developing improved interchange facilities at important commuter stops (e.g. entry 
and exit points from the public transport network, such as suburbs and business districts), which 
are complemented by integrated, real-time information and parking provision for bicycles, 
would be of particular benefit. 

 
·  Greater effort must be made to involve employers in campaigns to encourage sustainable 

commuting.  Legislation to encourage employers to be responsible in their choice of site 
location and the information they provide to staff in relation to travel to work has mainly been 
permissive to date, although the UK and The Netherlands have begun to realise the potential of 
these approaches.  Across Europe some employers have recognised the benefits of encouraging 
their staff to travel sustainably and are making cost made cost savings through proactive travel 
planning activities (e.g. such as reducing land-take and car parking requirements, as detailed in 
the Department for Transport (DfT) Smarter Choices case studies1).  An EU-wide version of 
this publication, accompanied by a concerted effort to influence company legislation in EU 
member states would have a significant impact upon sustainable commuting. 

 
·  The key challenge to encouraging sustainable commuting stems from the need to change 

people’s culture.  This requires continuous campaigning at a European level in order that the 
benefits of commuting sustainably, by public transport, walking and cycling are linked to issues 
which affect everyone.  As well as the environment and health benefits associated with 

                                                
1 DfT (2004), Smarter Choices - Changing the way we travel:, available online at: 
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_control/documents/contentservertemplate/dft_index.hcst?n=13850&l=2, last 
accessed 10/07/06 
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sustainable commuting there is a key need to underline the personal financial benefits of 
travelling sustainably.   

 
·  The private car remains the cheapest and fastest transport option in some EU states and cities.  

As a result there is a clear need for complementary Demand Management measures, to 
influence both the supply of, and demand for, road capacity.  Measures such as pricing 
disincentives will ultimately be required in most cities if sustainable modes are to be considered 
‘better’  than private car use. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Project Background 
 
The Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative has sought to apply the concept of benchmarking to 
the urban transport systems present in cities across the EU, including the New Member States.  This 
is in keeping with the European Union©s policy approach which places considerable importance 
upon the role attractive, efficient local and regional transport systems can play in the economic 
development and social cohesion of the EU.  In the field of urban transport the exchange and 
promotion of best practices is one of the main policy tools that the European Commission 
possesses. The Urban Transport Benchmarking initiative has therefore compared the differences 
between the participating cities© transport systems in order to identify and promote effective 
practices in urban transport. 
 
The benchmarking concept has great potential when applied to urban transport systems.  A range of 
previous initiatives has provided this project with the opportunity to sharpen the focus of the 
benchmarking process and, by learning from previous experiences, provide more comparable 
results.  The development of more practical data indicators has aided the learning process for the 
organisations involved in the project and this has greatly helped to improve the robustness of the 
data collected for the project. 
 
The Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative has adhered to the European Commission©s 
subsidiary principle by including as many urban transport stakeholders as possible.  The process of 
the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative has been a fluid one, responding to the issues which 
were raised by participants in the project, rather than following a rigid, predetermined process.  In 
this way the subsidiarity principle has been fulfilled, because the recommendations of interesting 
practices are coming from a network of urban transport operators, user groups, local authorities and 
municipalities, rather than a single centralised institution.  It is therefore hoped that the project©s 
findings will provide a useful resource for other urban transport stakeholders and help them to 
implement innovative solutions to commonly experienced urban transport problems. 
 
This round of reporting covers the third and final year of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative, which began in September 2005.  During the first two years of the initiative a range of 
themes were pursued, for which data was collected by the participating cities.  These themes were 
organised as working groups and are listed below:  
 
·  Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport  
·  City Logistics  
·  Cycling  
·  Demand Management  
·  Public Transport Organisation and Policy 
 
During the second year of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative the working group structure 
was retained, although due to insufficient interest in the City Logistics theme this group did not 
continue.  In order to replace this topic a new working group, focusing upon Urban Transport for 
Disabled People, was established in year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative. 
 
This report presents the findings of the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working 
group, the methodology used by the working group, the data collected and analysed and the 
recommendations emanating from the analysis.  Year three of the benchmarking initiative 
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represents the final year of the project and, as a result, the emphasis of the reporting has shifted 
from previous years in order to take into account the need to disseminate the findings to a wider 
audience.  As an additional activity the reports from each of the working groups are supported by a 
good practice case study handbook, which provides detailed descriptions of the good practices and 
urban transport solutions that cities involved in the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative have 
implemented. 
 
1.2 Methodology of the working group 
 
The Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group has continued to develop 
during the third year of the initiative.  At the start of the third year of the project there were quite a 
few changes to the make-up of the group.  The city of Santander joined the initiative and the 
Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group, were pleased to welcome them.  
The group also gained participants, who had been involved in the project previously, as members of 
other working groups. The Hague joined from the Demand Management group and Cycling 
Scotland, representing Glasgow joined from the Cycling group (although they also continued to 
also be represented in the Cycling group).  The cities of Delft and Nottingham were also involved in 
the working group’s activities during year three of the initiative, both of whom were new to the 
Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative in year three.  A number of the participating cities were 
unfortunately unable to take part during the final year of the project.  So as a result of these changes 
the following seven cities and regions have been involved the Behavioural and Social Issues in 
Public Transport working group during year three of the project (see also Figure 1.1): 
 
·  Cycling Scotland (Glasgow) 
·  Delft (Delft University of Technology) 
·  The Hague (Municipality of the Hague) 
·  Nottingham (Nottingham City Council) 
·  Paris (RATP) 
·  Santander (Gobierno de Cantabria and Fundacion Centro Tecnologico en Logistica Integral 

Cantabria) 
 

Figure 1.1: Par ticipating cities and regions 
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The working group has broadly followed the timetable that has been adhered to by all the working 
groups (see Table 1.1 below) and has used the meeting time available at each of the three site visits 
to discuss each stage of the benchmarking process.  The core aim of the working group has been to 
try and identify good practices through the use of both quantitative data and qualitative analysis in 
order that the participants in the group may learn from each other’s approaches to urban transport; 
this year with particular interest in commuter travel. 
 

Table 1.1: Working group time-plan 
 

Event Date Progress 

Launch 
Workshop September 22nd 2005 Review of year one themes and indicators 

Site Visit 1 
(Joint with 

Cycling group) 

December 1st and 2nd 
2005 

Agree year two research question and ratify 
data indicators.  Agree a plan for data collection 

and agree units comparable within the group. 
Site Visit 2 
(Joint with 

Cycling group) 

March 19th and 20th 
2006 

Collation of data and identification of any 
problems at this stage.  Discussion of 

problematic indicators. 

Site Visit 3 
May 18th and 19th 

2006 

Interpretation and presentation of data in draft 
format, working towards group’s findings in 

preparation for the final conference 

Final 
conference June 16th 2006 Presentation of final results and group 

recommendations for further research 

 
The third year of the project also saw changes in the management of the group.  In February 2006, 
the working group expert for the first two years, Guido Müller (ILS) was seconded to DG TREN. 
The role of group expert then passed to Jim Bradley, of Transport & Travel Research Ltd.  Jim has 
many years experience in travel behaviour and travel plans research and was therefore ideally suited 
to the role of working group expert, particularly given the focus on commuter travel.  The working 
group expert was responsible for overseeing the discussions at each of the working group site visits 
as well as assisting the group with technical issues such as the data collection and analysis 
processes.  The group was this year supported by a new rapporteur, Joanna Ward (TTR), who has a 
vast range of experience developing and implementing travel plans in the UK.  Joanna was 
responsible for the organisation of site visits, the preparation of reports and overall co-ordination of 
the working group, during year three of the project. 
 
1.3 Definition of the working group theme 
 
The working group’s theme; ‘Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport’  was chosen by the 
participants at the first working group meeting in year one of the project.  The theme represents the 
varying interests of the working group members and continued to be used as the title for the group 
during year three of the initiative.   
 
The overarching topic of the working group was the role that the issues of travel behaviour, 
education and marketing have upon the level of public transport patronage in a city.  Although the 
working group’s theme remained unchanged from year one of the project, the focus of the research 
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question, which shapes the activities of the group, did alter during years two and three and this is 
explained in more detail in section 3.1 of this document.   
 
1.4 Site visits 
 
As described above, the working group attended a total of three site visits over the third year of the 
Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  The first two of these visits were held jointly with the 
Cycling working group, the third was a separate Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport 
working group visit.  The locations for the visits were: 
 
1) Santander (December 2005) 
2) The Hague (March 2006) 
3) Nottingham (May 2006) 
 
As well as providing a useful insight into public transport practices applied in various cities across 
Europe, the visits were also used to structure the group discussion time and phases of progress in 
the initiative. A summary of these visits is also available on the project website 
www.transportbenchmarks.org.   
 
The two joint site visits held during the third year in Santander (December 2005) and The Hague 
(March 2006), continued the valuable work started between the two groups, during the year two 
joint site visit to Brescia.  The two groups decided at the year three launch workshop in Brussels 
that the initial joint working experiment should be developed during the third year of the project. 
The two groups identified a common interest in ‘ Interchanges’  and as a result have produced a 
separate joint report focusing on ‘ Interchange Good Practices’ .  To complete this, each participating 
city evaluated the positive and negative aspects of a current Interchange in their own city or area 
and this report is provided in Annex 6.  The two groups have also followed the recommendations 
made at the end of year two of the initiative and collected eight joint data indicators on the topic of 
cycling and public transport intermodality. 
 
1.5 Learning from previous initiatives 
 
As well as the recommendations from the first two years of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative, the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group has been able to 
refer back to the achievements of the Citizen’s Network Benchmarking Initiative working group 
reports.  This has enabled the group to try to further refine the process of benchmarking urban 
transport and to learn from previous experiences.   
 
The third year of the initiative has largely represented an evolution of the group’s previous activities 
and, where possible, the recommendations from the reports produced at the end of the project’s first 
and second years have been heeded. 
 
1.6 Contents and purpose of this repor t 
 
This report is Annex A2 of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative Year Three final report 
and describes the approach taken by the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working 
group.  The findings from thematic data indicators collected by the group are presented and 
analysed along with the recommendations of the working group.  The report also contains a section 
on the joint indicators collected by both the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport 
working group and the Cycling working group. 
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The remainder of the report consists of a description of the cities and regions that participated in the 
working group accompanied by relevant background statistics derived from the common indicators 
(section 2).  Section 3 of the report outlines the methodology for defining the thematic indicators 
and the process of data collection.  Section 4 of the report contains the analysis of the thematic 
indicators and information on the joint indicators collected by both the Behavioural and Social 
Issues in Public Transport working group and the Cycling working group and the relevant analysis 
of these.   Section five details the integration indicators collected during year three of the project by 
all of the cities involved. The final section of the report contains the conclusions made by the group 
and the recommendations for further developing the theme of the working group. 
 
