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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This document represents Annex 3 of the Urban Transport Benchmarking Initiative’s year three 
final reports and contains information in support of the final report of the Cycling working group. 
 
Section 2 of this annex contains the data guides from years one, two and three of the Cycling 
working group, which participants received to assist them in the collection of the thematic 
indicators and contains full definitions for all of the indicators collected.  Section 3 contains 
summaries of the interesting practices observed at the working group’s three site visits which took 
place in Santander, The Hague and Malmö during year three of the Urban Transport Benchmarking 
Initiative. 
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2. DATA GUIDE FROM YEARS ONE, TWO AND THREE 
 
This section of the annex was taken from the data collection guide circulated to participants in the 
working group in order to assist with the collection of the data collected for the third year of the 
project.  As well as providing the participants with an in depth record of the indicators agreed for 
collection during the working group’s third round of benchmarking the guide included answers to 
frequently asked questions regarding the benchmarking process.  The main guidelines for the 
collection of data are outlined below and the remainder of section outlines the definitions of the 
indicators collected by the group. 
 
Guidelines 
 
This document aims to help the cities participating in the Cycling working group to present their 
data for the project.  The aim is to try and make as many meaningful comparisons as possible by 
looking at the data the participating cities supply.  Below are a few useful notes which are important 
for the participating cities to consider before they begin compiling their data. 
 
·  The project team acknowledges that differences in the definitions and collection methods used 

to obtain data are certain to vary between cities.  It is therefore very important that where pre-
existing definitions for data indicators are used (as opposed to those stated in this document) the 
cities define what the figures mean; otherwise the data collected will be of no use. 

 
·  The recommended study year for the third year of the project is 2004, because it has been 

assumed that very little data will be available for 2005.  It is recognised that cities will have 
varying levels of data.  Where cities do not have data for 2003 please supply data for the nearest 
year for which data is available.  As before this does not matter as long as it is clear what the 
figures represent.  Please provide time series data where this is available and state which year 
each figure applies to.  In every case where the data refers to a year other than the elected study 
year (2004) please state the year the specific data refers to. 

 
·  In this document the study areas have been loosely defined because it is recognised that each 

city will have data relating to varying geographical areas.  All that matters is that the data is 
locally defined and consistently relates to the same area throughout the study. 

 
·  Please enter the data that corresponds to each of the indicators into the data collection form 

which is presented in an MS Excel spreadsheet. 
 
·  If there are any questions concerning the availability of an indicator or if any clarification is 

required please contact the working group rapporteur by e-mail at: ben.smith@ttr-ltd.com 
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2.1 Year One 

2.1.1 Modified Common Indicators 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Indicators that extend beyond UTBI  common indicators 

A.1 

Does the city measure modal 
share in terms of cycle trips 
made - YES/NO?  If YES, how 
is it measured? 
 

A.2 

Modal share in terms of number 
of bicycle trips under 5km as a 
% of all trips under 5km (©all 
trips© should include bicycle and 
motorised transport, but NOT 
walking). 
 
[Note - This indicator should 
give an idea of the potential for 
cycling.  If cities do not have 
bicycle trips defined as under 
5km, then all bicycle trips can be 
used instead (most bicycle trips 
are under 5km anyway).  Please 
ensure you state this.  When 
working out the percentage, the 
number of trips for all motorised 
modes MUST be under 5km]. 
 

Brescia do not have modal split data for the 
city, only the region - regional data is 
collected through phone interviews for trips 
above 20 minutes.  Perhaps Brescia could 
change this collation method/criteria for the 
next round of benchmarking. 
 
Oxford collect data on-street using automated 
machines or manual counting. 
 
It was thought that even if a city did not 
collect detailed information on modal split, it 
would still be a good idea to pose the question 
as this might respectively stimulate new data 
collection in this area. 
 

 
 

2.1.2 Additional Background Indicators 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Background Indicators 

B.1 
To what extent is cycling policy 
integrated with transport planning 
policy and overall city planning?  

 

B.2 
Does the city have a cycling policy 
– YES/NO?  If YES, when was it 
introduced? 

 

B.3 
Does the city have targets to: 
- Increase use? 
- Improve safety? 
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- Other... (explain)? 
What are the respective time-scales 
for these? 

B.4 
Are the objectives of the cycling 
policy monitored – YES/NO?  If 
YES, how? 

 

B.5 
What have been/are the changing 
policy issues in your city since the 
policy was introduced? 

 

B.6 Which are the main obstacles to 
more cycling in your city?  

B.7 

Cyclists killed / injured: 
- per total population? 
- per total number of KSI 
from all road accidents? 
 

