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Executive Summary

Purpose and design of the case study

In 2013 the UK DepartmentforTransport 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 Strategic Employment Sites and Business Parks. The study was carried out between
late 2013 and early 2016 by a researchteam 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.

The aims of the evaluation were: to establish the impact of sustainable transport measures on
commute mode use at selected strategicemploymentsites and business parks; to assess the impacts
of these measures onthe business performance of employers located at the sites; and to review the
effectiveness of the LSTF delivery process.

The employment ssites and business parks chosen for evaluation were: the North Fringe and Ports
areas of Bristol, West of England; Maylands Business Park, Hemel Hempstead, Hertfordshire; Wes -
ern Trading Estates, Slough, Berkshire; and Hatfield Business Park, Hatfield, Hertfordshire (compara-
tor site, notinreceipt of LSTF). This report presents the evaluation of LSTFimpactsinthe two sites
located inthe West of England: the North Fringe and Ports areas of Bristol.

Overall, the West of England local authorities (Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol City, North
Somersetand South Gloucestershire Councils)were awarded nearly £34m from the LSTF between
2011/12 and 2015/16. Of this, expenditure onthe LSTF business engagement programme duringthe
2-yearevaluation period totalled over £2.2 million. Approximately 35% of this total was spenton
business engagementinthe two strategicemployment sites selected for the case study (5% in the
Bristol Ports area and 30% in the Bristol North Fringe).

In the West of England, a case study research approach was used to gatherin-depth datafrom 25
employerorganisations of differentsizes and sectors, usingavariety of research methods: employ-
ee travel surveys;in-depth semi-structured interviews with senior managers: and bus passengersur-
veys. All data collection was conducted in 2014 (Phase 1) and repeated in 2015/16 (P hase 2). In addi-
tion, a commuter panel survey ran between July 2014 and October 2015. Twenty of the 25 business-
esand organisations took partin both research phases, whilst five wereable to participate only
once.

Key findings: Impacts of LSTF funding on commute mode share

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 significantincreasesin mode share for cycling (2.0% points), walking (1.1% points)
and bus use (2.6% points). There were minimal changesin mode share among Ports areaemploy-
ees. Afteraccountingfordifferencesin sample characteristics in the two survey years, itwas d e-
ducedthat the probability of drivingalone was 10% less likely in 2016 for North Fringe employees
and the probability of using bus was 35% more likely (both statistically significant), but changesin
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the probability of using other modes were not statistically significant.

Lookingat longer-termtrendsin mode share it was apparent that there was a more substantial
reductionin car alone mode share of 4% points between March 2013 and March 2014 amongNorth
Fringe employees. Thisindicates that the WEST LSTF programme might have had a greaterimpactin
itsfirstyear after which there was sustained impactata lowerlevel. Itis also notable that reductions
insingle occupancy car use after 2013 inthe North Fringe occurred against a backdrop of petrol
price reductions, of anational 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 outcomesidentified
above, a numberof matters should be considered. Firstly, areductionin single occupancy car-use
between March 2014 and March 2016 was statistically significantat only three out of 20 SES Case
Study employers, all located in the North Fringe (single occupancy car-use increased among employ-
ersin the Ports area). Reductionsin car parking availability had occurred at two of these employers
(NHS Trust and University). Moreover, the NHS Trust was in some ways untypical because ithad un-
dergone amajor site relocation in 2014 (afterthe March 2014 survey). Furtheranalysis of the em-
ployee travel survey datashowed that changesin mode share between March 2014 and March 2016
were explained well by changesin parking availabilityand not by the extent of exposureto LSTF
measures (as measured atthe employerlevel).

In exploring further whetherthere was evidence of adirectrelationship between LSTF interventions
and observed mode changes, the analysis of the employee travel survey datashowed adecreased
probability of caralone commuting, andincreased probabilities of cycling and bus use, forindividu-
alswho used LSTF measures (but notif 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 employeesurvey. Of those respondents who
reported using car alone less thantwo years ago, 29% said that the listed measures had made alit-
tle, or alot, 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 cyclingfacilities, and increasing use of the relevant mode (in this case, cycling), although the
numbersinvolved were small.

This suggests that specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing car use amonga small
proportion of individuals. However, LSTF measures might have helped to maintain existing levels of
sustainable transport use in the face of a widertrend of increasing car mode share for commuter
journeysin South-West England during the study period.

Qualitative evidence supports the view that LSTF measures had played afacilitating role in some
individuals’ decision to commute more often by sustainable modes, or to maintain existing use, alt-
hough they were rarely reported to be the most important reasons. The narrative within many indi-
viduals’ explanations of mode choice was of change orstability reflecting their own personal circu m-
stances (e.g. moving house orjob location, taking children to school, other responsibilities and inter-
ests outside work, ora desire to be more physically active).
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Takentogether, the results above suggest that reduction in parking availability was the chief factor
inmode share changesseen between 2014 and 2016 with the LSTF programme playinganimportant
role in facilitating mode changes of individual commuters. There is evidence of agreaterreductionin
single occupancy car use for employersin the North Fringe in the first part of the LSTF programme
(upto March 2014) and it can be argued that the programme helped consolidate those gainsinthe
second part of the programme (between April 2014 and March 2016).

Key findings: Impacts of LSTF funding on business performance

Senior managers perceived transportissues asimportant 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 commutertravel experience wasseen as
an important contributor to staff satisfaction, with improvements to the commute thought to bring
about productivity gains by enhancing staff wellbeing.

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.

By 2016, mostinterviewees were either positive or neutral aboutthe role the LSTF had playedin
increasing cycle-use by staff and improving bus services. Many interviewees in the North Fringe be-
lieved that business benefits (albeitindirect and unquantifiable) were starting to accrue fromsus-
tainable transportimprovements. However, it was also felt that more time and greaterinvestment
intransport infrastructure and services was needed to make a substantial difference. Inthe Ports
area, where implementation of LSTF measures stated later, some employers thought thatanew bus
service was starting to make a positive difference by wideningaccess to jobs, butit was too soon to
be able to detectdirectimpacts.

Employers adversely affected by congestion, limits on parking, recruitment difficulties etc. perceived
a greaterneedforinvestmentin sustainabletransport. When faced with pressures such asthese,
they were more willingto engage with the local authorities and other businesses on sustainable
transport, whichinturn created a ‘virtuous circle’ whereby they also accrued greater be nefitfrom
the LSTF (see Figure ES-1below).



17.

18.

19.

Figure ES-0-1: The role of LSTF interventions in the process of commute mode change
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Key Findings: Delivery and process

The business networks, North Bristol SusCom and SevernNet, played animportant partin 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. Because the 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 al so provided important continuity in
the face of staff turnoverwithinthe local authorities during the LSTF evaluation period and beyond.

Conclusions

The results showed that ‘pull factors’ were unlikely to bring about significant changesin commuter
travel behaviour without measures which also ‘pushed’ employees into reducing theircar-use. Inthe
case of the North Fringe, which saw a statistically significant fall in car-alone mode share, the need
to enforce parking restraints was akeyissue formany employers. Statistical analysis showed that
reductionin car parking availability was the primary factorleading to reduced caralone commuting.

Nonetheless, there was evidence from both surveys and interviews that LSTF measures assisted
individualsin 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 outin the North Fringe as attract-
ing high levels of awareness amongboth senior managers and employees, and relatively high levels

of use amongemployees.
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The importance of ‘push factors’ such as limits on parking also applied to employers’ engagement
with sustainable transportissues, which tended to be prompted by a specifictransport ‘problem’.
Those employers adversely affected by limited parking, local traffic congestion, and/or transport-
related recruitment difficulties, perceived aneed for greaterinvestmentin sustainable transport,
and were more likely to have engaged with the LSTF than those less affe cted.

Employers who had engaged actively with the LSTF saw publically funded investment as part of a
collaborationin which theyalso bore aresponsibility. These employers regarded LSTF as useful ‘le v-
erage’ forsustainable transport measures they wished to undertake themselves. LSTF grants could,
for example, alsolend weight to arguments within an organisation forinvestmentin sustainable
transport measures at a time when employers faced competing financial pressures.

Longerterm acceptance and use of sustainable travel modes among commuters can be informed by
levels of satisfaction with the commute. Acomparison of employees’ levels of satisfaction with their
normal mode of travel to workin 2014 and 2016 showed amarkedincrease in bus users’ trip satis-
faction by 2016, which suggeststhatthe higherbus mode share demonstratedin 2016 may be main-
tained. 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.



1 Introduction

In 2013 the UK Departmentfor Transport commissioned anumber 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 tofill an evi-
dence-gap onthe impact of sustainable transport measures on travel behaviourand business activity
inlarge, out-of-town employment areas which have typically relied on access by car. It was im-
portantto understand how interventions aimed at promoting sustainable transport can help tackle
transport challenges and supporteconomicgrowth insuch areas. The findings from the full SES Case

Study are providedinaSummary Report’.

Hertfordshire County Council led aresearchteam 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
withregardto business sector composition, transport connectivity and proximity to population.

The aims of the SES Case Study were:

1. To establishthe impact of a package of sustainable transport measures on modal shiftin
strategicemploymentssites, and understand which interventions were most effective in dif-
ferent contexts.

2. To assessthe impactson business performance, including access for existingand potential
employees, of implementing sustainable transport measures in strategicemployment sites.

3. Toreview the effectiveness of the process of delivering sustainable transport measuresin
strategicemploymentsites.

The employmentssites and business parks chosen forthe evaluation were:
e Bristol North Fringe, West of England;
e Bristol Portsarea, West of England;
e Maylands Business Park, Hertfordshire;
e Western Trading Estates, Slough;
e Hatfield Business Park, Hertfordshire (comparatorsite, notin receipt of LSTF).

The sites were chosen because each (with the exception of Hatfield) was afocal point for LSTF busi-
ness engagementinterventionsinthe Hertfordshire, Slough and West of England LSTF programmes,

! 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.



and because each was located on the periphery of an urban centre. They represented a mix of di f-
ferenttransport challenges, employment types, and local economic conditions.

Thisreport presentsthe evaluation of LSTFimpactsinthe 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. Asummary
version of this reportisalso available®.

The report starts by introducing the sitesin 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
guestions of the SES Case Study project applied to the West of England and the evaluation approach
that was taken. In chapter4, the research methods used to obtainrelevantdatatoanswerthere-
search questions are described. Findings are reportedin chapters 5, 6 and 7 before conclusions are
made in chapter 8.

’Ba rtle, C. and Chatterjee, K. (2017). Local Sustainable Transport Fund Case Study Evaluation:Strategic
Employment Sites and Business Parks. Westof England Summary Report.



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 Somersetand 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-
mentedin2011/12 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 £4 million was
awarded foran extensionyear, concludingin March 2016.

Thisreportis concerned with the evaluation of impacts from the WEST programme and its extension
intwo strategicemploymentsitesin the West of England: the North Fringe and Ports areas of Bris-
tol. The collection of new dataforthe specific purpose of the SES Case Study commencedin 2014,
hence the evaluation primarily covers the period March 2014 to March 2016, although where possi-
bleitseekstoassess whatimpacts occurred since the start of the WEST programme in April 2012.

The WEST programme had a main emphasis oninfluencingtravel made at peak times of day with
nine projects underthe following three themes:

e Stimulating Growth in Priority Areas (‘tackling congestion to get business and oureconomy
moving’ with aimsto reduce peak-hourcongestion, make it easier foremployeesto gainac-
cessto work and reduce carbon emissions):

o AreaTravel Plans

o KeyCommuterRoutes (continuing work started with Key Commuter Routes LSTF
project programme)

o Businesstravel

e ConnectedandThriving Centres (‘completing end-to-end journeys’ with aims to supportthe
local economy, improve access to employment, training and education, encourage walking
and cyclingforlocal journeys and ensure that our town and city centres can continue to
prosper):

o Local economicactivityinurbanareas

o Sustainable travel inkey centres

® Al dates in this section refer to financial years.



e Transitionstoa Low-Carbon Lifestyle (‘Training, skills and securing long term benefits’ which
recognises that ourinterventions to change travel behaviourare more likelyto be effective if
they occur at times of change in people’s lives, and focuses effort oninfluencing travel
choice at these life transitions to taking advantage of life transitions as opportunities forbe-
havioural change):

o The move to secondary school
o Accessto workand skills

o Universities

o Newdevelopments

The WEST programme was delivered viadedicated LSTF teams in five delivery areas working with
the four unitary authorities:

e Businessengagement

e Marketingand communications
e Publictransport

e Supportservices

e Transitions

The business engagement team delivered interventions and engaged with employers and employees
inthe fourlocal authorities, involving aseries of LSTF measures delivered between August 2012 and
March 2016. Itisthe work of the business engagementteaminthe North Fringe and Ports areas of
Bristol thatis a core focus of this report. Expenditure on 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. Employersinthe Bristol North Fringe areawere engaged by the South Gloucestershire
Business Engagement Account Manager (BEAM). The Bristol Ports areahad a dedicated, full-time
BEAM until July 2014, after which the businessesinthe areareceived supportfrom engagement of-
ficersfromthe three unitary authorities which the areaspanned. AsLSTF fundinginthe 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 activein engaging with employers on sustainable
transportissues: North Bristol SusCom (North Fringe) and SevernNet (Ports area). Each network was
run by a part-time coordinator, both of whom had built up effective working relationships with local
businesses priorto 2014.

The value formoney assessment in the WEST funding submission to DfT estimated anet 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 reductioninvehi-
cle trips/mileage from walk and cycle measures, information/engagement measures, public



transport measures and car club measures”. No specific estimate was made of modal shift for com-
muting but an annual reductionin car trips of 0.85% was predicted across the Greater Bristol area,
associated with areductioninvehicle 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 objective of developing Area Travel Plansinthree locationsin
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 (see Figure 2-1).

Figure 2-1: Location of Bristol North Fringe and Ports strategic employment areas
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Over 80,000 people workinthe Bristol North Fringe, with additional transport demand created by
30,000 students. It has a preponderance of large companiesinthe engineering, aerospace, ICTand
financial services sector, aswell as a science park and business park housing smaller hi-tech compa-
nies, auniversity, alarge hospital and alarge governmentagency.

4 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 inthe Bristol Ports area. Itis characterised by storage and dis-
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 islocated 5-7 miles to the north of the centre of Bristol and is subjectto greater
road congestion and pressure on parking than the Ports area. The Ports areastretches five miles
alongside the Severn Estuary, south of the Second Severn Crossing. The areabetween central/west
Bristol and the Portsis semi-rural. Both areas are well connected to the M4 and M5 motorways, but
the North Fringe is betterservedthan Ports area by publictransport, cyclingand walking routes. The
two areas therefore presentvery 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 (the Ports area). SusCom’ isagroup of employ-
erslocatedin North Bristol which promotes sustainable commuting foremployeesand students in
the area. Its members range from SMEs to some of Bristol’s largestinternational companies. It aims
to influenceand improve local transport provision to combat traffic congestion and reduce impact
on the environment. SevernNet®isa not-for-profitenterprise, run by, and working for the benefit of,
the businesses, organisations and the local community in Portbury, Avonmouth and Severnside.
One of its keyaimsis to improve transport facilities across the area.

2.3 LSTF measures in North Fringe and Ports areas

Expenditure onthe business engagement programme between 2014/15 and 2015/16 totalled over
£2.2 million acrossthe fourlocal authorities taking partin the WEST LSTF programme with approxi-
mately 35% of this total spenton business engagementinthe two strategicemploymentsites se-
lected forthe SES Case Study (5% in the Bristol Ports areaand 30% inthe Bristol North Fringe). Ser-
vices offered to employers through the business engagement programmeincluded:

e Employergrants(50% fundingfor, e.g. on-site cycle facilities)

e TravelWest ‘Roadshows’ (travel advisors, known as the Sustainable Travel Team, visiting
employersitesto offerinformation and advice to employees)

e ‘DrBike’ (cycle mechanics visitingemployersitesto carry out free repairs)
e Cyclerepairkits foruse by employees

e Cycleloansforemployees

e Electricpool vehicles

e Electricvehicle recharging points (ECVPs) on employersites

e Sustainable travel awards foremployers

e Lift-share partnering services

As well as LSTF-funded business engagement, employers in the two areas benefitted tovaryingde-
grees fromimprovementsto cycling and walkinginfrastructureand bus services inthe surrounding
areas, as well asimprovements to travel information and awareness-raising activities. Improve-
mentsto cyclinginfrastructure and bus services are shown in Figure 2-4.

> See http://www.northbristolsuscom.org/index.php
® see http://severnnet.org/
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Figure 2-4: Cyclinginfrastructure 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 measuresfunded by the WEST LSTF programme and re-
lated funding sourcesinthe North Fringe and Ports areas, and provides examples of specific
measures in each of seven sub-areas (Emersons Green, Stoke Gifford/Parkway, Filton, Aztec West
and Cribbs Causeway in the North Fringe and Avonmouth and Western Approachin the Ports area).
The anonymised names of the employers which took partinthe SES Case Study in each sub-areaare
listed underthe relevant heading within the tables.

Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 list specific LSTF measures which individual employers benefitted from di-
rectly (e.g. employergrants), as well asindicating 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-
ronmentinthe North Fringe and Ports areas between 2014 and 2016, which are likely to have infl u-
enced the outcomes of LSTF interventions.

14



Table 2-1: LSTF measures in North Fringe by sub-area

LSTF measures in each sub-area 2014-16

Retail Company

Cycling & walking | Bus service | Bus infrastructure | Travel infor- ?rt::::;rit:q;r;asbl‘:es Other relevant factors in
. infrastructure improve- improvements mation improve- u each sub-area 2014-16
Employer (anonymised) Improvements ments (bus stops, real ments and pro- (non-LSTF) 2014-16
time information) | motion
Emersons Green
Science Park 4 v v v - Adjacent new housing.
Energy Technology Company eg. ‘Yate Spur e.g.X18 - Roadworks.
Stoke Gifford (Parkway)
Financial Services Company v v v v - Bus farereductions - Peak time traffic congestion
' . -e.g. lighting e.g. Kings e.g. bus punctual- | e.g. TravelWest -2+ laneon A4174 from roadworks and bridge
Construction Services Company improvements Ferry ity improvements | website and bus - M32 variablespeed work associated with rail
Technology Company 1 on A4174 Commuter | on A4174 checker app, with | restrictions electrification, road junc-
- - Brompton cycle Coach; coverage across tion improvement and
Large Public Sector Employer hireat Parkway | X13(X74) the WEST area Metrobus works.
University Rail station X18, X19
Filton
Aerospace Manufacturer 1 - Kings Ferry Business - Traffic congestion on A38 &
Bus| Park 4 v 4 Shuttle Filton roundabout
ustness Far e.g. X18 - Section 106 funds for |- Housing development.
NHS Trust bus subsidies (NHS)
Aztec West Business Park
Engineering Consultancy 1 - Various bus services - Major congestion for vehi-
Engi 2 C It 5 v 4 v run by employers, ei- cles exitingthe business
netneering ~onsuftancy e.g. Kings ther shared or single- park
Technology Consultancy Ferry employer. - Major roadworks immedi-
Technology Company 2 Commuter - New lift-shareservice ately outside business park,
- - Coach across business park including Metrobus works.
Environmental Compliance
Cribbs Causeway
v v

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

Cycling & walking | Bus service | Bus infrastructure | Travel infor- Other sustainable .
. . . . Other relevant factorsin
infrastructure improve- improvements mation improve- transportmeasures cach sub-area 2014-16
Employer (anonymised) Improvements ments (bus stops, real ments and pro- (non-LSTF) 2014-16
time information) | motion
Severnside (Western Approach)
Aerospace Manufacturer 2 v - Congestion from roadworks
Mail Distribution Company resulting from improvements
to A403.
Power station - Increased HGV traffic.
Avonmouth
Catering Products Company v v v 4 - Prolonged period of conges-
. - e.g. lightingon |- Extension - e.g. TravelWest | SevernNet Flyer shuttle [tion from majorroadworks to
Sk Products C . . . 1
Incare rroducts ~ompany Kings Weston of service website and bus bus service improve the A403 (St Andrews
CandleProducts Company Lane (partial); 41 (3)into checker app, with |- section 106 funding Rd).

. - cycleparkingat | the em- coverage across used for cycleparking [ Growing traffic congestion
Bioscience Manufacturer Avonmouth Rail ployment the WEST LSTF etc. on M5, causinglongtailbacks
Waste Recycling Company 1 station; area. area into Avonmouth.

- new cycle& - Continued problem with

Waste Recycling Company 2

pedestrian path
alongside A403.

HGV parkingaroundthe ar-
ea, despite increased parking
restraints.
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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

‘Intensive | Employer [TravelWest | Cycle evcP® | Electric Buses Car parking Improved
Employer (anonymised) engage- grant/s Road- repair pool - cycling

ment’ by shows & Dr kit vehicles Own Bl_JS. Parklf\g More facilities

LSTF’ Bike® buses subsidies restraint spaces

Science Park v v v v v v
Energy Technology CompanylU v v
Financial Services Company v v v v
Construction Services v v v
Technology Company 1 v v v v v
Large Public Sector Employer v v v v v
University (main campus) v v v v v v v v v v
Aerospace Manufacturer 1 v s v v 4
Business Park v v v v v v
NHS Trust v v v v v v v v v v
Engineering Consultancy 1 v v v v v
Engineering Consultancy 2 v v v v v v
Technology Consultancy v v v v
Technology Company 2 v v v v
Environmental Compliance v v v v v
Retail Company v v v v

’ Meeting between LSTF officer and employer, plus the take-up of one or more services (e.g. Travel West Roadshow), or the awardingofan LSTF employer grant
® Information stands staffed by LSTF travel advisers, offering travel planningand follow-up services; often accompanied by ‘Dr Bike’ - a free cyclerepair service.

? Electric Vehicle Cha rging Point

10 Company was dissolvedin 2015

" 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 | Employer Travel Cycle EVCP Electric Buses Car parking Improved
engage- grant/s Road- repair pool cycling
ment’ by shows & kit vehicles Oown Bus Parking More facilities
LSTF Dr Bike buses |subsidies | restraint spaces
Aerospace Manufacturer 2 v vt ? v
Mail Distribution Company
Power station v
Catering Products Company v v v v v v
Skincare Products Company
CandleProducts Company
Bioscience Manufacturer v v
Waste Recycling Company 1 v
Waste Recycling Company 2

Note: Some businesses inthePorts area received no directemployer-based LSTF supportinthe evaluation period, but did benefit from the area-wide LSTF measures (as
shown inTable 2-2). Theirinclusion in the study was consistentwith the research design, which was to recruita 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 isimportantto consider background trends when assessing changesto travel behaviour in the
Case Study areas duringthe period of the study and interpreting the impact of the LSTF programme.

Road traffic statistics from the Department for Transport (published May 2016)** show that annual
car vehicle trafficin South Gloucestershire rose from 2,955,000 kmin 2013 to 3,133,000 in 2015 (a
6% increase between 2013 and 2015). Increasesin Bristol overthis period were 2% andin the south
west of England (and England overall) were 3%. This period also saw reductionsin 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 perlitre in 2015 (a 17% decrease between 2013 and 2015)".

Accordingto the Labour Force Survey, the trend between 2013 and 2015 for car total mode share
for commutingin England was a reduction of 0.4% points*®. This suggests there was negligible
change in car driver mode share or car total mode share across England duringthe 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. Thisindicates thatthe
WEST LSTF interventions were introduced in the context of asmall modal shiftin commutingto-
wards car travel.

" pfr (2016). Road Traffic Statistics. Available from www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-
transport/series/road-traffic-statistics (lastaccessed 14 November 2016).

> National Statistics (2016). Quarterly Energy Prices:September 2016. Availablefrom
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/quarterly-energy-prices-september-2016 (lastaccessed 14
November 2016).

