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Living near a railway station : a well-reasonedichdor inhabitants ?
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Abstract

In France, the enhancement of the railway transpgstem is at the heart of land use planning padici
Policymakers consider that an urbanization poliegtered both on and around the railway network meige
people who live near a railway station to take tifaén more often. However, does the average mad thal
same reasoning as policymakers?

Based on a sociological survey carried out in &pdran town of the urban area of Lille, this papgamines
the links between individuals and their local raijnstation. At first, it is based on a qualitatasgalysis of the
railway station factor into the residential choitede by the respondents. Then, it focuses on thegsssf
mobility behaviors of people who live near a radlt®n by comparing the use of regional railwayess with
the importance of the station criterion.

Keywords:residential choice; railway station; railway stat@rea; mobility; train; behaviour

Résumé

En France, la valorisation du systeme ferroviairerpe développement urbain est au cceur des pdiiqu
d'aménagement du territoire. Les décideurs poliqumsiderent qu'une politique d'urbanisation eéewers le
rail devrait amener les individus résidant dansgieartiers de gare a recourir davantage au traiar Butant,
I'individu raisonne-t-il comme les décideurs pglites ?

A partir d'une enquéte sociologique menée sur enaraine périurbaine de la métropole lilloise, céclar se
propose de qualifier les relations existantes énttiwidu et gare. Dans un premier temps, il pr@pose analyse
qualitative de la place de la gare ferroviaire dissstratégies résidentielles déclarées par Wisidus. Puis,
dans un deuxieme temps, il aborde la question despartements de mobilité de ces individus vivant a
proximité de la gare en confrontant la place de glans les stratégies résidentielles et la pratigueain.

Mots-clé:choix résidentiel; gare ferroviaire; quartier deeg mobilité; train; comportement

Tel.: +3-332-049-6274; fax: +3-332-053-1525.
E-mail address sophie.hasiak@developpement-durable.gouv.fr

WATERBIRNE

/ IFSTTAR < |




Sophie Hasiak, Fabrice Hasiak/ Transport Reseandna 2014, Paris 2

1. Introduction : towards a planning policy centeral both on and around the railway network in France

Considering the challenges of daily mobility, otiieasing road congestion and control of greenh@ase
emissions, with the Grenelle laws, the French dtake encouraged local actors to look for bettereraice
between sectoral policies of urban planning, laeaetbpment and transport, especially the railwawaek. The

enhancement of the railway transport system ikateart of planning policies whatever the scalba(u, peri-
urban, rural or national scale). The railway stai®nonsidered as a node at the interface betweetrdnsport
supply and the land territory. So that, since nitbes a decade, it has become the main focus imytaaning
discussions. And the station is considered as aa where the concept of “urbanity” could be streeged.
According to Kokoreff (2000), the notion of railwayation has evolved from a « monofunctional aris&on »

(transit and mobility space) to a « multifunctionedion » that includes the « urbanity of spaces ».

This new approach invites local actors to focushanlink between the railway station and the aresosnding.
The enhancement of the railway system takes the &dren re-conquest of railway districts. The resslthe
definition of new urban development strategies adoail links in order to control urban sprawl, aatdhe very
least to improve the quality of urban forms. Besjdée transport aims are also to improve the adubty of

railway stations and to encourage their use. Tlsisitam means that politicians presume that pewopie live

near a station will be more inclined to take tfaentr

This paper analyses the potential impact of a rgilgexvice on the residential choice made by peaple live
near a station in a peri-urban area. The aim iassess the importance of the railway station @itein the
preferences or motivations given by the respondamisng their choice arguments, including thosdedlto the
property and its surroundings. At first, the papetlines the state of scientific knowledge abowt thsidential
strategies of people. It then explains the methmgioal approach to build the information gatherimbe first
results about the evaluation of the link betweelwey area and use of rail services are approachego ways.
The first aims to determine whether living neariivay station is a strategic choice or not. The sdcsuggests
a typology of individual behaviours according teittrelationship with the station and its use.

