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Summary
Hubs and “knooppunten” are a popular topic in current research and policy documents, always
describing a slightly different picture of what a hub entails and which categories might be used.
Neighborhood hubs in special are a relatively new development in the hub concept, and they might have
the potential to transform the way people move, meet and make use of amenities in todays
neighborhoods.
This explorative research investigates how suitable locations for neighborhood hubs can be identified to
combine societal, mobility-related and energy related functions in the case of the neighborhoods
Assendorp and Kamperpoort in the Dutch city of Zwolle. Neighborhood hubs are understood as nodes
in the spatial network where different functions of the mobility, society and energy side come together.
They can form the starting and end point of the daily trips of the local residents, providing them with
different modes of transportation, easily accessible amenities and locally generated sustainable energy.
For the research, first a literature review was applied to derive potential indicators that represent the
suitability of a location. Afterwards, expert interviews with experts on the three topics of mobility,
energy and society and with local knowledge were conducted. In the expert interviews, general questions
on the three functions of a neighborhood hub were asked and the potential indicators derived from the
literature were ranked in the order of their importance for the selection of a suitable location for a
neighborhood hub. The ranking was used as a basis for the selection of GIS methods, which were used
to display the five most important indicators in the case study areas. The two neighborhoods were then
analyzed on the basis of the results of the five indicators, detecting the areas with the highest potential
for placing a neighborhood hub.
The research resulted in a wide range of different potential indicators collected from the literature and
the experts, of which almost all are perceived to have some relevance for the search for a location for a
neighborhood hub. Moreover, the ranking resulted in a first indication of which five factors might be
the most important for the context of the two case neighborhoods. The applied GIS methods revealed
that it is possible to reach useful results with the application and combination of different methods and
arrive at potential areas that could actually be transformed towards the placement of a neighborhood
hub. The research has provided important insights into the three functions of a neighborhood hub as well
as potential indicators that can be further explored in future work.
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1. Introduction
Urban planners today face a huge number of challenges: climate change, demographic change and the
growth of cities are just some of the relevant examples. Organizing urban mobility in a smart way has
become one of the key challenges for planners, which will have a significant effect on how and where
people live, travel and can take part in their community life.
In mobility planning in the Netherlands, several important (societal) trends are arising that have great
potential for influencing mobility patterns. The first is the energy transition, which strongly concerns
not only housing, but also mobility (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 4; Government of the Netherlands,
2019, 79, 92). As mobility in the Netherlands today strongly depends on fossil fuels, which due to their
finiteness offer no future prospects, the sector has to rapidly develop a feasible mixture of alternative
ways of transportation.
The second trend are the general sustainability and health issues arising especially in cities, that have to
be tackled. The main focus here is on aspects such as circular production and sustainable agriculture,
heating and climate resilience, but it is also linked to the building, infrastructure and mobility sectors,
including aspects such as too high emissions of harmful gasses (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 4;
Government of the Netherlands, 2019, 105, 113; Marsden & Rye, 2010).
A third trend is the increased connectivity and the emergence of the service economy: Due to the
increasingly easier use of the internet and low-cost technology, it is becoming possible to be extensively
connected also in the field of mobility. With the rise of the Internet of Things (IoT), business models
are developing that offer “Mobility as a Service” (MaaS). This also blurs the boundaries between private
and collective use (examples: UBER, OV-fiets) (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 4; Government of the
Netherlands, 2019, 26, 116).
Another important trend is the development of new means and forms of transport, such as e-bikes, cargo
bikes, e-scooters, other light electric vehicles and shared mobility / MaaS in general (Government of the
Netherlands, 2019, 26, 87).
The fifth trend is the necessary inner-city densification of most of the urban regions of the Netherlands.
This development is needed, since it is expected that the population of urban regions will increase
substantially in the next years and that accessibility can only be maintained through densification
(Government of the Netherlands, 2019, 26, 106, 113, 115). Especially in a country like the Netherlands
with the highest population density in Europe, the sustainable use of land is essential (The World Bank,
2019). Due to the high degree of densification, however, new solutions must be found in the field of
mobility in order to make this densification possible at all (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 4).
With the trends in the Netherlands in mind, the focus of this thesis is the so-called “mobility hub”. The
concept has received much attention in the mobility field in the last years; in their most basic form,
mobility hubs are places where a user can change from one mode to another (Provincie Groningen en
Drenthe, 2020a). A hub can be anything from a big international train station to a bus stop (Aono, 2019,
p. 4; Schutte, 2019, p. 25). A review of the policy literature on the topic of “knooppunten” and hubs can
be found in Appendix 1. These hubs might have several important potentials for tackling some of the
mobility challenges of the coming years as well as support the societal development towards more
sustainability (Ibraeva et al., 2020, p. 110; Loo & Du Verle, 2017; Smith et al., 2018, p. 596; Yang et
al., 2016). They moreover have the potential to support urban communities and increase the social
inclusion and connection in today’s defragmented society (Blijham, 2009, p. 71; Flap & Völker, 2004,
53, 56; Kaal, 2011, 534, 537). The ever-increasing number of personal cars and increased rates of
congestion in urban areas, combined with the movement of population groups into agglomeration areas
puts high pressure on the mobility systems today (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2017, p. 15; Huang & Wey,
2019, p. 1; KiM, pp. 5–6; Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019). Solutions need to be found that
will reduce the use of land and resources, while improving the mobility and accessibility of residents.
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Mobility hubs could play an important role in this development, as they offer the opportunity of a
differently structured mobility system; a system not based on private use, but on shared use of
intensively used assets, such as shared electric vehicles (Martin & Shaheen, 2016). Moreover, the hubs
can, if applied on a bigger scale, increase the accessibility of formerly car dominated places and reduce
the necessity of owning a private car. In their essence. hubs function as transition points between the
transport system and urban functions; by increasing the number of those transition points, the
connectivity of urban areas can be increased (Handy, 2002, pp. 10–11). The specific focus of this
research are the smallest forms of these hubs, which operate at neighborhood level, and are therefore
called neighborhood hubs. These neighborhood hubs are of particular importance for solving first-andlast mile problems of locations and reducing the necessity to own a personal car by providing a lot of
its’ beneficial functions (e.g. increased mobility, accessibility, flexibility) without the negative aspects
(e.g. space usage, high costs, high emissions, congestion) (Handy, 2002, p. 23; Martin & Shaheen, 2011,
pp. 1084–1085). It can be said that neighborhood hubs have the potential to support the development
towards several of the above-named trends in urban areas in the Netherlands and can play an important
role in solving mobility problems of now and the future.
These and a lot of additional aspects of the concept of neighborhood hubs are discussed in the course of
this research. The outline of the research is as follows: In the remainder of the first chapter, neighborhood
hubs are defined, the research problem statement, the research aim and the research questions are
discussed and in chapter 1.3. the relevance of the research is explained. The second chapter contains the
theoretical discussion about the concept of the neighborhood hubs in the current scientific context, the
three functions of a neighborhood hub as conceptualized in this research are explained, and the potential
indicators for the selection of a location for a neighborhood hub derived from the literature are discussed.
In chapter 3, the methods that were applied in the course of the research are explained: in chapter 3.1,
the research strategy is outlined, in chapter 3.2, the applied method of the case study is explained, in
chapter 3.3, the literature review is discussed and in chapter 3.4, the applied expert interviews and the
ranking are discussed. Afterwards, the applied GIS analyses are outlined in chapter 3.5. and the validity
and reliability of the research methods are discussed in chapter 3.6. In chapter 4.1., first the general of
the expert interviews are shown, then the results of the ranking are discussed (chapter 4.2.) and in chapter
4.3., the results of the GIS analysis are displayed. Finally, in chapter 5, the results are discussed in the
context of the research questions and the conceptual model, recommendations for future research are
formulated and conclusions are drawn from the conducted research.

1.1.Definition of Neighborhood hubs
This Master Thesis aims at finding suitable locations for neighborhood hubs in two case neighborhoods
in the city of Zwolle. To reach the research aim, it is necessary to discuss what exactly is meant by the
term “neighborhood hub”.
The term hub originates from computer sciences and is used to describe a junction, a connected point in
a network (Computer hope, 2019; Merriam-Webster, no year). The concept of hubs in the urban planning
context has no commonly agreed definition, which is why there is a range of different definitions in the
field. Broadly, hubs are often described in the urban context as “the network of urban corridors that link
and cross in and around a city or town” (Elshater & Ibraheem, 2014, p. 532). For the province of
Overijssel, Schutte (2019, p. 46) has defined sub-local nodes in his categorization as the place where
chain mobility starts or ends, for example an attraction or office. The city of Zwolle defines hubs as
attractive, easily accessible facilities where car and bicycle parking is combined with the provision of
shared vehicles and cars, bus stops and other facilities such as package safes and toilets or energy
generation / return (Gemeente Zwolle, 2020a, p. 80). The Hub-initiative of the provinces Groningen and
Drenthe defines hubs as places where you can transfer from one transport modality to another and where
you can have a pleasant waiting time, while extra facilities make the hub a pleasant place to be (Provincie
Groningen en Drenthe, 2020a). Other broad definitions are coined by initiatives from other countries,
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such as the mobipunt initiative of the province of Vlaanderen, Belgium: A “mobipunt” is a physical
place where different functions (mostly mobility-related) meet. A “mobipunt” contains a diversified
offer of mobility of which car sharing, public transport and bike parking are essential parts (Matthys,
2018, p. 6). Another example are the Mobility Hubs of the city of Burlington: “A mobility hub is a
location that has several transportation options and is a concentrated point for a mix of uses such as
transit, employment, housing, recreation and shopping” (City of Burlington, 2020). In contrast, the
Mobil.Punkt initiative of Bremen, Germany, defines their hubs very broadly as Car-Sharing stations in
public street space that are clearly visible and easy to reach (City of Bremen, 2020). It can thus be said
that it depends on the definition and goals of the respective authority or organization, what exactly a hub
is seen as, and which functions are connected to it.
In the current research, a mobility hub fulfills the function of an exchange place for different modes of
transport on different levels as well as the addition of other functions that serve the user are integral
parts of the concept (Elshater & Ibraheem, 2014, p. 532; Provincie Groningen en Drenthe, 2020a;
Schutte, 2019). Examples of additional functions are office space, housing, recreation, shopping and
community spaces, among others, which can make it a social hub as well (City of Burlington, 2020;
Gemeente Zwolle, 2020a, p. 80; Heddebaut & Di Ciommo, 2018, p. 4; Matthys, 2018, p. 6). A hub can
therefore be defined as a physical space in a mobility network where users can switch between different
modes of transport (e.g. car, bicycle, public transport) and where different functions are grouped
(Elshater & Ibraheem, 2014, p. 532; Koedood, 2020, 3, 12; Schutte, 2019). Moreover, the connection of
shared mobility and EVs as well as the generation of sustainable energy are emerging topics in the realm
of spatial planning. Including energy generation, storage and loading of EVs to create an energy hub
can thus further integrate different functions of urban space and make them accessible for users.
Following from this, a neighborhood hub is defined in this research as a centralized mixed use place in
a neighborhood where the user can choose between different modes of transport (mobility/transfer
function), make use of (social) amenities (societal function) and the energy production and supply for
(a part of) the neighborhood is centralized (energy function) (compare to figure 1) (Elshater & Ibraheem,
2014, p. 532; Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 5; Koedood, 2020, p. 3). In figure 1, also the aspect of heat
production at the hub and the distribution of it throughout the neighborhood is made visible. It is part of
the conceptualization of neighborhood hubs done by the office &morgen, where the researcher did an
internship during conducting this research. The office includes the heat production in their concept, but
it was excluded from the discussion in the current research1.

1

However, the topic was discussed by some of the experts from the municipality of Zwolle.

3

Figure 1: Conceptualization of a neighborhood hub. Provided by &morgen.

Ideally, neighborhood hubs are placed at strategic spots, where all types of residents can access them
easily and make use of the different functions (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 5). Residents of the
neighborhood should be able to access the hub within a short walk of around 250 to 300 meters (Litman,
2020, p. 29; Rattan et al., 2012, p. 31). Hubs might differ in the composition of mobility-, societal and
energy-elements, as each place and resident-area has differing requirements (Koedood, 2020, p. 11).
There are several possibly important aspects that could be taken into account while searching for a
location for a hub: the spatial density, distance to public transport stops, presence of (social) amenities,
a mixed-use area, the population density, other demographic factors, proximity to urban green spaces
(UGS), proximity to new residential housing, real estate prices of the land and proximity to heat stress
(compare to chapter 2.3.). Each of these aspects can have an influence on the possibility of the
implementation and on the functioning of the neighborhood hub at a later stage.
Concluding from what has been discussed above, a suitable location for a neighborhood hub is
understood as a place where the requirements of the three functions (mobility, energy and society) of a
neighborhood hub are present.

1.2.Research Problem Statement, Research Aim, Research Questions
In chapter 1.1., the concept of neighborhood hubs for this research was discussed. This conceptualization
was derived from scientific literature and policy documents. However, the focus is often on the
conceptualization of a hub or the typologies into which hubs can be divided. There is a lack of scientific
literature on which aspects are important for the selection of a location for a hub (Ibraeva et al., 2020,
p. 127; Shared-use Mobility Center, no year, p. 4). In the case of neighborhood hubs, which have some
4

connection to the topic of Transit Oriented Development (TOD), there is an abundance of scientific and
policy literature on the broader topic, while neighborhood hubs themselves have mainly been covered
in policy documents rather than in scientific research (Provincie Groningen en Drenthe, 2020a;
Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2018, pp. 18–21; Provincie Overijssel, 2018, p. 25). Although there have
been some insights into which role a neighborhood hub could play in a city and what determines the
functioning of a hub as well as how these hubs could be supplied with shared vehicles (Gemeente
Zwolle, 2020a, 44, 80; Schutte, 2019, pp. 46–47), there is little scientific knowledge about which
locations are especially suitable for the positioning of hubs. The only available scientific information
can be derived from the TOD literature, which is not completely suitable to the topic of neighborhood
hubs because of the differences in size and characteristics (compare to chapter 2.2.1.) (Ewing, 1996;
Loo & Du Verle, 2017).
Moreover, in policy documents there is sometimes no analysis of factors that lead towards a clearly
delineated location search (BUUR, 2019, p. 23; Gemeente Zwolle, 2019, p. 44; Provincie NoordBrabant, 2018). As is discussed more elaborate in chapter 2.1. and Appendix 1, neighborhood hubs are
conceptualized with all kinds of different functions and scales in different policy documents, which
differ often because of the case specificity. Each province or city develops their own slightly different
view on what a hub is, and which aspects are or should be part of it. Although adaptation to the specific
case is important for the hub to function in that specific case, an investigation of the aspects that (should)
define the location of a hub is a largely unexplored aspect. This is partly due to the fact that decisions
on the location of such projects are usually not (only) made on the basis of scientific knowledge, but
rather on the basis of, amongst other things, the ownership of the land, the interests of local residents,
companies and other stakeholders, as well as higher-level national, provincial or city policies (Provincie
Noord-Brabant, 2018; Provincie Noord-Holland, 2015; Provincie Overijssel, 2018). This is an aspect
not to be neglected in the selection of a site, which is of great importance in actual planning. However,
it goes beyond the framework defined for this thesis and is therefore only dealt with partially.
Finding a methodology for finding suitable locations can therefore be beneficial to the scientific
knowledge by providing a clarification of which factors can influence the suitability of a location in
what way, which factors are most important for the selection of a location and which methods are most
suitable for measuring these factors. This research can clarify these questions and introduce further
questions that can be researched in the future. For the development of policy in the future, this research
can contribute to the list of factors to be taken into account when analyzing the urban form and searching
for suitable locations for neighborhood hubs. Moreover, it can help to identify the most important factors
to analyze for the selection of a location. It can also provide a methodology to apply for the search of
suitable locations based on scientific methods.
Therefore, the research problem was formulated as follows: A lack of a scientific methodology for
finding suitable locations for neighborhood hubs has been identified. Suitable locations of
neighborhood hubs can have a significant influence on the mobility patterns in urban areas in the
future as well as on the social connection between inhabitants and on the electricity supply of the
neighborhoods.
Resulting from the research problem, the research aim was be formulated:
The research aim is to develop a methodology for identifying suitable locations for neighborhood
hubs in the case of the neighborhoods Assendorp and Kamperpoort in Zwolle, the Netherlands, in
order to combine societal, mobility-related and energy-related functions at the hubs.
The research aim is thus twofold: first, to develop a methodology by identifying indicators for finding
suitable locations for neighborhood hubs, and second to test the methodology in the case study. This is
done by applying a literature review for potential indicators, expert interviews to select the key indicators
and several GIS analyses to select those locations with the most potential for neighborhood hubs in the
case neighborhoods.
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The research functions as an exploration of the topic of neighborhood hubs and their application in a
case neighborhood and also provides a potential methodology for the search for suitable locations for
other cases. Exploratory research aims are typically chosen if the knowledge base on the topic is
relatively small (van Thiel, 2014, p. 15). A subject about which little is known is researched and the
outcome of the research are “detailed, empirical descriptions” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 15).
The research aim is both inductive and deductive. Inductive research is commonly conducted when there
is little knowledge on the topic (van Thiel, 2014, p. 24). The goal of inductive research is to arrive at so
called axioms, “the building blocks of models and theories, which specify the suppositions made on
possible relations between the characteristics of the units of observation that are studied” (van Thiel,
2014, p. 25). The inductive part of this research is the qualitative identification of potential indicators
for selecting suitable locations. Thereby, the relation between the indicators and the location of the
neighborhood hubs is explored. In deductive research, which, in the research cycle, normally takes place
after inductive research, the axioms and theories can be tested in different backgrounds. In deductive
research, “[on] the basis of a theory, a model of the research situation is constructed” (van Thiel, 2014,
p. 26) and then tested. In the current research, the testing of the developed methodology in a case study
serves as an evaluation of whether the methodology provides reliable and usable results for this case and
is therefore the deductive part of the research.
Following from the research aim discussed above, the main research question was:
How can suitable locations for neighborhood hubs be identified to combine societal, mobility-related
and energy-related functions in the case of the neighborhoods Assendorp and Kamperpoort in the
Dutch city of Zwolle?
The research question is, in line with the research problem and research aim, an exploratory question
(van Thiel, 2014, p. 18). It therefore aims to arrive at a deeper understanding of the concept in question
and to provide a (preliminary) structure of the context. Thus, it aims at searching for a method of finding
out which locations are suitable to the conceptualized hubs and tries to identify factors that influence
the suitability. The main question was divided in four sub-questions, which serve to answer the main
question collectively. Therefore, the sub questions were as follows:
1. Which indicators can be identified for the societal, mobility-related and energy-related
functions?
The function of sub-question one is to develop an understanding of aspects that influence the functioning
of a hub and its’ mobility, energy and societal functions, by deriving potential indicators from scientific
and policy literature. This is done by applying a literature review to selected scientific and policy
documents and describing the derived potential indicators. The list of potential indicators is used as a
basis for answering the second sub-question.
2. Which of the potential indicators can be selected as relevant for selecting suitable locations
for neighborhood hubs?
The function of the second sub-question is to decide which of the potential indicators are relevant for
the selection of suitable locations for neighborhood hubs. This is done by conducting expert interviews
with selected experts on the topics of mobility, energy and societal functions of the neighborhood hubs
and having those experts select key indicators from the list of potential indicators. The outcome is used
as a basis for answering the third sub-question.
3. Which methods can be applied and combined to measure the key indicators?
The function of the third sub-question is to decide which methods can be applied to measure the selected
indicators. Depending on the key indicators, different methods can be chosen. The question is answered
by reviewing scientific literature on measuring the selected indicators using the software ArcMap of
ERSI and selecting suitable measuring tools. The goal of the GIS analysis is to display the selected
6

indicators in the two case neighborhoods and thereby test, whether such a methodology is working out
for the selecting of a location for a neighborhood hub. The outcome is used as a basis for answering the
fourth sub-question.
4. What are the results of applying the selected methods in the case study neighborhoods?
The function of the fourth sub-question is to analyze the results of the application of the selected methods
for measuring the key indicators in the two case study neighborhoods. This is done by interpreting and
evaluating the results of the GIS analyses.
The four sub-questions together form a basis for answering the main research question.

1.3.Scientific and societal relevance
In this chapter, the scientific and societal relevance of the research is explained. The scientific relevance
is based on the research gap that the author aims to address, and the societal relevance shows the benefits
a selection method for locations of neighborhood hubs can have for the mobility and energy system in
a city and for the local residents.

Scientific relevance
The research gap that is addressed in the current research is threefold:
First, methods for finding suitable locations for neighborhood hubs have not yet been researched in
detail, in contrast to the different typologies that are established. In the already lacking scientific
literature on neighborhood hubs that fit with the conceptualization used in this research, there is almost
no focus on which aspects define a suitable location of neighborhood hubs (Bell, 2019, pp. 4–5; Diemer
et al., 2018, p. 219; Martinez & Rakha, 2017, p. 4; Monzon et al., 2019, pp. 1127–1128). Moreover,
policies mostly do not focus on how to decide upon the place where a hub should be situated. This is
partly because of the conceptualization of hubs being focused on train stations, which of course already
have a location and represent an important part of the existing infrastructure in a city (Provincie
Groningen en Drenthe, 2020a; Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2018). On the other hand, this is often because
the policies currently including the topic are vision documents and do not yet focus on the details of the
implementation (BUUR, 2019; Gemeente Zwolle, 2019, 2020a). As the concept of hubs in Dutch
policies is relatively new, no sufficient number of implementations and their scientific evaluation, also
of the location, has taken place yet (Gemeente Eindhoven, 2003). Moreover, the focus of scientific,
policy and advisory office documents often rather lies on the categorization of hubs, instead of scientific
ways to find suitable locations for them (Bell, 2019, pp. 4–5; Diemer et al., 2018, p. 219; Goudappel
Coffeng, 2019; Martinez & Rakha, 2017, p. 4; Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2018).
Second, the exact combination of mobility-related, energy-related, and societal aspects in the hub
concept has not been researched yet, although research in shared electric vehicles and their loading
stations is numerous (Bünger & Michalski, 2018; Cooper et al., 2019; Laporte et al., 2015; McKenzie,
2020; Moghaddam et al., 2018). In this research, the focus is mainly on the mobility function of the hub
with integration of parts of the energy function, while the societal function of a hub is more or less
neglected (Schreier, H., Grimm, C., Kurz, U., Schwieger, B., Kessler, S., Möser, G., 2018).
In policy documents, the societal function of hubs is often discussed, but mainly not on the neighborhood
level (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2018, pp. 18–21; Provincie Noord-Holland, 2019). This is rather part
of the policies on social inclusion, participation of residents, social climate and well-being of
municipalities, but thematically and physically less connected to the other two aspects (Gemeente
Zwolle, 2020b, pp. 20–21). However, with the potential deterioration of communities in modern cities
and the trends towards individualization and flexibility, the social dimension of hubs should be an
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important part of the conceptualization (Mollenhorst, 2015, p. 110; van Kempen & Bolt, 2012, pp. 441–
442; Wellman & Leighton, 1979). It can be seen in recent workshops or discussions on the topic of hubs
in Dutch cities that the focus lies more and more also on the societal function of a hub. It can enrich the
experience of being at a neighborhood hub and can encourage more people to use the hub. This should
therefore be an elementary part of a location search for a hub.
Thirdly, there is a large amount of scientific literature on the topic of TOD, which, however, mainly
refers to the USA and Asia and only to a small extent about Europe or the Netherlands (Boarnet &
Compin, 1999; Cervero & Sullivan, 2011; Curtis, 2008; Ibraeva et al., 2020; Sung & Oh, 2011). Some
research is focusing on how to transfer the concept of TOD to the Dutch context (Markink, 2016; Pojani
& Stead, 2015; Thomas et al., 2018). However, this focuses almost exclusively on the train system and
addresses large stations and their distribution function. This is of course because the concept of TOD is
itself mainly focused on a better integration of the train system with points of interest (Cervero &
Sullivan, 2011, p. 210).
Thus, the scientific exploration of a methodology for finding suitable locations for neighborhood hubs
can add to the structural analysis of new mobility forms, shared mobility, integration of mobility with
the energy network, organization of neighborhoods and social inclusion in neighborhoods.

Societal relevance
Hubs can have several positive benefits for a neighborhood, among which are increased accessibility of
transportation and services for all user groups, a more flexible and easy of changing modes of
transportation, a reduction of space usage by private cars, a reduction of heat stress and several other
aspects that can benefit the residents in the neighborhood (Gemeente Zwolle, 2017, pp. 28–29; Provincie
Groningen en Drenthe, 2020b, 2020a; Provincie Overijssel, 2016, p. 2, 2017, 2019, p. 5). However,
these benefits can only be realized to their full potential if the location of a hub is chosen carefully. As
has been argued in the scientific relevance section, there has not been a lot of research on the topic of
finding suitable locations for these hubs, which is why this research tries to address that topic.
If a methodology can be found for selecting suitable locations for neighborhood hubs, then the costs of
implementing such hubs can be reduced, as they might be placed at locations where businesses see a
business case in cooperating with the hub and it can be partly financed by this. Moreover, selecting a
suitable location for hubs based on multiple important factors reduces the risk of investing money into
something that is not used by the residents of the neighborhood afterwards. Additionally, the inclusion
of several different factors into the decision for a location can increase the suitability of the location to
the residents, which might increase their willingness to use the hub.
The collection and ranking of different factors that might influence the selection of a location can add
to the knowledge base on the topic of neighborhood hubs and support municipalities in taking all the
different aspects into account when selecting.
The selection of potential indicators from the literature review serves to find out which spatial aspects
have an influence on the functioning of a neighborhood hub. Functioning here is meant as that the
selection of the location results in a neighborhood hub that fulfils its’ three functions without causing
additional problems for the area. The hub is supposed to improve the mobility situation without
increasing the impact mobility has on the public space, it should serve as an energy provider and
distributer without causing problems for the energy network and reducing the costs as good as possible
for the builder and it should attract people to make use of the different functions at the hub without
having negative effects on the surrounding. To reach this goal, the decision for a location of a hub must
be taken with regard to all aspects that can have an influence on the functioning of the hub in the urban
system.
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It is important to state the good and reliable mobility service at the hubs as well as safety and social
security are the most important aspects for users to make use of the hubs. The hub itself can have the
best additional functions, but if the services are not reliable or the users do not feel safe there, they will
not make use of the hub (Iseki et al., 2007, p. 3).
If a methodology is found for the selection of suitable locations for hubs on the basis of a range of
different factors, then this methodology might not only be useful for the municipality of the case study,
but it could also help other municipalities in deciding about the locations.
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2. Theoretical background
This chapter forms the theoretical exploration of both the concept of neighborhood hubs and aspects
that might influence the selection of a location for a neighborhood hub. Therefore, in chapter 2.1., the
conceptualization of neighborhood hubs in scientific research is discussed in more detail. In chapter 2.2.,
the three functions of a neighborhood hub as conceptualized in this research, mobility, energy and
society, are explored. In chapter 2.3., potential indicators which might represent the suitability of a
location for a neighborhood hub are discussed. Finally, in chapter 2.4., the conceptual model used in
this research is explained.

2.1.Conceptualizations of neighborhood hubs in science
In this subchapter, it is discussed how neighborhood hubs are conceptualized in scientific research. This
sub-chapter helps to arrive at an overview of what neighborhood hubs are and how they are perceived
in different contexts.

Definitions of hubs
The word hub is a widely used term in transportation planning, which can be applied to describe
everything from an airport, sea ports, rail terminals towards big and small PT stations (Elshater &
Ibraheem, 2014, p. 533; Heddebaut & Di Ciommo, 2018, p. 1) and in its’ most generic form describes
a range of different types of physical junctions in the mobility network (Rybels et al., 2017, p. 1). More
specifically in the context of urban transport planning, the terms hub, mobility hub, transport hub,
intermodal hub, city hub and neighborhood hub (Dutch: “buurthub”) have been widely used in recent
years to describe interchanging points of different scales in the urban fabric, where users can change
between different modes of transportation (e.g. PT, car, bicycle, walking) (Aono, 2019, p. 3; Bartsen,
2019, p. 38; Schutte, 2019, 4, 8; Shared-use Mobility Center, no year, p. 2). According to Elshater and
Ibraheem (2014, p. 532), the hub concept refers to “the network of urban corridors that link and cross in
and around a city or town”. The main function of a hub is therefore the “interchange with other modes
of public transport, where traffic exchanges across several modes of transportation” (Elshater &
Ibraheem, 2014, p. 532). According to Monzon et al. (2019, p. 1126), the “function of an interchange
station is to reduce distance between transport modes, therefore to facilitate multi-activities patterns”.
Martinez and Rakha (2017, p. 2) provide a differing definition of a mobility hub for a mid-sized city: “a
destination-based model that capitalizes on an available infrastructure with much reliance on the private
sector and community based efforts to generate links to zone of high activity”. This definition is focusing
less on the spatial and more on the organizational aspects of a hub as well as on the effects it can have
on its’ surrounding area. Rybels et al. (2017, p. 1) agree on the developments towards a zone of high
activity, when describing that the concept of hubs does not only describe the interchanging points of the
network, but also the surrounding area or neighborhood that is influencing the hub and is influenced by
it (Rybels et al., 2017, p. 1; Schutte, 2019, p. 8). Thereby, the attractiveness and productivity of the
transportation at the hub is determined (Rybels et al., 2017, p. 1).

Existing typologies in scientific research
In scientific research, there is a rich variety of classifications or typologies of hubs from different
contexts and perspective. According to Elshater and Ibraheem (2014, p. 532), “[hubs] can be categorized
in many ways: by size, use, relate[ed] to the context, style, predominant function, architectural form,
location, and so on”. The most common and most important features that characterize hubs are their
position in the network, their scope and the associated or existing functions. However, different
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categorizations are possible, depending on the context, such as the categorization of Martinez and Rakha
(2017, p. 4), which is based on activity and infrastructure parameters.
Hubs are often defined in terms of their position in the network (Bell, 2019, pp. 4–5; Martinez & Rakha,
2017, p. 4). Bell (2019, p. 4) argues, that “the centrality of the location and its relation to other stations
in the transport system” is one of the key features of a hub. Definitions of hubs differ in their scope: A
distinction is made between hubs with greater reach and those with less reach, ranging from countrywide influence, city-wide influence to neighborhood-wide influence (Bell, 2019, pp. 4–5). From the
range of existing categorizations, several are displayed here for illustration; these do not claim to be
complete but serve as an overview.