® pfT (2016).Transport Statistics Great Britain. TSGB0109. Availablefrom
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/tsgb01-modal-comparisons#table-tsgh0109 (last
accessed 14 November 2016). Figures derived from Labour Force Survey ‘usual method of travel to work’
collected annuallyin October-December. Separate figures not availablefor caraloneandcarshare.
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3 Evaluation Approach

3.1 Overview

This section summarisesthe LSTFintervention logicacross all the SES Case Study sitesinthe West of
England, Hertfordshire and Slough. It shows how the research aims and questions were devised to
evaluate the outcomes and impacts of LSTF interventions in the strategicemploymentssites and
business parks. The evaluation approach and research methods are then described, showinghow
the differentresearch methods were used to answerindividual research questions and how they
linked to one another.

3.2 LSTF intervention logic

Intervention logicis a method of systematically linking the main components of anintervention to
produce a causal pathway across the:

e Context:the framework within which aninterventionis delivered;
e Inputs: whatis beinginvested interms of resources and activities;

e OQOutputs:whathas been produced, e.g. target groups reached, infrastructure built, products
developed;

e Qutcomes:shortand medium-termresults, such as changesin modal share; and

e Impacts:long-termresults such as better quality of life, improved health, environmental
benefitsetc."’.

Figure 3-1is an intervention logic map for LSTF interventionsin the four strategicemployment sites
receiving LSTFfundingin 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 underthe ‘West of England” headingin the logic map 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
outlinedinthe rest of the logic map. 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 particularthe Local Authority-employed Business Engagement Managers; as well as
the capital and revenue funding required to implement the measures. Outputs compriseanumber
of activities supporting sustainable transport which are commonto all four sites, as well as some
which are site-specific.

1 Hills, D.and Junge, K. (2010). Guidancefor TransportImpact Evaluations:Choosingan Evaluation Approach
to Achieve Better Attribution. London: The Tavistock Institute. Availablefrom
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 longerterm, 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 CO, emissions and supporting economic growth. Mitigation of the problems
identified in the Context column follows in the form of: economicbenefits to business;
improvements to wellbeingamong commuters, and changes to attitudes and norms, such that the
car ceasestobe perceivedasthe ‘normal’ mode of travel to work.

In the nextsection 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
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Outputs

Outcomes
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e Reduce CO;
e Support economy growth

Transport impacts on business
performance
Car-dominated commuting leading to
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e Businesstravel
e Freight operations
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. Recruitment

. Retention

. Absenteeism

. Employee satisfaction

Car parking and planning:

e Employersincreasingly face car
parking restraint due to plan-
ning rules and insufficient
space onsite

Commuting and wellbeing
Driving in congested conditions
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e Lostpersonal time

e Increased travel costs

e Stressful commutes

e Sedentary lifestyles

Attitudes and norms
Carseenas ‘normal’ commute mode

Appropriate levels of staff, skills and
funding to deliver outputs, e.g.

e Business Engagement Manag-
ers, business network coordina-
tors)

e Fundingfor:

- Bussubsidies

- Cycle/walking infrastructure
improvements

- Car-share matching services
- PTP/promotion
- Employer grants

etc.

All Case Study areas:

e Area/employer travel plans

e New bus/coachservices

e Improvementofcyclingand
walking infrastructure

e Business network engagement

e Travel promotion, marketing
and communication

West of England:

e Employer grants for onsite
measures

e Support for car-share services

e Provision of loanbicycles

e Deliveryofelectric chargingin-
frastructure and low emission
vehicles for business travel

Hertfordshire:

. Travel Plan Co-ordinator for
Business Park

. Dedicated lift share website

. Improvementsin quality and
ticketing for commercial bus
services

. Cycle hirescheme, cycle hub
and employer cycle parking
grants

. Intensive workplace behaviour
change programme

Slough:

. Cycle Hire Scheme

. Intelligent Traffic Management
System

. Wayfinding improvements

Measurable Outcomes

Employer and employee engagement
in LSTF interventions (e.g. employer
engagementin business networks)

e Improved accessto SESs and BPs for
potential employees

e More positive perceptions of alterna-
tives to car driving alone

e Higher proportionof workforce com-
muting by publictransport, car share,
cycling or walking

LSTF objectives
. Reduced CO;
. Employmentgrowth

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 and freight 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 sustainable transport measures on modal shiftin strategic

employmentsites and understand which interventions are most effective in different contexts.

Research Questions

la  Whatchangesin modalshare are foundto occurin the strategic employment sites and how does
this vary depending on the amount of exposure to LSTF interventions?

1b  WhatLSTF interventions have the greatestimpacts on car driver mode share and how is this af-
fected by context (e.g. characteristics of location, employer, and employees)?

Ic  Whatchangesin perceptions and attitudes towards low carbon travel alternatives are found to
occur foremployees working for businesses in strategicemployment sites and how is this affected
by exposureto LSTF interventions?

Research Aim 2 — Economic Impacts

To assess the impacts on business performance, including access for existing and potential
employees, of implementing sustainable transport measures in strategic employment sites.
Research Questions

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

2b  Howdo the impacts on business performancevary 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 sustainable transport measures in strategic

employment sites

Research Questions

3a  Whatlevel of engagement was achieved with employers and employees and what factors led to
increased engagement?

3b  Whatmeasures have been delivered successfully and why, and what measures have been less
successfuland why?
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3.4 Relationship between the research questions and intervention logic
Itisexplained belowhow the research questions will help to test the intervention logic.
Research Aim 1 — Modal Shift

Measurementand qualitative exploration of changesin mode share (RQla) and attitudes (RQlc),
and theirassociation 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 shiftare reportedin chapter5.

Research Aim 2 — Economic Impacts

Betterunderstanding 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
economicimpacts. Understanding of the variation inimpacts on different employers will provide
furtherexplanation of these links (RQ2b). Findings on economicimpacts are reported in chapter 6.

Research Aim 3 — Delivery and Process

The process evaluation questions (RQs 3aand 3b) are required to provide understanding of the
relationship between Inputs and Outputs/Outcomes. Findings on delivery and process are reported
inchapter 7.

3.5 Evaluation approach

The evaluation can be seen, atits simplest, as an outcomes study where the situation priorto the
interventionis compared to the situation afterthe intervention. Forthe 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 fourintervention sites. A comparatorsite
(Hatfield Business Park) was alsoincluded in the full research evaluation, enabling quasi-
experimental research analysis/comparisons to be made across the four sites experiencing LSTF
interventions and the one notexperiencing LSTF interventions. However, caution needs to be
appliedindrawing conclusions from such analysis as contextual factors and intervention
implementation vary significantly between sites. The evaluation therefore has many featuresofa
theory of change evaluation approach which systematically studies the links between activities,
outcomes, and context of an intervention, to provide some 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 bringingin elements of atheory-based
approach into a study of outcomes sothat the evaluation can answer questions about why change
was produced (as well as what change occurred)'®. Both quantitative and qualitative research
methods were used.

18 Hills, D.and Junge, K. (2010). Guidance for TransportImpact Evaluations: Choosingan Evaluation Approach
to Achieve Better Attribution. London: The Tavistock Institute. Availablefrom
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-impact-evaluations-choosing-an-evaluation-
approach-to-achieve-better-attribution (13 June 2017)
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3.5.1 Ability to generalise from the findings

Giventhe heterogeneity of the SES Case Study sites, itisimportant to understand how findings
might be generalised beyond the fourintervention sites. Todo so, itis helpful to view the evaluation
as a case studyina methodological sense. The case study research approach has been described as:
“a strategy for doing research which involves an empirical investigation of a particular contemporary
phenomenon within its real life context using multiple sources of evidence” (Robson, 2000, p.178)".

A case study aims for theoretical generalisation (also referred to as analyticgeneralisation): this is
where a particularsetof results are generalised to broadertheory?®. Methodologically, theoretical
generalisationis possibleif the cases act as exemplars with which to compare othersimilar cases as
they arise. This evaluation constitutes amultiple, embedded case study design, in which ‘modal shift
and business performance’ in each of the intervention sites and Hatfield is considered to be asingle
case, within which sub-cases are embedded. The ‘case’ (e.g. modal shiftand business performance
inthe Bristol North Fringe) represents the main unit of analysis from which theoretical
generalisations might be made to modal shiftand business performance at otherlocations with
similar characteristics and under similar conditions. The sub-units of analysis embedded within each
case are ‘modal shiftand 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 Sub-case 2
EmployerA EmployerB
Sub-case 3 Sub-case 4
EmployerC EmployerD

In the West of England, statistical generalisation could be used within each sub-case (i.e. employer),
using the employee staff survey data obtained for each employer, assumingalarge 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 notintended to be fully representative of all employersinthe
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.
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4 Research Methods

4.1 Overview

Both qualitative and quantitative research methods were used to obtain datafrom 25 employer
organisations across the North Fringe and Ports areas in order to evaluate the impact of LSTF
measures on commuting behaviourand business performance between 2014 and 2016. Twenty of
the employerstook partin both the baseline and follow-up research, whilst five were ableto
contribute atonly one of the time points. The following data collection methods were used:

e Seniormanagerinterviews (early 2014 and 2016)

e Site cordon counts (March 2014 and 2016)

e Employee travel to work surveys (March 2014 and 2016)

e Panelsurvey(6waves, July 2014 to October 2015) and follow-up interviews (April 2016)
e Bususersurveys (early 2014 and 2015)

The different methods and the relationship betweenthem are shownin Figure 4-1.

Figure 4-1: Overview of data collection methods

Early LSTF Post-LSTF
Senior manager
interviews

Recruitment of Senior manager
businesses interviews
(2013) (2014) (2016)

Site cordon Site cordon
counts (2014) counts (2016)

Employee travel
survey (2014)

Employee travel
survey (2016)

Follow-up
Panel survey (2014'2015> interviews

(2016)
Bus user Bus user
surveys surveys
(2014) (2015)
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4.2 Sample selection and recruitment

4.2.1 Recruitment of employersin 2014

The West of England research partners setout to recruit 10 to 15 employersin each of the two sites
(North Fringe and Ports areas) to participate in the SES Case Study research. Each employerwas
requested totake partin all the data collection activities in both 2014 and 2016. The aim wasto
selectemployers according to a number of criteria: size, industry sector, level of engagement with
LSTF, and location withinthe North Fringe or Ports area. This was intended to provide arange of
employers (as sub-cases) which vary on these dimensions, which would enableidentification and
understanding of the factors which contribute to different outcomes. Full details of the sampling
strategy and recruitment process are included in Appendix 2. Table 4-1and Table 4-2 provide an
overview of each employerrecruited to the SES Case Study. Table 2-1 to Table 2-4 summarise the
LSTF measures to which they were exposed, by sub-areaand asindividual employers.

In the North Fringe area, 15 employers were recruited in 2013. Of these, eight werein
manufacturing, telecommunications and IT. The manufacturing participantsincluded a major
aerospace company. Two of the participants amongthis eight were science/business parks, each
representing alarge numberof small companies (mainly aerospace and hi-tech). Two businesses
provided engineering consultancy and support services. Additionally, there was one employerin
each of the following sectors: construction; financial services; and retail. Finally, there were three
large publicsectoremployers, representing a substantial share of the total employmentin the area
(two of these employers had over 9000 employees). Inthe Ports area, the target minimum of 10
businesses was recruited, although one of these businesses withdrew in early March 2014 due to
restructuring withinthe company. Four of the recruited participants were distribution businesses
specialisingin 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 employersin 2016

All the participatingemployers 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 formerasit had beenlocated within the Science Park, which was stil Itaking part
inthe study as a collective participant. However, it was decided to replace the latter with another
business located at Aztec West —the Environmental Compliance Company - in orderto maintaina
range of employertypesinthissub-area, but without making a direct comparison between the
findings from the original employerand replacement employer (although the responses from
employeesinall the businesses were included inthe analysis of the employee travel survey data). All
otheroriginal participantsinthe 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, 21 West of England employers took partin
the follow-up, compared with 24in the baseline.
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Table 4-1: Overview of employers in North Fringe

£ - -
(;r:\r;l:y;risr;a:jr;we Sector Number of Number of car parking spaces Proi)o;:':lssn of Number of Travel Site
Y employees on Dedicated to t p'call cycle parking Plan relocat-
site Total sh ypically spaces ion
car-sharers utilised
Emerson’s Green 2014 2016 | 2014 | 2016 | 2014 2016 | 2014 | 2016 2014 | 2016 Y/N21 Y/N
Science Park Range of high-tech sectors 200 | 366°°| 200 | 240 0 0> | 100% | 100% | 50 50 Y N
Energy Technology Company | Energy/Utilities 70 DNP 38 DNP 0 DNP | 100% | DNP ;Wn:?z; DNP Y n/a
Stoke Gifford (Parkway) 2014 2016 | 2014 | 2016 | 2014 2016 | 2014 | 2016 2014 | 2016 Y/N Y/N
. . . Accountancy/Financial .
Financial Services Company Services 3000 2374 | 1800 | 1776 30 0 96% high 120 200 N N
Construction Services Construction/Engineering/ 300 300° | 200 500 0 0 60- 50- s s " \
Company Materials 70% | 60%
Technology Company 1 IT/Communications/Blectronic | g0, | 2e26 | 440 | 422 | 36 18 | % | 6s% | 160 | 160 N N
Components 70%
. MoD/Emergencies/
Large Public Sector Employer Government 10000 9846 | 3595 | 3595 523 523 100% | 100% 727 767 Y N
o/_
University (main campus) Education 2800 2800 | 1500 12290 150 150 z;%f; 90% 450 700 Y N
0

L Some employers without a Travel Plan were working with other local employers, SusCom and the local authorities to producesub-area Travel Plans.
22 . .
Plus 300 atthe National Composites Centre.
2% plus 3 dedicated to electric pool carsin2014and1in2016.
** Shared cycleparking within Science Park.
25 . . .
Daily occupation onsiteapprox. 80.
26 Daily occupation onsite 400-500.
*’ Dedicated staff parkingspaces, although staff canalsouseadditional general parkingareas.
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Employer name

Sector

Number of car parking spaces

Proportion of

. . Number of Number of Site
(anonymised) (continued) spaces ) Travel
employees on Dedicated to . cycle parking relocat-
. Total typically Plan :
site car-sharers . spaces ion
utilised
Filton 2014 2016 2014 2016 | 2014 | 2016 | 2014 | 2016 2014 | 2016 Y/N Y/N
/;erosr’ace Manufacturer |\ ufacturing 4000 | 3018 | 2500 | 2548 | 200+ | 137 | 90% | 92% | 750 | 957 Y N
Business Park MoD/Emergencies/ 1200%® | 1145 | 1200 | 1700 | © 150 | 70% | 70% | 150 | 200 N N
Government
NHS Trust Healthcare/NHS 9500 | 9000 | 2700% | 711% | UMKn | o | unkn | Upto jounkn oo, Y Y
own own 100% own
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/ 400 400 | 226 | 226 | 212 | 212 | 80% | 80% | 40 40 N N
Government
Technology Consultancy | Dusiness services 200 a9 | Unkno gy punkn o unkn g, | unkn o, Y N
IT/Communications wn own own own
Technology Company 2 IT/Communications/Blectronic | o0 | pyo | 157 | pne | 10 | oNp | 98% | DNP | 50 | DNp N N
Components
Environmental Environmental DNP 41 | pwp | >100 | DNP | 0 | 100% | DNP | 120 | DNP | N N
ComplianceCompany
Cribbs Causeway 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 | 2016 | 2014 | 2016 2014 | 2016 Y/N Y/N
Retail Company Retail 1000 800 n/a31 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 24 24 N N

28 Overall employee numbers atthe business parkaresubstantially greater than the numbers invited to take partinthe employee survey, as onlya small number of

individual businesses located atthe parktook partin the surveys.

%% This figure includes visitor parking. Staff-only figurein 2014 unknown.
30 Staff onlyparking spaces in2016.Additional 872 visitor spaces in 2016.
*1 No allocated car parking butadequate parkingavailable within staff parkingareas in the retail park (staff mayalso parkin customer parkingareas).
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Table 4-2: Overview of employers in Ports area

E - - -
mployer name (anonymised) | Sector Number of Number of car parking spaces Proportion of Number of Travel Site
spaces .
employees on Total Dedicated to typically bicycle plan relocat-
site ota car-sharers Ltilised parkingspaces ion
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
N e . - unkn unkn unkn unkn
Mail Distribution Company Distibution/Logistics 200 DNP DNP DNP DNP DNP N N
own own own own
Power Station Energy/Utilities 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
CandleProducts Company Distribution/Logistics 200 DNP 132 DNP 0 DNP | 100% | DNP 16 DNP N N
. . . unkn unkn unkn unkn unkn
Bioscience Manufacturer Manufacturing 55 55 30 0 100% Y Y
own own own own own
Waste Recycling Company 1 Materials/Energy/Utilities 65 75 60 70 0 0 75% 70% 4 0 N N
Waste Recycling Company 2 Materials/Energy/Utilities 38 +40 69 30 80 0 0 100% | 100% 0 8 N N
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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
seniormanagers’ perceptions of transport and the WEST LSTF programme. This contrasted with
Hertfordshire and Slough where structured telephone surveys were conducted with alarge number
of businesses. The aiminthe West of England was to conduct an in-depthinterview with asenior
manager from each of the participating employers. Twenty five interviews were carried outin 2014
by the UWE researcher: one with amanagerfrom each of the 24 participatingemployers, as wellas
one with the business which withdrew from the study afterthe senior managerinterview had taken
place. Twenty fourinterviews were carried out face-to-face, and one by telephone. The majority of
interviews were between 45 minutes and 1 hour inlength. In 2016, the interviews were repeated at
each of the 21 employers participatinginthe follow-up.

Recruitment of interviewees in 2014

In each organisation aninterview was sought withamember of the senior managementteam —
preferablyanindividualwhose remitincluded siteand transportissues, but who was notengagedin
detailed transportissues onadaily basis. The aim was to obtain a seniorlevel, ‘corporate’
perspective on the impact of transport on overall business performance, within the context of wider
issues affecting overall operational performance.

The process of identifyingand approaching a senior managerwas initiated by the contactin each
employerorganisation, following arequest from the SusCom or SevernNet Director, one of the LSTF
Business Engagement Managers, orthe UWE researcher. This was normally undertaken as part of
the overall process of recruiting each organisation to the study. Once the contact had secured
agreementin principlefromthe senior manager, more detailed arrangements forthe interview were
made by the UWE researcher, or by the contact him/herself. Ina numberof instances, the transport
contact alsotook part inthe interview. In some cases, especially in the smaller businesses, the senior
managerinterviewed 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
employerif he orshe was still in the same post, in orderto ensure as much continuity as possible.
Where the 2014 interviewee had retired orchanged jobs, aninterviewwas arranged with the senior
managernow carrying out an equivalentrole. Thus, the 2016 interviews at eleven of the 2016
employerswerewith the same person or people asin 2014; at nine employers the inte rview was
with a managerin the same or similarrole; 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 2aand 2b. A topic
guide was developed, asshownin Appendix 3. It covered the following broad areas:

e Therelative importance of transport compared with otherbusiness concerns
e Identification of specifictransportissues relevant to the business

e Commutertransportissues

e Awarenessandviews of LTSF

The topic guide was piloted by interviewing the UWE travel planner, after which anumber of
refinements were made.

At the beginning of the interview, each interviewee was asked to sign two versions of aconsent form
—oneretained by the interviewee and the other by the researcher. Matters of personal anonymityin
the storage of data and reportingwere discussed at this stage (some interviewees were happy to be
personallyidentified; others were not). Atthe end of the interview, eachinterviewee was asked
whetherhe/she would be happy forthe company name to be usedinthe reporting of the research;
inthe majority of cases the interviewee did not wish the company to be named.

As the interviews were semi-structured, ratherthan structured, different areas of interest relevant
to individualemployers were probed in differentinterviews and some questions were phrased
differently fromthe topicguide orre-ordered in responseto whatinterviewees had previously said.
Maps were used to facilitate discussion about the location and physical transportinfrastructure
relating to each of the organisations.

At the end of the interview, each person was asked to answera number of quantitative questions,
drawn from the telephonesurvey usedin Hertfordshire and Slough, in orderto 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, butinterviewees were
alsoinvitedtoreflect onany changes which might have occurred overthe two years. A bespoke
topicguide was prepared foreach interview by referring to notes of the interviewee’s responsesin
2014. Thus, if the interviewee responded differently in 2016, this was probed for reasons. When
unprompted responses were very similarto 2014, the interviewee was also asked directly whether
he or she believed thatany changes had occurred. Compared with 2014, more emphasis was placed
on probing managers’ knowledge and assessment of LSTF measures and other sustainable transport
measures. At the end of the interview, asin 2014, each person was asked to answera number of
guantitative questions from the telephonesurvey used in Hertfordshire and Slough. The template
for the individual topicguidesis providedin 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
researcherrelied on notes). Higherlevel themes were identified through aninitial 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 allinterviews were recorded and transcribed. The analysis of the 2016 interview datawas
less ‘grounded’ than the baseline analysis, as it was necessary to apply the thematicstructure which
had arisenfromthe 2014 analysis, in orderto be able identify any change. Following the case study
research approach employedinthe West of England, each employerwas regarded as anindividual
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 personor his/herpredecessorin 2014. Thiswas formulatedinto a‘case summary’ foreach
employer, which also contained an outline of any broader changes to the business which might have
influenced commuter and business travel behaviour overthe twoyears (e.g. asite 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 Nvivofile asthe
2014 interview data. This meant that the data could be ‘sliced’ both horizontally (across all
employersin 2014 and all employersin 2016), and vertically by each individualemployerin 2014 and
2016. Codescould also be sorted by geographical sub-area, allowing a comparison of the views of all
employerslocatedineach sub-areain 2016 with the views of the same employersin 2014.

4.3.2 Employee travel survey

The employee travel surveys for the SES Case Study businessesin 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 afew minor changes) the ‘new’ employee
survey designed by UWE in collaboration with the national Case Study partnersto allow direct
comparison of West of England results with those from the surveys conducted in Hertfordshire and
Slough.

The 2014 survey initially ranfrom 10 to 16 March, but was kept open a furthertwo weeks because
one of the largeremployers was only able to take parttwo weeks later. The 24 SES Case Study
employersagreedto runthe survey amongtheiremployees as part of theircommitment tothe
study overtwo years. Other South Gloucestershire employers werealso encouraged to take partin
the survey, aswell asa smallernumber of businessesin Avonmouth and Portbury located within the
Bristol and North Somersetlocal authority areas.

The 2016 travel towork surveyinitially ran from 7 to 13 March, but was extended forafurtherweek
as a courtesyto (non-SES Case Study) employers who were participatingin the travel-to work survey
for the firsttime. Although still managed by South Gloucestershire Council, the survey was extended
thistime to employers across the otherthree local authority areasin the West of England (Bristol;
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Bath and North East Somerset; and North Somerset). Twenty one SES Case Study employers
participatedin the 2016 survey. This comprised the 20 original employers who were also able to take
part inthe follow-up, plus the Environmental Compliance business which joined the SES Case Study
in 2016.

Design of the employee travel surveyin 2014

The West of England survey contained asmaller number of questions than the Maylands and Slough
surveys, due tofeedback from businesses thata higherresponse would be obtained if the
guestionnaire did not exceed 20 questions. Moreover, UWE considered that some of the questions
containedinthe othertwo surveys would be addressed through other data collection methodsin
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 inits omission of:

e Why did you choose to travel by the mode of transport you chose today/choose normally?
e What would encourage youtocommute using.....(mode)?

Although the West of England survey asked respondents if they used/use more than one mode to
travel to work, itasked themto tick all modes that apply —a simplerversion of the question used by
Hertfordshire and Slough, which asked respondents to indicate the stage of the journey forwhich
each mode was used.

The survey was piloted with members of the Centre for Transport and Society at UWE and final
adjustments made inresponseto feedback.

Design of the employee travel survey in 2016

In orderto meetthe needs of the evaluation, the 2016 travel towork survey repeated the majority
of the 2014 questionsto allow direct comparison. However, anumber of changes were madein
orderto gather data onthe directinfluence of LSTF measures onindividual 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 consideringchanging howyou travel to
work inthe next 6 months? Ifapplicable, please
state which modes you are considering.

Compared to 2 years ago, has the amount that you
use each of these forms of transportto travel to
work changed? Pleasetick one box for each form

of transport.

If you areconsidering changing howyou travel to

work, pleasetell us why.