The jointly prepared report on ‘ Interchange Good Practice’  is contained in Annex 6 to the final 
benchmarking report. 
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2. WORKING GROUP PARTICIPANTS 
 
This section of the report provides an overview of the cities that have been represented in the 
Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group during year three of the Urban 
Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  Section 2.1 introduces the participants in the working group, 
while section 2.2 contains descriptions of each city that has participated in the working group.  
Section 2.3 provides background data from the common indicators, which provides some context 
about the size and situation of each of the cities represented in the working group, in order to 
provide the information to allow for some real comparison. 
 
2.1 Working group par ticipants 
 
One regional authority, two local authorities, one independent body, one educational establishment 
and one operator were represented in the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working 
group, thus offering a wide range of views and opinions from differing perspectives. Table 2.1 
outlines the participants in the group, the organisations they work for and the cities and regions they 
are representing in the project. 
 

Table 2.1: Summary of working group par ticipants 
 

Area Organisation Status Country Par ticipant 

Glasgow Cycling Scotland 
Independent, 
Government 
funded body 

Scotland Erl Wilkie 

Delft Delft University of 
Technology 

Education 
establishment 

The 
Netherlands 

Satish Kumar 
Beella 

Nottingham Nottingham City 
Council 

Local Authority UK Jeremy Prince 

Paris RATP Operator France Isabelle Bachmann 

Santander 

Gobierno de 
Cantabria and 
Fundacion Centro 
Tecnologico en 
Logistica Integeral 
Cantabria 

Regional 
authorities Spain 

Juan M. Castanedo 
Galán 
and 
Juan Santiago 
Hernández 

The Hague Municipality of The 
Hague  

Local Authority The 
Netherlands 

Toine Molenschot 

  
The cities and regions represented in the working group cover a wide geographical area and offer a 
range of varying practices and experiences which were shared over the course of the project. The 
key interest shared by all members of the working group is a desire to improve the modal share of 
public transport in their city or region, primarily by encouraging modal shift by car users. 
 
In order to make any comparisons between the interesting practices applied in cities or regions 
represented in the working group it is essential to display an awareness of the background of each 
of the participating cities and regions.  The remainder of section two of this report therefore 
summarises the geographical and urban transport situations in each of the participating cities and 
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regions and utilises some background statistics from the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative 
common indicators to provide context for further comparisons. 
 
2.2 Descr iption of cities represented  
 
Glasgow 
 
Glasgow is the largest city in Scotland and has an urban population of around 600,000 spread over 
approximately 176 km2.  Glasgow has rejuvenated itself in recent years and has undergone a change 
of image, becoming European City of Culture in 1990 and City of Architecture and Design in 1999. 
It is now the UK©s largest retail centre after London and therefore, the commercial capital of 
Scotland.  It is also one of twenty top financial centres in Europe.  Located in the central belt of 
Scotland on the west coast, Glasgow benefits from direct links to major cities in the UK and Europe 
through its extensive road rail and air network. The city also benefits from a 
comprehensive integrated bus, rail and underground network serving the city and the Greater 
Glasgow Area - including East Kilbride, Bishopbriggs and Clydebank.  Glasgow City Council’s 
objective for transport is as follows; ‘Our aim is to have a city where people use their cars only 
when necessary and to ensure that alternative modes of transport such as buses, trains, cycling and 
walking can be used for most journeys’ . 
 

Figure 2.1: Unitary Author ities of the Greater  Glasgow area 
 

�
 

Source: Courtesy of www.scotland.com 
 
Glasgow’s large urban transportation system, is mostly managed by the Strathclyde Partnership for 
Transport (SPT), part of Transport Scotland.  Until 2006 it was known as Strathclyde Passenger 
Transport and was the only Passenger Transport Executive in Scotland.  SPT is formed and 
financed out of the twelve unitary authorities in the Greater Glasgow area including Glasgow City 
Council.  It has responsibility for local train services, the Subway, certain ferries and buses.  The 
tweleve unitary authorites of the Greater Glasgow area are shown above in Figure 2.1. 
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The city has many bus services, almost all run by private operators since bus deregulation in 1986, 
however SPT fund services where there is public need but no service.  SPT also own and run the 
principal bus station in Glasgow, Buchanan bus station, which is a terminus point for many long 
distance intercity coach services as well as local journeys. The Greater Glasgow Passenger 
Transport Executive (GGPTE), formerly the municipal transport operator, is, as a result of bus 
deregulation, now privately owned by First Group, who operate a vast bus network in Glasgow 
including its twelve core 24 hour 365 days a year services.  Other large operators in Glasgow are 
Arriva and Stagecoach with a number of smaller operators catering to individual districts including 
First Stop Travel and many others. 
 
Glasgow has the most extensive urban rail network in the UK outside of London, with rail services 
serving a large part of the West of Scotland.  All trains running within Scotland are operated by 
First ScotRail, who own the franchise as determined by the Scottish Executive.  This company is 
part of First Group that runs the majority of bus services in the country.  There are two main railway 
terminals which provide train services throughout the United Kingdom: Central Station and Queen 
Street Station.  Local trains within Glasgow are however run by First Scotrail to the specification 
and requirements of SPT.  The city©s suburban network is currently divided on both sides of the 
River Clyde.  The Glasgow Crossrail initiative has been proposed as a solution and is currently 
awaiting funding from the Scottish Executive. 
 
As well as the suburban rail network, SPT also run the UK©s only completely underground metro 
system, the Glasgow Subway; which runs from the Southside, to the West End.  A single ticket is 
£1 (approximately � 1.5), and a return £2 (approximately � 3), however after 09.30 a ‘discovery’  day 
ticket can be purchased for £1.90 (under � 3). 
 
Delft 
 
Delft is a city and municipality in the province of South Holland (Zuid-Holland), the Netherlands, 
located halfway between Rotterdam and The Hague (Den Haag).  It is primarily known for its 
picturesque centre, Delft Blue pottery, the Delft University of Technology and its association with 
the Dutch Royal Family. 
 

Figure 2.2: The City of Delft 
 

 
 

Source: www.visitdelft.com 
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Delft has a population of approximately 94,316 and is easily accessible by a number of means of 
transport; it is situated just off Motorway A13 or via local roads directly from The Hook of Holland. 
Delft is also connected to the surrounding cities by train, tram and bus. 
 
Nottingham 
 
The city of Nottingham is situated in the East Midlands area of the UK, is the sixth largest urban 
area in the UK, outside London.  Nottingham is also the county town of Nottinghamshire.  The 
centre of Nottingham lies on the River Leen and its southern boundary follows the course of the 
River Trent, which flows from Stoke on Trent to the Humber estuary.  According to the 2001 
census, Nottingham has an estimated city population of 275,100.  The Nottingham Urban Area 
conurbation (which includes surrounding suburbs outside the city boundary, and neighbouring 
towns) had a population of 666,358 recorded in the 2001 census.  
 
Nottingham is the fastest-growing city in the UK, with the youngest average population.  It also has 
a highly educated population with 17.1% of the population having higher education qualifications.  
The city also has two well established universities and boosts the highest percentage of graduate 
retention in the UK. 
 
The expansion and regeneration of Nottingham has been taking place for a while now, with 
redeveloped shopping and leisure complexes, a large number of residential developments and a 
totally revamped transport system. 
 

Figure 2.3: Nottingham’s main transpor t connections 
 

 
 

Source: Nottingham City Council 
 
Nottingham is close to the M1 motorway and is also well-served by train services operated by 
Midland Mainline from Nottingham station to London.  The re-opening of the local Robin Hood 
Railway Line to passengers rather than just freight, between 1993 and 1998, has provided 
Nottingham with better links to its close neighbours of the towns of Hucknall, Kirkby-in-Ashfield, 
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Sutton-in-Ashfield and Mansfield.  Other lines connect the city to Beeston, Burton Joyce, 
Netherfield and Carlton. 
 
Nottingham East Midlands Airport located approximately 13 miles out of Nottingham city centre, is 
well served by low-cost international airlines, makes the city easily accessible from other parts of 
the world, through the provision of daily services to many principal European destinations. 
 
Nottingham is reversing the UK national trend, as city bus use is growing while employment rates 
are rising.  This is a result of the city council, as well as the two principal operators, Nottingham 
City Transport (NCT) and Trent Barton, making multi-million-pound investments in some of the 
newest fleets in the country.  NCT was also the first transport operator in the UK to use RFID 
technology for its EasyRider bus passes, introduced in 2000.  The two operators are also frequent 
winners of the National Bus Operator of the Year award. 
 
A new light rail system; the Nottingham Express Transit has recently been introduced in 
Nottingham.  For nearly three years now, the trams run from Hucknall in the north to the city©s 
railway station.  An additional spur to/from Phoenix Park serves as a Park and Ride Station close to 
the M1 motorway (Junction 26).  Planned future lines will create a 3 line network to the southern 
and western suburbs. 
 
Par is 
 
Paris is the capital city of France and has an urban population of 11.5 million inhabitants, 2.1 
million of which live in ‘Paris Ville’ ; the central area of the city which covers an area of 100 km2.   
A plan of Paris is included as Figure 2.4.  The urbanised area of Paris covers 2,370 km2. 
 

Figure 2.4: Plan of Par is 
 

 
Source: Image courtesy of RATP. 

 
RATP is the largest public transport operator in Paris and is responsible for the majority of the 
capital’s public transport services, while the independent bus operators in the city are represented 



Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative Year Three 

Transport & Travel Research Ltd         July 2006 

 

Page 11 

by the umbrella organisation OPTILE.  In Paris the provision of public transport is predominantly 
through sub-surface modes such as the RER urban heavy rail network and the extensive metro 
system.  In the last 5 years the city of Paris has also invested in the first new tram capacity to be 
constructed in the city for more than 60 years.  Additional tram construction is planned in Paris with 
the aim to create a network of suburban tram routes which start where the Paris metro lines 
currently finish. 
 
Santander   
 
The port city of Santander is the capital of the region of Cantabria, situated on the north coast of 
Spain between Asturias, to the west and the Basque Country, to the east. The population in 2004 
was approximately 184,000. Just over a third of Cantabrians live in the city of Santander.  The 
population has remained fairly steady since 1981.  Spain©s low birth rate and aging population have 
combined with rising immigration figures to keep the population growth fairly stagnant. 
Nevertheless, the Santander conurbation continues to sprawl as young families move away from the 
high cost of living in the heart of the city. 
 
Santander has excellent sea links with the UK; Brittany Ferries run a twice weekly service between 
Plymouth and Santander.  Santander has a large bus terminal very close to the ferry terminal which 
therefore encourages intermodality between the two.  The city’s airport, a short bus ride away from 
the city centre, flies approximately 600,000 passengers per year. The airport is showing a 5% 
growth rate per annum which is approximately an additional 25,000 passengers/year. This is mainly 
due to budget airlines linking with an expanding number of cities, there are three more Ryanair 
destinations expected for next year. The city also has a large Railway station that links the city with 
many other parts of the Country. 
 

