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Access to railway stations in the Netherlands

Moshe Givoni and Piet Rietveld
Department of Spatial Economics, Free University
De Boelelaan 1105, 1081 HV, Amsterdam, The Nethdda

Abstract

A rail journey is almost always part of a journepain’ which includes access to and egress from
the railway station. The integration of the railljpey components is essential to achieving a
continuous travel, door-to-door, when using théaad to make the rail an attractive alternative
to the car, which requires seamless interchangleeastation between the chain elements. Such
integration has the potential to reduce the vulbiéta of the passenger railway network and
increase its attractiveness.

This paper focuses on two lines of investigatiothwegard to the above. First, the profile of the
access and egress modes on journeys to and frhmayastations in the Netherlands is analyzed.
The analysis examines also how the availabilitgasfaffects the mode choice on access journeys
to the station. Second, the effect of passengerseption of the station and of the access/egress
journey to the station on the overall perceptiorirateling by rail is estimated. The analysis is
based on the Dutch railways (NS) customer satisfacturvey. The results show that most of the
passengers choose green modes (walking, bicyclepahlic transport) to get to or from the
railway station and that the availability of a chres not have a strong effect on the choice of
access mode to the station. The quality of théostand the access/egress facilities was found to
have an important effect on the general percemtidgraveling by rail.

1. Introduction

At the heart of the EU transport policy lies thealgm revitalise the railways in order to
shift the balance between transport modes, espe@iam private to public modes, and
from car and plane to the train. The 2001 trans@drite Paper explicitly states that “rail
transport is literally the strategic sector, on ebhthe success of the efforts to shift the
balance [between the modes] will depend” (CEC, 2Q3). The actions to revitalise the
railways have, in the last decade, focused on éls&ucturing of the industry through
major changes to the ownership and operation of rthgonal railway companies
(Thompson, 2003). The restructuring was recommeibgeitie EU and was described in
the White Paper — A strategy to revitalising thenoaunity’s railways (CEC, 1996).

A railway journey is almost always part of a jowrehain’ that includes a journey to,

and later from, the railway station by different ses of transport. The integration of
these components is essential to achieve a comnsnwavel, door-to-door when using the
rail, and in order to make the railway a viable afttdactive alternative to the car. The EU
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emphasizes that “the creation of an effective €itig [transport] Network is crucially
dependent on integration of transport modes” (EG951 45). The level of such
integration depends on the extent to which the¢hi@nge between transport modes and
services is seamless. It is therefore necessanyt@l®ok outside the ‘train’ element of a
railway journey to continue the revitalisation aflway transport in Europe.

Since railway stations are usually located reldyivar from each other, even within the
major cities, often getting to them or from themars important part of the journey, and
the accessibility of a station can be a factoretednining if the railway is chosen as a
travel alternative (Rietveld, 2000). Put in a diffiet way, in a multi-modal journey where
the different modes complement each other “an as@en the quality of a certain service
(the price being constant) leads to an increaskeeirdemand for other transport services”
(Keijer and Rietveld, 2000: 216). Furthermore, tfig passenger it is the entire chain that
matters, not that of the individual elements in thain although some elements in the
chain might have greater importance (Keijer andid, 2000). In a railway journey
chain, according to Krygsman et al (2004), the s€@ad the egress stages of the journey
are the weakest parts and they significantly cbate to the total disutility from
traveling. Furthermore, “should the access and ssgexceed an absolute maximum
threshold, users will not use the public transpgdtem” (Krygsman et al, 2004: 265).
Finally, improvements to the accessibility of stag might be cheaper and overall more
cost effective than improvements to the actuahtjaurney. Therefore, by improving the
accessibility to railway stations railway use coulé increased. Investigating this
potential is the aim of the IBRAM research — Intgm Between Rail and Access-to-
railway-stations Modes.

This paper is the starting point for the IBRAM rasdh. It focuses on understanding
which modes passengers use to get to or from raistations in the Netherlands and the
main characteristics of these passengers. The aagadjso looks on whether railway

passengers could have used a car for the jourségaid of traveling by rail and how this

influenced their choice of access mode to themtatrollowing this, the importance of

the passengers’ satisfaction with the access tiasil(e.g. car parks at the station) in
determining their overall satisfaction from usirg ttrain is estimated. The results are
then discussed.

