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Abstract 

Decision making processes in transport, and especially in the interconnection of long 
and short distance networks seems to be a complex procedure, which follows some 
general principles, i.e. the national legal framework and the European and international 
directives, but it is also dependent of the legal status (public, non-profit private, etc.) of 
the bodies that participate in the decision making.  

Assessing the changes that transportation came across the last decade (i.e. from the 
White Paper of 2001 to the recent White Paper of 2011) and the results of the 
investigation and identification of key drivers that compose a coherent decision making 
framework for the efficient interconnection of long and short distance transport 
networks, the scope of the present deliverable is to provide recommendations in 
specific stages of the decision making, thus, policy development, planning, financing, 
infrastructure development, operations and cooperation among stakeholders. Also, the 
steps for the implementation of a successful decision making framework are proposed.  

The above recommendations will be evaluated practically in the case studies of 
CLOSER in the framework of WP5. Furthermore, the outcome of the theoretical 
research on decision making processes and the documentation of the current 
recommendations, integrated at a practical level through the case studies of WP5, will 
provide the basis for the elaboration of a decision making guidebook for the 
interconnection between short and long distance passenger and freight transport, in the 
framework of WP6.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project background  

The purpose of CLOSER is to build upon existing research and practice that develop 
innovative tools for the analysis of interfaces between long and short-distance transport 
networks, to check these tools in a number of case studies, and to make specific 
recommendations to stakeholders for: 

 A more systematic approach to the whole project cycle of interfaces (from 
planning to design and operation). 

 Specific guidelines for decision making in order to cope with the challenges of a 
particular project, and get the most out of the opportunities that each project 
offers in the areas of transport, spatial, and economic development. 

 A friendlier regulatory environment, fostering cooperation and supporting better 
integrated interfaces. 

 Improved mechanisms for funding those concepts with a higher degree of 
integration (including European Union (EU) funding schemes). 

 Their (and particularly transport operators) in-depth involvement in all stages.  

According to CLOSER’s Description of Work (DoW), the main goal of Work Package 
(WP) 4 is “to integrate the interconnection between short and long-distance transport 
networks in the overall planning process of the transport system (and related policies 
such as spatial development or economic strategies), developing a coherent, 
collaborative decision-making framework, capable to be used for the different possible 
contexts (institutional, legal, technical, ...) where this problem arises. The adoption of 
an adequate financial scheme in every case remains as a key issue in the development 
of the decision-making framework. This question will also be investigated within this 
WP.” 

1.2 Scope of the deliverable  

Based on the above goal described in the previous paragraph, five objectives are 
defined in WP4: 

 Identification of all the involved stakeholders and their corresponding interests 
and goals, as well as the distribution of competences among them.  

 Analysis of the existing regulatory framework in EU and its member states as 
regards the planning and provision of transport infrastructure and services. 
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 Analysis of the planning and financial processes adopted across Europe that 
deal with the interconnection of the short and long-distance networks.  

 Creation of a Policy Advisory Group (PAG) to provide input in the above 
analyses and the subsequent methodological proposals.  

 Provision of the basis for the elaboration, within WP6, of D-M Guidebook for the 
interconnection between short and long-distance transport networks.  

From the analysis conducted in the decision making processes in transport, and 
especially in the interconnection of long and short distance networks, it was indicated 
that decision making is a complex procedure, which follows some general principles, 
i.e. the national legal framework and the compliance to European and international 
directives, but it is also dependent of the legal status (public, non-profit private, etc.) of 
the bodies that participate in the decision making.  

Taking into consideration the changes that transportation came across the last decade 
(i.e. from the White Paper of 2001 to the recent White Paper of 2011), deliverable D4.1, 
investigated and identified the key drivers that compose a coherent decision making 
framework for the efficient interconnection of long and short distance transport 
networks.  

The aim of the present deliverable D4.2 is to present specific recommendations for a 
coherent development of decision making processes in the interconnection of long and 
short distance transport networks, also enriched by the expertise of the Policy Advisory 
Group of CLOSER, especially formulated for this purpose.  

The proposed recommendations of this deliverable will be evaluated practically in the 
case studies of the project in the framework of WP5. In addition, the outcome of the 
theoretical research on decision making processes and the documentation of the 
current recommendations of WP4, integrated at a practical level through the case 
studies of WP5, will provide the basis for the elaboration of a decision making 
guidebook for the interconnection between short and long distance passenger and 
freight transport, in the frame of WP6.  

1.3 Document organisation 

The rest of the document is organised as follows: In Chapter 2, the main findings of 
D4.1, regarding the development of a coherent decision making framework, are 
presented, chapter 3 includes the procedure followed for the establishment of the 
Policy Advisory Group (PAG) and the involvement of the PAG members in the project, 
and chapter 4 introduces the PAG recommendations.. Finally, chapter 5 summarizes 
the main findings of the present deliverable and the conclusions.  
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2 Introducing a coherent decision making framework   

2.1 Illustration of D-M processes in representative European 
countries   

The decision making processes on long and short distance transport networks involve 
a wide range of public and private bodies. The strategic framework for the long-short 
distance interfaces, further specified as an integrated plan, is illustrated by planning 
and policy stakeholders, either referring separately or in accordance to the 
development of the needed infrastructure, and the system operation. At the same time, 
users work as a catalytic key driver, affecting the D-M procedure at any level, i.e. 
strategic, tactical or operational (figure 1).  

 
Figure 1. Illustration of short-long distance interconnection.  

In the framework of the first deliverable (D4.1) of work package 4 (WP4), 
representative European countries, i.e. Spain, France, Norway, Finland, Czech 
Republic and Greece, were used as case studies for the identification of a robust D-M 
pattern. From the analysis conducted, five main categories of involved actors were 
identified: European Union, national governments, regional and local governments, 
private firms (i.e. operators, suppliers and receivers, logistic service providers, etc.) and 
users (i.e. travellers, consumers).  

These actors have specific interests in the decision making aspects, such as policy, 
environment, society and economy. A summary of these interests is presented in the 
following table (table 1) (Nathanail & Adamos, 2011).   
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Table 1. Actors and areas of involvement.  
Interests 

Level  Stakeholder 
Policy Economy Society Environment 

EU  Various EU 
parties  

Formation of the 
policies in the 
respective fields (i.e. 
transport, regional 
development, 
environment) 

Financing tools 
and allocation of 
resources  

Legislative and 
regulatory 
framework 
concerning 
equity issues  

Initiatives for 
environment 
protection  

Actions in order 
to enforce the 
environmental 
policies  

National 
governments  

Ministries of 
Transport, 
Economy, 
Environment, 
Energy 

Formation of the 
national policy and 
strategy according to 
EU guidelines 
Regulations  

Economic and 
strategic 
development of 
the country  

Financing of the 
development of 
interfaces 
(infrastructure, 
construction, 
services, etc.)  

Initiatives for 
investments in 
the domain  

Provision of 
equal 
transportation 
services to all 
citizens  

Promotion of 
information 
society  

 

Improvement of 
transport energy 
efficiency  

Promotion of 
green transport 

Administration 
of energy and 
climate change 
programmes  

Regional/local  Regions/ 

municipalities  

Further specification 
of EU guidelines and 
national strategy  

Financing of the 
development of 
interfaces  

Benefits from the 
provision of 
passengers and 
freight services  

Administration of 
resources for 
regional 
development  

 

Provision of 
sustainable 
urban 
transport to all 
citizens  

Improvement 
of 
infrastructure 
or extension of 
network for the 
widest 
coverage of 
passengers’ 
needs  

 

Protection of the 
environment 
within their 
administrative 
areas (i.e. 
construction)  

Consideration of 
environmental 
protection and 
energy saving in 
regional 
transportation 
planning   

Firms / 

Users  

Terminal and 
transport 
operators 
/demand side 
(travelers, 
consumers etc.) 