Figure 2.5: The por t of Santander  
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The Hague 
 
The Hague is the political and administrative centre of the Netherlands although Amsterdam is 
officially the capital.  The Hague is part of the Ranstad which is a highly urbanised area comprising 
Rotterdam, Amsterdam, Utrecht and The Hague, the most significant cities in The Netherlands 
(along with Eindhoven to the south).   
 
The Hague covers an area of 85 km2 with a population of 469,564.  It is located to the West of the 
Netherlands on the coast.  Public transportation in The Hague consists of a sizeable number of tram 
and bus routes, operated by HTM Personenvervoer.  Plans for a subway were shelved in the early 
1970s. However, in 2004 a tunnel was built under the city centre with two underground tram 
stations ("Spui" and "Grote Markt"); it is shared by tram routes 2, 3 and 6. 
 
A regional light rail system called Randstadrail is currently under construction and will connect The 
Hague, Rotterdam, Zoetermeer and their suburbs.  In The Hague, Randstadrail will connect up with 
the present tram network at the central station.  Randstadrail will then run through the tunnel under 
the city centre and out to the suburbs on specially converted tram routes. 
 
There are two main railway stations in The Hague: Den Haag Hollands Spoor (HS) and Den Haag 
Centraal. International services stop at Hollands Spoor and the central station offers good 
connections with the rest of the country, with direct services to most major cities. 
 
The nearest airport to The Hague is Rotterdam airport, however, it is not easily reachable by public 
transport.  With four direct trains per hour from Hollands Spoor or Centraal, Amsterdam Schiphol 
airport is more frequently used by people travelling to and from The Hague by aeroplane. 
 
Major motorways connecting to The Hague include the A12 (the first motorway in The 
Netherlands), running to Utrecht and the German border.  The A12 runs directly into the heart of 
the city in a cutting. Built in the 1970s, this section of motorway (the "Utrechtse Baan") is now 
heavily congested.  Plans which were made in the late 1990s for a second artery road into the city 
(the "Trekvliettracé"), have continually been put on hold.  Other connecting motorways are the A4, 
which connects the city with Amsterdam, and the A13, which runs to Rotterdam and goes toward 
the Belgian border. 

Figure 2.6: City of The Hague 
 

 
 

Source: Courtesy of The Hague City Council 
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2.3 Background data from the common indicators 
 
This section of the report uses data from the common indicators and background data from the 
group’s thematic indicators in order to provide some basic information and comparisons for each of 
the cities and regions represented in the working group.  Throughout this report the statistics for the 
four cities of Glasgow, Paris, Santander and The Hague have been compared with each other. 
Unfortunately no common indicator information was available for the cities of Delft and 
Nottingham.  Table 2.2 outlines some of the key statistics for each of the cities and regions in the 
working group.   
 

Table 2.2: Background statistics for  cities/regions in the working group 
 

Statistics 
(2004) Glasgow Paris  Santander The Hague 

Area of city 
km2 

176 
(2003) 

120 
(2003) 

34.8 
 

85 
(including 

water) 
Population 

of city 
577,670 

(2003) 2,142,000 
183,799 

(Cantabria) 469,564 

Population 
density 

(people per 
km2) 

3,282 
(2003) 

178,500 5,282 5,524 

Area of 
region km2 

6,969 
(2003)  184 420 

Population 
of region 

2,141,000 
(2003)  250,826 97,8161 

GDP per  
capita in �  

31,725 
(2003) 

 19,280 
(Cantabria) 

30,000 

Urban 
Employmen

t 

70% 
(2003)   67% 

 
Note: All data listed in the table is for 2004, except where indicated in brackets beneath the data. 

 
The cities compared throughout this report range widely in terms of size, population and income 
levels. The following key observations can be made in order to bring some context to any 
comparisons that are made later in the report: 
 
·  In terms of urban administrative areas, Glasgow is spatially the largest city in the group. 

 
·  Paris is the second largest city in the working group, in terms of both surface area and 

population.  Third in terms of size is The Hague and fourth Santander.  In terms of population 
Santander is the smallest by a long way, and this is surprising as the population figures have 
been provided for the whole of the Cantabria region. Thus, it might be expected that the 
population figures for Santander are much larger than the others in the table.  This smaller 
figure can be explained by the fact that, Spain currently has the second lowest fertility rate 
among the original fifteen European Union member states2.  

                                                
2 Eurostat 2004 
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·  It should also be noted at this stage that, Paris and The Hague are the capital cities of their 

respective countries and as shown in the results in Table 2.2, would be expected to be more 
densely populated. 

 
·  In terms of GDP per capita the cities in the working group can be ranked as follows:  

 
� 31,725: Glasgow 
� 30,000: The Hague 
� 19,280: Santander (Cantabria Region) 
 
Although not the optimum measure of average wealth, GDP per capita figures do provide a 
means of comparison for cities in different countries.  The variations in wealth which are 
evident across the working group cities and regions are important considerations when 
comparing the costs of public transport trips and other monetary data between the participating 
cities.  GDP per capita is also a useful measure of the degree of economic activity which takes 
place in a city or region.  

 
·  The resident employment levels are broadly comparable for the cities in the working group that 

were able to provide data; with both Glasgow and The Hague having almost a third of their 
populations fully employed. The level of employment within the city may impact upon the 
demands placed on a city’s urban transport network, which will in turn have an effect on 
commuter travel, for both commuters and employers. 

 
2.4 Modal split data from common indicators 
 
In addition to the background data displayed above, the modal split statistics from the common 
indicator report are displayed for each of the cities and regions in Figures 2.7 and 2.8. 
 
Figure 2.7 illustrates the range of modal splits for all trips made in three of the cities and regions 
participating in the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group during year 
three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  These data have been obtained from the 
common indicators collected by all participants in the initiative, which are reported in Annex A1 of 
the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative year three final report.   
 
The complete modal share data provided in Figure 2.7 are generally considered to be less reliable 
than those presented in Figure 2.8, which illustrate motorised trips in the cities and regions.  This is 
because the modal share figures for walking and cycling are often based upon estimates of the 
number of trips per person per day, rather than through quantitative surveys, which are much easier 
to apply to cars (traffic counts) and public transport modes (ticket statistics and access through 
ticket gates).  
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Figure 2.7: Modal Split data for  all daily tr ips (including walking and cycling) for  the cities 
and regions in the working group  
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Figures 2.7 and 2.8 clearly show that, of the cities involved in the Behavioural and Social Issues in 
Public Transport working group, Glasgow has the greatest number of public transport trips.  The 
Cantabria Region displays the largest number of walking journeys, while it is clear that they are not 
counted in the city of Glasgow.  Private car use is greatest in Glasgow, with The Hague having the 
second highest car modal share. 
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Figure 2.8: Modal split data for  all daily motor ised tr ips (excluding walking and cycling) for  the cities and regions in the working group 
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3. DEFINITION OF THEMATIC INDICATORS 
 
Section 3 of this report outlines the process of selecting a research topic and focusing the data 
collection process upon the group’s chosen theme.  Section 3.1 describes the research question 
selected by the working group and section 3.2 explains the methodology that was used to define and 
select data indicators.  Section 3.3 focuses upon the data collection and analysis of the data and 
section 3.4 outlined the definition of interesting practice which has been used by the Urban 
Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  Finally, section 3.5 highlights the main barriers to data 
collection and data limitations encountered by the working group. 
 
3.1 Year three research question 
 
The working group’s research question for the third year of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative was devised during the year three launch workshop in Brussels, which took place in 
September 2005.  Prior to this meeting, the group had proposed that a logical follow-on to their year 
two work on young people, would be the potential to consider commuters and the aspects of travel 
planning and public transport promotion that are relevant to commuters. 
 
The range of ideas for the research topics, which the working group had generated during the 
meeting at the year three launch workshop, held in Brussels in September 2005, were discussed in 
more detail in Santander, where four main topics were considered: 
 
1. How do you promote sustainable alternatives to car travel to commuters (e.g. in order to change 

people’s behaviour?) 
2. What are the most successful measures to get people to use these sustainable alternatives? 

2.1. Barriers / factors of success 
2.2. Incentives 
2.3. Transport planning 

3. Low density / suburban areas – Relationship with travel and transportation? 
4. Designing Interchanges (for all modes) to change travel behaviour. 
 
During the first site visit to Santander in December 2005, the group decided that answering all four 
questions would be too ambitious for the third year of this project.  As a result the group discussed 
how to condense the questions, whilst still attempting to get the most detailed research data.  The 
finalised question was agreed by the group as;  
 
‘How can we influence the travel behaviour of commuters in order to increase the market share 
of sustainable modes and retain existing customers?”   
 
It was agreed with the Cycling working group that the joint issue of ‘ Interchanges’  would be dealt 
with by both groups, because it was a subject in which they were both interested. 
 
Having agreed on both the theme and research question for year three of the initiative, for ease of 
data collection, the group defined ‘commuter journeys’  as ‘ journeys to and from a place of paid 
employment’ .  Journeys undertaken by students to and from educational establishments, it was felt, 
had been dealt with as part of the group’s year two research into younger people. 
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3.2 Methodology for  indicator  definition  
 
The research question selected by the members of the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public 
Transport working group represented a logical development of the topic pursued by the Behavioural 
and Social Issues in Public Transport working group during year two of the Urban Transport 
Benchmarking Initiative.  As a result the indicators successfully developed, collected and analysed 
for the working group’s activities during year one and two could nearly all be related to the year 
three research topic of commuter travel.  Those indicators which were unsuccessful during the 
previous rounds of benchmarking were not pursued for further collection in the second year of the 
initiative, while a small number of new indicators have been added to relate specifically to the new 
research topic.   
 
In previous years the group had managed their indicators under the sub-sections of “Background 
Indicators” , “Knowing the Market” , “Products and Services”  and “Communication” .  The group felt 
these topics remained relevant to the year three topic and so decided to leave them exactly as 
before.  The data indicators used during year two were also deemed to be relevant enough that they 
could be adapted to the topic of commuter travel. 
 
3.3 Data collection and analysis 
 
Data Collection 
 
The bulk of the working group data was collected from December 2005 – March 2006, in the time 
between the group’s first site visit to Santander and the second site visit to The Hague.  In order to 
make data collection easier and to ensure that data was submitted in a standardised format, the data 
entry form for year two was used as a template and modified to be compatible with the newly 
defined indicators. 
 