Diemer et al. (2018, p. 219) define five place types (Local, Neighborhood, Municipal, Regional,
State) and four land use types (Residential, Commercial, Public and Semi-Public).
Bell (2019, pp. 4–5) defines four types: the transport hub in the urban center of cities, the
suburban mobility hubs, regional centers and public transport gateways (the smallest and basic
“unit” of intermodal hubs).
Martinez and Rakha (2017, p. 4) categorize mobility hubs in terms of their locations into
collectors (takes advantage of a thriving node with high traffic volumes), activators (capitalizes
on mobility behavior in a moderate to high activity area) and generators (generates new mobility
and activity and links underserviced areas).
Monzon et al. (2019, pp. 1127–1128) classify “urban interchanges” according to two
dimensions, “that interact to define the needs of the ‘interchange place’ and consequently the
size of the building and its characteristics”. These two dimensions are, on the one hand,
functions and logistics, and on the other hand local constraints. Functions and logistics describe
the demand (number of passengers), the modes of transport (and their degree of importance),
and the (number and quality of) services and facilities. Local constraints describe the relative
location of the interchange with respect to the main local demand attractions, the surrounding
area features and whether the site is part of an integrated development plan of the respective
city (Monzon et al., 2019, p. 1128).
In TOD, transit stations are typically classified according to their scale (international, national,
regional, local) and their position in the network (hub or spoke) (Elshater & Ibraheem, 2014;
Peng et al., 2017; Transit Oriented Development Institute, no year; Urban Design Studio, 2016,
p. 7). However, in TOD, mostly no sub local level, which would display the neighborhood hubs
discussed in this research, is defined. The reason for this is that the focus of TOD is on the rail
network and not or only less on the bus network, which might provide this smaller level of hubs.
As there are no train stations that are as small as the neighborhood hubs considered here, the
concept is lacking this scale level.

From the scientific background of hubs and neighborhood hubs, a very heterogeneous picture is visible;
hubs are conceptualized differently depending on the context and scale level of the specific project.
Moreover, there is no commonly agreed definition of hubs, which makes it more difficult to line out
what exactly the concept includes and what not. In the Dutch and international policy on the wider topic,
there is a similar discussion going on. Especially in the Dutch context there is a wide range of
publications that focus on “knooppuntontwikkeling”, but also on the concept of hubs discussed in this
research. An overview of the policy literature on these topics is discussed in chapter 4.1.

2.2.The three functions of neighborhood hubs
In this sub-chapter, the three functions of a neighborhood hub as conceptualized in this research as well
as their potential benefits to the hub and the neighborhood are discussed. This chapter basically outlines
the concepts and theories based on which the potential indicators were derived. In chapter 2.2.1, the
mobility function and its’ theoretical origin is discussed. Moreover, the concepts mobility and
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accessibility are explained and different mobility concepts, such as shared mobility and the first-andlast mile problem are discussed. Afterwards, the societal function of a neighborhood hub is discussed,
and it is outlined which benefits this function could bring to the hub. in the last sub-chapter, the energy
function of a hub is elaborated upon.

2.2.1.

The mobility function

In transport planning, two concepts are especially important: Mobility and Accessibility. They have
great influence on each other and are themselves influenced by other parameters, such as land use,
behavior of people or for example the availability of public transport or other services. Both concepts
form the basis of the theoretical background of this research, which is why they are discussed in detail
in this sub-chapter.

Mobility and Accessibility
Mobility can be defined as the potential for movement or the ability to get from one place to another,
while accessibility can be referred to as the potential for interaction (Handy, 2002, 2005). Both concepts
are important to the mobility of people and goods within a city or neighborhood. Accessibility is always
connected to “how easily opportunities can be reached according to their spatial distribution” (Farber &
Grandez, 2017, p. 881; Handy & Niemeier, 1997), while mobility is referred to as being “capable of
moving or of being moved readily from place to place” (Handy, 2002, p. 3).
Mobility (meaning potential mobility) is generally increased, if there is more space dedicated for moving
from one place to another. Traditionally, this is connected to road traffic by automobiles. The expansion
of a motorway firstly increases the potential mobility in the surrounding area. Thereby, accessibility can
also be increased. However, actual mobility as well as accessibility can decrease, if the new highway is
congested or leads to more usage of it, which can lead to congestion (induced demand) (Cervero, 2002;
Lee et al., 1999, pp. 13–14).

Increasing and reducing mobility and accessibility
There are several factors that affect mobility, accessibility, or both. Moreover, factors that increase
mobility can also reduce accessibility and the other way around. In general, three types of transport
strategies can be distinguished: Mobility-enhancing strategies, accessibility-enhancing strategies, and
mobility-limiting strategies. Mobility-enhancing strategies are understood as “[focusing] on improving
the flow of traffic and improving the performance of the system” (Handy, 2002, p. 6). They typically
include road building, including the construction of new roads and the expansion of existing roads.
Moreover, the growing market of ICT-infrastructure is understood to have a mobility-enhancing
function, as ICT aims at increasing the efficiency of the transportation system and at making better use
of existing capacity (Handy, 2002, p. 6).
Mobility-limiting strategies describe strategies that aim at actively reducing or preventing mobility
(normally by car). They aim at changing the behavior of people by reducing the utility of driving in
comparison with the alternatives and thus discouraging people to drive (Handy, 2002, p. 5). These
strategies include “physical barriers to driving, such as auto-restricted zones, and pricing strategies,
including gas taxes, parking fees and congestion pricing” (Handy, 2002, p. 5). The potential of mobilitylimiting strategies to reduce driving of people is there, but without combination with other strategies, it
comes at the cost of reduced ability to participate in needed and desired activities.
Accessibility-enhancing strategies aim at improving access to desired or needed activities (Handy, 2002,
p. 10). Accessibility includes two main factors: impedance (the time or cost of reaching the destination)
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and attractiveness (the qualities of the potential destination) (Handy, 2002, p. 4). Accessibility is
generally increased if the amount of options that are in reach is increased. Accessibility-enhancing
strategies include a “variety of land use strategies and strategies to provide services via
telecommunications technologies” (Handy, 2002, p. 10; Litman, 2020, p. 30). They can lead to changes
in behavior by improving the alternatives to driving, either by providing potential activities nearby or
by reducing the need to travel to activities at all. Land use strategies can include, among others, New
Urbanism, TOD, Infill Development, Main Street Programs and Street Connectivity. Not all these
strategies can be discussed in detail here. However, it must be noted that their common aim is normally
to provide more activities and a more diverse range of activities in closer proximity to the inhabitants of
an area.

Planning for accessibility and the resulting benefits
To plan for accessibility has several benefits for the inhabitants of an area: first, choices of activities are
expanded, as there are more and diverse uses in the surrounding area. Moreover, the need to drive to
access activities is reduced (Handy, 2002, p. 6). Examples of this are small-scale retail developments in
residential areas, that bring shops within walking distance, or introducing a circulating bus route that
links residential to commercial places (Handy, 2002, p. 6). Not only do these strategies reduce the
personal costs in terms of money and time of their inhabitants, but they also reduce the community costs
of building roads as well as the environmental impact of mobility. There are multiple factors that can
affect the accessibility of a location, which are discussed in the following paragraphs.
Handy argues, that although planning for mobility “can be compatible with planning for accessibility”
the focus on mobility planning has helped to reduce accessibility in the US (Handy, 2002, p. 4).
Although this might not be true to the same extent for the Netherlands, this shows one of the most
important influence factors of accessibility: Land use can have a significant influence on how accessible
an area or city is (Litman, 2020, p. 7). Land use describes how amenities, activities, living areas, working
areas and all other uses are distributed over a region, city or neighborhood (Yigitcanlar & Kamruzzaman,
2014, pp. 2121–2122). In line with what has been argued above, compact, mixed-use urban development
is beneficial to the accessibility of the inhabitants of a city (Litman, 2020, p. 30). The accessibility of
people is increased by including more and diverse functions in an area. These are functions of daily and
long-term needs, such as bakeries, supermarkets, cafés, other commercial uses, leisure activities, social
services, UGS and much more.
The accessibility of a location is of course influenced by the accessibility of the single transport modes
to the location. Typically, it is cycling and walking infrastructure that is missing in most locations, and
sometimes also public transport infrastructure. Moreover, accessibility is affected by the quality of the
system integration of the different transportation systems (e.g. cars, public transport, cycling, walking)
(Litman, 2020, p. 13). Poor quality of integration is often a major barrier for other modes of transport to
be used more intensely.
The accessibility of a location also depends on the constitution of the person in question. People who
are carrying heavy loads, people with children, people with disabilities or older people often experience
less accessibility than the average person (Litman, 2020, p. 13; Martens, 2012, 2017).
The accessibility of a location is furthermore influenced by the attractiveness of the location itself and
the way towards the location. The situation at place, such as existence of restrooms, changing rooms,
bicycle parking and other factors has a significant influence on the accessibility of a place (Litman,
2020, p. 13; Monzón et al., 2016, p. 1125). Moreover, aspects such as safety, transfer conditions,
information, design, environmental quality and comfort of waiting time can play an important role for
the users (Litman, 2020, p. 30; Monzón et al., 2016, p. 1125). Wide sidewalks and safe bicycle lanes for
example can increase the attractiveness of a location for these modes of transport (Bell, 2019, p. 4;
Litman, 2020, p. 30; Monteiro & Campos, 2012, p. 638). Moreover, aspects such as block size,
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pedestrian routes, landscape, pavement quality or presence of amenities can influence the attractiveness
of the route and encourage people to use the location (Monteiro & Campos, 2012, p. 642).

TOD as an accessibility-enhancing strategy
As an example of an accessibility-enhancing strategy, the concept of TOD is discussed here, because it
has similar origins as the concept of neighborhood hubs discussed in this research. TOD is a land use
strategy which is understood to be accessibility-enhancing. TOD can be described as “land-use and
transport planning that makes sustainable transport modes convenient and desirable, and that maximizes
the efficiency of transport services by concentrating urban development around transit stations” (Ibraeva
et al., 2020, p. 110). It normally features “compact and mixed-use activities configured around light or
heavy rail transit stations, interlaced with pedestrian amenities” (Cervero & Sullivan, 2011, p. 210). Its’
main aspects are the design of the area focused on the transit station, non-motorized access of the station
(e.g. bicycles, pedestrians), shared use of vehicles, minimal parking as well as compact development
and mix of uses (Cervero & Sullivan, 2011, p. 211; Noland & DiPetrillo, 2015, p. 42; Sung & Oh, 2011).
The concept was originally developed by Calthorpe (1997) for the USA as a response to increasing
congestion, parking pressure, urban sprawl, emissions and increasing costs of investment into the
national highway system (Ewing, 1996; TCRP, 1997, 2002). It has since then been intensely researched
in different contexts (e.g. USA, Europe, Asia) (Sung & Oh, 2011; Wey et al., 2016) and implemented
in several cities in the USA, Australia and Asian countries (e.g. Perth, San Diego County, Seoul, Beijing)
(Boarnet & Compin, 1999; Curtis, 2008; Kong & Pojani, 2017; Shared-use Mobility Center, no year,
p. 4; Sung & Oh, 2011).
The focus of research on TOD until recently has been mainly on “considerations about planning or
policy dimensions such as the coordination of transit and land uses, the scheduling and frequency of
transit services, the integration of public transport ticketing, and the implementation of development
control mechanisms” (Pojani & Stead, 2015, p. 2). Following from that, research into the design of TOD
and the surrounding areas has been conducted (Pojani & Stead, 2015; Stojanovski, 2019). Different
potential influence factors, such as walking distance, attractiveness of the built environment, mixed use
and spatial density are discussed in the scientific literature (Kong & Pojani, 2017; Noland & DiPetrillo,
2015, p. 43; Stojanovski, 2019, pp. 5–6). Although these aspects cannot be adopted for neighborhood
hubs without reflection, they can give a first indication of what potential influence factors can be that
influence the suitability of a location for a neighborhood hub.
The concept of TOD has a strong connection with the topic of hubs, as both concepts are focusing on
the same land use measures, however on different scale-levels. While TOD is focusing on increasing
city-, region or even country-wide accessibility, neighborhood hubs are aimed at increasing
neighborhood-wide accessibility. Both concepts rely on the notion of providing more possibilities for
the users of the stations or hubs. Both stations and hubs are in their most basic sense a node in a network,
the physical places forming the interfaces between transportation and functions (Peek & van Hagen,
2002, p. 1).

Differences and similarities between TOD and neighborhood hubs
While both concepts are based on the same ideas of enhancing accessibility, one of the main differences
between the concept of TOD and the neighborhood hubs is that TOD is implemented at a higher scale
level. While the discussed neighborhood hubs supply only a part of a neighborhood, the scales in TOD
range from local to international, whereas local refers to the main station of a city. The concept of
neighborhood hubs can therefore be seen as an extension of TOD to the local circumstances, or as a
smaller version at a lower scale level. Because the scale level is different, the functions implemented at
the station or hub also differ. While in TOD there is actual development of residential housing and mix
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use areas around the existing or developing transit station, the functions that are implemented at the hub
are integrated in the hub or in the direct surrounding, meaning the scale of several houses. The second
difference, which is also depending on the first one, is that TOD is focusing on the railway system, while
neighborhood hubs do not necessarily include public transport. It is at the core of the concept of
neighborhood hubs that they should function as the spokes of the main train station (&morgen, 2020;
Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2015, p. 6; Schutte, 2019, p. 47). A parallel can be drawn here, as the function
of neighborhood hubs is to connect people with the transit stations, while it is the function of transit
stations in TOD to connect people with higher level or other stations.

Hubs as combination of different concepts
Neighborhood hubs as conceptualized in this research are however not only based on TOD, but can
include several different mobility concepts, such as shared mobility, MaaS, chain mobility and the firstand-last mile problem. These concepts are discussed in the following and their potential for the concept
of neighborhood hubs is outlined.

Shared mobility
The concept of shared mobility is based on the growing trend of the so called “sharing economy”, which
is based on people preferring to lease, rent or lend assets, such as cars, bicycles and scooters, instead of
buying and owning them themselves (Engel-Yan & Passmore, 2013, p. 82). Shared mobility can be
defined as “the shared use of a vehicle fleet by members for tripmaking on a per trip basis” (Martin &
Shaheen, 2016, p. 3). The concept dates to the years 1965, when the first bicycle sharing program was
launched in Amsterdam (Laporte et al., 2015, p. 342). A lot of different models have been developed
for the shared use of vehicles, which range from (private) car- and van-pooling to public and private
companies offering vehicles to rent for a certain period of time, which is called MaaS (Hietanen, 2017;
Holmberg et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2018).
MaaS can be defined as “a mobility distribution model in which a customer’s major transportation needs
are met over one interface and are offered by a service provider” (Hietanen, 2017; Smith et al., 2018,
p. 593). However, Holmberg et al. (2016) argue that “the MaaS concept encompasses a wide range of
transport services, from peer-to-peer services (e.g. BlaBlaCar) to services that attempt to optimize the
connection between personal cars and PT (e.g. Ha:mo)” (Smith et al., 2018, p. 593). It is often used as
an umbrella term that describes a wide range of transport services, including packaged offerings of
transportation, intermodal planning, booking and payment functionalities and multiple transport modes
and mobility packages (Kamargianni et al., 2016). What is especially important about the concept it its’
user-centric design and the focus on customization (Jittrapirom et al., 2017, p. 14). The paradigm change
that is happening through MaaS is that mobility functionality is shifted from being accessed through the
purchase of a product towards being the outcome of a service (Cooper et al., 2019, p. 39). These services
are typically arranged on a trip by trip basis and do not require the user to own any assets themselves
(Cooper et al., 2019, p. 39).
Shared mobility and MaaS models can be station-based, meaning that the shared vehicles have to be
returned to a station of that company, or can be flexible (or “free-floating”), meaning the vehicles can
be left in any location the user chooses (e.g. public parking spots) (Boyacı et al., 2015, p. 719; Cooper
et al., 2019, p. 39; Martin & Shaheen, 2016, p. 3; Rijkswaterstaat, no year). Moreover, the station-based
systems can be distinguished into “roundtrip” or “back to one” systems, where the user has to bring the
vehicle back to the original station, and “back to many” systems, where the user can bring back the
vehicle at any station of the company (compare to figure 2) (Boyacı et al., 2015, p. 719; Rijkswaterstaat,
no year).The systems can further be classified according to whether a reservation is possible or needed
or not (Boyacı et al., 2015, p. 719). There is also the peer-to-peer system, which is often functioning like
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the station-based system, however, the vehicle fleet is owned by private people and the service is
facilitated through a third-party operator.

Figure 2: Different models for shared mobility systems (Rijkswaterstaat, no year)

Vehicle sharing services typically include opening an account with the respective company and paying
for the service either on a monthly / yearly basis, or on a per-use basis (McKenzie, 2020, p. 1). There is
a wide range of vehicles that can be used in shared mobility: They include different types of bicycles,
from normal bicycles towards cargo bicycles, electric bicycles and special types such as mountain bikes,
to (electric) scooters, all other light electric vehicles, such as (e-)steps, all types of (electric) cars and
(electric) vans (Barth & Shaheen, 2002, pp. 108–109; Cooper et al., 2019; Expo, 2020; Luca de Tena &
Pregger, 2018; McKenzie, 2020; Zipcar, no year). Of decisive importance for the functioning of vehicle
sharing is that the vehicles are easily accessible and close to the users’ residences (Schreier, H., Grimm,
C., Kurz, U., Schwieger, B., Kessler, S., Möser, G., 2018, p. 11).
The biggest car sharing companies today are for example Zipcar and Car2Go, with each over 900.000
members mainly in Europe and the US (Zipcar 2015 in Laporte et al., 2015, p. 342). There are six
providers of carsharing services in the Netherlands, who provide their services in over 88 communities
(MOMO Car-Sharing, 2010, p. 17). The oldest and biggest Dutch provider is Greenwheels, with over
1,100 vehicles (Metz, 2008, pp. 6–7; MOMO Car-Sharing, 2010, p. 27). The total number of carsharing
vehicles in the Netherlands has risen from 1,832 in 2009, serving about 27,000 customers to around
51,000 vehicles in 2019 (Kouwenhoven, 2019; Metz, 2008, pp. 6–7).
With shared (electric) bicycles, there are different models, such as short-term renting (e.g. FlickBike,
Urbee, Donkey Republic, Deelfiets Nederland), long-term lease models like Swapfiets, which offer
year-long contracts for leasing bicycles, or the OV fiets, the bicycles located at major stations in the
Netherlands (Deelfiets nederland, 2020; Donkey Republic, no year; Flickbike, no year; NS, no year;
Swapfiets, no year; Urbee, no year). A discussion of how many shared vehicles might be necessary to
sufficiently supply a certain group of inhabitants can be found in Appendix 2.
The benefits of shared mobility for the user include, among others, flexibility in time and mode of
transportation, increased accessibility without having to own a private vehicle, increased accessibility
and mobility for disadvantaged societal groups, no necessity to take care of the vehicle for the user (in
terms of maintenance) and reduced personal transportation costs (Anderson et al., 2016; Crane et al.,
2012, p. 20; Deelfiets nederland, 2020; Donkey Republic, no year; Duncan, 2011, p. 364; Shaheen &
Cohen, 2013, p. 5). Vehicle sharing can also reduce vehicle kilometers traveled, greenhouse gas
emissions, and is likely to decrease congestion and space usage of mobility (compare to figure 3) (Crane
et al., 2012, pp. 21–24; Martin & Shaheen, 2011, p. 1074; Martin & Shaheen, 2016, p. 3; Shaheen &
Cohen, 2013, p. 5; Voet, 1995, p. 32). If inhabitants have sufficient access to alternative modes, e.g. in
the form of MaaS, the need for a personal car is reduced. In the future many households might abandon
first their second and then their first car because they no longer need it (Smith et al., 2018, p. 596; Yang
et al., 2016).
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Figure 3: Space usage different modes (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2017, p. 15)

One of the main problems that vehicle sharing companies face is to provide sufficient numbers of
vehicles at every station (Laporte et al., 2015, p. 342). There are models available that provide insights
about the amounts of vehicles needed at specific stations and how the relocation of the vehicles can be
planned in the best way (Chow & Sayarshad, 2014; Lin et al., 2013; Nair & Miller-Hooks, 2014, 2016).
However, it is beyond the scope of this research to discuss these models in detail.
Important to note is that shared mobility and MaaS services are not supposed to replace well planned
Public Transport (PT), but rather to support PT with an often more small-scale network of services. PT
routes are still needed to efficiently move high numbers of people around in an urban area, but it can be
supported by MaaS e.g. in increasing the accessibility of PT (Smith et al., 2018, p. 596).

Chain mobility
The term chain mobility is closely connected to the concepts of shared mobility and MaaS. Chain
mobility describes the increasingly evident fact that each journey by public transport requires the use of
several modes of transportation. Chidambara (2019, p. 183) argues, that “[even] with a fairly expanded
network of state-of-the-art transit systems criss-crossing the city, it is inconceivable to connect each
commuter to his/her doorstep of home, office or elsewhere through it”. Resulting from this, each trip
with PT normally requires the user to use another mode of transportation, e.g. walking or cycling
(Chidambara, 2019, p. 183). Although this has been true since the introduction of public transport, in
recent years there has been a trend towards recognizing this fact and trying to improve the integration
of different modes of transport (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 5). Chain mobility in specific then
describes the integration of different modes of transport, so that the user can easily switch modes and
trips consisting of several modes of transport become easier. In a well-integrated mobility system, the
user can easily make use of all transport modes “in a chain”. Chain mobility can support individual
travel needs and on the other hand can assure that societal costs of mobility remain manageable
(Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 5). The term has a lot in common with other concepts discussed above,
as it also includes solving the first-and-last mile problem by for example sharing vehicles.

The first-and-last mile problem
The first-and-last mile is described as a “major component of a transit journey, and it determines whether
transit service is reachable or not” (Zuo et al., 2020, 2). The accessibility to public transport is influenced
by the distance between the user and the location, as well as the willingness of the user to walk or cycle
(Mistretta et al., 2009, p. 12). Moreover, the attractiveness of the surrounding, the state of the built
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environment and the service availability can have a significant influence on whether a location is
accessible or not (Chidambara, 2019, pp. 183–184). Acceptable walking and cycling distances are
discussed in the literature, and the common idea is that a pedestrian should not have to walk more than
300 to 500 meters and a cyclists should not have to cycle more than five kilometers (Chen et al., 2019,
p. 46; Flamm & Rivasplata, 2014; Kim et al., 2005, p. 529; Mistretta et al., 2009, p. 12; Murray, 2001,
p. 581; Rietveld, 2000, p. 73). While from public transport stations, a connection with a range of
different places within and outside of the city are accessible, the first-and-last mile problem describes
the often lacking accessibility of public transport stations themselves starting from the residential places
of users and the other way around (Chen et al., 2019, p. 45; Chidambara, 2019, p. 183; Wang, 2019,
p. 131). A low accessibility of PT stations can lead to a reduced usage of PT, although the PT itself
offers good connections, because of the inaccessibility of the station and the problems with reaching it
(Chen et al., 2019, p. 45; Chidambara, 2019, p. 184; Wang, 2019, p. 131). Researchers have focused on
this problem in recent years and are trying to find ways of “bridging” the last mile between PT stations
and the destinations of PT users (Flamm & Rivasplata, 2014). Methods that are being tried out include
offering shared vehicles such as bicycles or scooters, or on-demand bus services, which can increase the
speed at which pedestrians move and thus their range within a given time (Adnan et al., 2019, p. 4721;
Chen et al., 2019, p. 46; McKenzie, 2020). In order to solve the first-and-last mile problem, it is aimed
at increasing the connectivity between PT and other modes of transportation (Adnan et al., 2019,
p. 4722).
The first-and-last mile problem is one of the reasons why people keep using their private cars; if the
alternative, e.g. the PT, is not accessible from their home, the travel time or inconvenience is increased.
At this point, neighborhood hubs that are located in close proximity to the residents and provide access
to multiple modes of transport can be a solution to the first-and-last mile problem.

Micro mobility
The term micro mobility is intricately connected to the first-and-last mile problem and the concepts of
shared mobility and MaaS. There is no commonly agreed definition for the term, but micro mobility is
often described as the usage of vehicles that enable short-distance mobility, such as shared bicycles,
scooters or even cars (Deloitte, 2019; Euronews, no year; Forbes, 2019; McKenzie, 2020, p. 1; SEAT,
2019; Shared-use Mobility Center, no year, p. 3). It is the term used to describe the purpose of the shared
vehicles, not the method or system used. For the current research, the term is neglected because of its
vagueness, because it is somewhat synonymous to MaaS and because it is not used very often in
scientific research, but was rather coined by the private companies providing the services. When it used,
it is used as a synonym for describing the shared use of vehicles for short distances, thus as an extension
to the shared mobility and MaaS terms at the micro scale.

Conclusion
The four main concepts that have been discussed in the previous sections all add to the interpretation of
the mobility function of a neighborhood hub. As is visible from chapter 1.1. and 2.1, the concept of
shared mobility is an integral part of the hub concept. Neighborhood hubs can be the locations where
shared vehicles of all kinds could be accessed by the local residents. With the implementation of hubs,
the residents of a neighborhood can more easily travel “in a chain” making use of different kinds of
modes. The journey can the start with the walk to the hub, where a person selects a shared vehicle or a
parked private vehicle, or takes the PT if available, in order to continue the journey. Thereby, the firstand-last mile problem of especially residential neighborhoods can be solved. As the hubs provide easy
and close access points to all kinds of transportation possibilities, also the transportation to for example
the station is made easier.
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Because the neighborhood hub is a “origin” hub, where people can start their journey and come back at
the end of the day, as well as the position of the neighborhood hub in the hierarchy of hubs and the urban
system, it is expected that there are a lot of small-scale and lighter vehicles needed for the residents in
the long run. To come to the neighborhood hub in the morning and get back in the evening, it is expected
that if the hubs are accessible enough, the residents will mainly walk to and from the hubs (ANWB,
2016, p. 21). Lighter vehicles in this context include things like (e-)bicycles, (e-)scooters, segways and
other smaller vehicles that might be developed in the coming years (ANWB, 2016, p. 21; McKenzie,
2020, p. 1). Moreover, it is expected that people park their private car at the hub, especially in the
beginning of the implementation, and would like to make use of shared cars at the hub. An offer of
shared vehicles, partly electric, among which also shared cars, is expected to be one of the first functions
implemented at a neighborhood hub. The proportion of shared cars can then grow in relation to the
private cars. However, the exact mix of vehicles provided at the hub depends both on the needs of the
local residents, as well as on the existence of a business case for a shared vehicle provider. The needs
of the local residents can be influenced for example by demographic factors, the willingness to be active
while travelling (bicycle vs. e-scooter) or the economic possibilities of the residents (McKenzie, 2020,
p. 8).
An important potential benefit of neighborhood hubs could be the increased accessibility of goods,
services, and everything else the inhabitants need in their neighborhood. This is on the one hand caused
by the flexibility the shared mobility services offer, on the other hand the short distances between the
neighborhood hubs could result in a higher density of diverse uses and services, which also increases
the accessibility of these (Litman, 2020, p. 19; Monteiro & Campos, 2012, p. 643; Noland & DiPetrillo,
2015, p. 45; Wegener & Fürst, 1999, p. 6; Yigitcanlar & Kamruzzaman, 2014, p. 2122). Increasing
flexibility of the user today is especially important, as needs and mobility patterns have become more
diverse (Litman, 2019, p. 13). As the neighborhood hubs are not supposed to substitute good public
transport, they can be organized in such a way that they support the existing public transport system and
operate as a supplier of first-and-last mile services (Goudappel Coffeng, 2019, p. 5; Smith et al., 2018,
p. 596; Zuo et al., 2020, 1). Moreover, as hubs are supposed to be placed in walkable distances to the
residents, they can increase the accessibility of functions especially for groups of people who do not
own a car (Koedood, 2020, p. 13). Due to easier transferring between modes, increased quality of
stations and improved parking convenience for other modes, the transportation systems could be
integrated better and thus accessibility could be increased (Litman, 2020, p. 13; Zaręba et al., 2016, 4).
Especially for user groups such as people with disabilities, children, and people carrying heavy loads,
neighborhood hubs could increase accessibility as they serve latent demand or make travelling easier
(Litman, 2020, p. 13).
With all the concepts discussed above, one of the aims of a neighborhood hub is to provide more space
in neighborhoods for other uses than cars. The additional space from a reduction of private cars can be
used for other functions, such as UGS, playing grounds and more living space for the residents and
therefore can increase quality of live and urban form in the neighborhood (Koedood, 2020, p. 11;
MOMO Car-Sharing, 2010, pp. 79–81). Moreover, active mobility can be given more space, so that all
user groups can use active modes of transportation such as walking and bicycling (MOMO Car-Sharing,
2010, p. 89). Active mobility is not only a flexible, convenient and healthy way to complete short and
medium trips, but it also reduces congestion and air pollution (Adnan et al., 2019, p. 4721). Also the
amount of hardened surfaces in the streets can be reduced and replaced by more natural surfaces, which
can then for example improve the water runoff, reduce heat stress and increase biodiversity (Daisa,
2004; Lehmann & Mainguy, 2010, p. 6).
In conclusion, it can be said that the main characteristics of the mobility function of the hub include the
position and relation to other “hubs” (e.g. big stations) in the transport system, the accessibility of the
hub for the local neighborhood, the connectivity among different modes of transportation and the actual
transport offerings and services (Bell, 2019, p. 4).
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2.2.2.

The societal function

The societal function of a neighborhood hub as conceptualized in this research mainly entails the
presence of amenities and the fostering of social cohesion in the neighborhood. Both aspects are deeply
connected to each other; the selection of the amenities present at the hub can have a significant influence
on the social cohesion among the residents.
User facilities or societal functions of a hub can be planned in a lot of different forms and sizes,
depending on the size and scale of the hub, and are, as Koedood (2020) argues, “context-driven”. They
generally aim at serving social, cultural and leisure purposes, while making daily trips more convenient
(Bell, 2019, p. 4). They can entail all kinds of amenities from supermarkets, restaurants, drug or
convenience stores, package delivery points, comfort amenities such as a water tab, a heated waiting
room, an information point to community rooms, childcare or elderly care (Bell, 2019, p. 4; Koedood,
2020, p. 23; Monzón et al., 2016, p. 1125; Schutte, 2019, 25, 46-47). Aspects such as mixed use of the
area, density and diversity can have a significant influence on the societal functions of a hub.
The statement that the functions at a hub are context-driven is an important one; it means that the
functions cannot be chosen on any other basis than the needs of the local residents. This is of course also
connected to the societal relevance of the research; if the functions are not chosen on the basis of what
is needed in the neighborhood, the residents might not make use of the hub and then the investment into
the hub was useless.
A societal benefit of neighborhood hubs could be the facilitation of local identity and the increase of
social cohesion between different groups of local inhabitants (Zaręba et al., 2016, 4). In addition to
restaurants, cafés and convenience stores, the neighborhood hubs can also provide other premises for
local residents. This can turn the hub into a community center with meeting places and jointly organized
events and can help to create a strong community (Blijham, 2009; Gehl & Koch, 2006, p. 59; Moussa,
2011, p. 14). In times of strong individualization and deteriorating communities, neutral places for
organizing activities are of great importance (Ball & van der Kooij, 2004, pp. 5–7; Bovenhoff & Meier,
2015, 6, 19).
It can be said that the societal function of the hub is somewhat secondary to the mobility function. The
mobility function is the main function of a hub, as it entails the basic idea behind the hub concept and it
provides one of the main reasons for coming to the hub. However, the societal function is an important
one too; if the residents find it useful to make use of the mobility function of the hub, the societal function
is actually the function that makes a hub more than a parking place. The existence of all kinds of
amenities can bring different people from the neighborhood together and can provide a place for
community activities. Therefore, only the inclusion of the societal function into the hub concept can
actually provide the neighborhood with the positive benefits for the society.
Therefore, the societal function a neighborhood hub can have, is depending on the presence of amenities
at the hub, the social contact among the residents of the neighborhood (“the social structure”), as well
as the physical structure of the neighborhood, e.g. in terms of physical and population density, parking
pressure etc.