Pressure for 
integrated and high 
quality 
infrastructure/services  

Funding of 
technologies and 
equipment 

Land investments 
for the 
development of 
interfaces  

Stability in pricing 
policy  

Criticism of 
rationality of 
investments  

Equal 
transportation 
conditions to 
all users 

Enhancement 
of safety and  
security for 
passengers 
and goods  

Improvement 
of work 
conditions  

Compliance 
with national 
and European  
environmental 
issues  

Demand for 
environmentally 
friendly 
transport 
projects  

Avoidance of 
land and nature 
encroachment  

Assessing the results of the investigation conducted in Spain, France, Norway, Finland, 
Czech Republic and Greece, in terms of identifying the involved in the D-M processes 
stakeholders, reviewing the national and European legislation and investigating the 
planning and financial procedures followed in the specific countries, as well as taking 
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into account the outcome of the research on collaborative practices in the domain of 
efficient interfaces of long and short distance transport networks, it can be concluded 
that a feedback cycle exists among the identified actors and their role in the D-M 
framework, as it is showed in figure 2.  

 
Figure 2. Basic actors and interrelations between them.  

The following roles of the actors of the D-M process are identified (figure 2):  

• EU legislative actors set the general trends in policy, taking into consideration 
any related European issues, and also provide the financial tools for the 
implementation.  

• National governments, following the EU general provisions and any special 
national concerns, form their policies and strategies.  

• Regional/local authorities adjust the European and national guidelines in the 
scope of their authority level.    

• Firms (i.e. operators, suppliers and receivers, logistic service providers, etc.) 
are responsible for exploiting efficiently the provisions of the public bodies, in 
terms of supply (infrastructure) and legislative-regulatory framework. 

• Finally, the end users are the “receivers” of the outcome of the decision making 
processes, by accepting it or raising inefficiencies of the system.  

In the short to medium term, from 0-5 years, all the decisions and prioritizations take 
place at a national level and the feedback cycle acknowledges between the state and 
the firms, the regions/municipalities and the citizens, but also the citizens and the state.  
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In the last case, the demand side through the end users raises the problem (i.e. lack of 
the appropriate infrastructure) to the relative authorities, which are then responsible to 
evaluate the specific problem and start a new decision-making process. The process is 
depicted in the following steps (Baker et al., 2001): 

• Step1: Problem identification and definition. 
• Step 2: Requirements’ identification, i.e. specify requirements that the problem 

must meet and set the goals that solving the problem should accomplish. 

• Step 3: Assessment of lessons learned and identification of alternatives.  

• Step 4: Development of an evaluation procedure, based on the primary goals 
and other policies – criteria setting.  

• Step 5: Evaluation – selection of the solution – final decision.  

• Step 6: Monitoring the effects of the implementation of the decision taken in 
step 5 – recording of the preferences and the requisites of the demand side, i.e. 
end-users.  

In the medium to long term (i.e. 5-10 years), the role of the European Union is rather 
significant, formulating, through its institutions, the policy framework, setting specific 
priorities (i.e. sustainability) and the allocation the relevant resources.  

 

2.2 Obstacles and problems in the decision making processes   
The most significant problems that were met in the above representative European 
countries, and could be probably considered as critical barriers in the decision making 
process, are the following (Nathanail & Adamos, 2011):  

 Involvement of more than one entity (i.e. ministry or region) in the stages of D-M 
process. The absence of a strict hierarchical flow chart of responsibilities makes 
the procedure more complicated.  

 Conflict of interests of the involved in the D-M process stakeholders (among 
central governments and regional/local authorities). Indicative examples regard 
the arguments among stakeholders about the financing or not of certain 
transportation projects, especially in terms of land use, and the potential 
impacts that a project may have on the environment or the society.  

 Absence of the relative legal framework for the interconnection and harmonized 
development of long and short distance transport networks.  

 Lack of obligations regarding intermodality, for existing or new terminals. 
 Limited national funding for land acquisition. 
 Lack of required infrastructure. 
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3 Policy Advisory Group  

3.1 Establishment of the Policy Advisory Group    

Following CLOSER’s Description of Work (DoW), and within WP4, a Policy Advisory 
Group (PAG) has been created with the aim of: 

• Providing input to the analysis of the regulatory framework and the planning and 
financial framework across Europe. 

• Elaborating recommendations.  

The main tasks of the PAG are the review and discussion on CLOSER technical 
deliverables, the review and provision of a stakeholder point of view, and the provision 
of input for the elaboration of the D-M Guidebook, as well as the policy 
recommendations, emerging both from WP6 “Recommendations”. 

For the identification and selection of the PAG members, an internal approval 
procedure was followed, according to which the consortium investigated and proposed 
European practitioners that could be involved in the project. Then, the coordinators 
developed a final short list of candidates, which was submitted and approved by the 
Project Officer and the European Commission. Key parameters that were taken into 
account when establishing the PAG are the following:  

• The widest possible geographical coverage of Europe. 
• The emphasis on freight transport. 

• The presence of members from different groups and subgroups (i.e. national 
and regional decision makers, transport researchers and members of European 
associations with international experience). 

In table 2, the profiles of the CLOSER PAG members are briefly presented.  

3.2 PAG involvement  

As it was mentioned in the previous paragraph, the main tasks of the PAG members 
are the review of the technical project’s documents, the provision of the practitioner 
point of view, and the elaboration of recommendations.  

In addition, two PAG meetings have already been organized, a physical one in Lille, 
France, in May 2011, and a virtual one in December 2011. The agenda of the first 
meeting included the discussion of the final deliverable D4.1, the discussion on the 
draft version of deliverable D2.2 and the discussion on the content of D3.2. Regarding 
the virtual meeting, its scope was to discuss the draft version of deliverable D5.1 and to 
set the base of the context and contents of the present deliverable, D4.2. 

A third meeting is scheduled to take place in Greece in September 2012 for the 
discussion on the final draft of D5.2, the provision of recommendations for the 
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deliverables of WP6, and the discussion on the conclusions of HERMES and 
INTERCONNECT projects.  

 

Table 2. PAG members.  

No.  Name  Organization  Country  
Group 
identification  

Transport 
coverage  

1 Javier Aldecoa  
Regional Transport 
Authority of Madrid 

Spain  
Regional 
Decision Maker 

Passengers 
and freight  

2 Eva Gelova 
Centrum dopravního 
výzkumu v.v.i - CDV 

Czech 
Republic  

Transport 
researcher 

Freight  

3 Tom Granquist  
Akershus County 
Council 

Norway  
Regional 
Decision Maker 

Passengers 
and freight  

4 Andrea Grisilla*  
European Intermodal 
Association 

Belgium  
European 
Association 

Freight  

5 
Paraskevi 
Kapetanopoulou  

Aristotle University of 
Thessaloniki 

Greece  
Transport 
researcher 

Freight  

6 Toril Presttun 
Norwegian Public 
Roads Association 

Norway  
National Decision 
Maker 

Freight 

7 Andrew Sharp  
International Air Rail 
Organization 

Great 
Britain  

European 
Association 

Passengers  

8 Peter Wolters  
European Intermodal 
Association 

Belgium  
European 
Association 

Freight  

*Recent PAG member to contribute in the next stages of the project.  
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4 Policy Advisory Group recommendations  

4.1 Methodological approach  

The PAG members provided recommendations for the development of a coherent 
decision making framework in the interconnection of long and short distance transport 
networks, which apply in their domain of expertise, as well as experience gained from 
specific cases, which may be used as guidelines for other cases.  

The outcome of their feedback is documented in this chapter, which presents 
recommendations for specific stages of the decision making process, thus:  

• Policy 
• Planning 

• Financing  

• Organizational scheme 

• Infrastructure development  

• Operations 

In addition, where possible, good practices, examples or tips are given for the better 
comprehension of the proposed recommendations.   