2. The data

The analysis presented in this paper is based erDiiich Railways (NS) customer
satisfaction survey carried out between 26 and &fiegnber, 2005 (Monday to Friday).
2,542 questionnaires were available for the analysi

The main characteristics of the passengers survayedummarized in Table 1. Most of
the passengers using the train on weekdays dogsiarby, at least 4 times a week, but
those who do not use the railway regularly (lesntlonce a week) still comprise a
significant share of the passengers (22%). Commutrwork and journeys to school or
studies are the main reasons for traveling duitiegnteek, while non work/studies related



journeys account for about one-fifth of the joursieWith respect to age, over half of the
passengers are in the 19-35 age group and a edyasimnall share are under 19 or over
65. The distribution of passengers by gender is 4¥&@e and 53% female.

As expected, most commuters to work or school/egidise the railway regularly (95%
use it over once a week). Amongst those who tréwelail for business or leisure
purposes the distribution of the journey frequensyrelatively uniform, probably
indicating that many of these passengers use theayaalso as commuters (but at the
time of the survey were on a business or a leigpurmey). The frequency of using the
train is clearly decreasing with age, probably ulyileg the increase in car availability as
age increases. 76% of the passengers of the agedl8nder use the train four or more
time a week and this decreases to 61%, 42% andB¥d age groups 19 to 35, 35 to 65
and over 65 respectively. This trend is also cfean looking on the age of those who
had a car available for the journey (see section 4)

Table 1: The main characteristics of the railwagggagers surveyed (% of trips made)

Age group % | Journey frequency % | Journey purpose %
Under 19 9.8| 4 or more times / week 54.0 Commuting 37.5
19-35 52.8| 1-3 days/week 24{2 School/Studies 27.8
36-65 34.8| 1-3 days/ month 10,1 Leisure/Other 21.9
Over 65 2.6 | Lessthan 12 days/ year 11.7 Business 12.7

There are important differences between the acoessey to and the egress journey
from the railway station. In general, passenger$ adgcept longer journey time and
distance for the access journey than for the egoesaey. More important, however, is
the distinction between stations at the home emtlithe activity end of a journey, the
former will be the origin station on a journey frdmme to work (home base journey)
and the latter the destination station, and vicese/®n a journey from work to home
(activity base journey). Usually, not the same nsodetransport are available for the
passenger at the home end and the activity entbrsdatthe main difference is the
availability of private modes (e.g. car and bicyclEhus, we can treat access to the home
end station and egress from it almost the sameb(@leav). Following from that, whether
a station is more a home end than an activity eaiba has important implications for
planning of stations and its organization. For eplncar parks have little use for
railway passengers at the activity end stations.

47% of the passengers surveyed were on a homgduasey (i.e. traveled from home),

36% were returning home, and the reminder weretraeling to or from home (of
which less than 1% were missing values).

3. Modes of transport used before and after a railay journey — the access and
egress modes

Cycling, public transport (the reference in thesjiomnaire is to “Bus/Tram/Metro”) and
walking are the main modes used in the Netherlémdegt to or from the railway station.
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These modes account for about 85% at the (acced®toe end or 99% when including
the car (traveler is a driver or a passenger). Tindkes the other modes of transport
available, like taxi and motorcycle, negligible. the activity end station public transport
and walking dominate the (egress) modal share 828 (the share of these modes at the
home end station is only 47%). Together with bieyahd car (mainly when travelers are
passengers) these modes account for 97% of theggsifrom the railway station at the
activity end (Table 2).

Table 2: Mode choice on the access journey to timeehend station and the egress
journey from the activity end station (%)

Access at the homg¢ Egress at the
end station activity end station

Bicycle 38.3 9.5
Bus/Tram/Metro 26.7 34.6
(Only) walking 20.1 47.2
Car (driver) 7.2 0.9

Car (passenger) 6.6 4.6
Taxi 0.2 0.9
Motorcycle 0.1 0.1
Train taxi 0.1 0.0
Other 0.7 2.2
Total 100 100
Valid answers 1203 1196

Table 2 shows that most passengers use green rhefige or after a railway journey.
The car is only the fourth most popular mode useddt to (the home end) railway
station and it is used by travelers to drive todtation as much as to be driven to it. Only
when driving the car to get to the station, parkenglities are required, and this choice is
made by only 7% of the passengers. The low sharbeobicycle at the activity end
suggests that relatively few passengers take thelei with them on board the train, opt
to own another bicycle for use just at the actietg or rent a bicycle at the activity end.
The Traintaxi initiative (where passengers can esh@axi services with other ralil
passengers at a fixed price within a specified amand the railway station) has a
negligible share at both the home end and theigcéud stations.