2.2.3.

The energy function

The energy function of a hub is a twofold one: first, a hub can be not only the place to get a shared
vehicle, but also to charge (shared) electric vehicles. Second, a hub can be a place where sustainable
energy is generated and used for the neighborhood.
There are several potential benefits in the combination of shared mobility concepts and electric vehicles
(EV) at a neighborhood hub. The electrification of cars is considered to be a potential driver for tackling
climate change in the future as well as reducing noise and air pollution (Bünger & Michalski, 2018,
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p. 113; Cooper et al., 2019, p. 36; Mwasilu et al., 2014, p. 502). Electric vehicles will become more
widespread in the coming years and, depending on the development of the technology, charging options,
fuel prices and policies, might become a reasonable alternative for many people on a wider scale within
the coming decade (Fortune Business Insights, 2020; IEA, 2020; Kah, 2019; Valeri & Danielis, 2015,
p. 44; Zhang et al., 2017, pp. 12–13). However, studies estimate that with this, the energy consumption
per household might increase by 17-25 % (Mwasilu et al., 2014, p. 504). This increase of energy
consumption will also mainly happen in specific peak times, for example in the afternoon when people
come home from work. The exhaustion of the infrastructure can be avoided by charging the vehicles in
an organized way at the neighborhood hub (Hu et al., 2016). By applying smart charging schemes, the
cars could be charged at a time when the electricity network can cope with it (peak load minimization
or peak shaving) (Moghaddam et al., 2018; Wirges, 2016, p. 60). Another benefit is that the costs of
installing the charging infrastructure in the hub might be significantly lower than installing it in the
individual households (Mwasilu et al., 2014, p. 511). However, this depends on the utilization rate of
the vehicles and the fees applied (Wirges, 2016, pp. 131–132). Moreover, the possibilities of Vehicle to
Grid (V2G) are currently explore in scientific research. V2G means that the EVs are charged, and their
batteries are used as a buffer for the energy, which is fed back into the grid at another time. This solution
can also be combined with the local generation of energy, which is then stored and fed into the grid at a
suitable time, either in terms of capacity or economic advantage (Falvo et al., 2011, p. 2135; Mwasilu
et al., 2014, p. 506; Wirges, 2016, p. 60).
The possibilities to generate energy locally, for example by implementing solar panels on the roofs for
supplying EVs as well as potentially the neighborhood with sustainable energy, or using geothermal
heat for heating of the hub and the neighborhood (Lützenberger et al., 2014, p. 781; Urban Design
Studio, 2016; Zaręba et al., 2016, 4). Renewable energy generation is one of the focus areas in the
coming years to make our cities more sustainable and thus should be integrated wherever reasonably
possible. Also, the local energy grid can become more independent and stable. However, the reason that
neighborhood hubs are especially appropriate for the generation of energy is that the parked EVs at the
hub can serve as a battery for the neighborhood. Vehicle-to-Grid technology can be used to store the
overcapacity of sustainably produced (solar) energy during the day and feed this energy back into the
grid in the evening hours when a lot of energy is needed in the neighborhood (Hu et al., 2016;
Moghaddam et al., 2018; Mwasilu et al., 2014, p. 502; Yilmaz & Krein, 2013) (more on this in chapter
5.1.2.).
An important aspect of the energy function of a hub is the connection to the energy network. The
question is here how the connection to the energy network can be established in the most efficient way,
spatially and financially. Spatially, it is for example not desirable to add many additional electrical
substations into the residential streets. One idea is also the use the existing substations of the energy
network as the starting points for the development of neighborhood hubs. If the charging of electric
vehicles is centralized at specific spots within the neighborhood, then these spots need a good connection
to the energy grid. The question is whether existing electrical substations can be expanded to serve as
neighborhood hubs; whether this is possible in terms of space and whether it is desirable in terms of
their locations. Moreover, it is important to find out which locations for neighborhood hubs would be
the best for their connection to the energy network, if the electrical substations cannot be expanded to
neighborhood hubs. Therefore, the potential of this combination is explored in this research and it is
tried to find out how important it is to choose locations in proximity to the energy network in order to
reduce the costs for establishing the connection.
The energy function is relatively new to the hub concept. It originates from the trend of the electric
vehicles and the necessity to generate sustainable energy locally. It is, like the societal function,
secondary to the mobility function, as it is not essential to what a hub in the original idea means.
However, the combination can have much potential for the mobility function of the hub as well and
might provide a possibility to cope with problems of the energy system in the future. Therefore, both
aspects, the charging and electric vehicles and the generation of sustainable energy are included in this
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research and it is tried to find out what the potentials and problems are of integrating the function with
the other two.

2.2.4.

Conclusion

In conclusion, it can be said that the conceptualization of neighborhood hubs in this research contains
three functions: the function of mobility, society and energy. These three functions have different levels
of importance to the concept as well as they influence the concept in quite different ways. The mobility
function is the most common, as it is the basis of the concept (Schutte, 2019, p. 8). However, it has
become clear that connecting different societal and economic functions to the location of hub can
significantly increase its success in a city or neighborhood (Bovenhoff & Meier, 2015, p. 5). Therefore,
the three functions are used as the basis of the conceptualization and according to them, potential
indicators for selecting a location were sought for in the literature.
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2.3.Potential indicators for the selection of a location for a neighborhood hub
In the previous chapters, the concept of neighborhood hubs was introduced, explained in more detail,
the research aim and questions were discussed, and the three functions of neighborhood hubs were
explored. In this chapter, the question of which indicators are important for the functioning of a
neighborhood hub as conceptualized in this research is answered. The indicators discussed here are
derived from the literature review done during the research. The potential indicators that are displayed
here are the following ones: (social) amenities, mixed use development, spatial density, the existence of
public transport stops, Real Estate Prices, Proximity to new residential housing, Proximity to Heat
Stress, Proximity to UGS, Demographic factors and Population density.
Table 1 on the following pages shows the list of the included potential indicators, which were used as a
starting point for the expert interviews. The detailed discussion of each indicator can be found in
Appendix 3. The indicators were then used as the basis for the development of the expert interviews.
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Table 1: List of included potential indicators

Indicator

Description

Why is it important for a hub?

Amenities

Social amenities describe all types
of services that inhabitants of an
area need on a regular or irregular
basis and that have potential to
increase the social cohesion.
Potential amenities are: Grocery
stores, pharmacies, cafés /
restaurants, package drop-off,
fitness, meeting / conference
rooms, community centers, other
recreative functions, daycare,
elderly care, schools.
Mixed use describes a type of
urban planning that blends
residential, commercial, cultural,
institutional or entertainment uses
into one space, where those
functions are to some degree
physically and functionally
integrated, and that provides
pedestrian connections.
Spatial density refers to the
quantity of buildings within a
certain measuring area.

Potential to increase the social inclusion,
interaction and participation of inhabitants

Mixed use
development

Spatial density

In what way can it be
useful to the hub?
Places with amenities are
already visited, increase
the usability of the
places

Importance according to
literature
Highly important

Disadvantaged areas
with little amenities are
better serviced

Increased accessibility to different
functions, increasing the usability of the
places, improved transport options

Reputation and existing Highly important
uses in mixed use places
invite more people to
visit for proximity

Less mixed areas can
become more mixed
More potential users of the hub, economic
feasibility, more uses available, invite
people to walk or cycle, increase interest
in using mobility services of the hub
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Scarce space implies a
shortage of parking
space, increase in
interest in using mobility
services
Easier implementation in
less dense areas

Highly important

Demographic
factors

Demographic data refers to the
study of a population based on the
factors such as age, race, and sex as
well as socio-economic
information (e.g. including
employment, education, income,
marriage rates, birth and death
rates).
Population density refers to the
quantity of inhabitants living
within a certain measuring area.

Place the hub in proximity to specific
demographic groups that have the highest
interest and / or need in / for a hub

Public transport
stops

There is a stop of a public transport
line, e.g. of bus or rail, integrated
or located in close proximity (e.g.
within 100 meters) to the
neighborhood hub.

Increase accessibility by more modes of
transport, hub becomes interchange place,
increase willingness for walking

Real estate prices

The price of land and real estate at
the location and in the surrounding
area.

Indicate where major changes are going
on, which areas are of high interest for
investors

Proximity to new
residential
housing

Newly constructed residential
housing (e.g. apartments, houses)
is situated in close proximity to the
neighborhood hub.

Easier integration in planning and
placement and construction of the hub,
inhabitants can be invited based on the
hub concept

Population
density

Use representative
Highly important
“types” of people to
identify the necessity and
willingness to use a hub
-

Increase the amount of inhabitants using
the hub, reduce attractiveness of car
driving, increase attractiveness of walking
and cycling

25

Areas with the highest
density have more people
to service.
Disadvantaged less
dense areas are serviced
more
Increase effectiveness of
hub by adding another
mode of transportation to
the offer of the hub
Provide alternative nodes
in the network, in order
to cover more of the
neighborhood in
combination
High prices indicate
which areas are
developing
Low prices show areas
where construction is
more affordable
Easier integration for
proximity
Not disadvantaging
remaining parts of the
neighborhood

Highly important

Medium important

Less important

Less important

Proximity to heat
stress

There are streets or areas that
suffer from heat stress within
medium proximity (e.g. within 250
meters) of the neighborhood hub.

Proximity to
Urban Green
Spaces

There are urban green spaces such
as parks, playgrounds or lawn in
close proximity (e.g. within 100
meters) to the neighborhood hub.

Potential for reduction of the impact of
heat stress in the neighborhood

Reduction of heat stress
by measures in the direct
environment for
proximity
Distance to heat stress
reduces the potential for
additional heat stress by
the new building
Increase the attractiveness of the hub, Higher attractiveness for
increase the probability that people stay proximity
longer in the surrounding of the hub
Potential for making less
green areas more green
for distance

Medium important

Medium important

Note: This table displays the included potential indicators that have been derived from the literature review. The first column shows the name of the indicator, the second displays the chosen description.
The third column gives an overview of why the respective indicator is important for the selection of a location of a neighborhood hub and the fourth column shows in what way the respective indicator
can be useful to the hub. this column is subdivided for every indicator into whether the indicator as described can be useful, or whether maybe the opposite might be more useful (e.g. proximity vs.
distance to heat stress). The fifth column shows the estimated importance of the respective indicator based on the literature review. The detailed discussion can be found in Appendix 3, as well as
sources on the single statements.

As visible from table 1, there were in total 10 potential indicators derived from the literature review. Each of the indicators has a specific reason why and in what
way it could be beneficial to a neighborhood hub. The decision on which of these indicators should be included for the selection of a location for a neighborhood
hub is taken on the basis of the opinions of the experts. Moreover, it is decided based on the expert interviews how important each of the indicators is and which of
the two options of the in what way column is the realistic one. The description of the expert interview method can be found in chapter 3.4., while the results of the
expert interviews on the indicators can be found in chapter 4.2.
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2.4.Conceptual model
Based on all the aspects discussed above, a conceptual model was developed. It provides the theoretical
backcloth and rationale for the current research and provides a framework within which the social
phenomena can be observed (Bryman, 2012, p. 20). The conceptual model and preliminary indicators
together form the theoretical background of this research. A conceptual model uses and explains key
concepts and the relationships between them to provide a framework for the research (Singh, 2007b,
p. 9).
The conceptual model was developed based on the three functions mobility, energy and society of the
neighborhood hub and the derived potential indicators for selection a suitable location for a hub. It was
asked which underlying aims lie beneath the discussion of the potential indicators. For the mobility
function, the main aim to achieve with the hub is the accessibility for all modes of transportation and all
users of the neighborhoods. For the society function, the main aim is the social connection among the
residents and the inclusion and participation of all groups of society. For the energy function, the main
aim is to connect the hub with the energy network in a way that is sustainable both for the hub, the
mobility system and the neighborhood. However, it is not yet visible from the three functions and the
underlying aims, how they are connected to the values in society. Based on the literature review, the
potential indicators were derived, but it cannot be said until now whether these indicators are perceived
as important in society and which ones are the most important based on the societal values. Therefore,
an aim of the current research is to find out, how the three functions relate to each other, whether these
indicators represent the values in society connected to a neighborhood hub or whether other indicators
are added that represent other values. Moreover, it is tried to find out which of the potential and the
indicators added by the experts are the most important for displaying the values that are connected to a
neighborhood hub by society.

Figure 4: Conceptual model of the research. Own presentation developed based on the three functions of a neighborhood hub
and the potential indicators derived in the literature review phase.
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3. Methodology
In this chapter, the applied methods for answering the research questions are discussed. In chapter 3.1.,
the research strategy is outlined, and the preliminary analytical framework is explained. In chapter 3.2.,
the case study method is explained, and in chapter 3.3., the document analysis conducted is outlined.
Thereafter, the methods of the expert interviews and the ranking are explained (chapter 3.4.). in chapter
3.5., the applied GIS analyses are outlined and finally, the validity and reliability of the applied methods
is discussed.

3.1.Research Strategy
The research strategy is the overall design or logical procedure that will be followed and outlines how
methods and techniques will be applied (van Thiel, 2014, pp. 56–57).
The research strategy of the current research (figure 5) was divided into four phases: The Literature
Review phase, the Expert Interview phase, the Data Analysis phase, and the Desk Research on Results
phase. The literature review phase was used to collect more information on the topic of neighborhood
hubs and to derive preliminary indicators. From the preliminary indicators, a preliminary Analytical
Framework was derived. In the Expert Interviews, the experts were asked general questions about the
three topics mobility, energy and society in relation to the topic of neighborhood hubs and were asked
to choose the most important indicators for selecting a suitable location for a neighborhood hub. Based
on the results of the expert interviews, the final Analytical Framework was designed. In the Data
Analysis phase, several GIS analyses were conducted to test the application of the method, to measure
the five selected indicators and to display potentially suitable locations for neighborhood hubs in the
case study. Afterwards, the results of the single GIS analyses for the five selected indicators were
compared to the existing space in the neighborhoods and the possible connection to the energy network,
in order to further estimate the potential of the selected locations. Finally, conclusions and
recommendations were derived.

Figure 5: Research strategy
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Figure 6 shows the analytical framework used in the research. The figure is based on the discussion of
the potential indicators in chapter 2.3. and Appendix 3 and the underlying aims of the three functions in
chapter 2.4. The figure displays the interpretation of the literature in relation to the indicators and is
supposed to give a visual indication of the importance of the indicators and the relationships between
them. Moreover, it shows how the underlying aims of the three functions relate to the potential
indicators. The three aims are not included as potential indicators for the expert interviews as they
represent the three functions of the hub (compare to chapter 2.4.).
As this research is more of the inductive kind in its approach and uses both inductive and deductive
methods, this analytical framework can be understood as the starting point for a theory of location
selection for neighborhood hubs. It is not intended as a final conceptualization, but as a first indication
of the potential connections between the indicators among each other and the indicators and the
underlying aims. The analytical framework is further developed, adjusted and added to in chapter 4.2.1.
based on the results of the expert interviews.

Figure 6: Preliminary analytical framework of the research (based on own presentation). Visualization of the importance and
relationships between the potential indicators according to the literature review. The form of the boxes displays the importance
the potential indicator has according to the literature based on the frequency of mentioning and the place in rankings of
potential indicators (if available). The square boxes are the most important, the boxes with rounded corners are the middle
ones and the round boxes are the least important indicators. The arrows show the relationships between the indicators; the
type of arrow shows the strongness of the relationship: the strongest relationships are reflected by a continuous arrow and the
middle strong relationships are represented by a dashed arrow (there were no weak relationships found in the literature
review). The aspects accessibility, social inclusion and connection to the energy network are not included as preliminary
indicators; they are the three underlying aims of the three functions of a hub to which the different indicators relate to (compare
to chapter 2.4.). In the course of this research, it is explored how the potential indicators relate to the underlying aims and
which ones are the most important.

3.2.Case study
In the current research, the method of case study analysis is applied. “Case study research is consistently
described as a versatile form of qualitative inquiry most suitable for a comprehensive, holistic, and indepth investigation of a complex issue […] in context, where the boundary between the context and
issue is unclear and contains many variables” (Harrison et al., 2017, p. 12). However, there are several
differing definitions of the case study approach, including more or less the same features but focusing
on different aspects (Flyvbjerg, 2006; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, pp. 37–38; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2014). A
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case can be defined as the unit of analysis or object of the study (Grogan Putney, 2010, p. 2; Harrison et
al., 2017, p. 12). Typically, in a case study a lot of information is gathered about the case, where the
focus lies on the depth of the information instead of the breadth (Grogan Putney, 2010, p. 2; Timney
Bailey, 1992, 52-53). Also, a distinctive attribute of the case study is that the case study is investigated
in context (Yin, 2014, p. 16). Sometimes, also the method of triangulation is applied in case study
research, which means that different methods are used to double or triple check the results of the research
(van Thiel, 2014, p. 52). With the application of case study research, it is tried to arrive at an explanation
of the research subject in question (van Thiel, 2014, p. 87). The current research tests the developed
methodology for finding suitable locations for neighborhood hub in the two case neighborhoods
Kamperpoort and Assendorp in the city of Zwolle. The method of triangulation is also applied, as the
three methods of literature review, expert interviews and GIS analyses are applied for the analysis of the
case neighborhoods (Harrison et al., 2017, p. 9; Yin, 2014).
It was chosen for the method of a case study, because it is a very applied form research, where the
researcher tries to contribute to the solution of a concrete issue (van Thiel, 2014, p. 86). As the topic of
neighborhood hubs is relatively new and scientifically not very explored, the application of a case study
is a way of gathering first insights about the topic. The results of the research can then be tested further
and verified or falsified at a later stage in the research cycle. Case study research can be both inductive
and deductive, which is exactly the mixture that is applied in this research as well (van Thiel, 2014,
p. 86). Moreover, it was expected that a case study analysis would provide the researcher with sufficient
depth of knowledge about the two case neighborhoods to select suitable locations for neighborhood hubs
(Blatter & Haverland, 2012a, p. 5).
For the application of a case study in the context of the current research, a realist approach to case studies
was chosen (Harrison et al., 2017, p. 9; Yin, 2014). A realist, or post positive approach was chosen for
pragmatic reasons; it was expected to fit best with the research aim. It entails the quest for objectivity
and generalizability within the research method, while acknowledging that all measurement is imperfect
(Harrison et al., 2017, p. 9). In line with what Harrison et al. (2017, p. 9) state, the qualitative part of the
case study research is applied in order to derive data that can be analyzed in a more quantitative way
(the GIS analyses).
For the collection of information, both the literature review and the expert interviews were used. In the
literature review, general information about the city, the location of the case neighborhoods within the
city, the relationships of the neighborhoods with the other neighborhoods, the types of residents and the
general climate were analyzed using policy documents. Moreover, it was analyzed which developments
are going on currently and which are expected to happen in the future. In the expert interviews, more
specific knowledge about the residents, their potential interest and willingness to make use of
neighborhood hubs, their needs and wishes were discussed. It has to be noted however, that these aspects
were not the focus of the research and were therefore not discussed in as much detail as one might be
able to do.
For the case study, the two case neighborhoods Kamperpoort and Assendorp were analyzed. Both
neighborhoods lie in close proximity to the city center of Zwolle and are densely built and populated
historical neighborhoods. The two case neighborhoods of Zwolle were chosen because of several
reasons. The city of Zwolle is an interesting case for the analysis of the mobility transition and the
development of hubs. First, the city of Zwolle is one of the major centers in the North of the Netherlands,
forming an important node for mobility of all transport modes (Gemeente Zwolle, 2019, p. 6). Moreover,
the city is currently in an immense development driven by urbanization, migration, changes in the
working market, climate adaptation and other factors (Gemeente Zwolle, 2020a, 34, 99). The two areas
are very dense, inner city areas with high parking pressure and not a lot of space to organize parking. In
both neighborhoods, there is currently and in the future a lot of development going on, where existing
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buildings are reconstructed in order to renew the neighborhoods2 (Gemeente Zwolle, 2008, p. 52, 2020a,
34, 99). This provides an opportunity for testing the possibilities of alternative solutions, of which a
neighborhood hub can be one. The case areas are therefore similar and the results can be compared
afterwards (Blatter & Haverland, 2012b, 25, 27; Grogan Putney, 2010, p. 4).The development of inner
city areas offers high potential for the implementation of the hub concept, as both the necessity of
organizing mobility differently (e.g. due to space scarcity) as well as the interest in new solutions come
together (Gemeente Zwolle, 2019, 8, 16). The city of Zwolle is interesting for this topic, as the province
of Overijssel and the city themselves are especially interested in the combination of the mobility and
energy side of the hub concept (Gemeente Zwolle, 2020a, 44, 82, 86; Provincie Overijssel, 2016, p. 2,
2019, p. 5). Connected to this is also the expectation of the municipality, that the two areas are growing
more towards the inner city, therefore becoming an extension of the central city (compare to Appendix
11).
A more practical reason for the choice of the two case neighborhoods was that the mobility advisory
office &morgen was conducting two projects in the two neighborhoods, with a focus on the restructuring
of the mobility system in the neighborhoods. This allowed the researcher to combine the work for the
advisory office with the research goals of the current research. Moreover, an intensive involvement with
the planning in the areas and the ideas of the municipality was possible. Based on the work of the
internship office and supporting their work, the current research was able to add additional information
and a scientific view to the choice of locations for neighborhood hubs (van Thiel, 2014, p. 89).

3.3.Document Analysis
In the current research, secondary research data was used and recombined in order to answer the first
research question. In three of the four phases outlined in the research strategy, document analysis / desk
research formed an applied method for the current research. Desk research is an efficient and costeffective strategy that re-uses existing data sources (van Thiel, 2014, p. 102).
In phase 1, secondary research data was used to theoretically explore the concept of neighborhood hubs,
in order to form a conceptualization and understand the three functions of mobility, energy and society
of a neighborhood hub, and to identify preliminary indicators for the selection of a location for
neighborhood hubs. A review strategy was applied, which defined the goals of the review and helped
the researcher to identify important keywords for the search for literature (compare to Appendix 4). The
review question was: How are societal, mobility-related and energy-related functions represented by
indicators in the public space in western cities? The review question was translated into search terms,
which were used to find suitable literature both in scientific literature and in policy documents, last of
which specifically in the Dutch context. The results of the search were collected in a search protocol,
putting each title into a category (Appendix 5). Afterwards, the categories were screened for their
relevance to the review question (Appendix 6). Of the screened sources, those were selected to be read
that include information about at least one of the three chosen functions of hubs to identify which
indicators are applied most frequently and why (van Thiel, 2014, p. 106).
The data of the desk research in phase 1 was processed using a modified form of content analysis. This
method is used to establish facts and opinions about a topic. Based on the deductive structure of the
three topics mobility, energy and society, codes were assigned inductively to the different contents in
the three topics (compare to figure 7) (van Thiel, 2014, 108, 110). These were used to identify potential
indicators for the selection of neighborhood hubs. The coding function of the literature management
program Citavi was used for the coding (figure 7).

2

A detailed description of the two case neighborhoods can be found in Appendix 11.
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Figure 7: Codes applied during the literature review in phase 1 (program: Citavi)

Moreover, the results of the literature review were used to answer the question of what the size of an
average neighborhood hub as conceptualized in this research is. This is important to know in order to
evaluate the results of the GIS analyses as well as to base the search for the physical space in the
neighborhoods on. The average size was determined analyzing the three topics mobility, society and
energy according to their space request. For the mobility function of the hub, this was addressed on the
lines of the following three key questions: Which types of vehicles will be needed?, how many shared
vehicles are needed to sufficiently supply the inhabitants?, How much space is required for the parking
and charging of the shared vehicles? For the society function, it was based on the estimated space
requirements of small shops and on the opinions of the experts on the topic. For the energy function, it
was determined on the space requirements of charging EVs and generating sustainable energy using PV
panels on the roof.
In phase 3, desk research was applied by scanning scientific literature on information about the five
selected indicators. Relevant information and data were gathered about the neighborhoods Kamerpoort
and Assendorp according to the indicators. This information was used to identify a suitable method to
measure the respective indicators in GIS (compare to chapter 3.5.). This analysis was done less
systematic and the methods were selected based on their easiness of application, demand for accessible
data and possibilities of the programs at hand. A more detailed description of the selected methods for
the GIS analyses can be found in chapter 3.5.
In phase 4, desk research was applied to interpret the results of the GIS analysis and understand the
feasibility of the methodology for finding suitable locations for a neighborhood hub. For this, additional
background information as well as research to compare the results to was analysed in order to interpret
the results of the GIS analysis.
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3.4.Expert interviews
This sub chapter is structured along the lines of the data collection and the data analysis in the course of
the expert interviews.
An interview as a research method is “a conversation during which the researcher gathers information
by questioning one or more people (respondents)” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 93). Expert interviews are a
qualitative research method often applied in case study research (van Thiel, 2014, pp. 93–94).

Data collection
Semi-structured qualitative expert interviews were conducted in phase 2 of the research and applied in
order to gather more general information about the three topics in the case study areas, to receive
feedback on the potential indicators derived from the literature review, obtain new indicators and select
five indicators for selecting a suitable location for a neighborhood hub. expert interviews provide the
researcher with the possibility to gain knowledge about a topic where only little systematic knowledge
is available (Kallio et al., 2016, p. 2959). It was chosen for semi-structured interviews, because this
interview-style allows for addressing both aims of the expert interviews, while still assuring
comparability between the interviews, as well as enough flexibility for new ideas from the experts
(Corbetta, 2003, pp. 7–8; McNamara, 2009; Turner, 2010, p. 755; van Thiel, 2014, p. 94). An expert is
defined as someone with specific knowledge in the respective field (van Thiel, 2014, p. 178). Experts
were selected using the method of purposive / quota sampling (non-probability sampling) on the basis
of the following list of non-compulsory criteria: working in spatial planning or a similar field, specific
knowledge in the field of one of the three topics (mobility-related, energy-related and / or societal
functions), specific knowledge on the selected neighborhoods (having worked on at least one project
concerning the neighborhood) or working at the municipality (Corbetta, 2003, 3, 6; Flyvbjerg, 2006,
p. 231; van Thiel, 2014, pp. 45–46). Nevertheless, the contact to the interviewed expert was established
by the supervisor of the researcher at the internship office, who has contact to a suitable range of possible
experts due to the collaboration with the municipality of the case neighborhoods. There were twelve
experts interviewed for this research, accounting for at least four experts for every topic. An overview
of the characteristics of the interviewed experts can be seen in table 6 in chapter 4.1.
The interviews were done using video platforms like Zoom and Microsoft Teams and one time partly
using the telephone. The interviews were recorded using the integrated recording tool within Zoom or
the recording function of the phone of the interviewer. Afterwards, the interviews were transcribed by
hand. The result of the transcription were interview reports for each of the expert interviews (compare
to Appendix 12 to 34).
The expert interviews were structured in three parts: First, there was an introduction of about 15 minutes,
in which the interviewer introduced herself and the research topic, questions and methods, as well as her
conceptualization of neighborhood hubs. The presentation used for this can be found in Appendix 7.
Moreover, in this part, the expert was asked to introduce him or herself to the interviewer and explain
their job and relation of the job to the research topic. In the second part of the interview, the expert was
asked a list of open-ended questions about the three topics mobility, energy and society. In the third part,
the experts were first shown a MURAL board via screensharing and were asked to collect answers for
a question that the interviewer did write down. Afterwards, the expert was invited to open a link to the
MURAL board him or herself and was displayed a list of potential indicators and their definitions with
the task to rank them in the order of their importance for selecting a location of a neighborhood hub. In
total, the expert interviews were expected to last about one hour, which was only exceeded seldomly.
For the second part of the expert interviews, an interview guide was developed, containing a similar
number of open-ended questions for each of the three topics mobility, energy and society (Corbetta,
2003, pp. 9–10; Turner, 2010, p. 756; van Thiel, 2014, p. 94). The interview guide was developed with
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the help of the interview guide development framework of Kallio et al. (2016, p. 2962) and with Turner
(2010, pp. 757–758). The guide was developed in English and translated to Dutch for two of the expert
interviews. The questions were asked in the three blocks of the three topics. It was chosen to move the
block with the questions about the focus topic of the expert to the end of the first part of the interviews,
in order to increase the interest of the experts, and to insure that despite the time constraints, the experts
would be asked about each topic. It was expected that the questions on the two topics the expert would
know less about would be discussed in less time, and that therefore more time would remain for the
questions on the focus topic of the expert. However, in some cases the experts did start talking of one
specific topic directly within their own introduction and it was therefore started with questions
concerning this topic instead in order to make the interview as convenient as possible for the experts.
Moreover, the wording of the questions was slightly different in the interviews, as they were adapted in
the course of the respective meeting to the respective expert (Corbetta, 2003, p. 9). It was aimed for to
ask all experts all questions, regardless of their focus topic, with different amounts of time spent with
the different topic blocks. However, it was not possible to do that due to time constraints. Therefore,
some experts were only asked about their focus topic and another topic block, but the third had to be
neglected in order to conduct the MURAL board task. In total, the interview guides contained 9 to 15
questions for the second part of the interview, depending on the focus of the expert. Especially for the
experts who were interviewed focusing on the energy side of a neighborhood hub, there were several
additional questions on the topic of energy. Three examples of the interview guides for experts with the
focus on the three topics can be found in Appendix 8 to 10.
For the third part of the expert interviews, the experts were asked about which indicators they find
important for the selection of a location for a neighborhood hub without showing any keywords or
answers (van Thiel, 2014, p. 106). After a list of potential indicators was collected by the expert, the
expert was asked to open the link to the MURAL board him or herself. On the lower half of the MURAL
board, the expert was shown the list of potential indicators collected from the literature review and from
the earlier expert interviews and definitions of the potential indicators. The expert was asked to read the
list of potential indicators and their definitions and afterwards select and rank five of the potential
indicators according to their importance for selecting a location of a neighborhood hub. The expert was
also allowed to use his or her own collected potential indicators in the ranking. After or while the expert
was selecting the indicators for the ranking, he or she was asked to explain why he or she chose to select
the respective indicators and why he or she chose to put them on the respective place in the ranking. An
example of the MURAL board before the first expert interview is displayed in figure 8, while figure 9
shows the MURAL board after the method was slightly changed (more on this below). The filled in
MURAL boards of all experts can be found in Appendices 13 to 35. The additional indicators that were
named by the experts were included in the blank MURAL board for the following expert. Therefore, the
list of potential indicators grew within the course of the interviews (see chapter 5.2.1. for the final
MURAL board). All adjustments to the MURAL board in the course of the research, for example the
addition of the new indicators, were noted down in the Expert Interview Adjustment Log, which can be
found in Appendix 36.
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Figure 8: MURAL bord before the first expert interview showing the list of potential indicators, the definitions of these
indicators and the opportunity to rank the indicators.
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Figure 9: MURAL board after the second expert. The method has been changed here At the
beginning of the third part of the interview, only the upper part of the MURAL board was shown
to the expert. When the question was answered, the expert was invited to open the link to the
MURAL board and work together with the researcher.