Not applicablein2016

Not applicablein2014

Pleaselookat the listoflocal transportinitiatives
implemented inthe West of England area inrecent
years.Pleaseindicate whether you were aware of

these initiatives or haveused them.

Not applicablein2014

Overall, how much difference, ifany, have these
local travel initiatives madeto the way you travel
to work over the lasttwo years?

Administration of the employee travel survey in 2014

The following steps were undertaken to assistand direct the SES Case Study businessesin the

administration of the survey:

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

survey aims, cordon count, and administration requirementsin orderto maximise the

number of responses.

e Siteinformation collated to facilitate the organisation of the cordon countand practical
issues relating to the administration of the survey. This information was then compiledina

spreadsheet:

o Numberofsites/name of site and postcode foreach

o Numberofemployees

o Estimated number of staff withoutregularcomputeraccess

o Approachto circulatingonline link to staff

o Shifttimes (ifapplicable)

o Peakarrival times
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e Establishingwhetherassistance would be required from the West of England teamin setting
up, runningand encouraging participationinthe survey at theirsite during survey week.

e Each contact was senta survey promotion pack (containing poster, web link to 30 second
video, suggested communication text) by email.

e Contactswere senta preliminary linktothe online survey and asked to arrange forIT
clearance to ensure that the link would be accessible to all staff by 10 March.

e Duringsurveyweek, the number of responses perbusiness was monitored regularly and
contacts asked to issues reminderemails to staff asrequired.

Afterthe survey, the contactin each SES Case Study employer completed ashort questionnaire
indicating how many employees were invited to complete the survey, how it was publicised, and the
staff groups to whomthey were circulated. The main method of publicising the survey wasto send
an ‘all staff email’ with various levels of additional publicity, such as posters, newsletteritems and
intranet ‘pop-up’ messages. For some organisations, it was identified that asignificant number of
staff could not be contacted effectively viaemail orthe intranet, and efforts were made to distribute
paper questionnaires to these staff. Thisoccurredinthe Retail Company, the Catering Products
Company, the Skincare Products Company and the Large PublicSector Employer.

Administration of the employee travel survey in 2016

All employers participatinginthe 2016 survey received the same communications about the survey,
regardless of whetherornotthey were SES Case Study participants; the same wording was used as
in 2014 (Appendix 8). The 2016 administration was arepeat of 2014, with the following refinement:
employerswererequestedtoregisteronline, by 22 February, theirintention to take partin the
survey. As part of theirregistration, employers were requested to provide details such as location of
sites, number of employees, and number of paper questionnaires required. Afterthe survey had
closed, asin 2014, the contact in each SES Case Study employer was asked to complete ashort
guestionnaire indicating how many employees were invited to complete the survey, how it was
publicised, and the staff groups towhom they were circulated. This revealed only minor differences
inthe ways most employers administered the surveyin 2016 compared with 2014. At the Large
PublicSector Employer, however, the 2014 travel survey questions had preceded an internal staff

survey abouton-site car-parking (a contentious issue at 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 employeesinthe 24 SES
Case Study organisations. The SES Case Study employers constituted approximately one quarter of
those which eventually took part, but theirresponses accounted for 84% of the total survey
response. In 2016, having expanded across the fourlocal 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 ratherthan 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 surveyin each SES
Case Study organisation, the number of responses, and the corresponding response rate sin 2014
and 2016. The response rate fell tosome 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
PublicSector Employer’, where there were 1,834 fewerresponses 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 surveysin both years were administered using Snap software 32. Responses provided on
paper questionnaires were manually entered into the Snap system. The datawere thenimported
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 setwas cleaned and merged with the 2014 data to allow analysis of change overtime. Various
methods of data analysis were used to answerthe SES Case Study research questions. Theseare
describedin Chapter5.

Discussion of response rates and composition of the sample

The response rates shownin Table 4-4 are likely to be underestimates as some employees would not
have been at workinthe week of the survey. Technology Company 1reportedin 2014 that only 500
out of 800 staff were regularly based attheirsite and the Large PublicSector Employerreported that
an average of 6600 staff and contractors were onsite during the survey week. The Construction
Services Company had only 80 people regularly onsite in 2016, from a total of 290 officially based
there.

Feedback fromthe promoters of the surveyin each organisation suggested thatit had, in most
cases, beenadministered in the same way at both time points, sothisissue is unlikely to have been
responsible forthe reductionin responsein most businesses. However, itis likely that the level of
the 2014 response atthe Large PublicSector Employer had been boosted by the requirement for
employeesto complete the travel survey before they could access aninternal survey.

Regarding composition of the sample, itis very difficult to assess biasinthe response sample
without having specificinformation on the composition of the workforce at the participating
employers. The reasonable spread 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 response sample inthe Ports area businesses employing a high proportion of
warehouse staff may have been biased towards of fice-based workers. This can be inferred from the
observation that warehouse staff were more likely to complete the surveyin paperform (rather
than online), as they did not have regular use of a computer, butthe number of paperforms
completed was not proportional to the number of warehouse staff. Forexample, atthe Catering
Products Company, 75% of the employeesin 2014 were warehouse staff, but only 27% of the
surveyswere completed in paperform. Possible biasin the survey responsecan also be assessed by

32 Snap Surveys — see https://www.snapsurveys.com/
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comparingthe results of the cordon countto the survey. Thiscomparisonis made in Appendices9.

and 10, and discussedin 5.3.1.

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

Employer No. of No. of Resp. No. of No. of Resp.
staffin resp.in ratein staffin resp.in ratein
2014 2014 2014 (%) 2016 2016 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
CandleProducts 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 Sitecordon counts

As part of the baseline data collection in the West of England, peak arrival time cordon counts were
carried out by the partnerlocal authorities at 18 employersites, covering 19 of the 24 SES Case
Study employers, between 12 March and 2 April 2014. The Energy Technology Company did not

receive aseparate countas it was located withinthe Science Park. Five employers did notreceive a

cordon countin 2014 forthe followingreasons:
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e The University and NHS Trust had large, complex sites with multiple entrances, and it would
not have been possible to differentiate between employees and students/visitors/patients.

e TheRetail Company did notwish to have a cordon count because every employeeenters the
buildingonfoot, anditwas not considered appropriate that each person be stopped and
questioned as they arrived.

e TheBusiness Park had a count conducted butitwas not possible to separate those people
arrivingto work on the business park fromthose working at an adjacentsite.

e Oneemployer(Waste Recycling Company 1) was extremely small (20-40 people onsite 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 participatingin the SES Case Study. This comprised 15
employerswho had participated inthe cordon countsin 2014, two which wereinthe studyin 2014
but did notreceive acordon count (Waste Recycling Company 2 and the Business Park) plus the
Environmental Compliance Company, which joined the studyin 2016. As in 2014, it was not deemed
feasible to undertake counts atthe University, NHS Trust or Retail Company.

Design of the cordon counts in 2014 and 2016

The process of arrangingand conducting the cordon counts was as follows: once businesses had
confirmedtheirinterestin receivingacount, members of the local authority LSTF team held
conversations with the contactin each one to identify site requirements. Sitevisits were then made
to assessthe levels of use of each entrance point and confirm the number of enumerators required.
The information wasthen collated as a brief and sentto the enumerators.

Administration of the cordon counts in 2014 and 2016

In 2014, on the morning of each count, a supervisorfromthe LSTF team met enumerators onsite
and held a briefing session priorto 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 aseniorenumerator
at each employersite, ratherthan 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 countingtook place between 07:15 and 09:30. For staff arriving on foot, enumerators
asked them the main method of transport they had used fortheirjourney towork (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 numberstarted at 6:00,
6:30 or 07:30, if thiswas the time when staff normally beganto arrive.
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Analysis of the cordon counts

The data collected by the enumerators was compiled within an Excel spreadsheet and summarised
intotables comparing the twoyears, and comparing the mode share results with those collected
fromthe employee surveyat each respective employer. Comparisons were all made based on 07:15
—09:30 countsto ensure consistency.

4.3.4 Bus user surveys

Bus usersurveyswere conducted in March 2014 and 2015 on LSTF-funded bus and coach services
servingthe North Fringe employment areainthe West of England. The surveys aimedto understand
if the new bus services had attracted car commutersand how satisfied users were with the services.
Two LSTF-funded services which served the Bristol North Fringe were evaluated in this way as part of
the SES Case Study: the X18 commuterbus service and the Kings Ferry Commuter Coach service.

Design of the bus usersurveys

The four unitary authorities (UAs) in the West of England each have existing bus usersatisfaction
surveys which theyrun periodically on arange 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 furtherto ensure comparability across services and UAs, it was possible to collect data
which could be analysed at both the sub-regionaland individual service levels. The questionnaire can
be foundin Appendix 11.

Administration of the bus user surveys

It was decided torun 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 inthe self-completion survey, which was designed to take approximately five minutes 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 overtwo day periods in both March of 2014 and 2015,
with all servicesinthe morning peak surveyed on the first day, and servicesinthe afternoon peak
surveyed onthe second day. The Kings Ferry bus user surveys were conducted onasingle dayin
both March of 2014 and 2015, on all of the servicesin the morning peak.
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Composition of the bus user survey samples

The 2015 X18 survey collected 94 valid responses, compared with 124 valid responses in 2014. Fifty
fourKings Ferry passengers participated inthe 2015 survey, compared with 36 in 2014. There was
very little change in the composition of the overallsamplewith regard to trip purpose:in 2014, 86%
of passengers on both services combined weretravelling for the purpose of employment
(commuting orbusiness), whilstin 2015, 85% were travelling forthe purpose of employment.

For the purposes of the SES Case Study, results were analysed only for those passengers travellingin
the morning peak for the purposes of employmentoninbound trips tothe North Fringe. The revised
sample sizes forthese 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: Travellingforemployment 76 45 31
2015: Travellingforemployment 102 50 52

Analysis of the bus user surveys

The paper survey responses were manually entered into aspreadsheet and importedinto SPSS; a
descriptive statistical analysis was then undertaken andis reported in Appendix 12.

4.3.5 Panelsurvey and follow-up interviews

The North Bristol Commuter Panel was set up as part of the SES Case Study to collectlongitudinal
data, trackingthe perceptions and behaviour of approximately 1,900 commuters every three
months overa period of 18 months between March 2014 and October2015. The aims of the panel
study were:

e To gain understanding of changes made by individualsto their commuting mode choice
behaviourwhich willhelp to explain aggregate outcomes (i.e. measured from 2014 and 2016
surveys) and assist with attribution of outcomes to the LSTF programme

e Toidentifylevels of awareness and influence of LSTF measures to provide knowledge which
can be usedinthe design of future sustainable transport measures.
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Composition of the North Bristol Commuter Panel

The initial sampling frame forthe panel was the employees from SES Case Study businesses who
respondedtothe March 2014 employee travel survey, and were willing to be contacted about
furtherresearch (3417 respondents). This population was filtered by the following criteria, resulting
ina survey samplingframe at wave 1 of 3233 people:

e SES Case Study Employer=yes

e Normal mode of travel = all except taxi, work at home, ‘other’ and missing (i.e. caralone, car
with others, motorbike orscooter, cycle, walk, publicoremployer bus/coach, train).

e Email address provided (asthe survey was run online and an email address was required to
contact potential participants)

At wave 2, those who had notresponded 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 ateither wave 1or
2 were considered to be members of the panel (N=1947). It was decided toreturn 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 shownin 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, genderand employment status, are shown in Appendix 13.

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

Invited Responded
Date

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

Followingthe finalwave of the survey (wave 6), semi-structured interviews were carried out over
the telephone with 10 respondents to explore in more depth the influence of LSTF measures on
commuting behaviour. Given that time and budgetallowed for only alimited number of interviews,
focus was placed on exploring the influence of cyclinginterventions on the commutertravel 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 carastheirnormal 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/ortheiractual cycling behaviour, andif they had taken part in at leastin 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 torespond.

The final group of 10 interviewees comprised employees of six different organisationsin the North
Fringe, plus one businessin Ports area.

Table 4-7 shows the genderand 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, aone-week traveldiary,
awareness of LSTF measures and any influence of LSTF measures on attitudes or behaviour.

The survey was created using SurveyMonkey>>. It comprised up to 25 questions, with the number of
guestions perrespondent varying depending on theirresponses; thisis because the survey was
designed using question logicto directarespondent to those questions relevantto himor her, to
reduce the time burden on panel members. The panel survey did notinclude socio-demographic
guestions orquestions asking personal details, as thisinformation had been provided in the March
2014 survey, to which panel survey responses could be linked. An example questionnaire is
providedin Appendix 14.

The follow-up telephoneinterview questions were designed to explore interviewees’ perceptions of
theinfluence (both instrumentaland affective) of different cycling interventions on their attitudes
to, andlevels of cycling. Atopicguide was developed (see Appendix 15) as a template, and an
individual version created foreach interviewee with elements of each question tailored to his /or
responsesinthe survey.

33 SurveyMonkey onlinesurvey 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, apersonalised message was
emailedtoeachrespondentonthe Monday of the ‘survey week’ givingthem advance notice that
they wouldreceive the survey link onthe Friday. The survey wasdistributed online only.

The interviews were undertaken 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 theirchoice. A £10 shoppingvoucher was offered by way of thanks. Those who
had failed torespond afteraweek were sentareminder. 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) usingthe Stata
statistical software analysis program. Information was added for each case of the normal commuting
mode which the panel participants had provided in the original March 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 patternsreportedin the diary datawas then conducted. Ateach wave
respondents were categorised into three mode use groups: only used caralone to commute towork
(car alone); partially used car alone to commute to work along with other modes (partial caralone);
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 reportedin Chatterjee, Clark and
Bartle, 2016™).

Finally, acomprehensive analysis was conducted of both qualitative and quantitative survey
responses from selected individuals whose normal commute mode had changed between waves.
The qualitative analysis of responses from selected individuals comprised both thematic
(‘horizontal’) analysis of open responses across differentindividuals, and case-study (’vertical’)
analysis of openand closed responses of eachindividual.

The ten follow-up telephoneinterviews wererecorded and transcribed. A case-based analysis was
first undertaken by combining eachinterviewee’s interviewand survey responses. A simple thematic
analysis wasthen carried out across the ten cases.

3 Chatterjee, K., Clark, B. and Bartle, C. (2016). Commute mode choicedynamics:Accountingfor day-to-day
variability in longer term change. European Journal of Transportand 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 modalshiftin strategic employment sites and understand which interventions are most
effectivein different contexts. The principle sources of dataare 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:

e RQ la: Whatchangesin modalshareare foundto occurin the strategic employment sites
and how does this vary depending on the amount of exposure to LSTF interventions?

e RQ 1b: WhatLSTF interventions have the greatestimpacts on car driver mode share and
how is this affected by context (e.g. characteristics of location, employer, and employees)?

e RQ 1c: Whatchangesin perceptions and attitudes towards low carbon travel alternatives
are found to occur for employees working for businesses in strategicemployment 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 laand then Sections 5.5and 5.6 then address research questions 1bto 1c
respectively.

5.2 Characteristics of the employee travel survey samples

5.2.1 Demographic, employment and mobility characteristics

Table 5-1 provides asummary of the demographic, employment mobility characteristics of the
survey samplesin 2014 and 2016. It also comparesdriverlicencingand 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%
in2014), andthat 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 higherin 2016, and
the proportion of middle managers slightly lower. The proportion of respondents with adriving
licence, and the share of those with access to a car for work were both greaterin 2016. The
proportion of respondents with access to a bicycle forwork increased from 36.8% in 2014 to 42.6%
in 2016.

In one of the subsequent analyses, we account for differences in sample characteristics in 2014 and
2016 when assessing changesin 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 A% 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%
Skilled manual 859 9.0% 678 11.8%
Middle-management 1891 19.8% 1011 17.5%
Unskilled manual 450 4.7% 259 4.5%
Jur:Ie(;rt/n(:Iaenr?cgael/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

Drivinglicence 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 bicyclefor 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 formeris considerably closerto large residential areas than the latter. Moreover,
the evaluation period had also seen an expansion of housing within the North Fringe itself.

Amongrespondents workinginthe North Fringe, the proportion commuting up to 5 miles had
increased by 3.4 percentage pointsin 2016, whilstthe 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. Inthe Ports area, the greatest change inthe sample was the proportion commuting
between 10and 25 miles, which was 2.9 percentage points lowerin 2016, compensated forbya
slightincrease inthe share of those travellingup to 5 miles. Mean distance to work for respondents
employedinthe Portsarea 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 forthe
North Fringe.

There was little difference in the composition of the samples with regard to commute duration. The
greatestdifference wasin the proportion of those whose commute took between 46and 60
minutes, which was 3.6 percentage points higherinthe Portsareain 2016, compared with 2014. The
mean trip duration had increased very slightly (less than a minute) in both areasin 2016. An
independent samples t-test (comparison of means) showed thatthe change in mean duration from
2014 to 2016 is not statistically significant in either the North Fringe or Ports area.

The decrease intrip distance between 2014 and 2016 was not, therefore, matched by adecreasein
trip duration, which could reflectanincrease in trafficcongestion and/or increased use of slower
modes (walking, cyclingand bus).
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Table 5-2: Commute distance to work of the employee travel survey samples

North Fringe Ports area Total
Distanceto work
2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016

N 387 244 13 12 400 256
< 2 miles

% 4.5% 4.8% 1.7% 2.3% 4.2% 4.5%
2.4.99 N 2199 1457 69 53 2268 1510
miles % 25.4% 28.4% 8.8% 10.3% 24.0% 26.8%
5-999 N 2342 1422 215 145 2557 1567
miles % 27.0% 27.7% 27.5% 28.0% 27.1% 27.8%
10-2499 | N 2078 1196 356 221 2434 1417
miles % 24.0% 23.3% 45.6% 42.7% 25.8% 25.1%
25-4999 | N 1320 644 98 63 1418 707
miles % 15.2% 12.6% 12.5% 12.2% 15.0% 12.5%
50-9999 | N 293 147 23 22 316 169
miles % 3.4% 2.9% 2.9% 4.3% 3.3% 3.0%

N 50 15 7 1 57 16
100+ miles

% 6% 3% 9% 2% 6% 3%

N 8669 5125 781 517 9450 5642
Total

% 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 N 145 84 20 18 165 102
minutes % 1.6% 1.6% 2.5% 3.3% 1.7% 1.7%
6-10 N 450 251 36 17 486 268
minutes % 5.1% 4.7% 4.4% 3.1% 5.0% 4.6%
11-15 N 815 471 79 58 894 529
minutes % 9.2% 8.9% 9.7% 10.7% 9.3% 9.1%
16 - 20 N 1198 707 134 81 1332 788
minutes (% 13.5% 13.4% 16.4% 15.0% 13.8% 13.5%
21-30 N 2178 1274 230 145 2408 1419
minutes % 24.6% 24.1% 28.2% 26.9% 24.9% 24.3%
31-45 N 2218 1315 198 118 2416 1433
minutes % 25.1% 24.9% 24.3% 21.9% 25.0% 24.6%
46 - 60 N 1164 782 75 69 1239 851
minutes % 13.2% 14.8% 9.2% 12.8% 12.8% 14.6%
61 -90 N 519 338 35 29 554 367
minutes |9 5.9% 6.4% 4.3% 5.4% 5.7% 6.3%
91-120 [N 110 48 4 5 114 53
minutes (9% 1.2% 9% 5% 9% 1.2% 9%
121- 240 N 45 20 3 0 48 20
minutes (% 5% 4% 4% 0.0% 5% 3%
241+ N 3 1 1 0 4 1
minutes % .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

Samplesizes: 2014 =9684; 2016 = 5856




5.3 Changesin mode share

The first modal shift research question was: What changes in modalshare are found to occurin the
strategicemployment sites and how does this vary depending on the amount of exposure to LSTF
interventions? Section 5.3 reports on changesin commute mode share found to occur in the Bristol
North Fringe and Ports area. It mainly refers to results fromthe employee travel surveys conducted
in March 2014 and March 2016 with some reference toresults fromsite cordon countsand 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
worktoday?’ in 2014 and 2016, and mode share results observed through site cordon counts.

Table 5-6 shows mode share results for the combined survey responses from employees of all SES
Case Study employersinthe North Fringe and Portarea. It showsthere wasa reductioninthe 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. Cyclingincreased by 1.6% points, walkingincreased by
1.0% points and bus/coach use increased by 2.6% points. These differences are all statistically
significant atthe 95% confidence level orgreater.

Table 5-7, Table 5-8 and Figure 5-1 show mode share results disaggregated by North Fringe and
Ports employmentareas.

Figure 5-1: Mode share % point changes for North Fringe and Ports area
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Table 5-7 shows thatthe North Fringe strategicemployment area had a low base (2014) car alone
mode share of 51.3% points and base cycle and bus mode shares of 12.3% pointsand 6.1% points
respectively. The large samplesizes obtained in the 2014 and 2016 surveys (amongst staff working
for employers who participated inthe study) enabled a good degree of certainty to be obtainedin
the mode share estimates and the changes between 2014 and 2016. There was a statistically
significantdecreasein caralone mode share of 2.3% points, as well asa decrease in car share mode
share of 2.4% points. This represents astatisticallysignificant decrease in the total carmode share
of 4.8% points. There were statistically significantincreases in cycling mode share (2.0% points),
walking mode share (1.1% points) and bus mode share (2.6% points).

Table 5-8 shows thatthe Ports area had a base car alone mode share of 66.5% points and a base car
share mode share of 21.0% points. Ithad a low base share of alternatives tothe car. Noreductionin
car alone mode share was found (instead a 2.5% pointsincrease)’”. There were decreases in car
share mode share of 3.2% points and cycling mode share of 2.1% points). Smallincreasesin busand
rail mode share were found (1.5% points and 2.1% points respectively).

The changesin mode share inthe two employmentareas between 2014 and 2016 can be contrasted
with national and regional trends. As notedinsection 2.5, the trend between 2013 and 2015 forcar
mode share (car as driver or passenger) forcommutingin England was areduction of 0.4% points
accordingto the Labour Force Survey. The trend for the South West region (in which the Bristol
employmentareas are located) was anincrease in car total mode share forcommuting of 1.4%
points. The 4.8% point decrease intotal car mode share in the Bristol North Fringe areais even more
notable given the South West regional trend of anincrease 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 reductionin car alone mode share from 52.6% pointsto 50.9% points observed acrossthe
combined North Fringe and Ports area survey samples representsa3.2% reductionin car trips
without considering the carshare mode share reduction. Thisindicates that the target car trip
reduction rate was exceeded interms of commuting tothe two employment areas overthe two year
period between March 2014 and March 2016.

A breakdown of mode share changes atthe level of individual employers reveals variation within the
samples. Caralone percentage point changes across employers are summarisedin Figure 5-2and
Figure 5-3 with more detailed results forall modes shown in Table 5-9and Table 5-10. Figure 5-2
shows that statistically significant reductionsin car alone mode share ata 99% confidence level
occurred at three of the 13 case study employers inthe North Fringe that participated inthe
employeesurveysinbothyears. These employers were among the largest employers, in terms of
numberof employees, and had limited parking availability (less than one space pe rtwo employees)
in 2014 with two of them experiencing reductionsin parking availability between 2014 and 2016
(the University and NHS Trust). All of them had ‘intensively engaged with the WEST LSTF
programme. They each saw increasesin mode share of walkingand bus use with two of them seeing

*® Tests of statistical significance were based on the assumption thatsamples were drawn from large (infini te)
populations butin the caseof Bristol Ports area a high proportion of the target population staff responded to
the surveys, so the tests areconservativein this case.
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increasesin cycling (the exception was Large PublicSector Employer). Thesewere the modes
prioritised inthe WEST LSTF programme.

Figure 5-3 shows that no changesin car alone mode share were statistically significant for the Ports
area employers.

Car with passenger mode share onlyincreased at four of the 13 employersinthe North Fringe and
one employerinthe Portsarea. Cyclingmode share increased at 11 of the 13 employersinthe
North Fringe and one employerinthe Ports area. Walking mode share increased at 9 of the 13
employersinthe North Fringe with negligible numbers of employees walkingto work inthe Ports
area. Bus/coach mode share increased at 6 of the 13 employersinthe North Fringe with negligible
numbers of employees using bus/coachin the Ports area. These results provide an indication of
success in promoting cyclingtowork inthe North Fringe and an indication that car sharingbecame
less popularacross both areas between 2014 and 2016.

