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Preface 
 

This documentation aims to present a summary of the Budapest workshop, including the presentations, 

discussions, interactive actions and also the site visit. All presentations are available on the partner 

platform of the CATCH-MR website. 

 

Catch-MR (Cooperative approaches to transport challenges in Metropolitan Regions) is an INTERREG IVC 

project running from January 2010 until December 2012 with a total budget of Euro 2 million. The 

participants in CATCH-MR will explore and adapt sustainable transport solutions for metropolises and 

their surrounding regions. 12 partners take part in the project, representing 7 Metropolitan Regions 

(MR): Oslo/Akershus (NO), The Göteborg Region Association of Local Authorities (SE), Capital Region 

Berlin-Brandenburg (DE), Metropolitan Region Vienna (AT), Ljubljana Urban Region (SI), Central Hungary 

(HU) and Provincia di Roma (IT). 
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Welcome 
On behalf of the partner group from Budapest, Ms. Veronika Szemere welcomed the participants and 

presented the moderator of the workshop, Mr. Iván Tosics (Metropolitan Research Institute). Mr. 

Tosics also welcomed the participants and gave the floor to Mr. Dávid Vitézy, CEO of the newly 

established BKK (Centre for Budapest Transport). 

 

Welcome by BKK (Centre for Budapest Transport) 

Mr. Dávid Vitézy, CEO of the newly established BKK (Centre for Budapest Transport) opened the 

workshop. He also presented the new organisational structure of the Budapest transport system, where 

the newly established BKK will be a key player. The example is Transport for London (TfL). 

Up to now there have been many stakeholders in the Budapest transport system (City of Budapest, FKF, 

Parking Kft., BKV, Taxi Kft.  – they had no intention to work together) without clear leadership, real 

owner and public procurer supervision. The organisational structure has been basically unchanged since 

1968, the establishment of the public transport company BKV, and totally the same since 1990. In the 

meanwhile the situation changed drastically: number of cars per 1000 inhabitants rose from 70 to over 

350; modal share of PT decreased from 80 % to 60% within the city and from 50 % to around 30% in the 

FUA. 

There is no real authority overseeing the public transport operator BKV. The operator plans the services 

and schedules, delivers them and supervises itself. Unaffordable dream projects are absorbing all money 

and attention due to the wrong priorities.  

 BKK is to become an integrated 

transport authority for transport 

management (not only for the 

administrative territory of Budapest 

and not only for public transport). Its 

competences include planning, 

management and supervision of the 

transport system, namely public 

transport, roads, parking and taxis. It is 

to develop a real transport strategy for 

Budapest along with regional 

cooperation. Public transport, road 

management and maintenance, 

parking, and central transport 

information system are all its 

responsibility. 
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BKK plans to introduce road charging which is needed and also urged by the European Commission to 

finance the metro 4 project.  

BKK will be in hierarchy above the following actors: BKV Busz Zrt. (local bus operator), BKV Zrt. (local 

metro, tram, trolleybus and suburban 

railway operator), BKK Közúti parkolási 

Zrt. (roads, parking), BKSZ Kft. (regional 

coordination) and BKK Tervező Kft. 

(infrastructure planning, investments). 

The aim of the BKK is to have 

integrated, holistic system approach, 

efficient and accountable institutional 

framework, real supervision and 

monitoring system, centralised 

transport information and budget 

system, carefully planned, prepared 

and managed EU projects based on 

long-term strategy. 

Introduction to the mobility situation in Budapest 

The mobility situation in Budapest was presented by Mr. László Kerényi, Head of Department of 

Transport Coordination at BKK, former Head of Transport Department at the Municipality of Budapest 

(and as such known by most CATCH-MR partners). 

He gave a brief introduction to the background of the transport system: the institutional system in 

Budapest and in the region, motorisation and public transport service trends (increasing car ownership 

and usage, decreasing public transport 

capacity and ridership), as well as 

some statistics on the mobility 

situation. The modal split in Budapest 

is still very good (around 60:40% for 

public transport in the city), but 

decreasing constantly. 

The infrastructure is characterised by 

missing links and a shortage of Danube 

bridges: the existing bridges are very 

condensed, located within only 9 

kilometres, followed by holes in the 

north and in the south until the M0 

motorway ring bridges. For this reason 
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everyone comes to the central area of the city to cross the Danube.  

The public transport system is characterised by a dense network, an ageing running fleet of 3000 

vehicles, decreasing passenger numbers and a low level of intermodality. Local public transport (the 

metro network is only 31,4 km) is operated by BKV, while railways are operated by the national railway 

company MÁV, and regional buses by Volánbusz. Mr. Kerényi also mentioned the specialities of 

Budapest’s transport: funicular, cogwheel rail, children’s rail and chair lift. 

The strategic goals include the following: 

- preserving the 60% modal split, trying to stimulate people to change mode; 

- stop suburbanization and create a healthier city by traffic calming and promotion of alternative 

transport modes in the city centre and residential areas (walking and cycling); 

- integration of urban and suburban transport systems, also on operational level, with intermodal 

nodes. 

Financing is one of the biggest 

questions in the future. The present 

situation is mixed: municipality 

budget, state budget, European 

budget and other revenues (BKV fares, 

parking fees, bank loans...) make up 

the financing. 

A developing story is a major 

reorganisation of the institutional 

system with the newly established 

BKK. 

Mr. Kerényi also presented some 

ongoing or newly finished transport 

projects, including some new network links (M0 and M31 motorways), Metro 4, development of tram 

lines (1, 3, 17, 42), Podmaniczky Programme for road renewal and bridge reconstructions (Liberty Bridge 

and Margaret Bridge). The old infrastructure and vehicles cause severe problems. Fleet renewal projects 

include the acquisition of new metro trains, but there are problems with the supplier Alstom. An EU-

financed project is under preparation for new trams and trolleybuses; the new vehicles also improve 

accessibility for all. 
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Other projects include reallocation of 

public spaces (“Heart of Budapest” 

programme), traffic calming (“TEMPO 

30” – 30 km/h zone), control of freight 

traffic, road user charging under 

discussion, development of the parking 

system (pay zones and park & ride 

facilities), public transport priority (bus 

lanes, video control), cycling 

developments (e.g. public bike project) 

and ITS. The yearly event European 

Mobility Week gave international 

recognition to the city with the 

European Mobility Week Award in 

2008. 

 

Intermodality and Park & Ride in Budapest 

Mr. András Ekés, managing director of Metropolitan Research Institute (MRI) focused in his 

presentation on intermodality and park & ride, the main topics of the workshop. 

He started with a theoretical 

introduction into the concept of 

intermodality; intermodality means 

more than just changing points, it can 

help to reduce car-dependence. He 

mentioned some good examples: 

Berlin Central Station; London St 

Pancras; and on a lower scale 

Hennigsdorf by Berlin. He briefly 

presented some preliminary results 

from the inventory answers on 

intermodality, regarding the question 

what are the most important functions 

needed for good nodal point. These 

were: shops, passenger information, 

maintenance, safety and security, short and comfortable connections and ticket machines. 

He went on with the background of intermodality in Budapest. Until the 1970s the tram network was 

well covering Budapest, since then it became segmented due to closures related to new metro lines. The 
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intermodal functions were artificial (need to change instead of direct travel). New development project 

concentrate on new network connections. 

Mr. Ekés also showed some examples: 

the well functioning Újpest Városkapu 

and Hűvösvölgy nodes (but both 

without non transport functions), the 

“worst practice” Közvágóhíd and some 

Functionally problematic intermodal 

nodes:  

- Örs vezér tere with only 50 

P+R places, as the construction 

of Árkád shopping centre 

consumed the rest. 

- Keleti Railway Station: all the 

functions which would have 

helped the renovation of the 

rundown railway station have 

been taken to a place 600 m 

away, Aréna shopping centre. 