KSI (Killed or seriously injured) is a term 
frequently used by authorities to combine 
these counts - adopted both by Oxford 
and Copenhagen.  Brescia instead count 
deaths separately from injured persons.  
Brescia can however derive the number 
of cyclists from either count.  Caution 
should be taken when comparing to trip 
length, as the definition for the 
boundaries in which trip length is 
measured needs to be confirmed 
precisely, e.g. city/region.  Percentage 
figures should be used as opposed to 
averages which can be distorted by 
outliers. 
 
The total for KSI can be obtained from 
common indicator 6.1 
 
Consideration of the time period over 
which these are measured will be 
necessary - averaging over a 5 year 
period is common.  Other ©rates© that 
could be measured are: per number of 
cyclists; per number of trips; as a 
proportion of trip length. 
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2.1.3 Bicycle Utilisation Indicators 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Bicycle Utilisation 

C.1 
Km / person / day. 
 

C.2 Trips / person / day. 
 

It was thought that these ‘cycling use’  
indicators could be tied in and analysed with 
the KSI/accident indicators to provide an 
indication of potential ‘ risk’  to cyclists.  
Copenhagen of course already have an 
indicator specifically assigned to ‘cycling 
risk’ . 
 
Regarding the definition of ‘person’ , if cities 
have disaggregated data e.g. for different age 
groups, this should be sent to the project team 
collectively.  Then the project team will 
decide whether it is possible to compare 
across cities according to this detailed level or 
whether comparison will be made at a more 
general level (depending on the data other 
cities have sent).  Where cities have 
disaggregated data, they MUST define the 
characteristics of this. 

C.3 Number of bicycle repair 
workshops. 

When carrying out analysis of this indicator, 
it might be worth considering whether any 
training courses are implemented which 
encourage home repair, therefore decreasing 
the need for service at an actual workshop. 

C.4 Number of bicycle thefts per 1000 
inhabitants per year.  

 

2.1.4 Bicycle Infrastructure Indicators 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Cycling Infrastructure 

D.1 Can cycles be taken with you on 
public transport – YES/NO?  

If YES, which modes? 

D.2 

Using this scoring system, state 
whether there is sufficient bicycle 
parking at public transport 
interchanges? 

1 = No parking 
2 = Limited or less than sufficient parking 
3 = Sufficient parking 
4 = Sufficient parking with some spare capacity 
5 = Too much parking 

D.3 Does the city have a ©cycling 
network© – YES/NO? 

If YES, are the following used to publicise 
it: 
- Signage? 
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- Maps? 
-           Website? 

D.4 Does the city have ©recommended 
routes© – YES/NO? 

If YES, are the following used to publicise them: 
- Signage? 
- Maps? 
-           Website? 

D.5 
What is the total annual budget 
specifically for cycling in terms of 
the following: 

- Infrastructure? 
- Maintenance? 
-           Promotion? 

D.6 Can bicycles use bus lanes – 
YES/NO?   

D.7 
Does the city allow cycle use of 
one-way streets in both directions 
– YES/NO?   

If NO, does the city plan to? 

D.8 
What is the number of ©public 
cycle parking spaces© per 1000 
inhabitants? 

 

D.9 Are there specific measures to 
assist cyclists at traffic junctions – 
YES/NO?  If YES, which types of 
measures are present? 

 

D.10 
[Only to be 
completed 
if cities 
have the 
respective 
detailed 
data.  A 
total figure 
for length 
in km of all 
cycling 
features is 
already 
requested 
under the 
common 
indicator 
2.1] 

Total length in km of the 
following cycling features: 
- Lanes? 
- Tracks? 
- Routes? 
 
Definition of the different types of 
features should be made clear 
when collecting this information 
(2 examples of definitions are 
given in the ‘comments’  column 
opposite). 

[Definition 1 – better for e.g. Copenhagen?] 
- Lanes (on-road, mixed with other traffic) 
- Tracks (on-road, not mixed with other traffic, 

segregated) 
- Routes (off-road) 
 
[Definition 2 – better for e.g. Oxford] 
- Lanes (on-road, mixed with other traffic) 
- Tracks (off-road but immediately next to the 

carriageway) 
- Routes (off-road and away from the 

carriageway, i.e. like the green routes 
promoted in Copenhagen) 

 

2.1.5 Cycling Initiatives 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Cycling Initiatives 

E.1 Does the city regularly consult 
citizens / bike users / others on 
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cycling policy? 

E.2 
Does the city / do others provide 
cycle training (proficiency) for adults 
and/or children? 