Table 3 shows the distribution of the access moskdd uat the home end station by
journey purpose, frequency of using the railway @adsengers’ age. Analysing the
access mode by journey purpose does not reveal mhi#jerences. Business passengers
seem to use the car more often (driving it or beingen) and leisure and business
passengers use less the bicycle compared to tlomssuating to work or traveling to
school. In terms of the frequency of traveling by, rthose who do not use it often will
tend to use the car more although also these pgesenn total, prefer public transport
and also often use walking and cycling. Those pagss who do not travel frequently by
train (less than once a week) represent 25% opé#ssengers, while those who rarely



travel (less than once a month) represent only b8%e weekday passengers. Car use,

mainly when the traveler is a driver, is increasivith age.

Table 3: Access mode at the home end station bmgyypurpose, frequency and age
group (% of passengers)

Of total Access mode to home end station (%)
passengers| Bus/tram (only) | Bicycle Car Car
N % metro | Walking (pass.)| (driver)
Commuting 501 42 25 17 47 2 8
U | Business 151 13 19 27 27 13 15
S | School/studies 277 23 30 17 44 5 2
Leisure/other 27( 23 32 24 23 12 7
4 or more/week | 611| 52 27 18 47 2 6
T | 1-3days/week 270| 23 27 21 36 9 5
® | 1-3days/month 139| 12 23 28 30 7 12
Less 12 days/lyeg 146| 13 25 19 16 22 15
18 and under 110 1( 22 17 53 6 0
2 19-35 547| 48 32 19 39 5 4
@ | 36-65 458 40 20 23 37 8 11
Over 65 31 3 29 19 13 13 19

Note: Pur. = Journey purpose, Fre. = Frequencioiguthe railway.

The distribution of the egress mode used at thgigcend station by journey purpose,
frequency of using the railway and passengers’ieget substantially different from the
distribution in Table 3. Walking and public transjppdominate across most of the groups
analysed. Travelers ride the car at the activity station mainly as passengers and this
option is used mainly by those who are not oftemgighe train, use it on leisure
journeys, and/or are over 65 years old. Still thesesengers prefer to use public transport
and walking as egress modes. The bicycle is usdbeaactivity end station more by
commuters and those traveling to school/studiessetwho travel frequently (more than
4 times per week) and those under 19, but againt ofdbese passengers prefer public
transport or walking. No significant differences tile mode used exist between the
genders. The general picture emerging is thatharsl to recognize a group of passengers
for which it is important, or worthwhile, to encage the change of mode used to get to
or from the railway station. Such a group wouldsishof frequent users of the train who
relay extensively on the car to get to or fromdtagion

Since NS questionnaire is carried out on boardrtie the results presented in the paper
are inevitably biased towards those who use thie tnare frequently (their chances to be
included in the survey are higher).

Combining the recent data from NS with RietveldQ@pfindings reveal the trend in the
access mode choice over time. Bicycle was almasayad the most popular mode to
access the railway station at the home end. The sleline in bicycle use between 1988
and 1992, and the increase use of public transp@ssociated with the introduction of
free public transport for students. Later this sebaevas changed and students can travel
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for free only part of the time (and at discountret other time). Between 1994 and 2005
there is a sharp decrease in walking (of 7%) wiscbountered by an increase is using
bicycle and the car. There was also a sharp dexirasalking between 1975 and 1978
and this decrease was compensated almost entiydlyckease in the use of bicycle. In
both cases, it might be that the changes reflem@ease in the number of people using
the railway (not necessarily pointing to an inceeasthe railway’s modal share) where
most of these new passengers comes from furthey &eman the railway stations where
walking would not be a realistic alternative butymle (mainly in 1975 and 1978) and
public transport would be.

Figure 1: Access mode at the home end stationtover(%o)
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Source: for 1975 to 1994 — Rietveld (2000); for 205 survey.

