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Executive Summary 

Purpose and design of the case study 

1. In 2013 the UK Department for Transport commissioned a number of ‘Case Study evaluations’ of the 
impacts of Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF) investment. One of these was an evaluation of 

LSTF impacts on StrategicEmployment Sites and Business Parks. The study was carried out between 

late 2013 and early 2016 by a research team led by Hertfordshire County Counciland comprising: 

the University of Hertfordshire; the University of the West of England, Bristol (UWE); the West of 

England local authorities; and Atkins. 

2. The aims of the evaluation were: to establish the impact of sustainabletransport measures on 

commute mode use at selected strategicemployment sites and business parks; to assess the impacts 

of these measures on the business performance of employers located at the sites; and to review the 

effectiveness of the LSTF delivery process. 

3. The employment sites and business parks chosen for evaluation were: the North Fringe and Ports 

areas of Bristol, West of England; Maylands Business Park, Hemel Hempstead, Hertfordshire; West-

ern Trading Estates, Slough, Berkshire; and Hatfield Business Park, Hatfield, Hertfordshire (compara-

tor site, not in receipt of LSTF). This report presents the evaluation of LSTF impacts in the two sites 

located in the West of England: the North Fringe and Ports areas of Bristol. 

4. Overall, the West of England local authorities (Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol City, North 

Somerset and South Gloucestershire Councils)were awarded nearly £34m from the LSTF between 

2011/12 and 2015/16. Of this, expenditure on the LSTF business engagement programme during the 

2-year evaluation period totalled over £2.2 million. Approximately 35% of this total was spent on 

business engagement in the two strategicemployment sites selected for the case study (5% in the 

Bristol Ports area and 30% in the Bristol North Fringe). 

5. In the West of England, a case study research approach was used to gather in-depth data from 25 

employer organisations of different sizes and sectors, using a variety of research methods: employ-

ee travel surveys; in-depth semi-structured interviews with senior managers: and bus passenger sur-

veys. All data collection was conducted in 2014 (Phase 1) and repeated in 2015/16 (Phase 2). In addi-

tion, a commuter panel survey ran between July 2014 and October 2015. Twenty of the 25 business-

es and organisations took part in both research phases, whilst f ive wereable to participate only 

once. 

Key findings: Impacts of LSTF funding on commute mode share 

6. There were statistically significant decreases in mode share for car alone (2.3% points) and car 

sharing (2.4% points) among North Fringe employees between March 2014 and March 2016. There 

were statistically significant increases in mode share for cycling (2.0% points), walking (1.1% points) 

and bus use (2.6% points). There were minimal changes in mode share among Ports area emplo y-

ees. After accounting for differences in sample characteristics in the two survey years, it was d e-

duced that the probability of driving alonewas 10% less likely in 2016 for North Fringe employees 

and the probability of using bus was 35% more likely (both statistically significant), but changes in 
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the probability of using other modes were not statistically significant. 

7. Looking at longer-term trends in mode share it was apparent that there was a more substantial 

reduction in car alone mode share of 4% points between March 2013 and March 2014 among North 

Fringe employees. This indicates that the WEST LSTF programme might have had a greater impact in 

its first year after which there was sustained impact at a lower level. It is also notable that reductions 

in single occupancy car use after 2013 in the North Fringe occurred against a backdrop of petrol 

price reductions, of a national trend of increasing car use and a regional trend of increasing car 

commuting. 

8. To assess the role of the WEST programme in contributing to the mode share outcomes identified 

above, a number of matters should be considered. Firstly, a reduction in single occupancy car-use 

between March 2014 and March 2016 was statistically significant at only three out of 20 SES Case 

Study employers, all located in the North Fringe (single occupancy car-use increased among employ-

ers in the Ports area). Reductions in car parking availability had occurred at two of these employers 

(NHS Trust and University). Moreover, the NHS Trust was in some ways untypical because it had un-

dergone a major site relocation in 2014 (after the March 2014 survey). Further analys is of the em-

ployee travel survey data showed that changes in mode share between March 2014 and March 2016 

were explained well by changes in parking availabilityand not by the extent of exposureto LSTF 

measures (as measured at the employer level). 

9. In exploring further whether there was evidence of a direct relationship between LSTF interventions 

and observed mode changes, the analysis of the employee travel survey data showed a decreased 

probability of car alone commuting, and increased probabilities of cycling and bus use, for individu-

als who used LSTF measures (but not if they were merely ‘aware’ of LSTF measures). This does not 

reveal direction of causality, although some insights into the self-reported influence of measures on 

individualbehaviour were provided by the March 2016 employeesurvey. Of those respondents who 

reported using car alone less than two years ago, 29% said that the listed measures had made a li t-

tle, or a lot, of difference to the way they travel to work. However, 64% said that the measures had 

made no difference. The closest associations were seen between using specificmeasures, e.g. on -

site cycling facilities, and increasing use of the relevant mode (in this case, cycling), although the 

numbers involved were small. 

10. This suggests that specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing car use among a small 

proportion of individuals. However, LSTF measures might have helped to maintain existing levels of 

sustainable transport use in the face of a wider trend of increasing car mode share for commuter 

journeys in South-West England during the study period. 

11. Qualitative evidence supports the view that LSTF measures had played a facilitating role in some 

individuals’ decision to commute more often by sustainable modes, or to maintai n existing use, alt-

hough they were rarely reported to be the most important reasons. The narrative within many ind i-

viduals’ explanations of mode choice was of change or stability reflecting their own personal circu m-

stances (e.g. moving house or job location, taking children to school, other responsibilities and inter-

ests outside work, or a desire to be more physically active). 
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12. Taken together, the results above suggest that reduction in parking availability was the chief factor 

in mode share changes seen between 2014 and 2016 with the LSTF programme playing an important 

role in facilitating mode changes of individual commuters. There is evidence of a greater reduction in 

single occupancy car use for employers in the North Fringe in the first part of the LSTF programme 

(up to March 2014) and it can be argued that the programme helped consolidate those gains in the 

second part of the programme (between April 2014 and March 2016). 

Key findings: Impacts of LSTF funding on business performance 

13. Senior managers perceived transport issues as important to their business performance in terms of 

both employee access (commuting) and operational transport (deliveries and logistics; business 

travel; client/visitor access). In particular, the quality of the commuter travel experience was seen as 

an important contributor to staff satisfaction, with improvements to the commute thought to bring 

about productivity gains by enhancing staff wellbeing. 

14. Within this context, sustainable transport options were perceived as part of the ‘mix’ of transport 

investments required to ensure smooth business operations and support the recruitment, retention 

and productivity of appropriately skilled staff. 

15. By 2016, most interviewees wereeither positive or neutral about the role the LSTF had played in 

increasing cycle-use by staff and improving bus services. Many interviewees in the North Fringe be-

lieved that business benefits (albeit indirect and unquantifiable) were starting to accrue from sus-

tainable transport improvements. However, it was also felt that more time and greater investment 

in transport infrastructure and services was needed to make a substantial difference. In the Ports 

area, where implementation of LSTF measures stated later, some employers thought that a new bus 

service was starting to make a positive difference by widening access to jobs, but it was too soon to 

be able to detect direct impacts. 

16. Employers adversely affected by congestion, limits on parking, recruitment difficulties etc. perceived 

a greater need for investment in sustainabletransport. When faced with pressures such as these, 

they were more willing to engage with the local authorities and other businesses on sustainable 

transport, which in turn created a ‘virtuous circle’ whereby they also accrued greater be nefit from 

the LSTF (see Figure ES-1below). 
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Figure ES-0-1: The role of LSTF interventions in the process of commute mode change 

Key Findings: Delivery and process 

17. The business networks, North Bristol SusCom and SevernNet, played an important part in developing 

and maintaining contacts with employers through which LSTF measures could be delivered by the 

Local Authority Business Engagement officers. Joint action through the networks gave employers an 

opportunity to help shape local transport policies and measures. Becausethe networks represented 

the employers’ own interests, they were perceived by the local authorities as offering ‘credibility 

gains’ to the work undertaken by LSTF officers. The networks also provided important continuity in 

the face of staff turnover within the local authorities during the LSTF evaluation period and beyond. 

Conclusions 

18. The results showed that ‘pull factors’ were unlikely to bring about significant changes in commuter 
travel behaviour without measures which also ‘pushed’ employees into reducing their car-use. In the 

case of the North Fringe, which saw a statistically significant fall in car-alone mode share, the need 

to enforce parking restraints was a key issue for many employers. Statistical analysis showed that 

reduction in car parking availability was the primary factor leading to reduced car alone commuting. 

19. Nonetheless, there was evidencefrom both surveys and interviews that LSTF measures assisted 

individuals in using alternatives to the car once they had been prompted to do so by ‘push factors’ 
such as those listed above. LSTF measures to support cycling stood out in the North Fringe as attract-

ing high levels of awareness among both senior managers and employees, and relatively high levels 

of use among employees. 
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20. The importance of ‘push factors’ such as limits on parking also applied to employers’ engagement 

with sustainable transport issues, which tended to be prompted by a specific transport ‘problem’. 
Those employers adversely affected by limited parking, local trafficcongestion, and/or transport-

related recruitment difficulties, perceived a need for greater investment in sustainable transport, 

and were more likely to have engaged with the LSTF than those less affected. 

21. Employers who had engaged actively with the LSTF saw publically funded investment as part of a 

collaboration in which they also bore a responsibility. Theseemployers regarded LSTF as useful ‘le v-

erage’ for sustainable transport measures they wished to undertake themselves. LSTF grants could, 

for example, also lend weight to arguments within an organisation for investment in sustainable 

transport measures at a time when employers faced competing financial pressures. 

22. Longer term acceptance and use of sustainable travel modes among commuters can be informed by 

levels of satisfaction with the commute. A comparison of employees’ levels of satisfaction with their 

normal mode of travel to work in 2014 and 2016 showed a marked increase in bus users’ trip sati s-

faction by 2016, which suggests that the higher bus mode share demonstrated in 2016 may be mai n-

tained. The finding that those who walked or cycled remained the groups most satisfied with their 

commutes can be considered as a positive outcomeof interventions to support these modes. 
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1 Introduction 

In 2013 the UK Department for Transport commissioned a number of ‘Case Study’ evaluations of the 

impacts of Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF) investment. One of these was an evaluation of 

LSTF impacts on StrategicEmployment Sites and Business Parks (referred to subsequently as SES 

Case Study) between late 2013 and early 2016. The purpose of this evaluation was to fill an evi-

dence-gap on the impact of sustainable transport measures on travel behaviour and business activity 

in large, out-of-town employment areas which have typically relied on access by car. It was i m-

portant to understand how interventions aimed at promoting sustainabletransport can help tackle 

transport challenges and support economicgrowth in such areas. The findings from the full SES Case 

Study are provided in a Summary Report1 . 

Hertfordshire County Council led a research team from: the University of Hertfordshire; the Universi-

ty of the West of England, Bristol (UWE); the West of England local authorities; and Atkins, to evalu-

ate the impact of travel behavioural change measures delivered through the LSTF programme at five 

strategicemployment site and business park locations in England which had varying characteristics 

with regard to business sector composition, transport connectivity and proximity to population. 

The aims of the SES Case Study were: 

1. To establish the impact of a package of sustainable transport measures on modal shift in 

strategicemployment sites, and understand which interventions were most effective in dif-

ferent contexts. 

2. To assess the impacts on business performance, including access for existing and potential 

employees, of implementing sustainable transport measures in strategicemployment sites. 

3. To review the effectiveness of the process of delivering sustainable transport measures in 

strategic employment sites. 

The employment sites and business parks chosen for the evaluation were: 

 Bristol North Fringe, West of England; 

 Bristol Ports area, West of England; 

 Maylands Business Park, Hertfordshire; 

 Western Trading Estates, Slough; 

 Hatfield Business Park, Hertfordshire (comparator site, not in receipt of LSTF). 

The sites were chosen because each (with the exception of Hatfield) was a focal point for LSTF bus i-

ness engagement interventions in the Hertfordshire, Slough and West of England LSTF programmes, 

1 
Chatterjee, K., Bartle, C., Smyth, A. and Kelleher, L. (2017). Local Sustainable Transport Fund Case Study 

Evaluation: Strategic Employment Sites and Business Parks. Summary Report. 
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and because each was located on the periphery of an urban centre. They represented a mix of di f-

ferent transport challenges, employment types, and local economicconditi ons. 

This report presents the evaluation of LSTF impacts in the two sites located in the West of England: 

the North Fringe and Ports areas of Bristol. The research was led by the Centre for Transport & Soci-

ety at the University of the West of England, in partnership with Bristol City Council, South Glouces-

tershire Council, and two local business networks: North Bristol SusCom and SevernNet. A summary 

version of this report is also available2. 

The report starts by introducing the sites in the West of England and providing context about them 

and trends occurring during the period of the evaluation. It then explains how the research aims and 

questions of the SES Case Study project applied to the West of England and the evaluation approach 

that was taken. In chapter 4, the research methods used to obtain relevant data to answer the re-

search questions are described. Findings are reported in chapters 5, 6 and 7 before conclusions are 

made in chapter 8. 

Bartle, C. and Chatterjee, K. (2017). Local Sustainable Transport Fund Case Study Evaluation : Strategic 
Employment Sites and Business Parks. West of England Summary Report. 
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2 The SES Case Study sites in the West of England 

2.1 The West of England LSTF programme 

The Local Sustainable Transport Fund was launched in January 2011 with the four West of England 

local authorities (Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol City, North Somerset and South Gloucester-

shire Councils) being awarded nearly£30 million by the Department for Transport from the fund for 

two separate but integrated project programmes: the ‘Key Commuter Routes’ programme, imple-

mented in 2011/12 and 2012/133; and the West of England Sustainable Travel (WEST) ‘Large Pro-

ject’ programme, implemented from 2012/13 to 2014/15. Subsequent funding of £4million was 

awarded for an extension year, concluding in March 2016. 

This report is concerned with the evaluation of impacts from the WEST programme and its extension 

in two strategicemployment sites in the West of England: the North Fringe and Ports areas of Bris-

tol. The collection of new data for the specificpurpose of the SES Case Study commenced in 2014, 

hence the evaluation primarily covers the period March 2014 to March 2016, although where possi-

ble it seeks to assess what impacts occurred since the start of the WEST programme in April 2012. 

The WEST programme had a main emphasis on influencing travel made at peak times of day with 

nine projects under the following three themes: 

 Stimulating Growth in Priority Areas (‘tackling congestion to get business and our economy 

moving’ with aims to reduce peak-hour congestion, make it easier for employees to gain ac-

cess to work and reduce carbon emissions): 

o Area Travel Plans 

o Key Commuter Routes (continuing work started with Key Commuter Routes LSTF 

project programme) 

o Business travel 

 Connected and Thriving Centres (‘completing end-to-end journeys’ with aims to support the 
local economy, improve access to employment, training and education, encourage walking 

and cycling for local journeys and ensure that our town and city centres can continue to 

prosper): 

o Local economic activity in urban areas 

o Sustainable travel in key centres 

All dates in this section refer to financial years. 
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 Transitions to a Low-Carbon Lifestyle(‘Training, skills and securing long term benefits’ which 
recognises that our interventions to change travel behaviour are more likelyto be effective if 

they occur at times of change in people’s lives, and focuses effort on influencing travel 

choice at these life transitions to taking advantage of life transitions as opportunities for be-

havioural change): 

o The move to secondary school 

o Access to work and skills 

o Universities 

o New developments 

The WEST programme was delivered via dedicated LSTF teams in five delivery areas working with 

the four unitary authorities: 

 Business engagement 

 Marketing and communications 

 Public transport 

 Support services 

 Transitions 

The business engagement team delivered interventions and engaged with employers and employees 

in the four local authorities, involving a series of LSTF measures delivered between August 2012 and 

March 2016. It is the work of the business engagement team in the North Fringe and Ports areas of 

Bristol that is a core focus of this report. Expenditureon the WEST business engagement programme 

between 2014/15 and 2015/16 totalled over £2.2 million. 

Implementation of the WEST business engagement programme was led by designated local authori-

ty officers. Employers in the Bristol North Fringe area were engaged by the South Gloucestershire 

Business Engagement Account Manager (BEAM). The Bristol Ports area had a dedicated, full -time 

BEAM until July 2014, after which the businesses in the area received support from engagement of-

ficers from the three unitary authorities which the area spanned. As LSTF funding in the West of 

England continued until March 2016, BEAMs were in post throughout the full period of the evalu a-

tion. Two local business networks also were also active in engaging with employers on sustainable 

transport issues: North Bristol SusCom (North Fringe)and SevernNet (Ports area). Each network was 

run by a part-time coordinator, both of whom had built up effectiveworking relationships with local 

businesses prior to 2014. 

The value for money assessment in the WEST funding submission to DfT estimated a net present 

value of £381.8m and benefit-cost ratio of 6.21 for the programme. The impact of WEST measures 

was forecasted for 2016 by using available evidence from previous studies on the reduction in vehi-

cle trips/mileage from walk and cycle measures, information/engagement measures, public 
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transport measures and car club measures4. No specificestimate was made of modal shift for com-

muting but an annual reduction in car trips of 0.85% was predicted across the Greater Bristol area, 

associated with a reduction in vehicle kilometres of 2% and travel time of 3% in peak periods. 

2.2 The North Fringe and Ports areas of Bristol 

The WEST programme included the objectiveof developing Area Travel Plans in three locations in 

the West of England. Two of these were selected for detailed evaluation as part of the SES Case 

Study: the North Fringe Area Travel Plan area and the Portside Area Travel Plan area, located to the 

north and west of Bristol respectively (seeFigure 2-1). 

Figure 2-1: Location of Bristol North Fringe and Ports strategic employment areas 

Over 80,000 people work in the Bristol North Fringe, with additional transport demand created by 

30,000 students. It has a preponderance of large companies in the engineering, aerospace, ICTand 

financial services sector, as well as a science park and business park housing smaller hi -tech compa-

nies, a university, a large hospital and a large government agency. 

Halcrow (2011). West of England Sustainable Travel (WEST) Forecasting Report. Swindon: Halcrow Group 
Limited. 
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Figure 2-2: Peak period commuting in Bristol North Fringe 

Around 30,000 people are employed in the Bristol Ports area. It is characterised by storage and di s-

tribution centres for retail operations, chemical and other manufacturers, and hundreds of busi-

nesses of various sizes, many connected with shipping, logistics, energy and waste . 

Figure 2-3: Aerial view of Avonmouth and Severnside in Ports area 

The North Fringe is located 5-7 miles to the north of the centre of Bristol and is subject to greater 

road congestion and pressure on parking than the Ports area. The Ports area stretches five miles 

alongside the Severn Estuary, south of the Second Severn Crossing. The area between central/west 

Bristol and the Ports is semi-rural. Both areas are well connected to the M4 and M5 motorways, but 

the North Fringe is better served than Ports area by public transport, cycling and walking routes. The 

two areas therefore present very different transport challenges, which makes comparisons between 

the two illuminating. 
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The SES Case Study research was undertaken with assistance from two local business networks: 

North Bristol SusCom (North Fringe) and SevernNet (thePorts area). SusCom5 is a group of employ-

ers located in North Bristol which promotes sustainablecommuting for employees and students in 

the area. Its members range from SMEs to some of Bristol’s largest international companies. It aims 

to influenceand improve local transport provision to combat trafficcongestion and reduce impact 

on the environment. SevernNet6 is a not-for-profit enterprise, run by, and working for the benefit of, 

the businesses, organisations and the local community in Portbury, Avonmouth and Severnside. 

One of its key aims is to improve transport facilities across the area. 

2.3 LSTF measures in North Fringe and Ports areas 

Expenditure on the business engagement programme between 2014/15 and 2015/16 totalled over 

£2.2 million across the four local authorities taking part in the WEST LSTF programme with approxi-

mately 35% of this total spent on business engagement in the two strategicemployment sites se-

lected for the SES Case Study (5% in the Bristol Ports area and 30% in the Bristol North Fringe). Ser-

vices offered to employers through the business engagement programmeincluded: 

 Employer grants (50% funding for, e.g. on-site cycle facilities) 

 TravelWest ‘Roadshows’ (travel advisors, known as the SustainableTravel Team, visiting 

employer sites to offer information and advice to employees) 

 ‘Dr Bike’ (cycle mechanics visiting employer sites to carry out free repairs) 

 Cycle repair kits for use by employees 

 Cycle loans for employees 

 Electric pool vehicles 

 Electric vehicle recharging points (ECVPs) on employer sites 

 Sustainable travel awards for employers 

 Lift-share partnering services 

As well as LSTF-funded business engagement, employers in the two areas benefitted to varying de-

grees from improvements to cycling and walking infrastructureand bus services in the surrounding 

areas, as well as improvements to travel information and awareness-raising activities. Improve-

ments to cycling infrastructure and bus services are shown in Figure 2-4. 

5 
See http://www.northbristolsuscom.org/index.php 

6 
See http://severnnet.org/ 
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            Figure 2-4: Cycling infrastructure and bus service improvements in North Fringe and Ports areas 
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Table 2-1 and Table 2-2 show the types of measures funded by the WEST LSTF programme and re-

lated funding sources in the North Fringe and Ports areas, and provides examples of specific 

measures in each of seven sub-areas (Emersons Green, Stoke Gifford/Parkway, Filton, AztecWest 

and Cribbs Causeway in the North Fringe and Avonmouth and Western Approach in the Ports area). 

The anonymised names of the employers which took part in the SES Case Study in each sub-area are 

listed under the relevant heading within the tables. 

Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 list specificLSTF measures which individualemployers benefitted from di-

rectly (e.g. employer grants), as well as indicating measures initiated and funded by employers 

themselves. 

2.4 Non-LSTF measures and other contextual factors in the North Fringe and 

Ports areas 

Table 2-1 and Table 2-2 also show a number of contextual factors contributed to the transport envi-

ronment in the North Fringe and Ports areas between 2014 and 2016, which are likely to have infl u-

enced the outcomes of LSTF interventions. 
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Table 2-1: LSTF measures in North Fringe by sub-area 

LSTF measures in each sub-area 2014-16 

Other sustainable 

transport measures 
(non-LSTF) 2014-16 

Other relevant factors in 

each sub-area 2014-16Employer (anonymised) 

Cycling & walking 

infrastructure 
Improvements 

Bus service 

improve-
ments 

Bus infrastructure 

improvements 
(bus stops, real 
time information) 

Travel infor-

mation improve-
ments and pro-
motion 

Emersons Green 

Science Park 

e.g. ‘Yate Spur’ 


e.g.X18 
  - Adjacent new housing. 

- Roadworks. Energy Technology Company 

Stoke Gifford (Parkway) 

Financial Services Company 

- e.g. l ighting 
improvements 
on A4174 

- Brompton cycle 
hire at Parkway 
Rail station 



e.g. Kings 
Ferry 
Commuter 

Coach; 
X13(X74) 
X18, X19 



e.g. bus punctual-
ity improvements 
on A4174 



e.g. TravelWest 
website and bus 
checker app, with 

coverage across 
the WEST area 

- Bus fare reductions 
- 2+ lane on A4174 
- M32 variable speed 

restrictions 

- Peak time traffic congestion 
from roadworks and bridge 

work associated with rail 
electrification, road junc-
tion improvement and 

Metrobus works. 

Construction Services Company 

Technology Company 1 

Large Public Sector Employer 

University 

Filton 

Aerospace Manufacturer 1 


e.g. X18 

 

- Kings Ferry Business 
Shuttle 

- Section 106 funds for 

bus subsidies (NHS) 

- Traffic congestion on A38 & 
Filton roundabout 

- Housing development. 
Business Park 

NHS Trust 

Aztec West Business Park 

Engineering Consultancy 1 


e.g. Kings 

Ferry 
Commuter 
Coach 

 

- Various bus services 

run by employers, ei-
ther shared or single-
employer. 

- New lift-share service 

across business park 

- Major congestion for vehi-

cles exiting the business 
park 

- Major roadworks immedi-
ately outside business park, 

including Metrobus works. 

Engineering Consultancy 2 

Technology Consultancy 

Technology Company 2 

Environmental Compliance 

Cribbs Causeway 

Retail Company 
  Adjacent new housing. 
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Table 2-2: LSTF measures in Ports area by sub-area 

LSTF measures in each sub-area 2014-16 

Other sustainable 

transport measures 
(non-LSTF) 2014-16 

Other relevant factors in 

each sub-area 2014-16Employer (anonymised) 

Cycling & walking 
infrastructure 
Improvements 

Bus service 
improve-
ments 

Bus infrastructure 
improvements 
(bus stops, real 
time information) 

Travel infor-
mation improve-
ments and pro-
motion 

Severnside (Western Approach) 

Aerospace Manufacturer 2  - Congestion from roadworks 
resulting from improvements 

to A403. 
- Increased HGV traffic. 

Mail Distribution Company 

Power station 

Avonmouth 

Catering Products Company 

- e.g. l ighting on 
Kings Weston 
Lane (partial); 

- cycle parking at 

Avonmouth Rail 
station; 

- new cycle & 
pedestrian path 

alongside A403. 



- Extension 
of service 
41 (3) into 
the em-

ployment 
area. 



- e.g. TravelWest 
website and bus 
checker app, with 
coverage across 

the WEST LSTF 
area 



- SevernNet Flyer shuttle 
bus service 

- Section 106 funding 
used for cycle parking 
etc. 

- Prolonged period of conges-
tion from major roadworks to 

improve the A403 (St Andrews 
Rd). 
- Growing traffic congestion 
on M5, causing long tailbacks 

into Avonmouth. 
- Continued problem with 

HGV parking around the ar-

ea, despite increased parking 
restraints. 

Skincare Products Company 

Candle Products Company 

Bioscience Manufacturer 

Waste Recycling Company 1 

Waste Recycling Company 2 
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Table 2-3: Sustainable transport measures at individual employers in North Fringe 

LSTF measures benefitting each employer 2014-16 Employer-led measures 2014-16 

Employer (anonymised) 

‘Intensive 
engage-

ment’ by 
7

LSTF

Employer 

grant/s 

TravelWest 

Road-

shows & Dr 
8

Bike

Cycle 

repair 

kit 

9
EVCP Electric 

pool 

vehicles 

Buses Car parking Improved 

cycling 

facil ities 
Own 

buses 

Bus 

subsidies 

Parking 

restraint 

More 

spaces 

Science Park 
     

10
Energy Technology Company

 

Financial Services Company 
   

Construction Services 
  

Technology Company 1 
    

Large Public Sector Employer 
    

University (main campus) 
         

Aerospace Manufacturer 1 


11
   

Business Park 
     

NHS Trust 
         

Engineering Consultancy 1 
    

Engineering Consultancy 2 
     

Technology Consultancy 
   

Technology Company 2 
   

Environmental Compliance 
    

Retail Company 
   

7 
Meeting between LSTF officer and employer, plus the take-up of one or more services (e.g. TravelWest Roadshow), or the awarding of an LSTF employer grant 

8 
Information stands staffed by LSTF travel advisers, offering travel planning and follow-up services; often accompanied by ‘Dr Bike’ - a free cycle repair service. 

9 
Electric Vehicle Charging Point 

10 
Company was dissolved in 2015 

11 
Awarded 2013 
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Table 2-4: Sustainable transport measures at individual employers in Ports area 

LSTF measures benefitting each employer 2014-16 Employer-led measures 2014-16 

Employer (anonymised) ‘Intensive 

engage-

ment’ by 

LSTF 

Employer 

grant/s 

Travel 

Road-

shows & 

Dr Bike 

Cycle 

repair 

kit 

EVCP Electric 

pool 

vehicles 

Buses Car parking Improved 

cycling 

facil ities Own 

buses 

Bus 

subsidies 

Parking 

restraint 

More 

spaces 

Aerospace Manufacturer 2 
13

 ? 

Mail Distribution Company 

Power station 

Catering Products Company      

Skincare Products Company 

Candle Products Company 

Bioscience Manufacturer  

Waste Recycling Company 1 

Waste Recycling Company 2 

Note: Some businesses in the Ports area received no direct employer-based LSTF support in the evaluation period, but did benefit from the area -wide LSTF measures (as 

shown in Table 2-2). Their inclusion in the study was consistent with the research design, which was to recruit a range of employers with differing characteristics. One of 

these was level of engagement with the LSTF. 

Awarded 2013 
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2.5 Background trends 

It is important to consider background trends when assessing changes to travel behaviour in the 

Case Study areas during the period of the study and interpreting the impact of the LSTF programme. 

Road traffic statistics from the Department for Transport (published May 2016)14 show that annual 

car vehicle traffic in South Gloucestershirerose from 2,955,000 km in 2013 to 3,133,000 in 2015 (a 

6% increase between 2013 and 2015). Increases in Bristol over this period were 2% and in the south 

west of England (and England overall) were 3%. This period also saw reductions in petrol prices. The 

average annual retail price of premium unleaded petrol dropped from 134.2p per litre in 2013 to 

127.5p per litre in 2014 and 111.1p per litre in 2015 (a 17% decrease between 2013 and 2015)15. 

According to the Labour Force Survey, the trend between 2013 and 2015 for car total mode share 

for commuting in England was a reduction of 0.4% points16. This suggests there was negligible 

change in car driver mode share or car total mode share across England during the period of inter-

est. However, the trend for the South West region (in which the Bristol employment areas are locat-

ed) was an increase in car total mode share for commuting of 1.4% points. This indicates that the 

WEST LSTF interventions were introduced in the context of a small modal shift in commuting to-

wards car travel. 

14 
DfT (2016). Road Traffic Statistics. Available from www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-

transport/series/road-traffic-statistics (last accessed 14 November 2016). 
15 

National Statistics (2016). Quarterly Energy Prices: September 2016. Available from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/quarterly-energy-prices-september-2016 (last accessed 14 
November 2016). 
16 

DfT (2016).Transport Statistics Great Britain. TSGB0109. Available from 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical -data-sets/tsgb01-modal-comparisons#table-tsgb0109 (last 
accessed 14 November 2016). Figures derived from Labour Force Survey ‘usual method of travel to work’ 
collected annually in October-December. Separate figures not available for car alone and car share. 
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3 Evaluation Approach 

3.1 Overview 

This section summarises the LSTF intervention logicacross all the SES Case Study sites in the West of 

England, Hertfordshire and Slough. It shows how the research aims and questions weredevised to 

evaluate the outcomes and impacts of LSTF interventions in the strategic employment sites and 

business parks. The evaluation approach and research methods are then described, showing ho w 

the different research methods wereused to answer individual research questions and how they 

linked to one another. 

3.2 LSTF intervention logic 

Intervention logic is a method of systematically linking the main components of an intervention to 

produce a causal pathway across the: 

 Context: the framework within which an intervention is delivered; 

 Inputs: what is being invested in terms of resources and activities; 

 Outputs: what has been produced, e.g. target groups reached, infrastructure built, products 

developed; 

 Outcomes: short and medium-term results, such as changes in modal share; and 

 Impacts: long-term results such as better quality of life, improved health, environmental 

benefits etc.17. 

Figure 3-1 is an intervention logic map for LSTF interventions in the four strategic employment sites 

receiving LSTF funding in the full study (West of England, Hertfordshire and Slough). The logicmap 

shows common features across all the sites, but differences between the sites are also shown where 

appropriate. Although they form two separate sites, the Bristol North Fringeand Ports areas are 

combined under the ‘West of England’ heading in the logicmap because they fall within the same 

sub-regional LSTF programme. 

The first column shows the context of the LSTF interventions. Essentially these are the ‘problems’ 

which create the reasoning behind the development and intended outcomes of the measures as 

outlined in the rest of the logicmap. The longer-term impact of the interventions should include the 

addressing of problems identified in the context column. Inputs comprise: the staff delivering the 

interventions,in particular the Local Authority-employed Business Engagement Managers; as well as 

the capital and revenue funding required to implement the measures. Outputs comprisea number 

of activities supporting sustainable transport which are common to all four sites, as well as some 

which are site-specific. 

17 
Hills, D. and Junge, K. (2010). Guidance for Transport Impact Evaluations: Choosing an Evaluation Approach 

to Achieve Better Attribution. London: The Tavistock Institute. Available from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-impact-evaluations-choosing-an-evaluation-
approach-to-achieve-better-attribution (13 June 2017) 
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The Outcomes column shows the anticipated short- and medium-term measureable results, whilst 

Impact shows the longer term, broader effects which are sought through the interventions. Very 

broadly, the anticipated longer-term impacts start with the meeting of overall LSTF objectives, 

namely: reducing CO2 emissions and supporting economic growth. Mitigation of the problems 

identified in the Context column follows in the form of: economicbenefits to business; 

improvements to wellbeing among commuters, and changes to attitudes and norms, such that the 

car ceases to be perceived as the ‘normal’ mode of travel to work. 

In the next section we set out the aims of the SES Case Study and the research questions, showing 

how these are intended to elucidate the relationship between inputs/outputs and 

outcomes/impacts, and to identify attribution where applicable. 
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Figure 3-1: Programme logic map of LSTF interventions in strategic employment sites and business parks 

Context 

LSTF objectives 

 Reduce CO2 

 Support economy growth 

Transport impacts on business 

performance 

Car-dominatedcommuting leading to 

congestion which negatively affects: 

 Business travel 

 Freight operations 

Poor access toSES andBPs by non-car 

modes affects: 

 Recruitment 

 Retention 
 Absenteeism 

 Employee satisfaction 

Car parking and planning: 

 Employers increasingly face car 
parking restraint due to plan-
ning rules and insufficient 
space onsite 

Commuting and wellbeing 

Driving in congestedconditions 

contributing to: 

 Lost personal time 

 Increased travel costs 
 Stressful commutes 

 Sedentary lifestyles 

Attitudes and norms 

Car seenas ‘normal’ commute mode 

Inputs 

Appropriate levels of staff, skills and 

funding to deliver outputs, e.g. 

 Business Engagement Manag-

ers, business network coordina-
tors) 

 Funding for: 

- Bus subsidies 

- Cycle/walking infrastructure 
improvements 

- Car-share matching services 

- PTP/promotion 

- Employer grants 

etc. 

Outputs 

All Case Study areas: 

 Area/employer travel plans 

 New bus/coachservices 
 Improvement of cycling and 

walking infrastructure 
 Business network engagement 
 Travel promotion, marketing 

and communication 

West of England: 

 Employer grants for onsite 

measures 
 Support for car-share services 

 Provision of loanbicycles 
 Deliveryof electric charging in-

frastructure and low emission 
vehicles for business travel 

Hertfordshire: 

 Travel Plan Co-ordinator for 
Business Park 

 Dedicated lift share website 

 Improvements in quality and 

ticketing for commercial bus 
services 

 Cycle hire scheme, cycle hub 
and employer cycle parking 
grants 

 Intensive workplace behaviour 

change programme 

Slough: 

 Cycle Hire Scheme 

 Intelligent Traffic Management 
System 

 Wayfinding improvements 

Outcomes 

Measurable Outcomes 

 Employer and employee engagement 

in LSTF interventions (e.g. employer 
engagement in business networks) 

 Improved access to SESs and BPs for 
potential employees 

 More positive perceptions of alterna-

tives to car driving alone 

 Higher proportionof workforce com-

muting by public transport, car share, 
cycling or walking 

Impacts 

LSTF objectives 

 Reduced CO2 

 Employment growth 

Traffic conditions 

 Reduced congestion 

 Increased journey time reliability 

Transport impacts on business performance 

Reduction in travel costs: 

 Reduction in carparking provision 

 Less costly business travel andfreight op-

erations 

Increases in productivity: 

 Reduced recruitment costs 
 Staff productivity 

Business confidence: 

 More positive perceptions of transport 
conditions 

 Jobs expansion 

Commuting and wellbeing 

Improved travel conditions: 

 Reduced travel costs andtime spent 
commuting 

 Increased satisfaction with journeyto 

work 
 Increased healthand wellbeing 

Attitudes and norms 

Alternatives to car seenas ‘normal’ commute 
modes 



 

 
 

      

                

            

  

                

            

               

         

              

              

     

      

             

          

  

             
          
   

                 

      

       

              

  

  

             

  

             

   

     

  

3.3 Research aims and questions 

Research Aim 1 – Modal Shift 

To establish the impact of a package of sustainabletransport measures on modal shift in strategic 

employment sites and understand which interventions are most effective in different contexts. 

Research Questions 

1a What changes in modal share are found to occur in the strategic employment sites and how does 

this vary depending on the amount of exposure to LSTF interventions? 

1b What LSTF interventions have the greatest impacts on car driver mode share and how is this af-

fected by context (e.g. characteristics of location, employer, and employees)? 

1c What changes in perceptions and attitudes towards low carbon travel alternatives are found to 

occur for employees working for businesses in strategic employment sites and how is this affected 

by exposure to LSTF interventions? 

Research Aim 2 – Economic Impacts 

To assess the impacts on business performance, including access for existing and potential 

employees, of implementing sustainabletransport measures in strategic employment sites. 

Research Questions 

2a What are the impacts on business performance (objectively and subjectively measured) of the 
LSTF programme in terms of: (i) Operational transport issues; (ii) Commuting and staffing issues; 
and (iii) Productivity? 

2b How do the impacts on business performance vary by type of business, location and site 

characteristics and exposure to LSTF interventions? 

Research Aim 3 – Delivery and Process 

To review the effectiveness of the process of delivering sustainabletransport measures in strategic 

employment sites 

Research Questions 

3a What level of engagement was achieved with employers and employees and what factors led to 

increased engagement? 

3b What measures have been delivered successfully and why, and what measures have been less 

successful and why? 
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3.4 Relationship between the research questions and intervention logic 

It is explained belowhow the research questions will help to test the intervention logic. 

Research Aim 1 – Modal Shift 

Measurement and qualitativeexploration of changes in mode share (RQ1a) and attitudes (RQ1c), 

and their association with both LSTF interventions and contextual factors (RQ1b), are required to 

understand the relationship between Inputs/Outputs and Outcomes/Impacts in terms of modal shift 

and change in attitudes among commuters. Findings on modal shift are reported in chapter 5. 

Research Aim 2 – Economic Impacts 

Better understanding of the impacts of sustainable transport measures on business performance of 

employers (RQ2a) are required to identify links between Inputs/Outputs and Impacts with regard to 

economic impacts. Understanding of the variation in impacts on different employers willprovide 

further explanation of these links (RQ2b). Findings on economic impacts are reported in chapter 6. 

Research Aim 3 – Delivery and Process 

The process evaluation questions (RQs 3a and 3b) are required to provide understanding of the 

relationship between Inputs and Outputs/Outcomes. Findings on delivery and process are reported 

in chapter 7. 

3.5 Evaluation approach 

The evaluation can be seen, at its simplest, as an outcomes study where the situation prior to the 

intervention is compared to the situation after the intervention. For the purpose of the SES Case 

Study evaluation, outcomes were assessed in terms of modal shift and business performance. 