Finally, for each category of recommendations, the potential applicability of the 
recommendations is presented, in terms of spatial scale (European, national, regional, 
local, urban, interurban), transport coverage (passengers, freight, both), 
implementation period (short-term, medium-term, long-term) and involved actors.  

 

4.2 Policy recommendations and applicability 

4.2.1 Policy recommendations 

P1. Create a strategy vision on intermodality and interconnectivity of various 
modes for both passenger and freight transport.  

More specifically:  

• Set objectives and targets (“what do you want to interconnect?”). 
• Define the parameters that affect the operation of each mode and the functions 

that affect interconnectivity per case.  

• Define the overall transport efficiency goals.  
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• Propose set of measures and/or actions that lead to the achievement of goals. 

P2. Incorporate the strategy vision in a Policy Paper (“Roadmap for the Future”) 
concerning the development of the transport sector in terms of infrastructure 
and operations, ratified from the national parliament.  

Three steps are proposed:  

• Create a concrete strategy/policy paper in terms of short, medium and long 
term actions that should be undertaken. 

• Incorporate financing aspects in this paper, i.e. cost for investments and 
available financial resources.  

• Consult stakeholders in order to achieve transparency and social acceptance of 
the strategy.  

P3. Adopt the above Roadmap and implement it during the next ten years with 
the appropriate small scale revisions every two years and the potential for more 
changes in the mid-term (i.e. every five years).  

More specifically:  

• According to the previously mentioned time horizons of implementation, small 
scale investments should be immediately defined, prioritized and implemented.  

• The effects should be monitored and after a short term of operation, the 
evaluation will guide to further decisions on prioritizing and planning future 
investments.  

• In accordance to the national, regional and local environment and under the 
light of the evaluation process, a revision of the strategy should be taken as a 
result of a dynamic process.  

• Except the national environment, the extension, i.e. European environment 
should be taken into account for all decisions. This involves revision of EU 
policies, legislations, regulations, directives, etc.  

P4. Create a “think tank” group able to advice policy makers and guide the whole 
process.  

The following are proposed:  

• Exchange of experiences, knowledge and thoughts between the experts and 
the policy makers, on a constant basis. 

• Participation of decision makers who would like to share their experience, 
viewpoints and plans. 

• Design of a new framework, which could also be offered for ballot. 
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P5. Integrate the administration of the public transport system.  

The creation of unique transportation authorities that coordinate the planning and 
management of different public transport systems is needed. This integration should be 
applicable for all public transport networks where there is more than one mode of 
transport, with different owners, operators and public administrations.  

P6. Harmonize modal focused legislation and regulation as the first step before 
integration to a multimodal platform, and in accordance to EU directives and 
regulations, integrate commons standards at the EU level.  
Define: 
 

a) Which approaches are shared. 
b) What is possible to adjust for harmonization. 
c) What are the basic differences, hardly to be accepted for changing them (if 

any).  
 
The Ministry of Transport or Infrastructure, Ministry of Regional Development, maybe 
Ministry of Industry and Trade, or their legislation department and strategy department, 
should be in charge. All the relevant legislation, directives, regulations should be listed, 
analyzed and compared.  If there is a demand on the multimodal platform/body for 
advanced management in transportation and hard/soft infrastructure planning. 

P7. Policy and legal framework should facilitate intermodal cooperation.  

More specifically:  

• Create standards if possible at a Pan-European level, to facilitate technological, 
especially concerning passenger transport ticket, passenger information and 
passenger reservation systems. 

• Set-up minimum standards for the intermodal connection of terminals important 
to cross-national passenger movements, and secondly for interconnections of 
national importance, thereby creating a feeder system facilitating international 
passenger mobility.  

P8. Form regulatory and/or certified authorities targeted to interoperability and 
interconnectivity. 

The responsibilities of the above authorities should include:  

• Proposals of regulations.  
• Certification of intermodal terminals, in terms of safety, security, etc. 

• Audits to interconnected sites.  

P9. Regulate the charges for the use of the terminal.  
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Terminals owners may raise revenue from users to reimburse the costs of operating, 
maintaining, improving and providing the terminal. Fees should reflect costs, the value 
of the operator to the terminal owner, and the value to the community. Charges should 
be regulated with a published code of practice.  

 

Example #1  

An airport used to charge hotel shuttle sues a small fee to enter the airport: this fee just 
reflected wear and tear on the roadways. Then some hotels started offering their customers a 
special deal – if they stayed one night at the hotel, they could leave their car in the hotel car 
park for up to a week. The airport felt that this was taking car park revenue away from them, 
so they charged those hotel shuttle buses a commercial rate – they tried to get back their lost 
parking revenue through the entrance charge.  

Example #2  

Heathrow airport provides taxi drivers with a good environment to wait in. There is a low-cost 
restaurant they can use. Taxis wait in a series of lines until they are allowed into the airport: 
they are overhead electronic signals calling each taxi forward so that the queuing process is 
fair – the taxi waiting longest is called first. The signals tell taxis which terminal to go to.  

Example #3 

Toronto airport has argues that the airport railway will reduce parking revenue and they want 
compensation from the railway. The best solution is to do a survey after the railway opens 
and ask rail passengers how they travelled before the railway opened.  

Example #4 

In Great Britain, train operators pay an access fee to station operators. It is based on the cost 
of operating the station and the number of trains of each company stopping there. Train 
companies also pay specifically for anything special they want – so if they want a business 
lounge of their own ticket office, they have to pay for that too.  

 

4.2.2 Applicability of policy recommendations. 

Table 3 presents the applicability of the proposed policy recommendations in terms of 
spatial scale, transport coverage, implementation period and involved actors.  
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Table 3. Applicability of policy recommendations.  

Recommendation  Create a strategy vision focused on intermodality and interconnectivity 
of various modes for both passenger and freight transport.  

Spatial scale National  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Medium term (5-10 years) 

Involved actors  
Various governmental bodies from central government to local 
authorities 

Recommendation  
Incorporate the strategy vision in a Policy Paper (“Roadmap for the 
Future”) concerning the development of the transport sector in terms of 
infrastructures and operations, ratified from the national parliament.  

Spatial scale National  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Medium term (5-10 years) 

Involved actors  
Various governmental bodies from central government to local 
authorities 

Recommendation  
Adopt the above Roadmap and implement it during the next 10 years 
with the appropriate small scale revisions every 2 years and the 
potential for more changes in the mid-term (i.e. every 5 years).  

Spatial scale National  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Medium term (5-10 years) 

Involved actors  
Various governmental bodies from central government to local 
authorities 

Recommendation  Create a “think tank” group able to advice policy makers and guide the 
whole process.  

Spatial scale EU, national  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  
Government, universities, research centres, chambers with expertise in 
the field  

Recommendation  Integrate the administration of the public transport system.  
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Spatial scale Local, regional, urban, interurban  
Transport 
coverage  

Passengers  

Implementation 
period  

Short term  

Involved actors  Public transport authorities  

Recommendation  Harmonize modal focused legislation and regulation as the first step 
before integration to a multimodal platform.   

Spatial scale EU, national  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Medium (5 years)   

Involved actors  EU bodies and national authorities  

Recommendation  Policy and legal frameworks should facilitate intermodal cooperation. 
Spatial scale National  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Medium term (5-10 years) 

Involved actors  
Various governmental bodies from central government to local 
authorities 

Recommendation  Form regulatory and/or certified authorities targeted to interoperability 
and interconnectivity.  

Spatial scale National  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

2-5 years  

Involved actors  Central government  
Recommendation  Regulate the charges of the use of a terminal.  
Spatial scale EU, national  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

Medium (5 years)  

Involved actors  EU bodies and national authorities  
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4.3 Planning recommendations and applicability 

4.3.1 Planning recommendations 

L1. Counterbalance delays in the D-M process.  

More specifically:  

• Assess the allowance of time that it is worthwhile to delay the implementation, 
in order to achieve a very well justified and strategic planning process. 