2. Current state of scientific knowledge of Frenchesidential strategies

Talking about residential strategy implies that wdlials are able to make a free and rational chbased on
their own decision-making process. This concept algaies that households have some leeway eveheif t
scope of possibilities may be reduced (Rérat, 2012)

In the general discourse, the residential choicg tma explained by personal criteria based on iddiai
characteristics and residential preferences. Horydlvis choice is not solely the result of housdbaspirations,
it is also a choice dictated by a number of consisgBonvalet, Duireau, 2000; Brun, Bonvalet, 208Rthier
and al., 2010).

Many research studies have focused on the issuad#rstanding the factors, which determine thedezdial
mobility (Bonvalet and Fribourg, 1990; HirschhorndaBerthelot, 1996; Bonnin and De Villanova, 1999,
mentioned in Dodier, 2009). The results concur ghlight a certain complexity of these factors. rd2009)
emphasizes that the actual residential locatiohoafseholds results from a compromise between tresds
(especially linked to a family composition), thémulti-faceted” aspirations (ownership, type andesiof
housing, location, living environment, quality dfe), which are a function of the life cycle, andnse
constraints (budget, constraint associated togbkastate market : prices and supply). Globatlg,residential
choice is “only one of the elements of the life icks which households make, among other choicds asic
employment, family relationships, spatial practiqg@odier, 2009).

The different analyses highlight the multiplicity @éclarative factors, which could have an effectasidential
choices. Financial factors, family criteria, prafiemal concerns, spatial preferences as well asldactors all
affect the choice of residence. Dodier (2009) ersjzies that the life trajectory is as important@sal factors.
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Consequently, how could we qualify the importantéhe location factor in the choice process? Maduoré al.

(2003) raise the difficulty to single out a spatiahension in the residential strategy. Accordiaddtun (1990,

mentioned in Madoré) “the choice of location is @ewo to speak, a goal as such, but it is a wagdoh a
compromise between professional, patrimonial amdiljastakes”. So, at some point in their life cycémme

households choose to go and live in a peri-urbaa.dfor more than two decades, the sudden rissndfdnd
real estate prices has had a marked effect ondhaifpan enhancement process. But should theupleain

residential choice correspond either to a transticstep of the life cycle, or to a stable anditgstifestyle

choice? The exploration of this topic is far fromeoso that it is difficult to provide appropriatesponses. By
observing the peri-urban area migrations, Dodie0®2 suggests the idea of a settlement of somechoids in

the peri-urban area, which could be questionedrdaumpto life cycles and job market instability.

According to several sociological surveys aboutiisee of peri-urban residential choice (Urbanisgercy of
Angers, 2013; Dodier, 2009; Baudelle, 2004), thenmaguments to justify this choice depend on saver
dimensions, such as the wish to become an ownaragiteptable economic conditions, to have botleasaint
living environment and a preserved rural environimtre proximity of the conurbation, and at the edime the
wish to escape city life, the proximity of familyembers and a kind of re-enactment of their pagi-(pban
childhood model).

The decision to live in a peri-urban area but notasdrom the urban area, implies the idea that care easily
access the urban centre within acceptable trawelsti This approach of the urban city proximity aretefore of
its employment market, services on offer and shephpes the modal accessibility issue (car acdkfssib
public transport accessibility). So, is the deaisio live in a peri-urban town with a rail connexia strategic
choice for people? Our research is based on thengpé®n that nowadays, the presence of a railwatyost in a
peri-urban town of an important conurbation is aghajor determining factor in individual residehthoices.
And so the challenge of a policy centered bothrmhaound the rail network is to focus on how teerse this
trend.

3. The methodology of our exploratory work

Analyzing whether the "station" criterion is pafttloe residential strategy of households livingrmeatation in a
peri-urban town led us to use a specific surveyhoadlogy which is not built from an explicit questisuch as :
“did the railway station influence your choice?ideed, a directive or semi-directive approach wingditably
have led respondents to give an opinion aboufcttiisrion, since it is precisely one of the poiotsered in the
investigation. On the contrary, with an open gquestithey would probably not mention this element
automatically.