Separate outcomes studies were conducted in each of the four intervention sites. A comparator site 

(Hatfield Business Park) was also included in the full research evaluation,enabling quasi-

experimental research analysis/comparisons to be made across the four sites experiencing LSTF 

interventions and the one not experiencing LSTF interventions. However, caution needs to be 

applied in drawing conclusions from such analysis as contextual factors and intervention 

implementation vary significantly between sites. The evaluation therefore has many feature s of a 

theory of change evaluation approach which systematically studies the links between activities, 

outcomes, and context of an intervention, to providesome answers as to why change was produced. 

It was therefore determined that an extended intervention logic evaluation approach was most 

appropriate for the SES Case Study. The approach involves bringing in elements of a theory-based 

approach into a study of outcomes so that the evaluation can answer questions about why change 

was produced (as well as what change occurred)18. Both quantitative and qualitative research 

methods were used. 

Hills, D. and Junge, K. (2010). Guidance for Transport Impact Evaluations: Choosing an Evaluation Approach 

to Achieve Better Attribution. London: The Tavistock Institute. Available from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-impact-evaluations-choosing-an-evaluation-
approach-to-achieve-better-attribution (13 June 2017) 

24 

18 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-impact-evaluations-choosing-an-evaluation-approach-to-achieve-better-attribution
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-impact-evaluations-choosing-an-evaluation-approach-to-achieve-better-attribution


 

 
 

      

              

                

                 

              

              

              

             

                

              

                 

             

            

           

             

               

                 

 

     

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

              

              

               

                 

                

     

                                                                 
              

    
                

     

     

  

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

3.5.1 Ability to generalise from the findings 

Given the heterogeneity of the SES Case Study sites, it is important to understand how findings 

might be generalised beyond the four intervention sites. To do so, it is helpful to view the evaluation 

as a case study in a methodological sense. The case study research approach has been described as: 

“a strategy for doing research which involves an empirical investigation of a particu lar contemporary 

phenomenon within its real life context using multiple sources of evidence” (Robson, 2000, p.178)19. 

A case study aims for theoretical generalisation (also referred to as analyticgeneralisation): this is 

where a particular set of results are generalised to broader theory20. Methodologically, theoretical 

generalisation is possible if the cases act as exemplars with which to compare other similar cases as 

they arise. This evaluation constitutes a multiple, embedded case study design, in which ‘modal shift 

and business performance’ in each of the intervention sites and Hatfield is considered to be a single 

case, within which sub-cases are embedded. The ‘case’ (e.g. modal shift and business performance 

in the Bristol North Fringe) represents the main unit of analysis from which theoretical 

generalisations might be made to modal shift and business performance at other locations with 

similar characteristics and under similar conditions. The sub-units of analysis embedded within each 

case are ‘modal shift and business performance’ within employers at each of the sites. Figure 3-2 

illustrates this diagrammatically, using the Bristol North Fringe as an example of each of the five sites 

(cases). 

Figure 3-2: Embedded case study design 

Case 1: Modal shift and business 

performance in Site 1 (e.g. Bristol 

North Fringe) 

Sub-case 1 

Employer A 

Sub-case 2 

Employer B 

Sub-case 4 

Employer D 

Sub-case 3 

Employer C 

In the West of England, statistical generalisation could be used within each sub-case (i.e. employer), 

using the employeestaff survey data obtained for each employer, assuming a large enough 

response. However, sub-cases could not be generalised to the whole case (i.e. North Fringe or Ports 

area), as the sample of employers was not intended to be fully representativeof all employers in the 

area. Instead, theoretical generalisation was used within the case and beyond the case (to other 

locations). 

19 
Robson, C. (2002). Real World Research: A Resource for Social Scientists and Practitioner -Researchers. 

Second Edition. Oxford: Blackwell. 
20 

Yin, R.K. (2009) Case Study Research: Design and methods. Fourth Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

25 



 

 
 

   

  

             

               

            

              

                

        

        

          

               

        

            

 

       

4 Research Methods 

4.1 Overview 

Both qualitativeand quantitative research methods were used to obtain data from 25 employer 

organisations across the North Fringe and Ports areas in order to evaluate the impact of LSTF 

measures on commuting behaviour and business performance between 2014 and 2016. Twenty of 

the employers took part in both the baseline and follow-up research, whilst fivewere ableto 

contribute at only one of the time points. The following data collection methods were used: 

 Senior manager interviews (early 2014 and 2016) 

 Site cordon counts (March 2014 and 2016) 

 Employee travel to work surveys (March 2014 and 2016) 

 Panel survey (6waves, July 2014 to October 2015) and follow-up interviews (April 2016) 

 Bus user surveys (early 2014 and 2015) 

The different methods and the relationship between them are shown in Figure 4-1. 

Figure 4-1: Overview of data collection methods 

Recruitment of 
businesses 

(2013)

Senior manager 
interviews 

(2014)

Senior manager 
interviews 

(2016)

Employee travel 
survey (2014)

Employee travel 
survey (2016)

Panel survey (2014-2015)

Bus user 
surveys 
(2014)

Bus user 
surveys 
(2015)

Site cordon 
counts (2014)

Site cordon 
counts (2016)

Early LSTF Post-LSTF

Follow-up 
interviews 

(2016)
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4.2 Sample selection and recruitment 

4.2.1 Recruitment of employers in 2014 

The West of England research partners set out to recruit 10 to 15 employers in each of the two sites 

(North Fringe and Ports areas) to participate in the SES Case Study research. Each employer was 

requested to take part in all the data collection activities in both 2014 and 2016. The aim was to 

select employers according to a number of criteria: size, industry sector, level of engagement with 

LSTF, and location within the North Fringe or Ports area. This was intended to provide a range of 

employers (as sub-cases) which vary on these dimensions, which would enable identification and 

understanding of the factors which contribute to different outcomes. Fulldetails of the sampling 

strategy and recruitment process are included in Appendix2. Table 4-1and Table 4-2 provide an 

overview of each employer recruited to the SES Case Study. Table 2-1 to Table 2-4 summarise the 

LSTF measures to which they were exposed, by sub-area and as individualemployers. 

In the North Fringe area, 15 employers were recruited in 2013. Of these, eight were in 

manufacturing, telecommunications and IT. The manufacturing participants included a major 

aerospace company. Two of the participants among this eight were science/business parks, each 

representing a large number of small companies (mainly aerospace and hi-tech). Two businesses 

provided engineering consultancy and support services. Additionally, there was one employer in 

each of the following sectors: construction; financial services; and retail. Finally, there were three 

large publicsector employers, representing a substantial share of the total employment in the area 

(two of these employers had over 9000 employees). In the Ports area, the target minimum of 10 

businesses was recruited, although one of these businesses withdrew in early March 2014 due to 

restructuring within the company. Four of the recruited participants were distribution businesses 

specialising in packaging and distribution of, respectively: catering equipment; skincare products; 

candles; and mail. Two were manufacturing companies: one in aerospace, the other in bioscience 

products. There was also a power station, and two waste and recycling companies. 

4.2.2 Re-engagement of employers in 2016 

All the participating employers were re-approached in 2015 for the follow-up data collection, with 

the exception of two North Fringe businesses: the Energy Technology Company, which was no longer 

in business, and Technology Company 2, which had just suffered heavy redundancies. It was decided 

not to replace the former as it had been located within the Science Park, which was stil l taking part 

in the study as a collective participant. However, it was decided to replace the latter with another 

business located at AztecWest – the Environmental ComplianceCompany - in order to maintain a 

range of employer types in this sub-area, but without making a direct comparison between the 

findings from the original employer and replacement employer (although the responses from 

employees in all the businesses were included in the analysis of the employee travel survey data). All 

other original participants in the North Fringe agreed to participate in the follow-up study. In the 

Ports area, all participants were successfully re-engaged, with the exception of the Candle Products 

Company and the Mail Distribution Company. Overall, 21West of England employers took part in 

the follow-up, compared with 24in the baseline. 
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Table 4-1: Overview of employers in North Fringe 

Employer name 
(anonymised) 

Sector 
Number of 

employees on 
site 

Number of car parking spaces Proportion of 

spaces 
typically 
util ised 

Number of 

cycle parking 
spaces 

Travel 
Plan 

Site 

relocat-
ion Total 

Dedicated to 
car-sharers 

Emerson’s Green 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 
21

Y/N Y/N 

Science Park Range of high-tech sectors 200 
22

366 200 240 0 
23

0 100% 100% 50 50 Y N 

Energy Technology Company Energy/Util ities 70 DNP 38 DNP 0 DNP 100% DNP 
unkn 

24 
own 

DNP Y n/a 

Stoke Gifford (Parkway) 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 Y/N Y/N 

Financial Services Company 
Accountancy/Financial 
Services 

3000 2374 1800 1776 30 0 96% high 120 200 N N 

Construction Services 
Company 

Construction/Engineering/ 

Materials 
300 

25
300 200 200 0 0 

60-
70% 

50-
60% 

5 5 N N 

Technology Company 1 
IT/Communications/Electronic 
Components 

800 
26

750 442 442 36 18 
60-
70% 

65% 160 160 N N 

Large Public Sector Employer 
MoD/Emergencies/ 
Government 

10000 9846 3595 3595 523 523 100% 100% 727 767 Y N 

University (main campus) Education 2800 2800 1500 
1200 

27 150 150 
40%-
90% 

90% 450 700 Y N 

21 
Some employers without a Travel Plan were working with other local employers, SusCom and the local authorities to produce sub-area Travel Plans. 

22 
Plus 300 at the National Composites Centre. 

23 
Plus 3 dedicated to electric pool cars in 2014 and 1 in 2016. 

24 
Shared cycle parking within Science Park. 

25 
Daily occupation on site approx. 80. 

26 
Daily occupation on site 400-500. 

27 
Dedicated staff parking spaces, although staff can also use additional general parking areas. 

28 

http:onsiteapprox.80


 

 
 
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

     

 
 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 

  
  

 

              

  
 

             

  
 

            

      
 

 
 

  
  

   

                 

                

   
 

            

  
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

   
 

 
            

 
  

             

               

               

                                                                 
                           

          
           
             

                          

Employer name 
(anonymised) (continued) 

Sector 
Number of 

employees on 
site 

Number of car parking spaces Proportion of 

spaces 
typically 
util ised 

Number of 

cycle parking 
spaces 

Travel 
Plan 

Site 

relocat-
ion Total 

Dedicated to 
car-sharers 

Filton 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 Y/N Y/N 

Aerospace Manufacturer 
1 

Manufacturing 4000 3018 2500 2548 200+ 137 90% 92% 750 957 Y N 

Business Park 
MoD/Emergencies/ 
Government 

28
1200 1145 1200 1700 0 150 70% 70% 150 200 N N 

NHS Trust Healthcare/NHS 9500 9000 
29

2700
30

711
unkn 
own 

0 
unkn 
own 

Up to 
100% 

unkn 
own 

631 Y Y 

Aztec West Business Park 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 Y/N Y/N 

Engineering Consultancy 1 Construction/Engineering 1050 1050 286 286 66 66 100% 100% 126 126 Y N 

Engineering Consultancy 2 
MoD/Emergencies/ 
Government 

400 400 226 226 212 212 80% 80% 40 40 N N 

Technology Consultancy 
Business Services 
IT/Communications 

200 49 
unkno 

wn 
81 

unkn 
own 

6 
unkn 
own 

50% 
unkn 
own 

12 Y N 

Technology Company 2 
IT/Communications/Electronic 
Components 

205 DNP 122 DNP 10 DNP 98% DNP 50 DNP N N 

Environmental 
Compliance Company 

Environmental DNP 41 DNP >100 DNP 0 100% DNP 10 DNP N N 

Cribbs Causeway 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 Y/N Y/N 

Retail Company Retail 1000 800 
31

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 24 24 N N 

28 
Overall employee numbers at the business park are substantially greater than the numbers invited to take part in the employee survey, as only a small number of 

individual businesses located at the park took part in the surveys. 
29 

This figure includes visitor parking. Staff-only figure in 2014 unknown. 
30 

Staff only parking spaces in 2016. Additional 872 visitor spaces in 2016. 
31 

No allocated car parking but adequate parking available within staff parking areas in the retail park (staff may also park in customer parking areas). 
29 



 

 
 
 

       

    
 

  
 

     

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 

  
  

 

              

                

      
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   

               

              

                

                

                 

      
 

 
 

 
   

  

                 

                   

 

Table 4-2: Overview of employers in Ports area 

Employer name (anonymised) Sector 
Number of 

employees on 
site 

Number of car parking spaces Proportion of 

spaces 
typically 
util ised 

Number of 

bicycle 
parking spaces 

Travel 
plan 

Site 

relocat-
ion Total 

Dedicated to 
car-sharers 

Severnside 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 Y/N Y/N 

Aerospace Manufacturer 2 Manufacturing 370 470 150 326 0 0 75% 75% 40 40 Y N 

Mail Distribution Company Distibution/Logistics 200 DNP 
unkn 
own 

DNP 
unkn 
own 

DNP 
unkn 
own 

DNP 
unkn 
own 

DNP N N 

Power Station Energy/Util ities 55 56 56 50 6 0 70% 70% 12 10 N N 

Avonmouth 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 Y/N 

Catering Products Company Distribution/Logistics 800 865 475 492 8 0 100% 100% 45 45 Y N 

Skincare Products Company Distribution/Logistics 73 87 71 80 0 0 100% 100% 5 5-10 N N 

Candle Products Company Distribution/Logistics 200 DNP 132 DNP 0 DNP 100% DNP 16 DNP N N 

Bioscience Manufacturer Manufacturing 55 55 30 
unkn 
own 

0 
unkn 
own 

100% 
unkn 
own 

unkn 
own 

unkn 
own 

Y Y 

Waste Recycling Company 1 Materials/Energy/Util ities 65 75 60 70 0 0 75% 70% 4 0 N N 

Waste Recycling Company 2 Materials/Energy/Util ities 38 + 40 69 30 80 0 0 100% 100% 0 8 N N 

30 



 

 
 
 

      

    

               

            

             

               

             

                

               

              

                

          

     

             

            

              

            

       

               

           

            

               

            

               

               

      

               

     

              

                    

                

             

               

                   

4.3 Data collection and analysis methods 

4.3.1 Senior manager interviews 

In the Bristol North Fringe and Ports area, in-depth, semi-structured interviews were used to explore 

senior managers’ perceptions of transport and the WEST LSTF programme. This contrasted with 

Hertfordshire and Slough where structured telephone surveys wereconducted with a large number 

of businesses. The aim in the West of England was to conduct an in-depth interview with a senior 

manager from each of the participating employers. Twenty five interviews were carried out in 2014 

by the UWE researcher: one with a manager from each of the 24 participating employers, as wellas 

one with the business which withdrew from the study after the senior manager interview had taken 

place. Twenty four interviews werecarried out face-to-face, and one by telephone. The majority of 

interviews were between 45minutes and 1 hour in length. In 2016, the interviews were repeated at 

each of the 21 employers participating in the follow-up. 

Recruitment of interviewees in 2014 

In each organisation an interview was sought with a member of the senior management team – 

preferably an individualwhose remit included siteand transport issues, but who was not engaged in 

detailed transport issues on a daily basis. The aim was to obtain a senior level, ‘corporate’ 

perspective on the impact of transport on overall business performance, within the context of wider 

issues affecting overalloperational performance. 

The process of identifying and approaching a senior manager was initiated by the contact in each 

employer organisation, following a request from the SusCom or SevernNet Director, one of the LSTF 

Business Engagement Managers, or the UWE researcher. This was normally undertaken as part of 

the overall process of recruiting each organisation to the study. Once the contact had secured 

agreement in principlefrom the senior manager, more detailed arrangements for the interviewwere 

made by the UWE researcher, or by the contact him/herself. In a number of instances, the transport 

contact also took part in the interview. In some cases, especially in the smaller businesses, the senior 

manager interviewed was also the contact person. 

The professional roles of the managers interviewed in each organisation are identified in Appendix 1. 

Recruitment of interviewees in 2016 

The recruitment process was repeated in late 2015. The same interviewee was recruited in each 

employer if he or she was still in the same post, in order to ensure as much continuity as possible. 

Where the 2014 intervieweehad retired or changed jobs, an interviewwas arranged with the senior 

manager now carrying out an equivalent role. Thus, the 2016 interviews at eleven of the 2016 

employers werewith the same person or people as in 2014; at nine employers the inte rview was 

with a manager in the same or similar role; and one employer was new to the study. 
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Design of the West of England employer interviews in 2014 

The interview content was principally designed to answer Research Questions 2a and 2b. A topic 

guide was developed, as shown in Appendix 3. It covered the following broad areas: 

 The relative importance of transport compared with other business concerns 

 Identification of specific transport issues relevant to the business 

 Commuter transport issues 

 Awareness and views of LTSF 

The topic guide was piloted by interviewing the UWEtravel planner, after which a number of 

refinements were made. 

At the beginning of the interview, each interviewee was asked to sign two versions of a consent form 

– one retained by the intervieweeand the other by the researcher. Matters of personal anonymityin 

the storage of data and reporting were discussed at this stage (some interviewees were happy to be 

personally identified; others were not). At the end of the interview, each intervieweewas asked 

whether he/she would be happy for the company name to be used in the reporting of the research; 

in the majority of cases the intervieweedid not wish the company to be named. 

As the interviews were semi-structured, rather than structured, different areas of interest relevant 

to individualemployers were probed in different interviews and some questions were phrased 

differently from the topicguide or re-ordered in responseto what interviewees had previously said. 

Maps were used to facilitate discussion about the location and physical transport infrastructure 

relating to each of the organisations. 

At the end of the interview, each person was asked to answer a number of quantitative questions, 

drawn from the telephonesurvey used in Hertfordshire and Slough, in order to obtain comparable 

data (see Appendix 3). 

Design of the West of England employer interviews in 2016 

The follow-up interviews comprised the same areas of questioning as 2014, but interviewees were 

also invited to reflect on any changes which might have occurred over the two years. A bespoke 

topic guide was prepared for each interview by referring to notes of the interviewee’s responses in 
2014. Thus, if the interviewee responded differently in 2016, this was probed for reasons. When 

unprompted responses were very similar to 2014, the interviewee was also asked directly whether 

he or she believed that any changes had occurred. Compared with 2014, more emphasis was placed 

on probing managers’ knowledgeand assessment of LSTF measures and other sustainable transport 

measures. At the end of the interview, as in 2014, each person was asked to answer a number of 

quantitative questions from the telephonesurvey used in Hertfordshire and Slough. The template 

for the individual topic guides is provided in Appendix 4. 
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Analysis of employer interview data in 2014 and 2016 

In 2014 all but one of the interviews were recorded and transcribed, producing approximately 500 

pages of transcript (in the remaining case, the interviewees did not wish to be recorded, so the 

researcher relied on notes). Higher level themes were identified through an initial reading of the 

transcripts, and a coding hierarchy developed, comprising approximately 100 codes. The transcripts 

were then coded using NVivo qualitative analysis software and analysed thematically. 

In 2016 all interviews were recorded and transcribed. The analysis of the 2016 interview data was 

less ‘grounded’ than the baseline analysis, as it was necessary to apply the thematicstructure wh ich 

had arisen from the 2014 analysis, in order to be able identify any change. Following the case study 

research approach employed in the West of England, each employer was regarded as an individual 

sub-case. Therefore, the first step in the follow-up analysis was to identify key perceptions 

articulated by the interviewee representing each employer, and compare them with those expressed 

by each person or his/her predecessor in 2014. This was formulated into a ‘case summary’ for each 
employer, which also contained an outlineof any broader changes to the business which might have 

influenced commuter and business travel behaviour over the two years (e.g. a site relocation, 

change in employee numbers, or change in parking availability). 

The initial case-based analysis was followed by a thematicanalysis which involved coding the case 

summaries within Nvivo, using the same coding structure as 2014, and in the same Nvivo file as the 

2014 interview data. This meant that the data could be ‘sliced’ both horizontally (across all 

employers in 2014 and all employers in 2016), and vertically by each individualemployer in 2014 and 

2016. Codes could also be sorted by geographical sub-area, allowing a comparison of the views of all 

employers located in each sub-area in 2016 with the views of the same employers in 2014. 

4.3.2 Employee travel survey 

The employee travel surveys for the SES Case Study businesses in the West of England were carried 

out as part of the annual South Gloucestershire travel-to-work survey which takes place in March 

each year. South Gloucestershire Counciladopted (with a few minor changes) the ‘new’ employee 

survey designed by UWE in collaboration with the national Case Study partners to allow direct 

comparison of West of England results with those from the surveys conducted in Hertfordshire and 

Slough. 

The 2014 survey initially ran from 10 to 16 March, but was kept open a further two weeks because 

one of the larger employers was only able to take part two weeks later. The 24 SES Case Study 

employers agreed to run the survey among their employees as part of their commitment to the 

study over two years. Other South Gloucestershire employers werealso encouraged to take part in 

the survey, as well as a smaller number of businesses in Avonmouth and Portbury located within the 

Bristol and North Somerset local authority areas. 

The 2016 travel to work survey initially ran from 7 to 13 March, but was extended for a further week 

as a courtesy to (non-SES Case Study) employers who were participating in the travel-to work survey 

for the first time. Although still managed by South Gloucestershire Council, the survey was extended 

this time to employers across the other three local authority areas in the West of England (Bristol; 
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Bath and North East Somerset; and North Somerset). Twenty one SES Case Study employers 

participated in the 2016 survey. This comprised the 20 original employers who were also able to take 

part in the follow-up, plus the Environmental Compliance business which joined the SES Case Study 

in 2016. 

Design of the employee travel survey in 2014 

The West of England survey contained a smaller number of questions than the Maylands and Slough 

surveys, due to feedback from businesses that a higher response would be obtained if the 

questionnaire did not exceed 20questions. Moreover, UWEconsidered that some of the questions 

contained in the other two surveys would be addressed through other data collection methods in 

the West of England (i.e. panel survey and interviews). 

The final questionnaire is attached as Appendix 5. It differed from the Hertfordshire and Slough 

questionnaire mainly in its omission of: 

 Why did you choose to travel by the mode of transport you chose today/choose normally? 

 What would encourage you to commute using …..(mode)? 

Although the West of England survey asked respondents if they used/usemore than one mode to 

travel to work, it asked them to tick all modes that apply – a simpler version of the question used by 

Hertfordshire and Slough, which asked respondents to indicate the stage of the journey for which 

each mode was used. 

The survey was piloted with members of the Centre for Transport and Society at UWE and final 

adjustments made in responseto feedback. 

Design of the employee travel survey in 2016 

In order to meet the needs of the evaluation, the 2016 travel to work survey repeated the majority 

of the 2014 questions to allow direct comparison. However, a number of changes were made in 

order to gather data on the direct influence of LSTF measures on individual respondents (see Table 

4-3). The final questionnaire is provided in Appendix 6. 
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Table 4-3: Changes made in the 2016 survey 

2014 question 2016 question 

Are you considering changing how you travel to 

work in the next 6 months? If applicable, please 

state which modes you are considering. 

Compared to 2 years ago, has the amount that you 

use each of these forms of transport to travel to 

work changed? Please tick one box for each form 

of transport. 

If you are considering changing how you travel to 

work, please tell us why. 
Not applicable in 2016 

Not applicable in 2014 

Please look at the list of local transport initiatives 

implemented in the West of England area in recent 

years. Please indicate whether you were aware of 

these initiatives or have used them. 

Not applicable in 2014 

Overall, how much difference, if any, have these 

local travel initiatives made to the way you travel 

to work over the last two years? 

Administration of the employee travel survey in 2014 

The following steps were undertaken to assist and direct the SES Case Study businesses in the 

administration of the survey: 

 Guidance note sent to contact (Appendix 7) confirming survey dates (10-16March 2014), 

survey aims, cordon count, and administration requirements in order to maximise the 

number of responses. 

 Site information collated to facilitate the organisation of the cordon count and practical 

issues relating to the administration of the survey. This information was then compiled in a 

spreadsheet: 

o Number of sites / name of site and postcode for each 

o Number of employees 

o Estimated number of staff without regular computer access 

o Approach to circulating online link to staff 

o Shift times (if applicable) 

o Peak arrival times 
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 Establishing whether assistance would be required from the West of England team in setting 

up, running and encouraging participation in the survey at their site during survey week. 

 Each contact was sent a survey promotion pack (containing poster, web link to 30 second 

video, suggested communication text) by email. 

 Contacts were sent a preliminary link to the online survey and asked to arrange for IT 

clearance to ensure that the link would be accessibleto all staff by 10 March. 

 During survey week, the number of responses per business was monitored regularly and 

contacts asked to issues reminder emails to staff as required. 

After the survey, the contact in each SES Case Study employer completed a short questionnaire 

indicating how many employees were invited to complete the survey, how it was publicised, and the 

staff groups to whom they were circulated. The main method of publicising the survey was to send 

an ‘all staff email’ with various levels of additional publicity, such as posters, newsletter items and 

intranet ‘pop-up’ messages. For some organisations, it was identified that a significant number of 
staff could not be contacted effectively via email or the intranet, and efforts were made to distribute 

paper questionnaires to these staff. This occurred in the Retail Company, the Catering Products 

Company, the Skincare Products Company and the Large Public Sector Employer. 

Administration of the employee travel survey in 2016 

All employers participating in the 2016 survey received the same communications about the survey, 

regardless of whether or not they were SES Case Study participants; the same wording was used as 

in 2014 (Appendix 8). The 2016 administration was a repeat of 2014, with the following refinement: 

employers wererequested to register online, by 22 February, their intention to take part in the 

survey. As part of their registration, employers were requested to provide details such as location of 

sites, number of employees, and number of paper questionnaires required. After the survey had 

closed, as in 2014, the contact in each SES Case Study employer was asked to complete a short 

questionnaire indicating how many employees were invited to complete the survey, how it was 

publicised, and the staff groups to whom they were circulated. This revealed only minor differences 

in the ways most employers administered the survey in 2016 compared with 2014. At the Large 

Public Sector Employer, however, the 2014 travel survey questions had preceded an internal staff 

survey about on-site car-parking (a contentious issueat the time), whilst this was not the case in 

2016. 

Response rates for the employee travel survey in 2014 and 2016 

In 2014 the survey achieved 11,609 responses, of which 9,684 were from employees in the 24 SES 

Case Study organisations. The SES Case Study employers constituted approximately one quarter of 

those which eventually took part, but their responses accounted for 84% of the total survey 

response. In 2016, having expanded across the four local authorities, the survey attracted 19,697 

responses, of which 5,728 were from the 21 SES Case Study employers. In 2014, 365 (3.8%) of total 

responses were received via paper questionnaires rather than online, and in 2016, this figure was 

218 (also 3.8%). 
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Table 4-4 shows the approximate number of employees invited to take part in the survey in each SES 

Case Study organisation, the number of responses, and the corresponding response rate s in 2014 

and 2016. The response rate fell to some degree in all organisations in 2016, and the total response 

across all SES Case Study employers fell by 41%. The decrease was particularly marked at the ‘Large 

Public Sector Employer’, where there were1,834 fewer responses than in 2014. This decrease alone 

accounted for nearly half of the total reduction across all SES Case Study employers. 

Analysis of the employee travel survey 

The online surveys in both years were administered using Snap software 32. Responses provided on 

paper questionnaires weremanually entered into the Snap system. The data were then imported 

into Excel, and from there into the SPSS data analysis software system. Following cleaning of the 

data in 2014, a descriptive analysis was undertaken to provide baseline statistics. In 2016, the survey 

data set was cleaned and merged with the 2014 data to allow analysis of change over time. Various 

methods of data analysis were used to answer the SES Case Study research questions. Theseare 

described in Chapter 5. 

Discussion of response rates and composition of the sample 

The response rates shown in Table 4-4 are likely to be underestimates as some employees would not 

have been at work in the week of the survey. Technology Company 1reported in 2014 that only 500 

out of 800 staff were regularly based at their site and the Large PublicSector Employer reported that 

an average of 6600 staff and contractors were on site during the survey week. The Construction 

Services Company had only 80 people regularly on site in 2016, from a total of 290 officially based 

there. 

Feedback from the promoters of the survey in each organisation suggested that it had, in most 

cases, been administered in the same way at both time points, so this issue is unlikely to have been 

responsible for the reduction in responsein most businesses. However, it is likely that the levelof 

the 2014 response at the Large PublicSector Employer had been boosted by the requirement for 

employees to complete the travel survey before they could access an internal survey. 

Regarding composition of the sample, it is very difficult to assess bias in the response sample 

without having specific information on the composition of the workforce at the participating 

employers. The reasonablespread of respondents across occupation classification type gives 

confidence that the response sample is not systematically biased on this criterion across the full 

sample. However, the responsesample in the Ports area businesses employing a high proportion of 

warehouse staff may have been biased towards office-based workers. This can be inferred from the 

observation that warehouse staff were more likely to complete the survey in paper form (rather 

than online), as they did not have regular use of a computer, but the number of paper forms 

completed was not proportional to the number of warehouse staff. For example, at the Catering 

Products Company, 75% of the employees in 2014 were warehouse staff, but only 27% of the 

surveys were completed in paper form. Possible bias in the survey responsecan also be asses sed by 

Snap Surveys – see https://www.snapsurveys.com/ 
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comparing the results of the cordon count to the survey. This comparison is made in Appendices 9. 

and 10, and discussed in 5.3.1. 

Table 4-4: Employee travel survey response rates per employer 

Employer No. of 
staff in 

2014 

No. of 
resp. in 

2014 

Resp. 
rate in 

2014 (%) 

No. of 
staff in 

2016 

No. of 
resp. in 

2016 

Resp. 
rate in 

2016 (%) 

North Fringe 

Aerospace Manufacturer 1 4,000 1,033 26 3,018 520 17 

Business Park 177 82 46 1,145 306 26 

Engineering Consultancy 1 1,050 465 44 1,050 321 30 

Engineering Consultancy 2 400 170 43 400 107 26 

Science Park 200 69 35 366 63 17 

Technology Consultancy 200 92 46 49 19 33 

Financial Services Company 3,000 903 30 2,374 624 26 

Technology Company 1 800 254 32 750 203 25 

Construction Services Company 300 90 30 300 47 16 

Retail Company 1000 145 15 800 92 11 

Energy Technology Company 70 48 69 DNP DNP DNP 

Large Public Sector Employer 10,000 2,644 26 9,846 810 8 

NHS Trust 9,500 1,812 19 9,131 1,549 17 

Technology Company 2 205 115 56 DNP DNP DNP 

Environmental Compliance Company DNP DNP DNP 41 28 68 

University 2,800 943 34 2,800 624 22 

Ports area 

Skincare Products Company 73 56 77 87 29 33 

Waste recycling Company 2 78 45 58 69 35 51 

Aerospace Manufacturer 2 370 99 27 470 89 19 

Catering Products Company 800 356 45 865 340 39 

Mail Distribution Company 200 70 35 DNP DNP DNP 

Power Station 55 31 56 56 27 48 

Waste Recycling Company 1 65 16 25 75 7 9 

Bioscience Manufacturer 55 39 71 55 16 29 

Candle Products Company 180 107 59 DNP DNP DNP 

Total 35,578 9,684 27% 33,747 5,856 17% 

Key: Resp. = response; DNP = did not participate 

4.3.3 Site cordon counts 

As part of the baseline data collection in the West of England, peak arrival time cordon counts were 

carried out by the partner local authorities at 18 employer sites, covering 19of the 24 SES Case 

Study employers, between 12March and 2 April 2014. The Energy Technology Company did not 

receive a separate count as it was located within the Science Park. Five employers did not receive a 

cordon count in 2014 for the following reasons: 
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 The University and NHS Trust had large, complex sites with multiple entrances, and it would 

not have been possible to differentiatebetween employees and students/visitors/patients. 

 The Retail Company did not wish to have a cordon count because every employeeenters the 

building on foot, and it was not considered appropriate that each person be stopped and 

questioned as they arrived. 

 The Business Park had a count conducted but it was not possible to separate those people 

arriving to work on the business park from those working at an adjacent site. 

 One employer (Waste Recycling Company 1) was extremely small (20-40people on site per 

day). 

The follow-up cordon counts were conducted between 8and 17 March 2016. Peak-time arrivals by 

mode were counted at 18 of the 21 employers participating in the SES Case Study. This comprised 15 

employers who had participated in the cordon counts in 2014, two which were in the study in 2014 

but did not receive a cordon count (Waste Recycling Company 2 and the Business Park) plus the 

Environmental Compliance Company, which joined the study in 2016. As in 2014, it was not deemed 

feasible to undertakecounts at the University, NHS Trust or Retail Company. 

Design of the cordon counts in 2014 and 2016 

The process of arranging and conducting the cordon counts was as follows: once businesses had 

confirmed their interest in receiving a count, members of the local authority LSTF team held 

conversations with the contact in each one to identify site requirements. Sitevisits were then made 

to assess the levels of use of each entrance point and confirm the number of enumerators required. 

The information was then collated as a brief and sent to the enumerators. 

Administration of the cordon counts in 2014 and 2016 

In 2014, on the morning of each count, a supervisor from the LSTF team met enumerators on site 

and held a briefing session prior to the start of the count. In 2016, however, a briefing meeting was 

held by the local authority LSTF team for all enumerators, at a date prior to the start of the counts. 

On-site supervision of enumerators during the actual counts was undertaken by a senior enumerator 

at each employer site, rather than by a member of the LSTF team. Aside from this, the setting up and 

running of the counts replicated the 2014 process. 

In 2014, the counting took place between 07:15 and 09:30. For staff arriving on foot, enumerators 

asked them the main method of transport they had used for their journey to work (the method of 

transport used for the longest distance). For cars and vans, enumerators noted the number of 

occupants. Numbers of arrivals by each mode were totalled for each 15-minute time slot. In 2016, 

the majority of the counts were held between 07:00 and 10:00, but a small number started at 6:00, 

6:30 or 07:30, if this was the time when staff normally began to arrive. 
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Analysis of the cordon counts 

The data collected by the enumerators was compiled within an Excel spreadsheet and summarised 

into tables comparing the two years, and comparing the mode share results with those collected 

from the employee surveyat each respective employer. Comparisons were all made based on 07:15 

– 09:30 counts to ensure consistency. 

4.3.4 Bus user surveys 

Bus user surveys were conducted in March 2014 and 2015 on LSTF-funded bus and coach services 

serving the North Fringe employment area in the West of England. The surveys aimed to understand 

if the new bus services had attracted car commuters and how satisfied users were with the services. 

Two LSTF-funded services which served the BristolNorth Fringe were evaluated in this way as part of 

the SES Case Study: the X18 commuter bus service and the Kings Ferry Commuter Coach service. 

Design of the bus user surveys 

The four unitary authorities (UAs) in the West of England each have existing bus user satisfaction 

surveys which they run periodically on a range of different services, with the aim of monitoring 

levels of satisfaction on services as a part of the Greater Bristol Bus Network (GBBN). It was decided 

to use an updated version of the survey forms already in use. By consolidating the design of the 

survey forms further to ensure comparability across services and UAs, it was possible to collect data 

which could be analysed at both the sub-regionaland individualservice levels. The questionnaire can 

be found in Appendix 11. 

Administration of the bus user surveys 

It was decided to run on-board surveys, with the aim of achieving high response rates from existing 

users. The survey followed a dual administration method, utilising both a self -completion and a face-

to-face interview approach. All passengers on the surveyed services were approached and asked to 

participate in the self-completion survey, which was designed to take approximately fiveminutes to 

complete. If they preferred, the surveyor asked the questions and completed the form on behalf of 

the passenger. 

The X18 bus user surveys were conducted over two day periods in both March of 2014 and 2015, 

with all services in the morning peak surveyed on the first day, and services in the afternoon peak 

surveyed on the second day. The Kings Ferry bus user surveys were conducted on a single day in 

both March of 2014 and 2015, on all of the services in the morning peak. 
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Composition of the bus user survey samples 

The 2015 X18 survey collected 94valid responses, compared with 124valid responses in 2014. Fifty 

four Kings Ferry passengers participated in the 2015 survey, compared with 36 in 2014. There was 

very little change in the composition of the overall samplewith regard to trip purpose: in 2014, 86% 

of passengers on both services combined weretravelling for the purpose of employment 

(commuting or business), whilst in 2015, 85% were travelling for the purpose of employment. 

For the purposes of the SES Case Study, results were analysed only for those passengers travelling in 

the morning peak for the purposes of employment on inbound trips to the North Fringe. The revised 

sample sizes for these analyses are provided in Table 4-5. 

Table 4-5: Bus user survey sample sizes for employees on commuting services 

N 

All X18 Kings Ferry 

2014: Travelling for employment 76 45 31 

2015: Travelling for employment 102 50 52 

Analysis of the bus user surveys 

The paper survey responses were manually entered into a spreadsheet and imported into SPSS; a 

descriptive statistical analysis was then undertaken and is reported in Appendix 12. 

4.3.5 Panel survey and follow-up interviews 

The North Bristol Commuter Panel was set up as part of the SES Case Study to collect longitudinal 

data, tracking the perceptions and behaviour of approximately 1,900commuters every three 

months over a period of 18 months between March 2014 and October 2015. The aims of the panel 

study were: 

 To gain understanding of changes made by individuals to their commuting mode choice 

behaviour which willhelp to explain aggregate outcomes (i.e. measured from 2014 and 2016 

surveys) and assist with attribution of outcomes to the LSTF programme 

 To identify levels of awareness and influence of LSTF measures to provide knowledge which 

can be used in the design of future sustainable transport measures. 
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Composition of the North Bristol Commuter Panel 

The initial sampling frame for the panel was the employees from SES Case Study businesses who 

responded to the March 2014 employee travel survey, and were willing to be contacted about 

further research (3417 respondents). This population was filtered by the following criteria, resulting 

in a survey sampling frame at wave 1 of 3233 people: 

 SES Case Study Employer = yes 

 Normal mode of travel = all except taxi, work at home, ‘other’ and missing (i.e. car alone, car 

with others, motorbike or scooter, cycle, walk, publicor employer bus/coach, train). 

 Email address provided (as the survey was run online and an email address was required to 

contact potential participants) 

At wave 2, those who had not responded to the wave 1 survey were re-invited to join the panel and 

take the wave 2 survey. By wave 3, those who had responded to the panel survey at either wave 1or 

2 were considered to be members of the panel (N=1947). It was decided to return to these same 

people at each subsequent wave unless they notified the researchers that they wished to leave the 

panel. 

The timing of the panel waves and response numbers at each wave are shown in Table 4-6 below. 

There were 658 people who responded to all six waves of the panel survey. Characteristics of the 

wave 1 sample, such as age, gender and employment status, are shown in Appendix 13. 