 

E.3 

Are the following given to the city 
administration to promote cycling: 

- Bicycles for use? 
- Distance allowance (i.e. 

currency unit / distance unit)? 
- Other financial incentives to 

cycle? 

This indicator attempts to show whether 
the authority has a certain level of 
commitment to promoting cycling 
internally, which could subsequently 
show their potential/dedication for 
promoting it externally. 

E.4 

Is cycle parking required/requested 
to permit the following types of new 
development taking place: 

- Office? 
- Retail? 
- Housing? 

 

E.5 Does the city have a program to 
actively promote ©new© cycle use? 

 

E.6 
Does the city promote safe routes to 
schools – YES/NO?  If YES, how 
does it do this? 

 

E.7 
Is your city a member of national or 
international networks promoting 
cycling? 

 

E.8 
Would it assist your work if cycling 
was given greater priority at the EC 
level? 
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2.2 Year Two 

2.2.1 Recipe for Success 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Recipe for  Success 

F.1a 
Which of the following indicators are 
used to measure the effects of 
cycling policies? 

F.1b What statistics are used regarding the 
following indicators? 

F.1c What is the source and mechanism of 
collection for the following? 

F.1d How do you rate the method of 
collection for the following? 

F.1e 
How accessible is the following data 
(ease of collection)? 

F.1f What is the frequency of collection 
for the following? 

Cordon counts 
Risk (KSI) per total distance  
Bridges and tunnels accessible to 
bicycles or designed for bicycles 
General ‘use’  of cycle parking 
Existence of a cycle training programme 
and associated material 
% of children having received cycle 
training 
Existence of a signing strategy (e.g. 
naming or directional information) 
Behaviour (e.g. do you carry out 
before/after surveys regarding the 
deployment of measures) 
Do you engage with schools?  If so, how? 
Do you engage with employers?  If so, 
how? 
Other indicator… 

F2 
Does the city use the following to 
reflect on programmes? 

Annual Review 
Statistical report (e.g. the Copenhagen 
Bicycle Account) 
External assessment/audit 
Internal audit/review 
Consultation of cycle users and others 
Letters/complaints (e.g. from the public 
to politicians) 
  
What are your targets for cycling and 
how are they set? 
Is there the opportunity to engage with 
politicians about programmes? 
Do you engage with politicians about 
programmes?  If so, how? 
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2.2.2 Integration with Public Transport 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Integration with Public Transpor t 

G.1 

Mechanisms to integrate cycling and 
public transport... 
 
  

Is there a policy to link cycling and 
public transport? 
Is there a budget to develop this? 
Are there any campaigns to promote 
integration? 
What dialogue exists between cycling 
and public transport professionals? 

G.2 Are the following issues being 
addressed? 

Access by bicycle to/within public 
transport sites/stations 
Bicycle parking at public transport 
sites/stations  
Carriage of bicycles on public transport 
services 
Hire and services, e.g. Park & Ride 
initiative with facilities for bicycles 
Costs of integration to the user, e.g. 
ticketing 
Mapping and signage provision 

G.3 
If you are not already doing so, do 
you plan to address the following 
issues? 

Access by bicycle to/within public 
transport sites/stations 
Bicycle parking at public transport 
sites/stations  
Carriage of bicycles on public transport 
services 
Hire and services, e.g. Park & Ride 
initiative with facilities for bicycles 
Costs of integration to the user, e.g. 
ticketing 
Mapping and signage provision 

2.2.3 Marketing 
 

Code Indicator  Comments 
Marketing 

H.1 Mechanisms to integrate cycling and 
public transport... 

Yes/No 

H.2 

Do you actively market to the 
following specific audiences?  If so, 
how? 
 
Politicians (influencing) 
Tourists 
Children (consideration of age split 

-  Merchandise 
-  Bicycle type and style 
-  Working with celebrities, e.g. 

Malmo’s book of celebrity cyclists 
-  Rewards 
-  Incentives, e.g. agreement with 

manufacturer/retailer to allow money 
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and those involved in the school run) 
College and university students 
Non-cycling adults (those that 
currently cannot or will not cycle) 
Women (the mode split indicator 
should perhaps also consider gender 
split) 
Promoting utilitarian cyclists 
Over 50 year olds (‘baby boomers’ ) 
Unemployed and low-income earners 
Immigrants and new residents to the 
city  
Other… 

off cycle equipment, etc 
-  Partnerships, e.g. with retailers or 

local/regional/national cycling 
campaign groups 

-  Video/DVD/TV promotions 
- Websites 
-  Special events, e.g. Bike Week 
-  Special campaigns, e.g. TravelSmart 

individualised marketing 
-  Cycle maps 
-  Briefings/meetings, e.g. regarding 

politicians 
-  Research 
-  Other... 