The aim is to study behaviors, views spontaneougtyessed, based on the life experience of the nelgus,
their logic and their way of thinking. The challenig then to work on inhabitants' words throughedhod of a
qualitative survey. The focus group approach wasdised because it could potentially affect thevsief some
of the respondents who might have been influengetthé words of others. The survey choice was madihe
basis of semi-structured individual interviews. Th@ciple is to allow the respondents to speakljren three
main topics. Two of them are analyzed in this papan the one hand, there is the issue of resialectioices
introduced by an open question in order to talkualioe last two dwellings. This way of approachihg issue
of residential strategies highlights the argumémtabf each individual based on his/her own expege Thus,
the analysis scale focuses on the elements hidatighy individuals, rather than their initial expsons. On
the other hand, the topic of the actual perceptibthe rail mode is brought into the discussiorotigh the
evocation of daily practices of travels. The thiogic of the survey (not mentioned in this papetates to the
perception of the station area which is expresgeadHmbitants.

As it is a qualitative study, the objective was mmtachieve representativeness of the views expdedrit to
explore the topic of the link between station aaad railway services use by making sure that a vadge of
"behaviors" and "views" was taken into account. Buevey sample was formed from several methods of
recruitment because of a difficulty to mobilize peofor a face-to-face survey over a period of atzuhour.
No prior selection criteria relating to individualss made, however the recruitment phase enabledalgain a
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varied sample of men and women that integrategesiérations in age to make a residential choictothl, 28
persons were interviewed (Fig. 1).

100% - O Survey sample
89%
O Town of Templeuve ]
80% - 74%
57%
60% ~ 48% 52%
43% 39%
40% + 32%
24%
20% 18% 18%  19% 21% 0 20%
’ 110ﬂ 11?
0% -
men women 18-30 30-45 45-60 More than Owner tenant
years old yearsold yearsold 60 years
old

Fig. 1. Main characteristics of the survey sample

4. The field of study : the station area of Templete

4.1. Peri-urban area and railway station in France

The aim of our work is to explain to what extentdiqy built on the re-conquest of peri-urban raywstation
areas may contribute to strengthen the use of agilgervices. So we chose a railway station located
periurban area of an important conurbation. Befoesenting our field of study, we explain the maimcepts
that structure our spatial scale of analysis pivé-urban area and the station area.

The French peri-urban area is generally explainetherbasis of the definition of INSEE, the Frenchomel
institute of statistics. It is based on the projporiof working population who works in the centtaban centre
and who lives outside. However, in this paper, nafgy to rest on the qualitative definition of Chap(1995),
reflecting the notion of a territory of transitidietween two different areas. The French peri-urlvaa ean be
identified as an half-urban and half-rural tergtofan intermediary area that surrounds almostiddan areas”.
Its rural character is given by landscapes of §gltlltivated lands, meadows and a lower populaliemsity.
But it is also a “functional urban space”, in thlense that a large majority of the inhabitants wprtkchase and
use services in the urban area (Chapuis, 1995).

The station area is difficult to define as thera igariety of districts according to their geograploication and
their territorial attractiveness. The thinking ore tenhancement of these areas is mainly carriedvithin a
perimeter defined by a ring around the station. tBetdistances used can range from 500 meterseto Idum
with the objective to reflect the theoretical cdmmtis of walkability (from 6 minutes to a quartdran hour).
Kokoreff (2000) suggests going beyond the notioparimeter surrounding the station because he derssthe
approach overly simplistic. He talks about theistats a “hybrid territory”, broader and more coexpthan a
simple sector of town. The urbanity of this temytdresults from the combination of various polésiisport,
shops, housing), and from the mixing of heterogasepeople”. Consequently, it is a “territory coweri
different entities (train station, shops, parking, which becomes socially consistent with theiaogplayers’
action and with the practices and representatioasdharacterize the place”. This specific visiorthaf station
area best reflects our way of thinking.



( Sophie Hasiak, Fabrice Hasiak/ Transport Reseandna 2014, Paris
\

4.2. Main characteristics of the town of Templeuve

The town of Templeuve is located in the south-ef$h® urban area of Lille (a millionaire conurbationthe
north of France), about 15km from the city of Lilleis connected to the urban centre by a densg meawork
(motorways and secondary roads) and the regionaletavork (Fig. 2 (a)).

It is a town in the peri-urban area of Lille withod of individual dwellings (detached or semi-détad houses).
There are approximately 5.800 inhabitants and thmulation density is low (371 inhabitants per km@aiast

nearly 17.700 on average in the metropolitan afédlle). As observable in any periurban town, thian form

is diffuse and is structured along the existingdroatwork. One can note an important part of greeas and
farmland. The area around the station includes 8% of dwellings within a perimeter of 500 meters.

