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1 Introduction 

This document is a summary report on the first City-HUB stakeholder workshop held in 

Budapest, 21 March, 2013. It is not an official deliverable of the City-HUB project. This document 

will serve as a basis for D7.2 Summary report on the transport visioning events at the   

stakeholdersô workshops due in Month 19 (March 2014) after the second stakeholder workshop. 

The main objective of this document is to provide an overview of the workshop objectives, 

participants, programme and the conclusions of the transport visioning events (TVE). 

 

2 Background 

2.1 The City-HUB approach to stakeholder engagement 

The ultimate objective of the City-HUB project is to create a guidebook that can help interchange 

developers, owners, managers, operators, and policy makers create user-friendly and 

economically viable interchanges that fit into the urban realm. Although the City-HUB consortium 

members as research and academic institutes have the necessary knowledge and expertise to 

recommend optimal solutions and models, it is of utmost importance that the potential users of 

the results of the City-HUB project are involved in the process of developing them. This will 

ensure that the City-HUB guidebook provides guidance that is ófit for purposeô and can be easily 

applied by a wide range of potential users in a broad range of situations.  

Stakeholder involvement is the main task of Work Package 7 (WP7) (Stakeholdersô Involvement 

and European Transferability) in close co-operation with WP8 (Dissemination and Fora). WP7 

facilitates the involvement of stakeholders in the process of reviewing best practice (WP2), 

producing design, planning and management guidelines in WPs 3 & 4, creating the City-HUB 

model in WP5 and evaluating the case studies in WP6. 

The specific objectives of stakeholder involvement are as follows: 

- The identification of key intermodality factors and the identification of perceived gaps and 

further research and policy needs with respect to the practical delivery of good practice in 

interchanges (Stakeholder Workshop No. 1). 

- Testing and reviewing the findings of WP3 (Best practice for efficient and smart design) 

and WP4 (Integrated management) with relevant stakeholders (Stakeholder Workshop 

No. 2). 

- Validation of the City-HUB model, development of policy recommendations, and 

discussion of the draft City-HUB Handbook (Stakeholder Workshop No. 3). 
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2.2 Stakeholder groups 

Based on the objectives of the project, three main stakeholder groups have been identified: 

1. Expert Reference Group 

The objective of the expert reference group is to provide expert advice regarding the 

design, planning, and operational issues of urban transport interchanges.  

 

2. Case Study Reference Group 

The second group of stakeholders have links to the pilot (WP2) and validation (WP6) 

case studies. Each selected case study location is represented by at least one local 

stakeholder (i.e. an operator, municipality representative, owner or planner). 

 

3. Stakeholdersô Advisory Group 

The stakeholder advisory group brings together European and national organisations 

that are involved in the planning, design, operation and use of interchanges. The 

stakeholders in this group include advocacy and users' organizations, international 

organisations of public transport companies/authorities, national urban transport 

related NGOs (Non-Governmental Organisations) and regional transport authorities. 

 

In addition to the above stakeholder groups, local stakeholders in the countries of the project 

partners will be communicated with using various dissemination tools (including newsletters, 

websites, and press releases). Local stakeholders will also be invited to City-HUB events 

(including the workshops and final conference).  

 

3 First City-HUB Stakeholder Workshop (Budapest, 21 

March, 2013) 

3.1 Thematic orientation 

Workshops are organized at three milestones of the City-HUB project. Each workshop is 

organised around a particular topic that is to be discussed or reviewed by the stakeholders.  

The first City-HUB Stakeholder Workshop was organised in Budapest on 21 March, 2013. 

The main objective of the workshop was twofold: to provide an overview of the research that had 

already been carried out within the project; and to identify key intermodality factors, perceived 

gaps, further research and policy needs with respect to the practical delivery of good practice in 

interchanges. 

The workshop is directly related to Work Package 2 (Setting the Scene), which reviews existing 

knowledge related to accessible urban multimodal interchanges, best practice and theory. The 

results of Tasks 2.1 (Literature and policy review) and 2.2 (Review of best practices) were the 

main inputs for the workshop. They were documented in Deliverable D2.1 'Review of theory, 



 

                 

 

Summary report on the transport visioning events at the 1
st 

and 2
nd

  stakeholdersô workshop 7 

policy and practice', which had been distributed to the members of the Expert Reference Group 

and the Stakeholdersô Advisory Group before the event. 

3.2 Participants 

The workshop was attended by members of the Expert Reference Group, selected members of 

the Case Study Reference Group and the Stakeholders' Advisory Group, local stakeholders from 

Hungary and representatives of the project partners. The list of participants can be found in the 

Annex.  

3.3 Programme 

In the first part of the workshop, a brief overview about intermodality planning in Hungary was 

given. Then, the results of the policy review and best practices (D2.1 Review of theory, policy 

and practice) were presented to give a general background to the discussions during the 

transport visioning events. In the second session, three Transport Visioning Events (TVEs) were 

organised applying the focus group technique to receive input from the stakeholders (see below 

for details). Finally, the main conclusions of the TVEs were discussed. 

On 22 March, a technical visit was organised to Kelenfºld intermodal terminal, which is under 

construction as part of the terminus of the new metro line No. 4, and the intermodal interchange 

at £rd, in the suburbs of Budapest, which is one of the projectôs pilot case studies. 

3.4 Transport Visioning Events (TVE) 

The Transport Visioning Events help stakeholders to formulate and express their expectations. A 

TVE is an ideal tool in the initial stages of a project to create enthusiasm, increase public 

awareness, gain stakeholder support and input early in the project. TVEs help to create the 

vision of the project and they can gauge the directions of research early on by identifying 

potential problems affecting stakeholders. During a TVE, participants familiarise themselves with 

the project objectives, the inputs expected from them, and interact with each other informally in 

small groups. Three TVEs ran in parallel at the 1st workshop covering the following topics:  

A. Transport Operators and managers view: design, integration and accessibility 

B. Policy and governance: intermodality and society issues 

C. UserËs view, inputs for Stated Preference and attitudes survey 

The focus group technique was used during the TVEs. Each group consisted of 8-10 people. 