During the group’s activities in the first two years of the initiative, some general principles were 
established in order to make the collection of data as straightforward as possible for the participants.  
The two key principles in terms of the collection of data were maintained for the third year of the 
working group’s activities: 
 
1. Definitions and collection methods used to obtain data inevitably vary between cities.  It was 

therefore very important that the cities defined what the figures relate to, because otherwise the 
data collected would have been incomparable. 

 
2. The recommended study year for the project was updated to 2004, because it was assumed that 

very little data would be available for 2005 and in order to attempt to develop some form of 
time series data, 2004 represented the next year on from the second year.  It was recognised that 
cities have varying levels of data.  Where cities did not have data for 2004 they were asked to 
supply data for the nearest available year.  This was not a particular problem; because the 
participants were encouraged to explain specifically what year data referred to if it was not for 
the study year of 2004.   

 
At the first site visit in Santander, the group discussion sessions highlighted the fact that the 
majority of the data intended for collection would, due to the nature of the indicators and the lack of 
readily available data on the commuter user group, be qualitative.  This was not deemed to be a 
problem since the group participants would still be able to compare their approaches to encourage 
sustainable commuting. 
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At the working group meeting in The Hague (March 2006) the data were submitted and the 
approach to analysing this information was agreed. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
The process of analysis commenced as soon as the first data was submitted, following the group’s 
first site visit to Santander in December 2005.  Following the submissions, the data was collated 
together into a manageable format so that the process of analysis could be satisfied in round table 
discussions.  This enabled a number of observations specific to each working group city to be 
obtained and acted as the impetus for ideas for developing the commuter user group as a target 
market for public transport information, incentives and marketing effort. 
 
As in previous years of the initiative, the main aim of the data analysis was to identify good 
practices and to try and establish reasons for variation in results between cities.  The participants 
were involved in this process, in order to ensure that the results had more value rather than a simple 
set of statistics.  Throughout the analysis phase the limitations of the data were discussed, in order 
to ensure that the results were not misleading.  These results were then used by the group to develop 
a series of recommendations on how the experience of public transport, might be improved, and 
thus influence greater sustainable transport use by the commuter user group. 
  
3.4 Definition of interesting practice  
 
The aims of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative data analysis were clearly defined at the 
outset of year one and these remain unchanged now: 
 
·  To look for best practices and try to establish reasons for variations between data. 
·  To encourage all participants to take part in this process in order to ensure a set of findings 

supported by reasoned analysis rather than a collection of statistics.  
 
As a result the approach to the term ‘Best Practice’  has been retained for the second year of the 
Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  What constitutes a ‘Best Practice’  has been heavily 
debated over the course of previous benchmarking projects.  The major problem is that there is no 
all-encompassing definition which clearly defines ‘Best Practice’ .  In the case of this initiative the 
term ‘Best Practice’  is applied more loosely to include interesting practices that are displayed in the 
operations of the participant’s urban transport systems.   
 
From the outset it has not been the goal of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative to create a 
competitive atmosphere among the participants and at the launch conference it was clearly stated 
that this is not a competition with ‘winners’  and ‘ losers’ .  Promoting interesting practices, through 
the use of benchmarking, so that a wide audience of cities, operators and local authorities may 
benefit from them is a concept with huge potential.  Creating a set of ‘winners’  and ‘ losers’  does not 
help to achieve this, because it may dishearten those perceived to have ‘bad practices’ , whereas 
these groups of participants probably have the most to gain from this type of project.   
 
The aim of the project is therefore to try to offer the participants the chance to benefit from the 
project by presenting a set of findings that will interest all of the participants.  Disseminating a 
range of interesting practices is also likely to be of wider interest to those not participating in the 
project. 
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3.5 Data limitations and barr iers to data collection 
 
Drawing upon the working group’s experience from the first two years of the project, meant that 
data collection was reasonably trouble-free during year three.  However there were still some 
limitations and barriers to data collection for the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport 
working group. 
 
The key barriers experienced in year three of the initiative are; 
 
·  The varied depth and nature of the data returned, which meant clear analysis and comparison 

between cities was not always possible. 
 
·  The qualitative data was hard to collect and meant that data returned varied greatly in terms of 

the depth and nature provided. 
 
·  A lack of time available for data collection meant that there was some missing or incomplete 

data and this therefore meant a reduced quality of data collected. 
 
·  A lack of budget for site visits meant that not all participants were able to be involved in the 

discussions regarding the formation of research questions and indicators and therefore had less 
of an overall understanding of the topics being researched and the reasoning behind them. 
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4. ANALYSIS OF THEMATIC INDICATORS 
 
The analysis of the working group indicators from year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative has been presented as a review of the data collected by the participating cities.  Where 
relevant, comparisons have been drawn with other indicators collected by the working group, with 
common indicators collected by all of the participants in the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative and with findings from year one and two of the project. 
 
The analysis section of the working group report has been broken down into four key topic areas for 
clarity of presentation and analysis of data.  These make up the remainder of this section and begin 
by presenting the current performance of the cities and regions in the working group, before 
considering the different approaches and practices used by each of the group’s participants.  Section 
4.5 looks at how intermodality can be encouraged in order to benefit both public transport users and 
cyclists, with particular reference to interchanges.  The indicators used to gather data for this section 
were jointly developed and researched by the ‘Cycling’  and the ‘Behavioural and Social Issues in 
Public Transport’  working groups.  A summary of the key conclusions and recommendations from 
the working group is presented in section 5 of this report. 
 
4.1 Commuters in cities: background data 
 
In order to obtain a clear picture of commuter travel across the cities, the group felt it was important 
to have an overview of the population that were involved in this type of journey.  The working 
group cities were asked to submit data indicating the potential market share of commuters 
(proportion of population which commutes to work) within their city.  In addition, the cities 
provided details of the market share of school aged children (primary and secondary) and the 
market share of college and university students in their cities to provide additional context and 
comparability against the year two research into younger people’s travel. 
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Table 4.1: Background data from the working group cities. 

 
Indicator  Par is Santander  The Hague 

Market share of 
commuters - No data available 

1.44 trips per person 25% 

Market share of 
school aged children 

7.03% (Primary) 
7.52% (Secondary) 

10.1% (Primary) 
6.6% (Secondary) 

Market share of 
college and 
University students 

16%  
(includes all ages)  

 2.84 %  4.5% 

Total 16%  
(Excl Commuters) 

17.46%  
(Excl Commuters) 

21.2%  
(Excl Commuters) 

Modal share of trips 
by commuters PT 

- 55.66% - 

Modal share of trips 
by commuters 
Walk/Cycle 

- 19.93% - 

Modal share of trips 
by commuters Public 
Bus 

- 12.90% - 

Modal share of trips 
by commuters train - 1.26% - 

Modal share of trips 
by commuters by 
other 

- 10.25% - 

 
Unfortunately, the participants in the working group found it difficult to provide data relating to the 
market share of commuters within their cities.  It is unclear whether this information, which would 
be of particularly valuable use to Public Transport Operators, was simply not available or the cities 
purely found it impossible to obtain at this stage.  This is a finding in itself, since it suggests that 
commuters as a user group are surprisingly overlooked when it comes to monitoring usage of public 
transport modes. 
 
The cities which submitted information were all able to provide data regarding school aged 
children.  For all of the cities in the group this figure was between 15% - 22% of the population, or 
almost a quarter.  If it is assumed that a further quarter of the population are retired, then just 
slightly under half the population form the commuting public.  When schoolchildren (who will 
mainly be travelling to school through the peak hour) are added to this figure, it is possible to 
suggest that the majority of the population, almost three quarters are travelling at the same time of 
the day.  This creates the ‘peak transport hours’  effect, which places significant pressure on urban 
transport systems. 
 
Santander were also able to provide the figures for commuters split by mode.  The data indicates 
that more than half of commuters travelled to work by public transport, while the second largest 
group walk or cycle to their place of employment.  The mode with the lowest user figures was the 
train, with only 1.26% of commuters choosing to travel to work using this mode. 
 
This indicator was also one of the groups three integration indicators. For the first time in the Urban 
Transport Benchmarking Initiative, three integration indicators have been devised and submitted by 
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each working group in the project for collection by all the participants in the project to further their 
studies.  The Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group decided to ask all of 
the cities to research three indicators that they had already looked at as part of their thematic 
research indicators.  Analysis of the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working 
group’s integration indicators has been presented as a review of the data collected by the all the 
participating cities which submitted information.   
 
A further six cities involved with the project were able to provide this data, which is presented 
below in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 

Table 4.2 Market share of commuters for  other  cities involved in year  three of the Urban 
Transpor t Benchmarking Initiative 

 
City Market Share of 

Commuters (%) 
Aalborg 8 
Preston 8.6 

Bucharest 52 
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Table 4.3 Modal share of commuters for  other cities involved in year three of the Urban 

Transpor t Benchmarking Initiative 
 

City Modal Share of Commuters (%) 
Malmo Car 50.7 

Taxi 1.3 
Moped/Motorcycle 0.3 
Bus 10.3 
Other 0.1 
Cycle 37.3 

Belfast Private vehicles 61% 
Buses 23% 
Train  6% 
Walk 9% 
Cycle 1% 

Glasgow Walking 16% 
Cycling 1% 
Bus 23% 
Rail 5% 
Other 5% 

London Main mode of travel to work (Area of 
workplace: All London (2004)):   
Car and van: 40% 
motorbike, moped, scooter: 1% 
bicycle: 3%, 
bus and coach:14% 
National Rail: 18% 
underground, tram, light rail: 15% 
walk: 8% 
Other modes: 1% 
(Source: London Travel Report: 2005) 

 
The information in Table 4.2 shows the proportion of the urban population which commutes to 
work.  The figures for Aalborg and Preston appear smaller than would be expected, although the 
52% figure for Bucharest is in line with the three cities in the Behavioural and Social Issues in 
Public Transport working group, who were able to provide information. 
 
In Table 4.3 the modal splits for commuter travel are shown for the additional cities.  These were in 
line with the information provided by Santander, which supports the finding that just over half of 
the commuter journeys were undertaken using private vehicles.  The second largest group is public 
transport users, closely followed by pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
4.2 Commuters in cities: knowing the market 
 
Building on the contextual information about commuter travel collected by the working group, the 
data presented in the ‘Knowing the Market’  section of the report developed the understanding of the 
commuters in each of the working group cities.  
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Figure 4.1: Age structure of the population. 
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Figure 4.1 indicates that for each of the three cities that were able to collect data the majority of the 
population are of employment age between 25-64 years old.  This fits correctly with the 
assumptions made in section 4.1, that the commuting population of each of the cities represented 
approximately 50% of the urban population.  Table 4.1 also indicates that, but for slight local 
differences in each city, the other 50% of the population can almost be divided in two to form the 
other two population groups; young children up to university graduation age and retired people. 
Within each city there are undoubtedly further social groups that fall into the adult population 
group, but these represent relatively small proportions when compared to the main age groups. 
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Figure 4.2: Employment structure of the population. 