Employee survey results werealso available for otheryears than 2014 and 2016 for some SES Case
Study employers, particularly thosein the North Fringe*®, and it was possible to assess the annual
trendin mode share between 2011, before the WEST LSTF programme commenced, and 2016. The
longer-termtrends in mode shares can be seenin Figure 5-4and Figure 5-5, and Table 5-11 and
Table 5-12. The data availableis limited for Ports employers but for the North Fringe the trend for
car alone mode share was an increase between 2011 and 2013*” 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%>°. This provides evidence there was abreakin trend coinciding
with the start of the WEST LSTF programme and the programme may have had largestimpactin the
Bristol North Fringe in the first part of the funding period, followed by sustained impactata lower
level subsequently. The trend for cyclingis similarbut oppositeto car alone, withan overall increase
inmode share of 10.5% to 14.4% between 2013 and 2016.

Appendix 1shows the time-series trends forindividual employers and demonstrates caralone mode
share reductions occurring between 2013 and 2014 for six North Fringe employers (Construction
Services Company, Technology Company 1, University, Aerospace Manufacturer1, NHS Trust and
Engineering Consultancy 1) withincreases at only two employers (Large PublicSector Employerand
Retail Company).

The site cordon counts offered afurthersource of evidence on mode share changes. Before
considering changes between 2014 and 2016 it isimportantto commentfirston consistencyin
mode shares estimated from the employee travel surveys and cordon counts within each year.
Comparisontables canbe foundin Appendices 9and 10. In both yearsit was found that car alone

*® Some caution should be applied with results for years other than 2014 and 2016 si nce more effort was made
to achievehighresponseratesin 2014 and 2016 at the employers participatingin thestudy.

%’ The increasein car mode shareobserved between 2011and 2013 may be spurious given the small number
of employers who participatedinthe surveysin2011and2012. Afairlystablesetof employers inthe North
Fringe participatedin the surveysin2013,2014,2015 and 2016.

*% The figures are not exactly the same as reported earlier for 2014 and 2016 as responses from employees at
some employers who did not participatein both 2014 and 2016 surveys areincluded in the longer-term trend
and working from home has been removed in the longer-term trend.
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mode sharesfromthe cordon countwere higherthanfromthe employee travel survey for most
employers (possibly explained by caralone users beingless likely to respond to survey), car share
and cycling mode shares were generally lowerfromthe cordon count (possibly explained by under-
recording of car occupants and cyclistsin the cordon count and/or car sharers and cyclists being
more likely torespondto 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
whenthey had used anotherform of transportfor the main part of theirjourney, despite efforts
having been made to avoid this by instructing enumerators to ask people arriving on foot theirmain
method of transport).

Table 5-13 and Table 5-14 provide acomparison between the mode share percentage pointchanges
between 2014 and 2016 revealed by the employee travel surveys and cordon countsin the North
Fringe and Ports arearespectively. Inthe 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
increasesin car alone mode share from the employee travel survey. Of the six North Fringe
employers where caralone mode share increased according to the cordon count, two recorded
decreasesincar 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 countin both years with one
recording an increase inthe employee travelsurvey. Of the four Ports area employers where car
alone mode share increased according to the cordon count, one recorded adecrease in car alone
mode share from the employee travel survey.

Perhaps of more concern thaninconsistenciesin 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 surveysin both years, while only
two of the 20 employers with employee travel surveysin both years had double digit changes.
Taking the case of largeremployers (Aerospace Manufacturer 1, Financial Services Company and
Large PublicSector Employer)itisalso noted that the walking mode shares recorded in 2014 were
higherthanthose recorded from the employee travel surveyforthatyearand those recordedin
2016 fromthe cordon counts. A plausible explanation forthisisthat greatereffortswere madein
2016 to ask those arriving on foot what their main method of transport had been to get to work.
Hence walkingwould have been over-estimated in 2014 and car alone and other modes under-
estimatedinthatyear.

Discussions with local authority partners (who organised the counts) led us to believe that efforts
made to improve the accuracy of the cordon countsin 2016, learning fromissues arisingin 2014,
unwittingly resulted in systematic differences in results. The methodology usedinthe employee
travel surveys was consistent between 2014 and 2016 and itis therefore considered thatthe results
fromthe employee travel surveys are more valid.

53



Table 5-6: Mode share for North Fringe and Ports area combined

——
2014 2016 A point | g nificance
change
Count 5095 2972
Caralone *p=0.035
% 52.6% 50.9% -1.7
Count 1472 744
Carshare ***p=0.000
% 15.2% 12.7% -2.5
Motorbike or Count 170 112 -0.466
scooter”” % 1.8% 1.9% +0.2 P
Count 1132 755
Cycle 0 **p=0.004
% 11.7% 13.3% +1.6
Count 589 412
Walk - *p=0.017
% 6.1% 7.1% +1.0
Count 466 435
Bus/coach ***p=0.000
% 4.8% 7.4% +2.6
Count 81 37
Employer bus/coach % 0.8% 0.6% 0.2 p=0.158
. (] . 0 -U.
Count 469 254
Rail p=0.155
% 4.8% 4.3% -0.5
Count 117 63
Work from home p=0.464
% 1.2% 1.1% -0.1
Count 93 39
Other p=0.054
% 1.0% 0.7% 0.3
Count 6567 3716
Car combined ***p=0.000
% 67.8% 63.6% -4.2
Count 547 472
Bus/coach combined % ***¥p=0.000
0 5.6% 8.1% +2.4
Count 380 214
Other combined ” p=0.411
0 3.9% 3.7% -0.3
Count 9684 5843
Total
% 100.0% 100.0%
Missingcases 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

5 -
2014 2016 fhzcr’]'g': Significance
Count 4550 2600 **p=0.008
Caralone % o
© 51.3% 49.0% -2.3
Count 1300 648 **%=0.000
Carshare %
0 14.7% 12.2% 2.4
Motorbike or Count 160 109 p=0.291
scooter % 1.8% 2.1% +0.3
Cycte 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
Count 460 429 *okk
p=0.000
Bus/coach
% 5.2% 8.1% +2.9
Count 81 31 *p=0.032
Employer bus/coach % 0.9% 0.6% 03
. (] . 0 -U.
- Count 454 233 p=0.051
% 5.1% 4.4% 0.7
Count 115 63
p=0.571
Work from home % 13% 1.2% 0.1
Count 86 35
p=0.052
Other
% 1.0% 0.7% 0.3
Count 5850 3248 ok
Car combined 5 P=0-000
% 66.0% 61.2% -4.8
Count 541 460 ok
Bus/coach combined [— p=0-000
% 6.1% 8.7% +2.6
Count 361 207 =
Other combined - pro-01
% 4.1% 3.9% -0.2
Count 8865 5304
Total %
0 100.0% 100.0%
Missingcases 0 9
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Table 5-8: Mode share for Ports area

-
2014 2016 A point | g nificance
change
Count 545 372 p=0.342
C | )
araione % 66.5% 69.0% +2.5
Count 172 96 0=0.149
Carsh )
arshare % 21.0% 17.8% -3.2
Motorbike or Count 10 3 p=0.219
scooter % 1.2% 0.6% -0.7
Count 46 19 _
p=0.077
Cycle
Y % 5.6% 3.5% 2.1
Count 16 12 _
p=0.730
Walk
% 2.0% 2.2% +0.3
Count 6 6 _
p=0.464
Bus/coach
/ % 0.7% 1.1% +0.4
Count 0 6 *%0=0.002
Employer bus/coach % 0.0% 1% 1
. (] . 0 .
Count 15 21 %5=0.020
Rail ’
% 1.8% 3.9% +2.1
Count 2 0
p=0.251
Work from home % 0.2% 0.0% 02
Count 7 4
p=0.821
h
Other % 0.9% 0.7% -0.1
Count 717 468
. p<0.698
Car combined % 87.5% 86.8% -0.7
Count 6 12 *p—
Bus/coach combined 7 7% % s p=0.019
0 A% 2% +1.
Count 19 7 =
Other combined % .y Lo o p=0.179
. 0 . (] -4,
Count 819 539
Total
% 100.0% 100.0%
Missingcases 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

Car alone % pt change

-15.0 -10.0 -5.0 0.0 5.0 10.0

Aerospace Manufacturer 1 22

Business Park | 6.8

Engineering Consultancy 1 | 7.0

Engineering Consultancy 2 || -0.1

Science Park 1.2

Technology Consultancy | 7.6

Financial Services Company 3.8
Technology Company 1 3.2

Construction Services Company |: -0.4

112 | Retail Company
6.3 | |Large Public Sector 1
-10.6 | | NHS Trust 1
7.9 | | University 1

Note: Statistical significance at 99% level shown in dark blue and at 90% level shown in light blue.

Figure 5-3: Car alone mode share percentage point changes for Ports area employers

Car alone % pt change

-15.0 -10.0 -5.0 0.0 5.0 10.0

Skin |Products Company 9.7

Waste Recycling Company 2

] 0.3
Aerospace Manufacturer 2 3.8
29

Catering |Products Company

Power Station 9.6

Woaste Recycling Comppny 1 | -1.8

Bioscience ManufaEurer -1.9

Note: Statistical significance at 99% level shown in dark blue and at 90% level shown in light blue.
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Table 5-9: Mode share for North Fringe employers

Aerospace Man- | Business Park Engineering Engineering Science Park Technology Financial Ser- Technology
North Fringe ufacturer 1 Consultancy 1 Consultancy 2 Consultancy vices Company Company1
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

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%
Caralone 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 change 2.2 6.8 7.0 -0.1 1.2 7.6 3.8 3.2
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%
Carshare 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 change -3.0 1.5 -2.2 -3.6 -3.8 -13.0 -3.3 0.6
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%
Motorbike 2016 15 2.9% 10 3.3% 4 1.2% 3 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 6 1.0% 7 3.4%
% pt change -0.2 -0.4 0.0 0.5 -2.9 -3.3 -0.1 1.1
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%
Cycle 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 change 2.0 0.2 -3.5 4.8 2.8 4.0 2.1 0.9
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%
Walk 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 change 0.2 -5.3 -1.5 0.5 0.1 -2.2 -1.2 1.2
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%
Bus/coach 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 change -0.2 -4.5 1.5 -1.0 5.2 -1.1 -0.7 0.1
Employer 2014 5 .5% 0 0.0% 27 5.8% 1 .6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 34 3.8% 0 0.0%
TS - 20hlG 1 3‘2 0 Og‘ﬁ 13 42’2 0 08”/; 0 Og‘ﬁ 0 08% 17 ZZ% 0 0.0%
6 pt change -0. L -1. -0. ] ] -1. 0.0
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%
Train 2016 5 1.0% 7 2.3% 4 1.2% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 48 7.7% 7 3.4%
% pt change -0.5 -0.2 -1.1 -1.2 -1.4 -2.2 0.8 1.5
Work from 2014 2 2% 1 1.2% 6 1.3% 1 .6% 3 4.3% 10 10.9% 6 7% 31 12.2%
home / 20};[6 1 2% 5 1.6% 10 3.1% 2 1.9% 2 3.2% 3 15.8% 3 .5% 13 6.4%
% pt change 0.0 0.4 1.8 1.3 -1.2 4.9 -0.2 -5.8
2014 14 1.4% 0 0.0% 4 .9% 1 6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 .6% 7 2.8%
Other 2016 6 1.2% 4 1.3% 2 6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.3% 2 3% 0 0.0%
% pt change -0.2 1.3 -0.2 -0.6 0.0 5.3 -0.2 -2.8
Total (perem- 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%
ployer) 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 Construction | RetailCompa- | Energy Tech- Large Public NHS Trust Technology Envtal University Total (North
Fringe (con- Services Co. ny nology Co. Sector Company 2 Compl. Co. Fringe)
tinued) N % N % | N % N % N % N % | N | % N % N %
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%
Caralone 2016 40 | 85.1% 49 | 55.7% 327 | 40.4% 719 46.6% 21 | 75.0% 255 40.9% 2600 49.0%
% pt change -0.4 -11.2 -6.3 -10.6 -7.9 -2.3
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%
Carshare 2016 0 0.0% 20 | 22.7% 178 | 22.0% 138 8.9% 41 14.3% 73 11.7% 648 12.2%
% pt change -10.0 11.0 1.3 -0.8 -0.2 -2.4
2014 2 2.2% 1 7% 2 4.2% 39 1.5% 37 2.0% 0| 0.0% 13 1.4% 160 1.8%
Motorbike 2016 0 0.0% 2 2.3% 13 1.6% 41 2.7% 0 0.0% 8 1.3% 109 2.1%
% pt change -2.2 1.6 0.1 0.6 -0.1 0.3
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%
Cycle 2016 2 4.3% 5 5.7% 67 8.3% 233 15.1% 2 7.1% | 123 19.7% 756 | 14.3%
% pt change 3.1 0.2 -0.5 1.8 4.8 2.0
2014 0 0.0% 1 7% 0 0.0% 159 6.0% 164 9.1% 5| 43% 57 6.0% 573 6.5%
Walk 2016 2 4.3% 4.5% 56 6.9% 175 11.3% 0 0.0% 51 8.2% 400 7.5%
% pt change 4.3 3.9 0.9 2.3 2.1 1.1
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%
Bus/coach 2016 0 0.0% 8 9.1% 35 4.3% 209 13.5% 1 3.6% 74 11.9% 429 8.1%
% pt change 0.0 -5.4 1.3 7.7 2.2 2.9
Emblover 2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 1% 11 .6% 0 0.0% 1 1% 81 .9%
busp/coéch 2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 31 .6%
% pt change 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -0.6 -0.1 -0.3
2014 1 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 300 | 11.3% 12 7% 2 1.7% 39 4.1% 454 5.1%
Train 2016 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 117 | 14.4% 11 7% 0 0.0% 32 5.1% 233 4.4%
% pt change 3.1 0.0 3.1 0.1 1.0 -0.7
Work from 2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 26 1.0% 5 .3% 0 0.0% 24 2.5% 115 1.3%
home 2016 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 15 1.9% 4 .3% 0 0.0% 5 .8% 63 1.2%
% pt change 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 -1.7 -0.1
2014 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.1% 25 .9% 24 1.3% 0| 0.0% 5 .5% 86 1.0%
Other 2016 1 2.1% 0 0.0% 2 2% 14 .9% 0 0.0% 3 .5% 35 7%
% pt change 2.1 0.0 -0.7 -0.4 0.0 -0.3
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
Total (per
emplc()ser) 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

Skin Products | WasteRec. | Aerospace Catering Mail Dist. | Power Station | Waste Rec. Bioscience Candle Total (Ports
Ports area Company Co.?2 Man. 2 Products Co. Co. Co.1 Man. Products Co. area)
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
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%
Caralone 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
2014 121 214% | 5] 111% | 9 9.1% 89 25.0% | 17 | 24.3% 8 25.8% 1 6.3% 5 12.8% 26 | 243% [ 172 | 21.0%
Carshare 2016 4] 13.8% | 4| 11.4% | 5 5.6% 78 23.2% 5 18.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9% | 17.8%
% pt change -7.6 0.3 -3.5 -1.8 -7.3 -6.3 -12.8 -3.2
2014 1 1.8% | 1 22% | 1 1.0% 3 .8% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 2 1.9% 10 1.2%
Motorbike 2016 0 0.0% | O 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
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%
Cycle 2016 0.0% 1 2.9% 2 2.2% 13 3.9% 7.4% 1 14.3% 0.0% 19 3.5%
% pt change -5.4 -1.6 -2.8 -2.6 -2.3 14.3 -5.1 -2.1
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%
Walk 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
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%
Bus/coach 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
Emol 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%
bTSp/;‘;irh 2016 0| 00%| 0] 00%| 0| 00%| 6| 18% 0] o00%| o] o00%]| o] 0.0% 6] 11%
% pt change 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.1
2014 1 18% | 1 22% | 1 1.0% 8 2.2% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 2 1.9% 15 1.8%
Train 2016 1 34% | 2 57% | 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 2014 0 0.0% | 1 22% | 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0| 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 .9% 2 2%
home 2016 0 00%| 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
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%
Other 2016 0 0.0% | 3 86% | 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
Total ( 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
otal (per

employer) 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

60.0

40.0

100 M@

——Car alone

== Car with others

=== Motorcycle

=t=Cycle

=0—Walk
Bus/coach
Train

Other

ae
e

0.0
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Table 5-11: Aggregate mode share for North Fringe from employee travel surveys 2011-2016

Year Car Carwith | Motorbike Cycle Walk Bus/ Train Other Total Total survey | No. partici- | Total no. Survey
alone others coach respondents | patingem- employees | response
ployers 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 53.8 115 2.5 14.1 6.8 5.1 43 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 52.0 149 1.8 124 6.5 6.2 5.2 1.0 100 8865 15 34725 25.2
2015 50.6 12.7 2.2 135 6.6 9.5 3.3 1.6 100 5070 13 32525 154
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
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Table 5-12 : Aggregate mode share for Ports area from employee travel surveys 2011-2016

Year Car Carwith | Motorbike Cycle Walk Bus/ Train Other Total Total survey | No. partici- | Total no. Survey
alone others coach respondents | patingem- employees | response

ployers 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 431

2015 0 0 0

2016 69.0 17.8 0.6 35 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-

Engineering Con-

Engineering Con-

Science Park

Technology Con-

Financial Services

facturer 1 sultancy 1 sultancy 2 sultancy Company

Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor

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

Caralone% 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

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

Carshare% 2016 11.0 7.4 14.1 17.0 25.7 18.0 6.6 4.1 0.0 14.0 9.3 114
% 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

2014 3.1 1.9 13 1.0 2.4 0.8 3.0 2.7 3.7 1.2 1.1 0.5

Motorbike % 2016 2.9 2.1 13 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

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

Cycle % 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

2014 7.5 15.0 4.4 54 24 11.7 1.5 2.0 2.4 0.0 7.1 14.0

Walk % 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

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

Bus/coach % 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

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

Train % 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 -15 -0.7 -2.4 0.0 0.8 -8.7

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

Other % 2016 1.2 1.5 0.6 4.6 0.0 33 0.0 1.0 6.3 23 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 Technology Com- | Construction Com- | Large Public Sector Total North
(continued) pany 1 pany Employer Fringe40
Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor Sur Cor
2014 48.0 59.8 85.6 91.2 47.1 38.8 52.0 48.5
Caralone%
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
2014 9.4 8.7 10.0 0.0 20.9 14.7 14.9 12.8
Carshare%
2016 9.5 2.9 0.0 5.1 224 10.8 12.4 9.9
% chg 0.1 -5.8 -10.0 5.1 1.5 -3.9 -2.5 -2.9
2014 . . . . . . . .
Motorbike % 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
2014 24.2 16.6 1.1 0.0 8.9 8.4 12.4 7.5
Cycle %
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 14
2014 g g . . . d . .
Walk% 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
2014 . . . . . . . .
Bus/coach % 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
. 2014 2.2 2.3 1.1 2.6 11.5 20.3 5.2 12.0
Train%
2016 3.7 3.3 4.3 3.8 14.7 19.4 4.4 11.0
% chg 14 1.0 3.1 1.2 3.3 -0.9 -0.7 -1.0
2014 . . . . d . . .
Other % 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
2014 223 343 90 114 2618 4882 8750 9808
Total Count
2016 190 275 47 78 795 5358 5241 11472

** Total percentage mode shares for each year arebased on all employers participatingin employee survey/cordon countinthat year
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Table 5-14: Comparison of mode share results from employee travel surveys and site cordon counts for Ports area employers

Aerospace Manu- Catering Products Skincare Products . Bioscience Manu- Waste Recycling Total Ports
Ports area Power Station 41
facturer 2 Company Company facturer Company 1 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
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
Car share % 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 -35 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
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
Motorbike % 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 -14 -0.5 0.0 -1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -6.3 0.0 -0.7 -0.4
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
Cycle %
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
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
Walk %
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
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
Bus/coach %
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
. 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
Train %
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
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 24
Other %
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
2014 99 69 356 419 56 49 31 31 39 34 16 28 817 757
Total Count
2016 89 50 336 563 29 46 27 103 16 45 7 26 539 895

* Total percentage mode shares for each year arebased on all employers participatingin employee survey/cordon countinthatyear
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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?’**.

The percentage pointchangesin ‘travel to work normally’ mode shares shown in Table 5-15for
North Fringe and Ports area combined are similaroverall to the changesin ‘travel to work today’
mode sharesreportedin Table 5-6. Consistencyis also apparentfor North Fringe when considered
separately (Table 5-16 compared to Table 5-7) and for Ports areawhen considered separately (Table
5-17 compared to Table 5-8).

The mode share changes for North Fringe were slightly greater with areductionin car alone
commuting of 3.4% points based on ‘travel to work normally’ question compared to areduction of
2.3% points based on ‘travel to work today’ question. Anincrease 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 towork today’ question.

In general the results for ‘travel to work normally’ question corroborate the results for ‘travel to
work today’ question and the consistency inthe two sets of resultsis reassuring.

*2 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 inresponses on normal
mode. This is acknowledged in Department for Transport’s 2002 Making Travel Plans Work Research Report.
However, there is ariskthatdifferences 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

% point
2014 2016 Significance
change

Caralone Count 4969 2820 *#%9=0 001
% 52.2% 49.4% -2.7

Carshare 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 *%5-0.000
% 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 83 42 p=0.201
% 9% 7% -0.2

Rail Count 475 248 0=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 o8 33 *#p=0.004
% 1.0% 6% -04

Car combined Lt ehLd Bl ***p=0.000
% 67.3% 62.3% -5.1

Bus/coach combined ottt 22 e ***p=0.000
% 5.6% 8.0% +2.3

Other combined . 2B 1o p=0.807
% 3.0% 3.0% -0.1

Total Count 9528 5703
% 100.0% 100.0%

Missing 156 153
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Statistical significance: p=<0.05%, p=<0.01**, p=<0.001***, Sample sizes: 2014 =9684; 2016 = 5856




Table 5-16: Travel to work ‘normally’ mode share for North Fringe

% point
2014 2016 Significance
change

Caralone Count 4438 2461 ***p=0.000
% 50.9% 47.5% -34

Carshare 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 *%5-0.000
% 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 83 37 p=0.066
% 1.0% 0.7% -0.3

Rail Count 458 231 *5=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 20 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 ottt —— e ***p=0.000
% 6.1% 8.6% +2.5

Other combined . 23 disil 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***. Samplesizes:2014 =8865;2016= 5313
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http:significance:p=<0.05*,p=<0.01

Table 5-17: Travel to work ‘normally’ mode share for Ports area

2014 2016 | % pointchange | Significance

Caralone Count 531 359 p=0.287
% 66.0% 68.8% +2.8

Carshare Count 168 96 0=0.270
% 20.9% 18.4% -2.5

Motorbike Count 12 5 0=0.400
% 1.5% 1.0% -0.5

Cycle Count 43 19 0=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 0=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 0=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 0=0.861
% 86.8% | 87.2% +0.3

Bus/coach combined | Count 7 9 0=0.164
% 0.9% 1.7% +0.9

Other combined Count 20 8 0=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 Changesin frequency of mode use

Anotherindication of change in mode share is availablefrom a questionin the 2016 employee travel
survey which directly asked respondents whether, compared with two years ago, they were using
specifictransport modes more, the same, less, orhad not used them. Results for this question for
drivingalone, cycling, walking and publicbus use are shown in Table 5-18 to Table 5-21.