H.3 

Which policy area is the marketing 
linked to regarding each audience 
below? 
Politicians (influencing) 
Tourists 
Children (consideration of age split 
and those involved in the school run) 
College and university students 
Non-cycling adults (those that 
currently cannot or will not cycle) 
Women (the mode split indicator 
should perhaps also consider gender 
split) 
Promoting utilitarian cyclists 
Over 50 year olds (‘baby boomers’ ) 
Unemployed and low-income earners 
Immigrants and new residents to the 
city  
Other… 

-  Health 
-  Accessibility 
-  Mobility management 
-  Time saving 
-  Cost saving 
-  Environmental 
-  Freedom/choice/independence 
-  Social inclusion (a sense of 

belonging/pride, image – cycling 
needs to be trendy) 

-  Sustainable tourism 
-  Congestion 
-  Other… 
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2.3 Year Three 

2.3.1 Monitoring and evaluation 
 
Code Title Indicator  

How can cities monitor  and evaluate cycling? 
when was it introduced? 
what are the main elements of it? 
are the objectives monitored? If yes… 
how are they monitored? 
why are they monitored? 

I.1 Does the city have a cycling policy? If 
yes… 

how frequently are they monitored? 
If the city has a plan for this, when was it 
introduced? 
What are the main elements for this plan? 

I.2 Does the city actively promote new 
cycle use? 

What other initiatives has the city taken? 
actual usefulness I.3 If the city has data on indicators from 

the following list, how would you rate 
them with respect to… (see overleaf) 

difficulty in researching the indicator 

give a brief description of the projects. 
what were the indicators used in the projects? 
how were the indicators used in the projects? 
what were the difficulties in implementing the 
projects? 

I.4 For projects where indicators in 
question I.3 have been used… 

how successful were the projects? 
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Last data collection Usefulness (Please tick box) I3:      L ist of cycling indicators  
No Data (if so, 
please cross) 

Year of last 
data 

collection 

Essential Very 
Useful 

Nice to 
have 

Not 
useful 

Initial Difficulty to 
Research on a scale of 1 - 
5 (1-easy to 5-difficult) 

with Comments 
Mode share (% of trips)               
Cordon counts               
Risk (KSI per trip)               
Risk (KSI/trip length)               
Cycle accidents               
Network length               
Bridges/tunnels for bikes               
Signing strategy               
Cycle parking               
Use of cycle parking               
Cycle theft               
Cycle shops               
Cycle training programme               
Cycle training               
% of children received cycle training               
Behaviour surveys               

Engaging schools               

Engaging employers               
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2.3.2 Intermodality 

Code Title Indicator  
How to encourage intermodality for  cyclists &  public transpor t users so that both can 

benefit 
If yes… which modes and what are the conditions? J.1 Can cycles be taken with you 

on public transport? If no… is there a planned agenda to improve 
intermodality and if so, what is on it? 
1 = No parking 
2 = Limited or less sufficient parking 
3 = Sufficient parking 
4 = Sufficient parking with some spare capacity 
5 = Too much parking 

J.2 Using the scoring system, 
state whether cycle parking at 
public transport interchanges 
is currently sufficient. 

What security measures are used to enforce/protect 
cycle parking and is there a price to pay for cyclists 
using facilities with these measures? 

when was it introduced? 
please describe the system and cost. 

J.3 Is there a public and/or 
private (specify) cycle hire 
service in the city? If yes… is there a website promoting this service and if so, what 

is its address? 
when was it introduced? J.4 Are employers incentivised 

by local authorities to 
encourage cycling and public 
transport (i.e sustainable 
modes) use for commuter 
travel? If yes… 

please give examples with details of schemes 
specifying whether they are mandatory or guidelines. 

J.5 Are employers required to 
provide cycle parking?  

how is the number of spaces required defined? 

is journey planning information available online 
(including cycling buses and trains)? If so, what is the 
number of hits per head in the city? 

is there a journey planning information call centre? 
is there printed information available relating to public 
transport and cycling? If so, please send examples. 

J.6 Is there a personalised journey 
planning service in the city? If 
yes… 

are there any other forms of journey planning services 
in the city? 

J.7 Innovative approaches: Are there any current or future plans for innovative 
approaches with regards to integrating cycling and 
public transport trips? 