This may conserve the 

deterioration of Keleti. 

Regarding the topic of park & ride, he 

showed some results from the 

inventories. He also presented the P+R 

situation in Budapest with different 

models of investment and 

maintenance. 

At the end of his presentation Mr. Ekés 

gave some hints for next day’s site 

visit. 

 

Plenary discussion 

The introductory presentation was followed by a plenary discussion about the transport situation in 

Budapest. The partners mentioned that the facilities are old and seemingly there is no improvement. 

The city seems to be overcrowded by cars, but there are also lots of nice trams. 
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Christian Peer asked about the reality of the administrative change mentioned in Mr. Vitézy’s 

presentation. Mr. Iván Tosics answered that if there was a more coordinated transport possibility it could 

influence the behaviour of the people. The government has 2/3 majority in the Parliament that creates 

the possibility to make changes to the administrative system. The territorial planning is very week at the 

moment, and it is very difficult to reorganise the whole system. 

Mr. Iván Tosics also spoke about a congestion charging system, which is under preparation. It is a very 

difficult political decision because it directly affects the car users. Budapest is doing it step by step but it 

is not yet clear if the present leadership will take it or not (but the preparations are going on). 

Park & Ride 
The first main topic of the workshop was park & ride, with a presentation of good practice from Oslo-

Akershus and a group discussion. 

 

Presentation of good practices (Oslo-Akershus) 

The introductory presentation on the topic was held by Mr. Njål Nore from Akershus county, 

Department of regional planning. He covered the development of the Oslo-Akershus park & ride system, 

the plans and dilemmas concerning capacity increase and a debate on the philosophy and aims of park & 

ride. 

Oslo has 590 000 inhabitants, Akershus 540 000, more than half of them close to Oslo. By 2030 

additional 350 000 people are expected to live in the region. The road system is already stressed, but 

capacity increase is problematic. There will be no great increase the capacity (most roads have only 2x1 

lanes), but there are plans to put some sections underground. As the population will be increasing, the 

capacity of the public transport system has to be increased.  

The train network is organised in a way, that there are internal slow trains with many stops and outer 

trains which stop at every place until a hub, and from there go directly in a city centre. 

After 20 years of development there are 6000 park & ride places, mostly in small sites in Akershus 

connected to railway stations. Most of them are free of charge or almost free (free if you have a seasonal 

ticket, otherwise priced). There is no general policy what to do if places are full; generally as a first step 

only people without a seasonal ticket have to pay. At a few sites a general system of payment has been 

introduced (for all users); it works and gives enough capacity.  The expansion of most sites would be 

complicated as well as costly in many cases, as the areas have become more attractive for development 

since being first established. 
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In Sonsveien (60 km from Oslo) there 

is a dedicated P+R railway stop (with a 

60 minutes frequency), which is close 

to a highway but far from settlements. 

A park & ride site (with 145 lots) and a 

feeding bus service (accounting for 2/3 

of the traffic) is connected to it. It is 

however questionable if this amount 

of traffic (500 passengers/direction a 

day) justifies an extra railway stop 

(with a cost amounting to 10 million 

EUR), also considering that the feeder 

bus could continue its way towards 

the next city centre. Maybe one such 

specialised station could be useful per 

direction, but certainly no more. 

A good example is Strømmen (15 km 

from Oslo), where 350 park & ride 

places are located very close to the 

railway station with a service of every 

30 minutes. However it is also used by 

workers of the nearby shopping 

centre, who can also park here for 

free. There are plans for residential 

areas around, which raises the 

question if it is good to have big park 

& ride areas in the middle of towns? 

Also the increasing land value might 

lead to the end of P+R. 

The sites built up to 2005 were quite 

cheap, around 20 000 NOK/place, as it was possible to pick the easier places and do it with small 

investments (open land covered by gravel or asphalt). Now it is around 50 000 NOK/place, and in urban 

areas it may increase to 200-300 000 NOK. Trains normally stop in towns, which makes land and 

construction of parking more expensive. It is getting very expensive to increase capacity. Picking cheaper 

locations and introducing feeder buses to the train station is too time-consuming to be a real alternative. 
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There have been investigations of 

where P+R users live, based on license 

plates. The results showed that to 

some sites most park&ride users 

travelled less than 1-2 km with their 

cars. In a case a small residential area 

stood out, where the county pays a 

feeding bus for all trains but at the 

same time many people drive their 

cars on the same distance and use the 

park&ride. On the other hand some 

people drive long distances parallel 

with railway lines to get park&ride 

closer to the city. 

It is also important to mention bike & ride, which is basically a park & ride for bicycles. It is especially 

important in dense European cities. 

There are two main philosophies in 

park and ride: either trying to offer 

many places to make people change 

from cars to public transport, or trying 

to give the flexibility of car for public 

transport users (in some days with 

special needs). In this latter case every 

public transport user should have the 

possibility to use the car in special 

cases if they really need it, but it can 

be a paying system, as the public 

sector does not have enough money 

to increase the capacity of free P+R 

places. 

 

Plenary discussion 

In the plenary discussion following the presentation some partners agreed that it is not economic to 

build huge amounts of P+R places; even if tens of thousands of places exists (built at a huge cost), they 

only can accommodate a small percentage of travelers. It would be rather advisable to build them to 

create flexibility for people. There should be rather many small places (e.g. 1-2 places at bus stops), and 

so you can have a good public transport system plus some additional car flexibility, not a good car system 

with some additional public transport. P+R can in many cases be seen as an easy option for decision-
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makers, even though it may at times be less effective than alternative use of the same resources in other 

areas of public transport.  

It was also mentioned that the inner P+R places should be mostly for bikes, the outer ones for cars.  

Mr. Nore recommended to Budapest to take Copenhagen as an example for the bike transportation 

system, and to plan for bicycles when planning railway stations. 

 

Group discussion 

The presentation and the general questions were followed by a discussion round in three groups 

(groups A, B and C). The questions for the discussion were the following: 

- What makes a P+R good? 

- What are the necessary factors in terms of connection to the railway station, tariff system etc.? 

- In what sort of area is P+R useful (in terms of building and population density, functions – 

residential, commercial etc. – , other characteristics of the area)? 

- Is there a difference from any aspect how P+Rs should look like in the metropolis and in the 

region (size, functions, prices...)? 

- What passenger information should be provided within the P+R site and on the approaching 

roads (e.g. train departures, number of free places...)? 

 

The main results of the group discussion are the following points: 

- Location is a key issue (near to where people live, integrating modes, accessible), so it should be 

integrated into urban planning. Bigger places at the end of metro lines are OK but many smaller 

places outside the city can be more useful. Vienna has many dense P+R houses within the city, 

some of them stay empty – it is not clear whether this is because of the prices? 

- Other success factors include good road access, free places, security and cleanliness, direct 

public transport connections, and the availability of services (which is also useful for security 

reasons). 

- Users should be motivated to change their whole mobility chain (with tariff reductions etc.) 

- Necessary passenger information includes timetables, free capacity, indication of next P+R, and 

it should also have a common appearance. 

- Pricing is important: if it is cheap, people also use it when they do not need it, if it is expensive, 

people may drive into the city. Car usage could be made more expensive generally (e.g. road 

user charging), but also the ownership of the car is important (people who own the car only 

count with the variable costs, while a rent or shared car shows all costs, including investment 

costs. 
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- In group A there were two opinions: those who already established lots of P+R sites were more 

critical about them. They think the low density settlement would be popular. They prefer B+R 

and they think the society should change their attitude towards bikes. The other point of view 

was that P+R is the first step to motivate people to use public transport. Also it is not possible for 

people who live in low density areas. It was agreed that P+R should be planned as outside of the 

main city and as decentralised as possible. It should be a part of the public transport tariff 

system, not for free. 