Participants for each TVE had been selected based on the participants' preferences (indicated 

on the event's registration form), their professional background and/or membership in one of the 

City-HUB stakeholder groups. Each TVE was led by two moderators, who are members of the 

Expert Reference Group. The expertise of the moderators was matched with the thematic 

orientation of the TVEs. The moderators were assisted by a representative of the project 

partners who acted as a rapporteur to take notes during the focus group discussion. In order to 

ensure that rapporteurs are familiar with the topics of the discussion they were selected from 
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project partners who were involved in the technical WPs related to each TVE. 

 

4 Main conclusions of TVEs 

4.1 TVE 'A': Transport Operators' and managers' view: Design, 

integration and accessibility 

Transport Visioning Event 'A' focused on operational and management issues of transport 

interchanges. Issues such as station operations, management and maintenance, safety and 

security, fares and ticketing, revenue generation, as well as real time information (ICT) were 

discussed.  

Moderators: Ales Simandl (Prague Transport Company) and Javier Aldecoa (Madrid Public 

Transport Authority). 

Rapporteur: Clare Harmer (TRL, UK) 

Participants: Armi Vilkman (VTT), Bal§zs Fejes (BKK ï Budapest), Georgios Spanos (OASTh, 

Greece), Jardar Andersen (TOI), Juho Kostiainen (VTT), M·nika Kors·s (£rd). 

The discussion began by asking the question: What is the difference between a station and an 

interchange? There are few examples of what could be considered a good interchange. 

Interchanges have all modes in one place and they are considered in the same way ï equally. 

Five key areas were suggested for discussion: 

1. Information. 

2. Safety/security ï users want a safe place. 

3. Management ï of timetables, maintenance, and engaging with stakeholders. 

4. Transfer (between modes) ï very important, transfer time needs to be reduced. This 

issue is not always considered in station design but it needs to be considered in 

interchanges. 

5. Accessibility ï inside and outside. 

Another ranking was also suggested as follows: 

1. Not to have interchanges ï eliminate the number of changing points. 

2. To reduce transfer times and distances walked ï both should be as short as possible. 

3. If passengers have to wait then there should be something for the users to spend their 

time doing ï a shopping centre for example. 
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Budapest needs to consider developing interchanges on the edge of the city to help people who 

live in the suburbs into the city to work. It was noted that the City is trying to find new ways of 

doing this - including developing park and ride sites at stations. There is an issue however with 

who would be responsible for these ï in terms of development and operation. The City is only 

responsible for public transport within the city boundaries. It was noted that this issue has also 

been experienced in Finland.  

A further participant commented that they agreed that the five issues were important but made 

several points as follows: 

1. Accessibility is the key issue for users but maybe not for operators ï improving access can be 

dealt with during the planning and construction phases ï it is not necessarily an on-going issue. 

2. Due to the fact that interchanges in Greece mainly operate in well controlled, surveyed and 

therefore secure areas, security, although it is still a key parameter, is not considered to be a 

problematic issue. 

3. The provision of information is key as it makes public transport more attractive, which is a 

benefit for operators. Users also benefit from reduced transfer times. Real time information is 

important, with rapid technological advances it is important that operators keep pace with them. 

The question who should operate the interchange was asked. Comments suggested that it is not 

necessarily an issue with who owns it but it is more an issue of needing good management. 

However a compromise between public and private is probably best. There needs to be some 

control from a public body ï who can oversee standards. There are examples where 

interchanges are run by private operators but the management are are primarily interested in 

profit. 

There is a need to ensure that someone co-ordinates everything, for example timetabling. 

The set up in Helsinki is complex with both private and public partners, i.e. the public bus 

operators and the private company who runs the shopping centre. 

Five (bus/metro) interchanges in Madrid are run by private enterprises/concessions, with the 

concessions having to implement the transport authorityôs conditions. 

The TVA considered that often decisions about interchanges are made too early ï before the 

involvement of urban designers or architects. There is a need for greater and earlier involvement 

to ensure that better interchanges are developed. Without their involvement you may be able to 

get good transfer times but the interchange may be poorly designed etc. 

It was suggested that the City-HUB project needs to consider what are the minimum 

conditions/requirements that make interchanges, interchanges, and not just transfer facilities? 

How can stations be changed to be interchanges? How can you change the mind-set of 

operators so that they consider all these issues, in particular integrating the different modes ï 

which often lie outside of their remit? Rail operators are generally not interested in working with 

bus operators ï they see them as a competitor, particularly long distance buses and coaches. 
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There is a need for infrastructure integration, administrative integration, and ticketing integration. 

Although this is considered difficult ï particularly as most rail operators are nationalised. It was 

suggested that there is a need for a body which includes all stakeholders. 

Safety was reiterated as a priority, in terms of lighting, space and not having empty spaces ï 

these all influence the feelings of users. Also what elements of an interchange design can 

minimise the effects of potential terrorist attacks? Vandalism was highlighted as an issue in 

Budapest ï measures such as security personnel at metro stations and on night buses are 

helping to minimise these effects. In addition CCTV is going to be put on buses. 

In terms of information there are three key types: one related to the transport mode itself, two 

what facilities are near to the interchange and three how to use the interchange.  

There is a potential issue with real time information, if passengers do not believe that it is 

accurate. It therefore needs to be accurate which is easier for trains than buses. Buses need an 

in vehicle system ï like they have in Finland ï also linked to traffic lights which gives them 

priority at traffic lights. Financial benefits for operators can come from improved efficiency. It is 

very important that public transport operators and traffic management is linked.  