• Build up the interchange where users want to. 

• The public sector could learn from the private sector in risk management; large 
private companies have a support system for decision making on the highest 
company level; lawyers are very important to provide their analyses before and 
during the decision making process and check the final decision from the risk 
point of view.  

• Try to evaluate the causes of delays individually, i.e. environmental or funding 
discrepancies.  

• Some of the delays have no real reason, because they are caused by groups 
called “green terrorists”, who attack any decision, and the judicial proceeding 
drags then on. They usually do not win but the project delay grows significantly. 
So, reaching acceptance of wide public means a very complicated 
communication since beginning. 

L2. Formulate the strategic plan taking into consideration national principles of 
transportation planning, and the EU regulations.  

• The strategic transport plan should concern the terrestrial development at 
international (i.e. European), national, regional and local level, in accordance 
with existing land use development plans, in order for the different initiatives 
and projects to be synchronized, so as to avoid competition and rivalries and to 
promote the balanced development and integration of wider areas.  

• Due to the different philosophies of countries regarding centralized planning, 
the strategic plan should be developed at a level of a country. For example, in 
some countries the regional level of government is too strong (i.e. Germany), 
while in some other countries (i.e. France), the regional government is not 
powerful enough to develop such a plan.  

 

Example 

The formulation of the national development plans is given by the EU regulations, because it 
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is directly linked to the use of European funding availability, i.e. “if your project is not in 
harmony with goals included in defined priority axes of the Integrated Operational 
Programme or Regional Operational Programme, you cannot get funding”.  

 

L3. Incorporate the transport planning process with land use planning.  

• Local strategic plans concerning the terrestrial development should include: 
requirements following the EU, national and regional strategic plans. The local 
strategic terrestrial plan should thus include:  
- Requirements arisen from the terrestrial development policy, terrestrial plans’ 

documentation published by a region, pertinently from other wider terrestrial 
relations.  

- Requirements arisen from the terrestrial analytical sources. 

- Requirements on municipality terrestrial development. 

- Requirements on spatial territory organization (urban-planning concept and 
land use concept). 

- Requirements regarding public infrastructure. 

- Requirements on protection and development of values in the municipality 
area. 

- Requirements on publicly beneficial constructions, publicly beneficial 
measures and renewals.  

- Further requirements resulting from special juridical regulations (i.e. 
requirements in regard of public health protection, civil protection, defense 
and state security, protection of mineral occurrence, geological configuration, 
flood protection, and other risky natural phenomena). 

- Requirements and instructions for processes solving main conflicts of interest 
and problems in the municipality area.  

- Requirements on demarcation and specification of areas to be developed 
and areas for re-structuring, considering their revitalization and local structure 
development, and municipality location in the terrestrial area or/and 
development axis. 

- Requirements on demarcation of areas and corridors, for which verification of 
changes in their use will be imposed, in a form of a terrestrial impact study. 

- Requirements on impact assessment of the terrestrial plan into sustainable 
development of the municipality area can be asked, too. 

- Requirements on analysis and evaluation from the point of view of impacts 
on environment, or impacts elimination on European nature locality.  
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• Distinct planning for passengers and freight transport.  

Passenger terminals and interchange points have normally their origin in the strategic 
plans, whereas freight terminals often have their origin in both in the strategic plans 
and in an initiative of business, and they are added to the plan later after local, regional 
or national approval.  

- For passenger transport: Include demand forecast and design with special 
focus on terminal interchange planning.   

 

- For freight transport: The same occurs for the freight terminals taking also 
into account business plans.  

L4. Evaluate D-M processes of transport planning, land use and financial plans 
(where some kind of benchmarking could be welcome for certain facilities per 
unit to have, in advance, a presumption about the financial extent).  

Long term regional development strategy includes usually land use viewpoint, 
sometimes transport planning is integrated, but seldom financial plans. Ministry of 
Regional Development or similar body could prepare a framework for such integration 
of policies. This is a cross professional cooperation task for experts and potential 
stakeholders; so, a high quality management for such planning is expected. For 
everything, public interests shall be expressed. After goals and objectives consultations 
with public, also a societal agreement should be formed, if the later acceptance by 
citizens and professionals should be reached.  

L5. Every initiative or project of terminal construction should go in depth cost-
benefit analysis and detailed public consultation.  

The discussion and analysis should be developed without differentiation, by the 
responsible bodies, through a fixed process, based on certain criteria (proximity to 
commercial centres or areas, major industrial zones, transport and transshipment 
companies, connections of the freight centre to major transportation networks, 
sufficiency of infrastructure, level of service, etc). Intermodality should also be 
considered as an important factor for the integration of the freight centres. As a result, 
the existence of an embodied intermodal terminal in each freight centre should become 
a condition and an indicator for its integration.  

L6. Propose a list of planned multimodal facilities with financial viability, 
potential resources for implementation, priorities and time frame.  
In order to know: 
  

- What can be constructed / implemented under today circumstances 
- What could be constructed / implemented tomorrow under expected 

circumstances 
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Which stakeholders shall be included depends on the level of infrastructure, if this is of 
a national, regional or local interest/financing. The way to achieve it, is to list planned 
activities with certain stakeholders involved, planned investment and operational costs, 
and any other important circumstances and dependencies in time and space and 
regulation and financial conditions, including finished and not finished tasks - as to 
have them in focus before the final complex specification is done. Regarding timing, the 
list of the planned multimodal facilities should be prepared when and if, arising chances 
in funding and/or for specific tenders are identified, and when the long-term strategy 
documents are completed and allow such activities (no time should be lost for too 
uncertain tasks). 

L7. Analyze freight flows and understand customers’ needs, and define logistic 
chains for developing intermodal transport.  

The main objective for efficient connection of long and short distances for freight 
transport it to promote sustainable long distance transport. “More freight transport on 
rail and sea, and less road transport”. To meet the objective, the cost of extra terminal 
handling and local transport in the end should be reduced. To do this, it is not enough 
to look at the terminal, one also has to consider what kind of industries are dominating 
the area, what kind of products are dominating and where the main market is. In 
addition, other questions developed are “What about general cargo to all the shops – 
how do the dominating food supply chains of the city look like?”, “What do the potential 
transport buyers think – what are their reasons for the decision made?”, “Is there a 
potential to consolidate more shipments instead of transporting single loads from door 
to door?”. This discussion if of course about intermodal transport, but also about 
consolidating and better load factor in HGV’s on the road.  

The point is to focus on the flows – not only in tons handled in a terminal, but type of 
goods, main users, the role of shippers, how strict the demand for high delivery service 
is. A part of this is to ensure that the land use surrounding the terminal is dedicated to 
companies that support the terminal and contribute to the terminal as a logistics center 
or freight village. 

4.3.2 Applicability of planning recommendations.   

The applicability of the recommendations concerning the stage of planning in the 
decision making process is cited in table 4.  

Table 4. Applicability of planning recommendations.  

Recommendation  Counterbalance delays in D-M process  

Spatial scale National to local  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

10 years  

Involved actors  National government, regional and local authorities  
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Recommendation  Formulate the strategic plan taking into consideration national 
principles of transportation planning, and the EU regulation.  

Spatial scale National to local  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

10 years  

Involved actors  National government, regional and local authorities  

Recommendation  Incorporate the transport planning process with land use planning.  

Spatial scale National to local  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

10 years  

Involved actors  National government, regional and local authorities  

Recommendation  
Evaluate D-M processes of transport planning, land use and financial 
plans (where some kind of benchmarking could be welcome for 
certain facilities per unit to have, in advance, a presumption about the 
financial extent).  

Spatial scale National, regional  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

5-10 years 

Involved actors  Central government, regional authorities   

Recommendation  Every initiative or project of terminal construction should go through in 
depth cost-benefit analysis and detailed public consultation. 

Spatial scale Punctual   
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Upon request  

Involved actors  Transport operators  

Recommendation Propose a list of planned multimodal facilities with financial viability, 
potential resources for implementation, priorities and time frame.  