The method for the MURAL board is based on an adjusted Delphi method, trying to find out what the
expert him or herself finds important without influence from other experts. The idea is that the expert
first has to make up his or her mind him or herself about what he or she finds important and can
afterwards compare his or her ideas with the list of potential indicators.
The Delphi method is a technique for interviewing a group of experts on a certain subject (van Thiel,
2014, p. 97). There is a range of different formats and ways to structure a Delphi based interview, but
they all have some common characteristics (Linstone & Turoff, 2002, pp. 9–10; McMillan et al., 2016,
p. 659). The method is only suitable for working with experts and is typically applied for trend analysis,
scenario development or making prognoses (van Thiel, 2014, p. 98). In the standard written Delphi
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technique, the experts are sent a list of questions either by post or nowadays by email3 which they are
asked to answer and send back to the interviewer in the first round (Avery et al., 2005, pp. 4–5; van
Thiel, 2014, p. 97). Sometimes, the experts are asked to answer open-ended questions, sometimes to
choose between alternatives (Bayasari et al., 2013, p. 9; Cassar Flores et al., 2014, p. 1182). The
interviewer then compares the answers and writes down for every expert for every answer, how he or
she diverts from the opinion of the other experts. The document is then sent back to the expert, with the
task of reading and potentially adjusting his or her own answers, if one is convinced by the
argumentation of the other experts. This is repeated until a consensus has been reached. Sometimes, the
study is finished with a group discussion or workshop on the topic (Linstone & Turoff, 2002, pp. 8–9;
van Thiel, 2014, p. 97). Important in this method is that the experts never get to talk to each other about
the questions in real life and stay anonymous in the process of finding consensus (Linstone & Turoff,
2002, p. 22). This method is often preferred above group discussions, because they reduce the effects
dominant experts may have on less dominant parts of the group (Jay & Williams, 1966). The opinion of
each participant is equally important in the discussion, without personal or character aspects interfering
with the research.
The first question in the third part with the collection of indicators without any influence from a list of
indicators, has only been adapted after the first two interviews had been conducted. Moreover, the
addition of the new potential indicators named by the experts after each interview for the following
expert has also been added after the first two interviews. The first two interviews were more explorative
in their approach and after conducting them, the conclusion was drawn that a slight change of method
would add to the depth of knowledge on the topic and would reduce the bias of the potential indicators
on the experts. The changes were made despite the bias in mind, that a change of method can have on
the research data. The two main reasons for the change are the following: First, a fuller range of
indicators could be collected by always adding the new potential indicators to the list. It was hoped for
that the list of potential indicators would grow to a bigger size than in the beginning, including all aspects
that were important in the interviews. It was not expected that the list would be exclusive; however, it
was hoped that with the list, a good overview can be reached of all the aspects that might be important
to think of when searching for a location of a neighborhood hub. Also, the experts were confronted with
indicators they did not think about themselves and could evaluate whether they think these are important.
The second reason for changing the method is that the question before the expert is shown the list of
potential indicators should reduce the bias from the opinion of other experts. The first two experts were
directly shown the list of potential indicators from literature, which might have influenced their thinking.
By changing the method, the opinion of the expert in question was asked before any other influence
could happened from the side of the interview. With this, it was hoped to conduct the expert interviews
as unbiased as possible.
Data analysis
The data analysis of the expert interviews was conducted in two parts: The open-ended questions of the
second part of the interview were analyzed applying codes and analyzing the opinions of the experts
according to the three different topics mobility, energy and society and the potential indicators already
discussed in this part of the interview (van Thiel, 2014, p. 138). The ranking of the indicators from the
third part of the interviews was analyzed using the coding scheme as well and calculating the most
selected indicators and their order of relevance in Excel. Both methods, the coding and the ranking are
explained in this chapter.

3

The Delphi method is currently developing towards real time collection and presentation of the answers with the
use of poll apps and other computer programs Aengenheyster et al. (2017); Linstone and Turoff (2002, p. 483).
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Expert interviews – Coding
Applying codes to the interviews is a way of ordering the data for the analysis. A code is a brief summary
of the main attributes or features of the unit [of information]” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 143). Codes can be
deductive and inductive in nature, meaning that the deductive codes are based on the operationalization
of the research question, while inductive codes are derived from the interview material (van Thiel, 2014,
pp. 142–143). The method of coding is applied in order to structure the collected information according
to the research question and to make it comparable for the analysis (van Thiel, 2014, p. 139). In contrast
to what is stated in Corbetta (2003, p. 21), the analysis of the interviews is mainly variable based instead
of case based. This is the case because the focus of the research are the indicators for finding a suitable
location, not the experts who are used as a source of information on this topic. However, it has to be
noted that each expert interview is still treated as a unity, meaning that the different quotes are analyzed
in relation to the other things the respective expert said.
The coding scheme was developed partly deductive and partly inductive. A deductive coding scheme
was developed on the basis of the second research question, which of the indicators can be selected as
relevant for the research? Based on the codes used in the literature review (compare figure 7) and the
interview questions (compare to Appendices 8 to 10), the list of deductive codes was organized
according to the three topics mobility, energy and society and on the preliminary indicators derived from
the literature review (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 9; Robson, 2002, p. 456). Additional codes were
derived from the interview data in the course of the coding process, based on additional indicators that
the experts named (van Thiel, 2014, 140, 143, 145). The coding scheme is displayed in Appendix 37,
showing both the deductive and inductive codes used.
The codes were then used to describe the opinions of the experts on the inclusion of the three functions
of mobility, energy and society within the concept of neighborhood hubs, and its application in the case
study neighborhoods. Moreover, the codes on the indicators were used to adjust the analytical
framework according to the opinions of the experts and to describe the reasons for choosing the five
selected indicators in detail.

Expert interviews – Ranking
The outcome of the MURAL board task was, besides the transcribed text of the expert interviews, the
ranking of the five most important indicators for each expert (compare to appendices 13 to 35). These
rankings were transferred to an Excel table, assigning a different number of points to each of the ranks.
The assigned points are displayed in table 2.
Table 2: Assigned points for the ranks of the indicators

Rank

Points

1

5

2
3
4
5

4
3
2
1

In several rankings, the experts chose more than one indicator per rank (compare to Appendices 15, 19,
23, 25, 33). These additional indicators were taken into account in the Excel table but were marked in
orange to display their “double” status. Moreover, while adding the ranks of the selected indicators into
the table, several decisions about which indicators to add and which to neglect if there were more than
one indicator chosen for the rank had to be taken. These decisions are explained in the Expert Interview
Adjustment Log in full detail (Appendix 36). The Excel table is displayed in table 3.
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Table 3: Excel table displaying the calculation of the final ranks of the indicators

Note: The displayed numbers per indicators and expert show the assigned points, not the rank, the expert has given to the
indicator.

After adding the ranks to the Excel sheet, the sum of points per indicator was calculated. This method
was chosen, as it both displays the importance of the indicator and the frequency of it being chosen. The
highest number an indicator could possibly receive was 60, if all experts chose the respective indicator
as the most important one. As visible in table 3, the sum was both calculated with and without taking
the “double” indicators into account, in order to see what the difference would be (see: “sum” and “sum
cleaned”). Moreover, the standard deviation per indicators was calculated, both including and excluding
the “double” indicators. The standard deviation is a statistical method that displays the dispersion of a
dataset relative to its mean (Singh, 2007a, p. 26). With this, in quantitative data analysis it is typically
checked in how far the values differ from the mean value, therefore displaying how mixed the results
are (Singh, 2007a, p. 26). Although the sample is not at all big enough to reach statistically significant
conclusions, the calculation of the standard deviation was used to show in how far the experts agreed on
the final ranks per indicator. Same as with the sum, the standard deviation was calculated both with and
without taking the “double” indicators into account.
The result of this is a list of indicators sorted according to their relevance (both in terms of high rank
and frequency of being chosen) for finding a location for a neighborhood hub, which is analyzed in
chapter 5.2.
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3.5.GIS analyses
Based on the results of the expert interviews and the ranking, the five key indicators were analyzed in a
GIS system in order to select a suitable location for a neighborhood hub. For each of the indicators, it is
explained in the following which data was used and how the analysis was applied. For this analysis, the
version 10.7.1. of the program ArcMap was used. The data that was used is specifically outlined in the
subchapters on the indicators, but the main sources were the Basisregistratie Adressen en Gebouwen
(BAG), the basic registration system for addresses and buildings in the Netherlands, as well as the
statistics of the year 2016 from the Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (CBS) of the Netherlands.
Moreover, the information about the indicator parking pressure was provided to the researcher by the
municipality of Zwolle.
In the following, the overall strategy used to analyze the indicators in the GIS system is outlined. The
strategy applied is based on the selection strategy of locations for wind energy plants in the Netherlands
and Germany (Aan de slag met de omgevingswet, no year; Agatz, 2018, 146, 261). There, inclusion /
exclusion criteria for the placement of wind energy plants are defined by the legislation system (in the
Netherlands for example the “regionale energiestrategien” (the regional energy strategies) or the
“Besluit kwaliteit leefomgeving” (Decision on the quality of the living environment) (Aan de slag met
de omgevingswet, no year) , and are respectively applied in order to select the areas where no exclusion
criteria are present and therefore the locations for building the plants there can be further investigated.
For each of the five selected indicators, data that could be used to represent the respective indicator was
gathered and displayed in ArcMap. For each of the key indicators, the criteria for the inclusion of an
area were defined. This means that on the basis of the literature review and the expert interviews, it was
possible to decide for each indicator on a range of values, above, below or between which the respective
area would be suitable for locating a neighborhood hub. The features that fulfilled the inclusion criteria
were then selected and saved in a new feature class. Then, for each of the indicators, a Euclidean buffer
was created using the “Buffer” tool in ArcMap. For the buffer, a distance of 100 meters from the features
was applied. This number was based on the expectation, that everything that should support the
placement of a neighborhood hub would need to be in close proximity to it (compare to chapter 2.3.).
The buffer zones display the areas with high potential for the placement of a neighborhood hub based
on the respective indicator. Then the buffer zones of the four indicators were combined using the tool
“Intersect” in ArcMap, which computes a geometric intersection of features or proportions of features
which overlap in all layers (compare to figure 10) (ESRI, no year). This was done in order to show only
the areas which were expected to be suitable for the placement of neighborhood hubs on the basis of the
expert interviews.

Figure 10: Visual explanation of the GIS tool "Intersect". Modified after
ESRI (no year)

The remaining features displayed the potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs in the two case
neighborhoods based on the key indicators. These areas were then analyzed concerning their potential
for hubs in terms of vacancy and the connection to the energy network. The specific explanations of this
can be found in the respective subchapters.
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It has to be noted that the chosen strategy and methods for the single indicators were chosen on the basis
of the easiness of application and the availability of the data. Except for the indicator parking pressure,
all of the key indicators could be modelled using publicly available data or policy documents. The
analysis strategy could as well be applied using more complex datasets or methods for the single
indicators, which could increase the accuracy of the results. This GIS analysis is therefore only a first
test of the analysis strategy.

Indicator accessibility for all modes of transport
The indicator accessibility for all modes of transport was selected as the most important indicator to take
into account when searching for a suitable location for a neighborhood hub. According to the experts, it
is important, that all modes can easily reach the hub, and also the hub should be located along strategic
routes of the different modes of transport (Expert 10, 2020, p. 13; Expert 3, 2020, p. 13; Expert 4, 2020,
10, 13; Expert 5, 2020, p. 13; Expert 6, 2020, p. 5). Moreover, the hubs could be located at the
crossroads, where different modes come together (Litman, 2020, p. 17). By this, the hub should be more
visible for the users and would therefore have more use for them.
There are of course a lot of different methods to analyze the accessibility of a location, especially
because it is conceptualized as consisting of other indicators as well (e.g. (network) connectivity,
walkability, density, design, etc.) (Agampatian, 2014; Ewing, 1996; Geurs, 2018; Litman, 2020, pp. 16–
21; Monteiro & Campos, 2012, p. 640; Rabiei-Dastjerdi et al., 2018; Rattan et al., 2012; Zuo et al., 2018;
Zuo et al., 2020, 4). Most methods taken into account various modes and land use factors (Adnan et al.,
2019, p. 4729; Coolbaugh, 2016, p. 56; Dong et al., 2006; Geurs & van Wee, 2004; Kaufman et al.,
2014). The available methods can be differentiated e.g. by degree of detail, approach or format of the
result. Moreover, different methods are often appropriate for different goals (Litman, 2020, p. 34).
However, it was searched for an analysis method that would be relatively easy to apply and to combine
with the analysis strategy for the other key indicators. As a lot of the methods available required a lot of
data, computing skills, time or require a starting point, it was decided to use the very basic method of
searching for the strategic routes of the four modes of transport in current policy documents and
available datasets. Therefore, for each of the transport modes, the main routes within, to and from the
two case neighborhoods were identified and labeled accordingly in the “Nationaal Wegen Bestand”
(NWB), a dataset containing all roads within the Netherlands (PDOK, 2020).
For displaying the accessibility for all modes of transport, the main routes within the neighborhoods of
the four modes of transport were derived from different sources and displayed. The current status of the
routes was used, not including the planning for the coming years. This was done, because the planning
or the visions are often not yet decided upon and therefore the analysis on the basis of the current
situation appears to be the most sensible. In future applications of the method, also the plans for the
future could be taken into account and it could be checked what the plans mean for the placement of
neighborhood hubs. For the pedestrian, the strategic routes were derived from Gemeente Zwolle (2017,
p. 97), Gemeente Zwolle (2020a, p. 77), as well as a presentation for internal use about the development
of Assendorp provided to &morgen by the municipality of Zwolle. The strategic routes for cyclists were
derived from Gemeente Zwolle (2020a, p. 77) and from a dataset about the regional bicycle routes
available via PDOK Viewer (no year). For public transport, only the stops were included, as they form
the access points to the public transport network. They were accessed via Gemeente Zwolle (2017, p. 99)
and BISON (2018). And for the car, the main routes were derived from Gemeente Zwolle (2017, p. 97)
and Gemeente Zwolle (2020a, p. 73).
For each of the four modes, a buffer of 100 meters was applied and afterwards the buffers were
intersected, in order to find out at which locations the routes for the four modes come together.
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Indicator proximity to parking pressure
For the analysis of the proximity to parking pressure, the information was provided by the Municipality
of Zwolle in the form of two maps of the case neighborhoods with an indication of the parking pressure
(compare to Appendix 41). The map for Kamperpoort displayed the parking pressure in the
neighborhood at different times of a weekday (Thursday), and at one time on the weekend (Saturday).
The map for Assendorp that was provided only displayed the parking pressure without an indication of
differences within the week or a day. This information was manually transferred to a file containing all
roads within Zwolle, which was derived from the NWB (PDOK, 2020). For Kamperpoort, the parking
pressure at a weekday (Thursday) in the time 23.00 hours to 01.00 hours was used, because this was
expected to display the parking pressure due to the residents of the neighborhoods. Other time slots, like
in the morning or afternoon, were expected to display parking pressure due to workers of the companies
in the surrounding. From the expert interviews it was derived that the indicator parking pressure was
chosen because of the residential parking pressure, not because of the parking pressure due to work
(Expert 2, 2020, p. 10; Expert 3, 2020, p. 15; Expert 7, 2020, p. 14).

Indicator mixed use
The indicator mixed use was selected as the third most important indicator for selecting a suitable
location for a neighborhood hub. Neighborhood hubs should, according to the experts, be located in
close proximity to existing mixed use areas (compare to chapter 5.2.3).
There is a range of different methods to measure and analyze, in how far an area has mixed land uses.
Among others, the diversity of land use can be measured using the land use parceling, the proximity of
residence and services, convenience, the connectivity from origin to destination point, urban zoning and
the characteristics of urban density, services within the influence area or the number of shops within the
surrounding area and the dissimilarity of the shops (Monteiro & Campos, 2012, 639-640, 643-644).
Also, the diversity of an area can be measured as the “percentage of residents within walking distance
of defined diverse uses” (Rattan et al., 2012, p. 30). There is a wide variety of research and policy
documents focusing on how this indicator could be measured (Atlanta Regional Commission, 2011;
Raman & Roy, 2019; Rowley, 1996).
In order to display the mixed use areas, the Mixed Use Index, originally developed by van den Hoek
(2008), was applied. The MUI displays the share of residential use (“wonen”) in relation to the total
space (“bruttooppervlakte”) of a building (PBL Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019, p. 13). The
analysis of the MUI was conducted for the whole of the Netherlands by the Planbureau voor de
Leefomgeving (PBL) in 2019 (PBL Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019, 2020). The data for the
MUI provided by the PBL was displayed with different colors in ArcMap. A low MUI implicates a low
share of living and a high share of other functions, while a high MUI implicates a high share of living
and a low share of other functions (PBL Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019, pp. 31–32).
Therefore, both high and low MUI display monofunctional areas. For displaying mixed use areas, a MUI
between 0.45 and 0.55 was chosen (PBL Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019, pp. 31–32).

Indicator (social) amenities
The indicator (social) amenities was selected as the fourth most important indicator for selecting a
location for a neighborhood hub. Neighborhood hubs should be located in close proximity to (social)
amenities according to the experts (compare to chapter 5.2.3.). Therefore, the more amenities are located
in close distance to the preliminary spots, the better this spot is suited as a hub location. In order to
display the (social) amenities, the data provided on the function of a building in the BAG was used. The
BAG includes a whole range of functions in the category “gebruiksdoel” of the layer “verblijfsobject”
(compare to Appendix 42). These were defined by the Dutch government in the Catalogus BAG and the
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Bouwbesluit 2012 article 1.1 paragraph 2 (Bouwbesluit, 2012; Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en
Koninkrijksrelaties, 2018, p. 126). On the basis of the discussion in chapter 2.3 on the indicator (social)
amenities and the opinions of the experts, the following functions were included for the analysis of the
amenities. A detailed discussion of the choice of the functions can be found in Appendix 43.
Table 4: Included functions from the BAG for the analysis of (social) amenities

Function
Meeting function
(“bijeenkomstfunctie”)

Meaning
Usage function for meeting
people for art, culture,
religion, communication,
child care, providing
refreshments for on-site
use or watching sports.

Healthcare function
Use function for medical
“gezondheidszorgfunctie”) examination, nursing, care
or treatment.

Educational function
(“onderwijsfunctie”)
Sport function
(“sportfunctie”)

User function for teaching.

Shopping function
(“winkelfunctie”)

Use function for
merchandising materials,
goods or services.

Usage function for
practicing sport.

Examples
Culture / community center, recreation,
crematorium / cemetery, religious
building, day care center, district /
community center, auditorium, theater,
casino, convention center, museum,
exhibition / event hall, cinema, library,
other cultural, cafeteria / snack bar, cafe,
bar, restaurant, discotheque, other
catering, stadium, grandstand,
clubhouse, canteen.
Health care, hospital, outpatient clinic,
medical day care, rehabilitation center,
cross building, practice room for a
doctor or therapist, other medical,
nursing home, care home, institution for
the mentally handicapped, psychiatric
institution.
Educational institution, classrooms,
lecture halls, course rooms.
Sports hall, dressing (and toilet)
building, recreation / sports center,
indoor tennis court / ice rink / pool,
sauna, other sports and recreation.
Department store, supermarket, travel
agency, store, bank, gas station,
prostitution, sex establishment,
showroom, wholesale, showroom, kiosk,
other retail, post office, hairdressing
salon, pedicure, tanning salon.

Note: Based on Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties (2018, p. 126), article 1.1 paragraph 2 of the
(Bouwbesluit, 2012) and Gemeente Amsterdam (no year).

The chosen amenities were then displayed according to the size of their location in the map. This was
done in order to show which amenities might invite more inhabitants to visit them than the others. It was
thought about also using different buffer sizes for the different sizes of amenities. However, it was
decided against doing this, because in the discussion of the indicator in chapter 2.3. and in the expert
interviews, the focus was on a big number of diverse amenities, meaning that the more amenities of
different types were there, the better. The size of the amenities could however also be an important
factor, and it could be included in future research.
It must also be discussed how realistic and usable the category “gebruiksdoel” of the layer
“verblijfsobject” from the BAG is for the analysis of amenities generally and in the two case
neighborhoods. The function that is assigned to the respective building in the BAG is based on the
function that the building has according to the environmental permit (“omgevingsvergunning”)
(Kadaster, 2020). Thereby, only the interior rooms of the building are important, not the outside. There
are several amenities for which it is not directly clear into which of the categories they belong, for
example a veterinary clinic (healthcare vs. industry function) or a pharmacy (healthcare vs. shopping
function) (Helpdesk Bouwregeling, 2015, 2017). Due to this, it might be the case that there are some
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amenities, which would have a positive impact on the social interaction, in categories that are excluded,
and the other way around (e.g. the sex establishment in the category shopping). The categorization of
the BAG is not as detailed as it would be useful for the analysis of the amenities. It would for example
be useful if the shopping function or the meeting function could be split into different groups of shops
or places. However, a more detailed analysis of the amenities would require immense work to gather
the needed data, which was not possible within the scope of this research. Moreover, the current analysis
is more of a test of the method and is not expected to be applied exactly like this in coming projects.
Based on this discussion, it can be said that the data from the BAG has to be treated with caution, but it
provides a good basis for the analysis of amenities in the process testing the method of finding suitable
locations for neighborhood hubs.

Indicator population density
The indicator population density was selected as the fifth most important indicator for the selection of
suitable locations for neighborhood hubs. Neighborhood hubs should be located in close proximity to
areas with high population density (compare to chapter 5.2.3.). The population density can easily be
calculated by dividing the number of inhabitants by the space they inhabit, possibly provided in square
kilometers or hectares (Monteiro & Campos, 2012, p. 643). In order to display the population density,
the full postcode statistics from the year 2016 about the Dutch population of the CBS was used (CBS,
2016b). The data is available at different scale levels, which differ in their degree of detail (municipality,
neighborhood, area, block) (CBS, 2016b). In the dataset on block level, the category “inwoners_totaal”
was used as a basis for the population density, as it displays the total amount of inhabitants living in the
respective area (CBS, 2016a, p. 9). In the datasets, blocks with no values available or with a too small
amount of inhabitants (privacy) had the value -99997 and were left uncolored in the map (CBS, 2016a,
p. 7). The population density was calculated by dividing the number of inhabitants by the size of the
land plots in square kilometers.
There are no reliable numbers available to decide from which density onwards a hub as conceptualized
in this research might be economically viable. In the expert interviews, it was mainly discussed that the
density must be high enough, without concrete numbers. Only one of the experts said that if there were
only 500 people living around one of the hubs, that this would be too little for the functioning of a café
at the hub (Expert 11, 2020, p. 5). According to Metrolinx (2011, p. 7), in the American context,
population densities between 50 and 400 inhabitants per hectare are advised, depending on the size of
the node (with 50 to 150 / 200 inhabitants per hectare for bus and regional rail nodes, which are the
smallest in this categorization). In the study on mobility hubs of Burlington, a measure of 50 inhabitants
per hectare for gateway hubs and a measure of 400 inhabitants per hectare for anchor hubs is used, as
well as the 200 inhabitants per hectare measure of the Metrolinx (City of Burlington, 2014, p. 6).
Although these numbers cannot be expected to be the same for the Dutch context, they can give a first
indication. If these figures are converted to square kilometers, the result is 5,000, 20,000 and 40,000
inhabitants per square kilometer.
The statistics agency of the Dutch government uses the address density for displaying the urban
character of an area (CBS, 2016a, p. 29). However, the categories applied there cannot easily be
transferred to the population density, as the household size can vary within a neighborhood. In the
“knooppuntenboek” of the province of Noord-Brabant, different measures are used for the
categorization of the amount of inhabitants, occupational and apprenticeships, in the area within 1200
meters radius from the node (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2018, p. 25). Converting these numbers to
square kilometers, this would mean that for the second smallest node4, the regional node, around 5526
4

Only for the second smallest node, the regional node, they provide a number for the density. For the smallest
node, the local node, they do not provide a number because they expect denitrification to be very difficult to
achieve there Provincie Noord-Brabant (2018, p. 25).
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inhabitants, occupational and apprenticeships per square kilometer would be sufficiently dense for the
placement of a regional node.
As visible from the discussion above, there are no commonly agreed population density numbers for the
placement of a neighborhood hub. This is of course the case because there is no commonly agreed
definition of what a neighborhood hub entails; some categorizations do not even include the scale level
of neighborhood hubs. As there are only the two mentioned estimates available, the value of at least
5000 inhabitants per square kilometer was chosen as the inclusion criterium for this analysis. This
number was respectively applied in the analysis in order to define areas that have a high enough density
for a neighborhood hub5. Whether this is a density actually applicable in the Dutch context has to be
further explored in coming research.

Presentation of the selected locations after the analysis of the five indicators
After the buffer features of the five key indicators were intersected, the results of the analysis were
displayed (compare to chapter 5.3). The legend shows the suitability for locating a neighborhood hub
on the basis of the expert interviews and the GIS analysis in five scales: very high, high, medium, low
and very low. From table 5 it is visible, how suitable which combinations of indicators are; the most
suitable areas are the ones where all five indicators are present, while the areas where only four of the
indicators are present are also still highly suitable. From this onward, the suitability is reduced with the
exclusion of the indicators, resulting in the least suitable areas where only one of the indicators is present.
Table 5: Measurement of suitability - explanation of the legend

Suitability

1

2

3

4

5

Very high
High
High
Medium
Medium
Medium
Low
Low
Low
Very low
Very low
Very low
Very low
Very low

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x
x
x

Note: This table was developed by the researcher. On the basis of the ranking from the expert interviews, it is deducted that
the five chosen indicators are ordered according to their relevance for selecting a location for a neighborhood hub. Therefore,
combinations that include higher ranked indicators (e.g. indicator one, two and three) are expected to display a higher
suitability than combinations that only include lower ranked indicators (e.g. indicator three, four and five).

5

Some of the selected plots based on the inclusion criterium were manually excluded from the selection, as the
selected plots were cut into pieces by the selection process of selecting all plots within the two case neighborhoods.
Because not all of the plots were fully lying in the area of the case neighborhoods, these were divided. However,
after the division, the value for the number of inhabitants was still the same, while the area was significantly
reduced. Therefore, these areas had a much higher population density than the original areas.
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Other aspects
In the course of the expert interviews, two further aspects were discussed that were included for the
further analysis of the areas with high potential for the placement of neighborhood hubs. These two
aspects are the vacancy of the land and the connection to the energy network. Both were named as
potential indicators during the expert interviews but were not ranked very high (compare to chapter 4.2.
and Appendix 40). The reasons for their inclusion are outlined here. Vacancy was included because
although it was not included as one of the very important indicators, it was discussed a lot in the expert
interviews as a prerequisite of being able to place a hub. if there is not enough space available or can be
made available, no hub can be placed there. The connection to the energy network is discussed for the
areas with high potential for placing a hub, because the energy function is not represented very much in
the selected indicators and it is expected that by searching for the best way of connecting the hub to the
energy network, a lot of costs can be prevented.
These two aspects are however only included after the analysis of the five selected indicators, because
they are in some way secondary; vacancy is of primary importance in so far as that if there is no space,
then no hub can be placed there, but it is secondary in a way too, because there might be possibilities to
create space where the most suitable locations are according to the indicators. The connection to the
energy network is also secondary to the suitability of the hub, because the hub needs to have a position
where it is functioning for the local residents, while the connection to the energy network is also
important, but “only” costs more if the position of the hub is not ideal for it (Expert 9, 2020, p. 17).

Vacancy
For the analysis of the selected locations in terms of vacancy, the information from the BAG on the age
of the buildings was used as well as the information available on Ruimtelijkeplannen.nl. The analysis
for vacancy was conducted along two lines: First, the age of the buildings was displayed, as it was
argued by the experts that very old buildings that might have to be renovated or rebuild in the near future
might have potential for locating hubs (Expert 5, 2020, p. 13). Instead of rebuilding the plots to new
houses, they could be rebuilt to house a neighborhood hub. Of course, the age of the houses alone cannot
indicate the status of the houses. Also, older houses have a higher chance of having historical value for
the city. Because of this, the cultural history map of the municipality of Zwolle was taken into account
(Appendix 50), as well as the information from the “bestemmingsplannen” (the zoning plan) for the
areas (Appendix 51) (Ruimtelijkeplannen, 2020). It was checked in the plans which functions the areas
have, that are not fully built. Moreover, the areas were checked in Google Street View, where it was
tried to evaluate the current status and function of the location (Google Maps, 2020).
Based on the vacancy evaluation of the areas with high potential, several areas could be selected that
also provided enough space or where it would be possible to change the current use towards the
placement of a neighborhood hub.

Connection to the electricity network
For the connection to the electricity network, a lot of information was collected in the course of the
expert interviews (compare to Appendix 39). Moreover, a map was acquired displaying the high and
middle voltage stations as well as the cables in between within the municipality of Zwolle (compare to
Appendix 52). This map was provided to &morgen by the municipality. Unfortunately, no information
could be found about the low voltage stations.
The map was used to evaluate the distance of the selected areas with high potential for the placement of
hubs based on their potential for an easy connection with the energy network. For this, the distances
between the selected high potential areas and the different middle voltage stations were compared.
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3.6.Validity and reliability of the research
Reliability and validity are important aspects that influence the quality of the research and are generally
more difficult to achieve with qualitative research (van Thiel, 2014, p. 51). Reliability is a combination
of the accuracy and the consistency with which the variables are measured (van Thiel, 2014, p. 48).
Accuracy refers to the measurement instruments, while consistency refers to repeatability of the study
(van Thiel, 2014, p. 48). Validity can be distinguished into internal (cogency of the study itself) and
external validity (extent to which the study can be generalized) (Gorard, 2013, p. 2). It mainly depends
on sound measurement instruments and choosing the right sample.

Case study
Because the case study strategy focusses on only two cases, the added value of the strategy lies mainly
in the wealth of empirical information instead of statistical testing of hypotheses (van Thiel, 2014, p. 92).
Thus, the reliability and internal validity of case studies is high and the external validity and
transferability is low (van Thiel, 2014, p. 86). Findings cannot be generalized easily, because the case
is either unique or the results only apply to the specific context (van Thiel, 2014, p. 87). However, the
findings of a case study can be “regarded as representative for other situations in the same research
domain” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 89), if balancing measures are taken. Triangulation and keeping a research
protocol to document the decisions that were made were applied in order to increase the generalizability
of the case studies (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Timney Bailey, 1992, 52-53; Yin, 2014). Moreover,
Flyvbjerg argues that the formal generalizability of research might be overestimated and that the detailed
analysis of case studies leading to theoretical generalizations has had a significant influence on scientific
research (Flyvbjerg, 2006, pp. 227–228).