The TVA was asked who should manage real time information. It was agreed that this should be 

joint and needs cooperation. Each company should provide their information but itôs important to 

have this all in one place ï for passengers they want a constant view of all the information. It 

probably should be the responsibility of the interchange operator to collate all this information 

and provide screens showing all the information (not necessarily on one screen but it should be 

harmonised so it is easy to understand). This will obviously require some integration of IT 

systems, with technical and financial implications. This will probably require a protocol to be 

developed for how the operators will provide this information to the interchange operator ï and 

make sure that it is real time and accurate. 

The provision of free wifi was also considered to be a good idea for reducing wasted time in 

interchanges. It also helps people to access interchange information. 

Users' requirements (see TVE C) may influence the quality and extent of information provided to 

passengers, accessibility and security. Therefore a dialog between operators and users needs to 

be established. 

Key conclusions: 

Information is the key issue, followed probably by accessibility and safety/security. 

There is a need for centralised management which will make it easier/possible to achieve good 

interchanges ï you need this to enable integrated timetabling, ticketing, information etc. 

There is also a need to consider the commercial side, which is very important in the current 

economic climate. This can have a big impact on the transfer timesï i.e. going past shops or 

taking a more direct route. A balance between operator and user needs is needed. It was 

considered that maybe passenger satisfaction, which may result from short transfers, will be 
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more important in the long term, than earning extra profit on selling snacks etc. There is a risk 

that poor transfer times etc. will result in losing passengers.   

4.2 TVE 'B': Policy and governance: intermodality and societal issues 

Transport Visioning Event 'B' focused on the policy and societal issues of transport interchanges. 

Issues such as policies concerning interchanges in different countries, questions related to cost-

benefit analysis, sustainability and safety were addressed. 

Moderator: Antonio Gonzalez (Urban Authority, Bordeaux) and Ruud van der Ploeg (European 

Metropolitan Transport Authorities). 

Rapporteur: Barry Ubbels (Panteia, the Netherlands) 

Participants: Ćd§m Pusztai (KTI), Eftihia Nathanail (CERTH), Odile Heddebaut (IFSTTAR), 

Mette Vernooij (Stadsregio Amsterdam), Tuuli Jªrvi (VTT), Vilmos Oszter (KTI), Ricardo 

Poppeliers (Panteia) 

The discussion covered the topics included in Chapter 5 of D2.1 on governance and policy. 

These being: 

- Policy and governance; 

- Financing; 

- Design, sustainability and spatial planning; and 

- Safety and security. 

Policy and governance: processes 

The discussion started with the remark that there is a clear need for a definition of an 

interchange/node. This will depend on the function of the interchange in the network. There are 

different types of interchanges/nodes which should clearly be identified based on their location 

and role in the mobility chain, because this affects policy making. Larger interchanges facilitating 

mass transit and intermodal transfer involve more stakeholders, have a more prominent place in 

the urban environment and potentially make processes and decision-making more complex. 

A very important question when it comes to policy making and policy coordination is the 

involvement of multiple stakeholders and the domains for which they are responsible (three 

domains were identified: access/egress, inside the travel-related physical domain, and outside 

the travel domain within the hub perimeters). Often, the different domains are considered as 

separate entities, but this is not ideal for achieving a successful multimodal transfer node and 

makes things complex. There are various different models for policy coordination and 

interchange management and it depends on the local context and legislative framework which is 

most appropriate. In any case, one key factor for success seems to be the implementation of 

original governance procedures that brings together actors that are not used to working together. 

The discussion revealed that the regional transport authority of Amsterdam (Stadsregio 
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Amsterdam), which does not own or manage infrastructure, takes the lead in interchange 

management by bringing stakeholders together. They start from the general notion that 

improving network quality and optimising the coordination between operators and network 

managers is key for every stakeholder. This approach is very much appreciated and undisputed 

by the other stakeholders. Stadsregio Amsterdam facilitates the discussion, brings the different 

interests/aims of the partners together and develops and stimulates improvements in the 

physical domain and its management.  

A different model is applied in the Helsinki region, where a more centralised approach is in 

place. The regional transport authority, HSL (Helsingin Seudun Liikenne is responsible for 

interchange policy making in the broad sense (e.g. including land use planning) with the 

involvement of the municipalities that form HSL. There is, however, less involvement of other 

stakeholders. The advantage is that processes are less time consuming. Budapest applies a 

model that is in between the Amsterdam (decentralised model) and the Helsinki case 

(centralised model), with a city management model.   

Leadership by private partners in processes is only rarely the case. Singapore is an example, 

but it is unclear whether this leads to success. However, it can sometimes be very useful to take 

into account the interests of the private sector in order to make projects viable, as the Avenida 

de Americaôs interchange in Madrid has proved.  

Policy, governance and processes with different stakeholders are generally nowadays 

considered as an important element for the success of an interchange. There is no one solution 

for a coordination model that is best and that should be applied in each city. Managing a large 

interchange proves to be a complex challenge, that has to be facilitated by a third party taking 

ónatural leadershipô of the stakeholders.  

Financing 

Financing and funding of interchanges is not very important when it comes to policy making 

regarding interchange investment. It is more important that funding remains available in the long 

term to maintain and operate the interchange in a proper way. Public Private Partnerships (PPP 

examples can be found in Finland where a new bus station in Helsinki is partly funded with 

private money. The question remains to what extent the PPP affects the functional design: is 

there a trade-off between environmental, societal and economic priorities, notably in the use of 

space within station domains? 

Design of the interchange 

It is important that the design of an interchange fits within the urban context of the location and 

spatial environment. The interchange should be included or linked with the spatial planning 

policy framework. The interchange should be a pleasant place to stay and have value for the 

immediate citizens that live nearby (public space). In some contexts, the interchange can even 

stimulate a complete urban regeneration by bringing together many facilities and services that 

create lively places and promote economic development. 