Table 4-6: Panel survey response rates at each wave 

Date 
Invited Responded 

N N % 

Wave 1 July 2014 3233 1526 47 

Wave 2 October 2014 3104 1539 50 

Wave 3 January 2015 1947 1494 77 

Wave 4 April 2015 1917 1383 72 

Wave 5 July 2015 1909 1255 66 

Wave 6 October 2015 1902 1237 65 

Following the finalwave of the survey (wave6), semi-structured interviews werecarried out over 

the telephone with 10 respondents to explore in more depth the influence of LSTF measures on 

commuting behaviour. Given that time and budget allowed for only a limited number of interviews, 

focus was placed on exploring the influence of cycling interventions on the commuter travel choices 

of individuals who had been shown by the survey to vary between driving aloneand cycling. 

Individuals were selected as potential interviewees if their survey responses showed they had made 

a change between car as their normal commute mode and cycling or the reverse (car-cycle 
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switchers), and commented on the influence of specificmeasures on their perceptions of cycling as 

an option and/or their actual cycling behaviour, and if they had taken part in at least in at least 4 of 

the 6 survey waves. Through this process, 25 potential interviewees were identified. A target group 

of ten people was then generated with the aim of covering a number of characteristics across the 

group. A list of ‘substitutes’ was created from the remaining 15: people who could be matched with 

the original 10 according to gender, employer, etc., and who could be contacted to replace those 

who declined to take part, or failed to respond. 

The final group of 10 interviewees comprised employees of six different organisations in the North 

Fringe, plus one business in Ports area. 

Table 4-7 shows the gender and age characteristics of the sample. 

Table 4-7: Sample characteristics of panel follow-up interviews 

Age group 

20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 Total 

Women 1 2 2 0 5 

Men 1 2 0 2 5 

Total 2 4 2 2 10 

Design of the panel survey and follow-up interviews 

The panel survey questions concerned: normal commuting mode, reasons for change in normal 

commuting mode (where applicable), commuting mode perceptions, a one-week traveldiary, 

awareness of LSTF measures and any influence of LSTF measures on attitudes or behaviour. 

The survey was created using SurveyMonkey33. It comprised up to 25 questions, with the number of 

questions per respondent varying depending on their responses; this is because the survey was 

designed using question logic to direct a respondent to those questions relevant to him or her, to 

reduce the time burden on panel members. The panel survey did not include socio-demographic 

questions or questions asking personaldetails, as this information had been provided in the March 

2014 survey, to which panel survey responses could be linked. An example questionnaire is 

provided in Appendix 14. 

The follow-up telephoneinterview questions were designed to explore interviewees’ perceptions of 

the influence (both instrumentaland affective) of different cycling interventions on their attitudes 

to, and levels of cycling. A topicguide was developed (see Appendix15) as a template, and an 

individualversion created for each intervieweewith elements of each question tailored to his /or 

responses in the survey. 

SurveyMonkey online survey software. See https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/ 
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Administration of the panel survey and follow-up interviews 

All communication with participants was by email. At each wave, a personalised messagewas 

emailed to each respondent on the Monday of the ‘survey week’ giving them advance notice that 

they would receive the survey link on the Friday. The survey was distributed online only. 

The interviews wereundertaken after the completion of the final survey wave. The first ten people 

were emailed in March 2016, with an invitation to be interviewed for 20 to 30 minutes by telephone, 

at a date and time of their choice. A £10 shopping voucher was offered by way of thanks. Those who 

had failed to respond after a week were sent a reminder. If the second message elicited no 

response, a ’substitute’ was then contacted. 

Analysis of the panel survey and follow-up interviews 

The panel data from each wave was cleaned in SPSS and merged by case (individual) using the Stata 

statistical software analysis program. Information was added for each case of the normal commuting 

mode which the panel participants had provided in the originalMarch 2014 employee travel survey 

(thus providing up to seven observations of ‘normal mode’ per participant) . Descriptive quantitative 

analysis was undertaken of respondents’ mode changes from March 2014 to wave 1, and from each 

subsequent wave to the next. 

Statistical analysis of mode patterns reported in the diary data was then conducted. At each wave 

respondents were categorised into three mode use groups: only used car alone to commute to work 

(car alone); partially used car alone to commute to work along with other modes (partial car alone); 

and not used car alone to commute to work (no car alone). Multinomial logit models were estimated 

to identify associations between independent variables (including sustainable transport promotion) 

and probability of transition from one group to another (fully reported in Chatterjee, Clark and 

Bartle, 201634). 

Finally, a comprehensive analysis was conducted of both qualitative and quantitative survey 

responses from selected individuals whosenormal commute mode had changed between waves. 

The qualitative analysis of responses from selected individuals comprised both thematic 

(‘horizontal’) analysis of open responses across different individuals, and case-study (’vertical’) 

analysis of open and closed responses of each individual. 

The ten follow-up telephoneinterviews wererecorded and transcribed. A case-based analysis was 

first undertaken by combining each interviewee’s interviewand survey responses. A simple thematic 

analysis was then carried out across the ten cases. 

Chatterjee, K., Clark, B. and Bartle, C. (2016). Commute mode choice dynamics: Accounting for day -to-day 
variability in longer term change. European Journal of Transport and Infrastructure Research, 16(4), 713-734. 

Available from http://tlo.tbm.tudelft.nl/ejtir 
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5 Findings: Modal Shift 

5.1 Overview 

This chapter addresses Research Aim 1: To establish the impact of a package of sustainable transport 

measures on modalshift in strategic employment sites and understand which interventions are most 

effective in different contexts. The principle sources of data are the 2014 and 2016 employee travel 

surveys. These are supplemented where appropriate by data from the site cordon counts, bus user 

surveys and panel survey and follow-up interviews to answer the following research questions: 

 RQ 1a: What changes in modalshare are found to occur in the strategic employment sites 

and how does this vary depending on the amount of exposure to LSTF interventions? 

 RQ 1b: What LSTF interventions have the greatest impacts on car driver mode share and 

how is this affected by context (e.g. characteristics of location, employer, and employees)? 

 RQ 1c: What changes in perceptions and attitudes towards low carbon travelalternatives 

are found to occur for employees working for businesses in strategic employment sites and 

how is this affected by exposure to LSTF interventions? 

Section 5.2 outlines the characteristics of the employee travel survey samples. Sections 5.3and 0 

address research question 1a and then Sections 5.5and 5.6 then address research questions 1b to 1c 

respectively. 

5.2 Characteristics of the employee travel survey samples 

5.2.1 Demographic, employment and mobility characteristics 

Table 5-1 provides a summary of the demographic, employment mobility characteristics of the 

survey samples in 2014 and 2016. It also compares driver licencing and access to a car and bicycle for 

the two years. It shows that women were more strongly represented in 2016 (48.1% in 2016, 43.8% 

in 2014), and that the 21 to 39 age group was slightly more strongly represented in 2016 (19.1% in 

2016, 17.0% in 2014). The proportion of skilled manual employees was slightly higher in 2016, and 

the proportion of middle managers slightly lower. The proportion of respondents with a driving 

licence, and the share of those with access to a car for work were both greater in 2016. The 

proportion of respondents with access to a bicycle for work increased from 36.8% in 2014 to 42.6% 

in 2016. 

In one of the subsequent analyses, we account for differences in samplecharacteristics in 2014 and 

2016 when assessing changes in mode shares between 2014 and 2016. 
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Table 5-1: Characteristics of employee travel survey samples 

Characteristic 2014 2016 

N % N % 

Gender Female 4222 43.8% 2731 48.1% 

Male 5407 56.2% 2949 51.9% 

Total 9629 100.0% 5680 100.0% 

Missing 55 176 

Age 17-21 64 .7% 47 .8% 

21-29 1634 17.0% 1094 19.1% 

30-39 2291 23.8% 1405 24.5% 

40-49 2702 28.1% 1498 26.1% 

50-59 2428 25.2% 1364 23.8% 

60-69 497 5.2% 316 5.5% 

70+ 14 .1% 12 .2% 

Total 9630 100.0% 5736 100.0% 

Missing 54 120 

Disability Yes 390 4.1% 238 4.2% 

No 9091 95.9% 5393 95.8% 

Total 9481 100.0% 5631 100.0% 

Missing 203 225 

Full-time or part-time Full-time 8235 85.9% 4927 84.8% 

Part-time 1355 14.1% 885 15.2% 

Total 9590 100.0% 5812 100.0% 

Missing 94 44 

Job type Professional/senior managerial 4254 44.5% 2568 44.5% 

Skil led manual 859 9.0% 678 11.8% 

Middle-management 1891 19.8% 1011 17.5% 

Unskilled manual 450 4.7% 259 4.5% 

Junior manage-

ment/clerical/supervisory 
2103 22.0% 1249 21.7% 

Total 9557 100.0% 5765 100.0% 

Missing 127 91 

Job contract type Permanent 8715 90.5% 5225 90.6% 

Temporary/fixed term 918 9.5% 544 9.4% 

Total 9633 100.0% 5769 100.0% 

Missing 51 87 

Driving l icence Yes 8597 88.8% 5404 92.3% 

No 1087 11.2% 452 7.7% 

Total 9684 100% 5856 100% 

Access to car for work Yes 7539 77.9% 4675 79.8% 

No 2145 22.1% 1181 20.2% 

Total 9684 100.0% 5856 100.0% 

Access to bicycle for work Yes 3563 36.8% 2492 42.6% 

No 6121 63.2% 3364 57.4% 

Total 9684 100.0% 5856 100.0% 
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5.2.2 Commute distance and duration 

Table 5-2 to Table 5-5 show commute distance and duration separately for the North Fringe and 

Ports areas, as the former is considerably closer to large residential areas than the latter. Moreover, 

the evaluation period had also seen an expansion of housing within the North Fringe itself. 

Among respondents working in the North Fringe, the proportion commuting up to 5 miles had 

increased by 3.4 percentage points in 2016, whilst the share of those travelling between 25 and 50 

miles had fallen by 2.8 percentage points. Mean distance to work fell significantly – from 14.5 to 

12.5 miles. In the Ports area, the greatest change in the sample was the proportion commuting 

between 10and 25 miles, which was 2.9 percentage points lower in 2016, compensated for by a 

slight increase in the share of those travelling up to 5 miles. Mean distance to work for respondents 

employed in the Ports area had fallen very slightly by 2016 (by a third of a mile). 

An independent samples t-test (comparison of means)showed that the change in mean distance 

from 2014 to 2016 is statistically highly significant (p=0.000) at 99.9% confidence interval for the 

North Fringe. 

There was little difference in the composition of the samples with regard to commute duration. The 

greatest difference was in the proportion of those whose commutetook between 46and 60 

minutes, which was 3.6 percentage points higher in the Ports area in 2016, compared with 2014. The 

mean trip duration had increased very slightly (less than a minute) in both areas in 2016. An 

independent samples t-test (comparison of means) showed that the change in mean duration from 

2014 to 2016 is not statistically significant in either the North Fringe or Ports area. 

The decrease in trip distance between 2014 and 2016 was not, therefore, matched by a decrease in 

trip duration, which could reflect an increase in traffic congestion and/or increased use of slower 

modes (walking,cycling and bus). 
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Table 5-2: Commute distance to work of the employee travel survey samples 

Distance to work 
North Fringe Ports area Total 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 

< 2 miles 
N 387 244 13 12 400 256 

% 4.5% 4.8% 1.7% 2.3% 4.2% 4.5% 

2 - 4.99 
miles 

N 2199 1457 69 53 2268 1510 

% 25.4% 28.4% 8.8% 10.3% 24.0% 26.8% 

5 - 9.99 
miles 

N 2342 1422 215 145 2557 1567 

% 27.0% 27.7% 27.5% 28.0% 27.1% 27.8% 

10 - 24.99 

miles 

N 2078 1196 356 221 2434 1417 

% 24.0% 23.3% 45.6% 42.7% 25.8% 25.1% 

25 - 49.99 
miles 

N 1320 644 98 63 1418 707 

% 15.2% 12.6% 12.5% 12.2% 15.0% 12.5% 

50 - 99.99 
miles 

N 293 147 23 22 316 169 

% 3.4% 2.9% 2.9% 4.3% 3.3% 3.0% 

100+ miles 
N 50 15 7 1 57 16 

% .6% .3% .9% .2% .6% .3% 

Total 
N 8669 5125 781 517 9450 5642 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing N 196 188 38 26 234 214 

Sample sizes: 2014 = 9684; 2016 = 5856 

Table 5-3: Mean commute distance to work of the employee travel survey samples 

North Fringe Ports area Total 

Mean (miles) N Mean (miles) N Mean (miles) N 

2014 14.15 8669 16.05 781 14.30 9450 

2016 12.58 5125 15.72 517 12.87 5642 

Sample sizes: 2014 = 9684; 2016 = 5856 
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Table 5-4: Commute duration of the employee travel survey samples 

North Fringe Ports area Total 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 

0 - 5 

minutes 

N 145 84 20 18 165 102 

% 1.6% 1.6% 2.5% 3.3% 1.7% 1.7% 

6 - 10 

minutes 

N 450 251 36 17 486 268 

% 5.1% 4.7% 4.4% 3.1% 5.0% 4.6% 

11 - 15 

minutes 

N 815 471 79 58 894 529 

% 9.2% 8.9% 9.7% 10.7% 9.3% 9.1% 

16 - 20 

minutes 

N 1198 707 134 81 1332 788 

% 13.5% 13.4% 16.4% 15.0% 13.8% 13.5% 

21 - 30 

minutes 

N 2178 1274 230 145 2408 1419 

% 24.6% 24.1% 28.2% 26.9% 24.9% 24.3% 

31 - 45 

minutes 

N 2218 1315 198 118 2416 1433 

% 25.1% 24.9% 24.3% 21.9% 25.0% 24.6% 

46 - 60 

minutes 

N 1164 782 75 69 1239 851 

% 13.2% 14.8% 9.2% 12.8% 12.8% 14.6% 

61 - 90 

minutes 

N 519 338 35 29 554 367 

% 5.9% 6.4% 4.3% 5.4% 5.7% 6.3% 

91 - 120 

minutes 

N 110 48 4 5 114 53 

% 1.2% .9% .5% .9% 1.2% .9% 

121 - 240 

minutes 

N 45 20 3 0 48 20 

% .5% .4% .4% 0.0% .5% .3% 

241+ 

minutes 

N 3 1 1 0 4 1 

% .0% .0% .1% 0.0% .0% .0% 

Total N 8845 5291 815 540 9660 5831 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing 20 4 22 3 24 25 

Sample sizes: 2014 = 9684; 2016 = 5856 

Table 5-5: Mean commute duration of the employee travel survey samples 

North Fringe Ports Total 

Mean (mins) N Mean (mins) N Mean (mins) N 

2014 36.03 8845 33.06 815 35.78 9660 

2016 36.33 5291 33.97 540 36.11 5831 

Sample sizes: 2014 = 9684; 2016 = 5856 
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5.3 Changes in mode share 

The first modal shift research question was: What changes in modalshare are found to occur in the 

strategic employment sites and how does this vary depending on the amount of exposure to LSTF 

interventions? Section 5.3 reports on changes in commute mode share found to occur in the Bristol 

North Fringe and Ports area. It mainly refers to results from the employee travel surveys conducted 

in March 2014 and March 2016 with some reference to results from site cordon counts and the 

panel survey. 

5.3.1 Travel to work today 

This section presents mode share results from the employee survey question ‘How did you travel to 

work today?’ in 2014 and 2016, and mode share results observed through sitecordon counts. 

Table 5-6 shows mode share results for the combined survey responses from employees of all SES 

Case Study employers in the North Fringe and Port area. It shows there was a reduction in the share 

of commuting by car. Car alone mode share decreased by 1.7% points and car with passenger (car 

share) mode share decreased by 2.5% points. Cycling increased by 1.6% points, walking increased by 

1.0% points and bus/coach use increased by 2.6% points. These differences are all statistically 

significant at the 95% confidence level or greater. 

Table 5-7, Table 5-8 and Figure 5-1 show mode share results disaggregated by North Fringe and 

Ports employment areas. 

Figure 5-1: Mode share % point changes for North Fringe and Ports area 

Note: Statistical significance at 95% level shown in solid colour. 
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Table 5-7 shows that the North Fringe strategic employment area had a low base (2014) car alone 

mode share of 51.3% points and base cycle and bus mode shares of 12.3% points and 6.1% points 

respectively. The large samplesizes obtained in the 2014 and 2016 surveys (amongst staff working 

for employers who participated in the study) enabled a good degree of certainty to be obtained in 

the mode share estimates and the changes between 2014 and 2016. There was a statistically 

significant decreasein car alone mode share of 2.3% points, as well as a decrease in car share mode 

share of 2.4% points. This represents a statisticallysignificant decrease in the total car mode share 

of 4.8% points. There were statistically significant increases in cycling mode share (2.0% points), 

walking mode share (1.1% points) and bus mode share (2.6% points). 

Table 5-8 shows that the Ports area had a base car alone mode share of 66.5% points and a base car 

share mode share of 21.0% points. It had a low base share of alternatives to the car. No reduction in 

car alone mode share was found (instead a 2.5% points increase)35. There were decreases in car 

share mode share of 3.2% points and cycling mode share of 2.1% points). Small increases in bus and 

rail mode share were found (1.5% points and 2.1% points respectively). 

The changes in mode share in the two employment areas between 2014 and 2016 can be contrasted 

with national and regional trends. As noted in section 2.5, the trend between 2013 and 2015 for car 

mode share (car as driver or passenger) for commuting in England was a reduction of 0.4% points 

according to the Labour Force Survey. The trend for the South West region (in which the Bristol 

employment areas are located) was an increase in car total mode share for commuting of 1.4% 

points. The 4.8% point decrease in total car mode share in the Bristol North Fringe area i s even more 

notable given the South West regional trend of an increase of 1.4% points. 

In the WEST LSTF funding submission the value for money assessment of the programme assumed 

an annual car trip reduction of 0.85% across all trip purposes based on evidencefrom past studies. 

The reduction in car alone mode share from 52.6% points to 50.9% points observed across the 

combined North Fringe and Ports area survey samples represents a 3.2% reduction in car trips 

without considering the car share mode share reduction. This indicates that the target car trip 

reduction rate was exceeded in terms of commuting to the two employment areas over the two year 

period between March 2014 and March 2016. 

A breakdown of mode share changes at the level of individual employers reveals variation within the 

samples. Car alone percentage point changes across employers are summarised in Figure 5-2and 

Figure 5-3 with more detailed results for all modes shown in Table 5-9and Table 5-10. Figure 5-2 

shows that statistically significant reductions in car alone mode share at a 99% confidence level 

occurred at three of the 13 case study employers in the North Fringe that participated in the 

employeesurveys in both years. These employers were among the largest employers, in terms of 

number of employees, and had limited parking availability(less than one space pe r two employees) 

in 2014 with two of them experiencing reductions in parking availability between 2014 and 2016 

(the University and NHS Trust). All of them had ‘intensively’ engaged with the WESTLSTF 
programme. They each saw increases in mode share of walking and bus use with two of them seeing 

Tests of statistical significance were based on the assumption that samples were drawn from large (infini te) 
populations but in the case of Bristol Ports area a high proportion of the target population staff responded to 

the surveys, so the tests are conservative in this case. 
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increases in cycling (the exception was Large PublicSector Employer). Thesewere the modes 

prioritised in the WEST LSTF programme. 

Figure 5-3 shows that no changes in car alone mode share were statistically significant for the Ports 

area employers. 

Car with passenger mode share only increased at four of the 13 employers in the North Fringe and 

one employer in the Ports area. Cycling mode share increased at 11 of the 13 employers in the 

North Fringe and one employer in the Ports area. Walking mode share increased at 9 of the 13 

employers in the North Fringe with negligible numbers of employees walking to work in the Ports 

area. Bus/coach mode share increased at 6 of the 13 employers in the North Fringe with negligible 

numbers of employees using bus/coach in the Ports area. These results provide an indication of 

success in promoting cycling to work in the North Fringe and an indication that car sharing became 

less popular across both areas between 2014 and 2016. 

Employee survey results werealso available for other years than 2014 and 2016 for some SES Case 

Study employers, particularly thosein the North Fringe 36, and it was possible to assess the annual 

trend in mode share between 2011, before the WEST LSTF programme commenced, and 2016. The 

longer-term trends in mode shares can be seen in Figure 5-4and Figure 5-5, and Table 5-11 and 

Table 5-12. The data available is limited for Ports employers but for the North Fringe the trend for 

car alone mode share was an increase between 2011 and 201337 followed by a large reduction from 

2013 to 2014 of 56.3% to 52.0%, a reduction from 2014 to 2015 of 52.0% to 50.6% and reduction 

from 2015 to 2016 of 50.6% to 49.6%38. This provides evidence there was a break in trend coinciding 

with the start of the WEST LSTF programme and the programme may have had largest impact in the 

Bristol North Fringe in the first part of the funding period, followed by sustained impact at a lower 

level subsequently. The trend for cycling is similar but oppositeto car alone, with an overall increase 

in mode share of 10.5% to 14.4% between 2013 and 2016. 

Appendix 1shows the time-series trends for individual employers and demonstrates car alone mode 

share reductions occurring between 2013 and 2014 for six North Fringe employers (Construction 

Services Company, Technology Company 1, University, AerospaceManufacturer 1, NHS Trust and 

Engineering Consultancy 1) with increases at only two employers (Large PublicSector Employer and 

Retail Company). 

The site cordon counts offered a further source of evidence on mode share changes. Before 

considering changes between 2014 and 2016 it is important to comment first on consistency in 

mode shares estimated from the employee travel surveys and cordon counts within each year. 

Comparison tables can be found in Appendices 9and 10. In both years it was found that car alone 

36 
Some caution should be applied with results for years other than 2014 and 2016 si nce more effort was made 

to achieve high response rates in 2014 and 2016 at the employers participating in the study. 
37 

The increase in car mode share observed between 2011 and 2013 may be spurious given the small number 
of employers who participated in the surveys in 2011 and 2012. A fairly stable set of employers in the North 

Fringe participated in the surveys in 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016. 
38 

The figures are not exactly the same as reported earlier for 2014 and 2016 as responses from employees at 
some employers who did not participate in both 2014 and 2016 surveys are included in the longer -term trend 

and working from home has been removed in the longer-term trend. 
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mode shares from the cordon count were higher than from the employee travel survey for most 

employers (possibly explained by car alone users being less likely to respond to survey), car share 

and cycling mode shares were generally lower from the cordon count (possibly explained by under-

recording of car occupants and cyclists in the cordon count and/or car sharers and cyclists being 

more likely to respond to survey) and walk mode shares were generally higher from the cordon 

count (possibly explained by people arriving on foot having been recorded as ‘walk’ by enumerators 

when they had used another form of transport for the main part of their journey, despiteefforts 

having been made to avoid this by instructing enumerators to ask people arriving on foot their main 

method of transport). 

Table 5-13 and Table 5-14 provide a comparison between the mode share percentagepoint changes 

between 2014 and 2016 revealed by the employee travel surveys and cordon counts in the North 

Fringe and Ports area respectively. In the North Fringe, it shows that car alone mode share fell at 

three of the nine employers which had a cordon count in both years (Engineering Consultancy 1, 

Technology Consultancy, Construction Services Company). Two of these three employers recorded 

increases in car alone mode share from the employee travel survey. Of the six North Fringe 

employers where car alone mode share increased according to the cordon count, two recorded 

decreases in car alone mode share from the employee travel survey. In the Ports area, car alone 

mode share fell at two of the six employers which had a cordon count in both years with one 

recording an increase in the employee travel survey. Of the four Ports area employers where car 

alone mode share increased according to the cordon count, one recorded a decrease in car alone 

mode share from the employee travel survey. 

Perhaps of more concern than inconsistencies in the trends observed was that the magnitude of car 

alone mode share changes calculated from the cordon surveys was much larger. There were double 

digit percentage changes at nine of the 15 employers with cordon surveys in both years, while only 

two of the 20 employers with employee travelsurveys in both years had double digit changes. 

Taking the case of larger employers (Aerospace Manufacturer 1, Financial Services Company and 

Large PublicSector Employer) it is also noted that the walking mode shares recorded in 2014 were 

higher than those recorded from the employee travel surveyfor that year and those recorded in 

2016 from the cordon counts. A plausible explanation for this is that greater efforts were made in 

2016 to ask those arriving on foot what their main method of transport had been to get to work. 

Hence walking would have been over-estimated in 2014 and car alone and other modes under-

estimated in that year. 

Discussions with local authority partners (who organised the counts) led us to believe that efforts 

made to improve the accuracy of the cordon counts in 2016, learning from issues arising in 2014, 

unwittingly resulted in systematicdifferences in results. The methodology used in the employee 

travel surveys was consistent between 2014 and 2016 and it is therefore considered that the results 

from the employee travel surveys are more valid. 
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Table 5-6: Mode share for North Fringe and Ports area combined 

2014 2016 
% point 
change 

Significance 

Car alone 
Count 5095 2972 

*p=0.035 
% 52.6% 50.9% -1.7 

Car share 
Count 1472 744 

***p=0.000 
% 15.2% 12.7% -2.5 

Motorbike or 
39 

scooter 

Count 170 112 
p=0.466 

% 1.8% 1.9% +0.2 

Cycle 
Count 1132 755 

**p=0.004 
% 11.7% 13.3% +1.6 

Walk 
Count 589 412 

*p=0.017 
% 6.1% 7.1% +1.0 

Bus/coach 
Count 466 435 

***p=0.000 
% 4.8% 7.4% +2.6 

Employer bus/coach 
Count 81 37 

p=0.158 
% 0.8% 0.6% -0.2 

Rail 
Count 469 254 

p=0.155 
% 4.8% 4.3% -0.5 

Work from home 
Count 117 63 

p=0.464 
% 1.2% 1.1% -0.1 

Other 
Count 93 39 

p=0.054 
% 1.0% 0.7% -0.3 

Car combined 
Count 6567 3716 

***p=0.000 
% 67.8% 63.6% -4.2 

Bus/coach combined 
Count 547 472 

***p=0.000 
% 5.6% 8.1% +2.4 

Other combined 
Count 380 214 

p=0.411 
% 3.9% 3.7% -0.3 

Total 
Count 9684 5843 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing cases 0 13 

Statistical significance: p=<0.05*, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***. Sample sizes: 2014 = 9684; 2016 = 5856 

Referred to as ’Motorbike’ in subsequent tables. 
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Table 5-7: Mode share for North Fringe 

2014 2016 
% point 
change 

Significance 

Car alone 
Count 4550 2600 **p=0.008 
% 51.3% 49.0% -2.3 

Car share 
Count 1300 648 ***p=0.000 
% 14.7% 12.2% -2.4 

Motorbike or 
scooter 

Count 160 109 p=0.291 

% 1.8% 2.1% +0.3 

Cycle 
Count 1086 756 ***p=0.001 

% 12.3% 14.3% +2.0 

Walk 
Count 573 400 *p=0.014 

% 6.5% 7.5% +1.1 

Bus/coach 
Count 460 429 ***p=0.000 

% 5.2% 8.1% +2.9 

Employer bus/coach 
Count 81 31 *p=0.032 

% 0.9% 0.6% -0.3 

Rail 
Count 454 233 p=0.051 
% 5.1% 4.4% -0.7 

Work from home 
Count 115 63 p=0.571 
% 1.3% 1.2% -0.1 

Other 
Count 86 35 p=0.052 
% 1.0% 0.7% -0.3 

Car combined 
Count 5850 3248 ***p=0.000 

% 66.0% 61.2% -4.8 

Bus/coach combined 
Count 541 460 ***p=0.000 

% 6.1% 8.7% +2.6 

Other combined 
Count 361 207 p=0.619 

% 4.1% 3.9% -0.2 

Total 
Count 8865 5304 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing cases 0 9 

Statistical significance: p=<0.05*, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***. Sample sizes: 2014 = 8865; 2016 = 5313 
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Table 5-8: Mode share for Ports area 

2014 2016 
% point 
change 

Significance 

Car alone 
Count 545 372 p=0.342 
% 66.5% 69.0% +2.5 

Car share 
Count 172 96 p=0.149 
% 21.0% 17.8% -3.2 

Motorbike or 
scooter 

Count 10 3 p=0.219 

% 1.2% 0.6% -0.7 

Cycle 
Count 46 19 p=0.077 

% 5.6% 3.5% -2.1 

Walk 
Count 16 12 p=0.730 

% 2.0% 2.2% +0.3 

Bus/coach 
Count 6 6 p=0.464 

% 0.7% 1.1% +0.4 

Employer bus/coach 
Count 0 6 **p=0.002 

% 0.0% 1.1% +1.1 

Rail 
Count 15 21 *p=0.020 
% 1.8% 3.9% +2.1 

Work from home 
Count 2 0 p=0.251 
% 0.2% 0.0% -0.2 

Other 
Count 7 4 p=0.821 
% 0.9% 0.7% -0.1 

Car combined 
Count 717 468 p<0.698 

% 87.5% 86.8% -0.7 

Bus/coach combined 
Count 6 12 *p=0.019 

% 0.7% 2.2% +1.5 

Other combined 
Count 19 7 p=0.179 

% 2.3% 1.3% -1.0 

Total 
Count 819 539 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing cases 0 4 

Statistical significance: p=<0.05*, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***. Sample sizes: 2014 = 819; 2016 = 543 
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Figure 5-2: Car alone mode share percentage point changes for North Fringe employers 

Note: Statistical significance at 99% level shown in dark blue and at 90% level shown in l ight blue. 

Figure 5-3: Car alone mode share percentage point changes for Ports area employers 

Note: Statistical significance at 99% level shown in dark blue and at 90% level shown in l ight blue. 
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Table 5-9: Mode share for North Fringe employers 

North Fri nge 

Aeros pace Ma n-

ufacturer 1 

Bus ines s Park Engi neeri ng 

Cons ul tancy 1 

Engineeri ng 

Cons ul tancy 2 

Sci ence Pa rk Technol ogy 

Cons ul ta ncy 

Fi na nci a l Ser-

vi ces Compa ny 

Technol ogy 

Compa ny 1 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Ca r a l one 

2014 508 49.2% 48 58.5% 198 42.6% 86 50.6% 43 62.3% 56 60.9% 492 54.5% 107 42.1% 
2016 267 51.3% 200 65.4% 159 49.5% 54 50.5% 40 63.5% 13 68.4% 364 58.3% 92 45.3% 

% pt cha nge 2.2 6.8 7.0 -0.1 1.2 7.6 3.8 3.2 

Ca r s ha re 

2014 144 13.9% 6 7.3% 74 15.9% 49 28.8% 7 10.1% 12 13.0% 114 12.6% 21 8.3% 
2016 57 11.0% 27 8.8% 44 13.7% 27 25.2% 4 6.3% 0 0.0% 58 9.3% 18 8.9% 

% pt cha nge -3.0 1.5 -2.2 -3.6 -3.8 -13.0 -3.3 0.6 

Motorbi ke 
2014 32 3.1% 3 3.7% 6 1.3% 4 2.4% 2 2.9% 3 3.3% 10 1.1% 6 2.4% 
2016 15 2.9% 10 3.3% 4 1.2% 3 2.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 1.0% 7 3.4% 

% pt cha nge -0.2 -0.4 0.0 0.5 -2.9 -3.3 -0.1 1.1 

Cycl e 
2014 192 18.6% 10 12.2% 74 15.9% 14 8.2% 9 13.0% 6 6.5% 79 8.7% 54 21.3% 
2016 107 20.6% 38 12.4% 40 12.5% 14 13.1% 10 15.9% 2 10.5% 68 10.9% 45 22.2% 

% pt cha nge 2.0 0.2 -3.5 4.8 2.8 4.0 2.1 0.9 

Wa l k 

2014 77 7.5% 7 8.5% 20 4.3% 4 2.4% 1 1.4% 2 2.2% 64 7.1% 12 4.7% 
2016 40 7.7% 10 3.3% 9 2.8% 3 2.8% 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 37 5.9% 12 5.9% 

% pt cha nge 0.2 -5.3 -1.5 0.5 0.1 -2.2 -1.2 1.2 

Bus /coach 

2014 44 4.3% 5 6.1% 45 9.7% 8 4.7% 3 4.3% 1 1.1% 37 4.1% 11 4.3% 
2016 21 4.0% 5 1.6% 36 11.2% 4 3.7% 6 9.5% 0 0.0% 21 3.4% 9 4.4% 

% pt cha nge -0.2 -4.5 1.5 -1.0 5.2 -1.1 -0.7 0.1 

Empl oyer 
bus /coach 

2014 5 .5% 0 0.0% 27 5.8% 1 .6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 34 3.8% 0 0.0% 
2016 1 .2% 0 0.0% 13 4.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 17 2.7% 0 0.0% 

% pt cha nge -0.3 0.0 -1.8 -0.6 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0 

Tra i n 

2014 15 1.5% 2 2.4% 11 2.4% 2 1.2% 1 1.4% 2 2.2% 62 6.9% 5 2.0% 
2016 5 1.0% 7 2.3% 4 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 48 7.7% 7 3.4% 

% pt cha nge -0.5 -0.2 -1.1 -1.2 -1.4 -2.2 0.8 1.5 

Work from 
home 

2014 2 .2% 1 1.2% 6 1.3% 1 .6% 3 4.3% 10 10.9% 6 .7% 31 12.2% 
2016 1 .2% 5 1.6% 10 3.1% 2 1.9% 2 3.2% 3 15.8% 3 .5% 13 6.4% 

% pt cha nge 0.0 0.4 1.8 1.3 -1.2 4.9 -0.2 -5.8 

Other 

2014 14 1.4% 0 0.0% 4 .9% 1 .6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 .6% 7 2.8% 
2016 6 1.2% 4 1.3% 2 .6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.3% 2 .3% 0 0.0% 

% pt cha nge -0.2 1.3 -0.2 -0.6 0.0 5.3 -0.2 -2.8 

Tota l (per em-
ployer) 

2014 1033 100.0% 82 100.0% 465 100.0% 170 100.0% 69 100.0% 92 100.0% 903 100.0% 254 100.0% 
2016 520 100.0% 306 100.0% 321 100.0% 107 100.0% 63 100.0% 19 100.0% 624 100.0% 203 100.0% 
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North 

Fri nge (con-
ti nued) 

Cons tructi on 
Servi ces Co. 

Reta il Compa-
ny 

Energy Tech-
nology Co. 

Large Publ i c 
Sector 

NHS Trus t Technol ogy 
Compa ny 2 

Env’ta l 
Compl . Co. 

Uni vers i ty Tota l (North 
Fringe) 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Ca r a l one 

2014 77 85.6% 97 66.9% 28 58.3% 1234 46.7% 1036 57.2% 80 69.6 460 48.8% 4550 51.3% 

2016 40 85.1% 49 55.7% 327 40.4% 719 46.6% 21 75.0% 255 40.9% 2600 49.0% 

% pt cha nge -0.4 -11.2 -6.3 -10.6 -7.9 -2.3 

Ca r s ha re 
2014 9 10.0% 17 11.7% 6 12.5% 546 20.7% 176 9.7% 7 6.1% 112 11.9% 1300 14.7% 
2016 0 0.0% 20 22.7% 178 22.0% 138 8.9% 4 14.3% 73 11.7% 648 12.2% 

% pt cha nge -10.0 11.0 1.3 -0.8 -0.2 -2.4 

Motorbike 
2014 2 2.2% 1 .7% 2 4.2% 39 1.5% 37 2.0% 0 0.0% 13 1.4% 160 1.8% 
2016 0 0.0% 2 2.3% 13 1.6% 41 2.7% 0 0.0% 8 1.3% 109 2.1% 

% pt cha nge -2.2 1.6 0.1 0.6 -0.1 0.3 

Cycl e 

2014 1 1.1% 8 5.5% 10 20.8% 233 8.8% 241 13.3% 14 12.2 141 15.0% 1086 12.3% 

2016 2 4.3% 5 5.7% 67 8.3% 233 15.1% 2 7.1% 123 19.7% 756 14.3% 

% pt cha nge 3.1 0.2 -0.5 1.8 4.8 2.0 

Wa l k 

2014 0 0.0% 1 .7% 0 0.0% 159 6.0% 164 9.1% 5 4.3% 57 6.0% 573 6.5% 

2016 2 4.3% 4 4.5% 56 6.9% 175 11.3% 0 0.0% 51 8.2% 400 7.5% 
% pt cha nge 4.3 3.9 0.9 2.3 2.1 1.1 

Bus /coach 
2014 0 0.0% 21 14.5% 1 2.1% 80 3.0% 106 5.8% 7 6.1% 91 9.7% 460 5.2% 
2016 0 0.0% 8 9.1% 35 4.3% 209 13.5% 1 3.6% 74 11.9% 429 8.1% 

% pt cha nge 0.0 -5.4 1.3 7.7 2.2 2.9 

Empl oyer 
bus /coach 

2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 .1% 11 .6% 0 0.0% 1 .1% 81 .9% 
2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 31 .6% 

% pt cha nge 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -0.6 -0.1 -0.3 

Tra i n 

2014 1 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 300 11.3% 12 .7% 2 1.7% 39 4.1% 454 5.1% 

2016 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 117 14.4% 11 .7% 0 0.0% 32 5.1% 233 4.4% 
% pt cha nge 3.1 0.0 3.1 0.1 1.0 -0.7 

Work from 

home 

2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 26 1.0% 5 .3% 0 0.0% 24 2.5% 115 1.3% 

2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 15 1.9% 4 .3% 0 0.0% 5 .8% 63 1.2% 
% pt cha nge 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 -1.7 -0.1 

Other 
2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.1% 25 .9% 24 1.3% 0 0.0% 5 .5% 86 1.0% 
2016 1 2.1% 0 0.0% 2 .2% 14 .9% 0 0.0% 3 .5% 35 .7% 

% pt cha nge 2.1 0.0 -0.7 -0.4 0.0 -0.3 

Tota l (per 

employer) 

2014 90 100.0 145 100.0 48 100.0% 2644 100.0 1812 100.0% 115 100.0 943 100.0% 8865 100.0 

2016 
47 100.0 88 100.0 810 100.0 1544 100.0 28 100.0 624 100.0 5304 100.0 
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Table 5-10: Mode share for Ports area employers 

Ports a rea 

Ski n Products 

Company 

Wa s te Rec. 

Co. 2 

Aeros pa ce 

Man. 2 

Cateri ng 

Products Co. 

Mai l Di s t. 

Co. 

Power Sta ti on Wa s te Rec. 

Co. 1 

Bi os ci ence 

Man. 

Ca ndl e 

Products Co. 