Desk research
The desk research was applied based on the first research question and the derived review question.
Moreover, the development of a review strategy, which provided the inclusion criteria for the literature,
and the application of both a search protocol and a screening protocol in the course of the literature
review was done to increase the reliability and validity of the method (Gorard, 2013, p. 8). It is expected
that the literature review is reliable and internally valid, because the methods used in the literature review
were documented and could be replicated by other researchers. However, the reviewed documents were
not selected on the basis of a statistical selection, which means that the research might not be externally
valid.

Expert interviews
For the evaluation of the validity and reliability of the expert interviews, different aspects have to be
analyzed: First, the open-ended questions of the expert interviews, then the ranking, and also the
adjustment of the method with the ranking in the third part of the interviews.

Open-ended questions
The method of expert interviews is generally high in accuracy, and thus in reliability, because it
measures a lot of detail. In order to arrive at reliable and replicable results of the expert interviews, the
interview guide was developed, which allowed the researcher to ask the same questions to the experts.
The conducted expert interviews are however not always high in consistency, as not all experts were
always asked all questions, and the experts were allowed to include the potential indicators listed by the
other experts in their ranking, therefore changing the board that every expert saw (Turner, 2010, p. 755).
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For addressing this issue, the experts were first asked about their personal list of potential indicators
before showing them the list derived from literature and prior expert interviews. This was however only
done after the first two expert interviews.
Expert interviews are generally high in internal validity, because a lot of information is collected, and
low in external validity, because the number of interviewed experts is too low for statistically significant
conclusions and the non-probability sample method is not representative of all comparable cases
(Corbetta, 2003, pp. 5–6; van Thiel, 2014, p. 100). In this research, the expert interviews function as a
verification of the preliminary indicators and thus it is important that they have a lot of internal validity.
The conducted expert interviews have relatively high internal validity, as the questions for the interviews
are based on the first research question, the theoretical framework and the literature review (van Thiel,
2014, p. 49). Therefore, the exploration of the potential indicators was based on theoretical discussions
of the three topics mobility, energy and society and the concept of neighborhood hubs. However, it has
to be noted that the internal validity also displays whether the research design is able to only measure
what it is supposed to measure, and nothing is getting in the way (van Thiel, 2014, p. 49). It can be said
that because of the semi-structured interviews, the verbal adjusting of the questions to the respective
expert and sometimes leaving out questions due to time constraints, the internal validity is reduced (van
Thiel, 2014, p. 52). Moreover, it has to be noted that the method of expert interviews altogether can
become biased by the influence of socially desirable answers to the questions, instead of the real
opinions of the experts (van Thiel, 2014, p. 52). Interestingly, this was even stated by one of the experts
(Expert 12, 2020, p. 7). Although this bias could not be avoided, it is expected that the conducted expert
interviews provide a relatively realistic picture of the indicators, as the experts were chosen on the basis
of their experience in the field and their knowledge about the case neighborhoods.

Delphi method
As has been discussed in chapter 3.4., the Delphi method was adapted to the application in the expert
interviews. How reliable and valid the method is, what the critique of the method is and why it is
nevertheless chosen for this research is discussed in this section.
There is a wide range of critics on the Delphi method, of which not all are also applicable to the adapted
version used in this research. The applicable critiques of the method are discussed in the following. An
important critique of the Delphi method is also criticizing the expert interviews: it is the discussion about
whether experts do have knowledge that goes beyond the average and whether they are therefore suitable
as a source of information for predicting the future development of for example a trend6 (Murray, 1979,
p. 155; Welty, 1972, pp. 122–123). While this critique cannot completely be disproved, the experts
interviewed in the course of this research are expected to be suitable sources of information as they have
experience in the field of spatial planning and know the case study neighborhoods well. Moreover, they
are not actually interviewed in order to give their opinion on a trend, but rather to select aspects that are
important to be taken into account when searching for a location. Moreover, another critique is how the
experts for the Delphi method are selected (Welty, 1972). The selection of experts can seriously bias the
result towards a respective direction, which can render the research as non-scientific in the eyes of critics
(Keeney et al., 2006, p. 208; Murray, 1979, p. 155). This critique can also not be completely disproved,
as the experts were purposefully selected instead of a random selection. However, as discussed in the
expert interview section, it is expected that the selection criteria ensure that the experts have enough
knowledge about the topic and the case neighborhoods and represent the three topics mobility, energy
and society. Another critique of the Delphi method is that the experts bias each other by reading the
opinion of other experts, which also might reduce the quality of the results ; however, the idea of the
method is to engage the experts in an anonymous debate on the topic and reach consensus exactly by
6

Another critique connected to this is the question whether the questions within the method are not too ambiguous
and whether they are interpreted in the same way by all experts Murray (1979, p. 154).

48

that (Powell, 2002, pp. 377–378; Salkind, 2010, p. 4). Moreover, as in this research the experts only see
the other potential indicators named by the experts, but not the ranking of the other experts, they are not
influenced in their decision as much as they would be otherwise. Another bias that is discussed in the
literature is the danger that the researcher may misinterpret the opinions and statements of the experts
(Keeney et al., 2006, p. 210; Murray, 1979, p. 156). The danger of this is tried to reduce in this research
by having a virtual meeting with the experts, where they can explain their decision for the rank of each
indicator. However, misinterpretation is a general problem of expert interviews and the Delphi method
that cannot be completely prevented and can therefore reduce the internal validity of the research
(Salkind, 2010, p. 4).
Having discussed the possible critiques of the Delphi method, it is explained why it is nevertheless
chosen to make use of this method for the current research. The Delphi method is applied in an adjusted
form, giving the experts the opportunity to react to the indicators collected both from the literature
review and from the other experts. First, it provides the researcher with the possibility of collecting the
unbiased opinions of the experts as well as making use of their common argumentation towards specific
indicators. It is adapted because the experts stay anonymous, do not get to know what the opinion of the
other specific experts on the topic or indicator is and still can be inspired by the ideas of the other experts.
Second, the method allows for a result (the ranking) that can be used as a basis for the GIS analysis. The
ranking provides the researcher with an indication of where to focus the analysis out of the multiple
possible ways to analyze the case study areas. Moreover, the adjusted Delphi method could be conducted
using separated online expert meetings, while methods such as group discussions would have made it
more complicated to find a suitable time and date and this method would also not have kept the experts
anonymous. The last point to discuss on the expert interviews is the question of how sensitive the results
of the ranking are to mistakes that could alter the research findings (Gorard, 2013, p. 9). As displayed
in table 2 in chapter 3.4, the results of the ranking differed between the version with and without the
“double” indicators. Moreover, the relatively low number of experts means that each expert had a
relatively big influence on the result of the ranking (Corbetta, 2003, p. 3). Therefore, it can be said that
the ranking was very sensitive to change and additional experts might have changed the ranking into
another order, which reduces the internal validity (Gorard, 2013, p. 9). In order to overcome this, it
would have been needed to include more experts in the ranking task and leave out the in-depth openended questions.

Change of the method with the MURAL board
It has to be discussed moreover, which issues exist because of the change of the methodology. First, it
can be said that the changing of the method towards the addition of the new indicators to the list after
each expert interview is not expected to be a bias. This is because the first expert only selected indicators
from the existing list and did not want to add new ones. The second expert did add new indicators to the
list, but the method was changed after his interview and the third expert was then shown the new
indicators from the second expert (Appendix 36). Second, it can be said that the addition of the question
about which indicators the expert would find important first without showing the expert the list of
potential indicators, is partly biasing the results of the expert interviews. The interviews are not
completely comparable, because not every expert has been asked this question about his or her unbiased
opinion before getting to see the list. However, it should not be such a problem, as at least both experts
saw the same list of indicators, which was derived from literature. This list was unbiased still from
opinions of other experts. The only bias happening is then that the first two experts might have been
biased by the list of indicators shown to them and their “pure” opinion was not asked before. However,
as long as the inductive research in its pure form is not conducted, there is always something forming
the bottom line from where it is started. And, the list of indicators is based on the literature review
(chapter 2.3.), which means that the first two experts are at least biased by scientifically proven aspects.
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However, due to the change in method with the MURAL board, the consistency of the expert interviews
is slightly reduced, therefore reducing the comparability of the third part of the expert interviews. This
issue is discussed in more detail in the Expert Interview Adjustment Log (Appendix 36), but it is
important to note that due to the general questions asked to the expert before showing the MURAL
board and due to the fact that the MURAL board only showed indicators derived from literature and not
yet from prior expert interviews, the bias of the first two interviews is reduced to a minimum.
Based on the discussion above, it can be concluded that the adapted Delphi method is relatively valid,
but that there are several aspects that need to be taken into account when interpreting the results (Powell,
2002, p. 380; Salkind, 2010, p. 4). The reliability of the ranking is high, as the method of selecting was
clear and consistent. Moreover, there is not such a high chance of bias as in the open-ended questions
part of the interviews, because the ranking is very unambiguous. It is however important to see the
ranking as a first exploration, which should be followed by a large-scale statistical evaluation of the
opinions of, for example, citizens.

GIS analyses
The applied GIS analyses were conducted as an easy test of the results of the ranking in the two case
neighborhoods. The validity and reliability of the method differs between the five indicators. For some,
very easy but common methods based on research were applied, while for others, the available
information from policy documents was used. For the first ones, the indicators mixed use and population
density, high internal validity, generalizability and reliability are given, as the same method would
achieve the same results when applied again and could also be transferred to other contexts. Moreover,
both methods can be said to measure what they were supposed to measure. Especially for the indicators
accessibility and amenities, the internal validity is reduced, because it cannot be said with complete
certainty that the GIS methods measured what they should measure. As the information for the
accessibility was derived from policy documents and manually transferred to the GIS dataset, the
method is also not completely reliable. The researcher could have made mistakes or have interpreted the
information differently than another researcher would. For the amenities, the information from the BAG
was used, and it was already discussed that it is questionable in how far the information shows a realistic
picture of the available amenities. Therefore, the internal validity is reduced for amenities, but the
indicator has a high reliability and generalizability, because the method could be reapplied and achieve
the same result, as well in other context. The validity and reliability of the indicator parking pressure is
questionable, because it is not clear how exactly the information was collected by the municipality.
Therefore, no assessment of the validity and reliability can be made.
The reliability of the buffer method of the analysis strategy is partly given, as the method could be easily
repeated or transferred to another context. However, the accuracy is partly questionable, because there
could for example be spatial obstacles in the way that were not taken into account in the analysis, that
could bias the results. Moreover, the internal validity of the method could be reduced; the inclusion
criteria for the indicators were based on scientific and policy documents, but sometimes there was just
not enough information available on which criteria should be chosen. Therefore, it remains to question
whether the buffer method actually showed the suitable locations. In general it can be said that the GIS
analyses would need to be improved in order to arrive at overall generalizability and reliability.

Conclusion
In conclusion, it can be said that the current research does not offer external generalizability and validity
as a statistical analysis would, but it does offer relatively high internal validity and reliability of an indepth study of the search for suitable locations for a neighborhood hubs in the case neighborhoods.
Through triangulation and keeping a research protocol, the quality, reliability and internal validity of
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the research was assured as much as possible. Moreover, it offers a starting point and a long list of
potential indicators for the further development of theories about neighborhood hubs as well as the
practical implications for choosing a location for hubs. Therefore, some general conclusions can be
drawn for cities and neighborhoods with similar contexts.
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4. Results
In this chapter, the results of the current research are displayed, discussed and concluded. First, the
general results of the expert interviews7 are outlined (chapter 4.1.), then the results on the ranking of the
indicators are displayed (chapter 4.2.). Afterwards, the results of the applied GIS analyses are shown
(chapter 4.3.). In chapter 4.4., the results of the research are discussed in the context of the research
questions and the conceptual model, recommendations for future research and practice are formulated
and conclusions are drawn from the research.

4.1.General results of the expert interviews
For the expert interviews, there were in total twelve experts interviewed, most of them working for or
being rented in at the municipality of Zwolle. In table 6, the background of the experts as well as their
focus topic within the scope of the research is indicated.
Table 6: Information about the interviewed experts and their focus topic

Expert
Expert 1
Expert 2
Expert 3
Expert 4
Expert 5
Expert 6
Expert 7
Expert 8
Expert 9
Expert 10
Expert 11
Expert 12

Background / Position
Electricity network expert,
working at an energy provider
Mobility strategist, Municipality
of Zwolle
Advisor for mobility,
Municipality of Zwolle
Mobility agent, self-employed
Energy advisor for the energy
transition, Municipality of Zwolle
Mobility and inclusivity planner
Mobility strategist, Province of
Overijssel
Advisor climate adaptation and
energy, Municipality of Zwolle
Electricity network expert,
working at an energy provider
Neighborhood manager
Board member of the societal
organization 50 Tinten Groen
Manager Innovation at an ICT
company

Focus topic
Energy
Mobility
Mobility
Society
Energy
Society / Mobility
Mobility
Society / Energy
Energy
Society / Mobility
Society
Mobility / Energy

It is visible from the table that most of the experts were in some way associated with the Municipality
of Zwolle. As discussed in the methods chapter, this is a bias that needs to be taken into account when
determining the reliability of the results of this research. It was however tried to bring the perspective
of other groups into the picture as well. For this reason, expert 4 and 12 were interviewed, as a
representation of the wishes and needs of the inhabitants of the neighborhood. Expert 10 was also
included in order to give a fuller picture of the local circumstances of the two neighborhoods.
Furthermore, several of the other experts stated that they are living in Zwolle and partly even in one of
the neighborhoods.
One of the results of the expert interviews is that after changing the method (compare to chapter 3.4.)
and asking the experts their “unbiased” list of indicators first and showing the list derived from the
7

The results on the open questions of the expert interviews can be found in Appendix 39.
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literature review afterwards, some of the experts did not choose their own indicators anymore. It can be
said that three of the remaining ten experts used most of their own indicators, while five used some of
their indicators and two used none of their own indicators. These mixed results show that there is a range
of aspects that might be important for determining the location for a hub, but that sometimes even one
person is not consistent in his or her opinion on the relevance of the aspects. This was further shown by
several of the experts hesitating to choose one indicator over the other or by a general difficulty of
ranking the indicators in the order of their relevance (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert 4, 2020, p. 13; Expert
7, 2020, p. 14).
Moreover, there were several general aspects that were discussed in the course of the expert interviews
and that will be discussed in short here.
First, it was discussed that the experts see the potential in the combination of the three topics mobility,
energy and society. Although the combination between mobility and society seemed to still be relatively
new, it was seen as quite “normal” to the hub concept in the perception of the experts. Several of the
experts stated that they only see the hubs working as actual “hubs”, if there are enough (social) amenities
and meeting points present (Expert 10, 2020, 7-8, 13; Expert 4, 2020, p. 8). Expert 12 stated:
“I really think it is a social point, it should be. Else it is not a hub, then it is a parking garage. If you
want to make it a hub, different functions should intervene, so that you get a mix” (Expert 12, 2020,
p. 9).
However, the combination of the topics mobility and energy at the hub seemed to be relatively new to
the experts and aroused interest and enthusiasm among them, despite several of the experts being
doubtful about the implementation of the charging and loading with sustainably generated energy in the
near future (Expert 10, 2020, p. 12; Expert 7, 2020, p. 4; Expert 8, 2020, pp. 3–4).
Secondly, it became clear during the interviews, that there is a specific hierarchy of the three topics
mobility, energy and society for the experts. It was made clear that the mobility function is the central
function of a neighborhood hub, and all other functions that could be added to it are secondary (Expert
7, 2020, 7, 10, 12). This also became apparent even if experts did not state it explicitly, as they often
named the accessibility for all modes of transport as one of the first indicators to take into account, as
well as discussing that their needs to be a demand for a hub for implementing it (Expert 11, 2020, p. 7;
Expert 4, 2020, pp. 8–9; Expert 5, 2020, p. 13; Expert 7, 2020, 8-9; 11).
Thirdly, it was discussed by several of the experts that the hub should be no goal by itself, but that it
should rather serve as a solution for specific problems in a neighborhood (Expert 8, 2020, p. 3).
According to expert 12, a hub should be discussed as a potential solution like other solutions and the
decision to implement a hub should be based on the problems and needs in place (Expert 12, 2020, p. 9).
The message of the experts seems to be that the focus should be at the solutions a hub can offer to the
local residents, as an answer to the problems in the neighborhoods today. It is warned to follow the
“hype” of the hub concept too much and forget about the original ideas and wishes with the concept. It
was discussed in the interviews that the users’ side is very important and has to be the ultimate focus
area for developing a hub (Expert 12, 2020, p. 15).
Fourthly, one of the results of the expert interviews is that according to the experts, there is no “one size
fits all” method for building a hub, but that for each location, a tailor-made solution of a hub must be
put together (Expert 2, 2020, p. 5; Expert 7, 2020, p. 10; Expert 8, 2020, p. 16). It was often discussed
that it does not have to be the same offer of shared mobility for example at a hub, and that there does
not need to be a café at every hub. Sometimes, it would be sufficient to add smaller stations of shared
bicycles to the neighborhoods, or make it a green space, or a community garden, depending on the needs
and wishes of the local residents (Expert 10, 2020, pp. 6–7; Expert 11, 2020, p. 5).
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Finally, the fifth general result is that the experts agree that there should be a kind of “grow concept”
for the hubs in a city, in order to make them work and also grow to the vision that is created for them
now. It was explained that one should start with very basic ingredients of a hub, such as shared mobility,
in a small quantity, and then take little steps towards increasing the offer at the hubs (Expert 1, 2020,
pp. 10–11; Expert 10, 2020, pp. 8–9). With this method, it is expected that one can see which amenities
and functions work in that specific neighborhood and build upon these experiences. Moreover, this
allows to nurture the inhabitants of a neighborhood or city to slowly adapt the new behavior of the
sharing economy (Expert 10, 2020, p. 9).
There is however also a point where the experts do not agree: the perception of what exactly it is, that
makes a hub. Some of the experts think that the connection with public transport is essential to the
neighborhood hub, while others see them as secondary, and some experts think that including parking
spots for the private vehicles of the residents is important, while others see them more as an addition or
even a issue that can reduce active mobility (Expert 1, 2020, p. 14; Expert 2, 2020, p. 12; Expert 3, 2020,
p. 15; Expert 6, 2020, p. 8; Expert 9, 2020, p. 22). Moreover, some experts neglect the energy function
of the hub relatively much, which can also be the case because the technology needed for this is not
commonplace and there are uncertainties about its application (Expert 10, 2020, p. 12).
A topic that was also discussed in the course of the expert interviews was the difficulty of implementing
the hubs. The experts stated that due to the novelty of the concept, most municipalities did not do
anything like this before and it is therefore a struggle of finding ways to engage with stakeholders, search
for business cases and find out how to finance the hub (Expert 4, 2020, p. 16; Expert 6, 2020, 7-8, 10;
Expert 7, 2020, 4, 5, 9-10; Expert 8, 2020, pp. 3–4). The experts think that the way of acting of the
municipality has typically been reaction, thus reacting to a request or problem that occurred. However,
the planning of hubs requires proactive action and this is not normal work for the municipality and does
also not work well in the current structures (Expert 5, 2020, pp. 9–10). Moreover, it is not actually
expected by some of the experts that the municipality themselves implements the hubs, but rather that
they provide the space for it and organize the process with the stakeholders (Expert 8, 2020, pp. 3–4). It
was discussed that with more stakeholders, it becomes more difficult to get everyone on board and to
reach a compromise that is pleasing everyone (Expert 3, 2020, pp. 3–4). However, with all the
stakeholders, the question is how the hub can actually be implemented, who is taking the lead, what is
the role of the municipality and the province (Expert 7, 2020, pp. 9–10; Expert 8, 2020, 3-4, 6, 14).
Moreover, the difficulty of implementing the hub also depends on the insecurities concerning the
development of technology such as EVs and V2G, the planning of the energy providers and the
willingness to participate in the changes of the inhabitants (Expert 5, 2020, 6, 9). The experts also
displayed differing opinions and knowledge about the current development status of concepts such as
V2G or charging with PV panels, ranging from thinking it is not possible yet to thinking it is technically
possible, but that it lacks the organizational structures to be implemented (Expert 10, 2020, p. 12; Expert
12, 2020, p. 10). Especially for the engagement and the draagvlak of the local residents, it is important
to the experts that a clear vision is provided for the future of the neighborhoods and the role of the hubs
in the neighborhoods (Expert 4, 2020, p. 11).
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4.2.Results of the ranking of the indicators
In this chapter, the results of the ranking of the indicators are displayed and discussed. First, in chapter
4.2.1., the full list of the potential indicators is discussed. In chapter 4.2.2., the results on the five selected
indicators are discussed in detail. A detailed discussion of the other indicators can be found in Appendix
40.

4.2.1.

Full list of the potential indicators

In this subchapter, the results of the ranking of the indicators by the experts are displayed and discussed.
The experts were allowed to choose from the list of potential indicators as well as add new indicators to
the list and also select them for their ranking. The final list after all expert interviews is displayed in
figure 11. The final list of all indicators with the respective definitions can be found in Appendix 38. In
figure 12, an example of the MURAL board of one of the experts is displayed. All filled MURAL boards
can be found in the Appendices 13 to 35. In figure 13, the results of the cleaned ranking are displayed.

Figure 11: Final list of potential indicators. The list is based on the preliminary indicators derived from the literature review
and was added to in the course of the expert interviews.
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Figure 12: Lower part of the MURAL board with the ranking of expert 5

First, it can be said that according to the ranking of the interviewed experts, the five indicators
Accessibility by all modes of transport, Proximity to parking pressure, Mixed use, (Social) amenities
and Population density in this order are the most important indicators to take into account when
searching for a suitable location for a neighborhood hub. Moreover, it is directly visible from figure 13
that the selection of these five indicators is not a clear-cutting selection by all experts that distinctively
shows the major difference in importance between the indicators. The final ranking rather displays a
picture of a lot of aspects that were relevant to the experts to different degrees instead of distinctive
single winners. This can mean that besides the higher importance of the five highest ranking indicators,
the other indicators are not to be neglected as influence factors for selecting a suitable location. It was
stated by several of the experts, that the ranking would display the most important indicators in their
opinion, but that the other indicators were as well important to have a look at when searching for a
location for a neighborhood hub (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert 2, 2020, p. 12; Expert 9, 2020, p. 22).
The experts wanted to make clear that they did not neglect these topics, but rather that the ranking is a
selection of the most important aspects. Those experts also claimed that for a proper selection process,
almost all of the indicators would need to be taken into account (Expert 11, 2020, p. 8).
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Figure 13: Results of the ranking of the preliminary indicators displaying the total score per indictator. The ranking displayed
here is based on the cleaned results from the Excel calculation, not taking the “double” indicators into account. The colors
have been chosen to match the colors from the MURAL board and have no further informational value.

In table 8, the total scores and the standard deviation of the five selected indicators is displayed. The
results for all indicators can be seen in table 3 in Chapter 3.4.. The standard deviation is used here not
to come to statistically significant results, but to get an indication of how much the views differ on the
respective indicator. As a comparison, the values for the Proximity to electrical substations are
displayed, as it is the indicator with the lowest standard deviation that is not zero. Especially in
comparison with the indicator Proximity to electrical substations, it can be said that the five most highly
ranked indicators have a relative high standard deviation, implying that the experts have different
opinions on the importance of these five indicators. The indicator with the highest standard deviation is
Proximity to parking pressure, showing that despite of their agreement on the indicators’ importance,
the experts disagree on its level of importance. The indicator with the lowest standard deviation is
(social) amenities, showing that it is generally more agreed by the experts on the rank of the indicator
on the fourth rank.
Table 7: Total scores and standard deviation of the five selected indicators

Indicator
Accessibility for all modes of transport
Proximity to parking pressure
Mixed use
(Social) amenities
Population Density
…
Proximity to electrical substations

Total score
20
18
17
16
14
…
4

Standard deviation
1.491
1.633
1.356
0.707
1.166
…
0.471

Adjustments of the analytical framework according to the experts
In the following section, the results on the indicators are compared to the results expected after the
literature review (compare to table 9 and figure 14). In figure 14, the form of the boxes displays the
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importance the potential indicator has according to the experts based on the ranking. The square boxes
are the most important, the boxes with rounded corners are the middle ones and the round boxes are the
least important indicators. The different colors show the status of the indicators: The green boxes show
the indicators derived from the literature (compare to figure 6 in chapter 3.1.), the blue boxes show the
three underlying aims of the three functions of a neighborhood hub, and the orange boxes show the
additional indicators collected in the course of the expert interviews. The red boxes show the indicators
that have been added but not selected by the experts and two aspects that were mentioned as being
influenced but not being indicators themselves (necessity of the hub and financing of the hub). The
arrows show the relationships between the indicators; the type of arrow shows the strongness of the
relationship: the strongest relationships are reflected by a continuous arrow and the middle strong
relationships are represented by a dashed arrow (there were no weak relationships found in the literature
review). The green arrows display relationships that were detected in the literature review, while the
orange arrows display relationships that were detected in the expert interviews.
It is interesting to see that a lot of indicators were thought to be as important as the literature review
suggested, and the others were thought to be less important. The indicators (social) amenities, mixed
use and population density were ranked as important as expected after the literature review, while the
indicators spatial density, demographic factors and proximity to heat stress were ranked less important
than expected. The indicator real estate prices was discussed in the qualitative part of the interviews,
and also discussed as a potential influence factor for the choice of a location of a neighborhood hub, but
it was not selected by the experts for the ranking (Expert 1, 2020, p. 15). It is ranked less important by
the experts than expected after the literature review.
Moreover, it is interesting to note that there were no indicators ranked more important by the experts
than by the literature review. This may however also be a result of the ranking method, as the experts
were only allowed to rank until five. These five ranks were counted as the “highly important” group,
which might exclude surplus aspects that have been ranked as highly important in the literature review.
Table 8: Importance of the indicators according to the literature review and the expert interviews

Indicator

Importance
according to
literature
Amenities
Highly important
Mixed use development
Highly important
Spatial density
Highly important
Demographic factors
Highly important
Population density
Highly important
Public transport stops
Medium important
Real estate prices
Less important
Proximity to new residential Less important
housing
Proximity to heat stress
Medium important
Proximity to Urban Green Spaces Medium important
Proximity to parking pressure
Proximity to logistics
Ownership of the location
Proximity to electrical substations (trafostations)
Draagvlak (societal support base) Proximity to existing parking areas
Accessibility for all modes of transport
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Importance
according to the
experts
Highly important
Highly important
Medium important
Medium important
Highly important
Medium important
Not important
Medium important
Less important
Medium important
Highly important
Less important
Medium important

Medium important
Not important
Highly important

Attractiveness of the surrounding
and the route
Available space (e.g. vacant lots)
Capacity of the electricity
network
Proximity to demand for gas
within the neighborhood
Safety
Attractiveness of the hub itself
Consciousness of necessity
Interest of mobility companies

-

Less important

-

Medium important
Less important

-

Less important

-

Not important
Less important
Less important
Less important

Note: The table shows the importance of the indicator according to the literature review in comparison to the importance
according to the expert interviews. The green fields show the indicators that have been ranked highly (in the top 5 ranking),
the yellow fields show the indicators with medium importance and the orange fields show the indicators with low or no
importance (not selected in the ranking for the third row). For the indicators added in the course of the interviews, no
information is available on the importance according to the literature. The four indicators marked in grey at the end of the table
are indicators that have been chosen by some of the experts in the course of the ranking, but which were not included as
potential indicators for the following experts, because they did not fit the search for indicators that have an influence on the
selection of a location for a hub. More information on this can be found in the Expert Interview Adjustment Log in Appendix
36.

According to the aspects and relationships discussed in the expert interviews, the visualization of the
connection of the indicators was adjusted. A lot of additional relationships were added to the
visualization.

Figure 14: Adjusted visualization of the importance and relationships between the indicators based on the expert interviews.

4.2.2.

Results on the selected indicators

In this subchapter, the five selected indicators are discussed in detail. It is discussed why the experts
selected these five indicators, how they relate to the other indicators and what the opinion of the experts
is about the indicators. The discussion of the results of the remaining indicators can be found in
Appendix 40.
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Indicator 1 – Accessibility for all modes of transport

Figure 15: Relationships of the indicator Accessibility for all modes of transport

Figure 15 shows the direct relationships of the indicator accessibility. The indicator accessibility for all
modes of transportation was selected as the most important aspect to be taken into account when
selecting the location for a neighborhood hub. It was named in most of the interviews as one of the
leading factors and selected in the ranking by six of the experts. Two experts selected it as the most
important indicator, while one expert selected it for rank two, one for rank three, one for rank four and
one for rank five (compare to table 3).
As has been discussed in chapter 2, the concept of accessibility has several layers to it. The accessibility
of all modes of transport has a significant influence on other indicators, such as the attractiveness of the
hub, but is also influenced by a range of different aspects. Most experts discussed that the potential
location for a neighborhood hub needs to be easily and safely accessibility by all modes of transportation
(Expert 4, 2020, p. 10). The hubs need to be located at strategic points on the main roads, which are
logical to use (Expert 11, 2020, p. 6). The routes to and from the neighborhood hub need to be clear, the
hubs need to be visible and it is positive for the hub if it can be connected to already existing routes that
are used by the residents on a regular basis (Expert 4, 2020, 10, 13; Expert 5, 2020, p. 13). Expert 5 said
on this topic:
“The second I think what is important is that the location is for the people who live in that area, a
location where it is normal to pass by. So close to their house, part of a route for walking or biking. To
go to a shopping center or near to a park. So, the location must be part of this route system” (Expert 5,
2020, p. 13).
The hub must be accessible by all modes of transportation, thus walking, cycling, maybe the public
transport and the car, which means that there must be (differing) routes for the different modes of
transport (Expert 10, 2020, p. 13; Expert 3, 2020, p. 13; Expert 6, 2020, p. 9; Expert 8, 2020, p. 10).
The cyclist requires safe and direct cycling routes to and from the hub, which are connected to other
routes that lead to important destinations within the city (Expert 11, 2020, p. 7; Expert 3, 2020, p. 7;
Expert 4, 2020, 11, 13). The public transport user needs easy access to the respective public transport in
place, while the car driver requires quick and direct access to and from the main roads (Expert 3, 2020,
p. 13). For reaching accessibility for the car driver, it was suggested from several experts to place the
hubs on the edges of the neighborhood (Expert 11, 2020, p. 5; Expert 3, 2020, p. 13). The placing of the
hubs on the edges of the neighborhoods was also suggested due to the space needed for the hub, which
is hard to acquire in the dense neighborhoods, and the reduced traffic within the neighborhood that is
expected from pushing the cars to the edges (Expert 11, 2020, p. 5; Expert 7, 2020, pp. 7–8).
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Accessibility in small scale and dense neighborhoods such as the two case areas Assendorp and
Kamperpoort is often understood as pedestrian friendliness (Expert 6, 2020, p. 5). As Expert 6 argues:
“The difficulty I think is planning them in the right spot. So, they should be walkable, bicycle, not only
walkable, but the route to, should be comfortable and attractive” (Expert 6, 2020, p. 5).
Especially for the pedestrian and also for the cyclist, the attractiveness of the route to and from the
neighborhood hub influences the accessibility, as it makes it more convenient to use the route (Expert
3, 2020, p. 13; Expert 4, 2020, p. 13). The attractiveness of the route is influenced, among others, by the
quality of the pavement, the existence of shading, social surveillance and security (Expert 4, 2020,
p. 13).
Part of the accessibility of a hub, especially for the pedestrian, is the travel distance to and from the hub.
The experts agree that the walking distance should not be too high and not exceed a range of 250 to 400
meters (Expert 10, 2020, p. 13; Expert 7, 2020, p. 7; Expert 9, 2020, p. 23). However, it was also
discussed that the actual distance is not as important if the route is attractive (Expert 7, 2020, p. 13). The
actual distance to and from the hub can feel different depending on the attractiveness of the surrounding
(Expert 6, 2020, p. 6; Expert 7, 2020, p. 7). Basically, if there is a lot to look at and the routes are
interesting to walk, people are expected to be willing to walk longer than if the routes are unattractive.
Another aspect that was discussed as part of the accessibility of a hub is the interchange between
different modes of transport. It must be easily possible to change the mode of transportation for example
from bicycle to public transport or from the car to walking or cycling (Expert 7, 2020, p. 13; Expert 8,
2020, p. 11).
Moreover, as part of the accessibility of the hub it was discussed that opening hours of the hub itself
are important; if it is for example not possible to get the personal bicycle after a certain hour, it is not
convenient to use the hub for residents (Expert 3, 2020, p. 7).