In the Bristol North Fringe a notably highernumber (of those who had been working for their
employeratleasttwo years) reported cycling more than cycling less (397 compared to 306) and
walking more than walking less (402 compared to 235). There was little difference between those
drivingmore and drivingless (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. Forthe Bristol Ports area the numbers reporting change inthe amountthey cycled, walked
and used publicbus was low, but more reported driving alone more than less (87 compared to 32).
Thisis consistent with the result shown in Table 5-8 that car alone mode share increased inthe 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 711 193 87 27.6
Use less 684 18.6 32 10.2
Use the same 1748 47.6 164 52.1
Have not used 533 145 32 10.2
Total 3676 100 315 100
Missing 358 - 27 -
Worked for less 1279 i 201 i
than two years
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 1279 i 501 i
than two years
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 1279 i 201 i
than two years
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
1279 - 201 -
than two years
Total sample 5313 - 543 -

5.3.4 Mode use from the panel survey

An alternative indication of changes in mode share overtime was revealed by the North Bristol
Commuter Panel, which ran between the two employeetravel surveys. The panel comprised asub-
set of respondentstothe 2014 employeetravel survey, who were invited to answerthe same set of
guestionsonce every three months from July 2014 to October 2015. This allowed the commuting
behaviour of a specificsampleto be tracked over six waves. The composition of the panel and
contents of the survey are explainedinsection 4.3.5. Most of the panel survey members workedin
the North Fringe with only 5% of wave 1 respondents workingin 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
providesresults forthis 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 consistencyin mode shares overtime, but with aslight
reductionincar alone use inthe spring and summer, and a slight reductionin cyclingin the winter.
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Table 5-22: Panel survey responses for travel to work ‘normally’

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 Wave 6
July-14 Oct-14 Jan-15 Apr-15 July-15 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
Caralone 708 46 737 48 702 47 620 45 580 46 588 48
Carshare 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 0 4 0
Other 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Figure 5-6: Panel survey responses for travel to work ‘normally’
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5.4 Changesin mode share and exposure to LSTF interventions

Section 0 investigates how changesin commute mode share varied according to exposure to LSTF
interventions. Thisis carried out using datafrom 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 fromthe employee travel survey responses across all employersinthe North
Fringe and Ports areas that there were statistically significant decreases in driving alone and car
sharingin 2016 and statistically significantincreasesin cycling, walkingand bus use. Atthe employer
level, there was considerable variation in results with statistically significant decreases in driving
alone at three employers: the Large PublicSector Employer, the NHS Trust and the University.

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate how variables representing personal,,
journeyand employercharacteristics were associated with the observed commute mode choices
made in 2014 and 2016. Thiswas performedtoaddressthree objectives:

e Toassessifthere were differencesin probability of usingacommute mode in 2016 after
accounting fordifferencesin sample characteristics in 2014 and 2016. If differences remain
after controlling for sample characteristics then this provides confidence that results are not
an artefact of the samples obtained.

e Toassessifdifferencesin probability of usingacommute mode in 2016 were related tolevel
of exposure to LSTF measures atthe employerlevel, orto changesin parking availability at
the employerlevel.

e Toassessifdifferencesin probability of usingacommute mode in 2016 were related to
awareness and engagement with LSTF measures atthe level of the individual commuter.

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 dependentvariable 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 abinary
dependentvariable is binary logistic regression. Stata 13** has been used to estimate binary logistic
regression models. Stata 13 reports coefficients foreach independent variable included in the model
and these reveal the change in probability of using the relevant mode foraone-unitchange in the
value of the independent variable (when otherindependent variables are held constant).

Models designedto assessif there were differences in probability of usinga commute mode in 2016
afteraccounting for differencesin sample characteristics in 2014 and 2016 are reportedin Table
5-23. Model 1 confirms the findingreported in Section 5.3.1 of statistically significant differences at
the 95% confidence levelin probabilities of using each of the five modesin 2016 (compared to
2014). For example, the probability of driving alonein 2016 was 0.93 timesthatin 2014.

* Data analysisand 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
differencesin probabilities were attenuated except fordriving alone. Differences for car sharing,
cyclingand walkingwere nolongersignificant at 95% confidence level. Forexample, thisimplies that
there were relatively more responsesin 2016 from employees at employers where cycling levels
were higherand afteraccounting forthis there was nolonger a statistically significant difference at
95% levelin probability to cycle in 2016 (and the greater probability to cycle in 2016 decreasesfrom
1.16 timesto 1.11 times). Model 3shows further attenuation in probability differencesin 2016 when
also accountingfor socio-economic characteristics of individuals**. Model 4 shows results are stable
when additionally accounting for distance to work of commutes with statisticallysignificant
differences at 95% confidence levelin caralone and bus use probabilities remaining.

In Model 5 an interaction effect between 2016 and each employer was added to Model 4 to assess
whetherdifferencesin mode choice probabilities applied to employees working at certain employers
or all employees. This showed statistically significant reductionsin driving alone probabilitiesin 2016
for the Retail Company, Large PublicSector Employer, NHS Trust and University with no general
effectacross all employers. Interaction effects between 2016 and employers were hardly evident for
the otherfour modes.

Models designed to assess if exposure to LSTF measures or changes to parkingavailability made a
difference to mode choice probabilities in 2016 are reportedin Table 5-24. Including car park spaces
peremployee (allowed tovary between 2014 and 2016 according to conditions —see Table 4-1and
Table 4-2) in Model 6 showed that this explains well the mode choice probabilities across both 2014
and 2016 forcar alone, walkingand bus use and a 2016 effectis notstatistically significant forany of
the five modes afterincludingthisvariable.

Model 7 represents the effect of car parking availability through adummy variable for the three
employers where car parking spaces peremployee were substantially reduced in 2016. The results
show a decreased probability of caralone commutingin 2016 (of 0.65 times the probability in 2014)
and increased probability of cycling, walkingand bus use in 2016 (respectively of 1.26, 1.39, 1.85
times the probability in 2014) foremployees at the three employers where there was a substantial
decrease in parking availability. The results from Models 6and 7 suggest that change in parking
availability provides agood explanation forthe differencesin mode use between 2014 and 2016.

The level of exposure to LSTF measures at each employerwas 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 differencesin
probabilities to use the five modesin 2016 compared to 2014 for individuals working foremployers
with higherexposure to LSTF measures.

Models 9 and 10 include variables forindividual awareness of LSTF measures (Model 9) and
individual use of LSTF measures (Model 10). There was not strong or systematicevidence of
differencesin probabilities to use the five modesin 2016 forindividuals with greater awareness of
LSTF measures, but decreased probability of caralone commutingandincreased probabilities of

* For exa mple, drivingaloneis 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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cyclingand bus use for individuals who used LSTF measures. Model 11includes both car park spaces
peremployee andindividual use of LSTF measures and shows that car park spaces peremployeewas
strongly associated with caralone, walking and bus choice probabilities (across both 2014 and 2016)
and greater use of LSTF measures was associated with reduced probabilities of caralone and
increased probabilities of cyclingand bus use in 2016.

Furtherto the above, model tests were carried out to see if individuals with particularsocio-
economiccharacteristics (e.g. age, employment classification) had changed their probability of using
the five different modesin 2016 (compared to 2014) butthis was not found to be the case. A
variable forduration worked for currentemployer was included as asocio-economics variablein all
of the above models. It was of interest to assess if those working ashorter duration of time with
theircurrentemployerwere more likely to use alternatives to car on the basis that they would have
beenlesslikely to have developed habitual caruse. No difference was found in probability of driving
alone fordifferentlengths of time working for currentemployer. It was found that those who had
worked fortheircurrentemployerformore than five years were more likely to carshare than those
who had worked forup to five years. It was found that those who had worked for their current
employerformore than five years were less likely to use bus than those who had worked forup to
five years. Those who had worked fortheircurrentemployerforup to six months were less likely to
cycle than those who had worked fora longerdurationin 2014, but notin 2016. In other words, new
employees were more likely to take up cyclingin 2016 which may have been helped by
improvements to cycling facilities and information.

The multiple regressionresults are summarised in Table 5-25, while Table 5-26 shows the same
results when only consideringemployees workingin the North Fringe. Changes in probability of
mode use are slightly greater and more statistically significantin the latter case, consistent with the
findingthatthere were no statistically changesin mode share in Ports area (see Table 5-8).

In summary, the multipleregression results show that the decrease in the prevalence of driving
alone andincrease in prevalence of bus use in 2016 identified in Section 5.3.1are robust to
differencesin survey sample compositions (between 2014 and 2016) but these are largely explained
by reductionsin car parking space availability atasmall 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 tocycle and use busin 2016. From thisit cannotbe 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 themin doingthis.
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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 Independent Odds ratios for 2016 Interpretation
number | variables
Caralone Carsharing Cycling Walking Bus
1 Yearonly 0.93** 0.81%** 1.16%** 1.17** 1.59%** Statistically
significant
differencesin
mode choice
probabilities in
2016
2 Employer 0.88*** 0.91* 1.11% 1.13* 1.47%** Employer
attenuates 2016
associations
exceptforcar
alone
3 Employer + 0.92** 0.92* 1.06 1.07 1.38%** Socio-economics
Socio- attenuate 2016
economics® associations
4 Employer+ 0.92** 0.92* 1.05 1.09 1.35%** | Distanceto work
Socio- doesnot
economics + attenuate 2016
Distance to associations
work
5 Employer 1.17 0.76 1.10 0.80 0.97 Statistically
interacted (negative (positive (positive (positive significant
with 2016 + association [ association (no association | association | differences
Socio- with 2016 | with 2016 | @ssodations | \yjth 2016 | with 2016 | (p<=0.05)in mode
economics + for4 for1 with 2016) for1 for1 choice
Distance to employers*®) | employer”) employer®®) | employer®) | probabilitiesin
work 2016 applyto only

a small number of

employers

Statistical significance: *** p<=0.01 ** p<=0.05 * p<=0.1. Sample size = 15527 (includes employees in North

Fringe and Port area)

*> Socio-economics variables - gender, age, mobility difficulties, part-timeworker, temporarily employed
worker, employment classification, working non-standard hours, duration worked for current employer
e Retail Company, Large Public Sector Employer, NHS Trust and University
*" Retail Company
8 Retail Company
*> 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 Independent Odds ratios for 2016 and external factor/exposure variables(in brackets) | Interpretation
number | variables
Caralone Carsharing Cycling Walking Bus

6 Employer+ 0.94 0.91* 1.05 1.04 1.15 CPSE strongly
Socio- associated with
economics + caralone, walking
Distance to and bus choice
work +Car (CPSE (CPSE0.57) | (CPSE 0.78) (CPSE (CPSE probabilities in
park spaces 3.48%*%) 0.30%) 0.09**%) 2014 and 2016
peremployee (no differencein
(CPSE)*® choice

probabilities in
2016 after
accounting for
this)

7 Employer+ 1.08* 0.90* 0.95 0.93 0.96 CPSR associated
Socio- with differences
economics + in mode choice
Distanceto probabilities in
work + (CPSR (CPSR 1.07) (CPSR (CPSR 1.39%) (CPSR 2016 forcar
Dummy 0.65%*%) 1.26¥%) 1.85%%%) alone, cycling and
variable for bus
three
employers51
where car
park spaces
peremployee
reducedbyat
least0.1
(CPSR)

8 Employer + 1.33 0.67 0.57 1.15 323301”" | Exposureto LSTF
Socio- notassociated
economics + with differences
Distance to in mode choice
work + Low, (Low 0.90 (Low 0.96 (Low 2.11 (Low 0.86 (Low 2.5 probabilities in
medium or Med 0.76}3'< Med 1.49 Med 1.44 Med 0.85‘_:‘)3 10° 2016
high exposure High 0.60%) High 1.38) High 2.09) High n/e™) Ved 3.3
to LSTF .

10
measures (at
employer High 4.9
Ievel)52 10°)

> Allowed to va ry between 2014 and 2016 accordingtosite conditions (seeTable 4-1and Table4-2).
> Science Pa rk, NHS Trust and University
>? Classified as low, medium or high based on how many of following occurred: employer grant; roadshow
visits; employer-led improved cyclefacilities (1=low, 2=medium, 3=high).

53

Not estimable(due to no walkingrecorded at some employers)
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9 Employer+ No No Awareness | Awareness | Awareness | Greaterlevel of
Socio- significant | significant of 13-15 of 7-9 ofnone, 4- | awarenessin
economics + relationships | relationships [ measures measures 6and 7-9 [ LSTF measures
Distance to associated | associated | measures | notstronglyor
work + Level with with associated | systematically
of awareness reduced increased with associated with
of LSTF cycling walking increased | differencesin
measures bus use mode choice
(ordered probabilities in
categorical 2016
variable at
individual
level)

10 Employer+ (No 1.30*** | (No 0.86** (No (No 1.16 (No 0.87 Greateruse of
Socio- Mod Mod 1.03 0.57*** Mod 0.98 Mod LSTF measures
economics + 0.55%** High 0.88) Mod High 1.23) 2.09%** associated with
Distance to High 1.62%** High reduced
work + No, 0.31%**) High 1.67*%) probabilities of
moderateor 2.91***) caraloneand
high use of increased
LSTF probabilities of
measures cyclingandbusin
(ordered 2016
categorical
variable at
individual
Ievel)55

11 Employer + (CPSE (CPSE 0.57) | (CPSE 0.67) (CPSE (CPSE CPSE strongly
Socio- 3.64%**) 0.31**) 0.07***) associated with
economics + (No 0.86** (No caralone, walking
Distance to (No 1.33%** Mod 1.02 0.56*** (No 1.10 (No and bus choice
work +Car Mod High 0.88) Mod Mod 0.94 0.72%** probabilities and
park s paces 0-567** L61¥** | High 1.17) Mod | greateruse of
peremployee High High 1.78*** LSTF measures
(CPSE) + No, 0.31%*%) 2.88%*%) High 1.40) | associated with

moderate or
high use of
LSTF
measures
(ordered
categorical
variable at
individual

Ievel)56

reduced
probabilities of
caraloneand
increased
probabilities of
cyclingandbus
use in 2016

Statistical significance: *** p<=0.01 ** p<=0.05 * p<=0.1. Sample size =15527 (includes employees in North

Fringe and Port area)

>* Model not well estimated (due to collinearityinvariables)
>> No = No use of LSTF measures, Mod =used 1-3 measures, High = used 4-15 measures.

>% 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 choicein 2016

compared to 2014

Basic changes in

Accounting for

Accounting for

probability sample sample
characteristics characteristics &
parking availability
Caralone -1.7%* 0.93%* 0.92%* 0.94
Carshare -2.5%*** 0.81%** 0.92 091
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 choicein 2016

compared to 2014

Basic changes in

Accounting for

Accounting for

probability sample sample
characteristics characteristics &
parking availability
Caralone -2.3%** 0.91%** 0.90** 0.93
Carshare -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 Changesin frequency of mode use and awareness and use of LSTF measures

Results for self-reported changesin frequency of mode use were reportedin 5.3.3. A series of cross-
tabulationsis now presented to explore relationships between self-reported changesin 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, walkingand publicbus. Results are
reported forthe North Fringe and Ports areas combined. Chi-squaretests showed that associations
were highly statisticallysignificant (at 99.9% confidence level) between self-reported changesin use
of each of these four modesand the number of LSTF measures used. Forexample, 63% of all
respondents reported not using any LSTF measures, but this proportion was loweramongthe
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 changesin use of both car alone and publicbus
and the number of measures of which respondents were aware. Relationships between changesin
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 changesin use
of eachmode inturn, and the number of measures used.

Forty percent of those who reported commuting less often by caralone than they were two years
ago had alsoused 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, orthe same, than were usingitless. Hence there is a positive association
between use of LSTF measures and reduced car alone commuting.

A higherproportion of respondents who reported cycling more had used 1 to 3, or 4 to 6 measures,
compared with those who were cyclingless. Conversely, of those who were cyclingless, ahigher
percentage had used no measures compared with those who were cycling more ( Table 5-30). Again,
thereis 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 nota strong association between LSTF
measuresandincreased walking.

Amongthose who were using the publicbus more thanthey had two yearsago, 54% had used 1 to 3
measures, whileforthose who were using the busless than they had two years ago, 49% had used 1
to 3 measures. Thereisapositive relationship between use of LSTF measures and using bus more.

80



Table 5-27: Change in use of car alone and number of LSTF measures of which aware

Number of LSTF measures of which aware
Has the amount you trav-
elled as a cardriver (alone)
changed compared with 2 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 Total
years ago?
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

EZT/:E;?SO::; t}/g:ver Number of LSTF measures used

(alone) changed compared

with 2 years ago? 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 | Total

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- Number of LSTF measures of which aware

elled by bicyclechanged

compared with 2 years ago? 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 Total

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 Number of LSTF measures used

travelled by bicyclechanged

compared with 2 years ago? 0 1-3 46 7.9 10-12 Total

Use more N 209 326 72 7 0 614
% 34.0% 53.1% 11.7% 1.1% 0.0% 100.0%

Useless 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- Number of LSTF measures of which aware

elled on foot changed com-

pared with 2 years ago? 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 Total

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- Number of LSTF measures used
elled on foot changed com-
pared with 2 years ago?
0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 | Total
Use more N 331 268 51 3 0 653
% 50.7% 41.0% 7.8% 5% 0.0% 100.0%
Useless 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 Number of LSTF measures used
travelled by public bus
changed compared with 2
0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 Total
years ago?
Use more N 185 276 47 1 0 509
% 36.3% 54.2% 9.2% 2% 0.0% 100.0%
Useless 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- Number of LSTF measures of which aware

elled by bus changed com-

pared with 2 years ago? 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15 Total

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 Explanationsfor changesin 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 overthe six waves of the panel survey. However, the
netstability in mode shares masks considerable ‘churn’ at the individual level with about 10% of
respondents changing theirnormal 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 startingmode in each pair, whilst the column totals show the number of times each mode was
the finishing mode in each pair. Caralone was thus the starting mode in each pairon 3,929
occasions, and the finishing pointon 3,916 occasions. The largest numberin each column and row is
the numberofinstances whenanindividual’s normal modein one wave was the same as hisor her
normal mode inthe subsequent wave. Hence, there were 3,621 instances where anindividual was
normally drivingtowork alone at one wave, and still doing so at the following wave.

Table 5-35: Panel survey normal mode transitions from wave to wave

g 2 £ . . E | g

© § S 9 ;" E T S E Total

18| g |° g0 |88
Caralone 3,621 148 16 61 21 29 17 16 3,929
Carshare 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; thisisthe
sum of the top left-to-right diagonal in Table 5-35. There were 866 instances where achangein
normal mode did take place. Changesto and from each pair of modes were relatively symmetrical.
For example, therewere 148 wave-to-wave changes from car alone to car share across the seven
time pointsand 155 changesfrom car share to car alone. There were 61 changes from car alone to
cycling, and 64 changes from cyclingto car alone. The switches between caralone and car share, and
between caralone and cycling (in eitherdirection), were the most numerous pair-wise changes.

On each occasion whenrespondents indicated that their normal mode was different to that
reported ata previous wave, they wereasked to provide abrief explanation in theirown words of
why they had changed theirnormal 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 ratherthat

they mixed modes overtime (duringthe working week or at different times of year). In otherwords,
85



a change innormal mode reflected achange in the balance of modes thatthey used rather thana
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. Forexample, in wave 1, 11% of respondents
solely cycled to work duringthe survey week, but 23% of respondents reported cyclingon at least
oneday. In wave 1, 39% of respondents solely drove alone, but 61% of respondents drove aloneon
at leastone day.

In orderto better understand why panel members made changestotheirnormal mode, and to
explore the self-reported explanations forthese changes, a sub-set of participants was selected for
more detailed analysis. Toselectagroup of interest, the sequence of modes used across waves
(‘run pattern’) by each panel participant was identified, concentrating on those respondents who
had participatedin all six waves plus the March 2014 baseline (658 participants). The run patterns
identified 37 people who changed theirnormal mode from caralone to cycling, or vice versa, at least
once during the study. The responses of these individuals were selected for further analysis because
the quantitative analysis had shown change between caralone and cycling was the second most
common mode change. The most common mode change was from car alone to car share, or vice
versa, butthiswas consideredto be of lessinterest forthe SES Case Study because respondents’
open comments suggested that these changes occurred largely as a result of changesin the
commute routines of friends, family members and colleagues.

Thematicqualitative analysis of the open survey responses revealed four distinct categories of
reasons for changing from cyclingto car, or the reverse:

e Occurrence of life events

e Variationsinday-to-day life

e Changesinaccessto cars and bicycles
e Changesinexternal conditions

Life events, such as job changes or children starting school, and day-to-day variationsin work or
family routines, are change factors within anindividual’s personal realm. Such factors were often
given prime importance in respondents’ accounts. Changes in access to cars and vehicles also usually
took place withinanindividual’s personal realm (e.g. the breakdown of a private car, or the purchase
of bicycle). External conditions represent changes to the contextin which travel decisions take place.
Seasonal changesinthe weatherand hours of daylight were the most commonly cited external
reasons given for change to and from cycling. However, this category alsoincluded changes to
transportservices 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 changesin parkingarrangements or a change in trafficcongestion were crucial factors for
some, contextual factors (such as LSTF measures) generally played asupporting ratherthana
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 asimproved cycle paths and
onsite facilities, and events/competitions, were an additional motivating factor forsome
respondents who switched to (more) cycling. Weather, safety concerns and cycling accidents all
played astrong role in motivating switches to (more) driving.

An analysis was carried out of the panel survey datato investigate if transitions away from driving
alone between waves were associated with exposure to LSTF interventions and other personal
circumstances. Itisfully reportedin apaper publishedinthe European Journal of Transportand
Infrastructure Research®’. 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 were categorised into three groups: only used car
alone to commute to work (car alone); partially used caralone to commute to work along with other
modes (partial caralone); 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 caralone commuting groups across four
different wave-pairs (wave 1to 2, wave 2 to 3, wave 3 to 4, wave 4 to 5) forall 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 %
caraloneto caralone 336 | 31 373 31 357 31 330 32 | 1396 | 31.48
caraloneto partial caralone 64 6 50 4 63 5 43 4 220 | 4.96
caraloneto no caralone 16 1 16 1 14 1 2 0 48 | 1.08
Subtotal 416 439 434 375 1664

partial caraloneto partial caralone 131 12 169 | 14 167 15 146 14 613 [ 13.82
partial caraloneto caralone 56 5 79 7 49 4 49 5 233 | 5.25
partial caralonetono caralone 58 5 60 5 58 5 57 6 233 | 5.25
Subtotal 245 308 274 252 1079

no caraloneto no caralone 333 31 372 31 369 32 324 32 | 1398 | 31.52
no caraloneto caralone 11 1 9 1 18 2 12 1 50| 1.13
no car aloneto partial caralone 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 Transportand Infrastructure Research, 16(4), 713-734.
Available from http://tlo.tbm.tudelft.nl/ejtir
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It isapparentthat transitions from car alone commutingto partial car alone commuting were more
likely than from car alone commuting to no car alone commuting. Similarly, transitions fromno car
alone commutingto partial car alone commuting were more likely than from no car alone
commutingto car alone commuting. Transitions from partial caralone commuting were equally
probable to either of the other groups. Probabilities of transitions appear to be consistent overtime.

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 s
stay inthe same group). The data has been pooled. Forexample, 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)*®.

The following different types of independent variables were tested:
e Demographicand employment characteristics - fixed (time constant) dummy variables.

e Accessto mobility resources - dummy variables foraccess to car and bicycle at the second
observation period.

e 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 anotherlocation during survey week and measured at
firstobservation period for satisfaction with commuting.

e Seasonofyear-dummyvariablesforseasonatsecond observation period.

e Sustainable transport promotion - dummy variables for sustainable transport promotional
visittoworkplace between firstand second observation period (based on employer) and
individually reported awareness of recent sustainable transport measures at second
observation period.

e Life events-dummyvariables forindividuals who had changed workplace (butnot
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
commutingto no car alone commuting by 1.47 times (significant at 95% confidence level)*°. This
suggeststhat sustainable transport measures can facilitate commuters in taking incremental steps to
reduce theircar alone commuting. Itis acknowledged that the causal relationship is uncertain. Those

>® The cluster option is used (in estimating the multinomial logit models) to produce robuststandard error
estimates which accountfor intra-individual correlation in outcomes.