Access to the activity end station over time (FegR) was always dominated by walking
and public transport but over the years theredsdine in the walking and an increase in
using public transport. From a 15% difference wofaof walking in 1975, the share of
public transport today is virtually the same as kiveg. Applying the explanation
provided above for the access to the activity etatios, the decrease in walking and
increase in public transport might be connecteti ait increase in catchment areas of the
activity end stations. After a decrease in bicyete® between 1988 and 1992 there is
again an increase in its use, probably for the s@asons explained above.

In summary, the picture illustrated above is onwlmch those who use the railway in the
Netherlands, probably preferring it over the cartfe specific journey (or that a car is
not available to them), choose to use what is teghas ‘green’ modes to get to or from



the railway station. The substitution between bieyand public transport, noticeable

when free public transport was offered for studehighlights the possible side effects of
improving public transport to/from railway statiote lure those who currently use the
car to get to/from it. Given the large share of ltiheycle and the small share of the car,
improvements to public transport might result inaalverse environmental effect as more
passengers will switch from the bicycle than frohe tcar to the public transport

(Rietveld, 2000). The current share of passengsirsguthe car to access the railway
station (especially drivers) is relatively smaldamight not justify actions. Furthermore,

deterring those passengers from using the cardesache station might result in those
passengers using the car for the entire journdgaadsof using the railway for part of it.

Figure 2: Access mode at the activity end statier time (%)
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Note: the difference in the data for 2005 in FigRrend Table 2 is because in Figure 2 the egresagy
from the activity end station is used and in Fig2ithe access to the activity end station is u8sdoted
above, no differences expected between the twdhendnes found could not be explained.

Source: Source: for 1975 to 1994 — Rietveld (20€0)2005 NS survey.

4. The effect of car availability on the mode cho&to get to the station

NS’s questionnaire asked passengers if they hat available for use on the journey.
This question provides some insights on how cailahifity affects the choice of access
mode to the station. 43% of the passengers surveged car available for the journey,
and still they chose to use the railway. It med&as almost half of the railway passengers
are not ‘captive’ but passengers who have an altew for the railway. Most of the
passengers that could have used a car for thegpymeferred also not to use it to access



the station (only 16% did so) some preferred tdlpasse it (be driven to the station) but
most passengers preferred not to use the car digrgd@able 4). The bicycle seems to be
the main substitute for the car when this is natilable, not public transport as would be
expected given that access by car is associatédavger distances from the station. The
low share of passengers who did not have a caladlaifor the journey but were driven

to the station implies that when the car is notlake it is probably not available also to

access the station.

Table 4: Access mode to railway station on home p@asneys for those with and
without a car available (% of passengers)

Car available? Yes (42.8%) No (57.2%)
Bus/Tram/Metro 24.5 28.6
(Only) walking 17.8 21.7
Bicycle 31.5 43.3
Car (passenger) 9.2 4.5
Car (driver) 15.9 0.9*
Other 1.1 1.0
Total 100 100
Valid answers 511 683

* This is probably due to misunderstanding of tesionnaire. If a passenger could drive to thiosta
and then park it there it should be assumed tbat avas available for the journey.

Amongst the passengers who had a car availabliadéojourney, but still opted to travel
by rail, there are no discernable groups of passsngho preferred to use the car to
access the station, considering the journey purposefrequency and passengers’ age.
Business travelers tend to use the car more ascssamode and those who use the train
frequently tend to use it less, these are probd#isy commuters and the passengers
traveling to school/studies. Commuters who hadraagailable for the journey seem to
prefer to use the bicycle while those travelingstthool/studies prefer to use public
transport. The findings underline that car owngrghe. availability) does not necessarily
mean the railway is not considered as an optiommduiition, when a car is available for
the journey but the railway is chosen, the caroisthe first choice of mode to get to the
station.

5. The importance of the access and egress journem passengers’ overall
satisfaction with the railway journey

NS’s questionnaire asked passengers for their @pion the quality of “connections
between the railway and public transport”, “theafy of car parks” and the “quality of
guarded bicycle parking” and “unguarded bicyclekpeg’. The quality scale used was
from 1 — “cannot be worse” to 10 — “excellent”,t6ad for “insufficient” and a score of 6
for “sufficient”. Table 5 shows that most passesgeiew the quality of the access
infrastructure somewhere in between insufficientd asufficient (the means are



statistically different at the 99% level). Examigithe quality of the access infrastructure
depending on the actual access mode used (greyinellable 5) does not reveal any
pattern, such that the relevant infrastructure. (eag parks capacity) is viewed better or
worse by those using it (those rail passengersndyito the station). This might indicate
that most passengers used more than one mode éesaoc egress the station and are
therefore familiar with the different facilities.h€ unguarded bicycle parking facilities
are valued the least but the differences with retsfethe perception of other facilities
are relatively small. There are no substantialedéiices in the perception of the access
facility between those who could have used a car #wose who could not, it was
expected that those who could have used a cahégotirney, having an alternative, will
view the quality of the access differently.