50

42

46

19

19

5

7

4

6

16

18

8

17

44

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Paris (City)

Santander

The Hague

Employment status (%)
% employment % students/in full time education
% unemployed % retired
% Other

 
Notes: Data relates to 1999 (Paris), 2004 (Santander) and 2005 (The Hague) 

 
Figure 4.2 shows that approximately 50% of the population of are employed.  For the cities of 
Santander and Paris approximately 20% of the population are students in full-time education, 
whereas this group is much smaller in The Hague.  Whilst both Santander and Paris also have easily 
identifiable retired populations, it is not clear that The Hague has such an easily identifiable retired 
population.  However, it can be assumed that the figures for the retired population have been 
included with those of ‘other’  in this instance. 
 

Table 4.4: Average tr ip length and average tr ip times for  commuters in the group’s cities 
 

Indicator  Par is Santander  The Hague 
Average commuter 
trip length in km 

(All modes) 

- 
(9.5km avg. PT trip 

all users) 
- 14 

Average trip time in 
minutes (All modes) 

- 
(43mn avg. PT trip 

all users) 
21 27.7 

 
Table 4.4 provides information on average trip lengths and trip times for commuters in the groups 
cites.  Whilst data is not available for all of the participating cities, it is clear that Paris has a 
relatively short average commuter trip length of approximately 9.5km, whilst the average commuter 
trip length in The Hague’s is longer at 14km.  These relatively short average commuter trip lengths, 
maybe due to the fact that these figures are not based whole journeys, but just on the major part of 
the commute, e.g. the mode on which most of the journey is completed. 
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The city of The Hague was able to provide additional data relating to the average trip length, broken 
down by mode used.  This data is displayed in Table 4.5. 
 

Table 4.5: Average tr ip length and average tr ip times by commuter  modes in The Hague 
 

 Car  Train 
Bus/ 

Tram/ 
Metro 

Moped Cycle Walk 

Average commuter trip 
length (in km) in The 

Hague 
19 43 10 10.5 4.5 0.8 

Average commuter trip 
time (in minutes) in The 

Hague 
27.6 64.3 36.2 25.8 18.2 10.8 

Average Speed (km / per 
hour) 

40.8 39.6 16.2 24 14.4 4.2 

 
Table 4.5 indicates that, as one would expect, the longest commuter journeys in The Hague are 
taken by train and the shortest are undertaken by walking.  The longest commuter journeys in terms 
of time take are also by train, which could represent the greater distances covered by train journeys. 
However the fastest mode per distance is the private car and the slowest is walking, with all modes 
of public transport coming in between, this could be due to the fact that public transport routes have 
set stops and this can add time to journeys depending on how many people get on and off. 
 
Only the city of Santander was able to produce information relating to commuter travel which had 
been collected from completed travel diary surveys.  The data collected by these travel diaries is 
used to collect the modal share data, which has already been presented in Figure 2.7. 
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Table 4.6: Definitions of peak hours for  transpor t in the working group cities 

 
Time 

of Day Par is Santander  The Hague 

06.00    

06.30    

07.00    

07.30    

08.00    

08.30    

09.00    

09.30    

10.00    

10.30    

11.00    

11.30    

12.00    

12.30    

13.00    

13.30    

14.00    

14.30    

15.00    

15.30    

16.00    

16.30    

17.00    

17.30    

18.00    

18.30    

19.00    

19.30    

20.00    

20.30    

21.00    

 
Key:  
 
Peak transport time  --------------- 
Off-peak transport time --------------- 
 
Table 4.6 indicates that whilst all of the cities have a morning and evening peak, Paris and 
Santander both have additional lunchtime peaks between midday and 14:00.  Paris has the longest 
peaks of all three cities, with the morning peak starting as early as 07:30 and running until 09:00, a 
lunchtime peak runs from 12:00 to 14:00 and an evening peak starts at 17:00 and runs as late as 
20:30.  These longer peak hours are typical of those of capital cities and it would be interesting to 
see if the case was similar in other European capital cities. 
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Table 4.7: Peak hour  public transpor t service frequency (in minutes) 

 
Public 

Transpor t 
Service 

Par is Santander  The Hague 

Bus 5 - 12 10 8-10 
Tram 3 - 4 - 5-10 
Train 2 - 3 8-10 - 
Metro 1.4 - 2 - - 

 
Table 4.7 indicates the public transport frequency (in minutes) for each city.  As one would 
anticipate from a capital city, Paris has the widest range of public transport modes and the shortest 
service intervals. However public transport available in The Hague and Santander is also regular, 
with the longest waiting time being 10 minutes. 
 
Detailed travel diary data was not currently available for any of the working group cities, but the 
participants felt that there would be significant interest in the use of travel diaries in the next 5-10 
years.  
 
4.3 Commuters in cities: marketing effor t 
 
From the initial discussions at the group’s first site visit in Santander, it was clear that all of the 
cities involved in the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group placed a 
different emphasis on marketing.  As a result the working group considered the approaches to 
marketing public transport and shared their current methods and ideas for improving marketing and 
brand management.  
 
The group started by collecting information about the range of fare options available in the working 
group cities and this is displayed in Figure 4.8, which requires no analysis since the information is 
self evident.   



Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative Year Three 

Transport & Travel Research Ltd             July 2006 

 

Page 30 

Table 4.8: Public transpor t fare structure in the working group cities  
 

Tickets Par is Santander   The Hague 
Single ticket cost in �  1.3 1 – 1.20  
Daily ticket cost in �  1 day: 5.2 0.52 – 0.72  
Weekly pass cost in �  15.7 – 42.7   

Monthly pass cost in �  51.5 - 139 

24.50 (2 trips per 
day) 
40.20 (No limit on 
numbers of trips per 
day) 

 

Annual pass cost in �  
520 (1-2 zones) – 
1413 (zone 8) 

  

Other tickets cost in �   Nocturnal tickets 1 – 
1.20  

 

Concessions 

Imagin©R Annual 
pass for students 
offers a 50% 
discount. 
 
Low income groups, 
retired persons, 
children under 10 
and unemployed also 
receive a 50% 
discount 

The urban bus 
service offers free 
annual passes for the 
over 65 year olds 
and students. 
Large families also 
get discounts of 
between 20% - 50% 

 

GDP per  Capita 37,472 (2004) 19,280 30,000 
Single ticket as a % of 

GDP per  capita 
0.003 0.00006  

Monthly pass as a % 
of GDP per capita 

0.1 – 0.3 0.01 – 0.002  

Annual pass as a % of 
GDP per  capita 

1.13 – 1.37  -  

 
Surprisingly, there was no evidence throughout all of the cities of pool car or pool bicycle schemes. 
It maybe that these are actually in existence, but are managed by private companies and therefore 
are not included in counts and measures of city infrastructure.  Alternatively they may exist but are 
not the subject of any form of monitoring activity, which highlights a lack of sustainable incentives 
in the working group’s cities.   
 
None of the cities stated that they had park &  ride services for commuters, although most European 
cities do have park & ride services.  This may simply be because these services are known by 
difference names, for example ‘Kiss and Ride’  in the Netherlands.  Nonetheless, such an oversight 
of park &  ride facilities for commuter travel indicates that there is significant potential for 
commuter travel to be linked to park & ride in the working group cities.   
 
It is clear that the marketing effort with regard to these two approaches is limited or non-existent in 
the benchmarking cities.   
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4.4 Commuters in cities: communication 
 
Communicating with the target user group is a key component of encouraging commuters to travel 
sustainably.  The information presented in this section of the report represents the approaches to 
communicating with commuters in the working group cities. 
 
4.4.1 Integrated timetables 
 
The cities of Paris and Santander stated that integrated timetables were unavailable due to the sheer 
numbers of operators in the cities.  In the cities of The Hague and Nottingham however detailed 
route information can be accessed on the internet. 

 
4.4.2 Communication through public transport information and marketing  
 
All of the working group’s cities demonstrated a good range of information provided at stops and 
stations, with all cities providing some kind of real-time information, as well as traditional, printed 
‘poster style’  timetables. 
 

 
Marketing investment varied across the cities, with all being committed financially to some form of 
marketing activity.  Interestingly, for some of the cities in the working group the investment in 
marketing was considered as a main activity, whereas for others it was secondary to investing in 
infrastructure and service improvements.   
 
Examples of marketing activities include: 
 
·  Paris holds specific events to encourage people to cycle and walk at weekends, by closing off 

several parts of the city centre. 
·  Nottingham holds Bikers Breakfasts annually, which means that anyone who cycles to work in 

the city centre can claim a free breakfast. 

Case Study - The Hague 
 
Where? www.htm.net 
 
Please describe the system It is free of charge and on the entry of journey data, the website 
provides the best route, working across services and operators for the journey required. 
 
Barriers Currently only basic information listed in English, most of the site is Dutch – a situation 
that is currently being rectified. 

Case Study - Nottingham 
 
Where? www.triptimes.co.uk 
 
Please describe the system It is free of charge and on the entry of journey data, the website 
provides the best route, working across services and operators for the journey required. 
  
Notes General timetable information for all modes within the city centre is also available at this 
site.  The site also has a system whereby, you can set the timetable information up to send updates 
to your mobile phone. 
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The group decided to ask other cities involved in year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative this question as the second of the integration indicators.  The summaries below are from 
cities which responded to this question. 
 

Belfast 
 

There is a ‘Travelwise Campaign’  in Northern Ireland which is a specific scheme encouraging 
people to travel work sustainably.  This happens in different ways: The ‘Travelwise website’ 
provides a range of information about walking, cycling, public transport and car sharing for the 
journey to work; A ‘Site Specific Advice Scheme’  provides businesses with free consultancy advice 
and guidance on Workplace Travel Plans for green travel; The ‘Car Share Scheme’  provides a free 
service to the public to help them find travel companions for the journey to work and places of 
education; 
 
- Events are held throughout the year e.g. Bike to Work Week (June) and Travelwise Sustainable 
Transport Week (September). 
 
- The Department for Regional Development funds the Travelwise campaign - there is no facility 
whereby the public or organisations can apply directly for funding. 
 
In addition, Translink (the local public transport organisation) has a ‘Commuter Initiative Scheme’ 
in which Translink works with companies in number of ways to promote travel by public transport 
e.g. Travel Plans, special ticket prices, purchase of monthly tickets using a salary scheme. 
 

Glasgow 
 

‘Choose Another Way © is run by the Scottish Executive.  ©Cycle Friendly Employer© is run by 
Cycling Scotland. Also, Glasgow City Council periodically screens television adverts. 
 
  

London 
 

There are various schemes in London to encourage people to travel to work sustainably, to reduce 
the need to travel and encourage staff to use sustainable transport mode for their journey to, from 
and during work.  For example, TfL coordinates a Workplace Travel Plan Programme and is 
developing guidance on cycle parking at workplaces. London Boroughs also promote various 
Workplace Travel Plans programmes. 
 