>? When constraininganalysisto North Fringe employees, individually reported awareness of sustainable
transportmeasures increased probability of a transition fromcar alonecommuting to partial caralone
commuting by 1.47 times (significantat95% confidence level), and from partial car alonecommutingto no car
alonecommuting by 1.38 times (significantat90% confidence level).
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workers making these transitions may have been prompted to do so for otherreasons and actively
soughtinformation 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)? Thisisanswered with reference to the 2016 employee travel survey, the
panel survey and the 2014 and 2015 bus usersurveys.

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 whore-
portedthat they were aware of individual LSTF-supported measures, and the proportion whore-
portedthat they had used or participatedin them. Itis 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 areavaried from 12% to 29%. Cycling-related measures attracted high levels of
awareness. Inthe North Fringe, 48% of respondents were aware of the ‘Dr Bike’ repairservices, 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
supportimprovements such as new cycle parking, changing facilities and lockers. Inthe Ports area,
where fewer LSTF grants had been awarded and feweremployees cycled to work, awareness of
improvements to on-site facilities was lowerat 27%. In the Portsarea, 27% of respondents were
aware of recentimprovements to local cycle routes, compared with 35% inthe North Fringe (which
had benefitted from the building of a more extensive cycle route network overalongerperiod). 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 considerablylowerthan levels of awareness. The proportion
of respondents who had usedindividual services orfacilities, or participated inan event, varied from
0% to 14%. 11% of respondentsin the North Fringe had used improved cycling facilities at work. This
is consistent with the previously reported relatively high (and increasing) levels of cyclinginthe
North Fringe. Levels of awareness and usage were more closely aligned for measures such as the
new ‘bus checkerapp’ for smart phones (25% aware and 14% usedin North Fringe).
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Figure 5-7: Awareness and use of LSTF measures in the North Fringe
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Figure 5-8: Awareness and use of LSTF measures in the Ports area
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The panel survey also asked respondents whetherthey were aware of specifictransport measuresin
theirarea, presentingalist of events, services and road changes. The listed measures werevaried 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 beenincluded in waves 1and 2
of the panel (inJuly 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 shownin Figure 5-7and Figure 5-8 above. Amongthe panel respondents, the Dr Bike
cycle repairs attracted the highestawareness. The awareness of different measures in 2014 of panel
respondents was similarto that of the respondentsto the employee travel surveyin 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’ cyclerepairs 47%
Electric car charging points 18%
Recent improvements to cycleroutes 26%
Recent improvements to cyclefacilities whereyou 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

TravelWestwebsite 41%

TravelWestbus checker app 24%

Sample size = 1539 (respondents from North Fringe and Ports areas)
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5.5.2 Impactsof LSTF measures on mode use

To assess which LSTF measures had the greatestimpact on mode use, relationships between
respondents’ use of specific measures were cross-tabulated with self-reported changesin mode use
based on responsesto the 2016 employee travelsurvey. Results are reported forthe North Fringe
and Ports areas combined.

Table 5-39 shows these relationshipsin responsetothe question ‘Hasthe amountyoutravelledasa
car driver (alone) changed compared with 2 yearsago?’. Amongthose who had used a particular
measure, the proportion using caralone less was, in most cases, greaterthan 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; amongthese groups, more were using the car more.
However, absolute numbers of people who had used these services were low.

Comparingthe 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
usingcar alone lessthan usingitmore:

e TravelWestbuscheckerapp: 724 had used it of whom 22% were using car alone less,
compared with 18% using car alone more.

e TravelWest website: 705 had used it of whom 23% were using car alone less, and 17% using
car alone more.

e Recentimprovementsto cycle facilities at workplace: 563 had used these of whom 32%
were using car alone less, and only 14% using car alone more.

e Big Commuting Challenge: 405 had participated in this of whom 27% were using car alone
less, and 16% using car alone more.

e Recentimprovementtocycle 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-site cycle facilities, and improvements to cycle
routes) the proportion of respondents using the carless also exceeded the proportion usingitthe
same amount.

When use of specific LSTF measures was cross-tabulated with reported changesin use of relevant,
modes (e.g. use of workplace cycling facilities with changesin cycling levels) a stronger association
could be seen. Forexample, 39% of those who had used on-site cycling facilities were cycling to work
more often, compared with 16% who were cyclingless and 39% who were cycling the same amount.

These associations do not, of course, suggest adirection of causality. Respondents to 2016 employee
travel survey were directly asked whether LSTF measures had made a difference to the way they
travelled towork. To get a strongerindication of causality, self-reported changesin caralone use
were cross-tabulated with respondents’ perceptions of whether LSTF measures had made a
difference tothe way theytravelled towork.
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Table 5-40 shows that 2.5% (133) of the 5222 respondents fromthe 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 alittle, ora lot, of differenceto the way they travel to
work. However, 64% said that the measures had made nodifference. To put thisinthe context of
the overall response, the 290 respondents who were drivingto work (alone) less than two years ago,
and who also said that LSTF measures had made a difference to theircommute, constituted 5% of
the total survey sample (of 5856 respondents).

When changesin car use were cross-tabulated with the influence of measures amongrespondents
who had used specificinitiatives, a closerrelationship was found. Forexample, 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, ora 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.
Thisindicates that specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing car use amonga 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 Useless Use the same Have not used Total

N % % N % N % N %
) No 948 22.4% 792 18.7% 1856 43.8% 644 15.2% 4240 100.0%
Have used TravelWest website 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 No 1018 22.2% 855 18.7% 1975 43.1% 735 | 16.0% 4583 |  100.0%
Challenge 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%
No 1033 21.8% 907 19.2% 2011 42.5% 781 16.5% 4732 100.0%
Have used TravelWest roadshows 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 No 1026 22.4% 835 18.2% 1983 43.3% 740 | 16.1% 4584 |  100.0%
to cycleroutes 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 No 1025 22.1% 857 18.4% 1996 42.9% 770 | 16.6% 4648 |  100.0%
cycle/walking routes 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 | No 922 22.1% 787 18.9% 1836 44.0% 627 | 15.0% 4172 100.0%
app 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%
) ) No 1042 22.0% 902 19.0% 2022 42.7% 770 16.3% 4736 100.0%
Have used 'Dr Bike' cyclerepairs 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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Has the amount you travelled as a car driver (alone) changed compared with 2 years ago?

LSTF Measure (continued) Use more Use less Use the same Have not used Total
N % N % N % N % N %
Have used Electric vehiclecharging |_NO 1054 21.6% 941 19.3% 2057 42.1% 830 | 17.0% 4882 | 100.0%
points 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%
; No 983 22.5% 772 17.7% 1912 43.7% 705 | 16.1% 4372 | 100.0%
H Recent i ts |
ave used Recent improvements in | 81 14.4% 182 32.3% 168 29.8% 132 | 23.4% 563 | 100.0%
cyclefacilities wherel work
Total 1064 21.6% 954 19.3% 2080 42.1% 837 | 17.0% 4935 | 100.0%
No 1011 21.3% 895 18.9% 2022 42.6% 813 | 17.1% 4741 |  100.0%
H d Carsh i
aveusedLarshareservices 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 No 1040 21.7% 916 19.1% 2017 42.1% 822 | 17.1% 4795 | 100.0%
coach Yes 19 19.6% 19 19.6% 42 433% 17| 17.5% 97 | 100.0%
Total 1059 21.6% 935 19.1% 2059 42.1% 839 | 17.2% 4892 | 100.0%
No 1018 21.6% 902 19.2% 2001 42.5% 786 | 16.7% 4707 | 100.0%
H dX18b i
aveuse us service 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- No 1043 21.7% 921 19.2% 2021 42.0% 824 | 17.1% 4809 | 100.0%
tlebus 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%
No 1044 21.8% 910 19.0% 2024 42.3% 810 | 16.9% 4788 | 100.0%
H d Car Club
ave usedLartiubs 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 No 1038 21.7% 915 19.2% 2009 42.1% 815 | 17.1% 4777 | 100.0%
viceroute 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

Overall, how much difference, if any, have these local
) transportinitiatives madeto the way you travel to
Has the amount you travellec.J asacardriver work over the pasttwo years?
(alone) changed compared with 2 years - - - ;
ago? A lot of dif- Alittle No differ- Don't
ference difference ence know Total
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 servicesin 2014 and

2015 provided an additional source of information on the influence of these two services on car use.
Passengerswere asked in the survey how they were makingtheirjourney before the introd uction of
the X18 or Kings Ferry service and results are reported next for passengers travellinginthe morning
peakfor the purposes of employmentoninbound tripstothe North Fringe.

Table 5-41 shows about one half of survey respondentsin 2014 reported having previously made the
trip by car forboth X18 and Kings Ferry services (53% and 55% respectively). In 2015, this continued
to be the case with regardto 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 providingalink from North Somerset to the North Fringe which
did not exist before forsome 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 usinganother bus service (40%). This suggests thatinitially 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
Carshare 5 7.7 Carshare 5 14.7 Carshare 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 10 154 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
Carshare 4 4.1 Carshare 1 2.1 Carshare 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 datademonstrated that the X18 service experienced asteady growthin
passengers afterits launchin December 2012 (as part of the Key Commuter Routes LSTF
programme) up to February 2015 (when the last datawas available) (see Chart1in Appendix 12).
The Kings Ferry service experienced initiallyhigh patronage whenitwasintroduced in November
2013, whichfell atthe end of the two-month promotional freetravel period introduced at the
service’sinception (see Chart 2in Appendix 12). Following thisinitial decline, the Kings Ferry
Commuter Coach service saw a moderate increase in patronage up to March 2015 (whenthe last
data was available). The evidence suggests that both services were successfulin attracting car
commuterstothe North Fringe and that moderate growth in users was sustained overtime. Since
March 2015, subsidiesforboth of these bus services were no longeravailable. The Kings Ferry
service was transferred to a new operatorand new timetables and routes introduced (lengthening
journeytime). By early 2017, the service had ceased to operate. The X18 service continued with
some adjustmentstoits routing and timetable to account forchangesin employment patternsin the
North Fringe (in particular the move of NHS North Bristol staff from the Frenchay site to the
Southmeadsite), buthad also ceased to operate by early 2017.
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5.5.4 Contextual factors

As previously reportedin section 5.4.1, regression analysis showed thatindividuals working for
employers where car parking spaces peremployee had fallen substantially in 2016 had a decreased
probability of caralone commuting, and anincreased probability of cycling and bus use compared to
individuals working at otheremployers. The NHS Trust and the University, where parking restraints
had increased overthe twoyears, had both also benefitted from particularly intensive support from
the LSTF business engagement programme; they had, forexample, received multiplevisitsfrom the
TravelWest roadshow teams and Dr Bike, and had each received several employer grants. Both had
also made substantial investments themselves to encourage sustainabletravel, forexample, 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 othersub-areas within the study.

With one exception, all otheremployers with relatively low levels of baseline car mode share (50%
or less) already had some degree of parking managementin place before 2014 — oftenrelated to
planningrestrictions. 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 particularlyactivein
takingtheirown stepsto encourage sustainable transport use among their staff, and alongside this
had been enthusiasticto engage with the LSTF and the SusCom business network. Inturn, they had
benefitted from greater support from the LSTF than those which were less engaged.

The Ports area businesses experienced fe wer constraints on parking, but also suffered from heavy
congestioninto and out of the area at peak times. As was evident from the interviews with senior
managers (reportedin chapter6), car commuting continued to be seenasthe normin this area.
Overall, the SES Case Study businessesin the Ports area perceived aless urgent need for sustainable
commute options thanthose inthe North Fringe, were less engaged with the LSTF, and had
benefitted fromfewer LSTF measures.

98



5.6 Changes in satisfaction with the journey to work

The third research question relatingto modal shift was: What changes in perceptions and attitudes
towards low carbon travel alternatives are found to occur for employees working for businesses in
strategicemployment 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 forrespondents from both North Fringe and Port areas. Respondents who
walked orcycled were most satisfied with their journey towork in both years. Amongthose who
walked, 45% were very satisfied in both 2014 and 2016, and a further31% were quite satisfiedin
bothyears. Cyclistswere not quite as happy as walkers, with 28% very satisfiedin 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 changesin 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 to38% in 2016. The proportion who were either quite dissatisfied orvery
dissatisfied fell from 47% to 41%, but nonetheless bustravellers remained the most dissatisfied of all
mode user groups. Amongtrain travellers, the share of those eithervery 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 publictransport users.

Among car alone commuters and car sharers, the share of those quite satisfied orvery satisfied
remained similaroverthe twoyears, but there was a rise in those either quite orvery dissatisfied.
For car alone commuters, this category increased from 27% to 35%, and for car sharersitrose 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-caralone commuting.
Thisindicates thatsatisfaction with the journeyto 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 areyou with

How do you normally travel to work?

Motor- Work
your journey to work? Car Car share bike/ Cycle Walk Bus/ Employer Train from Other Total
2014 (alone) scooter coach bus/coach home
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%
Quitesatisfied | 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- N 945 321 20 107 36 134 17 125 2 18 1725
fied % 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 areyou with

How do you normally travel to work?

Motor- Employer Work
your journey to work? Car Car share bike/ Cycle Walk Bus/ bus/ Train from Other Total
2016 (alone) scooter coach coach home
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- N 646 177 15 83 24 113 9 63 0 7 1137
fied % 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%)

101




5.6.2 Satisfaction with the journey to workand LSTF measure awareness and use

This section considers whetherthere was an association between journey to work satisfaction and
exposure to LSTF interventions, by cross-tabulating respondents’ satisfaction with the journey to
work with theirawareness and use of LSTF measures (from the 2016 employee travelsurvey).

Table 5-44 shows the numberand proportion of respondents who were satisfied or dissatisfied with
theircommute 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, butlevels of
satisfaction were spread reasonably evenly within each group - Figure 5-9 shows this graphically. The
proportion of those who were ‘very satisfied’ was higheramongthose 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-square test 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- Number of LSTF measures of which aware
fied areyou with your Total
journey to work? 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12-15
N 143 287 274 192 66 30 992
Very satisfied
¥ % 17.6% 15.7% 16.0% 19.9% 19.4% 23.1% 17.1%
N 243 585 585 334 110 41 1898
uite satisfied
Q % 29.9% 32.1% 34.1% 34.5% 32.3% 31.5% 32.8%
N 193 380 354 168 67 24 1186
Neither
% 23.8% 20.8% 20.6% 17.4% 19.6% 18.5% 20.5%
N 140 406 351 185 64 18 1164
Quite dissatisfied 3 ” S S . o S O
% 17.2% 22.2% 20.4% 19.1% 18.8% 13.8% 20.1%
N 93 167 153 88 34 17 552
Very Dissatisfied
y % 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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Sample size =5856 (both North Fringe and Ports areas); Missing cases =64 (1.1%)

Table 5-45 and Figure 5-10 suggestthat 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 orvery 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 atall (compared with only 14% who were not
aware of any measures). A Chi-square test showed that this relationshipis 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 higherthan average propensity to be
satisfied with theircommute, 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 land 6 measures, compared with only 36% across the sample asa whole.

Those who had travelled towork by publicbus in 2016 had also used a higherthan average number
of measures, with 61% having used between 1and 6. It was noted in the previous section that
although commute satisfaction was stillrelatively lowamongbus 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- Number of LSTF measures used
fied areyou with your Total
journey to work? 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12
N 586 335 65 5 1 992
Very satisfied
% 16.0% 18.1% 25.7% 22.7% 50.0% 17.1%
N 1156 624 108 10 0 1898
Quite satisfied % | 315%| 337%| 427%| 455% 0.0% 32.8%
N 816 339 27 4 0 1186
Neither
% 22.3% 18.3% 10.7% 18.2% 0.0% 20.5%
N 750 375 36 2 1 1164
Quite dissatisfied
% 20.5% 20.3% 14.2% 9.1% 50.0% 20.1%
_ N 358 176 17 1 0 552
Very Dissatisfied % 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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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 servicesin 2014 and 2015
offeran additional view of satisfaction levels amongbus users. Overall satisfaction levels with these
two services were considerably higherthan the satisfaction levels with publicbus servicesin 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 orvery
satisfied with the services. Thisisanincrease of 11% pointsin overall general satisfaction since 2014.
Thisincrease in general satisfaction could be largely attributed toimprovements on the X18 service;
51% identified themselves as satisfied or very satisfied in 2015, comparedto 41% in 2014. However,
punctuality and frequency were a cause of dissatisfactiontosome users of the X18. Satisfaction of
Kings Ferry Commuter Coach users was highin both years, with 100% of passengers reporting
themselves as satisfied orvery satisfied. This demonstrates that the objective of establishing public
transport servicesthat 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 5 114 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 shownin Table 5-26, there were statistically significant decreasesin mode share forcar alone
(2.3% points) and car sharing (2.4% points) among North Fringe employees between March 2014
and March 2016. There were statistically significantincreasesin mode share for cycling (2.0%
points), walking (1.1% points) and bus use (2.6% points). There were minimalchangesin mode
share among Ports area employees. Afteraccounting for differencesin sample characteristics in the
two survey years, it was deduced that the probability of drivingalone was 8% less likely in 2016 for
North Fringe employees and the probability of using bus was 35% more likely (both statistically
significant), but changesin probability of usingother modes were not statistically significant.

Lookingat longer-termtrendsin mode share it was apparent thatthere was a more substantial
reductionin car alone mode share of 4% points between March 2013 and March 2014 amongNorth
Fringe employees. Thisindicates that the WEST LSTF programme might have had a greaterimpactin
its firstyear afterwhich there was sustained impact ata lowerlevel. Itis also notable that reductions
insingle occupancy car use after 2013 inthe 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 assesstherole of the WEST programme in contributing to the mode share outcomesidentified
above, a number of matters should be considered. Firstly, areductionin 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
employersinthe Ports area). Reductionsin 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 (afterthe March 2014 survey). Furtheranalysis of
the employee travelsurvey datashowed that changesin mode share between March 2014 and
March 2016 were explained well by changesin parking availability (Table 5-26 shows that changesin
probability of caralong commuting and bus commuting were no longer statistically significant after
accountingfor changesin parkingavailability) and not by the extent of exposure to LSTF measures
(as measured atthe employerlevel).

In exploring further whetherthere was evidence of adirect relationship between LSTF interventions
and observed mode changes, the analysis of the employee travel survey data showed adecreased
probability of caralone commuting, and increased probabilities of cyclingand bus use, for
individuals who used LSTF measures (but notif they were merely ‘aware’ of LSTF measures). This
does notreveal direction of causality, although some insights into the self -reported influence of
measuresonindividual behaviour were provided by the March 2016 employee survey. Of those
respondents who reported using caralone less than two years ago, 29% said that the listed
measures had made a little, ora lot, of difference to the way they travel to work. However, 64% said
that the measures had made no difference. The closestassociations were seen between using
specificmeasures, e.g. on-site cycling facilities, and increasing use of the relevant mode (in this case,
cycling), although the numbersinvolved were small.
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This suggeststhat specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing caruse amonga small
proportion of individuals. However, LSTF measures might have helped to maintain existing levels of
sustainable transport use inthe face of a widertrend of increasing car mode share for commuter
journeysin South-West England during the study period.

Qualitative evidence supports the view that LSTF measures had played afacilitating 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 mostimportant reasons. The narrative within many
individuals’ explanations of mode choice was of change or stability reflecting theirown personal
circumstances (e.g. moving house orjob location, taking children to school, otherresponsibilities
and interests outside work, ora desire to be more physically active).

Taken together, the results above suggest that reduction in parking availability was the chief factor
inmode share changesseen between 2014 and 2016 with the LSTF programme playinganimportant
role in facilitating mode changes of individual commuters. There is evidence of agreaterreductionin
single occupancy car use for employersin the North Fringe in the first part of the LSTF programme
(upto March 2014) and it can be argued that the programme helped consolidate those gainsinthe
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 workin March 2014 and March 2016 showed a markedincrease in bus
users’ journey satisfaction by 2016, which suggeststhatthe higher bus mode share demonstratedin
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 orcycled remained the groups most satisfied with theircommutes can be considered asa
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 strategicemploymentsites forthe impacts on
business performance of implementing sustainable transport measures (Research Aim 2). Sections 0
and 6.3 below present, respectively, findingsin responseto the following research questions:

e RQ2a: What are theimpacts on business performance (objectively and subjectively
measured) of the LSTF programme in terms of: (i) Operationaltransportissues; (ii)
Commuting and staffingissues; and (iii) Productivity ?

e RQ2b: 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 interviewsto elicit the perceptions of one ormore senior managers at each of the 24 SES
Case Study employersin 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 asin 2014; at nine
employersthe interview was with amanagerinthe same or a similarrole; and one employer was
new to the study.

The baseline interviews (2014) explored: the level of importance attached by senior managers to
transportfor their business; the specifictransportissues they were experiencing; and how they
believed LSTF measures and other sustainable initiatives could address these. The follow-up
interviews sought toidentify and explore any changes in managers’ perceptions overthe twoyears,
and to probe theirassessment of specific LSTF and other sustainable transport measures which had
beenimplemented duringthe period. Anumber of case examples are provided in this chapter(in
textboxes), toillustrate points made inthe maintextinalittle more depth.

Figure 6-1 summarises the waysin which transport was seen by managers to influence business
performance. Relationships between transport needs and business performance were hypothesised
duringthe development of the baseline 2014 employerinterviews, 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 foremployees
to be able to access their place of work, and the factors which facilitate orimpede this (e.g. levels of
congestion and provision of publictransport services). The latter concerns transport needs arising
from business operations: business travel, deliveries and client access. Both of these areasrequire a
suitable transportinfrastructure and management of thatinfrastructure. Section Opresents
interviewees’ perceptions of theserelationships at both the baselineand follow-up, and the
perceivedimpact of LSTFinterventions onthese relationships.

Figure 6-1 also shows those characteristics of a business which were found, atthe 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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manufacturingordistribution); location (e.g. how well served by publictransport); and level of
engagementwith business networks and LSTF. Section 6.3 presents athematicoverview of these
influencingfactors, based oninterviewees’ accountsin both 2014 and 2016. It explores waysin
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 firstresearch question was: What are the impacts on business performance (objectively and
subjectively measured) of the LSTF programme in terms of: (i) Operational transportissues; (ii)
Commuting and staffingissues; and (iii) Productivity?

To answer this question, it was helpfulfirstto exploreways in which senior managers considered
transportissuesin general to affect their business performance. The relevance and role of
sustainable transportinterventions within this broader context could then be explored.

Senior managerinterviewees 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; anotherthoughtit was becoming
“increasingly more important”; others, however, saw transport as a matter of little concern fortheir
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’simportantto us and an absolutely crucial question 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 effectis on our clients, on their willingness to come and
visit us. Andthere’s also quite an effect....on recruitment as well.....So | think it actually has quite a
big impacton ourbusiness”.

(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 operatio ns 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 onimproving the commute experience. The WEST business
engagement programme was not focussed on operational transportissues, although some WEST
measures did aim toimprove 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 mostsignificanttransportissue fortheirbusiness. Inthe Ports area, concerns were
more evenly spread across operational transport and staff commutingissues. Ease (or difficulty) of
commuting was thought to affect business performance principallythrough itsimpact on staffing
issues such as recruitment, retention and staff morale. The impact on business performance was
thoughtto be indirect: difficult commuting lowered staff morale, which could lead to falling staff
productivity and hence mightreduce business efficiency.

Conversely, many thoughtthat offering arange of commutertravel alternatives, including good
cyclingand publictransport options, wasimportant 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 foremployees’
healthand wellbeing—and hence productivity - of cycling and walkingin 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, oras faras I'm aware, | haven’t seen any correlation
there. We do have happier employees and happieremployees is a good thing to have”.