Table 5: Mean perception of access mode facilityeBch access mode used

Average perception of access journey facilities
Connections| Car parking Guarded Unguarded | N=
Access mode | with public capacity bicycle bicycle
used transport parking parking
Bus/Tram/Metro 6.47 5.28 6.45 5.05 815
Car driver 5.41 5.97 6.17 5.42 141
Bicycle 6.32 5.54 6.33 5.19 638
Walking 6.38 5.72 6.49 5.23 6833
Mean 6.34 5.53 6.41 5.17 2277

Using NS’s customer satisfaction questionnaire dffect of the access/egress journey
qguality on the overall satisfaction from travelibyg rail was estimated. The “general

opinion of traveling by train” was assumed to bknaar function of the general cost of

traveling, measured as passengers’ satisfactidntivi price/quality ratio, the perception

of the railway station and the perception of theeas mode facilities. The variables used
are summarized in Table 6 with their appropriatéeso

Table 6: Linear regression analysis of passengausney perception

Independent variable Dependent variables

Journey Perception General cost Station peraeptikrcess perception

“General opinion of | ¢ Price/Quality | ¢ The station in | « Connections with

traveling by train” (t0) | proportion of | general (S0) public transport (S1)
train traveling » Capacity of parking
(t12) space (S23)

* Quality of guarded
bicycle parking (S54)

 Quality of unguarded
bicycle parking (S55)

Except for the unguarded bicycle parking (whichoalgs the wrong sign) all the
estimated variables are significant and positivab(& 7). Passengers’ satisfaction with
the value for money of traveling by rail has thestniafluence on the overall satisfaction
from traveling by train. The quality of the railwastation also appears to have an
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important influence on the railway journey perceptiThe access mode facilities, on the
other hand, appear to have a more modest effeat whresidered separately. As a group,
the overall effect of the access variables on doeney perception is similar to that of the
station variable. Connections with public trans@upear to be the most important access
facility, this is expected considering the infrasture required to provide good
integration between public transport and the rafvampared with the infrastructure
required, for example, to provide integration wittle bicycle.

Table 7: Regression results for Model 1 (t0 = t120+ S1 + S23 + S54 + S55, all
respondents)

R square 0.312 N= 462
Coefficient t Sig.

Intercept 3.504 12.697 .000
Price/Quality 0.246 9.321 .000
Station in general 0.144 3.942 .000
Connections with public transport ~ 0.082 3.362 .001
Car parking capacity 0.044 1.99% .047
Bicycle parking (guarded) 0.064 2.568 011
Bicycle parking (unguarded) -0.051 -1.896 .059

Table 8: Regression model results for a specifiess mode and access facility (t0 = t12
+ S0 + Slor S230r S54 + S55)

Model 2: Access mode: public transport; facilitpnoections with
public transport
R square 0.358 N= 581
Coefficient t Sig.
Intercept 3.398 14.107 .000
Price/Quality 0.297 13.000 .000
Station in general 0.165 4.928 .000
Connections with public 0.098 4.267 .000
transport
Model 3: Access mode: car driver; facility: car kiag capacity
R square 0.351 N= 101
Coefficient t Sig.
Intercept 2.895 5.017 .000
Price/Quality 0.200 3.352 .001
Station in general 0.301 3.381 .001
Car parking capacity 0.113 2.318 .023
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Table 8: Regression model results for a specift@ss mode and access facility (cont.)