It is clear from this information that the degree of communication and marketing activity and 
investment varies significantly from city to city, although it is interesting to note a UK bias amongst 
the cities which are devoting attention to marketing public services for commuters and 
communicating with them as a user group.   
 
4.4.3 Travel Planning   
 
Some cities, such as The Hague and Nottingham employed a person specifically to deal with travel 
plans and both have specific posts dealing separately with business and school travel plans.  The 
adoption of travel planning as a way of encouraging more commuters to travel sustainably is 
relatively innovative at a European level, although reasonably common in the UK and the 
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Netherlands, where travel planning has been more widely embraced.  There is potential for these 
practices to be adopted across Europe and efforts to raise awareness of travel planning and 
encourage its uptake in other EU states, including New Member States and Accession Countries, 
could form the basis for future EC funded research and demonstration projects. 
 
The group decided to make this their third integration indicator, to ask other cities involved in year 
three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  This integration indicator provided a number 
of varying answers in term of provision and to what extent such resources are available as outlined 
below. 
 
Preston – stated that they have a full-time travel plan officer. 
 
Sofia – The Deputy Mayor is responsible for all issues related to this topic. 
 
Belfast – Has full-time business and school travel plan officers. 
 
Glasgow – Has a small team of people employed to work, helping business to write travel plans. 
 
London – Transport for London fund a number of regional co-ordinators to go out and work with 
the boroughs, with businesses, to assist them in implementing travel plans. 
 
To conclude, it is evident that Central Government emphasis and the availability of funding in the 
UK, has meant the many more cities here have been able to fund such posts specifically dealing 
with travel plans. 
 
4.4.4 Commuter Organisations   
 
Nottingham was the only city in the working group which currently has specific commuter 
organisations which businesses can join.  More details of the Nottingham Commuter Planners Club 
are included below; 

Case Study - Nottingham Commuter  Planners Club 
 
When was it introduced? The Nottingham Commuter Planners Club was formed in 1995, by 
Nottingham City Council. This is unique network for organisations wishing to adopt what are now 
known as ‘ travel plans’ . 
 
Please describe the scheme - The Nottingham Commuter Planners Club now represents over thirty-five 
organisations in the city, including some of its largest employers.  It is estimated that the club 
collectively represents the travel interests of 50,000 employees in Nottingham. Members include, 
Boots, Capital One, the Queens Medical Centre and both of the Universities.  Club meetings are held 
quarterly. The club has acted as a catalyst for organisations adopting packages of measures at 
member’s sites including improved facilities for walking, cycling and agreements with bus operators.  
It has also been successful at influencing central government. 
 
Is there a website promoting this service and if so, what is its address? There is no website but further 
details can be obtained from; Jeremy Prince jeremy.prince@nottinghamcity.gov.uk 
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4.5 Commuters in cities: interchanges 
 
The graphs and tables presented in this section provide an overview of the ways the participating 
cities encourage intermodality for cyclists and public transport users to benefit both in their cities.  
The indicators used to define this question were developed and collected jointly between the 
‘Cycling’  and the ‘Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport’  working groups. 
 
Although ‘Cycling’  and the ‘Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport’  working group’s 
participants have researched the same indicators, they have used the data gathered to answer 
separate questions.  The Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group has used 
these joint indicators to supplement its own indicators, whereas the Cycling working group has used 
only the joint indicators to answer their second question.  After much discussion over the first two 
of the three site visits, the indicators were finalised and collected.   
 
The remainder of this section outlines the results from the information collected through the joint 
indicators. 
 
Can cycles be taken with you on public transpor t?  If yes…which modes and what are the 
conditions?  
 
In all participating cities apart from Brescia, bicycles can be taken on trains although in most cases 
conditions are imposed such as time restrictions relating to not being able to take them on trains 
during peak hours or through charging the user to take bicycles on the train with them.  In cases 
where light metro systems are being developed, it is likely that it will be possible to take bicycles on 
the light metro systems.  Unfortunately, bicycles are not accepted by any participating cities on 
trams, buses and taxis, although folding bicycles usually are allowed on these forms of public 
transport.  This would suggest that there is much to be done to encourage intermodality between 
cycling and public transport.  However, it would appear that there are increasing efforts in some 
participating cities to locate cycle parking at interchanges.   
 
If no…is there a planned agenda to improve intermodality and if so, what is on it? 
 
Malmö is trying to make it possible to take bicycles on regional services; however, on the whole 
there is no planned agenda to improve intermodality.  The Hague believes that there is low demand 
for the ability to take bicycles on buses and trams but maybe the ability to do so needs to be in place 
first before the demand can be seen.  There seems to be plenty of room for improvement on this 
subject. 
 
Using the scor ing system, state whether  cycle parking at public transpor t interchanges is 
cur rently sufficient.   
 
1 = No parking  
2 = Limited or less than sufficient parking  
3 = Sufficient parking  
4 = Sufficient parking with some spare capacity  
5 = Too much parking 
 
The representatives from Glasgow/Cycling Scotland and Santander both felt that there was no or 
insufficient cycle parking at their transport interchanges.  The rest of the representatives from 
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participating cities felt that there was limited or less than sufficient cycle parking at their transport 
interchanges.  This indicates a distinct lack of cycle parking at interchanges across Europe, which in 
turn makes journeys to and from these interchanges difficult to cycle, decreasing the potential for 
sustainable journeys being made to and from them. 
 
What security measures are used to enforce/protect cycle parking and is there a price to pay for 
cyclists using facilities with these measures? 
 
·  Brescia indicated that cycle parking needs to be charged for in order for it to be more secure and 

less crowded. 
·  Copenhagen has very few manned cycle parking stations.  However, where it does and at 

smartcard-operated cycling facilities, a small fee is paid for the extra security. 
·  Large cycle parking facilities and stations are manned in The Hague where there are sufficient 

parking facilities and stray bicycles are considered hazardous. 
·  For London, Transport for London (TfL) published documents on cycle security at interchanges.  

The TfL cycling website provides information on lockers to secure bicycles.  Generally, cycle 
parking is provided free of charge, however, new bicycle stations like Finsbury Park, require a 
small fee (50p for 24 hours).  The Immobilise initiative encourages bicycle owners to register 
(free of charge) their bicycles to recover them more easily when stolen.  TfL has teamed up with 
the Metropolitan Police and City of London Police to include the registration of bicycles on the 
Immobile Register.  The Immobilise website is at: www.immobilise.com. 

·  In Glasgow there are often close circuit cameras in the vicinity of cycle parking and in some 
places there are cycle lockers available at a charge. 

·  In Malmö, Paris and Santander there are no security measures to enforce/protect cycle parking. 
 
In general, it is regarded that if there is going to be secure parking facilities, a price needs to be paid 
for their use by the user.  However, in order to attract more cyclists to these facilities, maybe these 
fees need to be waived by local governments. 
 
Is there a public and/or  pr ivate cycle hire service in the city? If yes… 

 
 

Case Study - Brescia 
 
When was it introduced?  It was introduced in 1998 and stopped in 2005.  It was free of charge 
and limited to a summer daily service.  The hire service points were located at the railway station 
and at specific pubs and restaurants which had an agreement with the Municipality.  It was 
closed because of a lack of funds. 
 
Please describe the system and cost.  It was free of charge and limited to a summer daily service.  
The person who wanted to hire a bike had only to present their Identity card. 
 
Is there a website promoting this service and if so, what is its address?  There is no website   
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When was it introduced? 
 
Neither Malmö nor Santander appear to have a cycle hire service in their cities.  Glasgow has some 
private hire available from local cycle shops.  Paris has ‘ roue libre’  (www.rouelibre.fr), a system 
that was set up 10 years ago by RATP.  The Hague has a number of private bicycle hire services 
throughout the city.  There is also a fixed low rate subscription service at all railway stations in the 
Netherlands called OV-fiets which started several years ago.  Other than a number of small 

Case Study - Copenhagen 
 
When was it introduced?  The free City Bike was introduced some 10 years ago.  The project is 
now run by a partly commercial/partly social company.  At a few stations and in some bicycle 
shops, ordinary bicycles for hire have been available for many years.   
 
The City Bikes may only be used in a limited area in the city centre.  During the tourist season, it 
may be difficult to purchase a City Bike 
 
Please describe the system and cost.  A coin releases the City Bike from the rack, when leaving 
the bicycle in another rack, the coin is returned.  Ordinary bikes may be hired from the main 
station, having no limitations to their use.  Besides the fee, also a deposit must be paid (returned 
when turning the bicycle in after use) 
 
Is there a website promoting this service and if so, what is its address?  www.bycyklen.dk 

Case Study - The Hague 
 
When was it introduced?  There are several private bicycle hire companies (mostly in addition to 
a bike shops).  There is also a subscription type service, where a bike can be hired for a fixed 
(low) rate at any station in the Netherlands (OV-fiets).  This scheme started several years ago 
and is rapidly expanding.  www.OV-fiets.nl 
 
Please describe the system and cost. An annual subscription fee of � 9.50 (a corporate discount is 
available and it is free for rail users with annual pass).  In addition, a rental of up to 20 hours 
costs � 2.75.  The maximum rental period is 60 hours. 
   
Is there a website promoting this service and if so, what is its address?  www.ov-fiets.nl 

Case Study - London 
 
When was it introduced?  There are a number of small, independent cycle hire services.  Budgie 
Bikes for example started in London in 2005 - linked to Youth Hostels.  TfL has reviewed these 
various operations and is in further discussion with Central London Partnership and individual 
operators such as Budgie Bikes. 
 
Please describe the system and cost.  Price: Prices start from as little as £1.50 an hour and go up 
to a maximum of £9.50 per day. 
 
Is there a website promoting this service and if so, what is its address? 
http://www.yha.org.uk/Types_of_Accommodation/Activities/Budgie_Bike_Hire.html 
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independent cycle hire services, London also has Budgie Bikes, which started in 2005 and is linked 
to youth hostels.  Copenhagen has City Bike which was introduced 10 years ago; there are also 
small rental shops all over the city.  Brescia had a rental service running between 1998 and 2005 
which was free from railway stations and certain eateries but finished due to lack of funds. 
 
Please describe the system and cost.   
 
There are a large variety of methods for implementing a bicycle rental scheme.  It can be done 
through a subscription such as in The Hague, which can be topped up on a daily or yearly basis, this 
system would appeal mainly to commuters and residents in the city as visitors and tourists would 
not have the subscription.  It can also be done through a coin operated system such as City Bike in 
Copenhagen where a coin releases the bicycle and is then returned when the bicycle is returned.  
This would appeal more to the tourists and visitors to the city as no subscription needs to be made 
and access to a bicycle is instant, however, there is a problem with theft of the bicycles.  London 
only operates cycle hire on an hourly to daily basis, which therefore keeps track of all the bicycles 
more easily and fewer are lost.  Although Copenhagen’s free City Bike service appeared to be 
working, Brescia’s didn’ t, this was a daily summer service where only an identity card needed to be 
produced in order to obtain a bicycle. 
 