 

Intermodality 
The section on intermodality was based on an interactive action (where all partner MR’s were presenting 

a good and a bad example on intermodality) and a presentation of good practices from Göteborg. (This 

latter was moved to the second day due to organisational reasons, but still belongs to this thematic unit.) 

 

Interactive action I 

In the first interactive action each partner MR had 5 minutes to briefly present a good and a bad example 

of intermodality in pictures. The main findings are summarised in the table below. 
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Berlin-Brandenburg (Christina Schlawe) 

+ Potsdam main station - Berlin, Warschauer Straße 

Integrated intermodal node. Covered bridge, 

shopping centre. P+R, B+R, Potsdam-bike, taxi. Very 

lively due to the train station; coordinated 

timetables between the different modes of 

transport, different services, lifts, secure. Developers 

were the shopping centre and the DB. 

Too long walking ways, uncovered, unpleasant S- 

Bahn station, only stairs, no lifts. Lack of services and 

B+R devices, lack of space (too narrow pavement, 

especially in the peak hours). 
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Budapest (Antal Gertheis) 

+ Újpest Városkapu - Közvágóhíd 

Bus station built from EU funding, good information 

system, short walking distances. Regional bus and 

local bus integrated, railway and metro station. B+R, 

ticket machines exist. 

No link between tram lines and suburban railways 

(HÉV); MÁV trains have no stop, long walking 

distances, low-quality services, unpleasant 

appearance. 

  

Göteborg Region (Per Kristersson) 

+ Central Göteborg - Volvo 

Around railway station. Not for cars as it is the city 

centre (limited space). Combines buses, trams, 

airport bus connections. There is an exhibition 

centre, museums; very effective and efficient 

intermodal point. 

17 000 employees; node outside the city. Close to 

harbour (4000 employees). Industrial area – huge 

distances. Only one bus stop in 1500 m distance, the 

employees do not choose it. 
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Ljubljana (Matej Gabrovec) 

+ P+R Dolgi most - Ljubljana main railway station 

Good connection to bus line but no other functions. Price of P+R depends on which train you take. Bus 

station is 10 minutes walk away. 
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Oslo-Akershus (Peter Austin) 

+ Lillestrøm - Bryn 

A partly good example is Sandvika, accessible 

through long tunnel, people do not like it. Old 

fashioned bus terminal 

Good example: Lillestrøm, airport train stops here 

(also in Sandvika, but from there it takes about three 

times longer to get to the airport). There is a bus 

terminal, B+R. Commuter traffic but also shops 

under the railway station. 

One of the first railway stations + 2 separate metro 

stations coincidentally within 400 m, bad 

accessibility between the stopping places. No P+R at 

all (there was no need when the railway station was 

built), bad information system.  
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Rome-Province of Rome (Maria Fabiani) 

+ Ferrovia - Ponto Mamolo 

New P+R places would be constructed but all of 

them are archaeological sites. 

Almost only bad examples, long walking distances to 

the stations from the P+R. “Floating P+R” (floated by 

water), security problems (some people were killed 

here). 

  

Vienna – Lower Austria (Gregory Telepak) 

+ Praterstern - Leopoldau 

Train, 2 subway lines, bus and tram lines, nice glass-

covered tram stop, small shopping centre, kiss and 

ride for cars, sheltered bike place, shopping centre. 

No room for park and ride. 

Train and metro to city centre and three bus lines. 

Most car traffic is just passing by. The usage of the 

P+R is below 25% of the places. Parking on the street 

is free while the P+R is 3 EUR/day. 
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Plenary discussion 

Summarising the short presentations of the interactive action the partners realised, that there were 

almost no good examples mentioned where cars are integrated. In Potsdam traffic is big, but the 

park&ride at Potsdam main station is underused. Probably due to unattractive P+R fees. 

The key for a good park & ride is the good public transport system. It would be better to give more 

connection points (park & ride at all stops), to provide more flexibility in the transport choice of people. 

The park & ride must be part of the whole transport system, and car use should be made more expensive 

inside the city (parking fee, road charging). Then people will take P+R into account even if earlier they did 

not think about it. Public transport has to be improved and made more attractive. 

In growing regions the increasing land values could lead to more intensive land use and so to a better 

public transport system, and finally less need for P+R. But in shrinking regions the situation might be 

different. 

 

Göteborg presentation on intermodality 

The presentation of Mr. Manne Wahlberg, project manager at Västtrafik was moved to the second day 

due to organisational reasons, but as it belongs to the topic of intermodality, we summarised it here. 

Mr. Wahlberg presented Västtrafic, the public transport authority of Western Sweden. The company is 

owned half by the region, half by the 49 municipalities, and operates 2200 vehicles – buses, trams, 

ferries and trains. 40% of the trips are made by trams, 52 % made by buses, 7 % by train and 1 % by 

boats, ferries. 

Concerning the future of public 

transport, a new attitude is gaining 

ground among politicians and actors in 

planning compared to just a few years 

ago: a new partnership to change the 

society of cars to a society of 

sustainable modes. This direction 

needs the growth to be sustainable, 

and the strategic basis of this is the 

structural illustration of the Göteborg 

Region. 

A substantial shift to public transport 

is necessary. This is the main aim of 

the K2020 strategy: to double public transport usage from today to 2020. It has 5 strategies to make 

public transport more effective: 
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1. Link areas – From a radial to a network structure. 

2. Faster journey times – PT priority and separate lanes for buses. 

3. Greater frequency – more frequent service along main corridors. 

4. Developing the nodes – PT becomes part of the city development. 

5. Guaranteeing quality and service – customer satisfaction. 

The development of interchange nodes is an important part of the strategy, as the direct links to the city 

centre have reached their maximum capacity, which makes changes necessary. Handling more 

passengers while introducing a new structure is challenging. To reduce the “penalty” of the necessary 

changes a guidebook has been prepared by the Danish Gehl Architects office, famous for pedestrian-

friendly urban planning: “Den ideala bytespunkten” – “The ideal changing point” from the passengers’ 

perspective. It summarises the characteristics of a good intermodal node in 9 points: 

1. The safe and secure 

intermodal node 

o Populated 

o Safe environment 

o Safety traffic solution 

2. The modern and vivid 

intermodal node 

o Mixed functions 

o Activity and rest 

o Different activity 

during day and 

evening 

3. The concentrated intermodal 

node 

o Crossing point with 

high density 

population 

o Junction point 

o Shares space 

4. The accessible intermodal 

node 

o Efficient public 

transport 

o Close and good 

connections – short 

waiting times, short 

walking distances, P+R 

o Accessible for 

everyone 
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5. The intermodal node as the place to join together 

o Join together 

o Different level of connection 

o Encourage people to meet 

6. The pleasant intermodal node 

o Pleasant atmosphere 

o Human scale 

o Careful 

7. The intelligent intermodal node 

o Visible and easy 

o Interact, real-time information, WIFI 

o Entertaining and informative 

8. The sustainable intermodal node 

o Sustainable transportation 

o Robust design 

o Ecological products, to use environmental-friendly materials, energy efficient solutions 

9. The charismatic intermodal node 

o Directed to all target groups 

o Recognizable, good architecture 

o Sharp identity 

The ideal intermodal node achieves as 

many of these goals as possible, even 

if it is not possible to achieve all of 

these at the same time. 

A good example is Skeppsbron, an 

urban development project located at 

a central place, where the city meets 

the river. Urban and transport 

planning goes hand in hand. It will be 

an interchange point between ferries, 

trams and buses, none of which exists 

yet. To achieve this node for 

interchange requires good 

cooperation between all people 

involved in the planning process.  
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Plenary discussion 

During the discussion, partners from Göteborg assured that Gehl’s report is a thin but visual report, 

available on Göteborg Region’s webpage (unfortunately in Swedish only): 

http://grkom.se/download/18.4413b1f51146a52565080001146/K2020+Ideala+bytespunkter+aug07.pdf 

 

Site visit 
The second day of the workshop started with a long site visit on intermodality, park & ride and public 

transport priority measures. Good and bad practices in these topics were shown in the Eastern Pest area. 