(Vice President, TechnologyCompany 1, North Fringe, 2014)

However, these benefits were thought difficult to quantify, and (with notable exceptions) reflected a
certainambivalence about whether commutertravel had so far warranted serious concern at Board
level, evenifitwas climbing up some senior management agendas. The following excerpts from the
2014 and 2016 interviewata majoraerospace companyillustrate thisview:

“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 fromwork ratherthan having a real struggle. So | think if it could be smoothed out and
improved, it would help. | think people’s wherewithal and motivation in coming to work. Would it
change fundamentally our business? No, | don'tthink 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 fundamental conclusion that we need
to dosomething about, I’'m not sure. But certainly there is awareness of trafficand 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 trafficonlocal roads, congestion at peak times, and the prolonged time it was taking
to enterand exit some sites by car (and bus) was a consistent narrative ininterviewees’ accounts.
Accessand egress delays were most problematicat the Aztec West Business Park, and the
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Avonmouth employment area; this situation was not deemed to have changed overthe two years.
Indeed, the majority of North Fringe interviewees thought that traffichad become even heavier by
2016. However, itwasalso noted that this had been a period of above -average disruption due to
roadworks which were intended toimprove publictransportinthe longer run —notably the
Metrobus road works, and railway bridge improvements required for rail electrification. Employers
inthe Portsarea also believed overall trafficand congestion to have increased overthe twoyears.

At the same time, there was a view that the improvements which had been made to cycle routes
and some bus services overthe two years had mitigated the trafficproblemstoadegree. All the
interviewees held positive attitudes about sustainable transportin principle, including those
measures supported by the LSTF, but the dominantview was that not enough had been done yetto
make a significantimpact, particularly in the face of continued house buildinginthe North Fringe.

“...there may not have been as much impact this time round but | 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..... | justthinkit's changing paths and cultures. It's a long term game when you're not in
the city centre. So | 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, inthe main, a ‘guardedly positive’ assessment of the role of
sustainable transport measures in reducing use of the carfor commutertravel, a view which was
alsoreflectedintheirresponsestoanumber of quantitative questions posed during the 2016
interviews. Thesewere incorporated into the interviews to provide direct comparison with
guantitative datacollected in the SES Case Study sitesin Hertfordshire and Slough.

Table 6-1 showsthatin 2016, nine of the 14 North Fringe interviewees thoughtthat LSTF had
increased cycle use by their staff compared with 2014. Six out of 14 thoughtthat LSTF had improved
busservices, and five thought this had translated into more staff using publictransport. 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

Neither
SFroneg Disagree agree Agree Strongly Don't Total
disagree nor agree know
disagree
LSTF hasincreased cycle N 0 3 1 8 1 1 14
use by staff % 0% 21% 7% 57% 7% 7% 100%
LSTF has improved bus N 1 1 3 6 0 3 14
services % 7% 7% 21% 43% 0% 21% 100%
LSTF has increased public | N 1 2 4 5 0 2 14
transportuse by staff % 7% 14% 29% 36% 0% 14% 100%
LSTF has reduced journey | N 1 5 3 2 0 3 14
times % 7% 36% 21% 14% 0% 21% 100%
Table 6-2: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on commuting in the Ports area
Neither
Strongly . agree Strongly Don't
. Disagree Agree Total
disagree nor agree know
disagree
LSTF has increased cycle N 0 0 4 2 1 0 7
use by staff % 0% 0% 57% 29% 14% 0% 100%
LSTF has improved bus N 0 2 1 3 1 0 7
services % 0% 29% 14% 43% 14% 0% 100%
LSTF hasincreased public | N 0 3 1 1 1 1 7
transportuse by staff % 0% 43% 14% 14% 14% 14% 100%
LSTF has reduced journey | N 0 3 2 0 0 2 7
times % 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 cyclingtowork on
the day of the surveyrose 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 influence of
LSTF on commuting. In boththe North Fringe and the Ports area, it was relatively common for
managersto selecteither‘don’tknow’ or ‘neitheragree nordisagree’ 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 commutertransportissues had adirect
impact on staffing, and saw the wider provision and encouragement of alternatives to single
occupancy car-use as one way of helpingto attract and retain staff. Difficulties with commuter travel
which could affect recruitment took two main forms:
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e Employersitesaccessible only by car (applicableto part of the Ports area). This was creating
a barrierto the recruitment of peoplewho lacked accessto a car, and particularly affected
businesses dependent on lower-skilled workers.

e Limitedsupplyof on-sitecar parking, and/or peak-timetraffic congestion around the site
(parts of the North Fringe), which could create barriers to recruitmentand business
expansionif access by alternative modes was limited.

The firstissue was seen as a problem notonly forlower-income individuals seeking work, but also
for the affected businesses, as it narrowed the choice of potential recruits. This was a seriousissue

for some businessesin Avonmouth:

“Effectively we are deliberately discriminating against anybody that hasn’t got theirown
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 notonly ours but everybody else within
Avonmouth. You know? It’s a real issue; it’s a real, serious issue.....Oursuccess as a business will
stand and fall on our ability to recruit people. | mean, literally that. We’re a good business and
we’ve made lots of money, and that’s really great. But if | 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
morethan anything is recruitment.”

(Managing Director, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016)

In 2014, there were no bus servicesintothe Avonmouth employmentarea, and cyclingto work was
generally discouraged due to heavy goods vehicle trafficand poor quality off -road paths, so car-
sharing was thought to offerthe onlyreal alternative to single occupancy caruse. By 2016, there had
beenimprovementsto busservices and cycle paths, some funded by the LSTF (see Table 2-2), and
this was thought to be startingto make a differenceto some Avonmouth employers. The SevernNet
Flyershuttle bus was particularly appreciated —this was funded by a Coastal Communities grantand
came into operationinearly 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 thetrain or the busin, soit did limit a lot of people or they had to turn down positions
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, asingle shuttle bus service could not serve the wholearea, orthe multitude of different
shift patterns across the businesses, leavingsome employers still critical of overallservice provision
and feeling compelled to provide their own buses for staff:

114



“So it’s really hard forthem to get to Avonmouthbecause the publictransport has notchanged 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 tothem upon, realising that the
commute would be challenging orevenimpossible. This was particularly thought to be the case in
the Avonmouth area, but also at Cribbs Causeway.

Compared withthe Ports area, fewer North Fringe interviewees believed that travel toworkissues
causedrecruitment problems of thistype. A greater proportion of employees in these businesses
was in higher-skill posts, and was thought unlikely to face difficulties in being able to afford acar to
getto work. On the contrary, it was restrictions on commuting by car that posed the greater
impedimentto recruitment forsome employers, especially those with limited on-site parkingand/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 animmediate
effecton ourability 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 wishingtojoina
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 were more
likely tolive inthe 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 asto how far they had facilitated recruitment. These issues were considered more acute in
relation tothe recruitment of people with skills which were highly sought-after: positive or negative
travel factors could tip the balance infavour, or against, such people acceptingajob.

A small number of employers considered bus access to be absolutely essential forrecruitmentand
retention, and therefore provided theirown buses at considerable expense. As previously noted, the
Catering Products Company did this to address the problem of not being able to recruitlocal people
who do not have a car. Engineering Consultancy 1 provided a staff bus service from central Bristol
because on-site car parking was limited to approximately one space perfouremployees. The
Financial Services Company provided a staff bus to/from the city centre. This service was originally
set up whensome staff were relocated from acity centre office to the North Fringe; the service was
maintained beyond the transition period because it was popular, and perceived by managersasa
contributorto 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. Atthe Retail Company, it was thoughtin 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 away of contributing to staff retention:
“To retain staff: | think it’s massive. ...”

Othersreportedinboth 2014 and 2016 that dissatisfaction with the commute had beencitedin
some staff exitinterviews as a reason forleaving, but was unlikely to be the main reason. Evenfor
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 viewin
2016 that people were becoming more used to workplace restrictions on car parking.

“So whereverthey 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 ambivalence of interviewees with regard to the role of LSTF
measuresin recruitmentand retention. More disagreed than agreed with the statements that the
LSTF had made it easiertorecruitand retain skilled staff, but many felt that they did not have
enough knowledge about these measuresto make asound judgement.

Table 6-3: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on recruitment and retention in the North Fringe

Neither
i R Bl I vl Bl I
disagree
LSTF has made iteasierto | N 0 7 4 3 0 0 14
recruitskilled staff % 0% 50% 29% 21% 0% 0% 100%
LSTF has made iteasierto | N 0 8 5 1 0 0 14
retainskilled staff %l 0% 57% 36% 7% 0% 0% 100%

Table 6-4: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on recruitment and retention in the Ports area

Neither
SFrongly Disagree agree Agree Strongly Don't Total
disagree nor agree know
disagree
LSTF has made iteasierto | N 0 2 4 1 0 0 7
recruitskilled staff % 0% 29% 57% 14% 0% 0% 100%
LSTF has made iteasierto | N 0 2 3 1 0 1 7
retainskilled staff % 0% 29% 43% 14% 0% 14% 100%
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Perceptions of LSTF impacts on productivity

In 2014, dissatisfaction with the commute was notgenerally believed to have led to absenteeism,
although mostinterviewees 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 theirtravel timesto compensateforthis, although it was recognised
that some had no choice but to travel in peak times (forexample, 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
interms 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 optionto travel by a
different mode. Cycling was considered by some managerstolink directly toimproved productivity.

“We’re actually going to think about doing our own scheme, which is if you wantto cycle to work,
I'll buy you a bike. Because, actually, you getting fit is in my interest. You know? we’re doing it
becauseit’s a goodthing 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 cartravel in peak hours was
offering flexi-time and mobile working, although it was noted that this was not possible foreveryone
—some jobs had to be done duringfixed hours, could not be done from home, and some people had
non-work commitments which limited theirtime flexibility. There was no discernible changein
these perceptions by 2016.

6.2.2 Operational transport issues

The baseline interviews showed that the most relevant operational transportissuesamongthe
employersinthe West of England were: Deliveries and logistics (mainly for the Avonmouth and
Severnsidedistribution businesses); business travel (of greatestimportance to the North Fringe
consultancies and the Construction Services Company); and clientaccess (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 indirectimpacts of LSTF measures onthem.
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Perceptions of LSTF impacts on deliveries and logistics

In both 2014 and 2016, deliveriesand logistics were not perceived as aconcern by the North Fringe
employers,and notthought to be influenced by local sustainable transport measures. The nature of
the businesses means that theirrequirement for the physical movement of goodsis small. The
deliveriesthey dorequire are generally timed to avoid peak travel times on the roads.

However, logistics were raised by several interviewees in the Ports areaas 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 trafficoverthe two
years as distribution businessesin the area expanded; thisincluded the largest of the SES Case Study
employersinthe area-the Catering Products Company. Aerospace Manufacturer2, locatedin
Severnside, had alsoincreased its volume of deliveries by 2016, in line withincreased production. It
had quantified the cost of delayed ‘justin time’ deliverieswhen lorries were held up inlocal 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, | 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 impacton the
logistics part of their business, but with the caveat that many contracted out theirdeliveries 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 people on and off site in the course of theirwork—both employees and
clients—was raised as an operational consideration by many intervieweesin both 2014 and 2016.

e Forsomeinthe North Fringe, proximity and easy transport access to other local employers
was of vital importance. This might be collaborating businessesin the same sector,
procurement-supplier relationships, or relationships of local businesses with the university
and hospitals.

e A numberofthe North Fringe employers, including two of the consultancies, the
Construction Services Company and the Environmental Compliance Company, cited travelto
clientsites asan important part of routine operations; travel could be local, national or
international. Fortwo of these companies, environmental certification (e.g. 1ISO 14001) was
a major inducementto cutting carbon emissions from business travel.

e Atsome ofthe large employers, frequent business travel was undertaken to visit other
branches of the company, includingin 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)

ImprovementsinICTs had alsoincreased capacity for people to work from home, which some
employers encouraged as ameans of reducing commuter trips.

Local business travel

Although the WEST LSTF programme focussed on commutertravel, some measures aimed to
encourage the use of buses, electric pool vehicles and cycling forlocal business travel —thereby
reducing dependence ontaxis and employees’ own cars. Duringthe evaluation period, LSTFfunding
had contributed to the provision of electric ‘pool’ vehicles and electricvehicle charging points
(EVCPs) onthe sites of largeremployers, 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 Smart®® cars for the same purpose (but not supported by LSTF). As well as cutting emissions
fromlocal business travel, the availability of pool vehicles removes the need for mobilestaff to use
theirown car to commute to theirwork base. This had offered indirect benefits toemployers
struggling with staff dissatisfaction overinsufficient on-site parking. However, like many LSTF
measures, itwas notidentified as having a quantifiabledirectimpact on business performance.

60 .
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
consideredtoo farapart to travel between onfoot, 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 ameasure which could reduce car use for this type of local business travel.

With assistance from North Bristol SusCom and its memberemployers, alocal 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 shuttle also connected with Bristol Parkway station,
whichisfrequently used by employers forlonger 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 thoughtthat was great, because it was cutting our taxibill right down in that we weren't
taxiing anyoneto Parkway. We made the decision everyone uses that bus because they were
regularand they were good and comfortable.”

(Growth and Strategy Director, Engineering Consultancy 1, North Fringe, 2016)

However, the shuttle service’s longerterm business model was unsuccessful, asitrequired 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 ceasedin July 2015. Several
of the seniormanagers 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 afterwardsin the
form of the LSTF-supported X18service. Although welcomed by businesses at the Science Park,
for whom the national and international connectivity 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 considerable costs 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 thatit
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 serving Parkway station whenitfirst 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 targetsforreducing
carbon emissions generated by business travel, in orderto comply with voluntary energy and
environmental standards (ESOS and ISO 14001 respectively), and both had been active in addressing
this overthe evaluation period. Forthe Technology Consultancy, this was part of a process which
beganinthe early 2000s, and represented core sustainability values of the business, whereas it was
a more recent departure forthe Construction Services Company. The formerhad been successful in
meetingtargets forreducing carbon emissions from land-based transport (but not from airtravel) 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 attractinginternational investors (for
example, the Science Park) orinternational students (the University). Local transport congestion was
seenasaddingindirectly to the costs of maintaininginternationallinks, particularly by one of the
aerospace manufacturers.

“We lose a lot of time of our senior people —very skilled, experienced, expensive —people sitting in
trafficjams, sitting on buses, to get to Bristol Airport.”

(Vice President, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2014).

The company did not try to quantify thisin 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 threateningto erode the international connectivity of the UK part of the companyin 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 headquartersin France; and secondly,
because employees could not guarantee arriving punctually at their workplaces for ‘virtual meetings’
with colleaguesin France and Germany, due to the unpredictability of the trafficaround Filton
(exacerbated by the fact that 9.00am meetings onthe continentare at 8.00am inthe UK). Whilst few
meetings were actually missed, this was thought to take its toll on employeesinterms 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 con nectivity 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, butyou’ve not had yourtuppence worthin”.

(UK Head of Engineering, Aerospace Manufacturer 1, North Fringe, 2016)
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This was one of the main reasonsforthisinterviewee’s view that furtherimprovementsin local
sustainable travel options were needed in orderto reduce trafficcongestion.

The value of travel time

Many interviewees spoke of agrowing preference that business travel be undertaken by train, in
recognition of the high costto 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 anissue for us, just forthe record. The cost of rail travel is exorbitant. Single
biggestthing you could do to reduce car miles for here? Because | don't think you can affect the
commute so much. But it’s actual cost 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.

Otherreasons for encouraging more rail travel were aconcern foremployee safety, and
sustainability. Whilst the WEST LSTF programme did notsupportrail directly, itdid supporta
number of measures toimprove non-caraccess to rail stations for North Bristol business travellers,
such as a hire scheme forfolding bicycles at Bristol Parkway, and bus links such as the X18.
Awareness of these measuresamonginterviewees was low however.

Perceptions of LSTF impacts on client and visitor access

Many businessesinthe North Fringe had chosen theirlocation, atleastin 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 inthe North Fringe and Ports areas was also affected by
local transportlinks within the areas, in the same way as employees’ business travel. There were
two main types of employerforwhom sustainable transport was seen as playinganimportantrole
inclientaccess: the Business Park and Science Park (both seeking to attract furtherbusiness
tenants); and the University and NHS Trust (managing a high volume of students, visitors and out-
patients).

In both 2014 and 2016, local sustainable transportaccess was seen asa ‘selling point’ to tenants by
seniormanagers of the Business Park and the Science Park. The managerat the Business Park,
located in Filton, was particularly clearthat bus links and cycle facilities were, or had the potential to
be, a major draw. In 2016 he believed thatthe good links from central Bristol were helpingto attract
some types of business (those with many urban-dwelling employees). Forexample, recently ateam
of 20 people had come towork there temporarily:
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“..andthey 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 havea car.... so | know that’s been a real selling
pointto 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 higherrent, because the Business Park was thoughttoo
awkward to access by staff needingtotravel by bus from outlying areas, due toinsufficient orbital
busservices.

In additionto 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, asit was a
means of obtaininginformation and funding, as well as contributing to lobbying.

“If we’reshowing anyone around, I'llalways mention about the sustainable transport fund and
....and we pay forthe local sustainable transport team and the councilto 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 visitoraccessissues at the University
and NHS Trust: students atthe university were nolongerallowed to bringa car to campus, but
eligible for subsidised bus travel and the use of loan bicycles; reduced visitor parking and better bus
provision forvisitors 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
servicesand improved cycling facilities were seen to have benefitted students and hospital visitors,
as well as staff. There had been concerns atthe Universityin 2014 that the planned ban onstudent
parking could have a negative impact on student applications, butin 2016 these fears were
consideredto have beenunfounded. Atthe hospital however, the restrictions on visitor parking did
have an impact, and the Trust was obliged to allocate more of its overall parking spaces tovisitors, 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 eitherdisagreed, or
were neutral, about whether LSTF had increased the reliability of deliveries, cut the costs of
deliveries, orfacilitated visitor access. However, in some cases (such as the University and NHS
Trust), it was thought that sustainable transportimprovements had improved visitor access overthe
twoyears, but this was due more to theirown efforts thantothe LSTF.
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Table 6-5: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on deliveries and visitor access in North Fringe

Neither
SFroneg Disagree agree Agree Strongly Don't Total
disagree nor agree know
disagree
LSTF hasincreased 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 oursite N 0 7 2 3 0 2 14
easier to get to and from
P - % 0% 50% 14% 21% 0% 14% 100%
or visitors

Table 6-6: Perceptions of impacts of LSTF on deliveries and visitor access in Ports area

Neither
Stcrongly Disagree agree Agree Strongly Don't Total
disagree nor agree know
disagree
LSTF hasincreased 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 oursite 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 thirdin
2014 to one halfin 2016, but most did not have a detailed knowledge of specificinterventions. The
more seniortheir position, the less likely they were to have aworking knowledge of the Fund,
although most 2016 interviewees recognised particularinitiatives when shown alist,and were
positive about the perceived benefits —eitheractual or potential. Asmall numberofthe
interviewees were more familiar with the Fund because they had liaised with the SusCom and
SevernNet business networks on behalf of their company. Most of the managersinterviewed,
however, said this role (and associated knowledge) was delegated to amember 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 positive responses. This
corresponds withthe informationin Table 2-3and Table 2-4, which show that the majority of
employers had received supportforcyclinginthe form of repairkits and free cycle maintenance
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sessions (DrBike). Moreover, the majority of LSTF employergrants, which 12 of the businesses had
received (some had been awarded several) supported improved on-site cycling facilities such as
cycle parking, lockers and changingfacilities. Several employers had also benefitted from loan bikes.
Many had noticed improvements to cycle lanes, paths and signage in theirarea, includingin
Avonmouth, where recent improvements (not funded by LSTF) to an arterial road were judged to
have made it much saferfor cycling:

“I think fora 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 geta little bit closer to work without putting
themselves at risk, but still Kings Weston Lane, | wouldn’t cycledown 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 degree of awareness. Forty five percent of respondents reported that they were
aware of Dr Bike, 46% were aware of recentimprovements to on-site cycling facilities at their place
of work and 35% were aware of improvements to surrounding cycle routes.

There was also a high awareness amongthe senior managerinterviewees of the TravelWest
‘Roadshows’, which had visited all the North Fringe employers at least once, and the annual Big
Commuting Challenge. Inthe 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 usedit. Inthe Avonmouth area, there was some awareness of the SevemNet
Flyershuttlebus service (notdirectly 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 areafor growth in sustainable
transportin 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 decisiontolive ina rural area. Several larger
employers had received support forelectricpool cars, normally provided through the car club Co-
wheels. However, electric cars were mainly seen as a niche areastill, and one which did not suit
employers whose staff travelled long distances for work.

Employers’ overall assessment of the LSTF

In 2014, all interviewees had said they supported improvements to sustainable transportin
principle. They thought LSTF measures could be of benefit to theirbusinessto some degree,
although many thought that this was an indirect benefitin terms of improving employee
satisfaction, or contributing to a sustainability agenda, ratherthan something which mightbring
tangible, quantifiable benefits to the business. Many thought that sustainable transport measures
offered more toindividual employees than to the business directly; this was a typical view inthose
businessesinthe Portsareawhich were not experiencingany recruitment difficulties orrestrictions
on parking.
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In 2016, views about the potential of sustainable transport measures remained positive, and some
feltthat benefits accrued sofarwere becoming more tangible. For example, the managerofthe
Business Park felt that sustainable transportimprovements (including those supported by LSTF)
were startingto have an effect by helpingto encourage more businessesintothe North Fringe.

“So weare seeing- starting to see benefits. | 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 atthe moment”.

“Obviously it’s going to get a lot busierin the area as well but | think it’s - for the economy, for the
northern part of Bristol, | think it’s very, very good, really”.

(Facilities Manager, Business Park, North Fringe, 2016)

Overall, there was aview that the LSTF had contributed to some useful improvements over the
evaluation period, but there had notyet been enough time, orenough funding, to have made a
significantimpactsofar.

“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 dueto 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..... Sol think we see a fundamentalissue about density in this area. Density of cars,
transportinfrastructureis, inits totality, inadequate, and, nevertheless we see these as small
stepsin 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
fundamental problem, which is too many people trying to getinto Filton and out again at the
sametimes.”

(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 butdoes 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 | 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 largeremployers, expressed aview in both 2014 and
2016 that transportimprovements were the responsibility of both ‘them’ —the publicauthorities
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 ourissue”
(Managing Director, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016)

Several thought, forexample, that LSTF employer grants (50% co-funding) had been usefulin
providingleverage, assistingthem with initiatives that they realised they should be undertaking
themselves. Atthe NHS Trust, the availability of LSTF match-funding had made it easierforthe
Facilities Director to make a case within the organisation for continued expenditure on sustainable
transport overthe previoustwoyears.

“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 persuadeitself to investis a brilliant thing and,
becauseit is really difficult, and | mean particularly where we are.... and all companies —you
know, there are huge economic pressures at the moment; doing theright thing as well as
surviving —it’s quite difficult”.

“I think pump priming funding....is incredibly valuable, and | hope it continues and fora 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 Economiclmpacts heading was: how do theimpacts 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 androle 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. Thisis depicted in the lower portion of Figure 6-1. Location and site
characteristics —especially parking availability —were particularly importantin 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 transportinfrastructure

The SES Case Study employers are located in geographical clustersinan arc from east to west, as
depictedin Figure 2-4. By 2016, ease of access by non-car modes still varied across the different sub-
areas, and thiswas reflected in commute modeshare (as shownin the results fromthe 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 publictransport networks, better served by cycling and walking routes,

127


http:funding�.is

but alsosubjectto greaterroad congestion and pressure on parking. Whilstintervieweesinthe Ports
area in 2014 felt that employees had little choice overtheircommuter mode, the discourse inthe
North Fringe was one of offering greater choice and encouraging alternatives to single occupancy car
use as a means of reducing pressure on parking and reducing the costs associated with congestion.

By 2016, commutertravel options around Avonmouth (central Ports area) had started toimprove,
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 yetto be translatedinto
changesincommute model share, the senior managersinterviewed were hopeful that this might
change in time. Inthe meantime, there continued to be concernthan cyclingand walkinginthis area
couldinvolve significant safety risks due to high trafficspeeds and the preponderance of heavy good
vehicles.

Overthe two years, Severnside (northern Ports area) did not see any changesin local transport
services orinfrastructure tofacilitate commuting by non-car modes. Interviewees in this area
thoughtthat 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
thoughtto have benefitted from LSTF support for online car-sharing services; nordid interviewees
see a strong need forthis. One Severnsideemployer expressed the view that LSTF measures were
‘nice but not essential’. This company was untypical of the case study employers asa whole, asiit
had ample parking, few problems with road access, asmall, high-skilled workforce, and no
recruitmentorretention difficulties.