Spatial scale National  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

5 years  

Involved actors  Government  

Recommendation Analyze freight flows and understand customers’ needs, and define 
logistic chains with potential for developing intermodal transport. 
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Spatial scale National, regional  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

5 – 10 years  

Involved actors  Government 
 
 

4.4 Financing recommendations and applicability 

4.4.1 Financing recommendations 

F1. Pursue Private-Public Partnerships (PPPs) model to solve complex local and 
regional problems and financing issues.  

More specifically: 

• Choose the appropriate PPP model 

Taking into consideration: 

- The bodies involved 
- The case  

and that the PPP type is closely linked to the level of financing from the public financial 
resources.   

General PPP suitable models with selection of investment and operation phases:  

- Model of public co-financing  
- Model of co-financing by operator  

Models that combine PPP and EU funds (showing quite a lot of risks and amount of 
barriers): 

- Model with a public applicant                                                                               

Public sector is the final applicant and also EU funds receiver. Public sector is owner of 
the infrastructure for a whole time. Private sector provides loan and becomes operator 
of the facility.  

- Model with a private applicant  

If the applicant is the private sector, he is also the final applicant and EU funds 
receiver, but in this case, the funding level decreases to maximum 40% of eligible 
project costs. The rest 60% is to be completed by the private entity 
(http://www.asociaceppp.cz/cnt/dipl_a_bc_prace/).  
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Example 

According to the results of the PROFIT project, three types of PPPs were found to be the 
most common for trans-European network projects (BESTUFS II, 2008):  

a) Joint ventures, in which the investment is shared between the public and the private 
sector  

b) Concessions, in which the investment is undertaken in full by the private sector, 
through concession agreements and  

c) Hybrid types, which foresee that the project is split into several project components 
with a public “Special Purpose Vehicle” in control of the overall project.  

 

Good practice #1  

The company “Interporto Bologna S.p.A” was established in order to build Bologna Freight 
Village. The company was originally formed by the public authorities in Bologna and was 
progressively joined by other organizations and institutions (i.e. the Italian Railways). The 
PPP model adopted by the Bologna Freight Village is one of the most widespread and 
efficient organizational structure to ensure synergy and commercial cooperation for 
companies managing the Freight Village, and to solve complex and local regional problems 
(Nathanail & Adamos, 2011).  

Good practice #2 

Recently the Madrid Regional Transport Authority has used figure set forth by the Contract 
for Public Work Concession (Title V of Legislative Royal Decree (RD.) 2/2000, of June 16, 
which establishes the Revised Text of the Law for Public Administration Contracts) to build 
five transport interchange stations, whose investment and operation were privately financed 
throughout the concession period, with the finalization of every constructed infrastructure left 
in favor of the Public Administrations. The process:  

- The five transport interchange stations that integrate urban and inter-urban buses, 
and occasionally long-distance buses, with important Metro network nodes, have 
permitted an investment of over 383 million euros that is self-financed along with 
operation during 35 years, without public administration capital investment.   

- These infrastructures allow cost savings and increases in demand for bus operators 
basically due to the existence of bus-exclusive tunnels that are superior to the 
payments made by these operators to the concessionary company of each 
transport interchange station. 

- During the period of concession, the concessionary also profits from economic 
resources due to the sale or lease of resident and short-term parking spaces, 
respectively, the lease of commercial space, publicity, “vending” machines, 
automatic teller machines, public telephones, mobile telephone coverage and other 
complementary services. 

- Important social benefits come with the time savings experienced by public 
transport users and road users, in general. The existence of new tunnels makes the 
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old “ONLY-BUS” lines unnecessary, and with the increase in demand for bus 
service, these users also save travel time. Evaluating the time saved at 5€ per hour 
translates to social benefits that are 7-times greater than the economic benefits of 
bus operators. 

- Furthermore, there are additional social benefits that are more difficult to evaluate, 
such as the profits from the resident and short-term parking lots, according to the 
case, the improvement in bus service regularity and quality, the creation of 
pedestrian areas in spaces previously occupied by bus terminals, reduction in noise 
and pollution that were produced by over 3,000 daily bus journeys, etc. 

- The members of the Concessionary company obtain a reasonable profitability for 
their participation – some build, others obtain loans, others are bus operators. 

- Aside from the share capital investment, the bus operators receive other profitable 
benefits due to cost savings and the increases in demand superior to the cost per 
traveller and, in the case of long-distance buses, per bus tax.  

- Finally, the Public Administrations enjoy various improvements. Operational cost 
savings and increases in demand for Metro de Madrid (Metro of Madrid). They are 
equipped with profitable infrastructures without having to invest any economic 
resources. At the end of the concessionary period, these infrastructures revert back 
to the appropriate Public Administrations. 

 

Tip  

In those cases in which the Public Administration can't afford the construction of the 
interchanges it is better to build them with private dealers. The image has to be managed by 
the transport authority and in order to improve the quality of the service the transport authority 
has to control strictly the concession. 

F2. Identify the permanent participation of the public sectors and the EU as a 
necessity to guarantee the financial assurance.  

Two key issues are identified:  

• Prioritization through EU funded procedures to intermodal investments.  
• EU guarantee mechanism.  

F3. Requirement from the private investment to play a supplementary role to the 
public subsidies – The private sector should have initiatives for freight 
transportation, and the public or private sector for passenger transportation.  

The involvement of private bodies could drive to the increase of the financing of 
innovating, pioneer projects which introduce modernistic ideas and know how, and 
result in the increase of the intermodal transport share and the overall enhancement of 
the freight transport sector.  

In most of the EU member states there is no finance from EU for the terminals. 
National finance depends on the importance of the interchange point. In addition, the 
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present trend is business oriented with binding agreements with the authorities, which 
includes the possible subsidies.  

 

Example 

Czech commercial private sector does not trust the public sector regarding PPP in 
transportation. So, the freight terminals are owned by the private transportation and/or 
service providers. 

 

F4. Prepare rules for cross border connection (lack of public resources in an 
economy recession time, for example).  

Decision makers of the party that is taking costs should be involved. That will be, most 
probably, more bodies, because of often co-financing way. If knowing the financial 
demand and design procedures progress; if knowing the necessary above described 
list of various activities “what would we do, if…” as a support system for decision 
makers. When the time is mature, when the public acceptance is high, when the 
stakeholders agree and are ready, and the rules are set up. The situation could be 
described as “we are watching horizon for resources occurrence, being prepared for 
using them”. Activities in accordance with rules and listed in the strategic document, 
with noted possible links to international/EU regulations, as directives etc., should be 
highlighted. 

F5. Integrate the pricing of the public transport system.  

The establishment of multi-modal and multi-trip tariffs is proposed, by introducing a 
unique ticket that could be used in all modes of transport, facilitating the intermodality 
and simplifying the entrances to each different mode. 

4.4.2 Applicability of financing recommendations.  

The following table (table 5) presents the applicability of the financing 
recommendations in terms of spatial scale, transport coverage, implementation period 
and involved actors.  
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Table 5. Applicability of financing recommendations.  

Recommendation  Pursue Private-Public Partnerships (PPPs) model to solve complex 
local and regional problems and financing issues.  

Spatial scale National, regional  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

5 years  

Involved actors  National, regional authorities  

Recommendation  Identify the permanent participation of the public sectors and the EU as 
a necessity to guarantee the financial assurance.  

Spatial scale EU and state  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

5 -10 years  

Involved actors  EU, national authorities  

Recommendation  

Requirement from the private investment to play a supplementary role 
to the public subsidies - The private sector should have initiatives for 
freight transportation, and the public or private sector for passenger 
transportation  

Spatial scale EU and state  
Transport 
coverage  

Both  

Implementation 
period  

5-10 

Involved actors  Private investment bodies  

Recommendation  Prepare rules for cross border connection (lack of public resources in 
an economy recession time, for example). 