The last stop was a construction site visit at the Kelenföld section of the Metro 4 project, and lunch in the 

Kelenföld M4 visitor centre. 

The detailed description of the site visit can be found in the annexes. 

 

 

http://grkom.se/download/18.4413b1f51146a52565080001146/K2020+Ideala+bytespunkter+aug07.pdf
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Transport associations 
The topic of transport associations deserved special attention, as BKSZ, one of the partners from 

Budapest is a transport association itself. This topic was discussed based on three presentations from 

three different metropolitan regions. 

 

Presentation of good practices – Vienna-Lower Austria (VOR) 

Verkehrsverbund Ost-Region (VOR) was presented by Mr. Andreas Rauter. It is the first and biggest 

transport association in Austria, founded in 1984, but strong legal regulations followed only 15 years 

later on the national level. Even though there were successful operators in the region, the routes, 

timetables and tariff systems were not harmonised, which was the reason for setting up the transport 

association. 

 VOR is a company by form, owned by 

Vienna (44%), Lower Austria (44%) and 

Burgenland (12%), which is also the 

share of the costs covered. It pays 

compensation for the operators for 

revenue losses due to integrated 

tarification, and also covers the costs 

of additional service requirements. 

Its partners are the urban public 

transport operator Wiener Linien, 3 

railway operators (ÖBB, 

GySEV/Raaberbahn, WLB) and the 

regional bus operators (e.g. ÖBB 

Postbus and private operators). 

The 70 employees of the company 

work in 4 departments (planning, 

finance, customer relations, IT). The 

basis of its work is a series of 

agreements (partnership agreement, 

master and financial agreement for the 

financing system and 

compensations...), as well as a 

Contract for the distribution of 

revenues (between VOR and 

operators) and a Contract of 
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cooperation and performance (who is responsible for the different services; e.g. national level for 

railways, regional level for the buses). In the railway sector the responsibility lies with the national level, 

but VOR's role is getting stronger; they are tendering the bus services already now. 

The area of VOR covers a region of 2.6 million inhabitants, where there are 900 million passengers a 

year, 800 million of which in Vienna. Wiener Linien (with the highest passenger numbers) and ÖBB (with 

the most passenger kilometres) compete to be the biggest player in the region. Austria as a whole is 

covered by transport associations, but VOR will be extended also to the area of VVNB (Verkehrsverbund 

Niederösterreich-Burgenland), which makes a new tariff system necessary, to be introduced by the 9 

December 2010. 

In the tariff system Zone 100 is Vienna, while in the region there are 9 rings of zones. With single tickets 

the price is 1.8 EUR/zone, but there are also other tickets and passes, e.g. the very flexible 8-day-card. 

With the new tariff system the social reductions will be unified for the different operators. 

900 million passengers are carried in the whole region by PT in a year (800 million by Wiener Linien). The 

calculation of the compensation is based on seat kilometres. The DTV (Durchtariffierungverlust – 

compensation calculation) system is very complicated, and differs for the companies that joined in 1984 

and those that joined in 1988. 

Within Vienna the modal split is 32% for cars (the rest is public transport, walking, cycling), while 68% of 

commuters arrives to the city by cars. Accordingly, the main political goal is to improve modal split across 

the city boundaries. 

VOR has its own brand, but it is an umbrella organisation, and does not want to compete with the brands 

of the operators. Its logo is available on all vehicles. VOR is a coordinator of the services, an interface 

between PT companies, political level and the passengers. There are customer satisfaction surveys on all 

lines every year, and regular mystery passenger checks (the best bus line in the region gets the “VOR 

award”). 

There are additional services with the 

involvement of VOR: P+R, AST 

(Anrufsammeltaxi), Compano (car-

sharing platform on the internet), ITS 

Vienna region traffic information 

system (intermodal routing, traffic 

data pool, traffic model, traffic 

management and coordination) and 

Qando (mobile phone passenger 

information system). The ITS Vienna 

Region is a more or less independent 

part within VOR (real time information 

on road network, PT network, Bike 
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routing, B+R, P+R).  

The vision for the future includes a clearing house to fulfil the high-degree transparency requirements 

based on EC regulation 1370/2007, improving rural-urban links and be a driving force for countrywide 

solutions. 

 

Presentation of good practices – Berlin-Brandenburg (VBB) 

The Berlin-Brandenburg model was presented by Mr. Eckhard Karwiese and Mr. Kai Dahme (VBB 

planning department). 

Berlin-Brandenburg is a large area covering two federal states, 14 districts and 4 large cities responsible 

for local public transport. Its length from north to south is about 250 km, east to west about 180 km. In 

this large territory there are 14 000 public transport stops. VBB has 3.5 million passengers a day, but 

there are very different parts in the region: Berlin is high-density, while in some parts of Brandenburg 

public transport service is only justified by school children. 

In 1990 the unification treaty included 

a regulation to create a transport 

association for Berlin and Brandenburg 

– this was only a local issue that time, 

but this was the first step. The railway 

reform in 1994-1996 strengthened the 

regional role in public transport. 

Following the 1996 public transport 

act in Brandenburg, VBB was 

established on three steps (1996, 

1999, 2002), following complicated 

negotiations between 20 authorities 

(districts/cities and federal states) and 

45 transport companies. Its legal 

framework is set by the German 

railway law, federal public transport law and regional laws.  

VBB has the same tasks as VOR, and the structure is also similar. It is a public company under private law 

(GmbH). Its shareholders are Berlin, Brandenburg and the involved districts and cities in a 33%-33%-33% 

share. The tasks of VBB’s are the following: ticketing and revenue sharing; passenger information for the 

entire public transport system; planning, tendering and contracting of railways; co-ordination of bus 

services between different authorities; overall marketing for public transport 
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The 2 billion EUR operation costs 

(infrastructure costs not included) are 

covered in 47% by fares, 49% by the 

two federal states and 4% by the 

involved districts and cities. There are 

41 transport operators. The success 

factors for the good start are the legal 

framework, the compensation for 

tariff losses, the federal support for 

purchase of ticket vending machines, 

the good intentions of partners and 

the favourable circumstances after 

reunification.  

Tendering procedure is different for 

the railways and for the other public transport services. 

EU-wide competitive tendering is used in rail service. Gross contracts are used, the authority caries the 

revenue risk. Contracts last for 10-15 years. There is a malus system if the operator does not meet the 

quality requirements. The results are better quality, more passengers and 10 to 50% less costs. In the 

VBB area 65% is the share of DB Regio, 28% of ODEG, 4% of NEB GmbH and 3% of Arriva (on the national 

level 78% of DB Regio and 22% of competitors).  

In the bus and city transport there are mostly directly awarded contracts to public owned operators (e.g. 

BVG in Berlin). Contracts are between the authorities and the companies, VBB is not involved. There are 

a few small private operators, also directly awarded. The BVG contract is managed by a separate body. It 

is a net contract (the operator keeps the revenue), and the operator is in a quite strong position – now 

finally the city has the final say about the system. 

The tariff system is unified; the number 

of honeycombs to cross defines the 

price of ticket. Price increases are 

political decisions, while the ticketing 

system is a VBB board decision. Each 

operator sells tickets which are valid 

among all operators in VBB. 5-10% of 

ticket revenues are kept by the operator 

for ticket sales costs, the rest goes into 

the pool, and is allocated according to 

passenger km (55-90%) and number of 

passengers (10-45%). 
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Presentation of the situation in Budapest (BKSZ) 

On behalf of the partner organisation BKSZ, Dr. Zsolt Denke economic director presented the company. 