Indicator 2 – Proximity to parking pressure

Figure 16: Relationships of the indicator proximity to parking pressure

Figure 16 shows the direct relationships of the indicator proximity to parking pressure. The indicator
proximity to parking pressure was selected as the second important aspect to be taken into account when
selecting the location for a neighborhood hub. It was named in seven of the interviews as one of the
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leading factors and selected in the ranking by six of the experts. Two experts selected it as the most
important indicator, while two experts selected it for rank 4, and two for rank 5 (compare to table 3).
The indicator proximity to parking pressure was selected mostly, because it is expected to both show
the places where it is needed the most to place a neighborhood hub for reducing the parking pressure
and because it was expected that the parking pressure could increase the willingness of residents to make
use of the hub (Expert 2, 2020, p. 10; Expert 3, 2020, p. 15; Expert 7, 2020, p. 14). Expert 12 said about
this:
“Parking pressure [..] is more or less the creator of the necessity” (Expert 12, 2020, p. 16).
Where the parking pressure is the highest, the people have the most problems of finding a spot for their
car as well as little space for their children to play or green areas (Expert 2, 2020, p. 10). Moreover, the
experts said that if there are a lot of parking spots in the neighborhood, the people would normally park
their car in close proximity to their house (Expert 3, 2020, p. 15). According to the experts, the
possibility of seeing and surveilling the private car in front of the house is something most residents like
to have as an opportunity (Expert 11, 2020, p. 4; Expert 4, 2020, p. 12; Expert 5, 2020, p. 11). Residents
also typically like to have the freedom of using their car whenever they want (Expert 10, 2020, p. 7;
Expert 4, 2020, p. 6). Due to these reasons, high parking pressure can reduce the advantages people get
from their private car and can increase the willingness to park the private car at a hub or use a shared
vehicle from the hub.
A negative relationship between the proximity to parking pressure and proximity to urban green spaces
was therefore also expected.
Moreover, the indicator proximity to parking pressure is expected to have a reinforcing relationship with
the proximity to heat stress, because of the hardened surfaces needed for the parking of cars (Expert 2,
2020, p. 11; Expert 6, 2020, p. 12). The existence of heat stress because of high amounts of parking
spots might also increase the willingness of residents to bring their vehicles to the hub or use vehicles
from the hub (Expert 6, 2020, p. 12). However, it was discussed that the residents do not see heat stress
as a major problem in their daily life, while parking pressure is really a problem for a lot of people in
cities (Expert 2, 2020, p. 10).

Indicator 3 – Mixed use

Figure 17: Relationships of the indicator mixed use
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Figure 17 shows the direct relationships of the indicator mixed use. The indicator mixed use was selected
as the third important aspect to be taken into account when selecting the location for a neighborhood
hub. It was named in five of the interviews as one of the leading factors and selected in the ranking by
five of the experts. Two experts selected it as the most important indicator, while one expert selected it
for rank 3, and two for rank 4 (compare to table 3).
The indicator mixed use was chosen by most of the experts because it increases the attractiveness of an
area if it has several uses (Expert 2, 2020, p. 12; Expert 3, 2020, p. 6). Typically, in mixed use areas,
everything is close by and can be accessed easily (Expert 1, 2020, p. 7). The more uses are mixed in an
area, the better it is for a hub, according to the experts (Expert 7, 2020, p. 14). Moreover, already existing
mixed use parts of a neighborhood are places people already make use of, which makes it easier to
implement a neighborhood hub there. The potential customers of the additional services that the hub can
offer are already visiting the area on a regular basis. The hub can add the functions that are still lacking
and even increase the use of visiting the place for the residents (Expert 10, 2020, p. 13; Expert 12, 2020,
p. 9). Expert 2 said about this:
“If you have two or three reasons to go there, instead of just picking up your shared car, then there is
more reason as well to use it” (Expert 2, 2020, p. 6).
Moreover, if there is a mix of functions in the surrounding of the neighborhood hub, then normally also
a mix of different people make use of the area, increasing the potential user group of the neighborhood
hub (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert 12, 2020, p. 9). Expert 7 puts it like this:
“If there is lots of things to do around, then it is better to have a point, a hub, in that kind of dense
areas” (Expert 7, 2020, p. 14).
The indicator has a close relationship with the indicator (social) amenities, as amenities are a part of the
mixed uses in a neighborhood (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert 10, 2020, p. 16). It was also explained, that
typically very dense areas have more and mixed uses than less dense areas (Expert 10, 2020, p. 14). The
mix of uses can increase the accessibility for most modes of transport, as more functions are available
in shorter distances.

Indicator 4 – (Social) amenities

Figure 18: Relationships of the indicator (social) amenities
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Figure 18 shows the direct relationships of the indicator (social) amenities. The indicator social
amenities was selected as the fourth important aspect to be taken into account when selecting the location
for a neighborhood hub. It was named in five of the interviews as one of the leading factors and selected
in the ranking by four of the experts. One expert selected it as the most important indicator, while two
experts selected it for rank 2, and one for rank 3 (compare to table 3).
The indicator (social) amenities was often chosen in combination with the indicator mixed use, or at
least a similar explanation was provided for choosing it as an indicator (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert
10, 2020, p. 16). This is not surprising as the amount of amenities within a neighborhood can have a
significant influence on the mixed use-status of the neighborhood. It was also discussed by the experts
that the existence of different amenities at the hub, but also in the surrounding area, would increase the
attractiveness of the hub (Expert 1, 2020, p. 7; Expert 4, 2020, p. 14; Expert 6, 2020, p. 12). As with the
mixed use, if there are more things a user can do in the area, the area has more benefits for the user
(Expert 1, 2020, p. 14). Moreover, it was discussed by the experts that the existence of amenities in
proximity to the potential location can be a significantly important reason to choose the place as a
location for a neighborhood hub (Expert 12, 2020, p. 9). Expert 7 said about this:
“Sometimes you can also search for, is there any possibility to make a neighborhood hub near an
existing coffee shop or other function? Like you try to combine with the energy network, to combine with
logistics, also to combine with other stores that are already existing. So, you do not have to organize it
again. You can use the existing business there” (Expert 10, 2020, p. 12).
Expert 10 concluded on this matter:
It must also fit in with what the environment of such a hub actually needs. So, the user side. What do
people want. I think that it also makes a difference whether there are facilities nearby, such as shops,
or other places where more people come. That that can also be a reason to set up a hub nearby8 (Expert
8, 2020, pp. 10–11).
There is moreover a relationship between the indicators amenities, attractiveness of the hub and
draagvlak, because a mixture of existing amenities at the hub and in the surrounding area, as well as the
overall attractiveness of the hub all influence the willingness of people to go there and make use of the
hub (Expert 12, 2020, p. 9; Expert 7, 2020, p. 6; Expert 8, 2020, p. 15).
It was also discussed by the experts, that the amenities already existing in the surrounding of the potential
location for a hub can be taken as a basis for the planning of which amenities should be added at the
hub. the idea is to thereby add missing amenities for the neighborhood, that will also be used (Expert
11, 2020, p. 7). One expert said that the demographic profile of the neighborhood has to be taken into
account when deciding for specific amenities, as for example older people need different amenities than
younger people (Expert 11, 2020, p. 7).
Moreover, it was discussed for the social amenities at a hub, that these would significantly increase the
probability that people also stay at the hub and not only use it for a single specific purpose and then
leave again (Expert 10, 2020, pp. 13–14). This applies as well for more social amenities in the
surrounding area of the hub, as they can increase the range of possible destinations for a user (Expert 2,
2020, p. 6).

8

Translated from Dutch

64

Indicator 5 – Population density

Figure 19: Relationships of the indicator population density

Figure 19 shows the direct relationships of the indicator population density. The indicator population
density was selected as the fifth important aspect to be taken into account when selecting the location
for a neighborhood hub. It was named in seven of the interviews as one of the leading factors and
selected in the ranking by five of the experts. One expert selected it as the most important indicator,
while one expert selected it for rank 3, and three for rank 4 (compare to table 3).
The indicator was selected mainly by the experts, because they agreed that there is a certain threshold
of inhabitants that need to be living in an area in order for the hub to work (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert
5, 2020, p. 15; Expert 7, 2020, p. 13). This was said to have both economic as well as capacity reasons.
If the hub includes all kinds of amenities, such as a café, these need enough visitors to be rentable,
otherwise they will not thrive (Expert 1, 2020, p. 14; Expert 11, 2020, 5, 7; Expert 3, 2020, p. 15). And
on the other hand, it is more attractive for shop owners and other stakeholders to rent space in a
neighborhood hub, if there is a bigger customer basis around (Expert 7, 2020, p. 14). Moreover, it was
argued by one expert that a high population density might be a prerequisite for planning a hub altogether,
as the concept might not work for lower densities and there also could be other solutions in low density
areas (Expert 12, 2020, p. 15).
Expert 3 put it like this:
“[…] I think that is also important, because you need to have some population, it has to be again feasible
for shops or parking places to be used. Or else, you will start a hub and two or three years later it will
be bankrupt and will not be used again” (Expert 3, 2020, p. 15).
Expert 7 said about this:
“I think population density has also something to do with the distance. You can maybe combine it with
the first one. It has something to do with travel distance but also more people, density. It gives more
market for your hub, if there is more people living around your hub in an acceptable distance” (Expert
7, 2020, p. 13).
Expert 11 put it even more concrete, when he explained:
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“This has to do with rentability of the hubs. For a café, you need a certain amount of people that make
use of it. If you are talking about maybe 500 people using one of the hubs in the upset used in your
conceptualization, they are not rentable. So, it might be useful to make one or two of the bigger ones on
the outer edges, to also have an additional place for community activity” (Expert 11, 2020, p. 5)9.
Moreover, with more inhabitants in a certain area, there are more people that can make use of the hub
and the hub is therefore useful to more residents of the neighborhood than if it was located at a less
dense area (Expert 2, 2020, p. 11). The close link between spatial and population density was
acknowledged by the experts, stating that each of these indicators could be used to indicate the direction
for the other (Expert 1, 2020, p. 13; Expert 3, 2020, p. 14; Expert 7, 2020, p. 15; Expert 9, 2020, p. 17).
It was also discussed that a higher population density would typically also increase the accessibility for
all modes of transport, as a high population density generally implies a high spatial density. One expert
explained, that the higher the population (and also spatial) density is, the higher the interest and the
draagvlak of the residents should be, as with parking pressure and scarcity of space in general, they
would see the advantages for themselves more easily (Expert 6, 2020, p. 12).

4.3.Results of the GIS Analysis
The goal of the GIS analysis was to display the five selected indicators and to test whether the applied
methodology has potential for the selection of locations for neighborhood hubs. In this chapter, the
results of the GIS analysis of the five key indicators are displayed (chapter 4.3.1.), the map displaying
the suitability of the locations within the two case neighborhoods is shown and the areas with high
potential for the placement of neighborhood hubs are further evaluated on the basis of the vacancy,
cultural historical value, current use of the location and the connection to the energy network.

4.3.1.

Results of the five single indicators

In this section, for each of the five indicators, the results of the single analyses are displayed and
discussed.

Indicator 1: Accessibility for all modes of transport
The strategic routes for the pedestrian, the cyclist and the car as well as the public transport stops of the
two case neighborhoods were collected (Appendix 44). In Appendix 45, the buffer areas for all four
modes of transportation are displayed and the result of the analysis for indicator one is visible in figure
20.
As visible from Appendix 44, the strategic routes of the pedestrian often overlap with the routes of the
bicycle and sometimes of the car. Moreover, the public transport stops are often located along one or
many of the strategic routes of the other modes of transportation. Also, the public transport stops are not
equally distributed everywhere, so that there is a shortage of public transport stops in the east of
Assendorp and in the middle of Kamperpoort.
In Appendix 45, the buffer zones of the strategic routes of all modes of transport are displayed. It is
visible from the map, that it is possible almost everywhere to reach a pedestrian route within 100 meters,
except for the east of Assendorp. Cycling routes are not directly accessible everywhere. In the east of
Assendorp and in the center of Kamperpoort the inhabitants have to cycle a wider distance to access a
strategic route. The strategic car routes can mainly be found on the edges of the neighborhoods, which
9

Due to problems with the recording software, this interview was not recorded fully. However, the aspects
discussed with the expert were written down in detail directly after the interview. More information can be found
in Appendix 36.
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is in line with the statement by some of the experts that the hubs should be located on the edges of the
neighborhoods in order to provide accessibility for car users (compare to chapter 4.2.).
Figure 20 displays the high potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs in the two case
neighborhoods on the basis of the first indicator accessibility. In comparison with Appendix 45, it is
visible that the areas are mainly located where the buffer of the public transport stops were. It is directly
visible that the public transport stops had a big impact on the analysis; therefore, it is important to keep
in mind that the method of displaying the public transport was by choosing the stops instead of the lines.
Moreover, most of the areas are rather located at the edges of the neighborhood than in the small streets
within, and rather along the lines of the major streets. This is of course a result of the car routes that
were included, which are mainly located on the edges of the neighborhoods.

Figure 20: High potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs based on indicator one. Own presentation.

Indicator 2: Proximity to parking pressure
In Appendix 46, the amount of parking pressure in the two case neighborhoods is displayed and in figure
21, the areas with high potential for locating a neighborhood hub based on the indicator parking pressure
are displayed. It is visible from the figure, that high parking pressure (above 80 %) occurs mainly in the
small side streets of Assendorp, but also on some of the major routes, such as the Hortensiastraat. In
Kamperpoort, high parking pressure also occurs mainly in the smaller streets within the neighborhood
and only partly on the major roads, such as the Harm Smeengekade. Moreover, in both neighborhoods,
the parking pressure occurs almost exclusively where the major parts of the population live (compare to
indicator 5)10. Moreover, it means that based on the indicator parking pressure, a big part of both
10

The high parking pressure is expected to arise from the high number of private cars that are owned in the
neighborhood in relation to the very dense structure which does not offer a lot of space for parking. As visible
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neighborhoods is suitable for placing a hub there. It is expected that it will be very difficult to find a
place within the range of the parking pressure where there is enough space for placing a neighborhood
hub.

Figure 21: High potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs based on indicator two. Own presentation.

Indicator 3: Mixed Use – Mixed Use Index
In Appendix 47, the assessment of the two neighborhoods based on the mixed-use index is displayed.
The mixed-use index shows how big the share of residential uses is from the total use of the block. The
mixture of uses is the highest in the areas with a score between 0.45 and 0.55. Based on this, it is visible
from figure 22 that the center of Assendorp and Kamperpoort are mainly used for living, while the north,
east and southwest of Assendorp and the northwest, northeast and south of Kamperpoort are mainly
used for other uses, such as commercial. Moreover, towards the city center, the areas with the highest
mixture of uses can be found.

from chapter 3.5., where possible the information for the late evening / middle of the night was used, in order to
display the places where parking pressure occurs due to the parking of the local residents.
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Figure 22: High potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs based on indicator three. Own presentation

Indicator 4: (Social) amenities
In Appendix 48, the different types of amenities are displayed that are present in the case neighborhoods.
The displayed amenities all can support the development of a community feeling and it is therefore
useful if a neighborhood hub is located in proximity to areas where many amenities are present.
The main areas with a lot of amenities are the north of Kamperpoort and along the Harm Smeengekade
and the Pannekoekendijk, where a sort of business and recreational area is developed in the last years.
It is visible that most of the amenities in Assendorp and Kamperpoort are for shopping or meeting. In
Assendorp, many amenities, especially shopping, are located along the Assendorperstraat, which is a
shopping street. It is moreover visible that amenities with the sport function are located in the center of
Assendorp, and that there are no sport amenities in Kamperpoort. The educational amenities are more
or less equally distributed in Assendorp and also not present in Kamperpoort. And the healthcare
amenities are also more or less equally distributed in Assendorp and often in some distance to the
Assendorperstraat, while they are only located in the east of Kamperpoort.
In figure 23, the buffer areas of the amenities are displayed, which show the areas with high potential
for placing a neighborhood hub in close proximity. It is visible that most of the space of the
neighborhoods belongs to the high potential areas, while only the northwest and southeast of
Kamperpoort and the far east and part of the area south to the railway lines as well as parts of the park
in Assendorp are not included.
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Figure 23: High potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs based on indicator four. Own presentation.

Indicator 5: Population density
Appendix 49 displays the population density (inhabitants per square kilometer) in the two case
neighborhoods. It is directly visible that the areas can be divided into densely populated centers and less
densely populated edges. Only to the north and to the south of Assendorp there are some areas that have
a higher density than the surrounding low-density areas. The center of Assendorp is relatively
homogenous in its population density, however there are some parcels where the density is very high
and some where the density is a big lower. Kamperpoort has a similar structure, although it has in
relation less high-density areas.
Figure 24 displays the selected areas with a high enough population density of at least 5000 inhabitants
per square kilometer and the applied buffer area. As visible from the figure, most of the center parts of
both neighborhoods are included in the selection. Based on indicator five, it is therefore possible to
locate a neighborhood hub in most parts of the neighborhoods, except for the edges.
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Figure 24: High potential areas for locating neighborhood hubs based on indicator five. Own presentation.

4.3.2.

Results after the five indicators

The combination of the five indicators can be seen in figure 25; the map displays the suitability of the
different locations in the two case neighborhoods. The dark green and green areas are the ones, where

Figure 25: Suitability map for locating neighborhood hubs. Own presentation, design based on Coolbaugh (2016,
p. 76).
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all five or four of the indicators are present in order to provide suitability for the placement of a
neighborhood hub.
It is directly visible from the map, that based on the five selected indicators, only some areas in close
proximity to the city center have high potential for the placement of a neighborhood hub according to
the indicators. Only areas in the east of Kamperpoort and in the north-west of Assendorp are fulfilling
four of the five indicators, while there are no areas in Kamperpoort that fulfill all five indicators. In
Assendorp on the other hand are four smaller areas that fulfill all five indicators.
Based on the single indicators discussed above, it can be said that some of them oppose each other in
the areas of the neighborhoods that are selected as having high potential for placing a hub. For example,
the indicators proximity to parking pressure and population density require that the hubs should be
placed in the dense center areas of the neighborhoods, while the indicators accessibility for all modes of
transport rather requires that the hubs should be placed at the edges of the neighborhood. The indicator
mixed use requires proximity to the city center, while the indicator amenities is relatively indifferent
except for some excluded areas.
The measuring methods need to be taken into account of course, and it is visible for example for indicator
four that the analysis could be more detailed. The analysis included all selected amenities, redundant of
the size, and the areas with more different amenities were not more important than areas with many
amenities but if the same type.
Figure 26 shows only the areas with very high and high potential for the placement of a neighborhood
hub and the building and street structure is visible. These areas are the result of the applied methodology
and were further analyzed in the following subchapters, where they are assessed in terms of vacancy
and the possibilities for connecting them with the energy network.

Figure 26: Potential locations with high potential for neighborhood hubs. Own presentation.
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4.3.3.

Further evaluation of the high potential areas

As discussed in chapter 3.4. and in Appendix 40, it is important to have enough space for the placement
of neighborhood hubs. Based on the results of the analysis along the lines of the five selected indicators,
the question is where in these areas there is enough space. For this, both the age of the buildings, the
historical value of the area and the current function according to the zoning plan were taken into account.
Figure 27 shows the selected areas with very high and high potential for the placement of neighborhood
hubs and the age of the buildings within the selected areas. On the basis of the age of the buildings in
the selected areas, it can be said that there are many rather old buildings (built from 1800 to 1940) in the
case neighborhood of Assendorp, while there are more rather recently built buildings (built from 2000
onwards) in the case neighborhood Kamperpoort. This is the case because the neighborhood
Kamperpoort and especially this selected part of it have been under reconstruction in the last years.
Moreover, it is visible that not a lot of free space is included in the selected areas. Furthermore, parts of
the theatre Buitensoos as well as the Dominican monastery lie within the selected areas. The unbuilt
areas are then e.g. a major traffic junction in the south of Assendorp (1) or a parking area that only
available for people parking in a distance (3).
In Appendix 50, the areas in the two case neighborhoods that have cultural historical value are visible.
Due to their proximity to the city center and their age, a lot of the selected areas in the two case
neighborhoods are historically valuable. It is expected that in these areas, it might be more difficult to
restructure existing buildings to house a neighborhood hub. in Appendix 51, all the functions of the
zoning plan of the two case neighborhoods and the city center are displayed. With the use of both of the
plans, the eight potential locations were evaluated in table 10.

Figure 27: Age of the buildings in the selected areas. Own presentation based on PDOK (2020a).

Most of the areas with very high potential according to the five selected indicators are either fully
occupied or are not suitable as a location for a hub due to other reasons. For example, for number 1,
which is at the traffic junction in the south of Assendorp (Google Maps, 2020; Ruimtelijkeplannen,
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2020), it could be thought about transferring the green isle of the junction into a hub and try to make it
more accessible by foot (and bicycle) from all sides, but it is questionable whether a neighborhood hub
has a lot of utility in so close proximity to the central station. The area with very high potential in the
north-east of the figure is fully built with either houses or the monastery. Therefore, the areas not fully
built on the remaining high potential areas are analyzed in the following, taking into account the
historical value (Appendix 50) and the current function according to the zoning plan of the places
(Appendix 51).
Table 9: Evaluation of the locations with very high and high potential for the placement of a neighborhood hubs

Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

Actual use

Current function
(“bestemming”)
Traffic junction, green
Green
Assendorperplein, public meeting Green
space
Parking space for remote parking Traffic - access road
Parking space of the NGK Traffic - access road
Zuiderkerk Zwolle
Parking space of several shops
Office
Courtyard of a building block
Office
Parking space of a cultural area, Mixed
including the theatre and the
neighborhood association
Courtyard of a care home
Societal

Cultural value
No
Partly
No
No
No
Yes
No

No

Note: This table displays the evaluation of the locations with very high and high potential for the placement of neighborhood
hubs in the two case neighborhoods Kamperpoort and Assendorp. The colours display the suitability of the high potential areas
on the basis of the historical value, the zoning plan and the actual function seen in Google Street view. Green are the areas
that have also high potential according to these other aspects, yellow are the middle suitable areas and the red ones are those
that are not suitable based on these other aspects. The table is based on Ruimtelijkeplannen (2020) and Google Maps (2020).

As visible from table 10, most of the potential locations do not have cultural historical value. Therefore,
an exclusion of most of the places based on cultural historical value is not necessary. Three of the
potential locations can be excluded based on their current function (number 2, 6 and 8). For example,
location 2 is an important public place in Assendorp for meeting and children to play. Number 6 and 8
are both courtyards of private or semi-private spaces. Number 1 is excluded because it might be too
close to the central station, as discussed before. The four remaining of the potential locations are existing
parking spaces either available to the public, or available for the visitors of shops, the church or a cultural
site. These parking spaces are in general expected to have a higher potential for the placement of a
neighborhood hub than the other potential locations, because they are on public land and are provided
by the municipality. If the policies of the municipality of Zwolle are implemented in the coming years,
one of the goals is the reduction of parking places. Therefore, it would be a possibility to transform
space that is already used for parking into more multifunctional neighborhood hubs, including parking
for different modes of transport. Of the parking spaces, number 3 is seen as the location with the highest
potential, because it is not serving as parking space for already existing amenities. On the other hand, it
could be argued that based on the expert interviews, those places with existing amenities directly around
it could have a higher potential. Then, also the locations 5 and 7 are suitable, while location 4 might be
less suitable because it only provides the church function, and the church might also suffer more from
the nuisance created by the hub.
Based on the energy network plan of the municipality of Zwolle (Appendix 52), it can be concluded that
if it is aimed at establishing a connection to the middle voltage stations, the station in the south-east of
the city center is the most suitable station in terms of distance (and therefore costs for the connection).
If an energy network solution is established that captures a part of the energy produced at the hub, and
it is therefore possible to connect the hub to a low voltage station, suitable stations of these should be
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searched for in the direct surrounding. Alternatively, it could also be searched for suitable locations to
place new low voltage stations, as discussed in Appendix 39.
A further evaluation of these potential locations would be needed according to a lot of the indicators
collected by the experts, such as the ownership of the location, the accessibility by all modes of transport
(in detail), demographic factors, the societal support base and a lot of other things. Moreover, aspects
like the amount of people already making use of the existing amenities around it and the detailed plans
for the respective areas for the coming years could be taken into account. However, this further
evaluation is beyond the scope of this research and could for example be conducted by the municipality.
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5. Discussion of results and conclusions
In this chapter, the results of the research are discussed along the lines of the research questions, the
conceptual model, the limitations of the research and the recommendations for future research and
practice. Moreover, the conclusions are drawn from the discussion.

Answer to the research questions
First, it can be concluded that the four sub questions could be answered in the course of the research to
answer the main research questions. The answer to the first sub question is the list of potential indicators
derived from the literature review. The answer to the second sub question is the ranking of the potential
and the added indicators by the experts. The answer to the third sub question is the discussion of the
methods in chapter 3 and the answer to the fourth sub question is partly discussed in chapter 4.3. and
partly in this chapter. The main research question, how can suitable locations for neighborhood hubs
be identified to combine societal, mobility-related and energy-related functions in the case of the
neighborhoods Assendorp and Kamperpoort in the Dutch city of Zwolle?, can be answered as well. It
was possible to derive locations with high potential for the placement of neighborhood hubs from the
applied methodology in the case neighborhoods. Moreover, these locations were further analyzed, and
it could be concluded that some of them could actually be further analyzed in detail for their potential,
because they are not fully built and have current uses that could be changed towards a neighborhood
hub. The answer to the main research question is therefore, that suitable locations for neighborhood hubs
that combine societal, mobility-related and energy-related functions can be identified by identifying and
ranking potential indicators.

Conceptual model
In chapter 2.4., the conceptual model of the research was introduced. Based on the results discussed in
chapter 4.1., Appendix 39 and chapter 4.2., it can be concluded that there is a hierarchy visible in the
framing of the functions by the experts and the result of the ranking: the mobility function of a
neighborhood hub seems to be the most important, followed by the societal function, and the energy
function is the least important. Moreover, based on the discussion in Appendix 39, it can be concluded
that the underlying aims of the three functions resonate with the opinions of the experts about the three
functions. The topic accessibility was discussed a lot and seemed to be the most important aim to be
reached by improving the mobility function, while the social inclusion and connection among the
residents seemed to be the main goal the experts saw for the hub from the social side. As was often
discussed, the hub should not only have a functional (e.g. mobility) function, but should also provide a
social place for the residents and add something to the neighborhood. The underlying aim of the energy
function of achieving a sustainable energy and mobility system by providing a smart energy connection
to the hub also seemed to resonate with the opinions of the energy experts. Moreover, these experts were
motivated to use the energy side of the hub to support the neighborhood, also in terms of space reduction
of the energy demand.
It can also be said that the potential indicators derived from the literature review represent the values in
society, as many of them scored relatively high in the ranking of the indicators (compare to chapter 4.2.).
However, some of the values expressed by the experts were not ranked very high in the ranking; an
example of this is the safety for all societal groups. As discussed in Appendix 39, the indicator was
perceived as very important in general by the experts, but it was nevertheless not ranked high. A reason
for this can be that it is expected that a place can be made safe, while things like a high population
density cannot be achieved that easily. The highly ranked indicators might therefore be things that are
very important for the selection of a location for a hub, but which can also not be obtained easily
afterwards.
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The developed conceptual model is just the starting point of a theory of (neighborhood) hubs and
therefore needs to be developed further. It is important to investigate in future research which values are
represented by other experts, or by the local residents. Moreover, the differences between this case study
and other case studies could be interesting.

Reflection on the literature
The results discussed above can be compared to the literature reviewed in the process of this research.
It can be said that the general notion that many indicators should be taken into account when determining
a suitable location for a neighborhood hub derived from the literature was also derived in the expert
interviews. It became clear both from the literature and from the experts, that each potential place for a
hub is different, needs a tailor-made supply of amenities and services and that a good mixture of the
indicators needs to be achieved in order to find a suitable location. Also, it became clear that an
integrated approach must be taken in the selection of locations for hubs, in order to achieve the most
suitable outcome. Moreover, as visible from table 9, some of the indicators were assessed differently by
the experts than by the literature. Although the results of the ranking in this research are not statistically
significant, it can be said that maybe some of the indicators are overrated and other are underrated in the
literature, at least for the case study discussed in this research. Therefore, the addition made by this
research might be to question the high relevance of some of the indicators from literature (e.g. spatial
density and demographic factors were ranked lower than in the literature, compare to table 9). On the
other hand, the research verified the general importance of many of the potential indicators derived from
literature.
In comparison with the existing literature (Appendix 1), it can be concluded that this research added a
new potential methodology for systematically deciding on the placement of (neighborhood) hubs. This
methodology could be further developed to be applied on a wider scale and more quantitative. The
research also added several important indicators, such as “draagvlak” or the proximity to logistics, which
were not represented in the literature before and can play an important part in the selection of locations
in the future (compare to Appendix 3). It can be said that the research both added to the knowledge base
on the range of potential indicators as well as has given an indication of the potential importance of the
single indicators and the relation between the three dimensions mobility, energy and society towards
each other. Related to this is the addition to the knowledge base on the combination of the energy hub
topic with the mobility and society hub. As discussed in the scientific relevance chapter, this
combination has not been researched a lot and the current research was able to explore the potentials
and problems of integrating the three functions. With respect to the conceptual model and the analytical
framework, it can be said that in the expert interviews, also the energy function turned out to be the one
with the least connections to the other two dimensions. In this sense, the research verified the existing
literature and added that a combination could still be fruitful. Moreover, in the course of the research
the concept of the lowest level of hubs was further explored, and it was possible to add to the knowledge
base on these specific types of hubs. For example, it turned out that the experts can imagine different
sizes of the neighborhood hubs, fulfilling different functions, but all being very accessible in order for
them to be used.