The peri-urban inhabitants of Templeuve are chariaetkiby a high residential stability with an averagf 22

years spent in the dwelling for owners and nineyéar tenants. According to a household traveleyicarried

out in 2006, 50% of these households used to fivtke urban area of Lille, while a part of 26% dedido stay
in Templeuve.

17% of the working population live and work in Teeye. The other main workplace (cities of Lille 94,9
Villeneuve d’Ascq : 11% and Lesquin : 15%) are ledaih an area of 15 kilometers around Templeuve. gmd
nearly three-quarters of the working population kvior a city served by train regional services. Hoere the

presence of a rail station does not mean that hla@g a relevant rail modal alternative to go tokvdndeed,

this alternative is very dependent on the qualityadway supply and the configuration of the nadtwork. And

the rail network around Lille is based on a railwmayle structured by seven segments converging toethiee of

Lille. There are very few transverse links.

A

PN

Belgium

' 7 Quartier
récent “

@ Builtarea
Urban area
Suburban area
=—— Motorway
—— Other major road
—— High-speed railway line
—— Conventional railway line

- Travel nme.on lh'e
regional rail service

Fig. 2. (a) Templeuve and the urban area of Li{lg) the station area of Templeuve

The town of Templeuve is served by the railway lioknecting the two urban cities of Lille and Valemies.
The railway supply is based on 70 daily trains dmel dttendance of the station is about 750 passemger
weekday. The territorial attractiveness of theiatagoes beyond the boundary of the town. Indeemterthan
half of the rail users, who take the train at Terapées station, live outside. Its influence covere surrounding
areas over a distance of 6 km. The location of thigos is peripheral to the town centre.

We have opted to define the station area of Templeaocording to the approach of Kokoreff (2000) who
suggests, in order to describe station areas|k@leut a “mosaic”. And this definition is relevadn the case of
Templeuve. Indeed, the structure of the station i@reantrasted (Fig. 2 (b)). First of all, the mese of railway
equipment (the passenger building, the tracksrateay level crossing) is a reminder that thisaamgcludes a
visible transport node. Secondly, on both sidethefrailway infrastructure, we can observe twoedéht urban
forms : south of the tracks lies an old quarterhwdervices, shops, and old dwellings. However, this
neighbourhood may change its quality image withio years with the implementation of a interchangdenat
the rail station and housing projects on land oppities near the station. In the northern pam, ¢bntrast is
perceptible because the dwelling style is quitéed#t with both some detached and semi-detachedlidgs
built during the last twenty years. It seems tovimee a residential area.
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4.3. Inhabitants mobility

According to the data of a households travel sudegtgd from 2006, a typical inhabitant of Templematkes
about 3.44 travels per weekday. So he is less mtiin an urban inhabitant of Lille (4.10 travels\peekday).

As it is generally observed in the peri-urban aredmre households are more highly motorized (in @leave,
more than 80% of households have at least one aarhabitant of Templeuve mostly takes the carhfer
travels (a part of 68% of their travel comparedhwiit% in the metropolitan area of Lille). Only 14% o
residents are “captive” people that is to say,h&y tdo not own a car, they are dependent on ptralicsport
services for their travels. The train mode represenly 3% of all travels of Templeuve inhabitarnitgluding
short trips. But, according to the 2009 populatmensus, the use of train services is more impotfiant
commuting trips (16% of people in working life usain services to go to their workplace). It eveaaghes a
share of 48% for people who work in Lille (the mdwstination of working population).

5. Is living near a railway station a strategic chiwe ?

5.1. The residential strategy factors revealedhgyibhhabitants

The survey carried out in the town of Templeuve shihasthe argumentation of residential choice ia geri-
urban area is based on recurrent factors underiimta various existing studies on this subjeee(above).
Thus, this choice is mainly structured on the topiiche desired life environment. This subject, whighs
mentioned immediately by almost of the responddantdudes several dimensions. The first one referthe
implied wish to escape city life without being tfas from the urban city. Most respondents largeistify their
choice using residential living environment crigewhich may correspond to a spatial constrainivie hidway
between the city centre and the countryside. Liken&el, 47 years old, who explains that, as his sif native
of the country, while he previously lived in an arbcity, he took into account a specific criterimn“a mix
between a mid-town and a mid-countryside [...] vhitrere are lots of interesting facilities that adtnallow to
live independently”.