He gave an introduction to BKSZ and the public transport market as a whole, and also presented the 

status of integration on the service, 

tariff and information levels. 

 Mr. Denke briefly presented the 

administrative structure of Hungary 

and the responsibilities of the different 

levels. The core area of BKSZ lies within 

the region of Central Hungary, while 

the railway lines reach further out. 

In the public transport service the 

authorities responsible for the service 

are the City of Budapest and the 

Ministry of Transport on the national 

level. 

On the organiser level there is a 

certain competition, even though the 

responsibilities of the different 

institutions do not match exactly: 

there is BKSZ (although with the 

establishment of BKK the role of BKSZ 

might change), but also the Ministry-

owned RKI/RKSZ institutions. 

The main service providers are the 

local public transport company BKV, 

the national railways MÁV and the 

public owned regional bus company 

Volánbusz. 

BKSZ was established in 2005 as a public company, and has only 8 employees. Its tasks include the 

operation according to its present competences, such as the introduction of integrated passes in two 

phases, timetable harmonisation and calculation of revenue loss compensation. The compensation is 

financed in 2/3 by the ministry and in 1/3 by the City of Budapest. However this only applies for the 

Budapest pass, as there is no real tariff unification outside Budapest. BKSZ is also preparing for future 

tasks planned as a second phase of operation. 

BKSZ also commissioned a study on a possible rapid rail transport system (S-Bahn) in the region of 

Budapest. 
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Plenary discussion 

The discussion was organised along some questions by the moderator, Mr. Tosics. 

The first question was the territorial limits of transport associations. The partners from Berlin-

Brandenburg underlined the importance of the commuting or catchment areas, however the commuting 

distances are increasing, which means also transport associations should become larger. From the 

practical point of view, it is probably easier to start at a smaller area and expand later. It is also 

important that in the case of VBB all the authorities decided to participate, which was a very important 

political decision at the beginning. In the case of VOR, the catchment area of Vienna in 1984 did not 

extend beyond a 50-60 km circle around the city. Now the whole territory of Austria is covered by 

regional transport associations, which means that Lower Austria and Burgenland have two systems in 

their territory; they are going to merge these now. Since recently they also coordinate the railway 

services in these 3 federal states (even though the tariff system is smaller now). 

As a second question, the functional limits were discussed: what other functions can transport 

associations take up additionally to organising public transport. VOR also does planning, P+R 

development in the region (not in Vienna) and also traffic management (ITS Vienna region). VBB is 

working on proposals to improve the public transport situation, but decision is political task. In Oslo-

Akershus Ruter was founded (owned by Oslo in 60% and Akershus in 40%). They drafted a strategy for 

the regional development up to 2060, but they are still discussing who has the responsibility. They have 

to discuss it with the two county administrations, 22 municipalities and all the politicians. In Budapest 

the new BKK has TfL as an example, which means the integration of road traffic also. There is a good 

chance to realise an integrated city transport policy. 

Mr. András Ekés (MRI, Budapest) asked the partners from Vienna-Lower Austria about their experiences 

in influencing modal split. According to their answer the growing public transport volumes at the city 

border do not mean better modal split, but a growing number of commuters overall – however given the 

influence of the new motorways this is not a bad result. VBB does not have exact numbers, but it is 

commonly agreed now that a common tariff system is useful. VOR confirmed this saying that the 

common tariff lowers the entrance burden of public transport. 

Göteborg Region has a more holistic approach, namely cooperation. Rail, road, water and air transport 

authorities have been merged to one body at the national level. There is an extra investment package for 

Western Sweden. All stakeholders are working together, not discussing the responsibilities. They are 

currently working on 5-6 smaller catchment areas to bring them together to one bigger one. 

The motivation to form transport associations is in many cases the separation of operation and 

organisation in the public transport system. 
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Railways as a part of urban mobility 
Railways can not only be part of long-distance passenger transport, but also play an important role in the 

suburban and even in the urban public transport system. These topics were discussed based on two 

presentations from Budapest and Rome-Province of Rome. (The former was moved to the first day due 

to organisational reasons, but still belongs to this thematic unit.) 

 

Presentation: railways in Budapest 

The presentation of Mr. Balázs Fejes, transportation engineer at BKSZ was moved to the first day due to 

organisational reasons, but as it belongs to the topic of railways in urban public transport, we 

summarised it here. 

Mr. Fejes started with data and trends 

in urban and suburban public 

transport in the region of Budapest: 

suburbanisation (2 million people in 

1990 in the metropolis and 1.7 million 

now), growing number of commuters 

and a decreasing share of public 

transport, especially at the city 

borders. Today at the city boundaries 

64% of trips is made by cars, the rest is 

public transport (20% is the share of 

different railways, 16% of buses). 

Where there is a motorway (M1, M3, 

M5, M7) the rate of the car users are 

higher. In every single road leading to 

Budapest there is congestion in the morning peak hours. 

In the territory of BKSZ there are 11 national railways (MÁV) lines and 4 BKV-operated HÉV lines. The 

length of the tracks is 900 km, 89% of which belongs to MÁV, 11% to the HÉV system. It is a dense 

network but not used by commuters; the reason is the quality of the trains (comfort from the 1960s). 

Also the train stations are in very bad condition.  

Mr. Fejes compared the MÁV (for passenger and freight transport) and the HÉV (only for passenger 

transport) networks. HÉV is better adapted to the urban-suburban transport: 80% of HÉV passengers use 

it within the city, while the share is only 11% for MÁV – however it used to be 3% earlier. 

The problems of the HÉV system, although this is well integrated to the city transport, include a 

maximum speed of 40 km/h at many sections (often 70 km/h is allowed for cars on parallel routes). In 
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some places bus lanes were created 

to save buses from the traffic jams, 

but in this way the buses compete 

with the HÉV. 

There are also some small 

improvements: some new stations, 

some new trains, integrated 

timetables, partly unified tariff 

system, P+R facilities. However in 

people’s minds railways are for long-

distance travel. BKSZ created a new 

map which shows travel times to the 

main stations in the heart of 

Budapest, this might help to change 

people’s mind. 

Finally Mr. Fejes presented the study on a possible rapid rail transport system (S-Bahn) in the region of 

Budapest, which aims to strengthen the role of railways in the urban and suburban public transport. 

 

Presentation of good practices (Rome-Province of Rome) 

The second presentation of the topic arrived from Emmanuela Bea from the Province of Rome. 

In Italy a high speed railway network is 

under development. The changing 

points between the high-speed and 

regional train lines are very important. 

On the railway market, RFI (Ferrovie 

dello Stato) is a monopolist. A new 

high-speed service will be operated by 

the private company MTV. 

The metro system counts two lines, 

“A” and “B”. The whole network is 

36.5 km with 49 stations. The two 

metro lines are the main elements of 

the network, they deliver 220 million 

passengers/year. A new metro line is under construction (developing is difficult because there are 

numerous archaeological sites). 
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The closing of the railway ring around Rome is hindered by illegally constructed buildings, even if only 2 

kilometers are missing. In the region there are 8 radial lines (FR1 to FR 8). The public transport corridors 

under construction consist of new light rail lines and articulated buses. Metrebus Lazio offers a tariff 

system based on 6 zones, which is integrated for buses and railways. It comprises a 30% discount on 

tickets. 

The good practice presented is the 

capacity improvement project of FR4. 

There was no place to build a second 

track, so another solution had to be 

chosen. The 1800 m block sections 

have been shortened to 1350 m, and 

the plans are to reach 900 m, which 

allows much more trains to pass at the 

same train period. It also means a new 

timetable, and needs new signalling 

and track layouts. With the additional 

measure to lengthen the platforms the 

capacity of the line has been increased 

by 50%. 