 

                 

 

Summary report on the transport visioning events at the 1
st 

and 2
nd

  stakeholdersô workshop 13 

Proximity to urban areas facilitates access by cycling and walking, and attracts more public 

transport riders. London Docklands was mentioned as an interesting example of integrated 

planning.  

A supervisor who is responsible for design/station development seems appropriate to make sure 

that the interchange fits within its context. In Amsterdam, it is obligatory to discuss the design 

with an internal commission of the authority/city (local government expert committee, including 

police, fire dept etc) to check whether the design meets different types of criteria. This works 

well.   

Sustainable design and energy efficiency is considered relatively less important but they could 

become crucial in the future. 

Safety/perception of safety 

There is a difference between safety perception of the traveller/user of the interchange and 

security in general. Here we focus on safety as a public responsibility. 

The participants agreed that having processes in place are important for ensuring safety at 

interchanges. In many cases multiple stakeholders are involved (e.g. the interchange manager, 

the operator, the local police department), each with different responsibilities. Issues with 

regards to safety may not always be solved swiftly and adequately, which may cause disruption 

to the overall transport network (with delays as a consequence for the traveller). We can learn 

lessons from London in relation to the resilience planning that took place in 2012 with regards to 

the Olympic Games. It is recommended that an agreed action plan on safety, which clearly 

defines roles and responsibilities and procedures to follow, is put in place. Responsibility should 

not always be directed to the traveller (with signing and leaflets). The aim should be to find a 

balance between guidance and real time safety advice versus verbal and auditory assistance so 

that travellers do not feel insecure (ñUse it and loose itò) and/or confused. 

Key conclusions 

- Deliverable 2.1 is complete in identifying all of the relevant governmental and institutional 

issues making a successful interchange and identifying key elements. 

- There is a difference in the relative importance of different features to policy makers; 

processes and the management of stakeholders is very relevant, as well as the safety of 

travellers. Sustainable design and financing are of less importance, but this could change 

over time. 

- IWhich management/governance model is most appropriate and successful depends on 

the local context and legislation: there is no one size fits all solution. 

- Sometimes multiple stakeholder involvement in interchange management works without 

a clear governance model; successful management may occur when stakeholders 

accept a ónaturalô leadership by an undisputed third party. 

- Safety at interchanges is an important issue but in many cases is not well managed due 
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to different and unclear responsibilities. An action plan on safety clearly defining roles 

and responsibilities is recommended. 

4.3 TVE 'C': Travellers' attitudinal and stated preference survey 

Moderators: Erzs®bet Fºldesi from the Association of disabled persons' organization and Llu²s 

Alegre from Barcelona PTA.  

Rapporteur: Floridea Di Ciommo from TRANSyT-UPM 

Participants: Derek Palmer (TRL), Ian Wright (Passenger Focus), Imre Perger (MĆV-Start), 

Juan de Ona (UPM), Michal Vana (CDV), Imre KeserŤ (KTI), J§nos Ber®nyi (KTI) 

Introduction 

Erzs®bet Fºldesi and Luis Alegre opened the debate by providing some inputs about the key 

factors of an óinterchange for allô. After that the participants gave their opinions, TVE 'C' was 

characterised by a balanced contribution of all participants.  

The discussions were orientated to two main issues for City-HUB project:  

A. How should the interchange be designed for all kinds of users? 

B. How to define an effective questionnaire for detecting usersô attitudes and perceptions 

about the interchange. The revision of a proposed questionnaire was an important 

objective for TVE 'C'. 

Following these two themes, the suggested key areas from the point of view of users were 

considered to be as follows: 

A. Interchange for all  

- How to include usersô groups with special needs in the City-HUB project and integrate 

their opinions? It was suggested that organisations of people with special needs should 

be contacted. 

- Accessibility is still the most relevant issue for an interchange. Of particular importance is 

the maintenance of the infrastructure/facilities at the interchange for users with special 

needs. A modern interchange without a good maintenance can become an issue for 

people with special needs. 

- Security issues for women: All of the participants agreed that the gender issue for 

interchanges is related to personnel security. 

- Information: This was a key area for the focus group, with questions arising related to: 

how best to offer the information if there are special needs groups as well as non-regular 

users like tourists and overseas visitors. Some participants pointed out the relevance of 

the information before the journey, during the trip, and in the interchange. In this context, 

way-finding issues were confirmed as a key point as well as the extent of information 
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(enough information, but not too much information that could confuse users). The 

information should be understandable by all users even in an emergency situation. 

B. Detecting usersô attitudes and perceptions by a questionnaire and stated preference 

(SP) experiment 

Formal issues about the questions: 

- Necessity of using easy and understandable words in the survey.  

- Questionnaire satisfaction measured by a Likert scale. There was a debate on the format 

of the Likert scale. A 5-point Likert scale was recommended. 

Revision of content of questions: 

- Attitudes and perceptions 

- Point out the relevant aspects for disabled people  

- Accessibility needs to remain the main issue 

- Introduction of a new question in the travel habit section about frequency of use (regular 

and irregular users of interchange) 

- Introduction of a new item for disability situation/other special needs in the section on 

socio-economic information  

- Orientation of the questionnaire for detecting the travel behaviour and the needs of 

women and elderly people. 

Key suggestions: 

- Panteia suggests mobilising the Netherlandersô public transport usersô panel for the 

travellers survey; 

- Passenger Focus is able to advise on the questionnaire definition; 

- Public Transport Authority of Barcelona and of Madrid will provide the results of previous 

usersô surveys. 

4.4 Final conclusions of the TVEs 

Three Transport Visioning Events were organised to collect the views of operators, users and 

policy stakeholders. Each resulted in a set of findings, most of them concerning similar topics, 

however, from the perspective of specific stakeholder categories. 