Spatial scale EU, national (neighbouring countries)  
Transport 
coverage  

Both with special emphasis on freight transport   

Implementation 
period  

5 years  

Involved actors  EU and national government  
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Recommendation  Integrate the pricing of the public transport system.  
Spatial scale Local, regional, urban, interurban  
Transport 
coverage  

Passengers  

Implementation 
period  

Short term  

Involved actors  Public transport authorities  

 

4.5 Organizational scheme recommendations and applicability 

4.5.1 Organizational scheme recommendations 

The establishment of a well-structured cooperation and procedural framework where 
explicitly the role, jurisdiction and obligations of all involved stakeholders are defined, is 
the main concern, as regards organization scheme.  

More specifically:  

O1. Use business models for cooperation that also publically owned terminals 
can use.  

Good practice #1  

Gatwick airport is owned by a group of major global investors who want to create a 
successful airport. Therefore they are funding part of the airport railway station themselves 
(and some of the money comes from a levy on car park fees). They are also funding the 
expansion of the long and short distance bus terminals at the airport.  

Good practice #2  

The standard station access arrangement in Great Britain is also an example of good 
practice. Train Operating Companies are allowed to stop trains at stations on payment of a 
published fee: the process is regulated (by the office of Rail Regulation, a government 
organization) to ensure fairness.  

 

O2. Check case by case the possibility that decisions are made by the 
lowest level of government. 

- The function of the terminal, i.e. regional terminals defines the above 
potential. However, most of the terminals (private, public or public-private 
partnership) have an executive board for internal decision making under the 
mandate or agreement of operation.  
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- The principle is that decisions are made at the lowest possible level of 
government – and not necessarily the lowest level of government. Very local 
decisions (seating of a bus, stop or provision of a bus shelter) would be made 
by the parish, the local community: a project affecting the city (a bus 
interchange at a station) would be made by the city government; regional 
issues (affecting interchange at a regional airport, for example) would be 
made at regional level and national issues (major train or airport) would be 
made by national government.  

- In any case, it is important to have a transport authority to have the complete 
control of the transport network and the management of the interchange. 

 

O3. Enhance the public involvement, i.e.:  

- Increase the number of public hearings so that citizens can be well informed 
about new projects and comment on them. 

- Establish an internet based portal that enhances the (easy) public 
participation. 

- Organize awareness raising actions for the accurate information of citizens 
and promote their involvement.  

 

O4. Structure the information provision. 

- Real time information provision can be both centralized and non-centralized, 
that depends on the level of (non) integration of individual systems. Usually 
the railway system (used for long distance mainly) for information on 
scheduled services is being offered on a national level. That can be used as 
a base for linking with other transport information services on regional level 
from one side, and from the other side for linking local transport information. 
The information provider role itself depends on the public sector demand and 
its willingness to pay, at last, the process beginning of the integration. That 
can be further developed to be commercialized. At the end, the provider 
could be both a public institute (costs for initiate investment and everyday 
operation) or private company (starting their business from a project 
demanded by public tender as incentive; operation costs at the company side 
possible when later commercialized – long term agreements necessary in 
this case). 

- In freight transport, the most important issue for information is to develop 
standardized message formats and standardized messages. The aim is to 
match different systems, in order to be able to develop new technology and 
tailor-made systems for different users and still be able to communicate. 
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Probably, the transporters or the transport organizers should be responsible 
for the information.  

- Integrated information provision should be an obligation for the terminal 
manager/operator included in the operation contracts of the transport 
operators.  

Example 

In the Czech Republic, information provision is mandatory for providers, in accordance to 
national methodological instruction of the Ministry of Transport: a) Methodological instruction 
to organization of national information system on timetables. Changes in scheduled services 
are allowed only in few certain days yearly. b) Methodological instruction on pursuance on 
changes in timetables of public transportation, linked to exceptional events (maintenance 
closures, emergency situations, etc.)  

- Integrated information provision could be part of the contract allowing access 
to a terminal. Times (schedules), routes and destinations need to be made 
available, if possible with real-time running information.  

- Timetables with specified details should be mandatory for scheduled 
services, independently on passenger or freight transport. It is not only about 
informing the information service provider for publishing the information, but 
firstly on negotiations in regard of capacity of rail routes, terminal stands, time 
slots for any necessary service etc  

Example #1  

In the US in particular (and also in London Underground), unlimited access is given to data 
like real-time train and bus running information. People then develop applications for using 
this. This is beneficial to passengers (who can use it) and the transport operator (who does 
not have to keep totally up to date with technology). So, the transport provider should own the 
information, but should provide to both passengers and others. Anyone should be able to 
commercialize it. The data is collected, processed and provided by the transport operator in 
the course of operations – these things like real-time bus running data. Anyone who wants to 
develop an application to make this raw data more useful can do so, and sell it or give people 
access to it. The market then decides whether or not it is valuable. But, since people are 
used to have information for free in the internet, they are not probably willing to pay each time 
they are using any relative application. This should be taken into consideration for the 
developers of the above application.  

Example #2  

In Germany normally the transport operator is collecting the data for his own controlling 
purposes and to provide services to the public. The transport association is in charge for the 
integration of the data coming from different operators of the region. The VDV (Association of 
German Public Transport Undertakings)-standards help a lot in this process as well as the 
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web-based timetable information systems for public transport, Mentz and Hafas, but there are 
also proprietary solutions.  

Example #3  

In the Czech Republic, there is a national public transportation (PT) information system 
providing also the international information. They system is called IDOS (www.idos.cz) and 
has been launched based on the demand / project by Ministry of Transport. It is operated by 
the private company, CHAPS Ltd. Some of the operation details are hidden; most of the 
information, especially for the public transport travelers’ needs, is open and available via 
internet. Except of that, the regions started integrating the public transportation on regional 
level, more years ago. These usually include more cities’ PT, regional transportation for rural 
areas and intercity connections, all with various transportation providers. Tariffs are 
harmonized, tickets are unified also for transfers, timetables are optimized and environmental 
impact of modes is considered. There is a high positive impact of such regional transportation 
on the unique information system there. All the regional integrated PT systems information is 
today included in the national IDOS system for planned schedules. The real-time information 
system, based on this, is under development of consortium led by the Centrum dopravního 
výzkumu v.v.i, now. Open interface is a goal of that; so, also the dispatchers of various 
providers can use this interface for their company purposes. The output will be in accordance 
with international standards, including deviations in departures / arrivals at certain places 
(stations, stands) or cancelled connections, transport providers, routes, zones, line 
numbering, time of service provided, etc. data has to be submitted to a certain date for 
checking them by more authorities.     

• Set rules for local staff, which be communicated to passengers (by web-site, 
published timetables and so on), so that they know what to expect and can plan 
accordingly.                                                       

4.5.2 Applicability of organizational scheme recommendations.  

The applicability of the recommendations concerning the organizational schemes is 
cited in table 6.  

Table 6. Applicability of organizational scheme recommendations.   

Recommendation  Use business models for cooperation that also publically owned 
terminals can use. 

Spatial scale National  
Transport coverage  Both 
Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  Transport market  
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Recommendation  Check case by case the possibility that decisions are made by the 
lowest level of government.  

Spatial scale Local  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  Regulatory authorities   

Recommendation  Enhance the public involvement. 

Spatial scale Local, regional, national  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Short term  

Involved actors  Public  

Recommendation  Structure the information provision. 

Spatial scale National 
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  All levels of government, regulatory authorities  
 
 

4.6 Infrastructure development recommendations and 
applicability 

4.6.1 Infrastructure development recommendations 

I1. Constitute transport infrastructure management body for all modes in one (as 
an umbrella for today modal focused managements).  