More generally, we can interpret this argument le sense of geographical proximity. This notion of
geographical proximity can be expressed in threedas. The first one concerns the proximity of thean city
where one can find jobs, services, shops and kefagilities. Pascale, 35 years old, justifiesaheice to live in
Templeuve because of her husband’'s workplace : “®éel o live not far from Wattignies because my hnsb
works there, so our new dwelling had to be at @ngidistance no more than half an hour”.

Then, we can also note the aspiration to have ssrvétich as doctors, banks, schools and shops in the
immediate proximity of the dwelling. The existenddl®se amenities in the vicinity seems to be afletor for
families in their residential choice. According Nadine, 46 years old, the main aspiration was i\te in the
countryside but at the same time not to be tooused. And [...] we sought out an area where theietiof
facilities such as associations, sports, but atsziadls, podiatrists, dentists”. The municipalityTampleuve has
clearly identified these aspirations of people wimnt to leave the hustle and bustle of cities. Tioege it
promotes its city through a very evocative slogeflecting these expectations : “Templeuve, the tspiria
village, the advantages of a city”.

Finally, the third sense of geographical proximgyrelated to the proximity of transport network&enerally
discussed at the end of the argumentation by gmorelents, this argument is often mentioned ingesfrroad
infrastructures, like this couple, in their fiftiewho say they were looking for a dwelling in “theuntryside
without being too far from Lille and near the A1 mtay”. However, according to some of interviews, mote
that the transport networks proximity is also espesl through the existence of public transportisgnin
particular a railway station. Thus, for the casésdfes, a 56-year-old professional and fatheraafrfchildren :
“We wanted to live near a railway station, more gyatly near means of public transport, train or/and. We
chose this town for the convenience of public tpams modes [...]. My criteria were both the statenmd the
wish to live in a village with some amenities of arban city”. It is also one criterion which wakéa into
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account by Dominique, 57 years old when he soughtaobuilding land : “I looked at the railway tragk
examined the lands available for sale between ities ©f Lille and Valenciennes. The main reasonsevike
location between Lille and Valenciennes, near Ldlaq the regional railway service”.

This geographical proximity argument seems to bearemveight than the issue of the housing type.hmn t
respondents’ discours, the housing type model affmears after having evoked the desire to live jmotected
environment. This idea reflects the wish to reads tbsidential housing model which is widespreadFiance
(Dodier, 2009).

Finally, in addition to these two main factors, es@} inhabitants of Templeuve highlight the factofsocial

and family proximities at the end of the intervidivmeans for them to find a dwelling which would tlose to
family members. For couples, this target oftenltedtom a compromise since it is a main factordoly one of
them. It is the case of this owner settled in Temnpdefor two years with his wife and his four chéddr: “The

house had to be close to grandma's house. It washmanain criterion, but my wife's”. There is altioe

consequence of the disruption of the family strreetas it is the case of this divorced father witteé children
who chose to live in Templeuve “because | have tivmy children who live with their mother in Templev
[...] We live close to one another, it is bettardar children”.

The economic factor (financial budget) is not abgesn the discourse of the inhabitants but it was aoften
mentioned directly. We can say that this factdatent in their words. Indeed, the town of Templeuselike
some other peri-urban areas of Lille, an area wtiher@roperty prices are relatively high. So thatcae assume
that people take the price factor into accountrepsh in order to target the potential geograpteéasir