 

Discussion 

Mr. Nore from Akershus concluded that even if the situation is bad, it is nice to see that Budapest people 

understand the situation and have expectations towards a better public transport. To go for the best 

solution (fixed track) immediately is very costly, so he proposed to improve the situation with buses as a 

first step (bus lanes etc.). Mr. Fejes answered that in the last two decades bus lines were developed 

instead of tram lines. Mr. Ekés mentioned the outdated bus fleet as a problem. Mr. Tosics told that to 

improve buses would be a cheaper solution indeed, but they should not replace the already existing 

fixed track solutions. 

According to Mr. Frank Segebade form Brandenburg in Berlin much less people cross the city border 

every day (1/3 of the Budapest number) and they have a much more developed suburban rail system. 

This means that if only a portion of the large number of people commuting by car into Budapest could be 

converted to train, much of the developments would pay off. 

 

Public transport service in different areas 
The last day of the workshop started with an interactive action comparing public transport service in 

different areas of the different metropolitan regions. 



                              

35 

 

Interactive action II 

During the second interactive action, every metropolitan region had 5 minutes to present public 

transport service in three different parts of the region: 

- a typical (residential) city centre area, in 100m zoom in Google maps (www.maps.google.com; 

100m should be the measure in the bottom left corner); 

- a typical outer residential area, in 200m zoom in Google maps ; 

- a typical agglomeration settlement area, in 500m zoom in Google maps. 

 

Berlin-Brandenburg (Christina Schlawe) 

1. Oranienburger Tor Friedrichstraße / Oranienburger Straße: an urban residential area 

characterised by 5-storey buildings. 

Underground line 5 minutes tact, metrotram 10 minutes, S Bahn 10-20 

minutes. Area very well served by PT. 

2. Lichtenrade Buckower Chaussee/Lichtenrader Damm: outer urban area close to city 

border; a compact area of single-family and semi-detached houses. 

Expressbus 20 min, metrobus 10 min 

3. Blankenfelde-Mahlow 5 km from Berlin border. Circular settlement area around an S-Bahn 

station, characterised by single-family and semi-detached houses, as 

well as allotments. 

S-Bahn 24 hour service. Feeder bus, only 5-8 in weekday morning and 

afternoon 2-5.30, every 40 minutes. 

No standard exists about distance to PT station but everyone within Berlin is well served.  

http://www.maps.google.com/
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Budapest (András Ekés) 

1. VI. District Teréz körút – Király utca – Izabella utca – Andrássy út. 

Very frequent (1.5-2 min) main tram line, underground (1.6-3 min), 

trolleybus (2.5-5 min). 

2. XVI. District Rákosi út – Batsányi J. u. – Margit u. – Arany J. u. – Mátyás király u., an 

area characterised by single-family houses and a housing estate. 

Two main bus lines (15 min), plus a new bus (20-30 min), connecting 

three outer districts, not frequent but very important. 

3. Dunakeszi Suburban railway 20 min tact in peak hours. Buses partly feeder, partly 

direct link to city. Some bus lines go parallel to railway, but are not 

replaceable. 

About the agglomeration: numbering of buses is already adjusted, time-tables partly, tariff only for 

inner Budapest part of the journeys. 
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Göteborg Region (Per Kristersson) 

1. Central residential area 4 km from the city centre, a typical residential area. 

There are two tram lines with 5-7 min tact and a great number of bus 

lines. However, only the city centre is well connected, e.g. to the Volvo 

works it would take 1 hour at least (with a change in the centre to bus, 

and walking at the end). 

2. Edge of the city Family housing, sprawl area. 

Only one circular bus line, quite good but at a lower frequency (15-30 

tact), only connection to centre. 

3. Kungsbacka Town in the agglomeration.  

Train to city centre 20 min (35 km). The problem is that most of the 70 

thousand people are not living close to the train station (20-30 min to 

reach the station). 

The main challenges are the following: 

- How to reach industrial sites (Volvo) or shopping centres? 

- Tangential travel is weak.  

- Travel from areas in between radial lines is problematic. 

- Connecting sprawl areas is difficult. 

- Not only the city centre should be the target. 
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Ljubljana (Matej Gabrovec) 

1. City centre Trams were terminated 50 years ago, trolleybuses 30 years ago, now 

only buses exist. The 3-5 minutes tact is good, but speed is low, as no 

bus lanes exist. Radial lines exist, but there is only one tangential one. 

There are plans to introduce tram again but only on the long term. 

2. Outer urban area Northern outskirts of the city, with a hill used as a popular recreational 

area. 

Well served by city buses (every 15 minutes). There are also regional 

buses to the neighbouring villages, but only 3 times a day (formerly 5 

times day). 

3. Village in the region A city bus line reaches this village (every 15 minutes), this makes 

transport cheap. The village contributes to that, as it is based on an 

agreement between the municipalities, but a special permission from 

the ministry is needed for that, as city buses normally are only allowed 

within the city. The problem is that the regional bus concessors complain 

about losing passengers to city buses.  

The main regional bus line is good, but other regional buses have low 

frequency on workdays and no service on weekends. 

Train is there and it would take people fast (10 min) to the city centre, 

but there are not enough train stops. 

There is a ticketing plan initiated top-down from the state level, as the regional administrative level is 

missing. It is planned to be implemented by 2013, and will include trains land regional buses, but 

probably not local public transport. The state would like to make something on that for the 200 

settlements. 

The strategic target is to have a bus stop within 500 m for every inhabitant; now about 90% of 

inhabitants have this service. 
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Oslo-Akershus (Tor Bysveen) 

1. Frogner Inner city, edge of CBD (1 km from the centre). Home of the rich with lot 

of family housing. 

There is tram and bus service in the neighbourhood. 

2. Bekkestua Outer suburb in Akershus. There are family houses with rich families and 

lots of cars. Also some blocks of housing are built but even these are 

quite expensive; many older people moved here from the neighbouring 

family houses and their places were taken by young families. They are 

not in the workforce anymore, and they drive their cars. 

3. Hauketo Outer suburb. 

Served by trains and buses. It could be a good development area 

because of the train station, but there is no decision yet. 

All three locations are well served by public transport. In this rich country with many cars, car use is the 

norm – but at least these people contribute to the further development of public transport with the 

Oslo package money. Within Oslo the use of PT is increasing, in Akershus not.  

Central government contribution to the Oslo package is decreasing. 40% of revenues is used in 

Akershus. The government of Akershus uses the money on road developments – not to create more 

capacity but to put roads underground. 
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Rome-Province of Rome (Maria Fabiani) 

1. City centre Well served by a railway station, 2 metros, tram lines (16 or 22 min tact) 

and buses. 

2. Residential area 5 km from centre. 

Train 14 every minutes in peak hours, bus every 12 minutes, another bus 

every 13 minutes. “Ultra suburb buses” (ultraperiferica). 

3. Velletri 50 km from centre, sprawl area. 

3 bus lines, one train line (FR 4 linea ferroviaria regionale). Low 

frequency. All local bus lines connect to the train station.  

Tangential connections are missing, especially in second and third belt around the city. Sprawling areas 

and commercial areas are in outskirts are also a challenge; there is lot of traffic on weekends. 

Central government will cut all public transport investments, without consulting regional and local 

governments. Transport associations already did not get contribution for 9 months. 

Ticket prices are very low in European comparison, but also the system is less effective. People would 

be willing to pay more for public transport if the service was better. The mayor of Rome decided soon 

after taking office to decrease parking fees: it is now 4 EUR for 8 hours in the city centre. Today only the 

province has a positive approach to public transport. Besides the political differences between left and 

right, the main thing is to change the cultural approach to transport in middle and southern Italy. 