A) OPERATORS:  

a. Operators seem to focus on the need for real time, accurate information 

provision. Such information should be shown on displays at the interchanges 

(accessible to all users). In order to achieve a common information platform 

amongst all stakeholders at the interchange, centralised management is 
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necessary. Information should increase ease of use of the interchange by the 

users. 

b. Businesses at the interchange are a main concern for the operators. There is a 

trade-off between the objective of keeping passengers at the interchange for the 

least possible time or making their waiting time at the interchange more 

productive. 

B) POLICY STAKEHOLDERS: 

a. Governance is the key driver for interchange design and operation. 

b. There is no 'best' solution for the coordination of planning and management of 

large interchanges. The ideal structure depends on the local context. 

c. The responsibilities and jurisdictions of stakeholders have to be specified. 

d. Financing of interchanges is important with respect to the long-term availability of 

funds for maintenance and operation. It remains a question as to what extent 

private-public partnerships affect the design of interchanges. 

e. It is important that the interchange fits well into the urban context. Integrated 

planning can help to make an interchange an attractive place. 

f. Sustainability, especially in terms of environmental concerns, may be a barrier to 

the development of an interchange, attributed to the restrictions that may apply 

and the impacts of the interchange development in an urban area. 

g. Safety is an important topic that has to be considered when designing an 

interchange. 

h. Business opportunities should be expanded under an initial strategic business 

plan for the interchange. 

i. Information protocols need to be established. For example, northern countries 

have suggested that only digital information should be provided at the 

interchanges. Such a norm may be implemented in a few years. 

C) USERS: 

a. Information is also addressed by the users, however, such information should: 

i. Not be too complicated and dense (i.e. just right). 

ii. Be accessible by all, especially by passengers with special needs. 

iii. Provide information about the status of the interchange equipment, 

especially the one that facilitates mobility of people with special needs. 
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b. Special care should be given by operators to the maintenance of the equipment 

for persons with special needs (along with the proper information provision on the 

equipment status). 

c. When assessing passengers' opinions through a questionnaire survey, simple 

words should be used so that it is comprehensible for all respondents. 

d. Following the above, a questionnaire survey should include sections for persons 

with special needs. Some of their requirements could be collected through their 

organisations. 

e. Gender-related security issues should be taken into account. 

 

5 Second City-HUB Stakeholder Workshop (London, 3 

February, 2014) 

5.1 Thematic orientation 

The second City-HUB Stakeholder Workshop was organised in London on 3 February, 2014. 

The main objectives of the workshop were crucial issues of efficient and smart design, and 

integrated management.  

The workshop was directly related to Work Package 3 (efficient and smart design) focusing on 

the design of transport interchanges, with the purpose of identifying and defining best practice. 

Work Package 4 (integrated management) was the other main topic of the workshop. This work 

package analyses the organisation of interchanges in terms of operational functionality, 

management, practicalities, services and efficiency in place based on the previously prepared 

case studies in Work Package 2. 

5.2 Participants 

The workshop was attended by members of the Expert Reference Group, selected members of 

the Case Study Reference Group and the Stakeholders' Advisory Group, local stakeholders and 

representatives of the project partners. The list of participants can be found in the Annex.  

5.3 Programme 

After the welcome words a brief summary of City-HUB project was presented. Then a 

presentation was given on the Crossrail project, which aims to deliver a direct rail connection 

across London from east to west linking the main employment centres. The next presentations 

were related to best practice guidelines based on WP-3 and WP-4. 

In the next session, four transport visioning events (TVEs) were organised and the main 
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conclusions of the TVEs were discussed. Finally, the last presentation briefly introduced King 

Cross interchange. 

5.4 Transport Visioning Events (TVE) 

Four TVEs were held at the 2th workshop in the following topics: 

 

A. Good practices 

B. Customer satisfaction priorities 

C. Business & management 

D. Land uses & economic impacts 

 

The first two and then the second two TVEs ran in parallel. TVEôAô and TVEôBô was related to 

efficient and smart design (Work Package 3), while TVEôCô and TVEôDô had discussions on 

integrated management (Work Package 4).The methodology of the TVEs were the same as of 

the 1st workshop. 

 

6 Main conclusions of TVEs 
 

6.1 TVE 'A': Good practices 

Transport Visioning Event 'A' focused on on the design of transport interchanges, with the 

purpose of identifying and defining good practices in the following themes: location of facilities 

and transport services, operation of different modes and co-ordination and ticketing. 

Moderator: Lluis Alegre (Barcelona Transport Authority)  

Rapporteur: Katie Millard (TRL) 

Participants: Donald Horner (Network Rail), Simon Bennett (Crossrail), James Smith (TfL), 

Heleen van Keulen (Regio Utrecht), Ruud van der Ploeg (EMTA), Mikl·s Devecz (MVK Zrt. ï 

Miskolc), J·zsef L§z§r (BKK ï Budapest), Petr Chmela (ROPID), Andr®s Monz·n (UPM), 

Heather Allen (TRL), G§bor Albert (KTI), Barry Ubbels (Panteia), Marko Nokkala (VTT) 

Observers: Roc²o de O¶a (UPM), Derek Palmer (TRL), Jardar Andersen (TOI), Odile 

Heddebaut (IFSTTAR), Tuuli Jªrvi (VTT) 

As a guiding principle, it was noted that physical limitations cannot be underestimated during the 

planning process. Design can be limited by the site available (the type of land, the area, and the 

shape). It can be difficult to fit all the desirable features into the available site. 

The difficulty is in improving facilities when an interchange is being refurbished. The design and 
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the construction needs to be reconciled, when the interchange has to remain operational; 

therefore compromises may need to be made on the design in order to get to the end state 

quicker causing less disruption to passengers/users. 

A participant remarked that there is not a single template for an interchange as there are 

different types of users with different needs. For instance, Kingôs Cross Station has long haul 

travellers who have a longer dwell time and commuters who generally have a ójust in timeô 

mentality. There have to be design aspects for different groups. 