Although the residential choice is a complex precéise combination of the different factors mengidrmallows
us to draw a typology of different residential ségaes profiles based on arguments and values ssguidor the
choice. Two major models are in opposition. On the band, we can identify a group of “pragmatic pebp
including individuals who indirectly referred to ambitration between several factors : geographpcaximity
of the workplace and the city, proximity of fad#i, social proximity and living environment (quglof life and
type of housing). Among these pragmatic people, pvadiles coexist : the new peri-urban and the ferperi-
urban people. The new peri-urban people are indaldwho previously lived in an urban city in théamn area
of Lille but who wanted to live in an another liviggvironment, either remaining or becoming an owmée
former peri-urbans had already experienced thepben lifestyle in their previous dwelling and vieah to
maintain this way of life. Then, the second moddene to a group of individuals that we can call the
“traditionalists” insofar as their choice reflecis mechanism of social and geographical re-enactnidre
“traditional opportunists” group includes mainlyns@ners who have always lived in Templeuve andvitom
the residential choice is no longer an issue. Threveas clearly to become an owner in this town.dntrast to
these seniors, the traditionalists also includeesambitious persons” who are mainly young people wet
live with their parents. But these “ambitious” @dy anticipate their future life in the same liviagvironment,
that is to say a town or a village near Lille withenities and services like in Templeuve.

5.2. The railway station criterion among the resitial strategies

Among the geographical proximity arguments, we #aav the presence of a railway station was spootasig
mentioned by some respondents during the discusshamit their residential strategies. But how ddes t
criterion occur in their argumentation or valuesigsed to their choice?

The comparison of the different interviews allowsagdentify three profiles that characterize thmportance of
the station criterion in the residential strategy :

« the first profile, which can be summed up by tiwen of “the indifferent” brings together individgavho did

not mention the station criterion in their wordshisT lack of referring does not mean that there i®tal

indifference to this infrastructure. It seems tttet fact of having a railway station near their $®wid not
correspond a priori to their initial criteria.

» The second profile, the “interested people” refermdividuals who expressed that the station drathfluence
in their residential choice, but with different degs of importance. The station is spontaneouslyudged in
their argumentation and in a transparent way likeodiica, 51 years old, who says : “Our choice wak bn a
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residential area served by a regional train setvige, this group reflects the idea of an obviond aredicted
strategic choice.

» The third profile, the “cautious people” refledtalividuals who, spontaneously or not (indeed, oesients
were invited to give, after the topic of residehtihoice, their point of view on the station), coles the station
as an interesting advantage without specificalljntg that the station was part of their initialesetion criteria.
This could be a discovery, once settled in Templeagseunderlines Christiane, a 48-year-old profesgion
“when we settled here, | did not think at the raifwstation. We did not buy this house because thasa
station. But afterwards, | realized we had a lothidinces to have it”.

6. Living near a railway station and rail mobility

If the railway station is a weakly highlighted eribn for the residential choice, could it be a mséd resource
once the individual is settled in his new dwelliadter having experienced the peri-urban life s{gepecially
for his daily travels)? Crossing respondents wallsut their positioning relative to the stationtéacwith
modal travel practices reveals a variety of behavio

Thus, we might expect that individuals for whom #tation had an influence in their residential chejcake
exclusively the train for their daily travels. Batmong these people, the survey reveals differemaiers of
travel practices. On the one hand, there is a gofupdividuals that we name “the users” for whore ean
affirm that there is a close relation with theway system for their current or past life. Every ddnese people
in working life take the train for their travel frohome to work or also for their leisure journe@sislaine, 46
years old, says : “every time | have to go to Lié&her for work or pleasure, | take the train”. Fhise of the
railway service is observed for the couple hushaife/who are in a situation of modal choice becatissy
have two cars. This group includes also some peasionho travelled by train when they were in actife
Some of them did not have a modal alternative (awlg car in the couple). However, when they stopped
working, they changed their travel practices, aodadays they use their car as underlines Rogeyeats old :
“Before being retired, | always took the train @ tp work. Now | am retired. It still take the tnabccasionnaly,
however my main means of transport is the car”.ti@nother hand, the survey highlights a group ofking
persons that we call “the non direct users” whosabgred that the station had some influence i tlesidential
choice but who do not use the train for their daifwels. These people argue that there is an inatibilty of
taking the train because they have several workplas a working day. Beyond these aspects, thigegur
especially highlights an argument based on the rpipity to facilitate the specific travels needscbfldren (to
go to their study place, to go to Lille). This stgitechoice to live near a train station is thenlax@d as a way
to make it easier the children independance. Thiddoe interpreted into a specific point of viewtloé railway
service, that is to say an image of a transpoxicifor people who do not have a car. That is iegpby the
words of Laurence, 50 years old, “the train servi@s important, especially for my children but not my
husband and me because we are able to drive”.