Is there a website promoting this service and if so, what is its address? 
 
Websites are a great way to carry across information to potential customers and can be a great 
marketing tool: 
 
Copenhagen:  www.bycyklen.dk 
The Hague:  www.ov-fiets.nl 
London:  www.yha.org.uk/Types_of_Accommodation/Activities/Budgie_Bike_Hire.html 
Paris:   www.rouelibre.fr 
 
Are employers incentivised by Local Author ities to encourage cycling and public transpor t 
(i.e.  sustainable modes) use for  commuter travel? If yes…When was it introduced? 
 
Paris and Santander have no such incentives.  London and Glasgow do have schemes but with no 
specific start date.  Other cities have specific schemes with start dates such as The Hague (1990), 
Copenhagen (1998), Malmö (2000) who are working intensively with mobility management and 
Brescia (2004). 
 
Please give examples with details of schemes specifying whether they are mandatory or guidelines.   
 
The participating cities use a number of different methods, some being mandatory and others not:  
 
Brescia – Lombardy Region Budget (2004) supporting cycling and other ecological modes for daily 
trips to work.  The budget includes car pooling programmes, actions for boosting telework and the 
use of call services and group taxis, plans for optimisation of commutes, structures for promoting 
bicycles and mopeds, parking facilities at enterprises and bus shelters for private line stops.  There 
are no mandatory measures. 
 
Copenhagen – Cycling to work campaign (1998) initially provided special incentives but now 
encourages cycling to work in other ways.  The campaign is organised by the Danish Cyclist 
Federation with the support of municipalities including Copenhagen.  Employers can get involved 
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in a 3 week voluntary campaign to persuade employees to cycle and have to pay a fee.  This is not a 
mandatory measure. 
 
The Hague – Since 1990, companies have been required to provide a mandatory cycle parking 
space for every 3 employees as part of planning permission in the city.  There is also a national tax 
incentive that enables employees to purchase a tax-free bicycle for commuting purposes or to 
deduct tax from the cost of public transport. 
 
London - TfL offers employers the opportunity to have a travel plan.  This includes match funding 
for cycle facilities/showers etc and free bicycle racks.  TfL advises the employer on demand 
management and in particular, how to encourage sustainable travel.  These travel plans are not 
mandatory but assist in reaching the objectives of the London Plan in negating impacts on the 
transport system and the environment. 
 
Glasgow – Cycling Scotland offer a Cycle Friendly Employer Award which forms part of 
Scotland’s Health at Work Award.  In certain cases, in order to obtain planning permission, 
businesses must prepare a travel plan. 
 
There is an interesting mix of measures here, whether they should be made mandatory or not is 
dependant on the Local Authority.  Whether it is travel plans, cycle parking at businesses, awards, 
campaigns or a budget aimed at promoting sustainable transport, it is up to the Local Authority to 
pick and choose which methods would work best in their city. 
 
Are employers required to provide cycle parking? I f yes How is the number of spaces required 
defined? 
 
There are three reasons for employers providing cycle parking.  Firstly, they may not be prompted 
by the Local Authority but have their own sustainable transport agenda and therefore provide 
spaces.  Secondly there might be some guidelines as to how many cycle spaces should be provided 
by employers produced by the Local Authorities that the employers may or may not adhere to.  
Thirdly, these guidelines are made mandatory by the Local Authority and employers are required to 
provide a certain amount of cycle parking. 
 
Copenhagen and London have cycle parking guidelines.  Copenhagen has regulations that are about 
sufficient but not very clear and therefore, a new cycle parking strategy is being worked out this 
year which will include recommendations regarding cycle parking at workplaces.  In London, TfL 
provides cycle parking standards for workplaces which recommend 1 cycle parking space for every 
600 entrants at central London train stations or 1 cycling space per unit dwelling on new 
developments.   
 
Glasgow, The Hague and Malmö all have mandatory minimum cycle parking.  The Hague requires 
that 1 cycle space is provided per 3 employees at new business developments in the city.  Malmö 
requires that 0.4 cycling spaces are provided per employee at new business developments in the 
city.  Glasgow states that new developments must have cycle parking installed.  The number of 
racks depends on the number of staff/floor space.  Offices that do not currently have cycle parking 
that are being moved into by a new business, must construct new cycle parking for the new business 
and this must be in the contract. 
 
Brescia, Paris and Santander have no guidelines and no mandatory requirements on provision of 
cycle parking at work places.   
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Is there a personalised journey planning service in the city? I f yes: 
 

Table 4.9 – Journey planning services 
 

Journey planning services City 

Website Call Centre Printed information Other 
Brescia X X X X 
Copenhagen �  �  �  X 
The Hague X �  X �  
London �  �  �  �  
Malmö �  X X X 
Glasgow  �  �  �  �  
Paris �  �  �  X 
Santander �  �  X X 

 
Is journey planning information available online (including cycling, buses and trains)?  
 
As shown in Table 4.9, a total of six of the eight participating cities have an online journey planner, 
which would indicate that journey planning online is generally regarded as a great way of providing 
information to the public about transportation in their city.  However, most of the websites are only 
for planning a journey by public transport.  Only London and Copenhagen have incorporated 
cycling into their journey planners although Copenhagen’s ‘De gule sider’ , on which the journey 
planner has been developed, has not fully developed the cyclist route planner as yet.   
 
If so, what is the number of hits per head in the city? 
 
TfL’s online journey planner has an annual usage of 190,400,000 hits, indicating fantastic success.  
Glasgow’s journey planner had 1,800,000 hits in 2004, which also represents great usage.  In the 
future, more and more homes will have computers and more people will be finding out what the 
internet has to offer with regards to journey planning, so this is a definite growth area and should be 
adopted by those cities not yet using it for their journey planning.   
 
Is there a journey planning information call centre?  
 
Out of the eight participating cities, a total of six have a call centre, indicating that this is also an 
essential source of information for journey planning, especially for those who are not yet confident 
at using the internet or for if the internet is not available to them.  Unfortunately, cycling journeys 
are not catered for at these call centres, just public transport.  This is for obvious reasons such as not 
having to know departure times and the fact that it is hard to give directions for a cycling route 
without the use of a map. 
 
Is there printed information available relating to public transport and cycling? If so, please send 
examples. 
 
Only half of the participating cities have printed information to aid the public in their cities with 
planning their journeys.  The cities that do use printed information produce it in the form of maps 
including cycle and public transport routes.  They also have leaflets giving information on 
technicalities such as regulations for bringing bicycles onto public transport.  This form of media 
should not be underestimated as it is a convenient source of information if displayed conveniently at 
interchanges, in buses and trains etc, and could save on human resources. 
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Are there any other forms of journey planning services in the city?  
 
Out of the eight participating cities, a total of three have other journey planning services but these 
are only to complement the services already covered in the form of maps, websites and route 
information. 
 
Innovative approaches:  Are there any current or future plans for innovative approaches with 
regards to integrating cycling and public transport trips? 
 
Brescia’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips:  Only new affordable 
public transport (metro, Lam) will represent a real opportunity on the integration strategy with 
cycling and walking.  Public transport interchanges are still far to be optimised, most of the time 
interchanges are not structured under a global scheme but just as single stations one close to the 
other. 
 
Copenhagen’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips: Lifting ban on 
bicycles on local trains during rush hours has already been realised.   
 
The Hague’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips:  The aim is to 
provide for the massive cycle parking demand at the large stations.  Cycle lockers at public 
transport hubs are also being tested. 
 
London’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips: 
 
·  Finsbury Park is home to a large, central London bicycle station, opened in March 2006.  This is 

the first time that cyclists are getting a staffed and swipe card access facility with a charge (50p 
per day, attached).   

·  Double-decked bicycle racks were introduced at Surbiton station.   
·  TfL has developed a high-quality online journey planning system, including cycling and 

walking.   
·  A travel information line and mobile phone text service has also been introduced.   
·  London Cycling Design Standards: This document sets out the principals, guidance and 

standards for designing to reduce barriers to cycling in order to support road safety targets and 
increased levels of cycling in London.   

 
Malmö’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips:  Cycle parking at all bus 
stops in the outskirts of the city. 
 
Glasgow’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips: 
 
·  Some bicycles on buses ideas proposed but not yet implemented.   
·  ScotRail is considering but have not yet implemented giving discounts to purchasing. 
·  Brompton folding bicycles to train users that purchase monthly passes.   
·  Putting bicycle racks on the back of buses in Ayrshire to the south of Glasgow. 
·  Having a bus-bike trailer, essentially a bus that pulls a trailer that holds several bicycles, in 

Inverness to North of Glasgow. 
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Santander ’s innovation for  integrating cycling and public transpor t tr ips:  An initiative is 
being implemented in a village 25 kilometres away from Santander where a new bus station is being 
built that offers facilities for cyclists such as a bicycle parking area and a bicycle lane.   
 
Innovative approaches conclusion:  The participating cities in the ‘Cycling’  and ‘Behavioural and 
Social Issues in Public Transport’  working groups are at a variety of different stages in the 
development of their transport systems and in many cases have very different agendas.  However, 
almost all the cities had something to say about innovative approaches to integrating public 
transport and cycling trips in their cities.  This would suggest that this is a great area of interest and 
that ideas should be shared as each of the cities seems to have their own ideas on the subject.  
Knowledge needs to be accumulated on which of these ideas are successful and which are not so 
successful in order to make intermodality between cycling and public transport at interchanges as 
efficient and as popular as possible. 
 
Intermodal public transpor t facilities: 
 
What coordination exists now between public transport operators and city cycling departments to 
develop intermodal understanding when planning public transport facilities? If none, is this 
envisaged in the future? 
 
Brescia sees coordination as difficult.  Their metro project is going to be realised in about 4 years 
and will provide a better integration between cycling and public transport, allowing cyclists to take 
their bicycles with them on public transport.  Cycle parking will also be realised at metro stations.  
However, this metro line project has to re-develop the cycle network in specific areas of the city, 
but it has to follow the Cycle Mobility Plan which was approved in 2000.  Metro technicians have 
to work in contact with the mobility manager office and the Open Spaces Maintenance and 
Requalification office, which is not easy at present.   
 
In Copenhagen there is very little coordination between public transport operators and city cycling 
departments on this subject.  They only tend to communicate when it comes to specific projects 
such as terminals.  However, the local train authority does collect data on how many passengers are 
taking their bicycles onto local trains (only 1.6% currently). 
 