This is possible to be prepared on a national level only under the umbrella of Ministry of 
Transport, or Infrastructure or other body with such focus, independently on the exact 
name. In this way, conditions and opportunities could be better monitored and 
analyzed. If purposes of optimization in investments into transport infrastructure linked 
to a long-term sustainable transport policy are being estimated. 

I2. Adopt or create standards for physical infrastructure (especially in intermodal 
terminals) interconnectivity).  

There are substantial differences in the quality of the passenger infrastructure. A 
terminal for intermodal exchange of passenger cannot be isolated from the 
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development of passenger transport modes and cannot be inadequate in terms of 
facilities, safety and security.  

I3. Integrate the infrastructure of the public transport system.  

• Design a public transport network that maximizes connectivity and minimizes 
inherent in transfers performed in transport interchange stations.  

Transport interchange stations should act as the system’s connective joints to optimize 
the conditions in which intermodal transfers are executed. 

In order to develop a policy for transport interchange stations, one must consider the 
aspects that define these indispensable network centers. The characteristics that 
comprise the definition of an interchange station are the following: 

Its location and integration within the public transport system, in relation to: 
 

- Its role within the public transport system and, especially, within the city’s 
mobility. 

- Adequate service fulfillment of user’s needs in their travels to destination 
centers, by conducting surveys of mobility, knowing the origin and destination 
of public transport users in order to schedule services and built up the 
interchanges in those nodes of the transport network required by the users.   

The functional design of the physical elements that comprise the station, both for public 
transport system and for travelers. Everything that relates to distance, time, stairs, 
hallways, waiting areas, etc should be taken under consideration. However, the 
elements relating to transport vehicles are also extremely important, especially in the 
case of public buses, in which the bus bays, and the maneuvering and waiting areas, 
etc. must be considered, as well as the regulations regarding these different elements.  

The station’s integration into the urban environment, contrasting the limited interchange 
environment with the vague space that constitutes the transport network, especially in 
reference to the urban bus stops that feed the transport interchange station.  

It is important to consider the vehicle and pedestrian traffic generated by a transport 
interchange station around its street-entrances and along the interior walkways, its flow 
of pedestrians, the surrounding on-street public bus stops and waiting areas, the taxi 
needs, the Kiss&Ride and Park&Ride, and access for the handicapped, etc.  

The aesthetic and urban integration of a transport interchange station within its 
surrounding environment must also be taken into consideration. 

 

4.6.2 Applicability of infrastructure development recommendations.  

The applicability of the recommendations concerning the organizational schemes is 
cited in table 7.  
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Table 7. Applicability of infrastructure development recommendations.  

Recommendation  Constitute transport infrastructure management body for all modes. 

Spatial scale National  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  National government  

Recommendation  Adopt or create standards for physical infrastructure interconnectivity.  

Spatial scale EU  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

5 years  

Involved actors  EU  
Recommendation  Integrate the infrastructure of the public transport system.  
Spatial scale Local, regional, urban, interurban  
Transport coverage  Passengers  
Implementation 
period  

Short term  

Involved actors  Public transport authorities  
 

 

4.7 Operations recommendations and applicability 

4.7.1 Operations recommendations 

R1. Separate the owner from the operator.  

In order to ensure equal access to all interested bodies, “health” competition, 
reinforcing complementarity and avoiding rivalries among stakeholders, the distinction 
of the ownership status from operation is needed.  

• At national level the State could possess the ownership in order to ensure fair 
competition and access to the different operators on equal access (main railway 
stations, airports, etc.). At the regional level the establishment of a regional 
Transport Authority is quite common to en sure neutral competition between the 
different operators. The question of information availability to other operators 
etc. is here decided by the owners. However, there are several major airports 
which are wholly or partly owned by the private sector – London Heathrow and 
Gatwick, Vienna, Frankfurt. Access is usually a matter of international 
regulation. 
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• Use terminal ownership models (i.e. all models of PPPs, land lord principle, 
property company ownership, etc.). Freight terminals are more private/business 
owned than the passengers terminals. New ownership models that have been 
proved to work better should be prioritized.  

 

• Authorities should always be aware of different ownership models (operator, 
investor, local authority) and the advantages and disadvantages of each model. 
The issue of ownership should be kept under review.  

 

• Transparency and open rules for access, moderated by an external regulator 
are needed.  

 

• In case that one transport operator also owns the terminal, the public authority 
has to fix the costs, other transport operators pay for using the terminal.  

 

Example 

In Czech Republic, in public passenger transport, the Ministry of Transport is planning to fix 
prices for use of railway stations owned by the Czech Railways company, if being used by 
the other transport operators.  

If the freight terminal has been constructed from private resources only, that is their 
ownership and no regulation in access is to be justified from any other party. The rules are at 
the owner and it fully depends on him, in which way he wants to cooperate with other 
companies, if at all. 

Financing of private goals from public resources does not exist in most European countries, 
because that would set up unfair conditions in the market. In the Czech Republic, the only 
reason for using public money for private companies is recovery and reactivation of 
nonfunctional sidings –for modal shift from freight road– to greener railway transport. 

R2. Establish the cooperative framework between the terminal and the 
transportation operators.  

In this case, key questions are generated, i.e.: Should fees be set for using the 
terminal, or for causing other types or losses to terminals, such as less i.e. income from 
parking fees owing the suburban rail that accommodates passengers, thus shifts 
traveling on public transport modes?  
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A valid principle is that the user should pay for use of the terminal. This could be a 
docking/terminal fee or access time /slot based fee etc. The actual running operation of 
the terminals could be tendered out to public/private companies.  

On the other hand, charges are usually set by the operator: sometimes these are 
regulated by an independent regulator. Investment in new facilities is done by the 
owner. 

 

Example #1 

If the terminal is not fully booked and owned by the transport operator using the terminal 
primarily, there can be opened adequate slots for other users (by contract). This can be a 
very good solution, without extra costs for the usage of the terminal for the main operator and 
(hopefully) with reasonable costs for the foreign users. But if the terminal is fully booked there 
should be an authority arranging fair conditions.  

Example #2 

If the charge for parking a car is too high, people will park in nearby streets (for train stations) 
or will use kiss-and-fly rather park-and-fly (for airports- and this will mean four car trips not 
two). 

Example #3 

To eliminate all-day- on street-parking, some authorities ban parking on nearby streets for an 
hour in the middle of the day (10:00-11:00 on one side, 13:00-14:00 on the other).  

Example #4 

For buses using a bus station, the terminal operator needs to make a charge to cover costs: 
some operators (especially low cost operators) will try to avoid this by picking up passengers 
on street. If it is decided that this is against public policy, it needs to be deal with by laws. 

 

R3. Integrate the operations of the public transport interchanges.  

The systems directly related to the operation of the public transport system, both those 
directed to the traveler (such as information, signs, ticket sales and validation, service 
coordination and waiting areas) and those required by the transport operators for their 
personnel, vehicles and transport service (such as lockers, break rooms, vehicle 
repairs, communications systems, parcel service, etc.). It is important that the user 
receives a unique transport system image and therefore all the elements should be 
been designed with that image. 

The management and operation of the transport interchange, such as the station’s 
director or coordinating-manager, security, illumination, cleanliness, restrooms, left-
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luggage office, meeting points, telephones, commercial stores, leisure activities, hotels, 
general information about the city and the public transportation system, etc.  

The management of transport interchange stations, performed by various contributing 
bodies, is a crucial aspect to the stations’ daily operations. This is the other factor that 
requires continual work, such as the need to create an interchange station 
management figure who is responsible for both users and operators, and who has the 
ability to penalize when necessary. Whether is a transport authority as if the 
interchange is been managed by a private concessionaire, it is important that all those 
involved in the process of the interchange should have a unique interlocutor. This 
manager has to be approved and controlled by the transport authority or by the public 
Administration with more weight in the interchange. This manager has to be the 
responsible for the fulfillment of services, cleaning, safety, security, maintenance in 
general, as well as of mediating between the different operators and users. 