J.8 Intermodal public transport 
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? 
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3. GOOD PRACTICE CASE STUDIES FROM SITE VISITS 
 
The following good practice case studies were presented at each of the year three site visits by the 
host cities to inform the participating cities of the good practices that can be observed throughout 
their cities. The year three site visits attended by the cycling working group were held in Santander, 
The Hague and Malmö. 
 
3.1 Santander, December 1st and 2nd 2005 
 

Figure 3.1 Santander  
 

 
 
The city of Santander kindly took the two working groups on a tour of Santander visiting the 
various transport interchanges it had to offer.  Firstly, the groups visited the ferry port and were 
given an in depth tour around it by the port manager.  The groups then walked to the bus terminal, 
where again they were shown around and saw behind the scenes in the control room.  A 
presentation was then given by Juan Manuel Castenedo Galan (Gobierno De Cantabria) on 
Santander’s transport system.  This then progressed into a tour of Santander on one of their buses, 
stopping at the beach to the East of Santander and driving back through past the stadium and 
modern sports complex and onto Torrelavega, an interesting industrial based town.   
 
Santander is located on the Northern coast of Spain, approximately 100km west of Bilbao and is 
confined by the waters surrounding the peninsular on which it has been built.  The city has 180,000 
residents and is situated in the region of Cantabria which has 530,000 residents.  When looked at in 
comparison with Spain, Cantabria is only 1% of Spain’s territory.  Commuting levels are kept 
relatively low in Cantabria, mainly because industrial areas in Spain tend to be close to the 
populated areas.   
 
Most buildings in the Santander are relatively new as in 1893 there was a steamer explosion which 
destroyed many buildings and in 1941 there was a fire that destroyed the old quarter when winds of 
up to 150 km/hour spread the fire and destroyed approximately 2000 buildings.  In the 1950s, the 
fishing port moved to the exit of the town where it became even more prosperous with room to 
expand but it is still second to the tourism industry. 
 
600,000 passengers per year pass through the airport in Santander.  Many of these passengers use 
the bus from the airport as it is fairly regular with people having to wait no longer than 15 minutes 
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to be taken into the city centre, creating good intermodality.  There is also a good cycle route from 
the airport to the city centre.  The airport is showing a 5% growth rate per annum which is 
approximately an additional 25,000 passengers per 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 Stansted to Madrid flights often stop in Santander which also helps the airport to 
grow.  Although the airport is growing, it still faces stiff competition from Bilbao Airport. 
 
The ferry port runs a twice weekly service with Brittany Ferries on Mondays and Thursdays 
between Plymouth and Santander.  The ferry trip takes approximately 16 hours and costs around 
£400 in winter and £2,000 in summer for 2 passengers and a small car.  Brittany Ferries extends 
their service beyond selling the ferry passage to also finding suitable accommodation for their 
customers in and around Santander.  There are also 10 cruise ship lines that dock at the port.  
Parking seems more than adequate for the size of the port with 600 free car parking spaces and 
special cycle and motorcycle parking.  It would seem that the needs of cyclists are being catered for 
as there is also a special boarding row for them.  The port deals with approximately 33,000 
cars/year or 150,000 passengers/year and 90% of these are English.  However, strict controls are 
enforced as there is a large immigration problem with people from Africa trying to enter England 
through the ferry port.  The ferry station was re-built last year as new ferries were becoming too big 
to dock. 
 
Santander’s Railways are restricted by an area that is affected by flooding.  There is a proposal to 
join Portugal and France by rail; however, this is being hindered by neighbours in the Basque 
country who are causing problems for both rail and road.  Cantabria’s main railway continues to 
develop regardless of this outside disturbance.  Unfortunately, both the rail and bus stations will 
find it difficult to expand in the future as they are in a difficult position; being surrounded by water 
around the peninsular and being in the heart of an urban area. 
 
Santander has a large bus terminal very close to the ferry terminal which would therefore encourage 
intermodality between the two.  Built in the 1980s, a parking area was resurfaced and made up part 
of the new bus station complete with a shopping area.  The station is technologically up to date with 
real-time departure and arrivals systems which are updated on a regular basis.  The station provides 
a regular service to the airport approximately every 30 minutes.  The possibility of an expressway 
along this route has also been discussed.   
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Figure 3.2 Pamphlet detailing Santander ’s streets 
 

 
 

 
3.2 The Hague, March 23rd and 24th 2006 
 
This section details the two parts of the site visit that focused on The Hague’s efforts to promote 
cycling in the city.  The first involved two presentations regarding policy and projects aimed at 
improving provision for cyclists and other modes.  The second involved a bicycle tour of the city 
demonstrating infrastructure in place for cyclists and other urban mobility. 
 