When the station is more considered as an advara#iyer than a factor of choice, the respondersige have
the same modal behavior : they daily use their Batt why did they talk about an advantage? We can
distinguish two groups of individuals. The firsteothat we call “the opportunists” includes resparisavho
take their car but who consider that the stationtritoutes to give some independance for their child
especially for leisure travels. Thus, Isabelle, 4@rg old, affirms that the station is “an importadvvantage,
however | do not use it a lot. [...] | take the f@rmost of my travels [...]. My children ofterk&the train to go
to Lille with their friend”. The second group thaewame “the calculating persons” is characterizedidrking
persons who consider that their travel destinasamot directly served by a train service. For eglamlsabelle,
40 years old, says : “I take my car for most of tnawels because | work in Villeneuve d'Ascq andhmgband
in Lesquin”. Two cases are mentioned : either thaigigtion is located in the peri-urban area witheuailway
service, or it is located on a city of the urbamaaof Lille but its accessibility by train requiraschange of
transport mode in Lille so that the travel time éqeived higher than the car travel time. Whileasaling that
this sort of travel is possible to make, these wadltdstrate the relationship that may exist betwag individual
and the car as it is implied by the argument oficlane, 48 years old : “to go to work, it is trilnat | can take
the train but | do not live near the train stat&mn| should take the bus. Furthermore | like dgvirGlobally,
this conception of an advantage is more relatexttasional travels.
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Finally, the group of individuals for which the tten factor does not appear in their speech, gdpdeke the

car for their daily travels. Firstly, the words retired persons clearly mean that they did not fak® account
the station in their residential choices. Then,wleeking persons justify their car choice into twaimreasons.
The first one deals with the idea of an incompatbibf railway service supply with their destinatida

necessary modal change which is considered pemglini terms of travel time). The second one is aloet
lifestyle which is seen incompatible with the raaywnetwork use. It is particularly the case of 8tap 47 years
old, who said when he was invited to talk aboutdtaion : “I do not have to depend on train s@wid'm very
busy in a day so that | never have enough time.'Shdiy | take my car, it goes faster”.

7. Working on individual behaviors

This paper is a first contribution to the analydishe link that may exist between a railway statiom its local
residents. The survey results tend to say thairikébetween living near a train station and takimg train is not
systematic. It would be unreal to think that a cliledk may exist because the modal choice is aeneomplex
notion and depends on several factors that caneladed to individuals like service supply to accéss
workplace, travel time and price, but also lifestybr not. As Munafo (2012) points out, “the mogedctices
result from a range of reasons which is wider tktiam only time and price criteria. This range of ozes
sometimes eludes the instrumental rationality”. Bhesmsons may concern spatial habits, modal hatmitsg a
specific lifestyle, preferences of uses, values perdeptions that people have of transport modes eaen the
impact of “emotional experiences” (Flamm, 2004).

For all that, this exploratory work leads to unaexlseveral points. In a context of economic crisfssudden
rise of energy and real estate prices, for peopdkihg for a new home, we may wonder if there wolodd
interesting to take more the proximity of publiartsport networks into account in their residergtedtegy. In
particular, considering travel costs would seemartgnt in the sense that it may incite people tangre the
rail service, but this criterion seems not to ballyepresent in the residential choice. This ideauggested by
Hasiak (2013) through the concept of assigningan¥port efficiency” label for all dwellings (comtebased on
the implemented labels about the energy performaf@e dwelling). This label would translate the ldpito
travel by other means than the car. This survey ¢ provide some answers for this issue butat math of
research to explore.

Besides, although the station criterion may bertakio account in the residential strategy, it reveaas pointed
out by some interviews, that the station may beimiggrated in this strategy but rather be consdeas an
important value, once the individual settled in #tation area. But how can we succeed in makirgyshift to
rail use? How can we act to make people aware efbnefits of taking the train? The only rail seeg
development is not enough to incite modal changed.so, it is necessary to act on mobility behassoind to
do this, it is essential to understand prejudipesceptions and representations of the modes that people.
The personalized marketing approaches widely usezhdtare gradually implemented in France, espgdiall
two regions of northern France. These approachesaamed on the experience of the train by non wskosare
voluntary to test the train. The aim is to bring atbchanges in modal practices. The observed comveraie
(up to 30% for daily or weekly train use) in theotlrench regions is rather promising. These wookdian the
need to develop targeted communications to locgujations of a station area. Indeed, they have shaw
certain misreading of the train advantages in coispa with the car. The challenge is to communicate
effectively on comparative approaches between aathcar. There are several topics that may beesttag to
explain such as user costs (because they remai@yannknown), the qualitative benefits of a modenpared
to another one (for example the opportunity to woekt, read ...).