Tota l (Ports 

a rea ) 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Ca r a l one 

2014 39 69.6% 32 71.1% 83 83.8% 210 59.0% 47 67.1% 20 64.5% 14 87.5% 30 76.9% 70 65.4% 545 66.5% 
2016 23 79.3% 25 71.4% 78 87.6% 208 61.9% 20 74.1% 6 85.7% 12 75.0% 372 69.0% 

% pt change 9.7 0.3 3.8 2.9 9.6 -1.8 -1.9 2.5 

Ca r s ha re 

2014 12 21.4% 5 11.1% 9 9.1% 89 25.0% 17 24.3% 8 25.8% 1 6.3% 5 12.8% 26 24.3% 172 21.0% 
2016 4 13.8% 4 11.4% 5 5.6% 78 23.2% 5 18.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 96 17.8% 

% pt change -7.6 0.3 -3.5 -1.8 -7.3 -6.3 -12.8 -3.2 

Motorbi ke 
2014 1 1.8% 1 2.2% 1 1.0% 3 .8% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 2 1.9% 10 1.2% 
2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.2% 1 .3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 .6% 

% pt change -1.8 -2.2 1.2 -0.5 0.0 -6.3 0.0 -0.7 

Cycl e 

2014 3 5.4% 2 4.4% 5 5.1% 23 6.5% 4 5.7% 3 9.7% 0 0.0% 2 5.1% 4 3.7% 46 5.6% 

2016 0 0.0% 1 2.9% 2 2.2% 13 3.9% 2 7.4% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 19 3.5% 
% pt cha nge -5.4 -1.6 -2.8 -2.6 -2.3 14.3 -5.1 -2.1 

Wa l k 

2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 16 4.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 16 2.0% 
2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 3.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 12 2.2% 

% pt change 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.3 

Bus /coach 
2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 1.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 6 .7% 
2016 1 3.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 1.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 1.1% 

% pt change 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 -2.6 0.4 

Empl oyer 
bus /coach 

2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 .0% 
2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 1.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 1.1% 

% pt cha nge 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.1 

Tra i n 

2014 1 1.8% 1 2.2% 1 1.0% 8 2.2% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 2 1.9% 15 1.8% 
2016 1 3.4% 2 5.7% 2 2.2% 14 4.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 21 3.9% 

% pt change 1.7 3.5 1.2 1.9 0.0 0.0 9.9 2.1 

Work from 

home 

2014 0 0.0% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 .9% 2 .2% 

2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 .0% 
% pt change 0.0 -2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 

Other 
2014 0 0.0% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 2 .6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.9% 7 .9% 
2016 0 0.0% 3 8.6% 0 0.0% 1 .3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 .7% 

% pt change 0.0 1.9 0.0 -0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 

Tota l (per 
employer) 

2014 56 100.0 45 100.0 99 100.0% 356 100.0% 70 100.0 31 100.0% 16 100.0% 39 100.0% 107 100.0 819 100.0 

2016 29 100.0 35 100.0 89 100.0% 336 100.0% 27 100.0% 7 100.0% 16 100.0% 539 100.0 
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Figure 5-4: Aggregate mode share for North Fringe from employee travel surveys 2011-2016 

Table 5-11: Aggregate mode share for North Fringe from employee travel surveys 2011-2016 

Year Car 
alone 

Car with 
others 

Motorbike Cycle Walk Bus/ 
coach 

Train Other Total Total survey 
respondents 

No. partici-
pating em-

ployers 

Total no. 
employees 

Survey 
response 

rate 

2011 50.3 10.8 1.9 17.1 6.7 7.5 3.6 2.0 100 3301 5 16050 19.1 

2012 53.8 11.5 2.5 14.1 6.8 5.1 4.3 1.9 100 3396 6 27900 11.8 

2013 56.3 11.6 1.6 10.5 6.8 8.0 3.3 1.9 100 3763 10 27413 13.1 

2014 52.0 14.9 1.8 12.4 6.5 6.2 5.2 1.0 100 8865 15 34725 25.2 

2015 50.6 12.7 2.2 13.5 6.6 9.5 3.3 1.6 100 5070 13 32525 15.4 

2016 49.6 12.4 2.1 14.4 7.6 8.8 4.4 0.7 100 5302 14 32070 16.3 
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Figure 5-5 : Aggregate mode share for Ports area from employee travel surveys 2011-2016 

Table 5-12 : Aggregate mode share for Ports area from employee travel surveys 2011-2016 

Year Car 
alone 

Car with 
others 

Motorbike Cycle Walk Bus/ 
coach 

Train Other Total Total survey 
respondents 

No. partici-
pating em-

ployers 

Total no. 
employees 

Survey 
response 

rate 

2011 0 0 0 

2012 0 0 0 

2013 76.4 17.0 1.4 1.4 0.0 1.4 2.4 0.0 100 212 5 690 30.7 

2014 66.7 21.1 1.2 5.6 2.0 0.7 1.8 0.9 100 819 9 1896 43.1 

2015 0 0 0 

2016 69.0 17.8 0.6 3.5 2.2 2.2 3.9 0.7 100 539 7 1677 32.1 
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Table 5-13: Comparison of mode share results from employee travel surveys and site cordon counts for North Fringe employers 

North Fringe 
Aerospace Manu-

facturer 1 
Engineering Con-

sultancy 1 
Engineering Con-

sultancy 2 
Science Park 

Technology Con-
sultancy 

Financial Services 
Company 

Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor 

Car alone % 

2014 49.3 52.7 43.1 60.5 50.9 55.1 65.2 60.0 68.3 78.6 54.8 55.3 
2016 51.4 65.7 51.1 35.9 51.4 61.9 65.6 78.6 81.3 76.7 58.6 59.5 
% chg 2.2 13.0 8.0 -24.6 0.5 6.8 0.4 18.6 13.0 -1.9 3.8 4.2 

Car share % 

2014 14.0 12.9 16.1 7.2 29.0 22.7 10.6 19.3 14.6 4.8 12.7 9.9 
2016 11.0 7.4 14.1 17.0 25.7 18.0 6.6 4.1 0.0 14.0 9.3 11.4 
% chg -3.0 -5.5 -2.0 9.8 -3.3 -4.7 -4.0 -15.2 -14.6 9.2 -3.4 1.5 

Motorbike % 

2014 3.1 1.9 1.3 1.0 2.4 0.8 3.0 2.7 3.7 1.2 1.1 0.5 
2016 2.9 2.1 1.3 2.3 2.9 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 
% chg -0.2 0.2 0.0 1.3 0.5 -0.4 -3.0 -1.7 -3.7 -1.2 -0.1 0.0 

Cycle % 

2014 18.6 8.5 16.1 9.6 8.3 4.0 13.6 7.3 7.3 7.1 8.8 3.7 
2016 20.6 11.6 12.9 6.1 13.3 1.7 16.4 9.2 12.5 2.3 11.0 5.3 
% chg 2.0 3.1 -3.3 -3.5 5.0 -2.3 2.8 1.9 5.2 -4.8 2.1 1.6 

Walk % 

2014 7.5 15.0 4.4 5.4 2.4 11.7 1.5 2.0 2.4 0.0 7.1 14.0 
2016 7.7 7.5 2.9 12.2 2.9 8.4 1.6 5.1 0.0 4.7 6.0 8.3 
% chg 0.2 -7.5 -1.5 6.8 0.5 -3.3 0.1 3.1 -2.4 4.7 -1.2 -5.7 

Bus/coach % 

2014 4.8 6.0 15.7 13.0 5.3 2.8 4.5 7.3 1.2 0.0 7.9 7.4 
2016 4.2 3.8 15.8 20.1 3.8 5.4 9.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 4.0 
% chg -0.5 -2.2 0.1 7.1 -1.5 2.6 5.3 -6.3 -1.2 0.0 -1.8 -3.4 

Train % 

2014 1.5 0.1 2.4 0.0 1.2 0.4 1.5 0.7 2.4 0.0 6.9 8.8 
2016 1.0 0.3 1.3 1.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.1 
% chg -0.5 0.2 -1.1 1.8 -1.2 0.4 -1.5 -0.7 -2.4 0.0 0.8 -8.7 

Other % 

2014 1.4 2.9 0.9 3.2 0.6 2.4 0.0 0.7 0.0 8.3 0.6 0.4 
2016 1.2 1.5 0.6 4.6 0.0 3.3 0.0 1.0 6.3 2.3 0.3 0.4 
% chg -0.2 -1.4 -0.2 1.4 -0.6 0.9 0.0 0.3 6.3 -6.0 -0.2 0.0 

Total Count 
2014 1031 1291 459 499 169 247 66 150 82 84 897 1963 
2016 519 2418 311 393 105 239 61 98 16 43 621 1784 
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North Fringe 
(continued) 

Technology Com-
pany 1 

Construction Com-
pany 

Large Public Sector 
Employer 

Total North 
40

Fringe

Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor 

Car alone % 
2014 48.0 59.8 85.6 91.2 47.1 38.8 52.0 48.5 
2016 48.4 62.9 85.1 85.9 41.1 44.7 49.6 54.1 
% chg 0.4 3.1 -0.4 -5.3 -6.0 5.9 -2.4 5.6 

Car share % 
2014 9.4 8.7 10.0 0.0 20.9 14.7 14.9 12.8 
2016 9.5 2.9 0.0 5.1 22.4 10.8 12.4 9.9 
% chg 0.1 -5.8 -10.0 5.1 1.5 -3.9 -2.5 -2.9 

Motorbike % 
2014 2.7 0.9 2.2 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.3 
2016 3.7 3.6 0.0 2.6 1.6 1.1 2.1 1.4 
% chg 1.0 2.7 -2.2 0.8 0.1 -0.6 0.3 0.1 

Cycle % 
2014 24.2 16.6 1.1 0.0 8.9 8.4 12.4 7.5 
2016 23.7 16.0 4.3 0.0 8.4 9.0 14.4 8.9 
% chg -0.5 -0.6 3.1 0.0 -0.5 0.6 2.0 1.4 

Walk % 
2014 5.4 6.4 0.0 1.8 6.1 10.4 6.5 11.0 
2016 6.3 5.8 4.3 2.6 7.0 9.0 7.6 8.4 
% chg 0.9 -0.6 4.3 0.8 1.0 -1.4 1.1 -2.6 

Bus/coach % 
2014 4.9 2.6 0.0 1.8 3.1 2.5 6.2 4.6 
2016 4.7 2.2 0.0 0.0 4.4 2.6 8.8 3.7 
% chg -0.2 -0.4 0.0 -1.8 1.3 0.1 2.6 -0.9 

Train % 
2014 2.2 2.3 1.1 2.6 11.5 20.3 5.2 12.0 
2016 3.7 3.3 4.3 3.8 14.7 19.4 4.4 11.0 
% chg 1.4 1.0 3.1 1.2 3.3 -0.9 -0.7 -1.0 

Other % 
2014 3.1 2.6 0.0 0.9 1.0 3.1 1.0 2.4 
2016 0.0 3.3 2.1 0.0 0.3 3.3 0.7 2.6 
% chg -3.1 0.7 2.1 -0.9 -0.7 0.2 -0.3 0.2 

Total Count 
2014 223 343 90 114 2618 4882 8750 9808 
2016 190 275 47 78 795 5358 5241 11472 

Total percentage mode shares for each year are based on all employers participating in employee survey/cordon count in that year 
64 
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Table 5-14: Comparison of mode share results from employee travel surveys and site cordon counts for Ports area employers 

Ports area 
Aerospace Manu-

facturer 2 

Catering Products 

Company 

Skincare Products 

Company 
Power Station 

Bioscience Manu-

facturer 

Waste Recycling 

Company 1 

Total Ports 
41 

area 

Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor 

Car alone % 2014 83.8 87.0 59.0 60.6 69.6 67.3 64.5 90.3 76.9 73.5 87.5 67.9 66.7 69.5 
2016 87.6 98.0 61.9 72.6 79.3 80.4 74.1 63.1 75.0 57.8 85.7 84.6 69.0 73.2 
% chg 3.8 11.0 2.9 12.0 9.7 13.1 9.6 -27.2 -1.9 -15.7 -1.8 16.7 2.3 3.7 

Car share % 
2014 9.1 0.0 25.0 25.5 21.4 20.4 25.8 6.5 12.8 17.6 6.3 10.7 21.1 18.8 
2016 5.6 0.0 23.2 18.3 13.8 0.0 18.5 34.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 7.7 17.8 17.2 
% chg -3.5 0.0 -1.8 -7.2 -7.6 -20.4 -7.3 27.5 -12.8 -13.2 -6.3 -3.0 -3.2 -1.6 

Motorbike % 
2014 1.0 1.4 0.8 0.5 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 1.2 0.7 
2016 2.2 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.3 
% chg 1.2 -1.4 -0.5 0.0 -1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -6.3 0.0 -0.7 -0.4 

Cycle % 
2014 5.1 4.3 6.5 6.0 5.4 4.1 9.7 3.2 5.1 8.8 0.0 0.0 5.6 4.8 
2016 2.2 2.0 3.9 1.1 0.0 0.0 7.4 1.0 0.0 13.3 14.3 0.0 3.5 1.9 
% chg -2.8 -2.3 -2.6 -4.9 -5.4 -4.1 -2.3 -2.2 -5.1 4.5 14.3 0.0 -2.1 -2.9 

Walk % 
2014 0.0 0.0 4.5 1.4 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.9 
2016 0.0 0.0 3.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 12.5 4.4 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.8 
% chg 0.0 0.0 -1.5 0.9 0.0 -2.0 0.0 1.0 12.5 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.9 

Bus/coach % 
2014 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 21.4 0.7 1.7 
2016 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.0 3.4 15.2 0.0 1.0 0.0 15.6 0.0 7.7 2.2 3.8 
% chg 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.3 3.4 15.2 0.0 1.0 -2.6 15.6 0.0 -13.7 1.5 2.1 

Train % 
2014 1.0 1.4 2.2 1.9 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.3 
2016 2.2 0.0 4.2 0.9 3.4 4.3 0.0 0.0 12.5 4.4 0.0 0.0 3.9 1.0 
% chg 1.2 -1.4 1.9 -1.0 1.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 9.9 4.4 0.0 0.0 2.1 -0.3 

Other % 
2014 0.0 5.8 0.6 2.4 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 2.4 
2016 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.8 
% chg 0.0 -5.8 -0.3 -1.2 0.0 -6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -1.6 

Total Count 
2014 99 69 356 419 56 49 31 31 39 34 16 28 817 757 
2016 89 50 336 563 29 46 27 103 16 45 7 26 539 895 

Total percentage mode shares for each year are based on all employers participating in employee survey/cordon count in that y ear 
65 
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5.3.2 Travel to work normally 

This section presents results from responses to the employee travel survey question ‘How do you 

travel to work normally?’42. 

The percentage point changes in ‘travel to work normally’ mode shares shown in Table 5-15for 

North Fringe and Ports area combined are similar overall to the changes in ‘travel to work today’ 
mode shares reported in Table 5-6. Consistency is also apparent for North Fringe when considered 

separately (Table 5-16compared to Table 5-7) and for Ports area when considered separately (Table 

5-17 compared to Table 5-8). 

The mode share changes for North Fringe were slightly greater with a reduction in car alone 

commuting of 3.4% points based on ‘travel to work normally’ question compared to a reduction of 

2.3% points based on ‘travel to work today’ question. An increase in cycling mode share of 2.7% 

points was obtained based on travel to work normally’ question compared to 2.0% points based on 

‘travel to work today’ question. 

In general the results for ‘travel to work normally’ question corroborate the results for ‘travel to 

work today’ question and the consistency in the two sets of results is reassuring. 

The travel to work today question is considered to provide a more objective measure of mode use as modes 

that are used occasionally (such as bicycle for example) will be under -represented in responses on normal 
mode. This is acknowledged in Department for Transport’s 2002 Making Travel Pl ans Work Research Report. 
However, there is a risk that differences in weather conditions or other conditions may make comparisons 

between surveys in different years based on mode today problematic. 
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Table 5-15: Travel to work ‘normally’ mode share for North Fringe and Ports area combined 

2014 2016 
% point 

change 
Significance 

Car alone 
Count 4969 2820 

***p=0.001 

% 52.2% 49.4% -2.7 

Car share Count 1448 731 ***p=0.000 

% 15.2% 12.8% -2.4 

Motorbike Count 175 127 p=0.095 

% 1.8% 2.2% +0.4 

Cycle 
Count 1206 849 

***p=0.000 
% 12.7% 14.9% +2.2 

Walk 
Count 604 432 

**p=0.003 
% 6.3% 7.6% +1.2 

Bus/coach 
Count 448 412 

***p=0.000 
% 4.7% 7.2% +2.5 

Employer bus/coach 
Count 89 42 

p=0.201 
% .9% .7% -0.2 

Rail 
Count 475 248 

p=0.074 
% 5.0% 4.3% -0.6 

Work from home Count 16 9 p=0.881 

% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0 

Other Count 98 33 **p=0.004 

% 1.0% .6% -0.4 

Car combined Count 6417 3551 ***p=0.000 

% 67.3% 62.3% -5.1 

Bus/coach combined 
Count 537 454 

***p=0.000 
% 5.6% 8.0% +2.3 

Other combined 
Count 289 169 

p=0.807 
% 3.0% 3.0% -0.1 

Total 
Count 9528 5703 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing 156 153 

Statistical significance: p=<0.05*, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***. Sample sizes: 2014 = 9684; 2016 = 5856 
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Table 5-16: Travel to work ‘normally’ mode share for North Fringe 

2014 2016 
% point 

change 
Significance 

Car alone 
Count 4438 2461 

***p=0.000 

% 50.9% 47.5% -3.4 

Car share Count 1280 635 ***p=0.000 

% 14.7% 12.3% -2.4 

Motorbike Count 163 122 *p=0.050 

% 1.9% 2.4% +0.5 

Cycle 
Count 1163 830 

***p=0.000 
% 13.3% 16.0% +2.7 

Walk 
Count 585 418 

**p=0.003 
% 6.7% 8.1% +1.4 

Bus/coach 
Count 441 408 

***p=0.000 
% 5.1% 7.9% +2.8 

Employer bus/coach 
Count 89 37 

p=0.066 
% 1.0% 0.7% -0.3 

Rail 
Count 458 231 

*p=0.037 
% 5.3% 4.5% -0.8 

Work from home Count 16 9 p=0.896 

% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0 

Other Count 90 30 **p=0.005 

% 1.0% 0.6% -0.5 

Car combined Count 5718 3096 ***p=0.000 

% 65.6% 59.8% -5.8 

Bus/coach combined 
Count 530 445 

***p=0.000 
% 6.1% 8.6% +2.5 

Other combined 
Count 269 161 

p=0.938 
% 3.1% 3.1% 0.0 

Total 
Count 8723 5181 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing 142 132 

Statistical significance: p=<0.05*, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***. Sample sizes: 2014 = 8865; 2016 = 5313 
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Table 5-17: Travel to work ‘normally’ mode share for Ports area 

. 2014 2016 % point change Significance 

Car alone Count 531 359 p=0.287 

% 66.0% 68.8% +2.8 

Car share Count 168 96 
p=0.270 

% 20.9% 18.4% -2.5 

Motorbike Count 12 5 
p=0.400 

% 1.5% 1.0% -0.5 

Cycle Count 43 19 
p=0.152 

% 5.3% 3.6% -1.7 

Walk Count 19 14 
p=0.713 

% 2.4% 2.7% +0.3 

Bus/coach Count 7 4 
p=0.840 

% 0.9% 0.8% -0.1 

Employer bus/coach Count 0 5 **p=0.005 

% 0.0% 1.0% +1.0 

Rail Count 17 17 p=0.198 

% 2.1% 3.3% +1.1 

Work from home Count 0 0 -

% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 

Other Count 8 3 
p=0.411 

% 1.0% 0.6% -0.4 

Car combined Count 699 455 
p=0.861 

% 86.8% 87.2% +0.3 

Bus/coach combined Count 7 9 
p=0.164 

% 0.9% 1.7% +0.9 

Other combined Count 20 8 
p=0.239 

% 2.5% 1.5% -0.1 

Total Count 805 522 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

Missing 14 21 

Statistical significance: p=<0.05*, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***. Sample sizes: 2014 = 819; 2016 = 543 
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5.3.3 Changes in frequency of mode use 

Another indication of change in mode share is availablefrom a question in the 2016 employee travel 

survey which directly asked respondents whether, compared with two years ago, they were using 

specific transport modes more, the same, less, or had not used them. Results for this question for 

driving alone, cycling, walking and publicbus use are shown in Table 5-18 to Table 5-21. 

In the Bristol North Fringe a notably higher number (of those who had been working for their 

employer at least two years) reported cycling more than cycling less (397compared to 306) and 

walking more than walking less (402compared to 235). There was little difference between those 

driving more and driving less (711 compared to 684), and those using publicbus more and less (286 

compared to 284). This provides evidenceto support modal shift having occurred to cycling and 

walking. For the Bristol Ports area the numbers reporting change in the amount they cycled, walked 

and used publicbus was low, but more reported driving alone more than less (87compared to 32). 

This is consistent with the result shown in Table 5-8that car alone mode share increased in the Ports 

area. 

Table 5-18: Change in the amount drive alone to work (for those who have worked for current 

employer more than two years) 

North Fringe Ports area 

Number % Number % 
Use more 711 19.3 87 27.6 

Use less 684 18.6 32 10.2 

Use the same 1748 47.6 164 52.1 

Have not used 533 14.5 32 10.2 

Total 3676 100 315 100 

Missing 358 - 27 -

Worked for less 
than two years 

1279 - 201 -

Total sample 5313 - 543 -

Table 5-19: Change in the amount cycle to work (for those who have worked for current employer 

more than two years) 

North Fringe Ports area 

Number % Number % 

Use more 397 13.8 16 7.1 

Use less 306 10.6 21 9.3 
Use the same 503 17.5 17 7.5 

Have not used 1670 58.1 172 76.1 

Total 2876 100 226 100 

Missing 1158 - 116 -

Worked for less 

than two years 
1279 - 201 -

Total sample 5313 - 543 -
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Table 5-20: Change in the amount walk to work (for those who have worked for current employer 
more than two years) 

North Fringe Ports 

Number % Number % 

Use more 402 14.3 16 7.6 

Use less 235 8.4 16 7.6 

Use the same 476 16.9 13 6.2 

Have not used 1700 60.4 165 78.6 
Total 2813 100 210 100 

Missing 1221 - 132 -

Worked for less 

than two years 
1279 - 201 -

Total sample 5313 - 543 -

Table 5-21: Change in the amount use public bus to travel to work (for those who have worked for 

current employer more than two years) 

North Fringe Ports 

Number % Number % 

Use more 286 10.3 9 4.2 

Use less 284 10.2 11 5.2 

Use the same 368 13.2 6 2.8 

Have not used 1844 66.3 187 87.8 

Total 2782 100 213 100 

Missing 1252 - 129 -
Worked for less 

than two years 
1279 - 201 -

Total sample 5313 - 543 -

5.3.4 Mode use from the panel survey 

An alternative indication of changes in mode share over time was revealed by the North Bristol 

Commuter Panel, which ran between the two employee travel surveys. The panel comprised a sub-

set of respondents to the 2014 employeetravel survey, who were invited to answer the same set of 

questions once every threemonths from July 2014 to October 2015. This allowed the commuting 

behaviour of a specific sampleto be tracked over six waves. The composition of the panel and 

contents of the survey are explained in section 4.3.5. Most of the panel survey members worked in 

the North Fringe with only 5% of wave 1 respondents working in the Ports area. One question asked 

at each wave was ‘What form of transport do you normally use to travel to work?’. Table 5-22 

provides results for this question across the six panel waves for the full sample of respondents at 

each wave (respondents from North Fringe and Ports areas combined). The same data are presented 

as a chart in Figure 5-6. These show consistency in mode shares over time, but with a slight 

reduction in car alone use in the spring and summer, and a slight reduction in cycling in the winter. 
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Table 5-22: Panel survey responses for travel to work ‘normally’ 

Wave 1 

July-14 

Wave 2 

Oct-14 

Wave 3 

Jan-15 

Wave 4 

Apr-15 

Wave 5 

July-15 

Wave 6 

Oct-15 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Invited 3233 - 3104 - 1947 - 1917 - 1909 - 1902 

Responses 1526 47 1539 50 1494 77 1383 72 1255 66 1237 65 

Car alone 708 46 737 48 702 47 620 45 580 46 588 48 

Car share 210 14 211 14 221 15 201 15 188 15 175 14 

Motorbike 39 3 44 3 39 3 45 3 40 3 44 4 

Cycle 294 19 290 19 269 18 268 19 235 19 220 18 

Walk 86 6 85 6 87 6 78 6 66 5 68 6 

Bus 84 6 83 5 84 6 76 6 65 5 66 5 

Train 101 7 85 6 82 6 84 6 76 6 70 6 

Work home 2 0 3 0 5 0 6 0 5 0 4 0 

Other 2 1 1 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 2 0 

Figure 5-6: Panel survey responses for travel to work ‘normally’ 
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5.4 Changes in mode share and exposure to LSTF interventions 

Section 0 investigates how changes in commute mode share varied according to exposure to LSTF 

interventions. This is carried out using data from the employee travel surveys and the North Bristol 

Commuter Panel. 

5.4.1 Multiple regression analysis of employee travel survey data 

It has been shown from the employee travelsurvey responses across all employers in the North 

Fringe and Ports areas that there were statistically significant decreases in driving alone and car 

sharing in 2016 and statistically significant increases in cycling, walking and bus use. At the employer 

level, there was considerable variation in results with statistically significant decreases in driving 

alone at three employers: the Large Public Sector Employer, the NHS Trust and the University. 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigatehow variables representing personal , 

journey and employer characteristics were associated with the observed commute mode choices 

made in 2014 and 2016. This was performed to address three objectives: 

 To assess if there were differences in probability of using a commute mode in 2016 after 

accounting for differences in sample characteristics in 2014 and 2016. If differences remain 

after controlling for sample characteristics then this provides confidencethat results are not 

an artefact of the samples obtained. 

 To assess if differences in probability of using a commute mode in 2016 were related to level 

of exposure to LSTF measures at the employer level, or to changes in parking availability at 

the employer level. 

 To assess if differences in probability of using a commute mode in 2016 were re lated to 

awareness and engagement with LSTF measures at the level of the individualcommuter. 

Separate sets of multiple regression models were estimated for the choices of driving alone, car 

sharing, cycling, walking and using bus/coach. In each case the dependent variable in the regression 

took two values: ‘1’ for those respondents who reported using the relevant mode (from mode today 
question) and ‘0’ otherwise. An appropriate form of regression modelling to use with a binary 

dependent variable is binary logistic regression. Stata 1343 has been used to estimate binary logistic 

regression models. Stata 13 reports coefficients for each independent variable included in the model 

and these reveal the change in probability of using the relevant mode for a one -unit change in the 

value of the independent variable (when other independent variables are held constant). 

Models designed to assess if there were differences in probability of using a commute mode in 2016 

after accounting for differences in samplecharacteristics in 2014 and 2016 are reported in Table 

5-23. Model 1 confirms the finding reported in Section 5.3.1of statistically significant differences at 

the 95% confidence level in probabilities of using each of the five modes in 2016 (compared to 

2014). For example, the probability of driving alonein 2016 was 0.93 times that in 2014. 

Data analysis and statistical software. See https://www.stata.com 
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Model 2 shows that, after accounting for the employer for which respondents worked, the 

differences in probabilities were attenuated except for driving alone. Differences for car sharing, 

cycling and walking were no longer significant at 95% confidence level. For example, this implies that 

there were relatively more responses in 2016 from employees at employers where cycling levels 

were higher and after accounting for this there was no longer a statistically significant differenceat 

95% level in probability to cycle in 2016 (and the greater probability to cycle in 2016 decreases from 

1.16 times to 1.11 times). Model 3shows further attenuation in probability differences in 2016 when 

also accounting for socio-economiccharacteristics of individuals44. Model 4 shows results are stable 

when additionally accounting for distance to work of commutes with statisticallysignificant 

differences at 95% confidence level in car alone and bus use probabilities remaining. 

In Model 5 an interaction effect between 2016 and each employer was added to Model 4 to assess 

whether differences in mode choice probabilities applied to employees working at certain employers 

or all employees. This showed statistically significant reductions in driving aloneprobabilities in 2016 

for the Retail Company, Large PublicSector Employer, NHS Trust and University with no general 

effect across all employers. Interaction effects between 2016 and employers were hardly evident for 

the other four modes. 

Models designed to assess if exposure to LSTF measures or changes to parking availability made a 

difference to mode choice probabil ities in 2016 are reported in Table 5-24. Including car park spaces 

per employee (allowed to vary between 2014 and 2016 according to conditions –see Table 4-1 and 

Table 4-2) in Model 6 showed that this explains well the mode choice probabilities across both 2014 

and 2016 for car alone, walking and bus use and a 2016 effect is not statistically significant for any of 

the five modes after including this variable. 

Model 7 represents the effect of car parking availability through a dummy variable for the three 

employers where car parking spaces per employee were substantially reduced in 2016. The results 

show a decreased probability of car alone commuting in 2016 (of 0.65 times the probability in 2014) 

and increased probability of cycling, walking and bus use in 2016 (respectively of 1.26, 1.39, 1.85 

times the probability in 2014) for employees at the three employers where therewas a substantial 

decrease in parking availability. The results from Models 6and 7 suggest that change in parking 

availability provides a good explanation for the differences in mode use between 2014 and 2016. 

The level of exposure to LSTF measures at each employer was tested in Model 8 (as an alternative 

explanatory variable to parking availability)to see if this explained differences in probabilities of 

mode choice in 2016. The results show that there were not statistically significant differences in 

probabilities to use the five modes in 2016 compared to 2014 for individuals working for employers 

with higher exposure to LSTF measures. 

Models 9 and 10 include variables for individual awareness of LSTF measures (Model 9) and 

individualuse of LSTF measures (Model 10). There was not strong or systematicevidence of 

differences in probabilities to use the five modes in 2016 for individuals with greater awareness of 

LSTF measures, but decreased probability of car alone commuting and increased probabilities of 

For example, driving alone is more likely for females, older employees, part-time workers, permanently 

employed workers, those working non-standard hours and those with longer commute journeys. 
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cycling and bus use for individuals who used LSTF measures. Model 11includes both car park spaces 

per employee and individual use of LSTF measures and shows that car park spaces per employeewas 

strongly associated with car alone, walking and bus choice probabilities (across both 2014 and 2016) 

and greater use of LSTF measures was associated with reduced probabilities of car alone and 

increased probabilities of cycling and bus use in 2016. 

Further to the above, model tests were carried out to see if individuals with particular socio -

economiccharacteristics (e.g. age, employment classification) had changed their probability of using 

the five different modes in 2016 (compared to 2014) but this was not found to be the case. A 

variable for duration worked for current employer was included as a socio-economics variable in all 

of the above models. It was of interest to assess if those working a shorter duration of time with 

their current employer were more likely to use alternatives to car on the basis that they would have 

been less likely to have developed habitual car use. No difference was found in probability of driving 

alone for different lengths of time working for current employer. It was found that those who had 

worked for their current employer for more than five years were more likely to car share than those 

who had worked for up to five years. It was found that those who had worked for their current 

employer for more than five years were less likely to use bus than those who had worked for up to 

five years. Those who had worked for their current employer for up to six months were less likely to 

cycle than those who had worked for a longer duration in 2014, but not in 2016. In other words, new 

employees were more likely to take up cycling in 2016 which may have been helped by 

improvements to cycling facilities and information. 

The multiple regression results are summarised in Table 5-25, while Table 5-26 shows the same 

results when only considering employees working in the North Fringe. Changes in probability of 

mode use are slightly greater and more statistically significant in the latter case, consistent with the 

finding that there were no statistically changes in mode share in Ports area (see Table 5-8). 

In summary, the multipleregression results show that the decrease in the prevalence of driving 

alone and increase in prevalence of bus use in 2016 identified in Section 5.3.1are robust to 

differences in survey sample compositions (between 2014 and 2016) but these are largely explained 

by reductions in car parking space availability at a small number of employers. The results also show 

additionally that those employees who engaged with LSTF measures were less likely to drive alone 

and more likely to cycle and use bus in 2016. From this it cannot be concluded that the LSTF 

measures prompted a modal shift – a more plausible interpretation is that restraint on parking or 

other ‘push’ factors prompted commuters to use alternatives to car commuting and LSTF measures 

assisted them in doing this. 
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Table 5-23: Odds ratios for changes in probability of mode choice in 2016 accounting for 

differences in sample characteristics in 2014 and 2016 

Model 

number 

Independent 

va ri a bles 

Odds ra ti os for 2016 Interpretation 

Ca r a l one Ca r s haring Cycl i ng Wa lki ng Bus 

1 Year only 0.93** 0.81*** 1.16*** 1.17** 1.59*** Statistically 

s i gnificant 

di fferences in 

mode choice 

proba bilities in 

2016 

2 Empl oyer 0.88*** 0.91* 1.11* 1.13* 1.47*** Empl oyer 

a ttenuates 2016 

a s sociations 

except for car 

a l one 

3 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-
45economics

0.92** 0.92* 1.06 1.07 1.38*** Soci o-economics 

a ttenuate 2016 

a s sociations 

4 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-

economics + 

Di s tance to 

work 

0.92** 0.92* 1.05 1.09 1.35*** Dis tance to work 

does not 

a ttenuate 2016 

a s sociations 

5 Empl oyer 

i nteracted 

wi th 2016 + 

Soci o-

economics + 

Di s tance to 

work 

1.17 

(nega ti ve 

a s socia ti on 

wi th 2016 

for 4 
46empl oyers ) 

0.76 

(pos i ti ve 

a s sociation 

wi th 2016 

for 1 
47empl oyer ) 

1.10 

(no 

associations 

with 2016) 

0.80 

(pos i tive 

as sociation 

wi th 2016 

for 1 
48employer ) 

0.97 

(pos i tive 

as sociation 

with 2016 

for 1 
49employer ) 

Statistically 

s i gnificant 

di fferences 

(p<=0.05) in mode 

choi ce 

proba bilities in 

2016 a pply to only 

a s mall number of 

empl oyers 

Statistical significance: *** p<=0.01 ** p<=0.05 * p<=0.1. Sample size = 15527 (includes employees in North 

Fringe and Port area) 

45 
Socio-economics variables - gender, age, mobili ty difficulties, part-time worker, temporarily employed 

worker, employment classification, working non-standard hours, duration worked for current employer 
46 

Retail Company, Large Public Sector Employer, NHS Trust and University 
47 

Retail Company 
48 

Retail Company 
49 

NHS Trust 
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Table 5-24: Odds ratios for changes in probability of mode choice in 2016 accounting for external 

factors and LSTF exposure 

Model 

number 

Independent 

va ri a bles 

Odds ra tios for 2016 a nd external factor/exposure va riables (in brackets ) Interpretation 

Car a l one Ca r s ha ri ng Cycl i ng Wa l ki ng Bus 

6 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-

economics + 

Di s tance to 

work + Ca r 

pa rk s paces 

per employee 
50(CPSE)

0.94 

(CPSE 

3.48***) 

0.91* 

(CPSE 0.57) 

1.05 

(CPSE 0.78) 

1.04 

(CPSE 

0.30**) 

1.15 

(CPSE 

0.09***) 

CPSE s trongly 

a s sociated with 

car a lone, walking 

a nd bus choice 

proba bilities in 

2014 a nd 2016 

(no di fference in 

choi ce 

proba bilities in 

2016 a fter 

a ccounting for 

thi s ) 

7 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-

economics + 

Di s tance to 

work + 

Dummy 

va ri a ble for 

three 
51employers

where car 

pa rk s paces 

per employee 

reduced by at 

l east 0.1 

(CPSR) 

1.08* 

(CPSR 

0.65***) 

0.90* 

(CPSR 1.07) 

0.95 

(CPSR 

1.26**) 

0.93 

(CPSR 1.39*) 

0.96 

(CPSR 

1.85***) 

CPSR a s sociated 

with differences 

in mode choice 

proba bilities in 

2016 for ca r 

a l one, cycling and 

bus 

8 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-

economics + 

Di s tance to 

1.33 0.67 0.57 1.15 
54

323301 Expos ure to LSTF 

not a s sociated 

with differences 

in mode choice 

work + Low, 
(Low 0.90 (Low 0.96 (Low 2.11 (Low 0.86 (Low 2.5 

proba bilities in 

medium or 

high exposure 

Med 0.76 

High 0.60*) 

Med 1.49 

Hi gh 1.38) 

Med 1.44 

Hi gh 2.09) 

Med 0.89 
53High n/e ) 

10 
-6 

Med 3.3 

2016 

to LSTF 

measures (at 

employer 
52l evel)

10 -6 

Hi gh 4.9 

10 -6) 

50 
Allowed to vary between 2014 and 2016 according to site conditions (see Table 4-1 and Table 4-2). 

51 
Science Park, NHS Trust and University 

52 
Classified as low, medium or high based on how many of following occurred: employer grant; roadshow 

visits; employer-led improved cycle facil ities (1=low, 2=medium, 3=high). 
53 

Not estimable (due to no walking recorded at some employers) 
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9 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-

economics + 

Di s tance to 

work + Level 

of awareness 

of LSTF 

measures 

(ordered 

ca tegorical 

va ri a ble at 

i ndividual 

l evel) 

No 

s i gni fi ca nt 

relationships 

No 

s i gni ficant 

relationships 

Awa reness 

of 13-15 

mea s ures 

as socia ted 

wi th 

reduced 

cycl i ng 

Awa renes s 

of 7-9 

mea s ures 

a s s oci a ted 

wi th 

i ncrea s ed 

wa lki ng 

Awareness 

of none, 4-

6 a nd 7-9 

mea s ures 

a s sociated 

with 

i ncreas ed 

bus us e 

Grea ter l evel of 

a wa reness in 

LSTF mea sures 

not s trongly or 

s ys tematically 

a s sociated with 

di fferences in 

mode choice 

proba bilities in 

2016 

10 Empl oyer + (No 1.30*** (No 0.86** (No (No 1.16 (No 0.87 Grea ter use of 

Soci o- Mod Mod 1.03 0.57*** Mod 0.98 Mod LSTF mea sures 

economics + 

Di s tance to 

work + No, 

moderate or 

high use of 

LSTF 

measures 

(ordered 

ca tegorical 

va ri a ble at 

i ndividual 
55l evel)

0.55*** 

Hi gh 

0.31***) 

Hi gh 0.88) Mod 

1.62*** 

Hi gh 

2.91***) 

Hi gh 1.23) 2.09*** 

Hi gh 

1.67**) 

a s sociated with 

reduced 

proba bilities of 

car a lone and 

increased 

proba bilities of 

cycl i ng a nd bus in 

2016 

11 Empl oyer + 

Soci o-

(CPSE 

3.64***) 

(CPSE 0.57) (CPSE 0.67) (CPSE 

0.31**) 

(CPSE 

0.07***) 

CPSE s trongly 

a s sociated with 

economics + (No 0.86** (No car a lone, walking 

Di s tance to (No 1.33*** Mod 1.02 0.56*** (No 1.10 (No a nd bus choice 

work + Ca r 

pa rk s paces 

per employee 

(CPSE) + No, 

moderate or 

high use of 

LSTF 

measures 

(ordered 

ca tegorical 

va ri a ble at 

i ndividual 
56level)

Mod 

0.56*** 

Hi gh 

0.31***) 

Hi gh 0.88) Mod 

1.61*** 

Hi gh 

2.88***) 

Mod 0.94 

Hi gh 1.17) 

0.72*** 

Mod 

1.78*** 

High 1.40) 

proba bilities and 

grea ter use of 

LSTF mea sures 

a s sociated with 

reduced 

proba bilities of 

car a lone and 

increased 

proba bilities of 

cycl i ng a nd bus 

us e in 2016 

Statistical significance: *** p<=0.01 ** p<=0.05 * p<=0.1. Sample size = 15527 (includes employees in North 

Fringe and Port area) 

54 
Model not well estimated (due to collinearity in variables) 

55 
No = No use of LSTF measures, Mod = used 1-3 measures, High = used 4-15 measures. 

56 
No = No use of LSTF measures, Mod = used 1-3 measures, High = used 4-15 measures. 
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Table 5-25: Summary of odds ratios for changes in probability of mode choice in 2016 for North 

Fringe and Ports area combined 

Mode share changes 

2014 to 2016 

Odds ratio for changes in probability of mode choice in 2016 

compared to 2014 

Basic changes in 

probability 

Accounting for 

sample 

characteristics 

Accounting for 

sample 

characteristics & 

parking availability 

Car alone -1.7%* 0.93* 0.92* 0.94 

Car share -2.5%*** 0.81*** 0.92 0.91 

Cycle +1.6%** 1.16* 1.05 1.05 

Walk +1.0%* 1.17* 1.09 1.04 

Bus/coach +2.4%*** 1.59*** 1.35*** 1.15 

Statistical significance: *** p<=0.01 ** p<=0.05 * p<=0.1. Sample size = 15527 (includes employees in North 

Fringe and Port area) 

Table 5-26: Summary of odds ratios for changes in probability of mode choice in 2016 for North 

Fringe only 

Mode share changes 

2014 to 2016 

Odds ratio for changes in probability of mode choice in 2016 

compared to 2014 

Basic changes in 

probability 

Accounting for 

sample 

characteristics 

Accounting for 

sample 

characteristics & 

parking availability 

Car alone -2.3%** 0.91** 0.90** 0.93 

Car share -2.4%*** 0.81*** 0.94 0.93 

Cycle +2.0%*** 1.19** 1.08 1.08 

Walk +1.1%* 1.18* 1.12 1.07 

Bus/coach +2.6%*** 1.61*** 1.35*** 1.15 

Statistical significance: *** p<=0.01 ** p<=0.05 * p<=0.1. Sample size = 14169 (employees in North Fringe only) 
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5.4.2 Changes in frequency of mode use and awareness and use of LSTF measures 

Results for self-reported changes in frequency of mode use were reported in 5.3.3. A series of cross-

tabulations is now presented to explore relationships between self-reported changes in frequency of 

mode use and the number of LSTF measures of which respondents were aware and had used. Table 

5-27 to Table 5-34 show the results for car alone, cycling, walking and public bus. Results are 

reported for the North Fringe and Ports areas combined. Chi-squaretests showed that associations 

were highly statisticallysignificant (at 99.9% confidence level) between self-reported changes in use 

of each of these four modes and the number of LSTF measures used. For example, 63% of all 

respondents reported not using any LSTF measures, but this proportion was lower among the 

section of the sample who said they were driving alone less than they were two ye ars ago. Only 52% 

of this group reported not using LSTF measures. 