It was suggested that guidance could be provided for different sizes and typologies of 

interchanges because some factors are dependent on the size and revenue of an interchange 

(different interchanges have different priorities). There should be guidance for minimum service 

level involving essential features and guidance for the optimal service level involving desirable 

features.  

Another participant suggested that interchanges need to have the capacity to adapt to future 

changes. Continuous innovation and resilience in their design enable them to respond to future 

demand. 

The next important question that had to be answered: which facilities the interchanges need to 

contain. Considering the design of smaller interchanges, lower frequencies of transport services 

generally means that dwell times are longer which is why facilities such as internet access (Wi-

Fi) and computer facilities are desirable to enable users to make better use of their waiting time. 

There is generally a high demand for seating places in waiting areas, but interchanges typically 

do not have enough of them. The most space of interchanges is often used for food and retail 

facilities so not enough seating capacity can be ensured. Seating places cannot be placed in the 

concourse area as this would interfere with the movement area. 

It was noted that cycling is expected to be more popular in the future and it can increase the 

demand for storage place of bicycles. Decisions are needed as to where to put the storage 

capacity and whether storage services should be free or have a charge. As more and more 

cyclists take their bicycles on rail services, guidelines are needed for this type of intermodality to 

make movement spaces larger thereby preventing conflict with other users. 

It is important to understand the pedestrian flows around an interchange. One example is the 

LEGION simulation model. It predicts, measures and displays actual human movement within 

existing and unbuilt venues, to improve design and operations. Once there is an understanding 

of these flows, the model can test different interchange layouts and designs to determine which 

way would be most suitable for the demand. 

In addition, interchanges can also be considered as meeting places. It can be decided whether 

the facilities available at an interchange should encourage this function. 

Considering transferability, the following possible barriers were mentioned: 

 Cultural aspects: different languages, different needs of users.  
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 Ownership structures: whether an interchange is public or privately owned will determine 

how the design and operation of the interchange can be implemented.  

 Economic environment: different countries have different amounts of money to spend on 

transport interchanges, which means that the quality of interchanges may vary across 

Europe. Furthermore, any legislation in place could provide a barrier to transferability, for 

example limiting certain parties to certain responsibilities. 

6.2 TVE 'B': Customer satisfaction priorities 

Transport Visioning Event 'B' focused on customer satisfaction priorities: information, transfer 

safety and Security, comfort and other quality of services. 

Moderator: Ian Wright (Passenger Focus - UK) 

Rapporteur: Juan de O¶a (Universidad Polit®cnica de Granada) 

Participants: Georgios Spanos (OASTH), Alan Sheldon (Network Rail), Jonathan Baggs 

(Crossrail), Ales Simandl (Prague Transport Company), Mette Vernooij (Stadregio Amsterdam), 

Erzs®bet Fºldesi (National Federation of Disabled Personsô Association), Thierry du Crest (Lille 

Metropole Urban Community), Tom Granquist (Akershus County Council), Floridea Di Ciommo 

(UPM), Marcus Jones (TRL), Ćlmos Vir§g (KTI), Petter christiansen (TOI), Teti Natnanail 

(CERTH) 

Observers: Sara Hern§ndez (UPM), Divij Jhamb (TRL), N·ra Fejes (KTI), Juho Kostiainen 

(VTT), Jan Spousta (CDV) 

The discussion began by asking the following questions: how can the factors identified in the 

travelersô satisfaction surveys be carried forward to the model?  How can this be applied to the 

validation case studies? 

TVE B mentioned that there are some key indicators that should be identified. These indicators 

can be considered as common aspects, for instance travelling information, which can be 

independent of the characteristics of the interchange. There are specific aspects as well: spent 

time in the interchange, number of travelers passing through etc. These specific aspects should 

be taken into account based on the characteristics of the interchange. 

One participant noted that needs of travelers (customers) are specific and their needs depend 

on context of different interchanges; different kinds of traveler have different needs.. It is not 

possible to generalize the same needs for any interchange. The time spent in the interchange 

can determine customer needs. For instance, the longer the time a traveler spends in an 

interchange requires more facilities which should be made available.  

Another question was: what could be done to improve customer satisfaction? It is well known 

that time is a key factor for almost everyone. So services have to be coordinated on the best 

way in order to minimize the time of changes between different modes for most travelers. 

Another crucial point is to cope with certain constraints in existing interchanges, for instance by 
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reducing the physical distance between different modes. 

At the same time, travel information has to be clear and easy to find. Even bad information (e.g. 

delays) should be available on time. Internet access, which does not necessarily have to be wi-fi, 

is important for checking connections and transfers. Staff can be available on site if someone 

needs any kind of help. 

It was noted, that whatever facilities are provided for disable people, these will benefit others 

groups of people with special needs (e.g. those with luggage, children, etc.). The survey does 

not fully reflect the needs of disabled people, who will become more important as the population 

gets older. 

6.3 TVE 'C': Business & management 

Transport Visioning Event 'C' focused on business and management: business models, potential 

benefits of ITS tools and efficient design for environmental quality. 

Moderator: Ruud van der Ploeg (EMTA) 

Rapporteur: Jardar Andersen (TOI) 

Participants: Georgios Spanos (OASTH), Alan Sheldon (Network Rail), Jonathan Baggs 

(Crossrail), Ales Simandl (Prague Transport Company), Mette Vernooij (Stadregio Amsterdam), 

Erzs®bet Fºldesi (National Federation of Disabled Personsô Association), Thierry du Crest (Lille 

Metropole Urban Community), Lluis Alegre (Barcelona Transport Authority), Ian Wright 

(Passenger Focus - UK), Roc²o de O¶a (UPM), Derek Palmer (TRL), Tuuli Jªrvi (VTT), Katie 

Millard (TRL), Jan Spousta (CDV) 

Observers: Andr®s Monz·n (UPM), Heather Allen (TRL), G§bor Albert (KTI), Teti Natnanail 

(CERTH) 

The discussion began by asking the following questions: how is a constituency managing the 

ownership model/business plan? Has this been discussed in the planning of interchanges? Are 

there possibilities for increased public/private interaction? 