These aspects must be considered throughout the conception, planning, design and 
operation of a transport interchange station. Although some elements may experience 
a more advanced development than others and appear to be more important to the 
success of a station, all of the aforementioned aspects must be present in every one of 
the transport interchange station's phases. Once in use, these factors will then achieve 
the purpose for which they were designed. 

R4. Operate effectively the delaying services to ensure that connections are not 
missed.   

The following steps should be taken into consideration:  

- First, if the delay to passengers on the late-running service is likely to be 
trivial, do not delay the connecting service. This will apply where the 
connecting service has a high frequency. 

- If the delay is going to be more than trivial, then make a decision based on 
three things: the lateness of the late running service, the impact that delaying 
it will have on other services, and the number of people who usually make 
the connection. Normally, try to act in the interests of the majority! 

- However, if this is the last connection of the day, then the connecting service 
should be held unless the late-running service is really late – an hour or so.  

- If the last connection of the day is not maintained, then the operator of the 
late running service should provide an alternative – taxis, usually. 

- If the bus is the last bus going out to the suburban area, it should wait for a 
longer period.  

- If it is an inner city bus on a relation served frequently, it should not wait for 
more than i.e. 10% of the normal period in between the two buses serving 
the line. 
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Tip  

Promote public transport navigation: If a large amount of passengers would use a navigation 
system, this system could prepare helpful data for the operator, telling how many passengers 
in the train will need the connection and how many passengers in the bus would be awfully 
harmed by increasing the waiting time, because they have to catch another vehicle in a 
change station later. 

R5. Incorporate optimization in the D-M process as a robust tool for concrete 
analysis and reliable output.  

The decision making process can sometimes be cast as a mathematical optimization 
problem. This is the case, for example, in linear programming (LP) problems and, in 
particular, of linear network flow (FL) problems (linear problems with tens of thousands 
of variables and constraints can be optimized quickly on a personal computer).  

We want to know how long will the D-M take, which decisions should we speed up in 
order to finish earlier, etc.  

Given a network of decisions, we have to determine the length of time required to 
complete the project and the set of critical decisions that control the project completion 
time. The Critical Path (CP) length is the sum of the duration of the intermediate 
decisions of the process.  

Using data from representing cases the optimization can help to figure out both how 
long the complex D - M process will take to complete and which decisions are "critical". 
After the optimization we will be able to compare different practices concern the D - M 
processes and decide best practices in the D - M process. 

 

4.7.2 Applicability of operations recommendations.  

Table 8 summarizes the applicability of the proposed operations recommendations as 
regards the spatial scale, the transport coverage, the implementation period and the 
relative involved actors.  

Table 8. Applicability of operations recommendations.  

Recommendation  Separate the owner from the operator  
Spatial scale National  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Continuous   

Involved actors  National government, transport providers   
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Recommendation  Establish the cooperative framework between the terminal and the 
transportation operators 

Spatial scale National, regional, local  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  Transport providers  
Recommendation  Integrate the operations of the public transport interchanges. 
Spatial scale Local, regional, urban, interurban  
Transport coverage  Passengers  
Implementation 
period  

Short term  

Involved actors  Public transport authorities  

Recommendation  Operate effectively the delaying services to ensure that connections 
are not missed.  

Spatial scale National  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

Continuous  

Involved actors  Regulatory authorities  

Recommendation  Incorporate optimization in the decision making process as a robust 
tool for concrete analysis and reliable output.  

Spatial scale National  
Transport coverage  Both  
Implementation 
period  

5-10 years  

Involved actors  Government, consulting bodies  
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5 Summary and conclusions  
 
Due to the wide range of the involved stakeholders and the absence of a strict 
hierarchical flow chart of their responsibilities, in combination with the lack of a focused 
legal framework, the development of a coherent decision making framework in the 
interconnection of long and short distance transport networks, is a rather complicated 
procedure.  
 
In the framework of the present deliverable, taking into account the changes that both 
passengers and freight transportation came across the last decade (i.e. from the White 
Paper of 2001 to the recent White Paper of 2011) and the results of the investigation of 
the decision making processes in representative European countries, a coherent 
decision making process in the interconnection of long and short distance transport 
networks was introduced.  
 
More specifically, it was indicated that the strategic frame for the long-short distance 
transport interfaces is illustrated by policy and planning stakeholders, further specified 
as an integrated plan, either referring separately or in accordance, to the development 
of the needed infrastructure, and the system operation. At the same time, users work 
as a catalytic key driver, affecting the D-M procedure at any level, i.e. strategic, tactical 
or operational. In summary, the following roles were identified per category of the 
involved stakeholders: 

• EU legislative actors set the general trends in policy, taking into consideration 
any related European issues, and also provide the financial tools for the 
implementation.  

• National governments, following the EU general provisions and any special 
national concerns, form their policies and strategies.  

• Regional/local authorities adjust the European and national guidelines in the 
scope of their authority level.    

• Firms (i.e. operators, suppliers and receivers, logistic service providers, etc.) 
are responsible for exploiting efficiently the provisions of the public bodies, in 
terms of supply (infrastructure) and legislative-regulatory framework. 

• Finally, the end users are the “receivers” of the outcome of the decision making 
processes, by accepting it or raising inefficiencies of the system.  

 
In addition, the main scope of the present document was to present the CLOSER 
Policy Advisory Groups members’ recommendations for specific stages of the decision 
making, thus: 
 

• Policy. 
• Planning. 
• Financing.  
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• Infrastructure development.  
• Operations. 
• Cooperation among stakeholders.  

 
Based on the feedback of the PAG members on the identification of the most important 
factors that seem to determine a successful decision-making framework, a logic 
diagram is presented with discrete steps that could introduce a successful D-M 
framework in the interconnection of long and short distance transport networks (figure 
3).  
 

 
Figure 3. Steps to implement a successful decision making framework.    
 
 
These steps include: 

• Problem description. General objectives and specific goals should be well 
described, including indicators for before/after measures analysis and 
cost/benefit analysis, if possible per unit, to assess direct impact.  
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• Clear definition of the legal and regulatory background, i.e. “what are the 
laws which will govern planning, funding, construction and operation”, “who will 
ensure that these laws are kept”, “who will arbitrate, if there is a dispute, and 
how will the arbitrator make a decision”.  

• Strategic documents ratification across the political spectrum, i.e. as a tool 
how to ensure continuation and enforcement after elections and possible linked 
personal changes at public transport. Framework should be prepared and 
anything (public transport versus freight transport) should be shared where only 
possible. In addition, there should a long term transport and land use strategy, 
updated regularly, with transparent procedures.  

• Clear statement or mission of the project, i.e. “what is intended to achieve”.  
• Clear, logical and transparent means of evaluation. There are always 

different ways of achieving an objective: they need to be evaluated up to a point 
where clear decision can be made to discard one in favor of others. Also, clear 
commitment to monitoring the result – “did it achieve its objectives, and if not, 
what can we learn for next time?”.  

• Public acceptance and implementation or in case of non acceptance, 
renegotiation and re-planning.  

 
 

For the better comprehension of the above recommendations, where possible, good 
practices, examples or tips were added in each category of the proposed 
recommendations.  
 
The outcome of the present deliverable and specifically the proposed 
recommendations will be evaluated practically in the seven case studies of the project 
in the framework of WP5, thus:  
 

• Flughafen Leipzig-Halle, Germany 
• Armentiéres station, France 
• Oslo bus terminal Vaterland, Norway  
• Port of Helsinki – Vuosaari, Finland  
• Thessaloniki port, Greece  
• Constantza port, Romania  
• Vilnius Airport, Lithuania  

 
Finally, the outcome of the theoretical research on decision making processes and the 
documentation of recommendations of WP4, integrated at a practical level through the 
case studies of WP5, will provide the basis for the elaboration of a decision making 
guidebook for the interconnection between short and long distance passenger and 
freight transport, in the frame of WP6.  
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