There is good coordination in The Hague as the Dutch rail company has its own cycle department 
for running cycle parking facilities.  The main coordination between the Dutch rail company and the 
cycle department is when it comes to planning the routes to parking facilities. 
 
In London, Transport for London (TfL) is responsible for all forms of transport.  Created in 2000, 
they are an integrated body whose primary role as a functional body of the Greater London 
Authority is to implement the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy and to manage transport 
services across the capital.  Therefore, no single mode of transport is thought about without thinking 
of others.  The fact that TfL is a unitary organisation inspires coordination between modes with 
great success. 
 
In Glasgow there is liaison between the local roads authority and the regional transport partnership 
but other than this, there is little coordination.  Indeed in Malmö, Paris and Santander there is none. 
 
It would seem that there is little or no coordination between public transport operators and city 
cycling departments in order to develop intermodal understanding when planning public transport 
facilities in most cases.  Only in London and The Hague can we see an advanced form of 
coordination between these two groups and this is mainly because they are part of the same 
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organisation.  It would appear that this aspect of planning for interchanges needs to be worked on 
considerably in the future in order for interchanges to be developed with optimum efficiency and 
with less room for mistakes. 
 
4.6 Summary of intermodality research findings 
 
The data presented in Section 4.5 of this report outlines an overview of encouraging intermodality 
for cycling and public transport users so that both can benefit in the working group cities.  The main 
trends identified in the working group cities can be summarised as follows: 
 
·  Space and finance appear to be the main barriers to taking cycles on public transport.  It appears 

that it is most acceptable for public transport operators to agree to the carriage of bicycles on 
trains, but less so on trams and not usually on buses. 

 
·  There are no planned agendas for cities to improve intermodality, although all of the participants 

agree that it would be desirable to gain a greater understanding of intermodality issues in their 
city. 

 
·  Most cities have limited or less than sufficient cycle parking at public transport, which is a 

significant barrier to encouraging the intermodal cycling and public transport trips.  There is 
huge potential for cycling and public transport to be marketed as a cheap, quick alternative to 
commuting by car. 

 
·  Cycle parking security is an issue.  If parking is free, it tends to be less secure and vice versa.  In 

Denmark; cycles are required to have an identity tag on their frame.  Tracking chips located on 
cycles are also a possibility for tackling the issue of cycle theft from public transport facilities. 

 
·  Most cities have multiple cycle hire services aimed at different markets, although not at 

commuters. 
 
·  Most cities’  employers are incentivised by Local Authorities to encourage sustainable transport 

use, although this is seldom mandatory.  Examples include:  
- Malmö providing travel plans for companies over a certain number of employees.   
- The Hague offering tax free bicycles, up to a certain value, to employees. 

 
·  Some cities require companies to provide cycle parking; some provide guidelines on this and 

some have no requirements to provide cycle parking at all. 
 
·  Most cities provide journey planning services.  New services are starting to emerge such as cycle 

GPS, bus stop cycle parking and journey planners that define both the safest and fastest routes 
for cycle journeys. 

 
·  When designing interchanges, simple planning coordination can make a big difference, such as 

diverting bicycle routes around bus stops rather than in front of them to reduce accidents and fear 
of collision. 

 
·  Other interesting points included how the cyclist is perceived by the transport operator 

(competition or customer?) and who pays for intermodality (city, user or operator?).  However 
due to time limitations, it was felt that eight questions should be the maximum in order for data 
collection to be feasible. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the report summarises the key findings from the third year of the Behavioural and 
Social Issues in Public Transport working group’s research.   
 
Section 5.2 draws a brief comparison between the working group’s research in year three of the 
initiative with that completed in the first two years of the imitative.  Section 5.3 outlines the 
conclusions drawn from the data analysis in section 4 and, in section 5.4 these conclusions have 
been applied to propose a series of recommendations for cities seeking to learn from the outcomes 
of the working group’s research. 
 
5.2 Compar isons with the working group research from the first two years of 

the initiative 
 
The topic for the Behavioural and Social Issues in Public Transport working group’s activities 
during year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative was decided on by the group as a 
natural progression from the work that they undertook in year two of the project.  That in turn was 
based upon the findings from year one of the initiative.  Thus a limited amount of comparison is 
therefore possible across the findings of all three years of work. 
 
One of the most apparent differences between the working group’s activities during year one and 
years two and three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative is that focusing on a topic more 
specifically upon one user group per year has greatly improved the usability of the findings.  In year 
one of the benchmarking initiative a review of a broad range of topics, relating to the public 
transport services, fares, promotional activities and information materials, was conducted for all 
public transport users in the cities.  While this enabled the group to cover a broad range of issues 
and produce a wide-reaching report on issues which affect public transport modal share, it proved 
difficult to perform a satisfactory ‘drill-down’  analysis of specifics.  In years two and three of the 
project the focus upon the specific public transport user-group of younger people (aged 10-25) and 
commuters has made it possible for the working group participants to draw deeper comparisons.   
 
Pursuing narrower topics has made the collection of data much more challenging, because of the 
specific nature of some of the indicators.  As a result the discussions, held at the site visits and 
meetings have become just as important as the submission and comparison of collected data.  
Despite this evolution in the approach to benchmarking adopted by the working group, the 
collection of information on the topic of commuting has yielded some interesting findings which are 
summarised in section 5.3. 
 
5.3 Conclusions  
 
The following general conclusions and observations can be drawn from the activities of the working 
group: 
 
·  Initially, the situation in all of the different cities involved in the Behavioural and Social Issues 

in Public Transport working group, appeared vastly different.  However closer analysis allows 
for some recognisable patterns and common issues across the group. 
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·  Analysis across the cities identified that commuters form the largest public transport user group 
in all cities that took part in the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative.  It is also clear that the 
car is still the most popular mode choice of commuters across Europe. 

 
·  Marketing in all of the cities is sporadic, with each city having a different, quite complicated, 

fare structure.  It is likely that the complex array of fare options open to commuters may serve to 
reduce the attractiveness of public transport.   

 
·  The effort and resources put into the communication of public transport resources for commuters 

also varied greatly across the working group.  Only two cities provided a specific service for 
journey planning and few hold specific events throughout the year to encourage commuter travel 
by public transport.  

 
·  Specifically funded posts, to deal with ‘ travel plans’  appear to be a feature of cities from the UK 

and the Netherlands and there is great potential for cities in these countries to share their good 
experiences and spread knowledge of the benefits of behavioural measures, such as travel 
planning, to other cities in the EU, New Member States and Accessions Countries.  It is likely 
that New Member States in particular, may be able to adopt travel planning approaches to 
encourage continued use of public transport in the face of increased economic prosperity, rising 
car ownership levels and greater levels of commuting. 

 
·  In terms of intermodalility, all of the cites involved in the Cycling and the Behavioural and 

Social Issues in Public Transport working groups, recognise the importance of providing user-
friendly interchanges, in order to increase public transport use.  

 
·  From discussions at the joint working group meetings it became clear that the cities were keen to 

share ‘ interesting practice’  on the good and bad aspects of design and usage of interchanges, in-
order to improve their best practise.  The results of this joint research are presented with 
separately, by both groups in the Annex 6 report titles ‘ Interesting Practice at Interchanges’.   

 
·  In terms of responding to the group’s year three research question: 
 

“ How can we influence the travel behaviour  of commuters in order  to increase the market 
share of sustainable modes and retain existing customers?”   
 

o It is clear that the key lies in the provision of funding and resources for the promotion 
and marketing of public transport.   

o Without a staffed position (or department) within a local authority that can take 
responsibility for encouraging sustainable commuting, there is significantly less chance 
that commuters will become aware of the alternative modes of commuting at their 
disposal. 

o Without undertaking specific activities to raise the awareness of commuters and deliver 
meaningful incentives to employers, it is likely that private car use will continue to 
appear to be the easiest commuting option for the vast majority of citizens. 

 
5.4 Recommendations 
 
In this section general recommendations are made regarding; the transport policy implications 
resulting from the outputs of the working group, suggestions for further research, and the process of 
benchmarking itself. 
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·  The lack of awareness among the group’s participants of the size of the commuter user group, 

and potential for encouraging commuting by public transport, in their own cities indicates that 
this is a surprisingly overlooked target group for publicity and marketing activities.  This 
highlights a clear need for further behavioural research into commuting and the comparative 
values of public transport users and car drivers when accessing their place of work. 

 
·  It is clear that proactively promoting public transport fares and services with direct comparisons 

against the full cost of car use could help to encourage public transport commuting in cities.  
This would need to be undertaken strategically, through a concerted campaign of marketing and 
incentives, rather than sporadic offers and could form the subject of an EC funded 
demonstration project. 

 
·  Simplifying fare options available to commuters may also help to promote greater uptake of 

commuting by public transport.  It is clear from the typology of fares available in this document, 
that such an array of options is likely to confuse potential public transport users. 

 
·  There is considerable potential for seamless intermodal travel to encourage commuters to 

combine cycling and public transport modes in order to rival the cost and efficiency of private 
car user.  Developing improved interchange facilities at important commuter stops (e.g. entry 
and exit points from the public transport network, such as suburbs and business districts), which 
are complemented by integrated, real-time information and parking provision for bicycles, 
would be of particular benefit. 

 
·  Greater effort must be made to involve employers in campaigns to encourage sustainable 

commuting.  Legislation to encourage employers to be responsible in their choice of site 
location and the information they provide to staff in relation to travel to work has mainly been 
permissive to date, although the UK and The Netherlands have begun to realise the potential of 
these approaches.  Across Europe some employers have recognised the benefits of encouraging 
their staff to travel sustainably and are making cost made cost savings through proactive travel 
planning activities (e.g. such as reducing land-take and car parking requirements, as detailed in 
the DfT Smarter Choices case studies3).  An EU wide version of this publication, accompanied 
by a concerted effort to influence company legislation in EU member states would have a 
significant impact upon sustainable commuting. 

 
·  The key challenge to encouraging sustainable commuting stems from the need to change 

people’s culture.  This requires continuous campaigning at a European level in order that the 
benefits of commuting sustainably, by public transport, walking and cycling are linked to issues 
which affect everyone.  As well as the environment and health benefits associated with 
sustainable commuting there is a key need to underline the personal financial benefits of 
travelling sustainably.   

 
·  The private car remains the cheapest and fastest transport option in some EU states and cities.  

As a result there is a clear need for complementary demand management measures, to influence 
both the supply of, and demand for, road capacity (e.g. pricing disincentives), will ultimately be 
required in most cities if sustainable modes are to be considered ‘better’  than private car use. 

                                                
3 DfT (2004), Smarter Choices - Changing the way we travel:, available online at: 
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_control/documents/contentservertemplate/dft_index.hcst?n=13850&l=2, last 
accessed 10/07/06 