Oslo bus terminal was briefly introduced. The project was a redevelopment by the city of Oslo. A 

public company won the tender for operations. The business model is successful as docking 

fees can finance operations. 

Another terminal, Kamppi in Helsinki was introduced. The city of Helsinki was responsible for the 

pre-planning of the project. Then an open tender for planning of the details of the project was 

published by the city giving certain requirements in order to design a public transport terminal 

and its functions. The investor, who will build the whole centre and interchange, has been 

chosen in a concession model. In this model, public transport authorities rent interchange 

facilities and the costs are shared across the wider Helsinki area based on passenger numbers 

from different municipalities. A concession in Madrid was also mentioned.  
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Considering ITS tools, integrated ticketing, the following questions were asked: what are the 

possible success/challenge factors with respect to integrated ticketing systems in a 

constituency? How can processes be better facilitated, it they do not exist already? Regarding 

this issue creating an overarching body which can handle fare structure may be the possible 

solution. 

The discussion asked the further question: what can be taken into account when designing an 

interchange from the environmental point of view (i.e. energy efficiency and carbon footprint, 

loss of heat/cool air, other considerations)?  

Energy efficiency in the design and construction phase (building prescriptions) should be 

considered. Furthermore, sustainable materials are recommended for use during construction 

and the management of waste should be handled as well. 

6.4 TVE 'D': Land uses & economic impacts 

Transport Visioning Event 'D' focused on land uses and economic impacts: local economic 

impacts, urban and real estate effects and public space landmark. 

Moderator: Marko Nokkala (VTT) 

Rapporteur: Floridea Di Ciommo (UPM) 

Participants: Donald Horner (Network Rail), Simon Bennett (Crossrail), James Smith (TfL), 

Heleen van Keulen (Regio Utrecht), Mikl·s Devecz (MVK Zrt. ï Miskolc), J·zsef L§z§r (BKK ï 

Budapest), Petr Chmela (ROPID), Juan de O¶a (Universidad Polit®cnica de Granada), Tom 

Granquist (Akershus County Council), Odile Heddebaut (IFSTTAR), Sara Hern§ndez (UPM), 

Divij Jhamb (TRL), N·ra Fejes (KTI), Juho Christiansen (VTT) 

Observers: Marcus Jones (TRL), Ćlmos Vir§g (KTI), Petter christiansen (TOI), Barry Ubbels 

(Panteia) 

Considering the local economic impacts of an interchange, the retail mix has to be taken into 

account. Changing the location of shops can be a smart answer to meeting local demand. 

Another ongoing process is urban regeneration, when gentrification is typically the result of 

investment in a community by local government, community activists or business groups. 

Regarding urban and real estate effects, two types of new developments in the surroundings 

were mentioned: new high end market (Kamppi, Helsinki) and also social housing and public 

buildings (e.g. a university campus). As the impact of an interchange grows, old types of 

businesses are pushed away and new types of businesses are attracted. It was generally noted 

that in principle, land prices and rents continuously grow. 

Security was mentioned since for travelers it is more convenient to use the shops inside the 

interchange. In order to attract new services and businesses, existing interchanges should be 

refurbished. 
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6.5 Final conclusions of the TVEs 

Efficient and smart design 

- Design can be limited by the land available 

- There is no single template for an interchange as there are different types of users with 

different needs 

- Considering transferability, the following possible barriers were identified: 

o Cultural aspects 

o Ownership structures 

o Economic environment, any legislation in place  

- Key indicators: common and specific aspects 

- The same needs cannot be generalized for any interchanges 

- Key factors to improve customer satisfaction 

o time 

o information 

o internet access 

o staff to help 

- Contradiction between fast transfer vs. time using the interchange 

 

Integrated management 

- Large hubs with revenue possibilities vs smaller ones (size and multi-functionality)  

- Overarching body that can handle different fare structures  

- Energy efficiency should be considered in the design and construction phases (building 

regulations) 

- Retail Mix: changing the location of shops to provide a better answer to local demand 

- Urban Regeneration: gentrification activities 

- Two types of new developments in the surroundings: new high end market (Kamppi, 

Helsinki) and also social housing and public buildings (e.g. a university campus) 

- Economic regeneration of new businesses 

- Security since it is more convenient to use the shops inside the interchange  

- Ability to refurbish existing interchanges to attract new services and businesses  
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Workshop Programme 

THURSDAY, 21 MARCH, 2013 

Venue: Hotel Bencz¼r, Budapest, Bencz¼r u. 35 

TIME AGENDA RESPONSIBLES 

9:00 Welcome KTI ï Dr. Attila Vºrºs 

9:10 Introduction of the City-HUB project 
TRANSyT-UPM ï Andr®s 

Monz·n 

9:25 Intermodality planning in Hungary KTI ï Imre KeserŤ 

9:50 

City-HUB state of the art 

- Policy review 

- Best practices 

- Users perception 

TRL 

PANTEIA 

TRANSyT-UPM 

11:00 Coffee break 

11:30 Introduction to the transport visioning events CERTH 

11:45 Focus groups topics for discussion: Moderators Rapporteurs 

A. Transport Operators and managers view: Design, 

integration and accessibility:  

 Station operations 

 Management and maintenance: business model, distribution of 
responsabilities 

 Safety and security 

 Fares & Ticketing/ Revenue generation 

 Real time information (ITS tools) 

Ales Simandl 

(Prague 

Transport 

Company) 

Javier Aldecoa 

(Madrid PTA) 

Clare Halmer 

(TRL) 

B. Policy and governance: intermodality and society 

issues: 

 Policy review: cross countries comparison 

 Cost and benefits using some new criteria in the evaluation 
(value of time, time poverty). 