French people seem less inclined to take the faairtheir daily travel. Working on behaviours andys of
thinking of individuals seems essential and complatary to the implementation of urban developmenad
around a station and also of the development beavices supply.



Sophie Hasiak, Fabrice Hasiak/ Transport Reseandna 2014, Paris 10

References

Agence d'urbanisme de la Région Angevine (2012)uEte « la ville toujours plus loin » - habiteipkériurbain.
Note de synthese, 12p., téléchargée sur site gttanvw.aurangevine.org/

Authier J.Y., Bonvalet C. & Lévy J.P. (201@®lire domicile. La construction sociale des choisid&ntiels. In
LecturegEn ligne], Les comptes rendus, 2010, mis en lignst octobre 2010

Baudelle G., Darris G., Ollivro J. & Pihan J. (2004es conséquences d’'un choix résidentiel périurisainia
mobilité : pratiques et représentations des ména@a®ergeo : revue européenne de géographie, nIZB7,
octobre 2004, GT23

Bonvalet C. & Fribourg A.M. (1990)Stratégies résidentielleé\ctes du séminaire organisé par C. Bonvalet et
A.M. Fribourg, Paris, 1988, Paris, INED Plan Constion et Architecture-MELTM (Coll. Congres et Collagu
ne 2).

Bonvalet C. & Dureau F. (2000). Les modes d'habiti¥s choix sous contraintes. In Dureau F., Dupbnt
Lelievre E. & al,Métropoles en mouvememaris, Anthropos, pp131-153

Brun J.& Bonvalet C. (2002)Approches quantitatives ou qualitatives de la mtbilésidentielle : éléments de
bilan et perspectivefRevueEspace, populations, sociétés, 2002-1-2. Géograplpepulation. pp. 63-72.

Dodier R. (2009).Individus et groupes sociaux dans l'espace — appopartir de lI'exemple des espaces
périurbains volume 3 : inédiRapport pour une habilitation a diriger des reches, Université du Maine, 245p.

Flamm M. (2004). Comprendre le choix modal. Les mhéirgants des pratiques modales et des représergatio
individuelles des moyens de transport. Thése deodaicEPFL,

Hasiak F (2013). Quelle indépendance a 'automalaepopulations du SCOT de la région Flandre Dujieer
in La mobilité urbaine: questionnements de recherelde CERTU, a paraitre

Kokoreff M. (2000).Pratiques urbaines d'un quartier de gard®evue Espaces et sociétés, n°108-109, p.177-
194

Madoré F. & Pihan J. (2003). Habitat et stratégésdentielles, revue Espaces et Sociétés (ESO)utraeta
documents, UMR 6590, CNRS, cahier n°21, mars 2004.

Meissonnier J. (20)3Localisation résidentielle : I'impact de la ptitjue énergétique en France. Faut-il élargir
cette politique incitative aux transportsCommunication aux journées Transports Déplacemdmtséseau
scientifique et Technigue du Minsitere de I'Ecoloddepn, juin 2013 — article a paraitre

Munafo S., Derek C., Vincent-Geslin S. & Kaufmann(2012).Typologie et évolution des logiques de choix
modal chez les actifs motorisés urbaiBPFL, LASUR, Université de Genéve, 260p.

Rérat P. (2012)Choix résidentiel et gentrification dans une vilt@yenne Cybergeo : European Journal of
Geography [En ligne], Espace, Société, Territoireudeent 579, 19 janvier 2012.

Rocci A. (2009)Changer les comportements de mobilité — Exploradiontils de management de la mobilité :
les programmes d'incitation au changement de cotepuent volontaire Rapport de recherche INRETS
financée par le MEEDDAT, 83p.