Presentation on the sustainable transport policies of the city of The Hague. 
 
This presentation was given by Toine Molenschot, Senior Policy Officer in the Traffic and 
Transportation Department of the City of The Hague.  The presentation gave an overview of the 
opportunities to develop sustainable transport within the city over the next few years. 
 
There are five key areas for potential development over the next few years  
 
1. Centrum zone 
2. International coastal zone 
3. Line 11 – zone 
4. A4 / Vliet – zone 
5. Lozerlaan 
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Figure 3.3 The Hague zones 
 

 
 
All five of these have been built into The Hague’s Transportation Plan, with the overall strategy for 
these five key areas being to intensify and develop multiple land use. In the long-term the future 
challenge for the city is ‘ finding the best and most efficient combinations of new locations (for 
development) and public transport network’ , to allow for the strategies in the Transport Plan to 
become reality. 
 
A variety of solutions are being considered in order to provide the city of The Hague, a large 
commercial, office and entertainment centre, also housing The Netherlands National government 
offices, with a  sustainable transport system suitable for such a capital. 
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Figure 3.4 The Hague 
 

 
 
Solutions being considered include; 
 
·  Building new housing alongside existing public transport routes 
·  Development of light rail routes 
·  Densification of capacity along the line 6 corridor, in order to provide quality conditions for the 

route 
·  Pedestrian zones surrounding the main office concentrations 
·  New Randstad rail route to the major office concentrations 

 
Figure 3.5 Randstadt Rail - The Hague 
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·  Re-organisation of Central Station 
·  Development of ‘smartcard’  technology, to allow easy intermodal travel  
·  Development of a large cycle network, including the better availability of bicycles for hire and 

also of cycle parking. 
·  Increased Park and Ride facilities 
·  Progress in travel information technologies  
·  Increased marketing of sustainable transport options 
 

Figure 3.6 Walk to School publicity - The Hague 
 

 

 
 
Presentation on cycling policies in The Hague 

 
This presentation was given by Tristan Martin the Bicycle Co-ordinator, for The City of The 
Hague’s Urban Development Department. 
 
The presentation covered five key areas concerning cycling in The Hague; 
 
1. General statistics 
2. The route network 
3. Quality aspects  
4. Parking facilities 
5. Cycling and Public Transport 

 
1. General statistics - 30% of all trips under 7.5 km in The Hague are undertaken by bike (not 

including inter-modal trips).  The key goal current goal is to increase bicycle trips by 10% in the 
period 2003 – 2007.  Currently the city of The Hague is on target to exceed this target by a 
further 2% in this time period. 
 

2. The route network - There are over 270 km of cycle paths in The Hague and over 100 km of 
cycle lanes. 

 
3. Quality aspects - The key aspects important for a quality route within The Hague are; 
 
·  Safety 
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·  Directness 
·  Comfort 

 
4. Parking Facilities  

 
·  There are several thousand bicycle parking stands available for use throughout the city. 
·  These are available in several different forms; 
 

Figure 3.7 Fiets &  Stal – pay on the street 
 

 
 

Figure 3.8 Street Parking 
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Figure 3.9 Residential Parking 
 

 
 

Figure 3.10 Bicycle vaults – near public transpor t facilities 
 

 
 

5. Cycling and Public Transport - as shown in Figure 3.10 above, bicycle vaults are currently in 
place near to public transport facilities. 
 

To conclude Tristan stressed that in order for the city of The Hague to remain on target the 
following budget for 2007 was required; 

  
� 5 million – to complete the cycle route 
� 4 million – to convert tiled surfaces to asphalt 
� 1 million – to improve cycle parking facilities 
 
Public transport tour of The Hague 
 
The two working groups were taken on a public transport tour of The Hague lead by Toine 
Molenschot.  This allowed participants to gain a better understanding of the layout of the city, as 
well as observation of a number of infrastructure features designed for cycling and walking.  Some 
of these are detailed below: 
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The tour started outside the City Hall at 15.00 where there was a good example of the kind of trend 
the city wants to set.  These cycle storage facilities were well maintained, spaced and designed 
bicycle racks for visitors and employees to the city hall.   
 

Figure 3.11 Cycle storage facilities 
 

 
 
The participants then embarked onto a tram where they were taken around some interesting parts of 
the city.  As shown in Figure 3.12, we can see that these trams are clean, well maintained, and are 
making use of modern technology as can be seen from the panel screen display at the front of the 
tram.  This screen can be used for advertising, public transport promotion and real time information 
on the forthcoming stops. 
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Figure 3.12 Tram 
 

 
 
After a short walk from where the participants disembarked the tram they arrived at the tram depot 
where the city’s trams are stored.  They were able to see the variety of trams that had accumulated 
over the years and the high standard to which they were all kept.   
 