Vienna-Lower Austria (Angelika Winkler and Norbert Ströbinger) 

1. Schwedenplatz Very good service, two metro lines, several tram lines, buses. 

2. Grossfeldsiedlung 5-6 km from centre. 

New metro line (one of the busiest). P+R is only used for 10%, car drivers 

use roads to park. Parking regulation will be introduced around metro 

stations. No tram but many bus lines. 

3. Klosterneuburg 

Langenzersdorf 

On both sides of the Danube there is a railway line. There are also many 

bus stations on both sides, end station of tram. Lines are leading to 

intermodal node Praternstern. 

Public transport operates between 5.00 and 1.30. Before non-workdays metro works all night. The 

standard is that everyone should be able to reach public transport within 15 minutes. 
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Plenary discussion 

The plenary discussion after the short presentations was concentrated along the questions posed by Mr. 

Tosics. 

As first he asked if there should be any standard about maximal walking distances to public transport 

stops. In some cities there is a policy target: 15 minutes in Vienna, 500 metres in Ljubljana, 600 m in 

Budapest. The partners from Göteborg mentioned that such a standard is not enough: the frequency and 

directions of the service are just as important. Mr. Segebade said that such a standard only makes sense 

in the city; e.g. in Brandenburg the densities are very low. 

The second question regarded the service in the agglomeration areas: how to avoid more sprawl due to 

better connections? According to people from Vienna, the public transport service does not have to 

automatically follow people in some low-density areas. In Oslo-Akershus the goal is sustainable 

development (to have more people in the central zones, to have more industrial development). The 

public transport service is following a planning concept which dedicates main centres, subcentres and 

non-central areas. Unfortunately the strongest increase in jobs happened in these non-central areas, as 

the principle has not been taken into account by investors. 

The partners declined the idea of going forward with a deeper, more standardised comparison in the 

Oslo workshop, as it is going to focus on different areas. 

Mr. Ekés showed some slides comparing timetables in different regions. In Berlin and Vienna timetables 

are strict and ensuring connections; vehicles run at equal intervals. Ljubljana and Rome makes large 

differences between peek hour and off-peak hours; Budapest is somewhere in between. 

 

Summary session 
The content-related part of the workshop summarised the conclusions of the workshop, and also served 

as a place for evaluation of the workshop. 

Mr. Segebade concluded that the case of Budapest was shown from many different angles. From the 

organisational point of view it showed that one site visit should be enough also in other workshops, to 

create more time for discussions. In the intermodality topic the bad and good examples highlighted 

many important aspects and gave a clear picture how a good intermodal node should work. The P+R 

debate was also very important. Transport associations were well discussed and it was important to take 

the train also separate, as this is the main form of public transport which connects urban with regional 

transport. The comparison of the 7 cities and regions is important as a first step but enough time has to 

be ensured for drawing the conclusions and create recommendations.  

Mr. Martin Reents (Infrastruktur und Umwelt) discussed the importance of P+R; to what extent is P+R an 

efficient way to massively increase the passengers for public transport. From political point of view P+R 

can be very important as this brings also richer people to public transport – otherwise this would only be 
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used by the poor and the political image for public transport would be low. This aspect is new for him 

and he sees now P+R much more positive than earlier. Even if P+R is not the most cost efficient way to 

increase public transport usage, it is politically one of the most important tools as it brings the richer 

people closer to public transport.  

Mr. Tosics spoke about the importance of co-modality: besides P+R also parking fees and the whole 

“chain of car use” should be taken into account (how many roads are available, how congested these 

are, is there anything to pay for it, parking places and parking fees etc.). 

According to Mr. Ekés the free choice of people how they organize their mobility is very important. Not 

only P+R but also car-pooling and other tools can convince people to minimize their car use.  

 

Next steps 

Outlook to workshop in Oslo 

During the last section, partners from Oslo and Akershus presented their ideas about the organisation of 

the workshop in Oslo. 

The topics for the Oslo workshop: are the following: 

- parking policy, 

- road user charging, 

- financing public transport, 

- public transport priority. 

On the initiative of the organisers, the partners agreed to drop the topic “transport master plan”.  

The workshop will be organised between 7 March 2011, 12.00 and finish on the 9 March around noon. It 

will include a guided tour in Oslo and Lower Romerike. They planned a section for the Lead Partner, but 

it was also dropped as there is no other need for that than the ISC meeting. These changes can leave 

more time for more group discussions on public transport financing. This discussion, however, has to be 

very well prepared: with few questions to discuss, asking for data in advance, tough moderators etc. 

Vienna raised the question whether financial officers should be invited for these topics – but for one day 

maximum as these people have tight schedules. 

Oslo is going to prepare a precise inventory with the help of transport economists. 

Mr. Segebade raised the idea of dropping also the topic of public transport priority, but partners from 

Budapest opposed this as the topic is one of their main focuses. They agreed however to discuss it in a 

shorter timeframe. 
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Ms. Georgia Larsson from GR proposed to integrate the case studies more into the topics. 

As a final decision, Oslo was given more time to rethink the questions and to communicate the answers 

on open questions later. 
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Annex 

List of participants 

 

PP Institution Name 
Days of participation 

22.11 23.11 24.11 

Berlin-Brandenburg 

1 
Joint State Planning Department Berlin-
Brandenburg, GL 4 

Frank Segebade X X X 

1 
Joint State Planning Department Berlin-
Brandenburg, GL 4 

Corinna Elsing X X X 

1 
Joint State Planning Department Berlin-
Brandenburg, GL 4 

Christina Schlawe X X X 

EX VBB Eckhard Karwiese X X X 

EX VBB Kai Dahme X X   

Budapest / BKSZ 

2 Municipality of Budapest, Office of EU Affairs Veronika Nóra Szemere X X X 

2 Municipality of Budapest György Benda X X X 

2 Municipality of Budapest Ilona Kósa X X X 

2 Municipality of Budapest Zoltán Jabronka X X X 

2 Municipality of Budapest Barbara Halasi X X X 

2 Municipality of Budapest László Kerényi X X X 

3 BKSZ Budapest Transport Association Zsolt Denke X X X 

3 BKSZ Budapest Transport Association Balázs Fejes X X X 

3 BKSZ Budapest Transport Association Balázs Hadászi X X X 

EX Metropolitan Research Institute András Ekés X X X 

EX Metropolitan Research Institute Antal Gertheis X X X 

EX Metropolitan Research Institute Iván Tosics X X X 

EX Metropolitan Research Institute Rita Petrovácz X X X 

Oslo / Akershus 

4 
City of Oslo Department of Environmental 
Affairs and Transport 

Peter Austin X X   

5 
Akershus County Council, Department of 
Regional Development 

Margaret Andrea 
Mortenson 

X X X 

5 
Akershus County Council, Department of 
Regional Development 

Marit Øhm Langslet X X X 

5 
Akershus County Council, Department of 
Regional Development 

Tor Bysveen X X X 

5 Akershus County Council Njål Nore X X   
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Vienna / Lower Austria 

6 
City of Vienna, Department 18 - City 
Development and Planning 

Christian Peer X X X 

6 
City of Vienna, Department 18 - City 
Development and Planning 

Kurt Mittringer       

6 
City of Vienna, Department 18 - City 
Development and Planning 

Angelika Winkler   X   

6 
City of Vienna, Department 18 - City 
Development and Planning 

Gregory Telepak X X   

6 
City of Vienna, Department 18 - City 
Development and Planning 

Andreas Rauter   X   

7 
Government of Lower Austria, Department 
for Spatial Planning and Regional Policy 

Norbert Ströbinger X X X 

Rome 

8 
Province of Rome, Office for European Affairs 
and International Relations 

Maria Fabiani X X X 

8 
Province of Rome, Office for European Affairs 
and International Relations 

Giovanni Pagliaro       

8 
Province of Rome, Councillorship for Mobility 
and Transport Policies 

Emanuela Bea X X X 

8 
Province of Rome, Department for Mobility 
Governance and Road Safety 

Manuela Manetti X X X 

9 BIC Lazio SpA Raffaella Labruna X X X 

9 BIC Lazio SpA Luca Bardoscia X X X 

Gothenburg 

10 
Göteborg Region Association of Local 
Authorities 

Georgia Larsson X X X 

10 
Göteborg Region Association of Local 
Authorities 

Per Kristersson X X X 

EX Göteborg Region / Västtrafik Manne Wahlberg X X X 
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Ljubljana 