Model 4: Access mode: bicycle; facility: guardedjuarded bicycle
parking
R square 0.240 N= 226
Coefficient t Sig.
Intercept 4.042 11.311 .000
Price/Quality 0.248 6.738 .000
Station in general 0.188 3.660 .000
Bicycle parking (guarded) 0.011 0.315 .753
Bicycle parking (unguarded) 0.007 0.213 .831

The same regression model was estimated for pamsenging a specific access mode
(e.g. passengers using public transport) and thpentive access mode facilities (e.g.
connections with public transport). This did noglgi considerably different results or a
much better fit (Table 8). Surprisingly, the estiloa for passengers using bicycle to
access the station did not yield significant restdt the bicycle parking and the effect of
these variables was also small. This can suggeatscyclists do not care much about
parking facilities. An F test for the access modeility variables shows that as a group
these variables are significant at the 1% level @sd that the bicycle parking variables
are significant (but at the 5% level). For passengising public transport or bicycle to
access the station the general perception of ilveasajourney is influenced more by the
price element of the journey than by the stati@mant, the reverse holds for passengers
driving to the station.

Estimating a logarithmic form of the model and tieg missing values in different ways
did not lead to any better results. The variablas\a car available for the journey?” was
found to be insignificant and to have no effect. “deneral travel time” variable
(accounting for waiting time and number of transfealso found to be not significant.
The findings show that the access/egress jourrmeysore the connection between them
and the train, have an influence on the overaisfsation from using the railway.

6. Conclusions

The Netherlands is known as a country where theotibecycle is common and amongst
the highest in the world and it is also known fisrgood urban public transport systems.
In addition, the Netherlands has a dense railwayaork. The mean distance of residents
to the nearest railway station is about 4.5km dredrmhode of the distribution is about
1.3km only. Just 8.4% of the population lives ferttaway from the nearest railway
station than 10.0 km (Keijer and Rietveld, 2000)l #these qualities provide for a
relatively easy access to the station which do¢saee to depend on the car. The results
presented above show that this access-environrsentaterializing into an access to
station profile that is dominated by green modegatking, bicycle and public transport.
Furthermore, these qualities of transport netwanesprobably the main reason that car
availability (or lack of it) is not a determiningdtor in the choice of mode to access the
station.
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Research has been carried out on the characteridtibie access and egress journeys to
and from railway stations mainly with respect tstdnce and time (e.g. Keijer and
Rietveld, 2000) and other supply oriented varighéeeh as Park&Ride spaces, number
of bus connections, etc. (e.g. Kuby et al, 2004 @nalysis here supplements previous
research by including quality variables, and shgwihat these influence the general
opinion of traveling by rail. This reinforces thenclusion that “the market potential of
railway services depends to a considerable exterthe quality of the total chain from
residence to place of activity and vice versa” (&, 2000: 74). The findings also
emphasize the importance of making integration betwthe modes seamless and it
confirms the findings that public transport passeagview the interchange negatively
(e.g. Hine and Scott, 2000).

From a policy perspective, the current situationeaserged from the questionnaire
requires no special actions, since there is noeséop improvements in the access to
(egress from) station profile. As noted, changethéquality of the station access/egress
journeys might lead to undesirable results suchri@e passengers will shift to public
transport from walking than from the car. Howevevp qualifications can be made.
First, the results apply only when considering peeple that choose to travel by train.
Yet, passengers choosing to travel by train reptesaly about 8% of the total
passenger-km of land transport in the NetherlarilS, (2005). Although in some
corridors rail achieves a much higher share ohtlagket (mainly between the main cities
in the Netherlands) on many routes its share is. IBecond, many of the railway
passengers use it infrequently and irregularly yimgj that they probably use the car
more often. For these two groups, those who dousetthe railway or seldom use it,
there might be scope for increasing rail use thinougprovements to the accessibility of
stations.

The main challenge in improving the access to &ylwstations and the transfer at the
station between the access mode and the trairfoheris in attracting more passengers to
use the train (or use it more often). In other vgottie challenge lies not in changing the
way passengers get to or from the railway statianib attracting new passengers to use
the railway by making it more accessible. A chaafjthe travel mode and not the access
mode is the real target, at least in the Nethedarnte fact that passengers place
importance on the quality of the station and theeas/egress journey indicates that some
travelers avoid using the railway due to the reédsi low quality (in their view) of the
station and its level of accessibility.

In conclusion, it is important to note Goodwin’©(B) observation that the large share of
the car in a country’s modal share and the smaltesbf the railways means that for the
railway even a small change in the modal share lwanvery significant. In the
Netherlands, 2% increase in rail modal share wiama 25% increase in the demand for
rail travel. Planned further research will focus tme general population in the
Netherlands analysing the propensity to travel fayntgiven different features of the
population.
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