Figure 3.13 Tram storage unit 
 

 
 
In one of the tram storage units, an ultra-modern tram, yet to be released onto the streets was being 
stored.  The participants were allowed into it and could ask questions on its capabilities.  Amongst 
other features, the tram had improved access for disabled people with platform level entrances and 
low door buttons for disabled people to use, which leave the doors open for longer and therefore 
ensure safe access onto the tram.   
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Figure 3.14 Tram  
 

 
 
This was then followed by a walk through the city where the groups came across a number of 
interesting infrastructure features.  As shown in Figure 3.15, cyclists have priority over cars when 
travelling around this roundabout.   
 

Figure 3.15 Cycle pr ior ity at a roundabout 
 

 
 
Following this, the participants approached a bus stop where they embarked on a bus for a short bus 
ride.  Similarly to the trams, the waiting time was very impressive as most buses and trams in the 
city have frequencies of less than 10 minutes. 
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Figure 3.16 Bus station 
 

 
 
After disembarking the bus, the groups came across a new scheme being piloted in various parts of 
the city.  The scheme involved the installation of secure cycle lockers that are hired out to the public 
at � 7.50 per month.  This will establish the market, then after this pilot period, the cost will be 
increased and more units may be introduced pending its success.   
 

Figure 3.17 Cycle lockers 
 

 
 
The participants then worked their way back to the main transport interchange in the city where 
cycling was clearly encouraged.  Here they could see the ample bicycle storage facilities that the 
interchange had to offer alongside a bicycle repair and hire service. 
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Figure 3.18 Central Station 
 

 
 
The facilities provided at Central Station for cyclists were exceptional, with a large amount of 
cycling parking, a cycle tunnel under the station allowing cyclists to get from one side to the other 
with ease and a bicycle shop to provide for all of their needs. 
 

Figure 3.19 Cycle storage facilities at Central Station 
 

   
 
Below is the cycle route that runs through the interchange.  From Figure 3.20, it is clear to see that 
the route is wide in order to accommodate for a dense flow of cycle traffic.  There is also a buffer 
zone alongside the track, separating the cyclists from the pedestrians and therefore increasing 
safety. 
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Figure 3.20 Cycle route through interchange 
 

 
 

An example of simple but effective provision for bicycles at this interchange in The Hague is the 
provision of bicycle ramps alongside staircases.  These ramps have a groove for bicycle tyres to run 
along, therefore increasing the stability of the bicycle when transporting it up or down the staircase. 
 

Figure 3.21 Cycle ramp along staircase 
 

 
 
Figure 3.22 shows an example of the underground tram service at this transport interchange.  It 
offers well maintained, spacious platforms, complete with indicators on the flooring for partially 
sighted or blind people.  The service provided here is a quick and efficient service to any part of the 
city. 
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Figure 3.22 Tram 

 

 
 
Finally, the groups approached a new cycle route, which was under development.  This cycle bridge 
crosses a motorway, therefore linking two previously separated parts of the city.  This is a major 
development and is very impressive to look at. 
 

Figure 3.23 Cycle br idge under  development 
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3.3 Malmo, May 8th and 9th 2006 
 
This section starts by outlining the presentation on Malmö that was given at the site visit and is 
concluded by a description of the bicycle tour which exposed the group to a variety of cycle 
network infrastructure around Malmö. 
 

Figure 3.24 Bicycle Route Planning in Malmö 
 

 
 
As an introduction to the site visit in Malmö, Leif Jönsson of the Department of Traffic in the 
Office of Public Works gave a talk on bicycle route planning in Malmö.  The key points were:  
 
The residential areas in Malmö built in the ‘60s and ‘70s were built with segregated traffic systems, 
which meant that the peripheral areas of the city had plenty of bicycle paths whilst the more central 
areas of the city had almost no cycling facilities at all. 
 
Malmö adopted a plan in 1976 for the extension of the bicycle path network, which was one of the 
first of such plans in Sweden.  There was then a dramatic development of bicycle paths in Malmö, 
largely due to national financial support.  As state subsidies and the news value of the Bicycling 
Plan decreased, there was a marked decline in the interest of planners and project managers in 
promoting cycling issues. 
 