Limitations of the research
After discussing the answers to the research questions and the conceptual model, the limitations of the
research are discussed. There are several aspects that show the limitations of the research: first, it can
be said that the approach taken by the researcher is not the approach common in practice; in practice,
locations for hubs are rather chosen on the basis of the availability of space or the redevelopment of land
than on the basis of a clearly outlined selection of priorities. Therefore, it might be questioned whether
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a different and maybe more practice-oriented approach should have been chosen. On the other hand, it
can be argued that the
Another argument that was also discussed by some of the experts is that the hub could run the risk of
being seen as a goal in itself, and not a solution only applied for specific problems (Expert 12, 2020,
p. 9; Expert 8, 2020, pp. 3–4). This might also be the case because in policy and science, there are so
many aspects connected to the topic and one might easily loose sight of the actual goal or problem to
solve. Moreover, one point discussed in the expert interviews was that the method applied might have
gone the wrong way; instead of starting at an existing problem and searching for a solution for it, it
searched for a method to systematize the solution (Expert 12, 2020, p. 10; Expert 6, 2020, p. 6). It might
therefore be more useful and important to start from the side of users and understand which problems
they face and how these could be solved. As was discussed before, the local residents of a potential
location for a hub definitely need to be taken into account when customizing the concept.
A further limitation of the research is that the method is relatively complex and extensive; moreover, it
is neither fully qualitative nor fully quantitative, which means that it neither results in a statistically
significant, sharp answer, nor does it give a full in-depth picture of the local situation. However, as it is
an explorative research, important lessons for future research on the topic can be drawn from it (see
below).
Moreover, it can be said that the measuring methods applied in the GIS analysis are not as accurate as
one might wish; for example, for the accessibility there are way more accurate alternatives, which could
be applied in future research. These methods could then also be systematized in order to analyze a whole
city or region on their potential for the placement of hubs. As the application in GIS was only the testing
of the method in this research, these alternatives were to time consuming to apply.
Another limitation of the research is that the opinions of the local residents was not taken into account,
but only the opinions of experts. An alternative or addition could have been to conduct a survey or
additional expert interviews with the inhabitants on their opinions on the indicators. This limitation has
to be taken into account when interpreting the results and transferring them to other contexts.
The last limitation that is discussed is that the results of the research are not easily transferable to other
contexts because of the methods applied and of the specificity of the case neighborhoods. The indicators
selected here are thought to be important, but it is not sure, whether they are actually the most important
because of the little representativeness of the study (Corbetta, 2003, p. 24). It is therefore not possible
to use the results of the ranking just like that for other cities, or even other neighborhoods in the city of
Zwolle, because the results here were established on the basis of the case. As a next step, it could be
suggested to do a wider, more representative survey, that shows how experts and residents see the
indicators. However, as discussed before, the extensive list of potential indicators can be used to decide
on the priorities in other contexts, and this in-depth exploration is thought to have been an important
step towards the understanding of the concept of the neighborhood hubs.

Recommendations for future research
An alternative for future research could for example be to conduct a statistically representative survey
on which of the collected indicators are perceived as the most relevant by many spatial planners, by the
residents of a specific city, or even of the whole of the Netherlands. Moreover, as discussed above,
alternative methods of measuring the selected indicators could be tested. Additionally, it could be tried
to systematize the analysis of the selected indicators in a GIS system, so that the analysis could easily
be transferred to another context. Another alternative for future research is the detailed exploration
especially of the social and the energy function of neighborhood hubs and their necessities and
potentials. Moreover, the analytical framework could be used to further explore which changes of which
of the indicators have the most impact on the suitability of a location. Furthermore, factors that influence
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the willingness to make use of a neighborhood hub and also things that keep people from making use of
it could be analyzed in order to improve the usability of the hubs.

Recommendations for practice
It became clear from the literature review and the expert interviews, that finding a suitable location for
a neighborhood hub must always be a tailor-made solution especially for the location, people and
businesses in the surrounding. The involvement of the inhabitants of the neighborhoods is a very
important part of the process, that cannot be neglected. The analysis applied in this research was intended
to answer several questions and add to the knowledge base on the topic of neighborhood hubs. One of
the results is an extensive list of indicators that can be taken into account when searching for or
evaluating a location. This list can be used by experts, researchers or policy makers also outside of the
case study. The results of the ranking might not be representative for other cases than the two case
neighborhoods, but they can give a first indication for other cases and municipalities. As for the GIS
analysis, which was intended to function as a test of the method and to try to indicate the potential of
different locations in the neighborhoods, it is concluded that the analysis fulfilled this aim.
Moreover, it became very clear in the course of the research that almost all of the collected indicators
have some relevance in some way for the selection of a location for a neighborhood hub. Therefore, it
can be recommended that a wide range of them is included in the analysis of or search for potential
locations, in order to arrive at suitable locations that work out in the end.

Conclusion
The goal of this research was to find out how suitable locations for neighborhood hubs could be reached
by selecting indicators, ranking them and testing the method in a GIS system. As discussed in chapter
4.4., it can be concluded that this research goal was successfully reached. A lot of useful information on
the three functions of a neighborhood hub could be collected in the course of the research, as well as a
wide range of indicators to take into account when selecting a location.
The methods applied here can still be improved and there are a lot of questions still remaining on the
topic of (neighborhood) hubs. However, it can be concluded that this research provided a valuable
exploration of the topic in science and policy and was able to give a first indication of how a location
search could be conducted.
For the application of this method in practice it is important to note that a combination of a relatively
neutral ranking, local knowledge, the interests of the local residents and the planning of the municipality
is expected to have the highest potential for arriving at a good solution for everybody.
Neighborhood hubs and hubs in general are a topic intensively researched in science and policy at the
moment, and a lot of questions still remain to be answered. It is recommended to always keep the goal
one wants to reach with the application of the concept in mind, and not to forget about taking into
account the local residents.

79

References
&morgen. (2020). Hoe mobiliteitshubs synergie creëren tussen mobiliteit, energie en sociale
uitdagingen. https://www.enmorgen.nl/nieuws/mobiliteitshubs-creeren-synergie/
Aan de slag met de omgevingswet. (no year). Toelaten windturbines op een locatie.
https://aandeslagmetdeomgevingswet.nl/praktijksituaties/windturbines/toelaten/
Adnan, M., Altaf, S., Bellemans, T., Yasar, A.-u.-H., & Shakshuki, E. M. (2019). Last-mile
travel and bicycle sharing system in small/medium sized cities: User’s preferences
investigation using hybrid choice model. Journal of Ambient Intelligence and Humanized
Computing, 10(12), 4721–4731. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12652-018-0849-5
Aengenheyster, S., Cuhls, K., Gerhold, L., Heiskanen-Schüttler, M., Huck, J., & Muszynska,
M. (2017). Real-Time Delphi in practice — A comparative analysis of existing softwarebased tools. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 118, 15–27.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.01.023
Agampatian, R. (2014). Using GIS to measure walkability: A Case study in New York City.
Stockholm, Sweden. School of Architecture and the Built Environment, Royal Institute of
Technology.
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/20ef/6302095148094b97b229c50fe236321be338.pdf
Agatz, M. (2018). Windenergie Handbuch (15th ed.). http://windenergie-handbuch.de/wpcontent/uploads/2019/02/Windenergie-Handbuch-2018.pdf
Anderson, J., Nidhi, K., Stanley, K., Sorensen, P., & Samaras, C., Oluwatola, O. (2016).
Autonomous
Vehicle
Technology:
A
Guide
for
Policymakers.
https://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=y0WrAgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&ots=7Ng83HAOM&sig=I4ihdqvX2tVTfKJFRKlweBua_ew&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=fa
lse
ANWB. (2016). Verkeer in de Stad: Een nieuwe ontwerpaanpak voor de stedelijke openbare
ruimte.
https://www.anwb.nl/binaries/content/assets/anwb/pdf/belangenbehartiging/verkeer/verkee
r-in-de-stad/vids-eindrapport-voor-professionals_gecomprimeerd.pdf
Aono, S. (2019). Identifying Best Practices for Mobility Hubs: Preparred for TransLink.
https://sustain.ubc.ca/sites/default/files/Sustainability%20Scholars/2018_Sustainability_Sc
holars/Reports/201871%20Identifying%20Best%20Practices%20for%20Mobility%20Hubs_Aono.pdf
Atlanta Regional Commission. (2011). Quality Growth Toolkit: Mixed-Use Development.
https://web.archive.org/web/20111128011547/http://www.atlantaregional.com/File%20Lib
rary/Local%20Gov%20Services/gs_cct_mixedusetool_1109.pdf
Avery, A., Savelyich, B., Sheikh, A., Cantrill, J., Morris, C., Fernando, B., Bainbridge, M.,
Horsfield, P., & Teasdale, S. (2005). Identifying and establishing consensus on the most
important safety features of GP computer systems: e-Delphi study. Informatics in Primary
Care, 13, 3–11. https://doi.org/10.14236/jhi.v13i1.575
Ball, S., & van der Kooij, A. (2004). Meer dan één gebouw: Een formule voor het vormgeven
van een succesvolle multifunctionele accommodatie. Utrecht. NIZW Sociaal Beleid.
https://www.nji.nl/nl/Download-NJi/Publicatie-NJi/kooij-meer.pdf
Barth, M., & Shaheen, S. A. (2002). Shared-Use Vehicle Systems: Framework for Classifying
Carsharing, Station Cars, and Combined Approaches. Transportation Research Record,
80

1791(2). http://innovativemobility.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Shared-Use-VehicleSystems-Framework-for-Classifying-Carsharing-Station-Cars-and-CombinedApproaches.pdf
Bartsen, C. (2019). Deelmobiliteit op Strandeiland: Een bijdrage aan de emissievrije ambitie.
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/bitstream/handle/1874/393790/Thesis%20Celeste%20Bartsen%
20%285780403%29%20%20Deelmobiliteit%20op%20Strandeiland.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
Bayasari, M., Westbrook, J., Egan, B., & Day, R. (2013). Identification of strategies to reduce
computerized alerts in an electronic prescribing system using a Delphi approach:
Proceedings of the 14th world congress on medical and health informatics. Med Info, 192,
8–12. https://doi.org/10.3233/978-1-61499-289-9-8
Bell, D. (2019). Intermodal Mobility Hubs and User Needs. Social Sciences, 8(2), 1–9.
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8020065
BISON. (2018). Public Transport Stops Netherlands. downloaded via ArcGIS Online
Blatter, J., & Haverland, M. (2012a). The case for case study research. In J. Blatter & M.
Haverland (Eds.), Designing Case Studies: Explanatory Approaches in Small-N Research
(pp. 5–8). Palgrave Macmillan UK.
Blatter, J., & Haverland, M. (2012b). Three approaches to case study research: An overview.
In J. Blatter & M. Haverland (Eds.), Designing Case Studies: Explanatory Approaches in
Small-N Research (pp. 23–32). Palgrave Macmillan UK.
Blijham, J. (2009). Een multifunctionele maatschappelijke accommodatie: succes of
mislukking? Een studie naar de effecten van de komst van een multifunctionele
maatschappelijke accommodatie in een krachtwijk. Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen.
https://theses.ubn.ru.nl/handle/123456789/3070
Boarnet, M. G., & Compin, N. S. (1999). Transit-Oriented Development in San Diego County.
Journal
of
the
American
Planning
Association,
65(1),
80–95.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369908976035
Bouwbesluit (2012). https://www.bouwbesluitonline.nl/docs/wet/bb2012/hfd1/par1-1
Bovenhoff, M., & Meier, S. (2015). Meer sociale cohesie door voorzieningen? Een
literatuurstudie naar het verband tussen sociale cohesie en maatschappelijke voorzieningen
op het platteland. Deelrapportage III van `Maatschappelijke voorzieningen in de gemeente
Slochteren.
https://research.hanze.nl/en/publications/meer-sociale-cohesie-doorvoorzieningen-een-literatuurstudie-naar
Boyacı, B., Zografos, K. G., & Geroliminis, N. (2015). An optimization framework for the
development of efficient one-way car-sharing systems. European Journal of Operational
Research, 240(3), 718–733. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2014.07.020
Bryman, A. (2012). Social Research Methods (4th ed.). Oxford University Press.
Bünger, U., & Michalski, J. (2018). The Impact of E-Mobility in a Future Energy System
Dominated by Renewable Electricity. Chemie Ingenieur Technik, 90(1-2), 113–126.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cite.201700084
BUUR. (2019). Vlaamse Beleidsvisie Mobipunten: Rapport febuari 2019.
https://assets.vlaanderen.be/image/upload/v1590772184/Vlaamse-BeleidsvisieMobipunten_qpjza2.pdf

81

Calthorpe, P. (1997). The Next American Metropolis: Ecology, Community, and the American
Dream (3rd ed.). Princeton Architectural Press.
Cassar Flores, A., Marshall, S., & Cordina, M. (2014). Use of the Delphi technique to determine
safety features to be included in a neonatal and paediatric prescription chart. International
Journal of Clinical Pharmacy, 36(6), 1179–1189. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11096-014-0014y
CBS. (2016a). Kerncijfers per postcode: Beschrijving van de gegevens. https://www.cbs.nl/nlnl/dossier/nederland-regionaal/geografische-data/gegevens-per-postcode
CBS. (2016b). Kerncijfers per postcode: De kerncijfers per postcodegebied peildatum
2016/01/01 zijn beschikbaar naar volledige postcode (PC6). https://www.cbs.nl/nlnl/dossier/nederland-regionaal/geografische-data/gegevens-per-postcode
Cervero, R. (2002). Induced Travel Demand: Research Design, Empirical Evidence, and
Normative Policies. Journal of Planning Literature, 17(1), 3–20. https://journals-sagepubcom.ru.idm.oclc.org/doi/10.1177/088122017001001
Cervero, R., & Sullivan, C. (2011). Green TODs: Marrying transit-oriented development and
green urbanism. International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 18(3),
210–218. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2011.570801
Chen, S., Wang, H., & Meng, Q. (2019). Solving the first-mile ridesharing problem using
autonomous vehicles. Computer-Aided Civil and Infrastructure Engineering(35), 45–60.
https://doi.org/10.1111/mice.12461
Chidambara (2019). Walking the First/Last Mile to/from Transit: Placemaking a Key
Determinant. Urban Planning, 4(2), 183. https://doi.org/10.17645/up.v4i2.2017
Chow, J. Y.J., & Sayarshad, H. R. (2014). Symbiotic network design strategies in the presence
of coexisting transportation networks. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 62,
13–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2014.01.008
City of Bremen. (2020). Mobil.Punkt Bremen. https://mobilpunkt-bremen.de/
City of Burlington. (2014). Mobility Hubs Opportunities and Constraints Study.
https://www.burlington.ca/en/your-city/resources/Grow-Bold/Mobility-Hubs/PB-54-14Appendix-A-Study.PDF
City of Burlington. (2020). Mobility Hubs. https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-foryou/mobility-hubs.asp
Computer hope. (2019). Hub. https://www.computerhope.com/jargon/h/hub.htm
Coolbaugh, D. (2016). Evaluating the Potential Locations for Transit-Oriented Development
(TOD): A Case Study of Mecklenburg County, NC. Master Thesis. Greensboro. Faculty of
The
Graduate
School
at
the
University
of
North
Carolina.
http://libres.uncg.edu/ir/listing.aspx?id=20935
Cooper, P., Tryfonas, T., Crick, T., & Marsh, A. (2019). Electric Vehicle Mobility-as-a-Service:
Exploring the “Tri-Opt” of Novel Private Transport Business Models. Journal of Urban
Technology, 26(1), 35–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2018.1553096
Corbetta, P. (2003). The Qualitative Interview. In P. Corbetta (Ed.), Social Research: Theory,
Methods and Techniques (pp. 1–27). SAGE Publications, Ltd.
Crane, K., Ecola, L., Hassell, S., & Nataraj, S. (2012). Personal Transportation: Sharing, Rather
than Owning, Vehicles. In K. Crane (Ed.), Report: TR-1170-NREL. Energy services
82

analysis: An alternative approach for identifying opportunities to reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases (pp. 19–40). RAND.
Curtis, C. (2008). Evolution of the Transit-oriented Development Model for Low-density
Cities: A Case Study of Perth's New Railway Corridor. Planning Practice and Research,
23(3), 285–302. https://doi.org/10.1080/02697450802423559
Deelfiets nederland. (2020). In welke stad fiets jij rond op onze fietsen?
https://www.deelfietsnederland.nl/
Deloitte. (2019). Small is beautiful: Making micromobility work for citizens, cities, and service
providers.
https://www2.deloitte.com/us/en/insights/focus/future-of-mobility/micromobility-is-the-future-of-urban-transportation.html
Diemer, M. J., Currie, G., Gruyter, C. de, & Hopkins, I. (2018). Filling the space between trams
and place: Adapting the ‘Movement & Place’ framework to Melbourne's tram network.
Journal
of
Transport
Geography,
70,
215–227.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2018.06.010
Dong, X., Ben-Akiva, M. E., Bowman, J. L., & Walker, J. L. (2006). Moving from trip-based
to activity-based measures of accessibility. Transportation Research Part a: Policy and
Practice, 40(2), 163–180. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2005.05.002
Donkey Republic. (no year). Never be without a bike: Find a bike near you and unlock with
your phone. https://www.donkey.bike/
Duncan, M. (2011). The cost saving potential of carsharing in a US context. Transportation,
38(2), 363–382. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-010-9304-y
Elshater, A. M., & Ibraheem, F. (2014). From Typology Concept to Smart Transportation Hub.
Procedia
Social
and
Behavioral
Sciences,
153,
531–541.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.10.086
Engel-Yan, J., & Passmore, D. (2013). Carsharing and Car Ownership at the Building Scale.
Journal
of
the
American
Planning
Association,
79(1),
82–91.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2013.790588
ESRI.
(no
year).
Intersect
(Analysis).
https://pro.arcgis.com/de/pro-app/toolreference/analysis/intersect.htm
Euronews.
(no
year).
Trending:
What
is
micro-mobility?
https://www.euronews.com/living/2019/04/06/trending-what-is-micro-mobility
Ewing, R. (1996). Pedestrian and transit friendly design. Report prepared for the Public Transit
Office, Florida Department of Transportation, published by the American Planning
Association.
https://scholarsbank.uoregon.edu/xmlui/bitstream/handle/1794/10317/TE279.5_E9_1996.p
df;sequence=1
Expert 1 (2020, July 22). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 10 (2020, September 7). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 11 (2020, September 9). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 12 (2020, September 18). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 2 (2020, August 14). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 3 (2020, August 19). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 4 (2020, August 20). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
83

Expert 5 (2020, August 21). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 6 (2020, August 21). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 7 (2020, August 24). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 8 (2020, August 28). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expert 9 (2020, September 2). Interview by L. Knaack. Digital meeting.
Expo. (2020). First look at e-vans that will deliver cargo and documents at Expo 2020 Dubai
site: The UPS vehicles are part of a global push to drive down carbon emissions.
https://www.thenationalnews.com/uae/transport/first-look-at-e-vans-that-will-delivercargo-and-documents-at-expo-2020-dubai-site-1.1106290#4
Falvo, M. C., Lamedica, R., Bartoni, R., & Maranzano, G. (2011). Energy management in
metro-transit systems: An innovative proposal toward an integrated and sustainable urban
mobility system including plug-in electric vehicles. Electric Power Systems Research,
81(12), 2127–2138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsr.2011.08.004
Farber, S., & Grandez, M. (2017). Transit accessibility, land development and socioeconomic
priority: A typology of planned station catchment areas in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton
Area. Journal of Transport and Land Use, 10(1). https://doi.org/10.5198/jtlu.2017.980
Flamm, B., & Rivasplata, C. (2014). Perceptions of Bicycle-Friendly Policy Impacts on
Accessibility to Transit Services: The First and Last Mile Bridge. MINETA
TRANSPORTATION
INSTITUTE
PUBLICATIONS,
12(10),
1–96.
https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1071&context=mti_publications
Flap, H., & Völker, B. (2004). Gemeenschap, informele controle en collectieve kwaden in de
buurt. In H. Flap & B. Völker (Eds.), Mens en maatschappij / Boekaflevering: Vol. 79.
Burgers in de buurt: Samenleven in school, wijk en vereniging (pp. 41–67). Amsterdam
University Press.
Flickbike. (no year). Finding your FlickBike. https://www.flickbike.nl/en
Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research. Qualitative Inquiry,
12(2), 219–245. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800405284363
Forbes. (2019). Electric Scooters And Micro-Mobility: Here's Everything You Need To Know.
https://www.forbes.com/sites/adeyemiajao/2019/02/01/everything-you-want-to-knowabout-scooters-and-micro-mobility/?sh=9ae5e955de65
Fortune Business Insights. (2020). Electric Vehicle Market Size, Share & Industry Analysis, By
Type (Battery Electric Vehicles (BEV), Plug-In Hybrid Electric Vehicles (PHEV), Hybrid
Electric Vehicles (HEV), and Others), By Vehicle Type (Passenger Cars and Commercial
Vehicles),
and
Regional
Forecast,
2019-2026.
https://www.fortunebusinessinsights.com/industry-reports/electric-vehicle-market-101678
Gehl, J., & Koch, J. (2006). Life between Buildings: Using Public Space (6th ed.). The Danish
Architectural Press.
Gemeente
Amsterdam.
(no
year).
Gebruiksdoelen
in
de
BAG.
https://www.amsterdam.nl/stelselpedia/bag-index/handboek-inwinnen/introductiebag/registratie/gebruiksdoel/
Gemeente Amsterdam. (2017). Meerjarenplan Fiets 2017-2022: Voor fietsers en een gezonde
en bereikbare stad. https://www.amsterdam.nl/bestuur-organisatie/volg-beleid/verkeervervoer/meerjarenplan-fiets/
84

Gemeente Eindhoven. (2003). Pilot Mobiliteitswinkel Meerhoven: Eindresultaten.
http://epomm.eu/maxeva/uploads/Mobiliteitswinkel_evaluatie.pdf
Gemeente Zwolle. (2008). Structuurplan Zwolle 2020.
Gemeente Zwolle. (2017). Mijn Zwolle van morgen 2030: Omgevingsvisie. Deel 1:
Kernopgaven
en
ambities.
https://www.zwolle.nl/sites/default/files/Omgevingsvisie%20deel%201%20%20DEF%2023-11-2017.pdf
Gemeente Zwolle. (2019). Mobiliteit brengt Zwolle verder: Mobiliteitsvisie 2020-2030.
https://www.zwolle.nl/sites/default/files/2019-10-visie-mobiliteit-brengt-zwolle-verder.pdf
Gemeente Zwolle. (2020a). Mijn Zwolle van morgen: Ontwerp Omgevingsvisie. inclusief,
verwegen en verbonden. https://www.zwolle.nl/sites/default/files/ontwerp-omgevingsvisie0.pdf
Gemeente Zwolle. (2020b). Samen naar een gezonder Zwolle: Gezondheidsbeleid 2017-2021.
https://www.zwolle.nl/sites/default/files/Zwolle-gezondheidsbeleid.pdf
Geurs, K. (2018). Transport Planning with Accessibility Indices in the Netherlands: Discussion
Paper.
International
Transport
Forum.
https://www.itfoecd.org/sites/default/files/docs/transport-planning-accessibility-indices-netherlands.pdf
Geurs, K. T., & van Wee, B. (2004). Accessibility evaluation of land-use and transport
strategies: review and research directions. Advance online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2003.10.005
Google
Maps.
(2020).
Zwolle.
https://www.google.de/maps/place/Zwolle,+Niederlande/@52.51421,6.0369583,12z/data=
!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x47c7df209d12ecb1:0xcd0b5b2492dd3e8c!8m2!3d52.5167747!4
d6.0830219
Gorard, S. (2013). Challenges for Validity. In S. Gorard (Ed.), Research Design: Creating
Robust Approaches for th e Social Sciences (pp. 1–12). SAGE Publications, Inc.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526431486
Goudappel Coffeng. (2019). HUB’s: van hippe hype-fase naar duurzame mobiliteitstransitie.
Bijdrage aan het Colloquium Vervoersplanologisch Speurwerk. Leuwen. https://www.cvscongres.nl/e2/site/cvs/custom/site/upload/file/cvs_2019/sessie_d/d3/cvs_35_hub_s_van_hi
ppe_hype_fase_naar_duurzame_mobiliteitstransitie_1_2019.pdf
Government of the Netherlands. (2019). Draft National Strategy on Spatial Planning and the
Environment: A sustainable perspective for our living environment. Den Haag.
https://ontwerpnovi.nl/download+pdf+ontwerp-novi/default.aspx#folder=1380977
Grogan Putney, L. (2010). Case Study. In N. Salkind (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Research Design
(pp. 1–6). Sage Publications Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412961288.n39
Handy, S. (2002). Accessibility- vs. Mobility-enhancing strategies for adressing Automobile
dependence in the U.S. Prepared for the European Conference of Ministers of Transport.
http://www.des.ucdavis.edu/faculty/handy/ECMT_report.pdf
Handy, S., & Niemeier, D. (1997). Measuring Accessibility: An Exploration of Issues and
Alternatives. Environment and Planning a, 29, 1175–1194. https://journals-sagepubcom.ru.idm.oclc.org/doi/pdf/10.1068/a291175
Harrison, H., Birks, M., Franklin, R., & Mills, J. (2017). Case Study research: Foundations and
Methodological Orientations. Forum Qualitative Social Research, 18(1, Art. 19).
85

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/313578785_Case_Study_Research_Foundations_
and_Methodological_Orientations
Heddebaut, O., & Di Ciommo, F. (2018). City-hubs for smarter cities. The case of Lille
“EuraFlandres” interchange. European Transport Research Review, 10(1).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12544-017-0283-3
Helpdesk Bouwregeling. (2015). Het betreft een bouwplan voor een gezondheidscentrum met
de volgende diciplines:- huisartsenpraktijken- fysiotherapeuten- apotheek.: Is de
gebruiksfunctie van de apotheek een gezondheidsfunctie of een andere functie?
https://www.helpdeskbouwregels.nl/vraag/492
Helpdesk Bouwregeling. (2017). Onder welke gebruiksfunctie valt een dierenkliniek? Een
gezondheidszorgfunctie
of
een
industriefunctie?
https://www.helpdeskbouwregels.nl/vraag/440
Hietanen, S. (2017). “Mobility as a Service”: the new transport model? ITS & Transport
Management
Supplement.
Eurotransport,
12(2),
2–4.
http://epomm.eu/newsletter/v2/content/2017/1217_2/doc/eupdate_en.pdf
Holmberg, P., Collado, M., Sarasini, S., & Williander, M. (2016). Mobility as a service (MaaS):
Describing
the
framework.
RISE
Viktoria.
http://www.divaportal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A1043942&dswid=4729
Hu, J., Morais, H., Sousa, T., & Lind, M. (2016). Electric vehicle fleet management in smart
grids: A review of services, optimization and control aspects. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews, 56, 1207–1226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.12.014
Huang, W., & Wey, W.-M. (2019). Green Urbanism Embedded in TOD for Urban Built
Environment
Planning
and
Design.
Sustainability,
11(19),
5293.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11195293
Ibraeva, A., Correia, G. H. d. A., Silva, C., & Antunes, A. P. (2020). Transit-oriented
development: A review of research achievements and challenges. Transportation Research
Part a: Policy and Practice, 132, 110–130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.10.018
IEA. (2020). Global EV Outlook 2020: Entering the decade of electric drive?
https://www.iea.org/reports/global-ev-outlook-2020
Iseki, H., Ringler, A., Taylor, B., Miller, M., & Smart, M. (2007). Evaluating Transit Stops and
Stations from the Perspective of Transit Users: Tool Development to Evaluate the
Performance of Intermodal Connectivity (EPIC) to Improve Public Transportation.
California Department of Transportation, Division of Research and Innovation, Sacramento.
https://www.its.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2014/06/Appendix-C.pdf
Jay, H., & Williams, M. (1966). A comparison of decision-making performances in established
and ad hoc groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 3(2), 214–222. https://oceovid-com.ru.idm.oclc.org/article/00005205-196602000-00010/HTML
Jittrapirom, P., Caiati, V., Feneri, A.-M., Ebrahimigharehbaghi, S., González, M. J. A., &
Narayan, J. (2017). Mobility as a Service: A Critical Review of Definitions, Assessments of
Schemes,
and
Key
Challenges.
Urban
Planning,
2(2),
13–25.
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.v2i2.931
Kaal, H. (2011). A conceptual history of livability. City, 15(5), 532–547.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2011.595094

86

Kadaster.
(2020).
Praktijkhandleiding
BAG:
Gebruiksdoel.
https://imbag.github.io/praktijkhandleiding/attributen/gebruiksdoel
Kah, M. (2019). Electric Vehicle Penetration and Its Impact On Global Oil Demand: A Survey
of 2019 Forecast Trends. https://www.energypolicy.columbia.edu/research/report/electricvehicle-penetration-and-its-impact-global-oil-demand-survey-2019-forecast-trends
Kallio, H., Pietilä, A.-M., Johnson, M., & Kangasniemi, M. (2016). Systematic methodological
review: Developing a framework for a qualitative semi-structured interview guide. Journal
of Advanced Nursing, 72(12), 2954–2965. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13031
Kamargianni, M., Li, W., & Matyas, M. (2016). A Comprehensive Review of “Mobility as a
Service” Systems. Proceedings of Transportation Research Board - 95th Annual Meeting,
The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine: Washington DC, United
States. https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/1473036/
Kaufman, S., Moss, M., Hernandez, J., & Tyndall, J. (2014). Mobility, Economic Opportunity
and New York City Neighborhoods. Rudin Center for Transportation.
https://wagner.nyu.edu/files/rudincenter/2015/11/JobAccessNov2015.pdf
Keeney, S., Hasson, F., & McKenna, H. (2006). Consulting the oracle: ten lessons from using
the Delphi technique in nursing research. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 53(2), 205–212.
https://onlinelibrary-wiley-com.ru.idm.oclc.org/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/j.13652648.2006.03716.x
KiM.
Kerncijfers
Mobiliteit
2020.
https://www.kimnet.nl/mobiliteitsbeeld/publicaties/rapporten/2020/10/28/kerncijfersmobiliteit-2020
Kim, J., Jun, M., & Kho, S. (2005). Determination of a bus service coverage area reflecting
passenger attributes. Journal of the Eastern Asia Society for Transportation Studies, 6, 529–
543. https://doi.org/10.11175/easts.6.529
Koedood, J. (2020). Future mobihubs as social connector for the neighbourhood: About
positive friction, quantum mechanics, and your mother. Master Thesis, Master Design for
Interaction. Delft. Faculty of Industrial Design Engineering, Delft University of Technology.
https://repository.tudelft.nl/islandora/object/uuid:39e32d21-e63b-444b-8fe7-86f33ee1053e
Kong, W., & Pojani, D. (2017). Transit-oriented street design in Beijing. Journal of Urban
Design, 22(3), 388–410. https://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2016.1271700
Kouwenhoven, E. (2019). Doelstelling honderdduizend deelauto's in 2021 lijkt nog ver weg.
https://www.ad.nl/auto/doelstelling-honderdduizend-deelauto-s-in-2021-lijkt-nog-verweg~ae434d0f/?referrer=https%3A%2F%2Fduckduckgo.com%2F
Laporte, G., Meunier, F., & Wolfler Calvo, R. (2015). Shared mobility systems. 4OR, 13(4),
341–360. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10288-015-0301-z
Lee, D., Klein, L., & Camus, G. (1999). Induced Traffic and Induced Demand: Appendix B.
Journal
of
the
Transportation
Research
Board,
1659(1),
68–75.
https://nacto.org/docs/usdg/induced_traffic_and_induced_demand_lee.pdf
Lin, J.-R., Yang, T.-H., & Chang, Y.-C. (2013). A hub location inventory model for bicycle
sharing system design: Formulation and solution. Computers & Industrial Engineering,
65(1), 77–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2011.12.006
Linstone, H., & Turoff, M. (2002). The Delphi Method: Techniques and Applications.
https://web.njit.edu/~turoff/pubs/delphibook/delphibook.pdf
87