Relationships were also highly significant between changes in use of both car alone and publicbus 

and the number of measures of which respondents were aware. Relationships between changes in 

use of both cycling and walking and the number of measures of which respondents were aware were 

not statistically significant. Comments are now made about the associations between changes in use 

of each mode in turn, and the number of measures used. 

Forty percent of those who reported commuting less often by car alone than they were two years 

ago had also used between 1and 3 LSTF measures, compared with only 29% who reported 

commuting more often by car alone, and 25% who had reported commuting the same amount by 

car alone (Table 5-28). Conversely, a higher proportion of those who had used no LSTF measures 

were using car alone more, or the same, than were using it less. Hence there is a positive association 

between use of LSTF measures and reduced car alone commuting. 

A higher proportion of respondents who reported cycling more had used 1 to 3, or 4 to 6 measures, 

compared with those who were cycling less. Conversely, of those who were cycling less, a higher 

percentage had used no measures compared with those who were cycling more ( Table5-30). Again, 

there is a positive relationship between use of LSTF measures and cycling more often. 

Of those who were walking more than they were two years ago, 51% had not used any LSTF 

measures. Of those who were walking less, slightly more (54%) had used no measures. A similar 

proportion of both groups had used 1 to 3 measures. There is not a strong association between LSTF 

measures and increased walking. 

Among those who were using the public bus more than they had two years ago, 54% had used 1 to 3 

measures, whilefor those who were using the bus less than they had two years ago, 49% had used 1 

to 3 measures. There is a positive relationship between use of LSTF measures and using bus more. 
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Table 5-27: Change in use of car alone and number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Has the amount you trav-
elled as a car driver (alone) 
changed compared with 2 
years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 

Use more N 182 409 342 164 53 23 1173 

% 15.5% 34.9% 29.2% 14.0% 4.5% 2.0% 100.0% 

Use less N 112 328 318 189 64 13 1024 

% 10.9% 32.0% 31.1% 18.5% 6.3% 1.3% 100.0% 

Use the same N 278 682 703 380 146 59 2248 

% 12.4% 30.3% 31.3% 16.9% 6.5% 2.6% 100.0% 

Have not used N 123 266 257 164 54 19 883 

% 13.9% 30.1% 29.1% 18.6% 6.1% 2.2% 100.0% 

Total N 695 1685 1620 897 317 114 5328 

% 13.0% 31.6% 30.4% 16.8% 5.9% 2.1% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 528 (9.0%) 

Table 5-28: Change in use of car alone and number of LSTF measures used 

Has the amount you 
travelled as a car driver 

(alone) changed compared 
with 2 years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures used 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 

Use more N 808 335 26 3 1 1173 

% 68.9% 28.6% 2.2% .3% .1% 100.0% 

Use less N 544 410 61 8 1 1024 

% 53.1% 40.0% 6.0% .8% .1% 100.0% 

Use the same N 1614 565 64 5 0 2248 

% 71.8% 25.1% 2.8% .2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Have not used N 395 395 85 7 1 883 

% 44.7% 44.7% 9.6% .8% .1% 100.0% 

Total N 3361 1705 236 23 3 5328 

% 63.1% 32.0% 4.4% .4% .1% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 528 (9.0%) 
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Table 5-29: Change in use of cycling and number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Has the amount you trav-
elled by bicycle changed 
compared with 2 years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 

Use more N 67 183 209 110 39 6 614 

% 10.9% 29.8% 34.0% 17.9% 6.4% 1.0% 100.0% 

Use less N 46 148 147 85 38 9 473 

% 9.7% 31.3% 31.1% 18.0% 8.0% 1.9% 100.0% 

Use the same N 49 187 222 123 44 10 635 

% 7.7% 29.4% 35.0% 19.4% 6.9% 1.6% 100.0% 

Have not used N 311 808 763 441 139 55 2517 

% 12.4% 32.1% 30.3% 17.5% 5.5% 2.2% 100.0% 

Total N 473 1326 1341 759 260 80 4239 

% 11.2% 31.3% 31.6% 17.9% 6.1% 1.9% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 1617 (27.6%) 

Table 5-30: Change in use of cycling and number of LSTF measures used 

Has the amount you 
travelled by bicycle changed 

compared with 2 years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures used 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 

Use more N 209 326 72 7 0 614 

% 34.0% 53.1% 11.7% 1.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

Use less N 222 205 44 2 0 473 

% 46.9% 43.3% 9.3% .4% 0.0% 100.0% 

Use the same N 215 329 81 9 1 635 

% 33.9% 51.8% 12.8% 1.4% .2% 100.0% 

Have not used N 1778 695 38 4 2 2517 

% 70.6% 27.6% 1.5% .2% .1% 100.0% 

Total N 2424 1555 235 22 3 4239 

% 57.2% 36.7% 5.5% .5% .1% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 1617 (27.6%) 
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Table 5-31: Change in use of walking and number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Has the amount you trav-
elled on foot changed com-
pared with 2 years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 

Use more N 78 171 209 130 52 13 653 

% 11.9% 26.2% 32.0% 19.9% 8.0% 2.0% 100.0% 

Use less N 57 138 148 81 20 7 451 

% 12.6% 30.6% 32.8% 18.0% 4.4% 1.6% 100.0% 

Use the same N 71 190 198 128 53 13 653 

% 10.9% 29.1% 30.3% 19.6% 8.1% 2.0% 100.0% 

Have not used N 280 782 755 394 133 44 2388 

% 11.7% 32.7% 31.6% 16.5% 5.6% 1.8% 100.0% 

Total N 486 1281 1310 733 258 77 4145 

% 11.7% 30.9% 31.6% 17.7% 6.2% 1.9% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 1711 (29.2%) 

Table 5-32: Change in use of walking and number of LSTF measures used 

Has the amount you trav-
elled on foot changed com-

pared with 2 years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures used 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 

Use more N 331 268 51 3 0 653 

% 50.7% 41.0% 7.8% .5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Use less N 245 184 21 1 0 451 

% 54.3% 40.8% 4.7% .2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Use the same N 331 276 42 3 1 653 

% 50.7% 42.3% 6.4% .5% .2% 100.0% 

Have not used N 1531 735 104 16 2 2388 

% 64.1% 30.8% 4.4% .7% .1% 100.0% 

Total N 2438 1463 218 23 3 4145 

% 58.8% 35.3% 5.3% .6% .1% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 1711 (29.2%) 
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Table 5-33: Change in use of public bus and number of LSTF measures used 

Has the amount you 

travelled by public bus 

changed compared with 2 

years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures used 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 

Use more N 185 276 47 1 0 509 

% 36.3% 54.2% 9.2% .2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Use less N 223 247 34 3 0 507 

% 44.0% 48.7% 6.7% .6% 0.0% 100.0% 

Use the same N 210 219 48 5 1 483 

% 43.5% 45.3% 9.9% 1.0% .2% 100.0% 

Have not used N 1775 752 90 13 1 2631 

% 67.5% 28.6% 3.4% .5% .0% 100.0% 

Total N 2393 1494 219 22 2 4130 

% 57.9% 36.2% 5.3% .5% .0% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 1726 (29.5%) 

Table 5-34: Change in use of public bus and number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Has the amount you trav-
elled by bus changed com-
pared with 2 years ago? 

Number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Total 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 

Use more N 53 145 152 112 36 11 509 

% 10.4% 28.5% 29.9% 22.0% 7.1% 2.2% 100.0% 

Use less N 56 151 149 112 28 11 507 

% 11.0% 29.8% 29.4% 22.1% 5.5% 2.2% 100.0% 

Use the same N 40 131 156 103 41 12 483 

% 8.3% 27.1% 32.3% 21.3% 8.5% 2.5% 100.0% 

Have not used N 334 857 830 415 148 47 2631 

% 12.7% 32.6% 31.5% 15.8% 5.6% 1.8% 100.0% 

Total N 483 1284 1287 742 253 81 4130 

% 11.7% 31.1% 31.2% 18.0% 6.1% 2.0% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports area); Missing cases = 1726 (29.5%) 
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5.4.3 Explanations for changes in mode use from panel survey and follow-up interviews 

In section 5.3.4 it was seen that the net percentages of panel respondents using different modes (as 

their ‘normal’ mode) remained relatively stable over the six waves of the panel survey. However, the 

net stability in mode shares masks considerable ‘churn’ at the individual level with about 10% of 

respondents changing their normal mode at each wave. Table 5-35 shows the prevalence of stability 

and change in normal mode across the whole panel survey including the March 2014 baseline (for 

respondents of both North Fringe and Ports areas). This was created by combining 8,390 pairs of 

consecutive observations of normal mode. The row totals show the number of times each mode was 

the starting mode in each pair, whilst the column totals show the number of times each mode was 

the finishing mode in each pair. Car alone was thus the starting mode in each pair on 3,929 

occasions, and the finishing point on 3,916 occasions. The largest number in each column and row is 

the number of instances when an individual’s normal modein one wave was the same as his or her 
normal mode in the subsequent wave. Hence, there were 3,621instances where an individual was 

normally driving to work alone at one wave, and still doing so at the following wave. 

Table 5-35: Panel survey normal mode transitions from wave to wave 

C
ar
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e

C
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D
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o

t
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m

m
u
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Total 

Car alone 3,621 148 16 61 21 29 17 16 3,929 

Car share 155 990 0 17 8 19 2 3 1,194 

Motorbike 11 1 224 0 2 0 1 1 240 

Cycle 64 20 6 1,440 15 9 10 6 1,570 

Walk 16 12 3 27 404 19 3 0 484 

Bus/coach 21 23 0 8 13 375 5 1 446 

Train 22 5 1 9 5 6 457 0 505 

Did not commute 6 1 0 2 0 0 0 13 22 

Total 3,916 1,200 250 1,564 468 457 495 40 8,390 

There were 7,524 instances of no mode change taking place from one wave to the next; this is the 

sum of the top left-to-right diagonal in Table 5-35. There were 866 instances where a change in 

normal mode did take place. Changes to and from each pair of modes were relatively symmetrical. 

For example, therewere 148wave-to-wavechanges from car alone to car share across the seven 

time points and 155 changes from car share to car alone. There were 61 changes from car alone to 

cycling, and 64 changes from cycling to car alone. The switches between car alone and car share, and 

between car alone and cycling (in either direction), were the most numerous pair-wise changes. 

On each occasion when respondents indicated that their normal mode was different to that 

reported at a previous wave, they wereasked to provide a brief explanation in their own words of 

why they had changed their normal mode since the last survey. The explanations given suggested 

that in many cases commuters did not have a single mode that they used every time, but rather that 

they mixed modes over time (during the working week or at different times of year). In other words, 
85 



 

 
 
 

                  

        

             

                 

              

                 

     

                

             

                

            

                

               

               

              

               

               

             

           

            

         

     

     

        

     

                

              

               

                 

             

             

              

            

              

      

              

              

               

a change in normal mode reflected a change in the balance of modes that they used rather than a 

complete change in how they got to work. 

This was corroborated by analysis of the one-week commuting diaries collected from the panel 

survey, which revealed a high degree of modal mixing. For example, in wave 1, 11% of respondents 

solely cycled to work during the survey week, but 23% of respondents reported cycling on at least 

one day. In wave 1, 39% of respondents solely drove alone, but 61% of respondents drove aloneon 

at least one day. 

In order to better understand why panel members made changes to their normal mode, and to 

explore the self-reported explanations for these changes, a sub-set of participants was selected for 

more detailed analysis. To select a group of interest, the sequence of modes used across waves 

(‘run pattern’) by each panel participant was identified, concentrating on those respondents who 
had participated in all six waves plus the March 2014 baseline (658participants). The run patterns 

identified 37people who changed their normal mode from car alone to cycling, or vice versa, at least 

once during the study. The responses of these individuals wereselected for further analysis because 

the quantitative analysis had shown change between car alone and cycling was the second most 

common mode change. The most common mode change was from car alone to car share, or vice 

versa, but this was considered to be of less interest for the SES Case Study because respondents’ 

open comments suggested that these changes occurred largely as a result of changes in the 

commute routines of friends, family members and colleagues. 

Thematicqualitativeanalysis of the open survey responses revealed four distinct categories of 

reasons for changing from cycling to car, or the reverse: 

 Occurrence of life events 

 Variations in day-to-day life 

 Changes in access to cars and bicycles 

 Changes in external conditions 

Life events, such as job changes or children starting school, and day-to-day variations in work or 

family routines,are change factors within an individual’s personal realm. Such factors were often 

given prime importance in respondents’ accounts. Changes in access to cars and vehicles also usually 
took place within an individual’s personal realm (e.g. the breakdown of a private car, or the purchase 

of bicycle). External conditions represent changes to the context in which travel decisions take place. 

Seasonal changes in the weather and hours of daylight were the most commonly cited external 

reasons given for change to and from cycling. However, this category also included changes to 

transport services and systems, including measures taken by local authorities and employers to 

discourage solo car-use (e.g. parking restrictions), and encourage use of other modes (e.g. cycling 

information, events and on-sitefacilities). 

Whilst changes in parking arrangements or a change in trafficcongestion were crucial factors for 

some, contextual factors (such as LSTF measures) generally played a supporting rather than a 

decisive role in prompting mode change – that is, they were secondary to occurrences within the 
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personal realm. However, interventions to encourage cycling, such as improved cycle paths and 

onsite facilities, and events/competitions, were an additionalmotivating factor for some 

respondents who switched to (more) cycling. Weather, safety concerns and cycling accidents all 

played a strong role in motivating switches to (more) driving. 

An analysis was carried out of the panel survey data to investigate if transitions away from driving 

alone between waves were associated with exposure to LSTF interventions and other personal 

circumstances. It is fully reported in a paper published in the European Journal of Transport and 

Infrastructure Research57. The analysis was based on the one-week commuting diaries which 

collected the main mode of transport used on each day a respondent had worked during the week 

of the survey wave. At each wave respondents werecategorised into three groups: only used car 

alone to commute to work (car alone); partially used car alone to commute to work along with other 

modes (partial car alone); and not used car alone to commute to work (no car alone). The analysis 

was performed on respondents from both North Fringe and Ports areas. 

Table 5-36 shows the frequency of transitions between car alone commuting groups across four 

different wave-pairs (wave1to 2, wave 2 to 3, wave 3 to 4, wave 4 to 5) for all valid cases where 

responses were received from panel participants at consecutive waves. 

Table 5-36: Panel survey transition frequencies between car alone commuting groups 

Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 Pooled 

Transition n % n % n % n % n % 

car alone to car alone 336 31 373 31 357 31 330 32 1396 31.48 

car alone to partial car alone 64 6 50 4 63 5 43 4 220 4.96 

car alone to no car alone 16 1 16 1 14 1 2 0 48 1.08 

Subtotal 416 439 434 375 1664 

partial car alone to partial car alone 131 12 169 14 167 15 146 14 613 13.82 

partial car alone to car alone 56 5 79 7 49 4 49 5 233 5.25 

partial car alone to no car alone 58 5 60 5 58 5 57 6 233 5.25 

Subtotal 245 308 274 252 1079 

no car alone to no car alone 333 31 372 31 369 32 324 32 1398 31.52 

no car alone to car alone 11 1 9 1 18 2 12 1 50 1.13 

no car alone to partial car alone 63 6 66 6 56 5 59 6 244 5.50 

Subtotal 407 447 443 395 1692 

Missing 421 234 153 145 2422 

Total (excluding missing) 1068 100 1194 100 1151 100 1022 100 4435 100 

Chatterjee, K., Clark, B. and Bartle, C. (2016). Commute mode choice dynamics: Accounting for day-to-day 
variability in longer term change. European Journal of Transport and Infrastructure Research, 16(4), 713 -734. 

Available from http://tlo.tbm.tudelft.nl/ejtir 
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http://www.tbm.tudelft.nl/index.php?id=105305
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It is apparent that transitions from car alone commuting to partial car alone commuting were more 

likely than from car alone commuting to no car alone commuting. Similarly, transitions from no car 

alone commuting to partial car alone commuting were more likely than from no car alone 

commuting to car alone commuting. Transitions from partial car alone commuting were equally 

probable to either of the other groups. Probabilities of transitions appear to be consistent over time. 

Multinomial logit models were estimated with Stata 13 for each of the three groups to identify 

associations between independent variables and transitions to other groups (the reference group is 

stay in the same group). The data has been pooled. For example, for transitions from the car alone 

group all wave-pairs have been considered where the commuter started in the car alone group (and 

for which there was a valid response at the next wave) 58. 

The following different types of independent variables were tested: 

 Demographicand employment characteristics - fixed (time constant) dummy variables. 

 Access to mobility resources - dummy variables for access to car and bicycle at the second 

observation period. 

 Commute journey characteristics – fixed variables based on employer (employment location 

and car parking spaces per employee) and variables measured at second observation period 

for commute distance and worked in another location during survey week and measured at 

first observation period for satisfaction with commuting. 

 Season of year - dummy variables for season at second observation period. 

 Sustainable transport promotion - dummy variables for sustainabletransport promotional 

visit to workplace between first and second observation period (based on employer) and 

individually reported awareness of recent sustainable transport measures at second 

observation period. 

 Life events - dummy variables for individuals who had changed workplace (but not 

employer) and moved home between first and second observation period. 

No statistically significant association was found between sustainable transport promotion visits to 

the workplace and any of the transitions. However, individually reported awareness of sustainable 

transport measures increased probability of a transition from car alone commuting to partial car 

alone commuting by 1.46 times (significant at 95% confidence level)and from partial car alone 

commuting to no car alone commuting by 1.47 times (significant at 95% confidence level) 59. This 

suggests that sustainable transport measures can facilitate commuters in taking incremental steps to 

reduce their car alone commuting. It is acknowledged that the causal relationship is uncertain. Those 

58 
The cluster option is used (in estimating the multinomial logit models) to produce robust standard error 

estimates which account for intra-individual correlation in outcomes. 
59 

When constraining analysis to North Fringe employees, individually reported awareness of sustainable 
transport measures increased probability of a transition from car alone commuting to partial car alone 
commuting by 1.47 times (significant at 95% confidence level), and from partial car alone commuting to no car 

alone commuting by 1.38 times (significant at 90% confidence level). 
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workers making these transitions may have been prompted to do so for other reasons and actively 

sought information about sustainable transport options. 

5.5 Impacts of specific LSTF interventions 

The second research question relating to modal shift was: What LSTF interventions have the greatest 

impacts on car alone mode share and how is this affected by context (e.g. characteristics of location, 

employer, and employees)? This is answered with reference to the 2016 employee travel survey, the 

panel survey and the 2014 and 2015 bus user surveys. 

5.5.1 Awareness and use of specific LSTF measures 

Figure 5-7 and Figure 5-8 show the proportion of the 2016 employee travel survey samples who re-

ported that they were aware of individual LSTF-supported measures, and the proportion who re-

ported that they had used or participated in them. It is subsequently reported to what extent survey 

respondents reported that LSTF measures influenced how they travelled to work. 

The measure to have attracted the greatest awareness was car-share services (56% and 38% 

respectively in North Fringe and Ports area). Awareness levels of new bus services serving the North 

Fringe and Ports area varied from 12% to 29%. Cycling-related measures attracted high levels of 

awareness. In the North Fringe, 48% of respondents were aware of the ‘Dr Bike’ repair services, and 

the same proportion was aware of improvements to on-site cycle facilities at work. The latter 

reflected both investments made by employers themselves and LSTF employer grants awarded to 

support improvements such as new cycle parking, changing facilities and lockers. In the Ports area, 

where fewer LSTF grants had been awarded and fewer employees cycled to work, awareness of 

improvements to on-site facilities was lower at 27%. In the Ports area, 27% of respondents were 

aware of recent improvements to local cycle routes, compared with 35% in the North Fringe (which 

had benefitted from the building of a more extensive cycle route network over a longer period). 31% 

of North Fringe respondents were aware of the ‘Big Commuting Challenge’ –an annual competition 

to encourage all forms of sustainable travel. 

Levels of usage of LSTF measures were considerablylower than levels of awareness. The proportion 

of respondents who had used individual services or facilities, or participated in an event, varied from 

0% to 14%. 11% of respondents in the North Fringe had used improved cycling facilities at work. This 

is consistent with the previously reported relatively high (and increasing) levels of cycling in the 

North Fringe. Levels of awareness and usage were more closely aligned for measures such as the 

new ‘bus checker app’ for smart phones (25% aware and 14% used in North Fringe). 
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Figure 5-7: Awareness and use of LSTF measures in the North Fringe 

Sample size = 5313 

Figure 5-8: Awareness and use of LSTF measures in the Ports area 

Sample size = 543 
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The panel survey also asked respondents whether they were aware of specific transport measures in 

their area, presenting a list of events, services and road changes. The listed measures were varied at 

each wave of the survey according to which measures were being applied at the time. Most of the 

measures listed in the 2016 employee travelsurvey had previously been included in waves 1and 2 

of the panel (in July and October 2014), which allows a comparison to be made across the two data 

sources. Table 5-37 and Table 5-38 show the percentage of respondents aware, in 2014, of some of 

the measures shown in Figure 5-7and Figure 5-8 above. Among the panel respondents, the Dr Bike 

cycle repairs attracted the highest awareness. The awareness of different measures in 2014 of panel 

respondents was similar to that of the respondents to the employee travel survey in 2016. 

Table 5-37: Awareness of local transport measures in wave 1 of panel survey 

Measure % respondents 

aware 

The Big Commuting Challenge 41% 

Travel West Roadshows 18% 

‘Dr Bike’ cycle repairs 47% 

Electric car charging points 18% 

Recent improvements to cycle routes 26% 

Recent improvements to cycle facil ities where you work 32% 

Car-share 'pairing' services 32% 

Kings Ferry Commuter Coach (North Somerset to Bristol North Fringe) 29% 

Sample size = 1526 (respondents from North Fringe and Ports areas) 

Table 5-38: Awareness of local transport measures in wave 2 of panel survey 

Measure % respondents 

aware 

TravelWest website 41% 

TravelWest bus checker app 24% 

Sample size = 1539 (respondents from North Fringe and Ports areas ) 
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5.5.2 Impacts of LSTF measures on mode use 

To assess which LSTF measures had the greatest impact on mode use, relationships between 

respondents’ use of specificmeasures werecross-tabulated with self-reported changes in mode use 

based on responses to the 2016 employee travelsurvey. Results are reported for the North Fringe 

and Ports areas combined. 

Table 5-39 shows these relationships in responseto the question ‘Has the amount you travelled as a 

car driver (alone) changed compared with 2 years ago?’. Among those who had used a particular 

measure, the proportion using car alone less was, in most cases, greater than the proportion using 

car alone more (highlighted in the table). This was not the case for those who had used car share 

services, the x18bus, or the SevernNet Flyer; among these groups, more wereusing the car more. 

However, absolute numbers of people who had used these services were low. 

Comparing the relationships between use of individual measures and car alone use suggests that the 

following measures were both the most used, and also linked to a higher proportion of respondents 

using car alone less than using it more: 

 TravelWest bus checker app: 724 had used it of whom 22% were using car alone less, 

compared with 18% using car alone more. 

 TravelWest website: 705 had used it of whom 23% were using car alone less, and 17% using 

car alone more. 

 Recent improvements to cycle facilities at workplace: 563 had used these of whom 32% 

were using car alone less, and only 14% using car alone more. 

 Big Commuting Challenge: 405 had participated in this of whom 27% were using car alone 

less, and 16% using car alone more. 

 Recent improvement to cycle routes: 347 had used these of whom 32% were using car alone 

less, and 12% were using car alone more. 

In two of the above cases (improvements to on-sitecycle facilities, and improvements to cycle 

routes) the proportion of respondents using the car less also exceeded the proportion using it the 

same amount. 

When use of specificLSTF measures was cross-tabulated with reported changes in use of relevant, 

modes (e.g. use of workplace cycling facilities with changes in cycling levels) a stronger association 

could be seen. For example, 39% of those who had used on-site cycling facilities were cycling to work 

more often, compared with 16% who were cycling less and 39% who were cycling the same amount. 

These associations do not, of course, suggest a direction of causality. Respondents to 2016 employee 

travel survey were directly asked whether LSTF measures had made a difference to the way they 

travelled to work. To get a stronger indication of causality, self-reported changes in car alone use 

were cross-tabulated with respondents’ perceptions of whether LSTF measures had made a 

difference to the way they travelled to work. 
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Table 5-40 shows that 2.5% (133) of the 5222 respondents from the North Fringe and Ports areas 

who answered this question said they had made a large difference and 14.5% (757) said they had 

made a little difference. Of those respondents who reported using car alone less than two years ago, 

29% said that the listed measures had made a little, or a lot, of differenceto the way they travel to 

work. However, 64% said that the measures had made no difference. To put this in the context of 

the overall response, the 290 respondents who were driving to work (alone) less than two years ago, 

and who also said that LSTF measures had made a difference to their commute, constituted 5% of 

the total survey sample (of 5856 respondents). 

When changes in car use were cross-tabulated with the influence of measures among respondents 

who had used specific initiatives, a closer relationship was found. For example, among those who 

had used on-site cycling facilities and were also driving to work less often, 58% said the listed 

measures had made a little, or a lot, of difference, compared with only 37% who said they had made 

no difference. However, only 105 people were in this category, constituting 2% of the total sample. 

This indicates that specific measures had a positive influence on reducing car use among a small 

proportion of individuals. 
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Table 5-39: LSTF measures used cross-tabulated with self-reported change in car alone use 

LSTF Measure Has the amount you travelled as a car driver (alone) changed compared with 2 years ago? 

Use more Use less Use the same Have not used Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

Have used TravelWest website 
No 948 22.4% 792 18.7% 1856 43.8% 644 15.2% 4240 100.0% 

Yes 119 16.9% 159 22.6% 225 31.9% 202 28.7% 705 100.0% 

Total 1067 21.6% 951 19.2% 2081 42.1% 846 17.1% 4945 100.0% 

Have used The Big Commuting 
Challenge 

No 1018 22.2% 855 18.7% 1975 43.1% 735 16.0% 4583 100.0% 

Yes 66 16.3% 109 26.9% 117 28.9% 113 27.9% 405 100.0% 

Total 1084 21.7% 964 19.3% 2092 41.9% 848 17.0% 4988 100.0% 

Have used TravelWest roadshows 

No 1033 21.8% 907 19.2% 2011 42.5% 781 16.5% 4732 100.0% 

Yes 33 17.0% 45 23.2% 60 30.9% 56 28.9% 194 100.0% 

Total 1066 21.6% 952 19.3% 2071 42.0% 837 17.0% 4926 100.0% 

Have used Recent improvements 
to cycle routes 

No 1026 22.4% 835 18.2% 1983 43.3% 740 16.1% 4584 100.0% 

Yes 40 11.5% 110 31.7% 93 26.8% 104 30.0% 347 100.0% 

Total 1066 21.6% 945 19.2% 2076 42.1% 844 17.1% 4931 100.0% 

Have used Improved signage of 
cycle/walking routes 

No 1025 22.1% 857 18.4% 1996 42.9% 770 16.6% 4648 100.0% 

Yes 27 12.6% 81 37.7% 42 19.5% 65 30.2% 215 100.0% 

Total 1052 21.6% 938 19.3% 2038 41.9% 835 17.2% 4863 100.0% 

Have used TravelWest bus checker 
app 

No 922 22.1% 787 18.9% 1836 44.0% 627 15.0% 4172 100.0% 

Yes 132 18.2% 158 21.8% 219 30.2% 215 29.7% 724 100.0% 

Total 1054 21.5% 945 19.3% 2055 42.0% 842 17.2% 4896 100.0% 

Have used 'Dr Bike' cycle repairs 
No 1042 22.0% 902 19.0% 2022 42.7% 770 16.3% 4736 100.0% 

Yes 48 18.5% 64 24.6% 71 27.3% 77 29.6% 260 100.0% 

Total 1090 21.8% 966 19.3% 2093 41.9% 847 17.0% 4996 100.0% 
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LSTF Measure (continued) 

Has the amount you travelled as a car driver (alone) changed compared with 2 years ago? 

Use more Use less Use the same Have not used Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

Have used Electric vehicle charging 
points 

No 1054 21.6% 941 19.3% 2057 42.1% 830 17.0% 4882 100.0% 

Yes 6 15.8% 7 18.4% 13 34.2% 12 31.6% 38 100.0% 

Total 1060 21.5% 948 19.3% 2070 42.1% 842 17.1% 4920 100.0% 

Have used Recent improvements in 
cycle facil ities where I work 

No 983 22.5% 772 17.7% 1912 43.7% 705 16.1% 4372 100.0% 

Yes 81 14.4% 182 32.3% 168 29.8% 132 23.4% 563 100.0% 

Total 1064 21.6% 954 19.3% 2080 42.1% 837 17.0% 4935 100.0% 

Have used Car share services 
No 1011 21.3% 895 18.9% 2022 42.6% 813 17.1% 4741 100.0% 

Yes 65 29.1% 59 26.5% 73 32.7% 26 11.7% 223 100.0% 

Total 1076 21.7% 954 19.2% 2095 42.2% 839 16.9% 4964 100.0% 

Have used Kings Ferry commuter 
coach 

No 1040 21.7% 916 19.1% 2017 42.1% 822 17.1% 4795 100.0% 

Yes 19 19.6% 19 19.6% 42 43.3% 17 17.5% 97 100.0% 

Total 1059 21.6% 935 19.1% 2059 42.1% 839 17.2% 4892 100.0% 

Have used X18 bus service 
No 1018 21.6% 902 19.2% 2001 42.5% 786 16.7% 4707 100.0% 

Yes 47 25.7% 36 19.7% 44 24.0% 56 30.6% 183 100.0% 

Total 1065 21.8% 938 19.2% 2045 41.8% 842 17.2% 4890 100.0% 

Have used SevernNet Flyer shut-
tlebus 

No 1043 21.7% 921 19.2% 2021 42.0% 824 17.1% 4809 100.0% 

Yes 6 21.4% 5 17.9% 8 28.6% 9 32.1% 28 100.0% 

Total 1049 21.7% 926 19.1% 2029 41.9% 833 17.2% 4837 100.0% 

Have used Car Clubs 
No 1044 21.8% 910 19.0% 2024 42.3% 810 16.9% 4788 100.0% 

Yes 6 8.3% 22 30.6% 18 25.0% 26 36.1% 72 100.0% 

Total 1050 21.6% 932 19.2% 2042 42.0% 836 17.2% 4860 100.0% 

Have used Extension of 3 bus ser-
vice route 

No 1038 21.7% 915 19.2% 2009 42.1% 815 17.1% 4777 100.0% 

Yes 7 14.6% 13 27.1% 8 16.7% 20 41.7% 48 100.0% 

Total 1045 21.7% 928 19.2% 2017 41.8% 835 17.3% 4825 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases = vary by LSTF measure 
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Table 5-40: Change in car alone use cross-tabulated with influence of local transport initiatives 

Has the amount you travelled as a car driver 
(alone) changed compared with 2 years 
ago? 

Overall, how much difference, if any, have these local 
transport initiatives made to the way you travel to 
work over the past two years? 

Total 
A lot of dif-

ference 
A little 

difference 
No differ-

ence 
Don't 
know 

Use more N 25 151 866 102 1144 

% 2.2% 13.2% 75.7% 8.9% 100.0% 

Use less N 62 228 649 69 1008 

% 6.2% 22.6% 64.4% 6.8% 100.0% 

Use the same N 18 184 1892 115 2209 

% .8% 8.3% 85.6% 5.2% 100.0% 

Have not used N 28 194 552 87 861 

% 3.3% 22.5% 64.1% 10.1% 100.0% 

Total N 133 757 3959 373 5222 

% 2.5% 14.5% 75.8% 7.1% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases = 624 

5.5.3 Impacts of LSTF-supported bus services 

The surveys carried out on the LSTF-supported X18and Kings Ferry bus/coach services in 2014 and 

2015 provided an additional source of information on the influence of these two services on car use. 

Passengers were asked in the survey how they were making their journey before the introd uction of 

the X18 or Kings Ferry service and results are reported next for passengers travelling in the morning 

peak for the purposes of employment on inbound trips to the North Fringe . 

Table 5-41 shows about one half of survey respondents in 2014 reported having previously made the 

trip by car for both X18 and Kings Ferry services (53% and 55% respectively) . In 2015, this continued 

to be the case with regard to Kings Ferry users (47%). One in five Kings Ferry respondents had not 

made the journey before in 2015 (20%). This suggests that the Kings Ferry service was effectiveat 

both attracting car users, and also at providing a link from North Somerset to the North Fringe which 

did not exist before for some passengers. 

In 2015 the proportion of X18 respondents who reported having switched from the car fell to 4%. 

The largest proportions were those who had not made the journey before the introduction of the 

service (47%), or had switched from using another bus service (40%). This suggests that initially the 

service was attractive mainly to car users, but subsequently it attracted users of other bus services 

and people not previously making journeys to the North Fringe. 
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Table 5-41: Previous mode of travel amongst bus survey respondents 

All X18 Kings Ferry 

Previous mode N % Previous mode N % Previous mode N % 

2014 

Car 35 53.8 Car 18 52.9 Car 17 54.8 

Car share 5 7.7 Car share 5 14.7 Car share 0 0 

Other bus 6 9.2 Other bus 3 8.8 Other bus 3 9.7 

Rail 8 12.3 Rail 0 0 Rail 8 25.8 

Cycle 1 1.5 Cycle 1 2.9 Cycle 0 0 

Walk 0 0 Walk 0 0 Walk 0 0 

Didn’t make trip 10 15.4 Didn’t make trip 7 20.6 Didn’t make trip 3 9.7 

Total 65 Total 34 Total 31 

2015 

Car 26 26.5 Car 2 4.3 Car 24 47.1 

Car share 4 4.1 Car share 1 2.1 Car share 3 5.9 

Other bus 27 27.6 Other bus 19 40.4 Other bus 8 15.7 

Rail 5 5.1 Rail 0 0 Rail 5 9.8 

Cycle 2 2.0 Cycle 1 2.1 Cycle 1 2.0 

Walk 1 1.0 Walk 1 2.1 Walk 0 0 

Didn’t make trip 32 32.7 Didn’t make trip 22 46.8 Didn’t make trip 10 19.6 

Total 98 Total 47 Total 51 

The long-term viability of the two LSTF-funded bus services depended upon their ability to attract 

sufficient users. Patronage data demonstrated that the X18 service experienced a steady growth in 

passengers after its launch in December 2012 (as part of the Key Commuter Routes LSTF 

programme) up to February 2015 (when the last data was available) (seeChart 1 in Appendix 12). 

The Kings Ferry service experienced initiallyhigh patronage when it was introduced in November 

2013, which fell at the end of the two-month promotional freetravel period introduced at the 

service’s inception (see Chart 2in Appendix 12). Following this initial decline, the Kings Ferry 

Commuter Coach service saw a moderate increase in patronage up to March 2015 (when the last 

data was available). The evidence suggests that both services were successful in attracting car 

commuters to the North Fringe and that moderate growth in users was sustained over time. Since 

March 2015, subsidies for both of these bus services were no longer available. The Kings Ferry 

service was transferred to a new operator and new timetables and routes introduced (lengthening 

journey time). By early 2017, the service had ceased to operate. The X18 service continued with 

some adjustments to its routing and timetable to account for changes in employment patterns in the 

North Fringe (in particular the move of NHS North Bristol staff from the Frenchay site to the 

Southmead site), but had also ceased to operate by early 2017. 
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5.5.4 Contextual factors 

As previously reported in section 5.4.1, regression analysis showed that individuals working for 

employers where car parking spaces per employee had fallen substantially in 2016 had a decreased 

probability of car alone commuting, and an increased probability of cycling and bus use compared to 

individuals working at other employers. The NHS Trust and the University, where parking restraints 

had increased over the two years, had both also benefitted from particularly intensivesupport from 

the LSTF business engagement programme; they had, for example, received multiplevisits from the 

TravelWest roadshow teams and Dr Bike, and had each received several employer grants. Both had 

also made substantial investments themselves to encourage sustainabletravel, for example, through 

active engagement with, and subsidising of, bus services. Both were located in areas benefitting 

from more bus services and cycle routes compared with the other sub-areas within the study. 