11 
Regional Development Agency of the 
Ljubljana Urban Region 

Tatjana Marn X X   

11 
Regional Development Agency of the 
Ljubljana Urban Region 

Katja Butina X X X 

11 
Regional Development Agency of the 
Ljubljana Urban Region 

Barbara Krajnc X X X 

12 
Scientific Research Centre of the Slovenian 
Academy of Sciences and  Arts 

Janez Nared X X X 

12 
Scientific Research Centre of the Slovenian 
Academy of Sciences and  Arts 

David Bole X X X 

12 
Scientific Research Centre of the Slovenian 
Academy of Sciences and  Arts 

Matej Gabrovec X X X 

External project and financial management 

EX Infrastruktur &  Umwelt Dr. Jürgen Neumüller X X X 

EX Infrastruktur &  Umwelt Martin Reents X X X 
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Site Visit 

Intermodality and P+R 

situation in Budapest, 

23.11.2010 

 

Basic information: 

Meeting point: in front of the Hotels at 

8.10 am.  

Common journey by Metro 2 to the Eastern 
Railway Station (Keleti pályaudvar) in 
direction of Örs vezér tere. 

Train departure at 8.53 in direction of 

Sülysáp, getting off at Rákoskert (9.14).  
 
From Rákoskert to the last point of the visit 
(Etele tér) we take a charter bus.  
 
From Etele tér to the City Hall we take the 
tramway line 49. 

 

 

First part: P+R facilities and bus 

corridor in the Eastern part of 

Budapest 

 

1. Rákoskert railway station P+R 

Rákoskert railway station is located in district 

XVII of Budapest, serving a primarily single 

family house area with a train in every 20 

minutes in peak hours. 

Budapest Transport Association (BKSZ) 

prepared plans for this site (among others), 

and when the parking company of the City of 

Budapest (Parking Ltd.) decided to build P+R 

sites at railway stations in Budapest, 

Rákoskert has been selected along with five 

other locations in the districts XVII and XXII. 

The development was co-financed by the 

European Regional Development Fund. 

The six new P+R sites have been realised in 

2009 by a consortium consisting of Parking 

Ltd., Hungarian State Railways (MÁV) and the 

two district municipalities, and they now offer 

570 parking places and 120 sheltered places 

for bikes (of which 69 and 20 in Rákoskert). 

They are maintained by Parking Ltd. and 

supervised by security cameras. 
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The development also included the 

construction of a bus stop, and Budapest 

Transport Company (BKV) introduced a new 

feeder bus service (197) for Rákoskert railway 

station. 
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2. Rákoskeresztúr bus corridor 

Although district XVII is served by two railway 

lines, both of these run through the single 

family house areas, while the densely built 

centre of the district is connected to the city 

by high frequency bus services. However, the 

regular traffic jams on the route have affected 

severely the quality and competitiveness of 

the bus service. 

The ongoing construction of the bus corridor 

aims to create a faster and more reliable bus 

connection between the district centre and 

Örs vezér tere intermodal centre (and from 

there to the city centre), which can be 

competitive to private car use. It will affect 15 

local and 3 regional bus lines, cutting travel 

times on this section by one third in peak 

hours. 

The development consists of five sections with 

different technical solutions – separate bus 

routes, dedicated bus lanes, as well as public 

transport priority measures at intersections. 
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Second part: intermodality and 

connection analysis the South-

Eastern part of Budapest 

3. Ferihegy 1 Railway Station 

The public transport connections of Budapest 

Ferihegy Airport are quite weak compared to 

its importance (8 million passengers a year): it 

is served by a bus service (200E) which 

connects to Metro 3 at Kőbánya-Kispest (KöKi) 

intermodal node. The issue of a railway and/or 

metro connection has been on the agenda for 

a long time, but it was never realised due to 

mainly financing problems. 

The construction of Ferihegy 1 Railway Station 

was aimed to be a cheap measure to solve at 

least a small part of the problem: it was built 

in 2007 on an existing railway line to serve 

Terminal 1 of the airport, which handles most 

the cheap flights and about 15% of the total  

passenger volume. 

Initially the only problems were the rather 

long walking distance between the station and 

the airport and the varying quality of the train 

service. However, the lack of maintenance 

caused severe damages within a very short 

time: the elevators went out of operation, and 

the station itself became covered by graffiti, 

dirt and iron powder from the rails. 
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4. Kőbánya-Kispest intermodal node 

Kőbánya-Kispest (KöKi) is one of the most 

important intermodal centres of Budapest, 

and also one of the oldest: it was finished in 

1980 together with this section of the metro. 

Today it has a railway station (also end station 

for some commuter trains), it is the southern 

terminus of Metro 3, and its bus station serves 

a number of urban and suburban bus lines, 

including the line 200E serving Budapest 

Airport. It also features one of the four priced 

P+R sites of the city. 

Despite of its high importance as a transport 

node, it is of very low quality both functionally 

and aesthetically, characterised by run-down 

structures and public spaces, low-quality 

services, shabby taverns and a general feeling 

of insecurity.  

Today the construction of a new shopping 

centre called “KöKi Terminál” reshapes the 

area, including the relocation of the bus 

station, changes in the metro station and new 

connections between these modes. 
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Third part: intermodal nodes and 

areas in the South-Western part of 

Budapest 

5. Közvágóhíd intermodal area 

Közvágóhíd is an area which is the terminus of 

a suburban railway (HÉV) line and two tram 

lines (2 and 24), but it is also served by some 

bus lines and relatively close to the current 

southern end of tram line 1. However, it is far 

from being and intermodal centre – it is rather 

a “worst practice” showing how not to 

organise intermodality. The tram and HÉV 

stations are quite far from each other 

(especially true for tram 1), the walking 

connections are bad, railway stations on two 

lines are missing, the public spaces run-down.  

 

The southern extension of the tram line 1 is a 

long-awaited project of Budapest. The present 

terminus of the tram line is on the Pest side of 

the Lágymányosi Bridge at Közvágóhíd, even 

though the bridge – finished in 1995 – was 

planned in a way that it can accommodate the 

railway tracks. 

 

Now the extension is planned to be financed 

partly by EU funds. It is scheduled to begin in 

2011 with track reconstruction works, and to 

finish by 2013. The new terminus will be at 

Fehérvári út, offering connection to three 

other tram lines on the Buda side. The long-

term plan is however to reach Kelenföld 

Railway Station. 

 



                              
 

53 

 

 

6. Kelenföld railway station intermodal 

centre 

Kelenföld Railway Station is an important 

commuter train station, but also a stop of 

almost every interregional and international 

train going to or arriving from the western 

direction. There is also a tram line, as well as a 

local and a regional bus station connected to 

it. Just as in the case of KöKi, the present 

situation does not meet the current needs 

from any aspect. 

 

The most important driver of 

the current development is the 

construction of Metro 4: the 

disputed new line of Budapest 

metro will have its terminus 

here – at least temporarily. This 

could foster the development 

of a new intermodal centre 

with also commercial functions. 

However, the constant delays 

in the metro construction (the 

present target date is 2015) and 

the crisis also had an impact on 

the private developers’ plans. 
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