Litman, T. A. (2019). Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts: Consiering the Impacts,
Benefits
and
Costs
of
Different
Land
Use
Development
Patterns.
https://www.vtpi.org/landuse.pdf
Litman, T. A. (2020). Evaluating Accessibility For Transport Planning: Measuring People’s
Ability to Reach Desired Goods and Activities. Victoria Transport Policy Institute.
https://vtpi.org/access.pdf
Loo, B. P. Y., & Du Verle, F. (2017). Transit-oriented development in future cities: Towards a
two-level sustainable mobility strategy. International Journal of Urban Sciences, 21(sup1),
54–67. https://doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2016.1235488
Luca de Tena, D., & Pregger, T. (2018). Impact of electric vehicles on a future renewable
energy-based power system in Europe with a focus on Germany. International Journal of
Energy Research, 42(8), 2670–2685. https://doi.org/10.1002/er.4056
Lützenberger, M., Masuch, N., Küster, T., Keiser, J., Freund, D., Voß, M., Hrabia, C.-E., Pozo,
D., Fähndrich, J., Trollmann, F., & Albayrak, S. (2014). Towards a Holistic Approach for
Problems in the Energy and Mobility Domain. Procedia Computer Science, 32, 780–787.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2014.05.491
Markink, N. (2016). Knooppuntontwikkeling in Zoetermeer: Een onderzoek naar de relevantie
van knooppunten voor de stad Zoetermeer. http://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/327708
Marsden, G., & Rye, T. (2010). The governance of transport and climate change. Journal of
Transport Geography, 18(6), 669–678. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2009.09.014
Martens, K. (2012). Justice in transport as justice in accessibility: applying Walzer's 'Spheres
of Justice' to the transport sector. Transportation: Planning - Policy - Research - Practice,
39(6), 1035–1053. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-012-9388-7
Martens, K. (2017). Transport Justice: Designing Fair Transportations Systems. Routledge.
Martin, E. W., & Shaheen, S. A. (2011). Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts of Carsharing in
North America. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems, 12(4), 1074–
1086. https://doi.org/10.1109/TITS.2011.2158539
Martin, E. W., & Shaheen, S. (2016). Impacts of Car2Go on Vehicle Ownership, Modal Shift,
Vehicle MIles Travelled, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions: An analysis of five North
American
cities.
http://innovativemobility.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/07/Impactsofcar2go_FiveCities_2016.pdf
Martinez, C., & Rakha, T. (2017). A Design Framework for Sustainable Mobility Hub Networks
in
Mid-sized
Cities.
Edinbourgh.
PLEA.
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53d65c30e4b0d86829f32e6f/t/5967a50817bffc72f99
b5b95/1499964681341/PLEA+CM-TR_Submit.pdf
Matthys, J. (2018). Mobipunten: De handleiding voor de gemeente. https://mobipunt.be/wpcontent/uploads/2018/09/20180912_Mobipunt-handleiding.pdf
McKenzie, G. (2020). Urban mobility in the sharing economy: A spatiotemporal comparison
of shared mobility services. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems, 79, 1–10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2019.101418
McMillan, S. S., King, M., & Tully, M. P. (2016). How to use the nominal group and Delphi
techniques. International Journal of Clinical Pharmacy, 38(3), 655–662.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11096-016-0257-x

88

McNamara, C. (2009). General Guidelines for Conducting Interviews [Adapted from the Field
Guide
to
Consulting
and
Organizational
Development].
https://managementhelp.org/businessresearch/interviews.htm
Merriam, S. B., & Tisdell, E. J. (2016). Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and
Implementation (4th ed.). Jossey-Bass. https://b-ok.cc/book/2858491/a09b1f
Merriam-Webster. (no year). hub. https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/hub
Metrolinx. (2011). Mobility Hub Guidelines: For the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area.
https://www.metrolinxengage.com/sites/default/files/mhgbrochure.pdf
Metz,
F.
(2008).
Statistieken
gedeeld
autogebruik.
https://www.crow.nl/downloads/pdf/portals/dashboard-autodelen/2008.aspx
Miles, M., & Huberman, M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: an expanded sourcebook (2nd
ed.). Sage Publications Ltd.
Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties. (2018). Catalogus Basisregistratie
Adressen
en
Gebouwen.
https://www.geobasisregistraties.nl/documenten/publicatie/2018/03/12/catalogus-2018
Mistretta, M., Goodwill, J. A., Gregg, R., & Annuntis, C. de. (2009). Best Practices in Transit
Service Planning. Prepared for the Florida Departnemnt of Transportation Research Center.
https://www.nctr.usf.edu/pdf/77720.pdf
Moghaddam, Z., Ahmad, I., Habibi, D., & Phung, Q. V. (2018). Smart Charging Strategy for
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations. IEEE Transactions on Transportation Electrification,
4(1), 76–88. https://doi.org/10.1109/TTE.2017.2753403
Mollenhorst, G. (2015). Neighbour Relations in the Netherlands: New Developments.
Tijdschrift Voor Economische En Sociale Geografie, 106(1), 110–119.
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12138
MOMO Car-Sharing. (2010). The State of European Car-Sharing: Final Report D 2.4 Work
Package 2. https://www.motiva.fi/files/4138/WP2_Final_Report.pdf
Monteiro, F. B., & Campos, V. B.G. (2012). A Proposal of Indicators for Evaluation of the
Urban Space for Pedestrians and Cyclists in Access to Mass Transit Station. Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 54, 637–645. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.781
Monzon, A., Lopez-Carreiro, I., & Lopez, E. (2019). Evaluating citizens' willingness to uptake
a MaaS tool for metropolitan multimodal trips. 5th IEEE International Smart Cities
Conference, 258–261. https://doi.org/10.1109/ISC246665.2019.9071696
Monzón, A., Hernández, S., & Di Ciommo, F. (2016). Efficient Urban Interchanges: The CityHUB
Model.
Transportation
Research
Procedia,
14,
1124–1133.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2016.05.183
Moussa, A. (2011). Multifunctionele accommodatie: een voorziening die bijdraagt aan sociale
integratie en efficient ruimtegebruik? Een onderzoek naar de samenwerking tussen partijen
mij
multifunctionele
accommodaties.
https://login.ds.eur.nl/adfs/ls/?SAMLRequest=lZJPTwIxEMW%2FyqZ3tvuHRWnYTRA
OkqAQWD14K%2B0ATbotdlrFb%2B%2B6qxEvJF6n83sz700nyBt9YtPgj2YDrwHQR%
2BdGG2TdQ0mCM8xyVMgMbwCZF2w7fViyLE7YyVlvhdXkArlOcERwXllDosW8JLP
Vpl7JZFdAluQCxmk64vs8He%2FkOJW3UhSF5MO0kMXtMB%2BR6BkctmxJWqlWA
DHAwqDnxrelJEsGaTbIsjrNWJqz4c0LieatH2W476ij9ydklGp7UCaWGENwsdGUyz1Sj
ZRE05%2F1ZtZgaMBtwb0pAU%2Bb5S8OpsUhxuD2who4%2B06jDRCMV6KbRfFERS
89

8xuLC8%2Fs7rThmpzOF6VLu%2BCdl9Xa8H69W2JtXkK2HWGXfVP%2FdpwHPJPZ
%2FQS5FJf%2F%2FHdvxivrZaiY9oqrV9nzngHkriXQBCq576%2B1GqTw%3D%3D
Murray, A. (2001). Equity in Regional Service Provision. Journal of Regional Science, 41(4),
577–600. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4146.00233
Murray, T. (1979). Delphi Methodologies: A Review and Critique. Urban Systems, 4, 153–158.
https://pdf.sciencedirectassets.com/272660/1-s2.0-S0147800100X00083/1-s2.00147800179900135/main.pdf?X-Amz-SecurityToken=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEIb%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCXVzL
WVhc3QtMSJHMEUCIQDYV1IBbst9EK%2FCji%2BqSatPWr900oOK9DTKXyHaZEk7
rQIgJMk9C98VqIgvzxlYSCrjx%2FAQ%2FW%2FfRHEDh%2BpiHMJqkUUqvQMI7v%
2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FARADGgwwNTkwMDM1NDY4NjUiDI%2
BlULKgMCgJFp922yqRAzSeLEPlWPXkBolXTX%2FE1eJXLQzIREPujCeqFJIyG%2FF
wz0yAyqJ9eIFUGED7juP2dBHLz1e9XCTnilOPd%2BI6L%2BVNS8lMLWKr8vcZbsW
Kxlz%2Fpa6%2BMRcCFbatv9PZls0im1gYkqIijexXFowpFwa3DD2cc90InMFYFGoNxo
5DHdbq85wFwOcNmQa0H083V81p6UR9b0OhZEOKGYzqbxnP1Mr3v5qldm8D3ff7FBj
4xzxpuSToXeZT4a6QjOtdFmrTH5GWkH%2BF7Il09IW5NM%2BDGpEqkxaZuYD7SB
XM6xEp4%2BFoYxX%2BjEOip%2BeXuE%2FoS9ZLAHmSlKbG9pUu1xK2O8JV4xvq
bh0GJZz1nAN63LSUE3wjy4hJ7BBumbpAdLbmVYWBO4hK6v7UHKAwvJCPpc4BmA
7%2FKI%2B4FOIEgFOQzmhndRRk5cE4zwIM%2BBcb6iFiews8lC8nN7Va1MSxYqRs
W8H5IqaNtIfZK25FX5lwAPLciaaomZOhmql68jZjoI4XIWUwz5ITISJ3B7qUo7sDPF9X
HJDfMK7PxP0FOusBGyzB3s2kaTHNYhuj8GKUIsVwl5PqO7aJivTbGwaZnV3bot5Fhx
wrW%2FphgKUCQav6W87iUCNDweQP26c7I2Y%2BMmldlCLhCGFBNaOnQfny74sk
RV0bqvTwP4AR9bk4w9ntEbTuqdoddX%2FL5F3bhxhLW%2BIwnFB7lDGl0c9YXGr4
X6q9LDy6gGgbRmTqUYIsElK6uS2YXdwFvpKv2JezD%2FzhSN1xZMjTMVQPP27pbg
pfvqT9KWdGkxg8kFuVZMvJWObm9%2FMgSxbrfLPbsakNqBRTOfO3JskmjWx6QVtY
PbuR%2Fe3a9jEgUAlWrZh%2FbQ%3D%3D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMACSHA256&X-Amz-Date=20201115T143956Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-AmzExpires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAQ3PHCVTYRM5KRFVQ%2F20201115%2Fuseast-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-AmzSignature=dfef5f3b432c040ead197d0813b250f0f28bec9ff5286dabddf397098f30415d&has
h=70d294c657e21d601f31422d7bd0b71390db27ef09c4a7212da3ba55034eb267&host=68
042c943591013ac2b2430a89b270f6af2c76d8dfd086a07176afe7c76c2c61&pii=014780017
9900135&tid=spdf-613ab627-31a3-43d0-ba7ccdda0ef4c4aa&sid=9d4dca07340bd64a889966c79a4f27d219f6gxrqb&type=client
Mwasilu, F., Justo, J. J., Kim, E.-K., Do, T. D., & Jung, J.-W. (2014). Electric vehicles and
smart grid interaction: A review on vehicle to grid and renewable energy sources integration.
Renewable
and
Sustainable
Energy
Reviews,
34,
501–516.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.03.031
Nair, R., & Miller-Hooks, E. (2014). Equilibrium network design of shared-vehicle systems.
European
Journal
of
Operational
Research,
235(1),
47–61.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2013.09.019
Nair, R., & Miller-Hooks, E. (2016). Equilibrium design of bicycle sharing systems: the case
of Washington D.C. EURO Journal on Transportation and Logistics, 5(3), 321–344.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13676-014-0055-3
Noland, R. B., & DiPetrillo, S. (2015). Transit-oriented development and the frequency of
modal use. Journal of Transport and Land Use, 8(2). https://doi.org/10.5198/jtlu.2015.517
90

NS. (no year). Door to door: Using the OV fiets. https://www.ns.nl/en/door-to-door/ov-fiets
PBL Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving. (2019). Ruimtelijke Dichtheden en Functiemenging in
Nederland
(RUDIFUN).
https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-2019ruimtelijke-dichtheden-en-functiemenging-in-nederland-rudifun_3654.pdf
PBL Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving. (2020). RUDIFUN Ruimtelijke Dichtheden en
Functiemenging
Nederland-PBL. https://data.overheid.nl/dataset/rudifun-ruimtelijkedichtheden-en-functiemenging-nederland-pbl
PDOK. (2020). Dataset: Nationaal Wegen Bestand (NWB). https://www.pdok.nl/introductie//article/nationaal-wegen-bestand-nwbPDOK
Viewer.
(no
year).
Regionale
fietsnetwerken:
Fietsnetwerken.
https://www.pdok.nl/viewer/
Peek, G., & van Hagen, M. (2002). Creating Synergy In and Around Stations: Three Strategies
for
Adding
Value.
Transportation
Research
Record,
1793(1),
1–6.
https://doi.org/10.3141%2F1793-01
Peng, Y.-T., Li, Z.-C., & Choi, K. (2017). Transit-oriented development in an urban rail
transportation corridor. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 103, 269–290.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2017.03.011
Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving. (2019). Sterke groei in steden en randgemeenten verwacht.
https://www.pbl.nl/nieuws/2019/sterke-groei-in-steden-en-randgemeenten-verwacht
Pojani, D., & Stead, D. (2015). Transit-Oriented Design in the Netherlands. Journal of Planning
Education and Research, 35(2), 1–34. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X15573263
Powell, C. (2002). The Delphi technique: myths and realities. Journal of Advanced Nursing,
41(4),
376–382.
https://onlinelibrary-wileycom.ru.idm.oclc.org/doi/pdfdirect/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2003.02537.x
Provincie Groningen en Drenthe. (2020a). Reis via Hub. www.reisviahub.nl
Provincie Groningen en Drenthe. (2020b). Reis via hub: Achtergrond.
https://www.reisviahub.nl/over-hub/
Provincie Noord-Brabant. (2015). Ontwikkelagenda spoor, HOV en Knooppunten:
Samenwerken aan een Aantrekkelijk, Bereikbaar en Concurrerend Brabant.
https://duckduckgo.com/l/?kh=-1&uddg=https%3A%2F%2Fbrabantstad.nl%2Fwpcontent%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F03%2FOntwikkelagenda-spoor-HOV-enKnooppuntenLR.pdf
Provincie Noord-Brabant. (2018). Knooppuntenboek: Samenwerken aan een Aantrekkelijk,
Bereikbaar en Concurrerend Brabant.
Provincie
Noord-Holland.
(2015).
OV-knooppunten:
strategie
per
corridor.
https://bestanden.noordholland.nl/internet/Jaarstukken2015/5.1.3.02_OVknooppunten_Strategie_per_corridor.pdf
Provincie Noord-Holland. (2019). Vlindermodel uit onderzoek Maak Plaats!
https://www.noordholland.nl/Onderwerpen/Ruimtelijke_inrichting/Projecten/OV_Knooppunten/Voor_samen
werkingspartners/Documenten/Vlindermodel_beleidsprogramma_Maak_Plaats
Provincie Overijssel. (2016). Koersdocument OV: Statenvoorstel nr. PS/2016/171.
https://overijssel.jaarverslag-2016.nl/p16825/4-2-2-visie-openbaar-vervoer
91

Provincie Overijssel. (2017). Omgevingsvisie Overijssel. https://overijssel.terceraro.nl/SiteData/9923/Publiek/SV00021/pt_NL.IMRO.9923.OmgevingsvisieOv01va01.html#NL.IMRO.PT.s14af3039-5fbd-4a29-bd02-4ab578849f72
Provincie Overijssel. (2018). Integrale Netwerk Visie: Een samenhangend afwegingskader voor
beleidskeuzes voor de verbetering van de economische bereikbaarheid van Overijssel.
https://jaarverslag2018.overijssel.nl/p26954/4-1-1-ontwikkelen-netwerkvisie-op-totalemobiliteits-en-logistieke-opgave
Provincie Overijssel. (2019). Samen bouwen aan Overijssel: Coalitieaccoord 2019-2023.
https://storage.googleapis.com/caramel-binder207612.appspot.com/uploaded/overijssel.vvd.nl/files/5d00c856c55ea/coalitieakkoordsamen-bouwen-aan-overijssel.pdf
Rabiei-Dastjerdi, H., Matthews, S. A., & Ardalan, A. (2018). Measuring Spatial Accessibility
to Urban Facilities and Services in Tehran. Spatial Demography, 6(1), 17–34.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40980-016-0028-2
Raman, R., & Roy, U. K. (2019). Taxonomy of urban mixed land use planning. Land Use
Policy, 88, 104102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.104102
Rattan, A., Campese, A., & Eden, C. (2012). Modeling Walkability: Automating analysis so it
is easily repeated. Ontario, Canada. Regional Municipality of Halton, Ontario.
https://www.esri.com/news/arcuser/0112/modeling-walkability.html
Rietveld, P. (2000). The accessibility of railway stations: the role of the bicycle in The
Netherlands. Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 5, 71–75.
https://pdf.sciencedirectassets.com/271737/1-s2.0-S1361920900X00193/1-s2.0S136192099900019X/main.pdf?X-Amz-SecurityToken=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjECYaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJHMEUCIAUl2jrJ3K18x7WtH7M
KVU5OnaBqPSMOEolwJ5CmVa1yAiEAmnRb49H2GSnNUGgCBDTGjjCQ1HJPQDMv
8n%2F8f2KDFl4qvQMIvv%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FARADGgwwN
TkwMDM1NDY4NjUiDIkTthfPOvyFX%2BRHECqRA5qQ%2BISPUiUmk4OIdAGcfXu
D0q%2BSHfKBFY4mXAYLhpte7WHF9%2BYSyU4Ve%2FmjUBdGkPUS7AFzwejkn
WZGJ3z79KA0uhrh6R08zr7WvyV%2FE1jH5jHhps%2BlWku3DtmK%2B20duSkZ7i%2
BWvGxBuadR7piK1vQGqzEr8JmeiSSq37qccu6NIdwdwiOmujyzcaOlC7ksK%2BEGiFsJ
mXHcr7qMVnFxZrUA8ZW54NZkBtIXzh9XQD7nj15YCOc53KZcwGLeF8%2FYnX4hh
dutS5c0A%2BV3Y9LWrf%2B%2FaGjbtN6ha0XSwIkaIUlgVOEJoQrIQdKz42cmxGoB
%2FoanWDf3Kt6QhL0ZWNOPXCi8zhmqckodLfrX5ZEAMiYLFK3afDhHcuzTDMyMa
D0TVTEW3lhcMKXHX3hOor9U0JpEv0s3R97wiOJBmsSwNmF5Wk2abzSH7XGM%2
BNJyjXmxqM0ZYznoIbu4D0i4uaFvXf9ERTeLJyGjHdR7VGQXE6EbOv6NNAGK6e97
uOecQWPOt0%2Ftfv7jBJU6NU6OWDuNgIpnMKal2P4FOusB5zJdRsw54fw0xHC6%2B
aaBElWh38uFX9JGPHswJOHhQgB3DyH3AKcVsDjXTf%2FlRxAl%2BzIYt7ZX7vp7k
KuEYfkhq9dOg0XJospJSog3AFRgbCvTVkVA1SZtSs2lggsiMEutngj7JeCYlIUbmblg%2
BjZRzvm2hUp42a7jvEfLvOvmKlpdPNi9L3Ka3MNbNlPgBx%2BB2aP%2FrbljjY2WP%
2BKYWZiekLHAxBNtAYZlUm%2FNrDCvr1aZyojyRtZyy%2BG5jklwA3SdzEQDaEKb
ZAQa%2B8JaVZL%2FSRkp8duEIFHL5y5MiIqWyVMXKfQLBop%2FNno1Rg%3D%3
D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20201213T133042Z&XAmz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-AmzCredential=ASIAQ3PHCVTYRNCCOSO4%2F20201213%2Fus-east1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-AmzSignature=239b39d8ec520cf23a9b49e53614f534d6fbd39d9728dc8b05a5efc9cd5797bf&h
92

ash=e82a264023ecb8b71b9b49902401ddf27c4f8df78942fdd8aa6cb870db40a197&host=6
8042c943591013ac2b2430a89b270f6af2c76d8dfd086a07176afe7c76c2c61&pii=S1361920
99900019X&tid=spdf-295d5cb1-3a01-4286-8a95cb5c5c1e6f9b&sid=ef3fd3c14709634d969b1ae3f74fd64f87c0gxrqb&type=client
Rijkswaterstaat.
(no
year).
Factsheet
Deelfietssystemen.
https://rwsduurzamemobiliteit.nl/kennis-instrumenten/toolbox-slimmemobiliteit/fiets/factsheet-deelfietssystemen/
Robson, C. (2002). Real World Research: A Resource for Social Scientists and PractitionerResearchers (2nd ed.). Blackwell Publishing.
Rowley, A. (1996). Mixed-use Development: Ambiguous concept, simplistic analysis and
wishful
thinking?
Planning
Practice
&
Research,
11(1),
85–98.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02697459650036477
Ruimtelijkeplannen. (2020). Het landelijke portaal voor ruimtelijke plannen.
https://www.ruimtelijkeplannen.nl/viewer/view
Rybels, S., Lauwers, D., & van Acker, M. (2017). Van knooppunt tot (stads)wijk: Kansen voor
knooppuntontwikkeling in Vlaanderen. Colloquium Vervoersplanologisch Speurwerk, Gent,
België. http://hdl.handle.net/10067/1487940151162165141
Salkind, N. (2010). Delphi Technique. In N. Salkind (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Research Design
(pp. 1–5). Sage Publications Ltd.
Schreier, H., Grimm, C., Kurz, U., Schwieger, B., Kessler, S., Möser, G. (2018). Analysis of
the impacts of car-sharing in Bremen, Germany. ((Keine Angabe)). European Union.
https://northsearegion.eu/media/5724/analysis-of-the-impact-of-car-sharing-in-bremen2018_team-red_final-report_english_compressed.pdf
Schutte, B. J. (2019). Inventarisatie en Analyse van Knooppuntkenmerken: Aanbeveling aan de
Provincie Overijssel omtrent knooppuntontwikkeling en ketenmobiliteit. Bachelor Thesis
Civiele Techniek. Universiteit Twente. http://essay.utwente.nl/80799/
SEAT.
(2019).
5
things
you
should
know
about
micromobility.
https://www.seat.com/company/news/company/micromobility.html
Shaheen, S. A., & Cohen, A. P. (2013). Carsharing and Personal Vehicle Services: Worldwide
Market Developments and Emerging Trends. International Journal of Sustainable
Transportation, 7(1), 5–34. https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2012.660103
Shared-use Mobility Center. (no year). Mobility Hubs. Chicago, Los Angeles.
https://sharedusemobilitycenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/MobilityHubs_SUMC_Web.pdf
Singh, K. (2007a). Data Analysis. In K. Singh (Ed.), Quantitative Social Research Methods
(pp. 1–60). SAGE Publications India Pvt Ltd.
Singh, K. (2007b). Social Research: Genesis and Scope. In K. Singh (Ed.), Quantitative Social
Research Methods (pp. 2–16). SAGE Publications India Pvt Ltd. 10.4135/9789351507741
Smith, G., Sochor, J., & Karlsson, I. M. (2018). Mobility as a Service: Development scenarios
and implications for public transport. Research in Transportation Economics, 69, 592–599.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2018.04.001
Stake, R. (1995). The art of case study research. Sage.

93

Stojanovski, T. (2019). Urban design and public transportation – public spaces, visual proximity
and Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). Journal of Urban Design, 13(2), 1–21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2019.1592665
Sung, H., & Oh, J.-T. (2011). Transit-oriented development in a high-density city: Identifying
its association with transit ridership in Seoul, Korea. Cities, 28(1), 70–82.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.09.004
Swapfiets. (no year). Bleib’ immer mobil und sorge dich nie wieder um dein Fahrrad.: Mit
unserem Swapfiets Service: Flexibel, Praktisch, Persönlich. https://swapfiets.de/
TCRP. (1997). The role of transit in creating livable metropolitan communities (TCRP report).
Washington DC. Project for Public Spaces; Transit Cooperative Research Program; United
States;
National
Research
Council
(U.S.).
http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/153824.aspx
TCRP (2002). Transit-Oriented Development and Joint Development in the United States: A
Literature
Review.
Research
Results
Digest,
52.
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rrd_52.pdf
Thomas, R., Pojani, D., Lenferink, S., Bertolini, L., Stead, D., & van der Krabben, E. (2018).
Is transit-oriented development (TOD) an internationally transferable policy concept?
Regional Studies, 52(9), 1201–1213. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2018.1428740
Timney Bailey, M. (1992). Do physicists use case studies? Thoughts on public administration
research. Public Administration Review, 52(1), 47-54. https://doi.org/10.2307/976545
Transit Oriented Development Institute. (no year). Transit Oriented Development Stations.
http://www.tod.org/stations.html
Turner, D. W. (2010). Qualitative Interview Design: A Practical Guide for Novice
Investigators.
The
Qualitative
Report,
15(3),
754–760.
http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR15-3/qid.pdf
Urban Design Studio. (2016). Mobility Hubs: A Reader's Guide. Los Angeles.
http://www.urbandesignla.com/resources/MobilityHubsReadersGuide.php
Urbee. (no year). Dé elektrische deelfiets. https://urbee.nl/
Valeri, E., & Danielis, R. (2015). Simulating the market penetration of cars with alternative
fuelpowertrain
technologies
in
Italy.
Transport
Policy,
37,
44–56.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.10.003
van den Hoek, J. (2008). The MXI (Mixed-use Index) as Tool for Urban Planning and Analysis.
Corporations and Cities: Envisioning Corporate Real Estate in the Urban Future, 1–15.
http://joostvandenhoek.com/mediapool/80/805179/data/MXI_paper-2008_vandenHoek.pdf
van Kempen, R., & Bolt, G. (2012). Social Consequences of Residential Segregation and Mixed
Neighborhoods. In D. Clapham, W. Clark, & K. Gibb (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of
Housing
Studies
(pp. 439–460).
Sage
Publications
Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446247570.n23
van Thiel, S. (2014). Research Methods in Public Administration and Public Management: An
introduction. Routledge Masters in Public Management: Vol. 11. Routledge. https://doiorg.ru.idm.oclc.org/10.4324/9780203078525
Voet, P. (1995). De openbaar vervoer en fietsfrindelijke wijk: Tussen droom en werkelijkheid.
Een onderzoek naar de mogelijkheden voor en problemen bij de toepassing van een
94

inrichtingsconcept [Nijmeegse Planologische Cahiers nr. 47]. Radboud Universiteit,
Nijmegen. https://repository.ubn.ru.nl/handle/2066/18588
Wang, H. (2019). Routing and Scheduling for a Last-Mile Transportation System.
Transportation Science, 53(1), 131–147. https://doi.org/10.1287/trsc.2017.0753
Wegener, M., & Fürst, F. (1999). Land-Use Transport Interaction: State of the Art. Berichte
Aus Dem Institut Für Raumplanung, 46. https://doi.org/10.17877/DE290R-240
Wellman, B., & Leighton, B. (1979). Networks, Neighborhoods, and Communities:
Approaches to the Study of the Community Question. Urban Affairs Quarterly, 14(3), 363–
390. https://journals-sagepub-com.ru.idm.oclc.org/doi/pdf/10.1177/107808747901400305
Welty, G. (1972). Problems of Selecting Experts for Delphi Exercises. Academy of
Management
Journal,
15(1),
121–124.
http://www.wright.edu/~gordon.welty/AcadMgtJ_72.pdf
Wey, W.-M., Zhang, H., & Chang, Y.-J. (2016). Alternative transit-oriented development
evaluation in sustainable built environment planning. Habitat International, 55, 109–123.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2016.03.003
Wirges, J. (2016). Planning the Charging Infrastructure for Electric Vehicles in Cities and
Regions. KIT Scientific Publishing. https://www.ksp.kit.edu/9783731505013
The World Bank. (2019). Population density (people per sq. km of land area).
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.POP.DNST?end=2019&name_desc=false&start=
1961&type=shaded&view=chart
Yang, J., Liu, A. A., Qin, P., & Linn, J. (2016). The Effect of Owning a Car on Travel Behavior:
Evidence from the Beijing License Plate Lottery. SSRN Electronic Journal, 1–39.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2789824
Yigitcanlar, T., & Kamruzzaman, M. (2014). Investigating the interplay between transport, land
use and the environment: A review of the literature. International Journal of Environmental
Science and Technology, 11(8), 2121–2132. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13762-014-0691-z
Yilmaz, M., & Krein, P. T. (2013). Review of the Impact of Vehicle-to-Grid Technologies on
Distribution Systems and Utility Interfaces. Advance online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPEL.2012.2227500 (IEEE Transactions on Power Electronics,
28(12), 5673-5689).
Yin, R. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Sage.
Zaręba, A., Krzemińska, A., & Widawski, K. (2016). Green Urbanism for the Greener Future
of Metropolitan Areas. IOP Conference Series: Earth and Environmental Science, 44, 1–5.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/44/5/052062
Zhang, Q., Ou, X., Yan, X., & Zhang, X. (2017). Electric Vehicle Market Penetration and
Impacts on Energy Consumption and CO2 Emission in the Future: Beijing Case. Energies,
10(2), 228. https://doi.org/10.3390/en10020228
Zipcar. (no year). The benefits of sharing. https://www.zipcar.com/carsharing
Zuo, T., Wei, H., Chen, N., & Zhang, C. (2020). First-and-last mile solution via bicycling to
improving transit accessibility and advancing transportation equity. Cities, 99, 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2020.102614
Zuo, T., Wei, H., & Rohne, A. (2018). Determining transit service coverage by non-motorized
accessibility to transit: Case study of applying GPS data in Cincinnati metropolitan area.
Journal of Transport Geography, 67, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2018.01.002
95