With one exception, all other employers with relatively low levels of baseline car mode share (50% 

or less) already had some degree of parking management in place before2014 – often related to 

planning restrictions. All these employers werelocated in areas of the North Fringe. All were in areas 

with relatively heavy congestion at peak times. These employers have been particularlyactive in 

taking their own steps to encourage sustainable transport use among their staff, and alongside this 

had been enthusiastic to engage with the LSTF and the SusCom business network. In turn, they had 

benefitted from greater support from the LSTF than those which were less engaged. 

The Ports area businesses experienced fewer constraints on parking, but also suffered from heavy 

congestion into and out of the area at peak times. As was evident from the interviews with senior 

managers (reported in chapter 6), car commuting continued to be seen as the norm in this area. 

Overall, the SES Case Study businesses in the Ports area perceived a less urgent need for sustainable 

commute options than those in the North Fringe, were less engaged with the LSTF, and had 

benefitted from fewer LSTF measures. 
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5.6 Changes in satisfaction with the journey to work 

The third research question relating to modal shift was: What changes in perceptions and attitudes 

towards low carbon travelalternatives are found to occur for employees working for businesses in 

strategic employment sites and how is this affected by exposure to LSTF interventions? This has 

mainly been answered by responses obtained on satisfaction with the journeyto work from the 

employeetravel surveys. 

5.6.1 Satisfaction with the journey to work by mode 

Table 5-42 and Table 5-43 show satisfaction with the journey to work by mode for 2014 and 2016 

respectively. Results are for respondents from both North Fringe and Port areas. Respondents who 

walked or cycled were most satisfied with their journey to work in both years. Among those who 

walked, 45% were very satisfied in both 2014 and 2016, and a further 31% were quite satisfied in 

both years. Cyclists were not quite as happy as walkers, with 28% very satisfied in 2014 and 27% 

very satisfied in 2016. These results suggest that there was very little change in the positive attitudes 

of these mode users. 

The mode groups where the greatest changes in satisfaction levels occurred were bus and train 

travellers. The proportion of publicbus users who were either very satisfied or quite satisfied rose 

from 31% in 2014 to 38% in 2016. The proportion who were either quite dissatisfied or very 

dissatisfied fell from 47% to 41%, but nonetheless bus travellers remained the most dissatisfied of all 

mode user groups. Among train travellers, the share of those either very satisfied or quite satisfied 

increased from 41% to 45%, whilst the proportion of those quite dissatisfied or very dissatisfied fell 

from 37% to 31%. Overall, the evaluation period saw a positive change in satisfaction with their 

commutes among public transport users. 

Among car alone commuters and car sharers, the share of those quite satisfied or very satisfied 

remained similar over the two years, but there was a rise in those either quite or very dissatisfied. 

For car alone commuters, this category increased from 27% to 35%, and for car sharers it rose from 

30% to 37%. By 2016, these levels were almost as high as those for bus users. 

The transition analysis undertaken using diary data from the panel survey, and described in section 

5.4.3, showed that satisfaction with the journey to work of those that mixed driving alone and use of 

other modes was associated with increased probability of switching to full non-car alone commuting. 

This indicates that satisfaction with the journey to work can encourage mode change. 
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Table 5-42: Satisfaction with the journey to work by mode in 2014 

How satisfied or dis-
satisfied are you with 

your journey to work? 
2014 

How do you normally travel to work? 

Car 
(alone) 

Car share 
Motor-
bike/ 

scooter 
Cycle Walk 

Bus/ 
coach 

Employer 
bus/coach 

Train 
Work 
from 
home 

Other Total 

Very satisfied N 650 145 26 330 267 21 8 35 5 16 1503 

% 13.4% 10.2% 15.1% 27.8% 45.2% 4.8% 9.1% 7.5% 31.3% 17.0% 16.1% 

Quite satisfied N 1474 421 67 546 181 115 35 156 4 31 3030 

% 30.3% 29.6% 39.0% 46.0% 30.6% 26.3% 39.8% 33.5% 25.0% 33.0% 32.4% 

Neither N 1434 429 46 183 96 98 25 101 4 23 2439 

% 29.5% 30.1% 26.7% 15.4% 16.2% 22.4% 28.4% 21.7% 25.0% 24.5% 26.1% 

Quite dissatis-
fied 

N 945 321 20 107 36 134 17 125 2 18 1725 

% 19.4% 22.5% 11.6% 9.0% 6.1% 30.6% 19.3% 26.8% 12.5% 19.1% 18.5% 

Very dissatisfied N 359 108 13 22 11 70 3 49 1 6 642 

% 7.4% 7.6% 7.6% 1.9% 1.9% 16.0% 3.4% 10.5% 6.3% 6.4% 6.9% 

Total N 4862 1424 172 1188 591 438 88 466 16 94 9339 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Sample size = 9684 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases = 345 (3.6%) 
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Table 5-43: Satisfaction with the journey to work by mode in 2016 

How satisfied or dis-

satisfied are you with 
your journey to work? 
2016 

How do you normally travel to work? 

Car 
(alone) 

Car share 

Motor-

bike/ 
scooter 

Cycle Walk 
Bus/ 

coach 

Employer 

bus/ 
coach 

Train 

Work 

from 
home 

Other Total 

Very satisfied N 361 87 28 222 195 28 6 19 5 9 960 

% 12.9% 12.1% 22.0% 26.5% 45.5% 6.9% 14.3% 7.7% 55.6% 27.3% 17.0% 

Quite satisfied N 845 198 39 392 135 125 15 92 1 9 1851 

% 30.3% 27.5% 30.7% 46.7% 31.5% 30.9% 35.7% 37.2% 11.1% 27.3% 32.8% 

Neither N 601 167 39 120 61 88 11 59 3 5 1154 

% 21.5% 23.2% 30.7% 14.3% 14.2% 21.7% 26.2% 23.9% 33.3% 15.2% 20.4% 

Quite dissatis-
fied 

N 646 177 15 83 24 113 9 63 0 7 1137 

% 23.1% 24.5% 11.8% 9.9% 5.6% 27.9% 21.4% 25.5% 0.0% 21.2% 20.1% 

Very Dissatisfied N 339 92 6 22 14 51 1 14 0 3 542 

% 12.1% 12.8% 4.7% 2.6% 3.3% 12.6% 2.4% 5.7% 0.0% 9.1% 9.6% 

Total N 2792 721 127 839 429 405 42 247 9 33 5644 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases = 212 (3.6%) 
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5.6.2 Satisfaction with the journey to work and LSTF measure awareness and use 

This section considers whether there was an association between journey to work satisfaction and 

exposure to LSTF interventions, by cross-tabulating respondents’ satisfaction with the journey to 

work with their awareness and use of LSTF measures (from the 2016 employee travelsurvey). 

Table 5-44 shows the number and proportion of respondents who were satisfied or dissatisfied with 

their commute according to the number of LSTF measures of which they were aware. Numerically, 

the largest groups were those who were aware of 1 to 3, or 4 to 6 measures, but levels of 

satisfaction were spread reasonably evenly within each group - Figure 5-9 shows this graphically. The 

proportion of those who were ‘very satisfied’was higher among those aware of at least 7-9 

measures. Overall, however, there is no strong association between awareness of LSTF measures 

and commute satisfaction with a Chi-squaretest showing that the relationship is not significant. 

Table 5-44: Satisfaction with the journey to work and awareness of LSTF measures 

How satisfied or dissatis-
fied are you with your 

journey to work? 

Number of LSTF measures of which aware 
Total 

0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 

Very satisfied 
N 143 287 274 192 66 30 992 

% 17.6% 15.7% 16.0% 19.9% 19.4% 23.1% 17.1% 

Quite satisfied 
N 243 585 585 334 110 41 1898 

% 29.9% 32.1% 34.1% 34.5% 32.3% 31.5% 32.8% 

Neither 
N 193 380 354 168 67 24 1186 

% 23.8% 20.8% 20.6% 17.4% 19.6% 18.5% 20.5% 

Quite dissatisfied 
N 140 406 351 185 64 18 1164 

% 17.2% 22.2% 20.4% 19.1% 18.8% 13.8% 20.1% 

Very Dissatisfied 
N 93 167 153 88 34 17 552 

% 11.5% 9.2% 8.9% 9.1% 10.0% 13.1% 9.5% 

Total N 812 1825 1717 967 341 130 5792 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas ); Missing cases = 64 (1.1%) 
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Figure 5-9: Satisfaction with the journey to work and awareness of LSTF measures 
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0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 Total 

% satisfied or 
dissatisfied with 

trip to work 

Number of LSTF measures of which aware 

Very satisfied Quite satisfied Neither Quite dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases = 64 (1.1%) 

Table 5-45 and Figure 5-10 suggest that there is an association, however, between commute 

satisfaction and the number of LSTF measures which respondents have used. The proportion of 

respondents who were quite satisfied or very satisfied increases as the number of measures used 

rises. However, the number of respondents using 4to 6 measures or more is small. Sixty three 

percent of respondents had not used any measures at all (compared with only 14% who were not 

aware of any measures). A Chi-square test showed that this relationship is highly significant 

(p<0.000). 

The association between higher commute satisfaction and greater use of LSTF measures might be 

explained by the previous observation that cyclists have a higher than average propensity to be 

satisfied with their commute, and are also more likely to have benefitted directly from the listed 

LSTF measures. Sixty six percent of those who had cycled to work on the day of the survey had used 

between 1and 6 measures, compared with only 36% across the sample as a whole. 

Those who had travelled to work by publicbus in 2016 had also used a higher than average number 

of measures, with 61% having used between 1and 6. It was noted in the previous section that 

although commute satisfaction was still relatively lowamong bus users, it had increased by 5 

percentage points between 2014 and 2016. 
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Table 5-45: Satisfaction with the journey to work and number of LSTF measures used 

How satisfied or dissatis-

fied are you with your 
journey to work? 

Number of LSTF measures used 
Total 

0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 

Very satisfied 
N 586 335 65 5 1 992 

% 16.0% 18.1% 25.7% 22.7% 50.0% 17.1% 

Quite satisfied 
N 1156 624 108 10 0 1898 

% 31.5% 33.7% 42.7% 45.5% 0.0% 32.8% 

Neither 
N 816 339 27 4 0 1186 

% 22.3% 18.3% 10.7% 18.2% 0.0% 20.5% 

Quite dissatisfied 
N 750 375 36 2 1 1164 

% 20.5% 20.3% 14.2% 9.1% 50.0% 20.1% 

Very Dissatisfied 
N 358 176 17 1 0 552 

% 9.8% 9.5% 6.7% 4.5% 0.0% 9.5% 

Total N 3666 1849 253 22 2 5792 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases = 64 (1.1%) 

Figure 5-10: Satisfaction with the journey to work and number of LSTF measures used 
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Sample size = 5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Mi ssing cases = 64 (1.1%) 
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5.6.3 Satisfaction with the journey to work of passengers using LSTF-supported bus ser-

vices 

The surveys carried out among passengers of the two new LSTF-supported services in 2014 and 2015 

offer an additional view of satisfaction levels among bus users. Overall satisfaction levels with these 

two services were considerably higher than the satisfaction levels with public bus services in general 

as revealed by the results of the 2014 and 2016 employeetravel survey(see Table5-42 and Table 

5-43). 

Table 5-46 shows that in 2015, the majority of passengers (76%) were either satisfied or very 

satisfied with the services. This is an increase of 11% points in overall general satisfaction since2014. 

This increase in general satisfaction could be largely attributed to improvements on the X18 service; 

51% identified themselves as satisfied or very satisfied in 2015, compared to 41% in 2014. However, 

punctuality and frequency werea cause of dissatisfaction to some users of the X18. Satisfaction of 

Kings Ferry Commuter Coach users was high in both years, with 100% of passengers reporting 

themselves as satisfied or very satisfied. This demonstrates that the objective of establishing public 

transport services that were rated highly by commuters was achieved. 

Table 5-46: Satisfaction with overall standard of service of LSTF-supported bus services 

All X18 Kings Ferry 

Satisfaction N % Satisfaction N % Satisfaction N % 

2014 

Very satisfied 22 29.3 Very satisfied 0 0 Very satisfied 22 71.0 

Satisfied 27 36.0 Satisfied 18 40.9 Satisfied 9 29.0 

Neutral 21 28.0 Neutral 21 47.7 Neutral 0 0 

Dissatisfied 5 6.7 Dissatisfied 5 11.4 Dissatisfied 0 0 

Very dissatisfied 0 0 Very dissatisfied 0 0 Very dissatisfied 0 0 

Total 75 Total 44 Total 31 

2015 

Very satisfied 45 44.6 Very satisfied 6 12.2 Very satisfied 39 75.0 

Satisfied 32 31.7 Satisfied 19 38.8 Satisfied 13 25.0 

Neutral 19 18.8 Neutral 19 38.8 Neutral 0 0.0 

Dissatisfied 5 5.0 Dissatisfied 5 10.2 Dissatisfied 0 0.0 

Very dissatisfied 0 0.0 Very dissatisfied 0 0.0 Very dissatisfied 0 0.0 

Total 101 Total 49 Total 52 
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5.7 Modal shift summary 

As shown in Table 5-26, there were statistically significant decreases in mode share for car alone 

(2.3% points) and car sharing (2.4% points) among North Fringe employees between March 2014 

and March 2016. There were statistically significant increases in mode share for cycling (2.0% 

points), walking (1.1% points) and bus use (2.6% points). There were minimalchanges in mode 

share among Ports area employees. After accounting for differences in samplecharacteristics in the 

two survey years, it was deduced that the probability of driving alone was 8% less likely in 2016 for 

North Fringe employees and the probability of using bus was 35% more likely (both statistically 

significant), but changes in probability of using other modes were not statistically significant. 

Looking at longer-term trends in mode share it was apparent that there was a more substantial 

reduction in car alone mode share of 4% points between March 2013 and March 2014 among North 

Fringe employees. This indicates that the WEST LSTF programme might have had a greater impact in 

its first year after which there was sustained impact at a lower level. It is also notable that reductions 

in single occupancy car use after 2013 in the North Fringe occurred against a backdrop of petrol 

price reductions, of a national trend of increasing car use and a regional trend of increasing car 

commuting. 

To assess the role of the WEST programme in contributing to the mode share outcomes identified 

above, a number of matters should be considered. Firstly, a reduction in single occupancy car-use 

between March 2014 and March 2016 was statistically significant at only three out of 20 SES Case 

Study employers, all located in the North Fringe (single occupancy car-use increased among 

employers in the Ports area). Reductions in car parking availability had occurred at two of these 

employers (NHS Trust and University). Moreover, the NHS Trust was in some ways untypical because 

it had undergone a major site relocation in 2014 (after the March 2014 survey). Further analysis of 

the employee travelsurvey data showed that changes in mode share between March 2014 and 

March 2016 were explained well by changes in parking availability (Table 5-26shows that changes in 

probability of car along commuting and bus commuting were no longer statistically significant after 

accounting for changes in parking availability) and not by the extent of exposure to LSTF measures 

(as measured at the employer level). 

In exploring further whether there was evidence of a direct relationship between LSTF interventions 

and observed mode changes, the analysis of the employee travel survey data showed a decreased 

probability of car alone commuting, and increased probabilities of cycling and bus use, for 

individuals who used LSTF measures (but not if they were merely ‘aware’ of LSTF measures). This 

does not reveal direction of causality, although some insights into the self -reported influence of 

measures on individual behaviour were provided by the March 2016 employee survey. Of those 

respondents who reported using car alone less than two years ago, 29% said that the listed 

measures had made a little, or a lot, of difference to the way they travel to work. However, 64% said 

that the measures had made no difference. The closest associations were seen between using 

specificmeasures, e.g. on-site cycling facilities, and increasing use of the relevant mode (in this case, 

cycling), although the numbers involved were small. 
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This suggests that specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing car use among a small 

proportion of individuals. However, LSTF measures might have helped to maintain existing levels of 

sustainable transport use in the face of a wider trend of increasing car mode share for commuter 

journeys in South-West England during the study period. 

Qualitative evidence supports the view that LSTF measures had played a facilitating role in some 

individuals’ decision to commute more often by sustainable modes, or to maintain existing use, 

although they were rarely reported to be the most important reasons. The narrative within many 

individuals’ explanations of mode choice was of change or stability reflecting their own personal 

circumstances (e.g. moving house or job location, taking children to school, other responsibilities 

and interests outside work, or a desire to be more physically active). 

Taken together, the results above suggest that reduction in parking availability was the chief factor 

in mode share changes seen between 2014 and 2016 with the LSTF programme playing an important 

role in facilitating mode changes of individual commuters. There is evidence of a greater reduction in 

single occupancy car use for employers in the North Fringe in the first part of the LSTF programme 

(up to March 2014) and it can be argued that the programme helped consolidate those gains in the 

second part of the programme (between April 2014 and March 2016). 

Predicted use of sustainable travel modes in the future can be informed by commuters’ lev els of 

satisfaction with their journey to work. A comparison of respondents’ levels of satisfaction with their 

normal mode of travel to work in March 2014 and March 2016 showed a marked increase in bus 

users’ journey satisfaction by 2016, which suggests that the higher bus mode share demonstrated in 

2016 may be maintained. However, this must be tempered by the findings that bus users were still 

the least satisfied group overallcompared with users of other modes. The finding that those who 

walked or cycled remained the groups most satisfied with their commutes can be considered as a 

positive outcome of interventions to support these modes. 
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6 Findings: Economic Impacts 

6.1 Overview 

This chapter reports findings for the West of England strategic employment sites for the impacts on 

business performance of implementing sustainable transport measures (Research Aim 2). Sections 0 

and 6.3 below present, respectively, findings in responseto the following research questions: 

 RQ 2a: What are the impacts on business performance (objectively and subjectively 

measured) of the LSTF programme in terms of: (i) Operationaltransport issues; (ii) 

Commuting and staffingissues; and (iii) Productivity? 

 RQ 2b: How do the impacts on business performance vary by type of business, location and 

site characteristics and exposure to LSTF interventions? 

In the West of England, these questions wereaddressed principally through the use of semi -

structured interviews to elicit the perceptions of one or more senior managers at each of the 24 SES 

Case Study employers in 2014, and at each of the 21 employers which participated in 2016. In 2016, 

the interviewees at 11 of the businesses were with the same individual/s as in 2014; at nine 

employers the interview was with a manager in the same or a similar role; and one employer was 

new to the study. 

The baseline interviews (2014) explored: the level of importance attached by senior managers to 

transport for their business; the specific transport issues they wereexperiencing; and how they 

believed LSTF measures and other sustainable initiatives could address these. The follow-up 

interviews sought to identify and explore any changes in managers’ perceptions over the two years, 

and to probe their assessment of specific LSTF and other sustainable transport measures which had 

been implemented during the period. A number of case examples are provided in this chapter (in 

text boxes), to illustratepoints made in the main text in a little more depth. 

Figure 6-1 summarises the ways in which transport was seen by managers to influence business 

performance. Relationships between transport needs and business performance were hypothesised 

during the development of the baseline 2014 employer interviews, informed by previous studies, 

and were subsequently refined during analysis of the interviews. The two main areas of transport 

need were categorised as Commuting and Operations. The former concerns the need for employees 

to be able to access their place of work, and the factors which facilitate or impede this (e.g. levels of 

congestion and provision of public transport services). The latter concerns transport needs arising 

from business operations: business travel, deliveries and client access. Both of these areas require a 

suitable transport infrastructure and management of that infrastructure. Section 0presents 

interviewees’ perceptions of theserelationships at both the baselineand follow-up, and the 

perceived impact of LSTF interventions on these relationships. 

Figure 6-1 also shows those characteristics of a business which were found, at the baseline, to 

influencethe relationships between transport and business performance. Thesefactors were: 

category of staff (job type); organisational issues (e.g. flexible working, shift work); business site 

characteristics (e.g. level of parking provision); business sector (e.g. knowledge-based, 
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manufacturing or distribution); location (e.g. how well served by public transport); and level of 

engagement with business networks and LSTF. Section 6.3 presents a thematicoverview of these 

influencing factors, based on interviewees’ accounts in both 2014 and 2016. It explores ways in 

which the variations between employers on these factors were linked to different LSTF impacts on 

different employers. 

Figure 6-1: Schematic overview of impact of transport on business performance 
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6.2 Perceived impacts of sustainable transport and LSTF programme on busi-

ness performance 

The first research question was: What are the impacts on business performance (objectively and 

subjectively measured) of the LSTF programme in terms of: (i) Operational transport issues; (ii) 

Commuting and staffing issues; and (iii) Productivity? 

To answer this question, it was helpful first to exploreways in which senior managers considered 

transport issues in general to affect their business performance. The relevance and role of 

sustainable transport interventions within this broader context could then be explored. 

Senior manager interviewees expressed a variety of views as to how, and to what extent, transport 

affected their business performance. One managing director regarded transport as the “oxygen of 
the economy” which directly affected his business efficiency; another thought it was becoming 

“increasingly more important”; others, however, saw transport as a matter of little concern for their 

business. There was little change in the assessments voiced by interviewees at individual employers 

between 2014 and 2016, as exemplified by one of the engineering consultancies: 

“Well they’re right up there with the top issues for a range of reasons really. Business efficiency -

that’s important to us and an absolutely crucialquestion for us is the ability to attract and retain 

the right people and talent. The ease of getting to work and getting out to clients is critical in that. 

Also we have a corporate responsibility policy which puts sustainability right at the top of our 

agenda” 

(Managing Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2014) 

“It affects the business in quite a number of ways. So, it obviously has a daily impact on all of our 

existing staff, on how they get to work and the amount of time that they have to devote to 

getting to work….I think the secondary effect is on our clients, on their willingness to come and 

visit us. And there’s also quite an effect….on recruitment as well…..So I think it actually has quite a 
big impact on our business”. 

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

The degree of importance attributed to different types of transport need also varied, with many 

interviewees focussing on the impact of commuting on their staff, whilst others also identified 

deliveries, business travel and client access as key aspects of their business operations shaped by 

transport. These views reflected factors such as the nature of the business, its geographical location, 

and its staff profile – factors which will be discussed in section 6.3. Overall, however, there was a 

correspondence between employer concerns about commuter travel and the focus which the WEST 

business engagement programme placed on improving the commute experience. The WEST business 

engagement programme was not focussed on operational transport issues, although some WEST 

measures did aim to improve sustainabletravel options for local business travel. 
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6.2.1 Commuting, staffing and productivity 

Views on the role of commuter travel for business performance 

In both 2014 and 2016, staff commuting was considered by the majority of interviewees in the North 

Fringe to be the most significant transport issue for their business. In the Ports area, concerns were 

more evenly spread across operational transport and staff commuting issues. Ease (or difficulty) of 

commuting was thought to affect business performance principallythrough its impact on staffing 

issues such as recruitment, retention and staff morale. The impact on business performance was 

thought to be indirect: difficult commuting lowered staff morale, which could lead to falling staff 

productivity and hence might reduce business efficiency. 

Conversely, many thought that offering a range of commuter travel alternatives, including good 

cycling and public transport options, was important to their business because it helped to attract 

and retain certain types of employee, such as recent graduates, urban Bristol residents, and lower 

paid staff who did not own a car. Some interviewees also identified the benefits for employees’ 

health and wellbeing –and hence productivity - of cycling and walking in particular. 

“I think it’s a cultural benefit; it’s a benefit for employees. It’s not direct. You know, we don’t make 

more revenue because we do these things, or as far as I'm aware, I haven’t seen any correlat ion 

there. We do have happier employees and happier employees is a good thing to have”. 

(Vice President, TechnologyCompany 1, North Fringe, 2014) 

However, these benefits werethought difficult to quantify, and (with notable exceptions) reflected a 

certain ambivalence about whether commuter travel had so far warranted serious concern at Board 

level, even if it was climbing up some senior management agendas. The following excerpts from the 

2014 and 2016 interviewat a major aerospace company illustrate this view: 

“If the transport connections and the cycle ways were more developed, easier to use, more 

integrated, the ease of getting to and from work actually helps people’s satisfaction of going to 

and from work rather than having a real struggle. So I think if it could be smoothed out and 

improved, it would help. I think people’s wherewithaland motivation in coming to work. Would it 

change fundamentally our business? No, I don't think so.” 

(Vice President, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2014) 

“I think it is noticed. Whether it has become an issue, whether there has been enough registering 

of these comments to do a synthesis and come out with a fundamentalconclusion that we need 

to do something about, I’m not sure. But certainly there is awareness of traffic and transport 

issues and density of the traffic around this area amongst everybody who works at Filton”. 

(UK Head of Engineering, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

The density of trafficon local roads, congestion at peak times, and the prolonged time it was taking 

to enter and exit some sites by car (and bus) was a consistent narrative in interviewees’ accounts. 

Access and egress delays were most problematicat the AztecWest Business Park, and the 
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Avonmouth employment area; this situation was not deemed to have changed over the two years. 

Indeed, the majority of North Fringe interviewees thought that traffichad become even heavier by 

2016. However, it was also noted that this had been a period of above -averagedisruption due to 

roadworks which were intended to improve public transport in the longer run – notably the 

Metrobus road works, and railway bridge improvements required for rail electrification. Employers 

in the Ports area also believed overall trafficand congestion to have increased over the two years. 

At the same time, there was a view that the improvements which had been made to cycle routes 

and some bus services over the two years had mitigated the trafficproblems to a degree. All the 

interviewees held positiveattitudes about sustainable transport in principle, including those 

measures supported by the LSTF, but the dominant view was that not enough had been done yet to 

make a significant impact, particularly in the face of continued house building in the North Fringe. 

“...there may not have been as much impact this time round but I am guessing it's one of those 

things that takes quite a few years and that there needs to be a constant stream of different 

initiatives….. I just think it's changing paths and cultures. It's a long term game when you're not in 

the city centre. So I think there needs to be a sort of continuous effort.” 

(Director, Science Park, North Fringe, 2016) 

Perceptions of LSTF impacts on commuting 

North Fringe interviewees expressed, in the main, a ‘guardedly positive’ assessment of the role of 
sustainable transport measures in reducing use of the car for commuter travel, a view which was 

also reflected in their responses to a number of quantitative questions posed during the 2016 

interviews. Thesewere incorporated into the interviews to provide direct comparison with 

quantitative data collected in the SES Case Study sites in Hertfordshire and Slough. 

Table 6-1 shows that in 2016, nine of the 14 North Fringe interviewees thought that LSTF had 

increased cycle use by their staff compared with 2014. Six out of 14 thought that LSTF had improved 

bus services, and five thought this had translated into more staff using public transport. However 

more people disagreed than agreed with the statement that LSTF had reduced journey times – 

which corresponds with the perception that traffichad become heavier. 
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Table 6-1: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on commuting in the North Fringe 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
Don't 
know 

Total 

LSTF has increased cycle 
use by staff 

N 0 3 1 8 1 1 14 

% 0% 21% 7% 57% 7% 7% 100% 

LSTF has improved bus 
services 

N 1 1 3 6 0 3 14 

% 7% 7% 21% 43% 0% 21% 100% 

LSTF has increased public 
transport use by staff 

N 1 2 4 5 0 2 14 

% 7% 14% 29% 36% 0% 14% 100% 

LSTF has reduced journey 

times 

N 1 5 3 2 0 3 14 

% 7% 36% 21% 14% 0% 21% 100% 

Table 6-2: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on commuting in the Ports area 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

Don't 

know 
Total 

LSTF has increased cycle 
use by staff 

N 0 0 4 2 1 0 7 

% 0% 0% 57% 29% 14% 0% 100% 

LSTF has improved bus 
services 

N 0 2 1 3 1 0 7 

% 0% 29% 14% 43% 14% 0% 100% 

LSTF has increased public 

transport use by staff 

N 0 3 1 1 1 1 7 

% 0% 43% 14% 14% 14% 14% 100% 

LSTF has reduced journey 
times 

N 0 3 2 0 0 2 7 

% 0% 43% 29% 0% 0% 29% 100% 

Managers’ perceptions of increased cycling by staff corresponds with the employee travelsurvey 

results, which show that the proportion of North Fringe employees who reported cycling to work on 

the day of the survey rose from 12.3% in 2014 to 14.3% in 2016. In the Ports area, where LSTF 

expenditure had been more limited, interviewees had less positive perceptions of the influenceof 

LSTF on commuting. In both the North Fringe and the Ports area, it was relatively common for 

managers to select either ‘don’t know’ or ‘neither agree nor disagree’ in responseto these 
questions, explaining that they lacked sufficient knowledge of LSTF measures and/or could not 

separate LSTF impacts from those of the measures they had funded themselves. 

Perceptions of LSTF impacts on recruitment and retention 

In both 2014 and 2016, some interviewees explained that commuter transport issues had a direct 

impact on staffing, and saw the wider provision and encouragement of alternatives to single 

occupancy car-use as one way of helping to attract and retain staff. Difficulties with commuter travel 

which could affect recruitment took two main forms: 
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 Employer sites accessible only by car (applicableto part of the Ports area). This was creating 

a barrier to the recruitment of peoplewho lacked access to a car, and particularly affected 

businesses dependent on lower-skilled workers. 

 Limited supply of on-sitecar parking, and/or peak-timetrafficcongestion around the site 

(parts of the North Fringe), which could create barriers to recruitment and business 

expansion if access by alternativemodes was limited. 

The first issue was seen as a problem not only for lower-income individuals seeking work, but also 

for the affected businesses, as it narrowed the choice of potential recruits. This was a serious issue 

for some businesses in Avonmouth: 

“Effectively we are deliberately discriminating against anybody that hasn’t got their own 
transport to get to work and when we instruct an agency to find people for us we would state that 

the person will have to have their own transport.” 

(Human Resources Director, Candle Products Company, Ports area, 2014). 

“And an absolute fact: it is affecting our recruitment. And not only ours but everybody else within 
Avonmouth. You know? It’s a real issue; it’s a real, serious issue…..Our success as a business will 

stand and fall on our ability to recruit people. I mean, literally that. We’re a good business and 

we’ve made lots of money, and that’s really great. But if I carry on growing, we need more 
people….And we’ve got to attract them and somehow get them here….. the thing that will kill us 

more than anything is recruitment.” 

(Managing Director, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016) 

In 2014, there were no bus services into the Avonmouth employment area, and cycling to work was 

generally discouraged due to heavy goods vehicle trafficand poor quality off -road paths, so car-

sharing was thought to offer the only real alternative to single occupancy car use. By 2016, there had 

been improvements to bus services and cycle paths, some funded by the LSTF (see Table 2-2), and 

this was thought to be starting to make a differenceto some Avonmouth employers. The SevernNet 

Flyer shuttle bus was particularly appreciated – this was funded by a Coastal Communities grant and 

came into operation in early 2016. 

“…[so] people couldn’t get her[e if they didn’t drive or they would have a long walk if they did, if 

they got the train or the bus in, so it did limit a lot of people or they had to turn down positio ns 

because they couldn’t get here necessarily so since that started (the shuttle bus), that has 

helped”. 

(Office Coordinator, Skincare Products Company, Ports area, 2016) 

However, a single shuttle bus service could not serve the wholearea, or the multitude of different 

shift patterns across the businesses, leaving some employers still critical of overall service provision 

and feeling compelled to provide their own buses for staff: 
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“So it’s really hard for them to get to Avonmouthbecause the public transport has not changed in 

two years: it’s still a joke. So, you know, they’ve got to want to come and work for us. So, what we 
have done, we have made some changes to try and sort it out ourselves”. 

(Managing Director, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016) 

Some noted that potential employees had turned down jobs offered to them upon, realising that the 

commute would be challenging or even impossible. This was particularly thought to be the case in 

the Avonmouth area, but also at Cribbs Causeway. 

Compared with the Ports area, fewer North Fringe interviewees believed that travel to work issues 

caused recruitment problems of this type. A greater proportion of employees in these businesses 

was in higher-skillposts, and was thought unlikely to face difficulties in being able to afford a car to 

get to work. On the contrary, it was restrictions on commuting by car that posed the greater 

impediment to recruitment for some employers, especially those with limited on-siteparking and/or 

serious trafficcongestion around the site. 

“We often interview here and people will decline the…., well, pass through the interview but 

they’ll decline to come and work for us because of the issues of transport, so it has an immediate 
effect on our ability to recruit into this area”. 

(Engineering Director, Engineering Consultancy 2, North Fringe, 2016) 

Whilst restrictions on car parking were thought to discourage some people from wishing to join a 

business, good opportunities to commute to work by alternative means were thought to attract 

others. For example, several interviewees expressed the view that good bus services and cycle 

routes/facilities helped them recruit younger people/recent graduates, because they weremore 

likely to live in the city centre, have no family commitments and not own a car. Sustainable transport 

measures were therefore thought advantageous, although employers did not have quantifiable 

evidence as to how far they had facilitated recruitment. These issues were considered more acute in 

relation to the recruitment of people with skills which werehighly sought-after: positive or negative 

travel factors could tip the balance in favour, or against, such people accepting a job. 

A small number of employers considered bus access to be absolutely essential for recruitment and 

retention, and therefore provided their own buses at considerable expense. As previously noted, the 

Catering Products Company did this to address the problem of not being able to recruit local people 

who do not have a car. Engineering Consultancy 1provided a staff bus service from central Bristol 

because on-site car parking was limited to approximately one space per four employees. The 

Financial Services Company provided a staff bus to/from the city centre. This service was originally 

set up when some staff were relocated from a city centre office to the North Fringe; the service was 

maintained beyond the transition period because it was popular, and perceived by managers as a 

contributor to staff satisfaction. 

“It’s something that staff value and it was decided for completely that reason - for staff morale, 

then it would retained”. 

(Facilities Manager, Financial Services Company, North Fringe, 2016) 
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Most interviewees did not think that the quality of sustainable transport provision had a marked 

effect on staff retention, with two exceptions. At the Retail Company, it was thought in both 2014 

and 2016 that some lower-paid staff had left due to the inconvenience of the commute by bus. At 

the Business Park, sustainabletravel options were seen as a way of contributing to staff retention: 

“To retain staff: I think it’s massive. …” 

Others reported in both 2014 and 2016 that dissatisfaction with the commute had been cited in 

some staff exit interviews as a reason for leaving, but was unlikely to be the main reason. Even for 

those whose recruitment was affected by travel to work issues, retaining staff once they had started 

was less likely to be a problem because employees often found that the reality of commuting (by bus 

for example) was not as bad as they feared. Moreover, compared with 2014, there was a view in 

2016 that people were becoming more used to workplace restrictions on car parking. 

“So wherever they go they’re going to have the same sort of challenge.” 

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

Table 6-3 and Table 6-4 demonstrate the ambivalenceof interviewees with regard to the role of LSTF 

measures in recruitment and retention. More disagreed than agreed with the statements that the 

LSTF had made it easier to recruit and retain skilled staff, but many felt that they did not have 

enough knowledge about these measures to make a sound judgement. 

Table 6-3: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on recruitment and retention in the North Fringe 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

Don't 

know 
Total 

LSTF has made it easier to N 0 7 4 3 0 0 14 
recruit skil led staff % 0% 50% 29% 21% 0% 0% 100% 

LSTF has made it easier to N 0 8 5 1 0 0 14 
retain skil led staff % 0% 57% 36% 7% 0% 0% 100% 

Table 6-4: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on recruitment and retention in the Ports area 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 

agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
Don't 
know 

Total 

LSTF has made it easier to N 0 2 4 1 0 0 7 

recruit skil led staff % 0% 29% 57% 14% 0% 0% 100% 

LSTF has made it easier to N 0 2 3 1 0 1 7 

retain skil led staff % 0% 29% 43% 14% 0% 14% 100% 
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Perceptions of LSTF impacts on productivity 

In 2014, dissatisfaction with the commutewas not generally believed to have led to absenteeism, 

although most interviewees thought that this would be difficult to bring to light. Staff productivity 

was more likely to have been affected by late arrival at work as a result of unexpected transport 

disruption. With regard to more ‘everyday’ issues such as peak time congestion, it was thought that 

employees generally adapted their travel times to compensatefor this, although it was recognised 

that some had no choice but to travel in peak times (for example, those with familycommitments). 

In 2016, many interviewees still took the view that employees’ experience of the commute could 

affect their productivity, but no attempt had been made to quantify this. It was generally expressed 

in terms of the negative effects on productivity of unpredictable and time -consuming car journeys. 

“And whilst that may not be a productivity issue directly, it is indirectly a productivity issue 

because of people’s tiredness, connectivity, morale, etc.” 

(UK Head of Engineering , Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

Some, however, referred to the positive effects on staff wellbeing of having the option to travel by a 

different mode. Cycling was considered by some managers to link directly to improved productivity. 

“We’re actually going to think about doing our own scheme, which is if you want to cycle to work, 

I'll buy you a bike. Because, actually, you getting fit is in my interest. You know? we’re doing it 

because it’s a good thing to do but, you know, as an aside, there’s nearly always a commercial 
benefit…You get fitter; you feel more committed to (the company) because we literally bought you 

a bike. Yes? It’s just a win-win-win”. 

(Managing Director, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016) 

However, overall, employers’ main strategies for mitigating the stress of car travel in peak hours was 

offering flexi-timeand mobile working, although it was noted that this was not possible for everyone 

– some jobs had to be done during fixed hours, could not be done from home, and some peoplehad 

non-work commitments which limited their time flexibility. There was no discernible change in 

these perceptions by 2016. 

6.2.2 Operational transport issues 

The baseline interviews showed that the most relevant operational transport issues among the 

employers in the West of England were: Deliveries and logistics (mainly for the Avonmouth and 

Severnsidedistribution businesses); business travel (of greatest importance to the North Fringe 

consultancies and the Construction Services Company); and client access (mainly for the North 

Fringe employers). These issues were not the focus of the WEST business engagement programme in 

the strategicemployment sites; not surprisingly there weretherefore perceived to be only limited 

and indirect impacts of LSTF measures on them. 
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Perceptions of LSTF impacts on deliveries and logistics 

In both 2014 and 2016, deliveries and logistics were not perceived as a concern by the North Fringe 

employers, and not thought to be influenced by local sustainable transport measures. The nature of 

the businesses means that their requirement for the physical movement of goods is small. The 

deliveries they do require are generally timed to avoid peak travel times on the roads. 