 Sustainability of interchanges and social responsibility issues 

 Safety at interchanges (violence and aggression, terrorist 
attacké) 

Antonio 

Gonzalez 

(Urban Authority, 

Bordeaux)  

Ruud van der 

Ploeg (EMTA) 

 

Barry Ubbels 

(Panteia) 

C. UserËs view, inputs for SP and attitudes survey: 

 Travel and waiting time 

 Comfort (variety of facilities at the interchange)  

 Convenience and reliability (punctuality, frequency and 
passenger information) 

 Willingness to pay for exchange station 

 Security (or safety) (number of people/staff) 

 Accessibility (Access/ Egress for pedestrians, bicycles and 
cars) 

 UsersË profiles: social influences on interchange use 

Erzs®bet 

Fºldesi 

(Hungarian 

Association of 

the Disabled) 

Llu²s Alegre 

(Barcelona PTA) 

Floridea Di 

Ciommo 

(TRANSyT-

UPM) 

13:15 Lunch  

14:00 Review of policy and practice for intermodality City-HUB Experts / CERTH 

15:00 Conclusions and main findings CERTH / PANTEIA 
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15:15 Closing of 1
st

 City-HUB Workshop TRANSyT-UPM 

 

19:00 
City-HUB dinner (Restaurant Karma, Liszt Ferenc t®r 11.) 

(cost covered by the project) 

City-HUB partners 

Workshop attendees 

 

FRIDAY 22 MARCH, 2013  

Technical visit to M4 Kelenfºld intermodal terminal (under construction) & £rd 

intermodal terminal 

9:30-10:30 
Site visit to the construction site of the new intermodal terminal of Metro 4 in 

Kelenfºld 

11:02 Departure of train from Kelenfºld Station (tickets will be arranged by KTI) 

11:26 Arrival at £rd felsŖ station (case study location) 

11:30-12:30 Site visit to £rd als· intermodal terminal (case study location) 

12:30-13:15 Lunch in £rd 

13:31 Departure of train from £rd felsŖ 

13:51 Arrival at Budapest-Kelenfºld 

 

List of participants 
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Strategy Department-
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simandla@dpp.cz 

Andres Monzon 
City-HUB Project Co-
ordinator 

TRANSyT-UPM andres.monzon@upm.es 

Antonio Gonzalez 
Alvarez 

Chief of the Territorial Studies 
Department (Transport, 
Environment and urban 
planning) 

Urban Planning 
Agency of Bordeaux 

a-gonzalez@aurba.org 

Attila Vºrºs Research Director KTI voros.attila@kti.hu 

Bal§zs Fejes Project Manager 
Centre for Budapest 
Transport (BKK) 

balazs.fejes@bkk.hu 

Barry Ubbels Consultant Panteia/NEA b.ubbels@panteia.nl 

Clare Harmer 
Senior Environmental 
Consultant 

TRL Ltd charmer@trl.co.uk 

D®nes Val·czi PhD student 
Budapest University of 
Technology 

 

Derek Palmer  
Head of Sustainable 
Transport Planning 

TRL Ltd dpalmer@trl.co.uk 

Eftihia Nathanail Scientific Advisor CERTH enath@uth.gr 

Erzs®bet Fºldesi Vice President 
MEOSZ ï National 
Federation of Disabled 
Persons' Associations 

szollosi_foldesi@yahoo.co
m  

Floridea Di Ciommo Technical Manager ï City- TRANSyT-UPM fdiciommo@caminos.upm.e
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TOI - Institute of 
Transport 
Economics 
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List of participants 

Name Organisation 

!ƴŘǊŞǎ aƻƴȊƽƴ UPM 

Floridea Di Ciommo UPM 

{ŀǊŀ IŜǊƴłƴŘŜȊ UPM 

wƻŎƝƻ ŘŜ hƷŀ UPM 

Heather Allen TRL 

Clare Harmer TRL 

Divij Jhamb TRL 

Marcus Jones TRL 

Katie Millard TRL 

Derek Palmer TRL 

Jardar Andersen TOI 

Petter Christiansen TOI 

Odile Heddebaut IFSTTAR 

DłōƻǊ !ƭōŜǊǘ KTI 

bƽǊŀ CŜƧŜǎ KTI 

#ƭƳƻǎ ±ƛǊłƎ KTI 

Barry Ubbels Panteia/NEA 

Teti Nathanail CERTH/HIT 

Jan Spousta CDV 

Marko Nokkala VTT 

¢ǳǳƭƛ WŅǊǾƛ VTT 

Juho Kostiainen VTT 

Donald Horner Network Rail 

Alan Sheldon Network Rail 

James Smith TfL 

Simon Bennett Crossrail 

Jonathan Baggs Crossrail 

Mrs Heleen van Keulen Regio Utrecht 
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Ales Simandl Prague Transport Company 

Georgios Spanos 
OASTH (Organization of Urban 
Transportation of Thessaloniki) 

Lluis Alegre 
Head of Mobility of Barcelona 
Transport Authority 

WƽȊǎŜŦ [łȊłǊ Centre for Budapest Transport 

Petr Chmela 
ROPID - the Prague transport 
coordinating body 

Thierry du Crest Lille Metropole Urban Community 

Mr. Ruud van der Ploeg 
European Metropolitan Transport 
Authorities (EMTA) 

Wǳŀƴ ŘŜ hƷŀ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛŘŀŘ tƻƭƛǘŞŎƴƛŎŀ ŘŜ DǊŀƴŀŘŀ 

Ian Wright Passenger Focus (UK) 

Mrs. Mette Vernooij Stadregio Amsterdam 

aƛƪƭƽǎ 5ŜǾŜŎȊ Miskolc City Transportation Company 

9ǊȊǎŞōŜǘ CǀƭŘŜǎƛ 
National Federation of Disabled 
tŜǊǎƻƴǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

Tom Granquist Akershus County Council 

Kerkko Vanhanen HSL Helsinki Region Transport 
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