Traffic levels and emissions of pollutants had increased so dramatically by the mid ‘90s that the city 
decided to adopt a Traffic Environment Programme in 1997.  This programme is very detailed and 
contains a large number of concrete proposals to improve the environment in Malmö. 
 
A very small part of this programme deals with the potential to increase the proportion of cyclists in 
the city. 
 
This was formulated in a number of points: 
 
·  Improve the health of Malmö’s residents by replacing short car journeys with bicycle trips. 
·  Increase bicycle traffic by 10% over a 10 year period and thereby; 

o Decrease car traffic flows by 2-3% and as a result; 
o Decrease car exhaust emissions by 5% from the 1995 level. 
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Malmö’s method of achieving this is: 
 
·  Safer bicycle paths. 
·  A tighter bicycle network. 
·  Better maintenance of the bicycle paths. 
·  Bicycle-friendly urban planning. 
·  Proper marketing of the bicycle system. 
 
As a part of this project, a Bicycling Programme for Malmö was developed that included a strategy 
and an action programme.  The following points are the basis for the policy programme: 
 
·  A coherent bicycle network. 
·  Attractive bicycle paths. 
·  Bicycle parking. 
·  The Malmö bicycle. 
·  Marketing. 
·  Seeking support. 
·  Safe bicycle path network. 
 
Malmö was given 34 million kronors (approximately � 3.7 million) support from the Environment 
Department on a 50% matched funding basis for a three year programme between 1998 and 2000 to 
build 14kms of new bicycle paths, four split level crossings and to market cycling as an alternative 
to the car for short journeys. 
 
In summary, there are now 390kms of bicycle path in Malmö, about 29% of the total traffic volume 
consists of cyclists and about 40% of all journeys to and from work are made by bicycle. 
 
The main work with developing bicycle-friendly systems comes at the early urban planning stage in 
connection with the local plans.  It is therefore extremely important to have an adopted Bicycling 
Plan to refer to when there are discussions on the positioning of cycle paths.  If bicycle access is not 
ensured at the local plan level, then it is nearly impossible to reconstruct a functional bicycle 
network afterwards. 
 

Figure 3.25 Cycling in Malmö 
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Bicycle tour of Malmö 
 
In the afternoon of Day 1, the group were taken on a bicycle tour led Leif Jönsson.  Some of the 
highlights are displayed below: 
 

Figure 3.26 Cycling tour  route in Malmö 
 
 

 
 
The tour started at the Office of Public works which is at the centre of the Northern section of the 
route taken highlighted in yellow above.   
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Figure 3.27 Cyclist and pedestr ian access to tunnel 
 

 
 
The tunnel (above right) has segregated pedestrians and cyclists modes beneath it by using different 
materials for the paths (brown tiles for pedestrians and grey tiles for cyclists).  This has reduced the 
number of accidents under this bridge. 
 

Figure 3.28 Cycle counter  
 

                                  
 
The cycle counter (see Figure 3.28) is an example of good innovation.  There is a counter at the top 
and a light bar that increases up the side with the number of cyclists that pass.  This creates a feeling 
of making a difference, people that ride past it know that their trip by cycle has been recorded and 
not gone unnoticed.  By the end of the day, this counter was nearing 8000 trips! 
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Figure 3.29 Turning Torso 
 

                                               
 
The tour then passed the Turning Torso (above), a tower that turns 90 degrees on its vertical axis.  
This is a residential tower and has limited car parking facilities, limiting car use. 
 

Figure 3.30 Cycle facilities 
 

 
 
Above left is a stop along a cycle route where people can stop to fill their tyres with air. 
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Figure 3.31 Cycle crossing 
 

 
 
The group followed a main road for cyclists where cyclists at crossings had priority and cars had to 
stop.  Car lanes also reduce from 4 to 2 lanes where cyclists are crossing the road. 
 

Figure 3.32 Cycle tunnel and roundabout 
 

         
 
Above left is a new tunnel built to bypass crossing the road for safety.  It cost approximately 
� 3,700,000.  Above right is a roundabout for cyclists. 
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Figure 3.33 Cycle parking 
 

 
 
Figure 3.33 shows cycle parking for an organisation in Malmö that was passed on the route.  There 
are plenty of spaces here with room for an increase in cycling activity.   
 
Other sites of interest that were passed included some secondary traffic lights for cyclists at 
crossings alongside the conventional traffic lights and raised bikeways at some crossings.  A bad 
example of cycle planning was pointed out by Leif where cyclists were segregated from a car 
parking zone next to the cycling lane by a painted line. Here there was little segregation between 
cyclists and cars and therefore, an increased chance of accidents. 
 