However, logistics were raised by several interviewees in the Ports area as an important transport 

issue affecting their business. This view was expressed in both years at two distribution businesses, 

one of the aerospace manufacturers, and the two waste recycling businesses. Avonmouth and 

Severnside(Ports area) had continued to see growth in heavy goods vehicle trafficover the two 

years as distribution businesses in the area expanded; this included the largest of the SES Case Study 

employers in the area - the Catering Products Company. Aerospace Manufacturer 2, located in 

Severnside, had also increased its volume of deliveries by 2016, in line with increased production. It 

had quantified the cost of delayed ‘just in time’ deliveries when lorries were held up in local traffic. 
Both companies had endeavoured to manage and improve the efficiency of their deliveries. 

“Equally from a logistics perspective, you’ve probably seen the number of lorries that park up 

outside, all of those will be for me because I’ll have timeslots (…..) and of course if they can’t make 
their timeslot, I can’t take the material, the whole site goes on stop effectively. So access is 

absolutely critical.” 

(Head of Procurement and Logistics, Aerospace Manufacturer 2, Ports area, 2014). 

In 2016, none of the Ports employers believed that LSTF measures had made any impact on the 

logistics part of their business, but with the caveat that many contracted out their deliveries to 

haulage and courier companies, so were not necessarily aware of all issues affecting deliveries. 

Perceptions of LSTF impacts on business travel 

The efficient movement of peopleon and off site in the course of their work – both employees and 

clients – was raised as an operational consideration by many interviewees in both 2014 and 2016. 

 For some in the North Fringe, proximity and easy transport access to other local employers 

was of vital importance. This might be collaborating businesses in the same sector, 

procurement-supplier relationships, or relationships of local businesses with the university 

and hospitals. 

 A number of the North Fringe employers, including two of the consultancies, the 

Construction Services Company and the EnvironmentalCompliance Company, cited travel to 

client sites as an important part of routine operations; travel could be local, national or 

international. For two of these companies, environmental certification (e.g. ISO 14001) was 

a major inducement to cutting carbon emissions from business travel. 

 At some of the large employers, frequent business travel was undertaken to visit other 

branches of the company, including in the US and continental Europe. 
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The biggest reported change to business travel practices during the period was the continued 

increase in the use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) to replace face-to-face 

business meetings. This was attributed to technological improvements, falling costs, and a greater 

acceptance of ‘virtual’ meetings as a normal way of working. 

“We’re trying really hard to encourage a bit of both. We want the relationship -building that an 

on-site meeting gives us, but at the same time we can do quite a lot remotely, so we do as much 

remotely as we can”. 

(Director, Environmental Compliance Company, North Fringe, 2016) 

Improvements in ICTs had also increased capacity for people to work from home, which some 

employers encouraged as a means of reducing commuter trips. 

Local business travel 

Although the WEST LSTF programme focussed on commuter travel, some measures aimed to 

encourage the use of buses, electricpool vehicles and cycling for local business travel – thereby 

reducing dependence on taxis and employees’ own cars. During the evaluation period, LSTF funding 

had contributed to the provision of electric ‘pool’ vehicles and electricvehicle charging points 

(EVCPs) on the sites of larger employers, for people needing to mix working at their office with visits 

to clients and collaborators during the course of the day. One of the consultancies had bought 

several Smart60 cars for the same purpose (but not supported by LSTF). As well as cutting emissions 

from local business travel, the availability of pool vehicles removes the need for mobilestaff to use 

their own car to commute to their work base. This had offered indirect benefits to employers 

struggling with staff dissatisfaction over insufficient on-siteparking. However, like many LSTF 

measures, it was not identified as having a quantifiabledirect impact on business performance. 

German manufacturer of microcars 
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Box 6-1: Sustainable local business travel: The Kings Ferry Business Shuttle 

The North Fringe area has a concentration of collaborating businesses which tend to be 

considered too far apart to travel between on foot, and too unsafe to cycle between (due to busy 

roads). Restrictions on visitor parking at many employers makes private car use problematic. In 

the 2014 interviews, improved bus links between the different parts of the North Fringe were 

identified as a measure which could reduce car use for this type of local business travel. 

With assistance from North Bristol SusCom and its member employers, a local shuttle bus 

scheme was piloted in Summer 2014 by the Kings Ferry coach operator, as an adjunct to its LSTF-

supported Commuter Coach service. The shuttlealso connected with Bristol Parkway station, 

which is frequently used by employers for longer business trips as well as visitors to their sites. 

The service was well-received by the participating businesses due to the savings made on the 

costs of taxi fares. 

“We thought that was great, because it was cutting our taxibill right down in that we weren’t 

taxiing anyone to Parkway. We made the decision everyone uses that bus because they were 

regular and they were good and comfortable.” 

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

However, the shuttle service’s longer term business model was unsuccessful, as it required a 
level of contribution from employers which was judged (by employers) to outweigh the benefits. 

A key problem was that the size of vehicle was too large, as they were using spare capacity from 

the Commuter Coach service which was a full size coach. The service ceased in July 2015. Several 

of the senior managers interviewed mentioned this service, and regretted its demise. 

Box 6-2: Sustainable local business travel: The X18 bus service 

In the 2014 interviews at the Science Park, the creation of a direct bus link from the site to Bristol 

Parkway Rail station was said to be highly desirable. This came into being soon afterwards in the 

form of the LSTF-supported X18service. Although welcomed by businesses at the Science Park, 

for whom the national and internationalconnectivity provided by the rail station is essential, this 

service had not, by 2016, replaced the many taxi journeys between the Science Park and the 

station, which generated considerablecosts to the businesses. One of the perceived reasons for 

the poor uptake of the X18 at the Science Park was its failure to convince business users that it 

was an ‘executive service’. Its promotion as such was said to have raised false hopes. There were 

also some problems with the routing, such as not se rving Parkway station when it first started. 
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Longer distance business travel 

Business travel was mentioned as the primary transport concern by two of the employers: the 

Construction Services Company and the Technology Consultancy. Both had targets for reducing 

carbon emissions generated by business travel, in order to comply with voluntary energy and 

environmental standards (ESOS and ISO 14001 respectively), and both had been active in addressing 

this over the evaluation period. For the Technology Consultancy, this was part of a process which 

began in the early 2000s, and represented core sustainability values of the business, whereas it was 

a more recent departure for the Construction Services Company. The former had been successful in 

meeting targets for reducing carbon emissions from land-based transport (but not from air travel) by 

replacing non-essential trips with ‘virtual meetings’, and encouraging train travel. The latter was 
improving logistical efficiency through its efforts to match projects with local personnel, suppliers 

and materials. 

International connectivity 

Links to airports were also extremely important to some of the employers, especially those which 

were part of an international business or supply chain, or were attracting international investors (for 

example, the Science Park) or international students (the University). Local transport congestion was 

seen as adding indirectly to the costs of maintaining international links, particularly by one of the 

aerospace manufacturers. 

“We lose a lot of time of our senior people – very skilled, experienced, expensive –people sitting in 

traffic jams, sitting on buses, to get to Bristol Airport.” 

(Vice President, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2014). 

The company did not try to quantify this in terms of costs, “but we know it’s a critical loss of our 

people’s energy into the business”. By 2016, local transport congestion was perceived as something 

which was threatening to erode the international connectivity of the UK part of the company in two 

ways: firstly, the costs and inconvenience incurred by frequent trips on congested roads to Bristol 

Airport by senior managers travelling to the company’s headquarters in France; and secondly, 
because employees could not guarantee arriving punctually at the ir workplaces for ‘virtual meetings’ 

with colleagues in France and Germany, due to the unpredictability of the trafficaround Filton 

(exacerbated by the fact that 9.00am meetings on the continent are at 8.00am in the UK). Whilst few 

meetings were actually missed, this was thought to take its toll on employees in terms of stress. 

“So effectively, it puts tension into us about whether we can make it, be at the right meeting, say 

our piece from the UK in this transnationalworld. It erodes a little bit our connectivity to the high-

level things that are going on in Toulouse. So people do worry about that…” 

“So, the less we contribute, the less we participate, the more eroded our position in the overall 

scheme of things. It’s not easily quantifiable. If you’re not there, the meeting will still take place 

and a decision will still be made, but you’ve not had your tuppence worth in”. 

(UK Head of Engineering, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2016) 
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This was one of the main reasons for this interviewee’s view that further improvements in local 

sustainable travel options wereneeded in order to reduce trafficcongestion. 

The valueof travel time 

Many interviewees spoke of a growing preference that business travel be undertaken by train, in 

recognition of the high cost to the employer of working time lost to car travel. None said they 

quantified this however. Clearly, this needed to be balanced against the greater cost of rail travel. 

“Rail costs are an issue for us, just for the record. The cost of rail travel is exorbitant. Single 

biggest thing you could do to reduce car miles for here? Because I don't think you can affect the 

commute so much. But it’s actualcost of rail travel (for business travel).” 

(Vice President, TechnologyCompany 1, North Fringe, 2014) 

In 2016, this interviewee said that the costs of rail fares to the business had risen even further. 

Other reasons for encouraging more rail travel were a concern for employee safety, and 

sustainability. Whilst the WESTLSTF programme did not support rai l directly, it did support a 

number of measures to improve non-car access to rail stations for North Bristol business travellers, 

such as a hire scheme for folding bicycles at Bristol Parkway, and bus links such as the X18. 

Awareness of these measures among interviewees was low however. 

Perceptions of LSTF impacts on client and visitor access 

Many businesses in the North Fringe had chosen their location, at least in part, because of easy 

access to motorways for both business travel and client access, and this was considered a strong 

asset. Access by clients visiting businesses in the North Fringe and Ports areas was also affected by 

local transport links within the areas, in the same way as employees’ business travel. There were 

two main types of employer for whom sustainable transport was seen as playing an important role 

in client access: the Business Park and Science Park (both seeking to attract further business 

tenants); and the University and NHS Trust (managing a high volume of students, visitors and out-

patients). 

In both 2014 and 2016, local sustainable transport access was seen as a ‘selling point’ to tenants by 

senior managers of the Business Park and the Science Park. The manager at the Business Park, 

located in Filton, was particularly clear that bus links and cycle facilities were, or had the potential to 

be, a major draw. In 2016 he believed that the good links from central Bristol were helping to attract 

some types of business (thosewith many urban-dwelling employees). For example, recently a team 

of 20 people had come to work there temporarily: 
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“…and they love the fact that they could cycle into Bristol and that and there’s a team of about 20 

people coming down here and they don't have to have a car…. so I know that’s been a real sel ling 

point to them.” 

“So I know they’re very much into their- the cycling and they were quite excited by the fact that 

they got nice cycle showers and stuff and they can lock their bikes up”. 

(Facilities Manager, Business Park, North Fringe, 2016) 

Conversely, there had been one case where a prospectivetenant had decided to locate in the city 

centre, despite the disadvantage of higher rent, because the Business Park was thought too 

awkward to access by staff needing to travel by bus from outlying areas, due to insufficient orbital 

bus services. 

In addition to the infrastructure benefits, the process of engagement with other local companies, 

SusCom and local Councils, was also seen as an asset by tenants at the Business Park, as it was a 

means of obtaining information and funding, as well as contributing to lobbying. 

“If we’re showing anyone around, I'llalways mention about the sustainable transport fund and 

….and we pay for the local sustainable transport team and the council to come on site and hold 

these meetings..…to help support businesses, and that’s gone down very well” 

“And actually feeling that they have a voice back into it as well is something that they really, 
really like.” 

(Facilities Manager, Business Park, North Fringe, 2016) 

The following changes had occurred since 2014 with regard to visitor access issues at the University 

and NHS Trust: students at the university were no longer allowed to bring a car to campus, but 

eligible for subsidised bus travel and the use of loan bicycles; reduced visitor parking and better bus 

provision for visitors to the Hospital. Both sets of changes were linked to reductions in on -site 

parking availability for both staff and students/visitors. LSTF measures such as subsidised bus 

services and improved cycling facilities were seen to have benefitted students and hospital visitors, 

as well as staff. There had been concerns at the University in 2014 that the planned ban on student 

parking could have a negative impact on student applications, but in 2016 these fears were 

considered to have been unfounded. At the hospital however, the restrictions on visitor parking did 

have an impact, and the Trust was obliged to allocate more of its overall parking spaces to visitors, at 

the expense of staff spaces, thus creating even greater pressure to facilitate staff travel by 

alternative means. 

Table 6-5 and Table 6-6 show that the majority of interviewees in both areas either disagreed, or 

were neutral, about whether LSTF had increased the reliability of deliveries, cut the costs of 

deliveries, or facilitated visitor access. However, in some cases (such as the University and NHS 

Trust), it was thought that sustainable transport improvements had improved visitor access over the 

two years, but this was due more to their own efforts than to the LSTF. 
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Table 6-5: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on deliveries and visitor access in North Fringe 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
Don't 
know 

Total 

LSTF has increased the N 0 4 7 1 0 2 14 

reliability of deliveries % 0% 29% 50% 7% 0% 14% 100% 

LSTF has cut the costs of N 0 3 5 1 0 5 14 

deliveries % 0% 21% 36% 7% 0% 36% 100% 

LSTF has made our site N 0 7 2 3 0 2 14 
easier to get to and from 

for visitors 
% 0% 50% 14% 21% 0% 14% 100% 

Table 6-6: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on deliveries and visitor access in Ports area 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 

agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
Don't 
know 

Total 

LSTF has increased the N 0 2 5 0 0 0 7 

reliability of deliveries % 0% 29% 57% 0% 0% 14% 100% 

LSTF has cut the costs of N 0 2 4 0 0 1 7 

deliveries % 0% 29% 57% 0% 0% 14% 100% 

LSTF has made our site N 0 3 4 0 0 0 7 
easier to get to and from 
for visitors % 0% 43% 57% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

6.2.3 Employers’ knowledge and opinions on LSTF and related sustainable transport 

measures 

Awareness of the LSTF and specific measures 

The proportion of interviewees who said they were aware of the LSTF rose from about one third in 

2014 to one half in 2016, but most did not have a detailed knowledge of specific interventions. The 

more senior their position, the less likely they were to have a working knowledge of the Fund, 

although most 2016 interviewees recognised particular initiatives when shown a list, and were 

positive about the perceived benefits –either actual or potential. A small number of the 

interviewees weremore familiar with the Fund because they had liaised with the SusCom and 

SevernNet business networks on behalf of their company. Most of the managers interviewed, 

however, said this role (and associated knowledge) was delegated to a member of his or her team. 

By 2016, cycling-related improvements, both on and off site, were more likely to have come to 

managers’ attention than other measures, and elicited the most positiveresponses. This 

corresponds with the information in Table 2-3and Table 2-4, which show that the majority of 

employers had received support for cycling in the form of repair kits and free cycle maintenance 
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sessions (Dr Bike). Moreover, the majority of LSTF employer grants, which 12of the businesses had 

received (some had been awarded several) supported improved on-site cycling facilities such as 

cycle parking, lockers and changing facilities. Several employers had also benefitted from loan bikes. 

Many had noticed improvements to cycle lanes, paths and signage in their area, including in 

Avonmouth, where recent improvements (not funded by LSTF) to an arterial road were judged to 

have made it much safer for cycling: 

“I think for a cyclist it’s a massive step forward… 

“….Obviously another horrible road like St Andrew’s Road is now going through a major refurbish 

where it should actually encourage the cyclists to get a little bit closer to work without putting 

themselves at risk, but still Kings Weston Lane, I wouldn’t cycle down it….” 

(Production Manager, Waste Recycling Company 1, Ports area, 2016) 

The 2016 employee travel survey had also shown cycling-related LSTF measures to have attracted a 

relatively high degreeof awareness. Forty five percent of respondents reported that they were 

aware of Dr Bike, 46% were aware of recent improvements to on-sitecycling facilities at their place 

of work and 35% were aware of improvements to surrounding cycle routes. 

There was also a high awareness among the senior manager interviewees of the TravelWest 

‘Roadshows’, which had visited all the North Fringe employers at least once, and the annual Big 

Commuting Challenge. In the North Fringe, the Kings Ferry Commuter Coach service was better 

known than other LSTF-supported bus services. The Kings Ferry Business Shuttle had been valued by 

those businesses which used it. In the Avonmouth area, there was some awareness of the SevernNet 

Flyer shuttlebus service (not directly funded by LSTF), and some had noticed improvements to local 

cycle paths. 

Many of the employers had benefitted from the installation of LSTF-supported electricvehicle 

charging points, and some saw electricvehicles as the most likely area for growth in sustainable 

transport in the future. This was linked to the view that many people needed, or wanted, to 

commute by car due to other ‘life factors’, such as the decision to live in a rural area. Several larger 
employers had received support for electricpool cars, normally provided through the car club Co-

wheels. However, electric cars were mainly seen as a niche area still, and one which did not suit 

employers whosestaff travelled long distances for work. 

Employers’ overall assessment of the LSTF 

In 2014, all interviewees had said they supported improvements to sustainabletransport in 

principle. They thought LSTF measures could be of benefit to their business to some degree, 

although many thought that this was an indirect benefit in terms of improving employee 

satisfaction, or contributing to a sustainability agenda, rather than something which might bring 

tangible, quantifiablebenefits to the business. Many thought that sustainable transport measures 

offered more to individual employees than to the business directly; this was a typical view in those 

businesses in the Ports area which were not experiencing any recruitment difficulties or restrictions 

on parking. 
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In 2016, views about the potential of sustainable transport measures remained positive, and some 

felt that benefits accrued so far were becoming more tangible. For example, the manager of the 

Business Park felt that sustainable transport improvements (including those supported by LSTF) 

were starting to have an effect by helping to encourage more businesses into the North Fringe. 

“So we are seeing- starting to see benefits. I think obviously there’s still work to be done around 

the wider area on the, obviously, the new sort of Metrobus and all of the other stuff. They’re still 

being built and developed at the moment….. It’s all work in progress at the moment”. 

“Obviously it’s going to get a lot busier in the area as well but I think it’s - for the economy, for the 

northern part of Bristol, I think it’s very, very good, really”. 

(Facilities Manager, Business Park, North Fringe, 2016) 

Overall, there was a view that the LSTF had contributed to some useful improvements over the 

evaluation period, but there had not yet been enough time, or enough funding, to have made a 

significant impact so far. 

“For me I think, it’s worthwhile. The only issue, as I've repeatedly said, is that these improvements 

are generally smaller improvements relative to the bigger degradation due to the intensity of 

what’s going on. So it’s almost like the whole thing is getting worse but it just slows it down a 
touch.…. So I think we see a fundamental issue about density in this area. Density of cars, 

transport infrastructure is, in its totality, inadequate, and, nevertheless we see these as small 

steps in improvement”. 

(UK Head of Engineering, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

“I think all of these measures, they help in a small way but they’re not addressing the 

fundamentalproblem, which is too many people trying to get into Filton and out again at the 

same times.” 

(Assistant Head of Infrastructure, Large PublicSector Employer, North Fringe, 2016) 

“I guess it’s constrained by money and therefore it’s limited what they do. So they do some great 

stuff but does it influence, you know, the change in behaviours of commuting? Probably not.” 

(Engineering Director, Engineering Consultancy 2, North Fringe, 2016) 

“To get a proper step change it needs a significant level of investment and I do wonder whether 

it’s a political will to actually do anything major. I think if we want sustainable transport then they 

need to take some big decisions and do some big things”. 

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

Several interviewees, particularly from the larger employers, expressed a view in both 2014 and 

2016 that transport improvements were the responsibility of both ‘them’ – the public authorities 

and ‘us’ – the employers themselves, working together. 
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“In their defence, you know, it’s not their issue – their sole issue – it’s all of our issue” 

(Managing Director, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016) 

Several thought, for example, that LSTF employer grants (50% co-funding) had been useful in 

providing leverage,assisting them with initiatives that they realised they should be undertaking 

themselves. At the NHS Trust, the availability of LSTF match-funding had made it easier for the 

Facilities Director to make a case within the organisation for continued expenditure on sustainable 

transport over the previous two years. 

“It’s very difficult when you’re overspent and in deficit to be spending things on those right things. 

…I think anything that can help an organisation to persuade itself to invest is a brilliant thing and, 

because it is really difficult, and I mean particularly where we are…. and all companies – you 

know, there are huge economic pressures at the moment; doing the right thing as well as 

surviving – it’s quite difficult”. 

“I think pump priming funding….is incredibly valuable, and I hope it continues and for a long 

time”. 

(Director of Estates, NHS Trust, North Fringe, 2016) 

6.3 Differences in perceived impacts on business performance by employer 

characteristics 

The second research question under the Economic Impacts heading was: how do the impacts on 

business performance vary by type of business, location and site characteristics and exposure to LSTF 

interventions? 

The differing perceptions among the interviewees of the relationship between transport needs, 

business performance and role of the LSTF were influenced by factors such as the employer’s sphere 
of activity, the main types of job undertaken by its staff, organisation of the working day, and 

geographical location. This is depicted in the lower portion of Figure 6-1. Location and site 

characteristics – especially parking availability –were particularly important in framing the senior 

managers’ perceptions of sustainabletransport. The role of these factors, and any changes identified 
between 2014 and 2016, are now discussed. 

6.3.1 Location and transport infrastructure 

The SES Case Study employers are located in geographical clusters in an arc from east to west, as 

depicted in Figure 2-4. By 2016, ease of access by non-car modes still varied across the different sub-

areas, and this was reflected in commute modeshare (as shown in the results from the e mployee 

travel survey), as well as senior managers’ assessment of the LSTF. 

Compared with Avonmouth and Severnside (Ports area), the North Fringe is located closer to central 

Bristol, better connected to public transport networks, better served by cycling and walking routes, 
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but also subject to greater road congestion and pressure on parking. Whilst interviewees in the Ports 

area in 2014 felt that employees had little choice over their commuter mode, the discourse in the 

North Fringe was one of offering greater choice and encouraging alternatives to singleoccupancy car 

use as a means of reducing pressure on parking and reducing the costs associated with congestion. 

By 2016, commuter travel options around Avonmouth (central Ports area) had started to improve, 

with the provision of one new, and one extended bus service, plus some improvements to cycle 

paths. Although the 2016 employee travelsurvey showed that this had yet to be translated into 

changes in commute model share, the senior managers interviewed werehopeful that this might 

change in time. In the meantime, there continued to be concern than cycling and walking in this area 

could involve significant safety risks due to high trafficspeeds and the preponderance of heavy good 

vehicles. 

Over the two years, Severnside (northern Ports area) did not see any changes in local transport 

services or infrastructure to facilitate commuting by non-car modes. Interviewees in this area 

thought that many employees travelled from South Wales, and had a strong incentive to car-share 

to save the cost of the Severn Bridge toll. Car-sharing was organised among individuals, and was not 

thought to have benefitted from LSTF support for online car-sharing services; nor did interviewees 

see a strong need for this. One Severnsideemployer expressed the view that LSTF measures were 

‘nice but not essential’. This company was untypical of the case study employers as a whole, as it 
had ample parking, few problems with road access, a small, high-skilled workforce, and no 

recruitment or retention difficulties. 

“I would say none of these on this list is essential to our business. All we need is a road outside 

that people can drive along. As long as that’s there we are happy. We don’t need any particular 

improvements to anything although things like improved cycle paths would be nice, a shuttle 

service from Chepstow would be nice but it’s not essential, it is not essentialwhatsoever for our 
business.” 

(Production Coordinator, Power Station, Ports area, 2016) 

At the other extreme, some employers located in the AztecWest business park in the North Fringe 

were as vocal in 2016 as they had been in 2014 about the need for further improvements to bus 

services, safer cycle paths and pedestrian crossings and new Park and Ride facilities. Aztec West was 

described as having good road links, especially to the M4 and M5, but poor access by any other form 

of transport, compared with other parts of the North Fringe. Yet there was a serious need for 

alternative travel modes, as the business park did not physically have enough space to meet demand 

for car parking, and lengthy bottlenecks were created at peak times to enter and leave the business 

park via its single access road. This situation was not thought to have improved by 2016. 

The two engineering consultancies, both located within the AztecWest business park, had invested 

in a range of measures to help staff travel by alternativemodes,including, in one case, the provision 

of an employer bus service. Both also managed car parking tightly. Such measures proved costly to 

their business. Whilst appreciating the support they had received from the LSTF, both interviewees 

felt that infrastructure investment on a much larger scale was required, and could in fact be 

essential to the survival of the business park. 
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“But you can't develop a park like this without putting in the proper infrastructure. This park is 

based around driving…. But then you restrict the ability of people to drive by not giving them 
parking spaces or not putting the right infrastructure in that allows people to get in and out at the 

peak times, to kind of throttle it.” 

“Why would you choose to be somewhere that is only really linked by car travel when you can't 

bring a car to work?” 

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

“There aren’t enough spaces for people to drive to work and park. And there isn't sufficient - so 

you can either do that, or have adequate public transport, you know, and we don't have either of 

them, so we’re caught between a rock and a hard place.” 

(Engineering Director, Engineering Consultancy 2, North Fringe, 2016) 

Concerns relating to transport infrastructure in other sub-areas of the North Fringe lay between the 

two extremes cases of Severnside and AztecWest. For example, interviewees in the Stoke Gifford 

(Parkway) area in 2016 considered public transport links and cycle routes into and around the area 

to be reasonably good, although with room for further improvement. The area was already thought 

to have benefitted from new or improved segregated cycle paths by 2014. Whilst interviewees in 

Stoke Gifford were still expressing concerns for the safety of staff who cycled to work in 2016, four 

of the five case study organisations in this area were thought to have a devel oped, or developing, 

‘cycling culture’ (a view also suggested by the higher than average cycling mode share figures in the 

2016 employeesurvey). Buses services were thought to have improved by 2016, particularly services 

to and from the city centre, but orbital routes were still thought to be lacking. 

“I don't get the impression that too many people take the buses due to either the distance 

travelled or the non-direct bus routes which severely increases the travel time to and from the 

work place….. So I think people who live on the bus route between here and the centre, it would 

work out very well.” 

(Assistant Head of Infrastructure, Large PublicSector Employer, North Fringe, 2016). 

Stoke Gifford is also the location of two rail stations (including BristolParkway), but there was still a 

view in 2016 that bus links to and from Parkway station needed to be improved, both for commuters 

and business travellers. Four of the five interviewees in Stoke Gifford thought that local traffic 

congestion had become worse over the two years, although hope was expressed that infrastructure 

improvements such as the bus rapid transit system under development (Metrobus), and rail 

electrification, might help to alleviatethis. However, this was all within a broader context of 

acceptance that the majority of employees would continueto wish to commute by car. 

“We are very aware that car parking is at a premium, that's what people like to do to travel to work, 

they like to get in their car and although…..we've got a very big cycling community and they are 

quite vocal…. on the whole, people like to get in their car”. 

(Travel Manager, Financial Services Company, North Fringe, 2016) 
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6.3.2 Parking and other site characteristics 

The interviews confirmed in 2016, as in 2014, that the most important on-site facility affecting 

commuter mode choice was the level of car parking provision for staff. It was found that the lower 

the ratio of an employer’s car parking spaces to staff, the more likely it was that managers would 

perceive sustainabletransport provision as contributing to their performance as a business. In 2014, 

parking provision at many employer sites had already reached full capacity. This was particularly the 

case for employers which had moved to new buildings and were thereforebound by planning rules 

restricting the number of parking spaces. 

Between 2014 and 2016, car parking was reduced at the NHS Trust and University. These were 

among the employers with the lowest ratio of parking spaces to staff in 2016, along with the two 

engineering consultancies and the Large PublicSector Employer –all located in the North Fringe. All 

had engaged actively with the LSTF over the evaluation period; all were running car park 

management schemes and investing in sustainable transport measures. Car parking was described as 

an emotive issue at all the employers wherecar parking was in short supply. 

“(It’s) the biggest headache we have in this building – certainly in my area. And it’s the one that 

you can guarantee, if there’s an open forum for discussion, it comes up absolutely every time.” 

(Engineering Director, Engineering Consultancy 2, North Fringe, 2016) 

“We’re due the next battle on that one. Yes. It does cause us grief because everyone’s got a story 

of why they need a parking space.” 

(Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

“But it’s a difficult delivery of some of the messages, and it gets quite nasty at times” 

(Director of Estates, NHS Trust, North Fringe, 2016) 

It is notable, however, that senior managers at both the University and NHS Trust felt, by 2016, that 

the situation had ‘calmed down’ as staff acclimatised to changes in parking policy. Whilst in 2016, 

car parking was still “possibly the most controversial issue that you have to deal with across the 

university” (Deputy Vice Chancellor, University, North Fringe, 2016), it was no longer regarded as a 

serious cause of staff dissatisfaction. 

By 2016, the demand for each parking space had fallen slightly at five employer sites, due to either a 

reduction in staff numbers on site (the Financial Services Company, Technology Consultancy and 

Aerospace Manufacturer 1) or an increase in availableparking spaces (the Business Park and the 

Bioscience Manufacturer). Interviewees at three of these five employers expressed less concern 

about commuter transport issues than they or their predecessors had done in 2014. The remaining 

two retained a position of strong support for sustainable transport improvements in the interests of 

staff satisfaction. At some of the businesses where the ratio of parking spaces to staff was sufficient 

to meet demand and had not changed over the two years, sustainable commuter transport options 

were attributed less importance. 
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“I would say that most of our businesses probably don't think about transport much. The parking 

here is free because people aren't in every day, and people can usually find the parking space 

unless there's a big event on.” 

(Director, Science Park, North Fringe, 2016) 

All the employers provided cycling facilities such as parking and showers, to some degree – in the 

North Fringe this was sometimes a ‘carrot’ to balance the ‘stick’ of parking restrictions, but 

sometimes simply to offer employees more choice and improve staff satisfaction. 

“And therefore, to encourage as many people as possible to cycle frees up the car parking spaces. 

I think we have something like thirty seven here and we’ve got seventy people, so now in the 
science park it’s okay because it’s got quite a big parking area, so we sometimes overspill our area 

and it’s not an issue, but obviously the more people we can encourage to cycle the less pressure 
we have on those parking.” 

(Finance Director, Energy Technology Company, North Fringe, 2014). 

Just one of the SES Case Study businesses (Technology Company 1) was notable in having both 

sufficient car parking with no demand management or charges in place, and a high level of cycling 

mode share (22% in 2016). An active cycling group in Technology Company 1had been instrumental 

in promoting cycling to work prior to the LSTF evaluation period, and managers had also been 

sympathetic to requests for high quality cycling facilities in the interests of staff wellbeing (i.e. this 

was not motivated by over-demand for car parking). The interviewee believed that as a 

consequence a strong cycling culture had developed. 

“We have available parking and we have a fairly enthusiastic group of cyclists and more, you 

know, others are often persuaded to start cycling because there is a big cycle group (…)” 

“I think it’s because it’s been there for a while, so probably in its early days it was a little bit 

evangelicaland might have put people off. Now it’s relaxed and people just do it. (….) I don’t 

think people think of cyclists here as the exceptions”. 

(Vice President, TechnologyCompany 1, North Fringe, 2016) 
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Box 6-3: Reducing car parking – the NHS Trust in the North Fringe 

The NHS Trust underwent a major transition during the evaluation period, as services were 

consolidated into a new ‘super hospital’. This involved the closure of another hospital four miles 

away, and the transfer of these services to the new hospital over a concentrated two week 

period in spring 2014. 

Building work on one of the car parks at the new hospital could only start after the transfer to 

the new buildings had taken place, which meant that car parking availability for staff fell 

substantially (from 0.3to 0.1) spaces per employee. During the first 18 months after the move, 

the NHS Trust provided staff Park and Ride services – including from the site of the closed 

hospital. However, the construction of the new car park was slower than originally planned, 

creating considerablecompetition for parking spaces in 2015. By 2016, more car parking was in 

place, although the balance between visitor and staff parking was still under review. 

At the same time, the NHS Trust invested money (including Section 106money) and effort in 

improving and promoting a range of alternative transport modes –particularly bus subsidies. The 

NHS Trust was active in providing travel information and personal travelplanning for staff. Cycle 

parking was increased at the new site, and this process continued during the evaluation periodas 

demand grew. The NHS Trust engaged intensively with LSTF officers and North Bristol SusCom 

over this period, benefitting from a number of employer grants and frequent visits from the 

Sustainable Travel Roadshow team. LSTF support was thought to provide leveragefor the NHS 

Trust’s own expenditureon sustainable transport, helping to support the internal case for such 
measures. 

Car alone mode share fell from 57% in 2014 to 47% in 2016. In 2016 it was remarked that the 

process of ‘enforced’ change in mode share had been a dif ficult one in terms of staff-employer 

relations, and had attracted media criticism. However, it was felt that the situation had now sta-

bilised. 

“And, actually, I’m getting quite hard about it with the media now. When they say, oh, there 
isn't enough parking, it’s parking, parking, parking, I will immediately say ‘I’m sorry; you’re 

barking up the wrong tree, and it’s an old story’. This is not about parking anymore”. 

(Director of Estates, NHS Trust, North Fringe, 2016) 
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6.3.3 Business sector and employment type 

Among the SES Case Study employers in the Ports area, the distribution businesses, waste recycling 

businesses and the aerospace manufacturer were dependent on the physical movement of goods for 

their day to day operations. The distribution businesses employed a high proportion of warehouse 

staff working on shift patterns, and the waste recycling businesses and power plant needed 24-hour 

staff coverage. Several Ports area interviewees expressed a desire to recruit more staff locally, both 

as a means of contributing to local economicdevelopment, but also because some needed specialist 

staff to be able to get to work at short notice if a problem arose. In contrast, many of the high-tech 

businesses, as well as the large publicsector organisations, in the North Fringe were producing 

‘knowledge-based products’, requiring less physical movement of materials, but more business-

related travel among employees. This type of activity was characterised by more flexibleand remote 

working around a core of standard office hours. Employers needed to be located in a position which 

is accessible to a geographically dispersed workforce. 

In 2014, difficulties with the commutewere thought to be having a more severe impact on lower 

paid staff because they were more likely to be negatively affected by the costs of travelling to work, 

and less likely to own a car. Alternative transport provision, particularly buses, was seen as essential 

by employers seeking to employ large numbers of lower-paid staff. By 2016, LSTF and related 

initiatives had started to increase the travel options for those commuting into Avonmouth (Ports 

area), and this was welcomed by employers as an initial step. 

Regarding jobs at a higher level of skill and remuneration, most interviewees believed in 2016, as in 

2014, that people were prepared to tolerate, if necessary, a degree of inconvenience with their 

commute (including the need to commute long distances), if the rewards of their job made it 

worthwhile. At the same time, most thought that offering employees a choice of good quality travel 

options was important for staff morale and wellbeing. A number of senior managers saw this as 

essential to attract and retain those with high level and ‘niche’ skills –people who might otherwise 

be tempted instead to work for a company with a more central city location. This view was he ld 

strongly among employers in the North Fringe with limited car parking and surrounding traffic 

congestion. These interviewees saw a strong role for alternative transport provision, werepositive 

about the LSTF and similar public funding mechanisms, but, as previously noted, were convinced 

that more needed to be done. 

6.3.4 Working patterns 

With the exception of those peopleworking shift patterns at the NHS Trust and the Retail Company, 

employees in the North Fringe were reported to be working broadly within ‘standard office hours’, 

although most had flexibility around their arrival and departure times. This was the main way in 

which both employees and employers were adapting their working practices to deal with congestion 

on the road network. Time flexibility allowed thosewho wished or needed to commute by car to 

continue to do so. This had become a more common practice by 2016. Several interviewees 

remarked that employees were choosing to arrive at work earlier and earlier to beat the morning 

peak and continue to commute by car. 
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Flexible working to fit around travel was not afforded to those working fixed shifts. All the Ports area 

employers in the study, with the exception of the Bioscience Manufacturer, employed a large 

proportion of their staff on shift patterns. However, some interviewees mentioned that they were 

prepared to change their employees’ shift patterns to fit with public transport timetables or 
facilitate car-sharing. One effect of shift working was that employees commuting by car were 

unlikely to be travelling at peak times and were therefore not usually held up by trafficcongestion; 

equally, this also militated against a greater use of public transport, which generally offers less 

frequent services outside peak hours. The problems posed by this situation for peoplewho did not 

have access to car have been noted previously. One initiative aiming to address this was the 

Severnnet Flyer shuttle bus in Avonmouth; the timetablewas designed to correspond with the start 

and end times of popular shifts. 

Working at home was seen by some interviewees as a practice which could actively ease pressure on 

parking and improve employee productivity by removing time and stress spent on the commute. 

However, the ability to work at home depended very much on job type. Manual staff were clearly 

required to be on site, and some of the high-tech businesses in the North Fringe discouraged home 

working because it was thought to hinder collaboration. However, overall, remote working had 

become a more usual practice in many businesses by 2016. Drivers for this had included 

improvements in ICTs and a rising cultural acceptance of home/remote working. Although an 

increase in home working was not reflected in the employee travel surveys in response to the 

question ‘how did you travel to work today?’, the proportion of respondents who reported in 2016 
that they were working at home more than they had two years ago was notable: 13.3% of the total 

sample reported that they were working at home more, compared with 4.5% who were working at 

home less. This suggested a greater change than self-reported changes in the use of any transport 

mode. 

6.3.5 Relationships between business characteristics and positive attitudes to the LSTF 

Figure 6-2 identifies factors contributing to positive attitudes among employers to the LSTF from the 

point of view of commuting. It identifies transport concerns and how these affect staff travel to 

work and ultimately attitudes to LSTF. It highlights the three strongest drivers associated with 

positive employer attitudes to sustainabletransport investment and interest in engaging with 

business networks and local authorities on transport issues. The drivers are: on-siteparking 

insufficient to meet staff demand; local traffic congestion causing delays and stress to employees; 

and recruitment difficulties linked to poor public transport, cycling and walking access to particular 

areas. Trafficcongestion and parking restrictions caused dissatisfaction among staff, which needed 

to be mitigated by improving alternative travel options. Access by alternatives to the car were 

required by those businesses which needed to recruit staff who could not necessarily afford to, or 

did not wish to own a car. Even those employers who were not subject to these issues saw staff 

satisfaction benefits in offering a good choice of travel options. Environmental and corporate social 

responsibility also served as a driver for some employers to engage with the LSTF and see actual, or 

potential, benefit from it. 

Figure 6-3 summarises factors contributing to positive attitudes among employers to the LSTF from 

the point of view of operational transport practices. It identifies transport concerns and how these 
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affect operational transport and ultimately attitudes to LSTF. With the exception of local business 

travel, LSTF measures were seen as having a lesser impact on business operations than on commuter 

travel. This is unsurprising given that the LSTF was not targeting freight transport. Direct economic 

pressures (fuelcosts) were the main driver for maximising efficiency in transport logistics. More 

sustainable business travel was also motivated by other drivers such as voluntary carbon reduction 

targets, staff health and safety, and effective use of travel time (e.g. working on the train). Some SES 

Case Study businesses connected sustainable travelpractices with new businesses opportunities, in 

the form of sustainable products (e.g. biofuel for buses), or by contributing to thei r image as 

environmentally responsible businesses. 

Figure 6-2: Factors contributing to positive attitudes among employers to sustainable commuter 

transport and the LSTF 
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Figure 6-3: Factors contributing to positive attitudes among employers to sustainable transport 

(business operations) and the LSTF 

6.4 Economic impacts summary 

A consistent theme across the interviews was that transport impacts on busine ss performance, 

whilst significant, were indirect and hard to measure – particularly with regard to commuting. For 

example, improvements to the commute experience werethought to bring about productivity gains 

by enhancing staff wellbeing, but attempting to quantify this was not something which employers 

had considered. Similarly, whilst many believed that sustainable transport options widened their 

recruitment pool or contributed to staff retention, they lacked sufficient ‘hard evidence’ to quantify 

this in financial terms. The economic impacts of LSTF measures were therefore difficult for 

employers to assess. 

However, sustainable transport initiatives in generalwere seen as an important part of the ‘mix’ of 

transport investments required to ensure smooth business operations, including movement of staff 

between collaborating organisations within an area, as well as supporting recruitment, retention and 

productivity of appropriately skilled staff. The LSTF was thought to have made a positive – if limited 

- contribution to improving the quality or range of travel options for commuters during the 

evaluation period. Even if the benefits could not easily be quantified, the implications of senior 

managers’ perceptions should not be underestimated,as they influence business confidence, and 

may affect investment and relocation decisions. 
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The managers’ overall assessment of the LSTF and related measures by 2016 was that these were 

welcome steps in the right direction, but were insufficient to have made a significant difference so 

far. In the more congested parts of the North Fringe, it was thought that they had helped control, 

but not fully counteract, growing traffic volumes arising from new housing development in the area. 

In the Ports area, employees had had very little alternative to commuting by car in 2014. By 2016, 

improvements to bus and cycle access were starting to be noticed, but were not thought to be 

significant enough yet to have translated into any substantial commute modal shift (a perception 

supported by the results from the 2014 and 2016 employee travel surveys). 

For most interviewees, this was an argument for greater efforts to improve and encourage the use 

of alternative modes, and for these efforts to be sustained over a longer time period. Those 

employers who had engaged actively with the LSTF (and in particular benefitted from LSTF employer 

grants) saw publically funded investment as part of a collaboration in which they also bore a 

responsibility. Theseemployers saw LSTF as useful ‘leverage’ for sustainable transport measures 

they wished to undertake themselves. LSTF grants could, for example, also lend weight to arguments 

within an organisation for investment in sustainabletransport measures at a time when employers 

faced many competing financial pressures. 

However, it should also be noted that some managers in the Ports area did not see a strong, 

business-related need for growth in sustainable transport options –notably those businesses which 

were facing neither recruitment difficulties nor pressure on car parking. These were among a 

number of interviewees who believed that LSTF measures could accrue greater benefits to the 

individualthan to the business. Some, in both the Ports area and the North Fringe, also expressed a 

strong view that travel to work was a matter of individualchoice, in which they should not be 

dictating to their staff. This may partly be a reflection of a convention in the UK that commuting is, 

ultimately, the responsibility of the worker and not the employer. In some other countries, 

particularly in continental Europe, employers are expected to play a stronger role in the commuting 

options of their employees61. It is notable that those employers in the SES Case Study which had 

adopted more pro-active approaches to the commuting of their employees werethose which also 

faced strong pressures on parking. 

By 2016, parking was still an emotive issue among staff at employers which needed to manage 

demand. However, some interviewees felt that discontentment over parking restrictions and 

charges was reducing as people were no longer assuming that they had a ‘right’ to drive to work and 
park without charge. This could be interpreted as a gradual cultural change, in which commuting by 

61 
Labour legislation is stronger in continental Europe than in the USA and the UK, which can mean that 

employee transport issues form part of the ‘social dialogue’ (1). In Belgium, for example, transport 
allowances form part of collective bargaining agreements between employees and employer, and these 

can differ between employment sectors. In Belgium, as well as countries such as Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany and the Netherlands, commuting costs are considered a tax -deductible expense, 
whereas in the USA, UK and some southern European countries it is a personal expense. See (1): 
Vanoutrive T., van Malderen, L., Jourquin, B., Thomas, I., Verhets el, A. and Witlox, F. (2010). Mobility 

Management measures by employers: Overview and exploratory analysis for Belgium. European Journal of 
Transport and Infrastructure Research, 10 (2), 121-141. (2) Potter, S., Enoch, M., Rye, T., Black, C. and 
Ubbels, B. (2006). Tax treatment of employer commuting support: An international review. Transport 

Reviews, 26(2), 221-237. 
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other modes was no longer considered unusual; cycling to work, in particular, was coming to be seen 

as more ‘normal’ at many employers in the North Fringe. Both the senior manager interviews and 
the employee survey showed in 2016 there was a high awareness of LSTF-supported cycling 

measures, which may have been contributing to this gradual process of change. 
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7 Findings: Delivery and Process 

7.1 Overview 

This chapter assesses the effectiveness of the process of delivering sustainabletransport measures, 

through business engagement, in the West of England strategicemployment sites (Research Aim 3) 

between 2014 and 2016. It reports findings with regard to the following research questions: 

 RQ 3a: What level of engagement was achieved with employers and employees and what 

factors led to increased engagement? 

 RQ 3b: What measures have been delivered successfully and why, and what measures have 

been less successfuland why? 

Quantitative findings on the level of employer engagement achieved by LSTF business engagement 

teams and business networks are drawn from LSTF monitoring data supplied by South 

Gloucestershire Counciland Bristol City Council. The employer interviews provided qualitative 

insights from senior managers on their company’s engagement with the councils and business 

networks in the field of sustainable transport. Finally, the LSTF work package closure reports written 

by the local authority Business Engagement managers provided reflections on the business 

engagement process and the measures which had been delivered with greater or less success over 

the two years. 

7.2 Level of engagement achieved with employers and employees 

The business engagement part of the WEST LSTF programme sought to engage with employers 

principally through the utilisation of local authority officers to develop relationships with business 

organisations. A Business Engagement Account Manager (BEAM) based in each local authority was 

allocated a local budget and given access to a range of sub-regional support services (sub-regional 

referred to the West of England area spanning the four unitary local authorities). In 2014-15, the 

BEAMs were supported by a sub-regionalBusiness Engagement Coordinator, but this post was 

dissolved at the end of that financial year. BEAMs offered a range of incentives to businesses to 

encourage them to engage with the WEST programme. Foremost among these was the offer of 

employer grants to help employers overcomebarriers to sustainable travel by providing 50% of the 

costs of items such as cycle shelters. Other incentives included the provision of ElectricalVehicle 

Recharging Points (ECVPs) on employer sites, the provision of emergency cycle repair kits, and 

encouragement measures such as the Big Commuting Challenge, held every June, the annual 

Sustainable Travel Business Awards, and the offer to create car share groups. 

The annual travel to work survey (the employee travel survey)was another means whereby LSTF 

officers engaged employers; participating employers received a comprehensive report of the results 

from respondents in their own business, comparing them with the total results across their local 

authority area. 
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Visits to employer sites from the Sustainable Travel Team provided another key engagement tool. 

This service was sub-contracted by the four local authorities to Steer Davis Gleave, to offer one-to-

one engagement with employees through the Travel West ‘Roadshows’ . Thesetook the form of 

information stands, staffed by travel advisers who provided travel information, personalised travel 

planning and offered a range of follow-up services available to individuals through the LSTF 

programme (e.g. cycle training, loan bicycles, bus taster tickets,). Teams of cycle mechanics (‘Dr 

Bike’) also visited the employer sites, offering free repairs. 

7.2.1 Quantitative overview 

An overviewof the LSTF engagement achieved with the SES Case Study employers in 2014-16 is 

provided in Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 in section 2.3. These tables show that nearly all the North Fringe 

employers were‘intensively engaged’ for at least part of the evaluation period by the LSTF Business 

Engagement Account Managers (BEAMS) together with the North Bristol Sustainable Commuter 

Network (SusCom). In the Ports area, two of the nine participating employers were ‘intensively 
engaged’ by both the LSTF BEAMS and SevernNet. The other employers in the Ports area engaged 

with SevernNet on a range of local transport issues, some relating to LSTF. 

‘Intensiveengagement’ was defined by the local authorities as a combination of a face -to-face 

meeting between the BEAMand the employer, plus the take-up of one or more service (e.g. a ‘Site 

Audit’, staff survey or TravelWest Roadshow), the awarding of an LSTF employer grant, or assistance 

in response to a ‘significant external pressure’. 

The SES Case Study employers which were intensively engaged in the North Fringe were a sub-set of 

the 37 and 26 employers which received intensive engagement by South Gloucestershire Council in 

2014/15 and 2015/16 respectively. The Ports area comprises parts of three local authority areas, and 

initially benefitted from its own LSTF business engagement programme and LSTF BEAM. However, 

this ceased in 2014, when Bristol City Council (BCC) took the lead on engagement with Ports area 

businesses –reasons for this are explained in section 7.3. Intensiveengagement was carried out by 

BCC with two businesses in the Ports area out of the 65 which received intensiveengagement across 

the BCC area as a whole in 2014/15, and 81 in 2015/16. 

Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 show that the LSTF Sustainable Travel Field Team ran TravelWest Roadshows 

at all the North Fringe SES Case Study employers, and one of the Ports employers, during the 

evaluation period. The numbers of individual employees engaged by Roadshow and Dr Bike teams at 

both the SES Case Study employers and across the South Gloucestershire and Bristol local authorities 

are shown in Table 7-1. Column a) shows the number of brief visits to the stand made by employees 

(‘exposures’), whilst b) shows the number of times that a service was provided at the stand or 

offered as a follow-up service (‘participants’). Each visitor to the stand or Dr Bike was categorised as 

either one or the other on each occasion, although it is possible that some individuals visited the 

stand on more than one occasion, and could therefore have been counted more than once (several 

employers werevisited by the Roadshow and Dr Bikes on multipleoccasions over the two years ). 
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Table 7-1: TravelWest Roadshows at employer sites 2014 to 2016 

Number of 

Roadshows or Dr 
Bike events 

a) Number of cases 

of employee ‘expo-
sure’ 

b) Number of 

cases of employ-
ee ‘participation’ 

Total (a+b) 

All South Glos. and Bristol 

(incl. SES Case Study em-
ployers) 

252 6491 1304 7795 

Case Study SES employers 
only 

82 2854 453 3307 

The Sustainable Travel Field Team had a core Key Performance Indicator to undertake follow-up 

customer satisfaction surveys with at least 10% of all roadshow participants (i.e. those who had 

provided contact details). The surveywas administered to the selected 10% of participants either 

online or by telephone. 

The results of the survey (based on Roadshow participants from across South Gloucestershire and 

Bristol City Councils and including participants at workplaces and other types of location) showed 

that the majority of respondents gave a high rating to their interactions with the travel advisers and 

the quality of the materials they received. In 2014/15, 88% rated their interaction as ‘good’ or ‘very 

good’, and 61% rated the quality of the information or support received as ‘good’ or ‘very good’ 
(total sample, all Roadshows: 482). In 2014/15, 35% of respondents said they had changed their 

travel choices following their conversation with a travel adviser at a TravelWest Roadshow. Those 

who said they had made changes were then asked whether thesechanges had been influenced by 

the conversation they had or the support they had received. One hundred and thirty two (77%) of 

these respondents said the changes had been influenced by the Roadshow conversation or support, 

and just 21 (12%) said they had not. The surveys in 2014-16 did not reveal how many of these 

behaviour changes were in the direction of more sustainable travel. However, previous customer 

satisfaction surveys completed during 2013-14 suggested that ensuing changes in travel behaviour 

related mainly to uptake of cycling. 

In 2015/16, it was possible to select from the full samplethe responses of 108 respondents who had 

visited a TravelWest stand at their place of work (and not, for example, at a community event). 

Ninety percent rated them as ‘good’ or ‘very good’. Fifty four percent rated the materials they 

received as ‘good’ or ‘very good’, and 38% said they had made changes to the way they travelled 

since talking to the travel advisor. 

An indication of the general level of awareness and use of the TravelWest Roadshows was shown in 

Figure 5-7 and Figure 5-8: 24% of North Fringe respondents to the 2016 employee travelsurvey were 

aware of them, and 4% had used one (in the Ports area, where far fewer had taken place, 9% were 

aware of them, and 1% had used them). The related Dr Bike cycle repair stands attracted a high level 

of awareness in the North Fringe, where of 48% were aware of them, and 5% of respondents had 

used them (compared with 22% aware in the Ports area, and 1% having used them). A high 

awareness of Dr Bike had also been found among respondents to wave 1of the panel survey in July 

2014 (47% of the sample of 1526 respondents). Eighteen percent of wave 1panel survey 
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respondents were aware of the TravelWest Roadshows. Dr Bike was also the LSTF measure which 

had attracted the greatest awareness among the senior manager interviewees. The distinction 

between the Dr Bike sessions and the Roadshows is in some ways artificial, as one often 

accompanied the other; it is possible that the cycle repairs simply attracted more attention than the 

TravelWest information stands when both were together. 

7.3 Factors leading to increased engagement with employers 

North Bristol Suscom and SevernNet were observed by the evaluation team to have played a key 

liaison role in the engagement of North Fringe and Ports businesses by the local authorities 

delivering the LSTF programme over the evaluation period; this was also noted by LSTF managers in 

the work package closure reports. There were several changes of staff carrying out the Business 

Engagement Account Manager (BEAM) role within the two councils over the two years, which meant 

that the directors of SevernNet and North Bristol Suscom were vital to the continuity of relationships 

with employers. Both business networks received contributions from the LSTF to help fund staff 

time. 

The Suscom and SevernNet directors had built up effective working relationships with contact 

people in many of the businesses participating in the Case Study prior to 2014. Engagement was 

most effective where the same individual/s had acted as employer contact on transport matters for 

several years, or where the role had been passed on to someone else with the same job 

responsibilities – for example, in the larger employers which engaged a transport or parking 

coordinator. Where the contact person within a business was undertaking the liaison roleon a more 

voluntary basis, often motivated by a personal interest, the relationship with that business was more 

vulnerable to deterioration in the event of the individual leaving. There was a tendency for 

businesses to be most responsive to approaches from the business networks and the local authority 

BEAMS when they had a particular transport-related concern, such as over-demand for parking, or 

when changes to local infrastructure (e.g. roadworks or alterations to rail or bus services) were 

affecting access to their site. 

Both the North Fringe and the Ports areas were designated as Area Travel Plan (ATP) areas at the 

beginning of the WESTprogramme. An ATP was duly developed for each area with strong 

involvement from SusCom and SevernNet. Overall however, the North Fringe businesses were 

engaged more actively than the Ports during the evaluation period. The principle reason for this was 

that the North Fringe was in many ways better primed at the outset to benefi t from the WEST 

business engagement programme, the main focus of which was encouragement and promotion 

measures. Arguably, such measures can only be effective if an area already benefits from sufficient 

transport infrastructure and services to offer commuters practical travel alternatives to the car. The 

North Fringe was considerably better connected to residential areas by bus, cycling and walking 

infrastructure than the Ports area, and it also benefits from shorter distances to the city centre and 

suburban settlements. The North Fringe was also experiencing greater trafficcongestion and 

insufficient parking availability, which meant that many employers were particularly receptive to the 

assistance which LSTF business engagement officers could offer. Moreover, South Gloucestershire 

LSTF business engagement staff were already working closely with North Bristol SusCom, which had 

good, established contacts with several of the major employers. 
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In contrast, there were very few sustainable transport options for commuting into the Ports area 

(e.g. no bus services and poor cycling routes in 2014, but with some improvements having been 

made by 2016). People also tended to live further away from work in the Ports area as shown in 

Table 5-3. With so few transport alternatives on offer, there was little potential for encouraging 

travel behaviour change among those travelling to work in Avonmouth and Severnside, with the 

exception of online car-sharing services. Coupled with the dissatisfaction of many businesses in the 

area with the councils’ investment in transport infrastructure, this made the LSTF business 

engagement officer’s task problematic. Furthermore, at the start of the evaluation period, LSTF staff 

assigned to the Portside Area Travel Plan area did not enjoy a close working relationship with 

SevernNet. In August 2014, the WEST LSTF Delivery Board decided to close down the Portside 

business engagement programme, having concluded that the Portside business engagement 

programme was not worthwhile. The Ports area continued to be supported by LSTF staff and 

funding, principallythrough Bristol City Council, but without the assistance of an area-specific 

programme or business engagement manager. Focus shifted from ‘engagement’ to delivering more 

infrastructure and service measures such as cycle path improvements and the extension of the 41 

bus service into the Avonmouth employment area. 

7.3.1 Perspectives from the LSTF delivery team 

Reflections from LSTF BEAMs and programme managers on the overall running of the WEST LSTF 

programme were provided in work package closure reports. Theseshowed that l inks to Suscom and 

SevernNet were seen as critical in increasing support and uptake of schemes such as the Big 

Commuter Challenge. The development of the Area Travel Plans was seen as having led to stronger 

relationships between the local authorities and the business networks. Partnership working with 

Suscom and SevernNet was regarded as giving the LSTF project credibility and made it easier for the 

BEAMs to find a way into businesses, and allowed “an immediate, relevant and meaningfuldialogue 

where it mattered most”. 

The setting of WEST budgets at a local level permitted scaling and tailoring to suit business needs 

within the different local authorities, whilst the existenceof a sub-regional Business Engagement 

Coordinator role in 2014-15 facilitated the coordination of activities across the local authorities. 

However, it was felt that there were also some failures of coordination, resulting, for example, in a 

mixture of marketing materials being produced by individual local authorities which had often not 

liaised with the central LSTF team. In 2014-15 it was noted that there was still an element of ‘silo 

thinking’ within each local authority which had affected the business engagement project, leading, 

for example, to a failure to share information fully in the early part of the programme. It was also 

noted that staff turnover had meant significant time being taken up with recruitment. 

7.3.2 Employer perspectives on LSTF engagement 

In both 2014 and 2016, senior manager interviewees expressed varying levels of knowledgeabout 

the degree to which their company had been ‘engaged’ by LSTF officers in their local authorities, and 
by the business networks. The more senior the interviewee, the less likely he or she was to have had 

any personal involvement; however, the larger companies and the public sector organisations did 

have a member of staff whose role covered liaising with the Councils, business networks and other 
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relevant bodies on transport issues, or an individual who performed the role through personal 

interest rather than as part of their official role. In the latter case, some managers reflected that the 

business was perhaps too dependent on the enthusiasm of this one individual when it came to 

liaising with externalorganisations on transport matters. 

In 2016, interviewees in the North Fringe more frequently mentioned engagement with North Bristol 

SusCom than directly with the local authority LSTF team, although the two tended to be closely 

associated. In the Ports area, most of the SES Case Study businesses had been more involved with 

the SevernNet group than directly with the councils. Those interviewees with knowledgeon the 

subject expressed positive views of SusCom and SevernNet, with a slightly more mixed view of the 

local authorities. 

“We have, on a couple of occasions, raised particular issues with the council and sometimes 

they’ve been quite receptive and tried to deal with the issues like repainting road markings or 

making it clear at junctions and so on. Sometimes they’ve just done nothing”. 

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016) 

“Principally through SusCom and the thing that I think we have really appreciated is that South 

Glos has been willing to show some flexibility, if an idea comes up that clearly is sensible and fits 

in with the overallobjectives of what the fund’s trying to achieve they’re very willing to look at it 

and see whether or not it’s something that they want to contribute to and I think all the 

businesses have appreciated that. I’m talking about the SusCom members, the businesses out 

here may be less aware of it”. 

(Director, Science Park, North Fringe, 2014) 

Some businesses in Avonmouth, were, by 2016, still frustrated with what they perceived as the slow 

rate of improvement to transport infrastructure in the area, and felt that that local authorities 

appeared not to be addressing issues such as HGV parking and local congestion hot-spots. They felt 

that businesses were doing all they could to offer solutions. 

“And so it’s really interesting: as users, we’re all looking at the authorities and going why haven't 

you done something? Why haven't, you know? And there are things that are planned or that 

have been talked about that would make our lives a lot easier. But, like all things,we need them 

now and you can't wave a magicwand”. 

(Managing Director, Catering Products company, Ports, 2016) 

The work done by SusCom was particularly valued in both 2014 and 2016: 

“I think they (LSTF measures) are good things to do when you have something like a SusCom -type 

organisation in the region, because information about the scheme and what it can potentially 

fund gets out very rapidly to businesses…” 

(Director, Science Park, North Fringe, 2016) 
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“She (the SusCom Director) works very hard at getting everybody involved and engaged and at 

meetings…” 

(Manager, Retail Company, North Fringe, 2016) 

SevernNet was at an earlier stage of development in 2014, compared with SusCom, and by 2016 it 

was thought that it had become established. 

“What they need to do now is deliver….Which they’ve started to with, you know, the bus.” 

(Engagement Manager, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016). 

Some interviewees in the Ports area admitted that although they were in favour of communal action 

to improve transport in the area, they only participated actively in SevernNet activities when they 

were directly affected by a particular issue. 

7.4 Measures delivered successfully and less successfully 

The summary provided in this section draws on reflections made by programme managers within 

the local authority LSTF Business Engagement delivery team, as noted in their work-package closure 

reports, coupled with observations from the senior manager interviews, the 2016 employeetravel 

survey and the panel survey. These points relateonly to those LSTF measures in the business 

engagement category, and not to other relevant interventions delivered through other parts of the 

programme (e.g. improvements to cycle routes, real-time bus information, and the TravelWest 

website). 

Measures delivered successfully 

 Overall engagement and awarding of employer grants: across the WEST programme, LSTF 

officers engaged with significantly more businesses than were identified at the outset. 

Employer grants totalling £622,000 were awarded in 2014-15 across the West of England 

area, which resulted in £1,168,000 of match funding from employers. More grants were 

used for cycling facilities than anything else, and this may have contributed to the high level 

of awareness among employeetravel survey respondents of ‘recent improvements to 
cycling facilities at work’. 

 The Big Commuting Challenge: 4,569 participants registered and 3,591 journeys were logged 

in 2015/16. This was also seen by BEAMs as a good engagement tool for their work with 

employers. It attracted a particularly high degree of participation among those who, 

according to the 2014 employee travel survey, normally cycled to work (24%, compared with 

10% of those who normally walked, 9% of those who normally used the bus, and only 3% of 

those who normally drove a car (alone) to work). 

 Emergency Cycle Repair Kits: these were issued to many employers and proved popular. 
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 The Business Travel Awards: these changed significantly during the life of the project, 

becoming more successful and raising the profile of the work with the wider business 

community. They allowed businesses a clear target date to work towards for travel planning 

activities. 

 The Kings Ferry Commuter Coach and the X18 bus service: both were well received, 

achieving high levels of awareness and very high levels of satisfaction among users. They 

were also successful in attracting some commuters away from the car. However, neither 

service survived in its original form following the removalof LSTF subsidies. 

 Dr Bike cycle repairs: these proved very popular and achieved high levels of awareness 

among both employers and employees. Some employers continued to offer the service at 

their own expense once the LSTF funding had ceased. 

 The Sustainable Travel Field Team: the TravelWest roadshows achieved high levels of 

customer satisfaction in terms of the helpfulness of travel advisers and the quality of 

information materials. Factors identified as contributing to the success of the Roadshows 

included: 

o A flexibleTravel Adviser team availableto engage with individuals; 

o A wide range of key offers to help overcome barriers when engaging with 

individuals, particularly loan bikes. 

o The development of flexible personaltravel planning sessions. 

o Allocating a Travel Adviser to work closely with a business that is going through a 

transition; 

o Ensuring that Travel Advisers had good local knowledge. 

o Using bus vouchers as opposed to making bulk buys of bus tickets, purchased up 

front. 

Measures delivered less successfully 

 In 2014-15, the EVCP process was reported, in South Gloucestershire, as being overly 

complicated, especially at high security sites. A lesson learnt was to treat the EVCPs as fully 

funded employer grants rather than trying to arrange purchase and procurement on behalf 

of the employer. Adapting the system in this way enabled targets for the installation of 

ECVPs to be met. However, some employers remained resistant to ECVPs because of 

concerns about tax issues which might arise from providing staff with free electricity. 

 In South Gloucestershire, therewas no interest in grants for car share barriers, so funding 

was moved to general employer grants. 
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 The launch of a new online lift-sharing platform (FAXI): there was less uptake of this service 

than anticipated. Instead, a new platform called Join My Journey was created by one of the 

North Fringe SES Case Study businesses, with the assistance of an LSTF employer grant, to 

help tackle this gap in provision. 

 The Kings Ferry Business Shuttle service, which was introduced on a six month trial basis to 

transport employees among collaborating businesses in the North Fringe, was very popular 

with some employers who saw it as a means of reducing taxi fare costs for local business 

travel. However, the service had to be terminated at the end of the pilot as insufficient 

financial support could be obtained from employers to make the service financially viable. 

 It was felt that lack of resources at the end of the LSTF programme led to activities delivered 

by the Sustainable Travel Field Team being cancelled or compromised. 

7.5 Delivery and process summary 

The findings discussed in this chapter have highlighted the important role played by the business 

networks, SusCom and SevernNet, in developing and maintaining contacts with employers through 

which LSTF measures could be delivered. Joint action through the networks gave employers an 

opportunity to help shape local transport policies and measures. Becausethe networks represented 

the employers’ own interests, they were perceived by the local authorities as offering ‘credibility 

gains’ to the work undertaken by LSTF officers, thereby overcoming possible cynicism on the part of 

some employers towards their local councils. Coordination between SusCom and LSTF officers 

functioned effectively in the North Fringe but was more problematic, particularly at the beginning of 

the evaluation period, in the Ports area. There, a view among businesses that the area’s transport 

infrastructure needs had been neglected by the local authorities tended to influence their attitudes 

towards the LSTF programme. By 2016, these attitudes were becoming more positive, in responseto 

some observed improvements in infrastructure and services, but it remained harder to engage 

businesses on sustainable transport issues than in the North Fringe. This was partly a reflection not 

just of the LSTF programme itself, but of the different characteristics and transport needs of the two 

areas, as discussed in section 6.3. In both areas, however, the SusCom and SevernNet networks 

provided important continuity in the face of staff turnover within the local authorities during the 

LSTF evaluation period and beyond. 

With regard to the engagement of individuals, the employee travel surveys and panel survey showed 

that some LSTF interventions had attracted a high degree of awareness. Cycling-related measures 

had a notably wide reach: for example, improvements to cycling facilities at work (many part-funded 

by LSTF employer grants), improvements to local cycle routes, and Dr Bike cycle repairs. The 

customer satisfaction surveys completed by people who had received a service through the 

TravelWest Roadshows suggested that ensuing changes in travel behaviour related mainly to cycling. 

The Big Commuting Challenge was found to be a good engagement tool at the levels of both the 

employer and individualemployees. Notably, the 2016 employee travelsurvey showed that the 

proportion of people who had taken part in the Big Commuting Challengewas highest among those 
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who normally cycled to work, compared with those who normally used other modes. This suggests 

that the LSTF was particularly successfulat engaging individuals on cycling-related issues. 
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8 Conclusions of the West of England evaluation 

This chapter summarises findings with respect to the three aims of the SES Case Study before con-

sidering longer term prospects for the impacts of sustainabletransport promotion at the two strate-

gic employment sites in the West of England. 

8.1 Modal shift 

The first aim of the SES Case Study was to establish the impact of a package of sustainable transport 

measures on modal shift in strategicemployment sites, and understand which interventions were 

most effective in different contexts. 

Figure 8-1 shows that there were statistically significant decreases in mode share for car alone (2.3% 

points) and car sharing (2.4% points) among North Fringe employees between March 2014 and 

March 2016. There were statistically significant increases in mode share for cycling (2.0% points), 

walking (1.1% points) and bus use (2.6% points). There were minimal changes in mode share among 

Ports area employees. After accounting for differences in sample characteristics in the two survey 

years, it was deduced that the probability of driving alone was 10% less likely in 2016 for North 

Fringe employees and the probability of using bus was 35% more likely (both statistically significant), 

but changes in probability of using other modes werenot statistically significant. 

Figure 8-1: Mode share % point changes for North Fringe and Ports area 

Note: Statistical significance at 95% level shown in solid colour. 

Looking at longer-term trends in mode share it was apparent that there was a more substantial 

reduction in car alone mode share of 4% points between March 2013 and March 2014 among North 

Fringe employees. This indicates that the WEST LSTF programme might have had a greater impact in 

its first year after which there was sustained impact at a lower level. It is also notable that reductions 

in single occupancy car use after 2013 in the North Fringe occurred against a backdrop of petrol 
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price reductions, of a national trend of increasing car use and a regional trend of increasing car 

commuting. 

To assess the role of the WEST programme in contributing to the mode share outcomes identified 

above, a number of matters should be considered. Firstly, a reduction in single occupancy car-use 

between March 2014 and March 2016 was statistically significant at only three out of 20 SES Case 

Study employers, all located in the North Fringe (single occupancy car-use increased among 

employers in the Ports area). Reductions in car parking availability had occurred at two of these 

employers (NHS Trust and University). Moreover, the NHS Trust was in some ways untypical because 

it had undergone a major site relocation in 2014 (after the March 2014 survey). Further analysis of 

the employee travelsurvey data showed that changes in mode share between March 2014 and 

March 2016 were explained well by changes in parking availabilityand not by the extent of exposure 

to LSTF measures (as measured at the employer level). 

Interviews with senior managers showed that restricted on-site parking availability was a key 

motivator to engaging with sustainabletransport initiatives such as the LSTF, as part of a drive to 

improve alternative travel options for staff. The NHS Trust faced particular challenges in managing a 

site relocation which involved a significant reduction in car parking spaces for staff. By 2016, parking 

was still an emotive issueamong staff at those employers which needed to manage demand. 

However, some interviewees felt that discontentment over parking restrictions and charges was 

reducing as people were no longer assuming that they had a ‘right’ to drive to work and park 

without charge. This could be interpreted as a gradual cultural change, in which commuting by other 

modes was no longer considered unusual; cycling to work, in particular, was coming to be seen as 

more ‘normal’ at many employers in the North Fringe. The senior manager interviews, the 2016 

employeesurvey and the panel surveys showed a high awareness of LSTF-supported cycling 

measures, which may have been contributing to this gradual process of change. 

In exploring further whether there was evidence of a direct relationship between LSTF interventions 

and observed mode changes, the analysis of the employee travel survey data showed a decreased 

probability of car alone commuting, and increased probabilities of cycling and bus use, for 

individuals who used LSTF measures (but not if they were merely ‘aware’ of LSTF measures). This 
does not reveal direction of causality, although some insights into the self -reported influence of 

measures on individual behaviour were provided by the March 2016 employee survey. Of those 

respondents who reported using car alone less than two years ago, 29% said that the listed 

measures had made a little, or a lot, of difference to the way they travel to work. However, 64% said 

that the measures had made no difference. The closest associations were seen between using 

specificmeasures, e.g. on-site cycling facilities, and increasing use of the relevant mode (in this case, 

cycling), although the numbers involved were small. 

This suggests that specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing car use among a small 

proportion of individuals. However, LSTF measures might have helped to maintain existing levels of 

sustainable transport use in the face of a wider trend of increasing car mode share for commuter 

journeys in South-West England during the study period. 

Qualitative evidence supports the view that LSTF measures had played a facilitating role in some 

individuals’ decision to commute more often by sustainable modes, or to maintain existing use, 
150 



 

 
 
 

             

              

             

            

              

               

                

                

                

             

  

                

           

           

              

             

             

 

 

            

 

although they were rarely reported to be the most important reasons. The narrative within many 

individuals’ explanations of mode choice was of change or stability reflecting their own personal 
circumstances (e.g. moving house or job location, taking children to school, other responsibilities 

and interests outside work, or a desire to be more physically active) . 

Taken together, the results above suggest that reduction in parking availability was the chief factor 

in mode share changes seen between 2014 and 2016 with the LSTF programme playing an important 

role in facilitating mode changes of individual commuters. There is evidence of a greater reduction in 

single occupancy car use for employers in the North Fringe in the first part of the LSTF programme 

(up to March 2014) and it can be argued that the programme helped consolidate those gains in the 

second part of the programme (between April 2014 and March 2016). 

8.2 Economic impacts 

The second aim of the SES Case Study was to assess the impacts on business performance, including 

access for existing and potentialemployees, of implementing sustainable transport measures in stra-

tegicemployment sites. Whilst senior managers believed that the economic impacts of LSTF and re-

lated measures were extremelydifficult to quantify, the majority saw commuter travel issues as an 

important consideration with regard to their business performance. The role of LSTF funding within 

a ‘virtuous circle’ of movement towards more sustainable commuter travel is presented in Figure 

8-2. 

Figure 8-2: The role of LSTF interventions in the process of commute mode change 
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The interviews underlined that, essentially, employers need their staff to be able to get to and from 

work, and without getting unnecessarily stressed or delayed, otherwise productivity and wellbeing 

can be negatively affected. When this is threatened by factors which make car commuting more 

difficult, such as trafficcongestion or the need to reduce parking, they see alternativetravel modes 

as essential. Employers also wish to be able to recruit and retain the best people for the job, and 

when transport issues threaten this, they want to find solutions – including sustainable transport 

alternatives if appropriate. Employers in the SES Case Study who were adversely affected by issues 

such as congestion, limits on parking, and recruitment difficulties, tended to perceive a need for 

greater investment in sustainable transport. Faced with such pressures, they made their own 

investment in alternative transport options for staff, and were more willing to engage with the local 

authorities and other employers on sustainable transport, which in turn meant that they saw more 

benefits from LSTF business engagement measures. Even without such pressures, employers tended 

to be in favour of sustainable transport options because they are seen to contribute to staff well-

being, which indirectly benefits the business. However, for some this was a very marginal concern in 

the context of a challenging economic environment. 

The senior managers’ overall assessment of the LSTF and related measures by 2016 was that these 

were welcome steps in the right direction, but were insufficient to have made a significant 

difference so far. In the more congested parts of the North Fringe, it was thought that they had 

helped control, but not fully counteract, growing trafficvolumes arising from new housing 

development in the area. In the Ports area, employees had had very little alternative to commuting 

by car in 2014. By 2016, improvements to bus and cycle access were starting to be noticed, but were 

not thought to be significant enough yet to have translated into commute mode change of any size 

(a perception supported by the results of the 2016 employee travel survey). 

For most interviewees, this was an argument for greater efforts to improve and encourage the use 

of alternative modes, and for these efforts to be sustained over a longer time period. Those 

employers which had engaged activelywith the LSTF – most of whom had benefitted from LSTF 

employer grants – saw publically funded investment as part of a collaboration in which they also 

bore a responsibility. These employers saw LSTF as useful ‘leverage’ for sustainabletransport 

measures they wished to undertake themselves. LSTF grants could, for example, lend weight to 

arguments within an organisation for investment in sustainable transport measures at a time when 

employers faced many competing financial pressures. 

However, it should also be noted that some senior managers in the Ports area did not see a strong, 

business-related need for growth in sustainable transport options –notably those businesses which 

were facing neither recruitment difficulties nor pressure on car parking. These were among a 

number of interviewees who believed that LSTF measures could accrue greater benefits to the 

individualthan to the business. Some, in both the Ports area and the North Fringe, also expressed a 

strong view that travel to work was a matter of individualchoice, in which they should not be 

dictating to their staff. This may partly be a reflection of a convention in the UK that commuting is, 

ultimately, the responsibility of the worker and not the employer. In some other countries, 

particularly in continental Europe, employers are expected to play a stronger role in the commuting 

options of their employees. 
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8.3 Delivery and process 

The third and final aim of the SES Case Study was to review the effectiveness of the process of deliv-

ering sustainable transport measures in strategic employment sites. 

The business networks, SusCom and SevernNet, were observed to have played an important part in 

developing and maintaining contacts with employers through which LSTF measures could be 

delivered by the LSTF Business Engagement officers. Joint action through the networks gave 

employers an opportunity to help shape local transport policies and measures. Becausethe 

networks represented the employers’ own interests, they were perceived by the local authorities as 

offering ‘credibility gains’ to the work undertaken by LSTF officers - thereby overcoming possible 

cynicism on the part of some employers towards their local councils. The networks also provided 

important continuity in the face of staff turnover within the local authorities during the LSTF 

evaluation period and beyond. 

8.4 Longer term prospects 

The mode share time-series results for the SES Case Study employers in the North Fringe area 

generated from the 2014 and 2016 employee travelsurveys and surveys in other years (see Figure 

5-4) showed that car alone travel to work had been increasing prior to the WEST LSTF programme 

and reduced substantially in the first year of the programme (from 56.3% to 52.0%) after which 

there was further reduction between 2014 and 2016 (from 52.0% to 49.6%), during a period in which 

petrol prices fell and an increase in car commuting was seen in the South West of England more 

geenrally. Sustained growth in cycling has been seen since 2013 in the North Fringe area (from 

10.5% to 14.4% between 2013 and 2016) and some growth in walking and bus use has been seen 

since 2014. This implies that the WESTLSTF programme may have had largest impact in the first part 

of the funding period, followed by sustained impact at a lower level subsequently 

Predicted use of sustainable travel modes in the future can be informed by commuters’ levels of 

satisfaction with their journey to work. A comparison of respondents’ levels of satisfaction with their 
normal mode of travel to work in March 2014 and March 2016 showed a marked increase in bus 

users’ journey satisfaction by 2016, which suggests that the higher bus mode share demonstrated in 

2016 may be maintained. However, this must be tempered by the findings that bus users were still 

the least satisfied group overallcompared with users of other modes. The finding that those who 

walked or cycled remained the groups most satisfied with their commutes can be considered as a 

positive outcome of interventions to support these modes. 

Patronage growth data and bus user surveys for two LSTF-funded bus services (X18and Kings Ferry) 

showed they were successful in attracting car commuters when they were introduced and growth in 

users was sustained over time, although fewer new users over time were car commuters. This 

indicated that there was the prospect of these services continuing to contribute to maintain bus 

mode share. However, this depended on the bus services continuing to operate. Since March 2015, 

subsidies from LSTF for both of these bus services were no longer available. The North Bristol 

Commuter Coach service, originally run by Kings Ferry, was transferred to a new operator and new 

timetables and routes introduced (lengthening journey time). The X18service continued with some 
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adjustments to its routing and timetable, but by early 2017 both these services had ceased to 

operate. 

The findings suggest that the gains of the WEST LSTF programme in increasing the share of 

commuting by alternatives to driving alonecan be sustained if promotion of sustainable transport 

initiatives is continued (for example, to ensure new staff are encouraged to try alternatives as staff 

turnover occurs) and can be built upon further if it is possible to invest substantially in sustainable 

transport infrastructure and services (such as the Metrobus system currently being constructed). 

The evidence from this study shows that reductions in driving aloneare most likely to take place 

where sustainabletransport promotion occurs alongside restraints to driving from parking space 

reductions and congestion. 

154 