“I would say none of these on this list is essential to our business. All we need is a road outside
thatpeople candrive 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 essential whatsoever forour
business.”

(Production Coordinator, Power Station, Ports area, 2016)

At the otherextreme, some employers located inthe Aztec West business parkinthe North Fringe
were as vocal in 2016 as they had beenin 2014 aboutthe need forfurtherimprovements to bus
services, safercycle 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 pooraccess by any otherform
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 enterand leave the business
park viaits single access road. This situation was not thought to have improved by 2016.

The two engineering consultancies, both located within the Aztec West business park, had invested
ina range of measuresto help staff travel by alternative modes, including, in one case, the provision
of an employerbusservice. Both also managed car parking tightly. Such measures proved costly to
theirbusiness. Whilst appreciating the supportthey had received from the LSTF, both interviewees
feltthatinfrastructure investment on a much larger scale was required, and couldin 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.... Butthen 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
peaktimes, to kind of throttle it.”

“Why would you choose to be somewhere thatis 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 publictransport, 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)

Concernsrelatingto transportinfrastructure in othersub-areas of the North Fringe lay between the
two extremes cases of Severnside and Aztec West. Forexample, interviewees in the Stoke Gifford
(Parkway) areain 2016 considered publictransportlinksand cycle routesintoand around the area
to be reasonably good, although with room for furtherimprovement. The area was already thought
to have benefitted from new orimproved segregated cycle paths by 2014. Whilstintervieweesin
Stoke Gifford were still expressing concerns for the safety of staff who cycled to work in 2016, four
of the five case study organisationsin this areawere thought to have a devel oped, or developing,
‘cycling culture’ (aview also suggested by the higherthan average cycling mode share figuresinthe
2016 employeesurvey). Buses services were thought to have improved by 2016, particularly services
to and fromthe city centre, but orbital routes were still thought to be lacking.

“I don'tget the impression that too many people take the buses dueto either the distance
travelled or the non-direct bus routes which severely increases the travel time to and from the
workplace..... So | think people who live on the bus route between here and the centre, it would
work outvery well.”

(Assistant Head of Infrastructure, Large PublicSector Employer, North Fringe, 2016).

Stoke Giffordis alsothe location of two rail stations (including Bristol Parkway), but there wasstill a
viewin 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 overthe two years, although hope was expressed thatinfrastructure
improvements such as the bus rapid transit system under development (Metrobus), and rail
electrification, might help to alleviate this. However, this was all within a broader context of
acceptance that the majority of employees would continue to wish to commute by car.

“We are very aware that car parkingis at a premium, that's what people like to do to travel to work,
theylike togetin theircar and although.....we've gota very big cyclingcommunity and they are
quite vocal....onthe whole, peoplelike togetintheircar”.

(Travel Manager, Financial Services Company, North Fringe, 2016)
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6.3.2 Parking and other site characteristics

The interviews confirmedin 2016, as in 2014, that the mostimportant on-site facility affecting
commuter mode choice was the level of car parking provision for staff. It wasfound 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 employersites had already reached full capacity. This was particularly the
case foremployers which had movedto new buildings and were thereforebound by planningrules
restrictingthe 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 overthe evaluation period; all were running car park
managementschemesand investingin sustainable transport measures. Car parking was described as
an emotive issue at all the employers where car parking was in short supply.

“(It’s) the biggest headache we have in this building — certainly in my area. Andit’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 thatone. 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)

Itisnotable, however, that senior managers at both the University and NHS Trust felt, by 2016, that
the situation had ‘calmed down’ as staff acclimatised to changesin parking policy. Whilstin 2016,
car parking wasstill “possibly the most controversialissue thatyou have to deal with across the
university” (Deputy Vice Chancellor, University, North Fringe, 2016), it was no longerregarded as a
serious cause of staff dissatisfaction.

By 2016, the demand for each parking space had fallenslightly at five employersites, due to eithera
reductionin staff numbers onsite (the Financial Services Company, Technology Consultancy and
Aerospace Manufacturer 1) or an increase in available parking spaces (the Business Park and the
Bioscience Manufacturer). Interviewees at three of these five employers expressed less concern
aboutcommutertransportissuesthanthey or theirpredecessors had done in 2014. The remaining
two retained a position of strong support for sustainable transportimprovements in the interests of
staff satisfaction. At some of the businesses where the ratio of parking spaces to staff was sufficient
to meetdemand and had not changed overthe two years, sustainable commutertransport options
were attributed lessimportance.
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“l would say that most of our businesses probably don't think about tra nsport much. The parking
here is free because people aren't in every day, and people can usually find the parking space
unlessthere's a big eventon.”

(Director, Science Park, North Fringe, 2016)

Allthe 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 parkingrestrictions, but
sometimes simply to offeremployees more choice and improve staff satisfaction.

“And therefore, to encourage as many people as possible to cycle frees up the car parking spaces.
| think we have something like thirty seven here and we’ve got seventy people, so now in the
science park it’s okay becauseit’s got quite a big parking area, so we sometimes overspill our area
and it’s notan issue, but obviously the more people we can encourage to cycle the less pressure
we haveonthose parking.”

(Finance Director, Energy Technology Company, North Fringe, 2014).

Justone of the SES Case Study businesses (Technology Company 1) was notable in having both
sufficient car parking with no demand managementorchargesin place, and a high level of cycling
mode share (22% in 2016). An active cyclinggroup in Technology Company 1had beeninstrumental
in promoting cyclingtowork priorto the LSTF evaluation period, and managers had also been
sympatheticto requestsforhigh quality cycling facilities in the interests of staff wellbeing (i.e. this
was not motivated by over-demand for car parking). The interviewee believed thatasa
consequence astrongcycling culture had developed.

“We haveavailable parking and we have a fairly enthusiastic group of cyclists and more, you
know, others are often persuaded to start cycling because thereis 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 justdo it. (....) | 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
consolidatedintoanew ‘superhospital’. Thisinvolved the closure of anotherhospital four miles
away, and the transfer of these services to the new hospital overaconcentrated two week
periodinspring 2014.

Buildingwork on one of the car parks at the new hospital could only start after the transferto
the new buildings had taken place, which meant that car parking availability for staff fell
substantially (from 0.3t0 0.1) spaces peremployee. Duringthe first 18 months afterthe 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 slowerthan originally planned,
creating considerable competition for parking spacesin 2015. By 2016, more car parkingwasin
place, although the balance between visitor and staff parking was still underreview.

At the same time, the NHS Trust invested money (including Section 106 money) and effortin
improving and promoting a range of alternative transport modes —particularly bus subsidies. The
NHS Trust was active in providing travel information and personal travel planning for st aff. Cycle
parking wasincreased 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
overthis period, benefittingfrom anumber of employer grants and frequent visits from the
Sustainable Travel Roadshow team. LSTF support was thoughtto provide leverageforthe NHS

Trust’s own expenditure on sustainable transport, helping to supportthe internal case forsuch
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 difficult one in terms of staff-employer
relations, and had attracted mediacriticism. 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, | 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

Amongthe SES Case Study employersinthe Ports area, the distribution businesses, waste recycling
businesses and the aerospace manufacturer were dependent on the physical movement of goods for
theirdayto 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 areainterviewees expressed adesire to recruit more staff locally, both
as a means of contributingtolocal economicdevelopment, butalso because some needed specialist
staff to be able to getto work at short notice if a problem arose. In contrast, many of the high-tech
businesses, as well as the large publicsectororganisations, inthe 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 flexible and remote
workingaround a core of standard office hours. Employers needed to be locatedin a position which
isaccessible to a geographically dispersed workforce.

In 2014, difficulties with the commutewere thoughtto be havingamore severe impactonlower
paid staff because they were more likely to be negatively affected by the costs of travelling to work,
and less likelytoown 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 toincrease the travel options forthose commutinginto Avonmouth (Ports
area), and thiswas welcomed by employers asaninitial step.

Regardingjobs at a higherlevel of skilland remuneration, mostinterviewees believed in 2016, as in
2014, that people were preparedtotolerate, if necessary, adegree of inconvenience with their
commute (including the need to commute long distances), if the rewards of theirjob made it
worthwhile. Atthe same time, most thought that offering employees a choice of good quality travel
options was important for staff morale and wellbeing. Anumber of senior managers saw thisas
essential toattractand retain those with high level and ‘niche’ skills —people who might otherwise
be temptedinsteadtowork fora company with a more central city location. Thisview was held
strongly among employersinthe North Fringe with limited car parking and surrounding traffic
congestion. These interviewees saw a strongrole for alternative transport provision, were positive
about the LSTF and similar publicfunding mechanisms, but, as previously noted, were convinced
that more neededto be done.

6.3.4 Working patterns

With the exception of those people working shift patterns atthe NHS Trust and the Retail Company,
employeesinthe 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 mainway in
which both employees and employers were adapting their working practices to deal with congestion
on the road network. Time flexibility allowed those who wished or needed to commute by car to
continue to do so. This had become a more common practice by 2016. Several interviewees
remarked thatemployees were choosingto arrive at work earlierand earlier to beat the morning
peak and continue to commute by car.
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Flexible workingtofitaround travel was not afforded to those working fixed shifts. Allthe Ports area
employersinthe study, with the exception of the Bioscience Manufacturer, employed alarge
proportion of their staff on shift patterns. However, some interviewees mentioned that they were
preparedtochange theiremployees’ shift patternsto fit with publictransport 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 traffic congestion;
equally, this also militated against a greater use of publictransport, which generally offers less
frequentservices 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 Flyershuttle busin Avonmouth; the timetable was 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 spentonthe commute.
However, the ability to work athome depended very much on job type. Manual staff were clearly
requiredto be on site, and some of the high-tech businessesin 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
improvementsinCTsand a rising cultural acceptance of home/remote working. Although an
increase in home working was not reflected inthe employee travel surveysinresponse tothe
guestion ‘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 thatthey 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. Itidentifies transport concernsand how these affect staff travel to
work and ultimately attitudes to LSTF. It highlights the three strongest drivers associated with
positive employer attitudes to sustainable transportinvestmentand interestin engaging with
business networks and local authorities on transportissues. The drivers are: on-site parking
insufficient to meet staff demand; local traffic congestion causing delays and stress to employees;
and recruitment difficulties linked to poor publictransport, cycling and walking access to particular
areas. Trafficcongestionand parkingrestrictions caused dissatisfaction among staff, which needed
to be mitigated by improving alternative travel options. Access by alternativestothe car were
required by those businesses which needed to recruit staff who could not necessarily afford to, or
did not wish toown a car. Eventhose employers who were not subject to these issues saw staff
satisfaction benefits in offering agood choice of travel options. Environmental and corporate social
responsibility also served as a driverfor some employersto engage with the LSTF and see actual, or
potential, benefit fromit.

Figure 6-3 summarises factors contributing to positive attitudes among employers to the LSTF from
the point of view of operational transport practices. Itidentifies transportconcerns and how these
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affectoperational transportand ultimately attitudes to LSTF. With the exception of local business
travel, LSTF measures were seen as havingalesserimpact on business operations than on commuter
travel. Thisis unsurprising given that the LSTF was not targeting freight transport. Direct economic
pressures (fuel costs) 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 travel practices with new businesses opportunities, in
the form of sustainable products (e.g. biofuel for buses), or by contributing to theirimage 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
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6.4 Economic impacts summary

A consistenttheme acrossthe interviews was that transportimpacts on busine ss performance,
whilst significant, were indirect and hard to measure — particularly with regard to commuting. For
example, improvementsto the commute experience werethoughtto 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
thisinfinancial terms. The economicimpacts of LSTF measures were therefore difficult for
employersto assess.

However, sustainable transportinitiativesin generalwere seen as animportant part of the ‘mix’ of
transportinvestments 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 thoughtto have made a positive —if limited
- contribution toimproving the quality or range of travel options forcommuters 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 affectinvestmentand relocation decisions.
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The managers’ overall assessment of the LSTF and related measures by 2016 was that these were
welcome stepsintherightdirection, but were insufficient to have made a significant difference so
far. Inthe more congested parts of the North Fringe, it was thought that they had helped control,
but not fully counteract, growingtrafficvolumes arising from new housing developmentin 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 notthoughtto be
significantenough yetto have translated into any substantial commute modal shift (a perception
supported by the results fromthe 2014 and 2016 employee travel surveys).

For mostinterviewees, thiswas an argumentforgreater efforts toimprove and encourage the use
of alternative modes, and forthese efforts to be sustained overalongertime period. Those
employerswho had engaged actively with the LSTF (and in particular benefitted from LSTF employer
grants) saw publically funded investment as part of a collaborationin which theyalso bore a
responsibility. Theseemployers saw LSTF as useful ‘leverage’ for sustainable transport measures
they wished to undertake themselves. LSTF grants could, forexample, also lend weight to arguments
withinan organisation forinvestmentin sustainabletransport measures at a time when employers
faced many competingfinancial pressures.

However, it should also be noted that some managersinthe Portsarea did not see a strong,
business-related need for growth in sustainable transport options —notably those businesses which
were facing neitherrecruitment difficulties nor pressure on car parking. These were amonga
numberof interviewees who believed that LSTF measures could accrue greater benefits to the
individualthantothe business. Some, in both the Ports areaand the North Fringe, also expressed a
strongview thattravel to work was a matter of individual choice, in which they should not be
dictating to theirstaff. This may partly be a reflection of aconventioninthe UKthat commutingis,
ultimately, the responsibility of the workerand not the employer. In some other countries,
particularlyin continental Europe, employers are expected to play astrongerrole in the commuting
options of theiremployees®. Itis notable that those employers in the SES Case Study which had
adopted more pro-active approaches tothe commuting of theiremployees werethose which also
faced strong pressures on parking.

By 2016, parkingwas still an emotive issue among staff at employers which needed to manage
demand. However, some interviewees felt that discontentment over parkingrestrictions and
charges was reducing as people were nolongerassuming that they had a ‘right’ todrive to work and
park without charge. This could be interpreted as agradual cultural change, in which commuting by

*1 Labour legislationisstrongerin continental Europe than inthe USA andthe UK, which can mean that
employee transportissues formpartof the ‘social dialogue’ (1). In Belgium, for example, transport
allowances formpartof collective bargaining agreements between employees and employer, and these
candiffer between employment sectors.InBelgium, as well as countries such as Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany and the Netherlands, commuting costs areconsidered a tax-deductible expense,
whereas inthe USA, UK and some southern European countries itis a personal expense. See (1):
Vanoutrive T., van Malderen, L., Jourquin, B., Thomas, I., Verhetsel, A. and Witlox, F. (2010). Mobility
Management measures by employers: Overview and exploratory analysis for Belgium. European Journal of
Transportand 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 comingto be seen
as more ‘normal’ at many employersinthe North Fringe. Both the senior managerinterviews 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:

e RQ3a: Whatlevel of engagement was achieved with employers and employees and what
factors led to increased engagement?

e RQ3b: Whatmeasures have been delivered successfully and why, and what measures have
been less successfuland why?

Quantitative findings onthe 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 employerinterviews provided qualitative
insights from senior managers on theircompany’s engagement with the councils and business
networksinthe 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 orless 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 alocal budgetand given accesstoa range of sub-regional support services (sub-regional
referred tothe West of England area spanning the four unitary local authorities). In 2014-15, the
BEAMs were supported by a sub-regional Business Engagement Coordinator, but this post was
dissolved atthe end of that financial year. BEAMs offered arange 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 overcome barriers to sustainable travel by providing 50% of the
costs of items such as cycle shelters. Otherincentivesincluded the provision of Electrical Vehicle
Recharging Points (ECVPs) on employersites, the provision of emergency cycle repairkits, and
encouragement measures such as the Big Commuting Challenge, held every June, the annual
Sustainable Travel Business Awards, and the offerto 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
fromrespondentsintheirown business, comparingthem with the total results across theirlocal
authority area.

139



Visitsto employersites from the Sustainable Travel Team provided another key engagement tool.
This service was sub-contracted by the fourlocal authorities to Steer Davis Gleave, to offer one-to-
one engagementwith employees through the Travel West ‘Roadshows’. These took the form of
information stands, staffed by travel advisers who provided travel information, personalised travel
planning and offered arange 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 employersites, offering free repairs.

7.2.1 AQuantitative overview

An overviewof the LSTF engagement achieved with the SES Case Study employersin 2014-16 is
providedin Table 2-3and Table 2-4 insection 2.3. These tables show that nearly all the North Fringe
employers were ‘intensively engaged’ foratleast part of the evaluation period by the LSTF Business
Engagement Account Managers (BEAMS) togetherwith the North Bristol Sustainable Commuter
Network (SusCom). Inthe Ports area, two of the nine participatingemployers were ‘intensively
engaged’ by boththe LSTF BEAMS and SevernNet. The other employersinthe Ports area engaged
with SevernNet on a range of local transportissues, some relating to LSTF.

‘Intensiveengagement’ was defined by the local authorities as acombination of a face -to-face
meeting betweenthe 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
inresponse toa ‘significant external pressure’.

The SES Case Study employers which were intensively engagedinthe North Fringe were asub-set of
the 37 and 26 employers which received intensive engagement by South Gloucestershire Council in
2014/15 and 2015/16 respectively. The Portsarea comprises parts of three local authority areas, and
initially benefitted fromits own LSTF business engagement programme and LSTF BEAM. However,
this ceasedin 2014, when Bristol City Council (BCC) took the lead on engagement with Ports area
businesses —reasons forthis are explained in section 7.3. Intensive engagement was carried out by
BCC withtwo businessesinthe Ports areaout of the 65 which received intensive engagement 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 shownin 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
eitherone orthe otheron each occasion, althoughitis 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 multiple occasions overthe twoyears).
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Table 7-1: TravelWest Roadshows at employer sites 2014 to 2016

Number of a) Number of cases |b) Number of Total (a+b)
Roadshows or Dr | of employee ‘expo- | cases of employ-
Bike events sure’ ee ‘participation’
All South Glos.and Bristol
(incl.SES CaseStudy em- 252 6491 1304 7795
ployers)
Ca:)srﬁyStudy SES employers 32 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 orbytelephone.

The results of the survey (based on Roadshow participants from across South Gloucestershire and
Bristol City Councils and including participants at workplaces and othertypes of location) showed
that the majority of respondents gave a high rating to theirinteractions with the travel advisers and
the quality of the materials they received. In 2014/15, 88% rated theirinteraction 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).1n 2014/15, 35% of respondents said they had changed their
travel choicesfollowing their conversation with atravel adviserat a TravelWest Roadshow. Those
who said they had made changes were then asked whetherthese changes had been influenced by
the conversation they had or the supportthey 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 surveysin 2014-16 did notreveal how many of these
behaviourchangeswere in the direction of more sustainable travel. However, previous customer
satisfaction surveys completed during 2013-14 suggested that ensuing changesin travel behaviour
related mainly to uptake of cycling.

In 2015/16, it was possible toselectfrom the full samplethe responses of 108 respondents who had
visited aTravelWest stand at their place of work (and not, for example, atacommunity event).
Ninety percentrated themas ‘good’ or ‘very good’. Fifty four percent rated the materials they
received as ‘good’ or ‘very good’, and 38% said they had made changesto the way they travelled
since talkingto 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 (inthe Ports area, where farfewer 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 awarenessinthe North Fringe, where of 48% were aware of them, and 5% of respondents had
used them (compared with 22% aware inthe Ports area, and 1% having used them). Ahigh
awareness of Dr Bike had also been found amongrespondents to wave 1of the panel surveyin July
2014 (47% of the sample of 1526 respondents). Eighteen percent of wave 1 panel 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 amongthe senior managerinterviewees. The distinction
between the DrBike sessions and the Roadshows is in some ways artificial, as one often
accompaniedthe other;itis possible that the cycle repairs simply attracted more attention thanthe
TravelWestinformation stands when both were together.

7.3 Factors leading toincreased engagement with employers

North Bristol Suscom and SevernNet were observed by the evaluation team to have played akey
liaisonrole inthe engagement of North Fringe and Ports businesses by the local authorities
deliveringthe LSTF programme over the evaluation period; this was also noted by LSTF managersin
the work package closure reports. There were several changes of staff carrying out the Business
Engagement Account Manager (BEAM) role within the two councils overthe twoyears, 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 participatingin the Case Study priorto 2014. Engagementwas
most effective where the same individual/s had acted as employer contact on transport matters for
several years, orwhere the role had been passed onto someone else with the same job
responsibilities —forexample, inthe larger employers which engaged a transport or parking
coordinator. Where the contact person within abusiness 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 wasatendency for
businesses to be most responsive to approaches fromthe business networks and the local authority
BEAMS whenthey had a particulartransport-related concern, such as over-demand for parking, or
when changesto local infrastructure (e.g. roadworks oralterations to rail or bus services) were
affectingaccesstotheirsite.

Both the North Fringe and the Ports areas were designated as Area Travel Plan (ATP) areas at the
beginning of the WEST programme. 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 benefitfromthe WEST
business engagement programme, the main focus of which was encouragementand promotion
measures. Arguably, such measures canonly be effectiveif an areaalready benefits from sufficient
transportinfrastructure and services to offercommuters practical travel alternatives to the car. The
North Fringe was considerably better connected to residential areas by bus, cyclingand walking
infrastructure thanthe Ports area, and it also benefits from shorterdistances tothe city centre and
suburban settlements. The North Fringe was also experiencing greater traffic congestion and
insufficient parking availability, which meant that many employers were particularly receptive to the
assistance which LSTF business engagement officers could offer. More over, South Gloucestershire
LSTF business engagement staff were already working closely with North Bristol SusCom, which had
good, established contacts with several of the majoremployers.
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In contrast, there were very few sustainable transport options for commutingintothe Ports area
(e.g.nobus services and poorcyclingroutes in 2014, but with some improvements having been
made by 2016). People alsotended to live furtheraway from work in the Ports area as shownin
Table 5-3. With sofew transport alternatives on offer, there was little potential for encouraging
travel behaviour change amongthose travellingto workin Avonmouth and Severnside, with the
exception of online car-sharing services. Coupled with the dissatisfaction of many businessesinthe
area with the councils’ investmentin transportinfrastructure, this made the LSTF business
engagement officer’s task problematic. Furthermore, at the start of the evaluation period, LSTF staff
assignedtothe Portside Area Travel Plan areadid 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
busservice intothe 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. These showed that links to Suscom and
SevernNetwereseen as critical inincreasing 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
Suscomand SevernNet was regarded as giving the LSTF project credibility and made it easier for the
BEAMSs to find a way into businesses, and allowed “animmediate, relevant and meaningful dialogue
where it mattered most”.

The setting of WEST budgets ata local level permitted scaling and tailoring to suit business needs
within the different local authorities, whilst the existence of a sub-regional Business Engagement
Coordinatorrole 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, forexample, ina
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 meantsignificant 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 knowledge about

the degree towhichtheircompany had been ‘engaged’ by LSTF officersin theirlocal authorities, and

by the business networks. The more seniorthe interviewee, the less likely he or she was to have had

any personal involvement; however, the larger companies and the publicsector organisations did

have a member of staff whose role covered liaising with the Councils, business networks and other
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relevantbodiesontransportissues, oranindividual who performed the role through personal
interestratherthan as part of their official role. Inthe latter case, some managers reflected that the
business was perhapstoo dependent on the enthusiasm of this one individual when it came to
liaising with external organisations on transport matters.

In 2016, intervieweesinthe North Fringe more frequently mentioned engagement with North Bristol
SusComthandirectly with the local authority LSTF team, although the two tended to be closely
associated. Inthe 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 knowledge on the
subject expressed positive views of SusCom and SevernNet, with aslightly more mixed view of the
local authorities.

“We have, on a couple of occasions, raised particularissues 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 atjunctions 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 overall objectives of what the fund’s trying to achieve they’re very willing to look at it
and see whetheror notit’s something that they wantto contribute to and | 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 businessesin Avonmouth, were, by 2016, still frustrated with what they perceived as the slow
rate of improvementto transportinfrastructure inthe area, and felt that that local authorities
appeared notto be addressingissues such as HGV parkingand local congestion hot-spots. They felt
that businesses were doing all they could to offer solutions.

“Andsoit’sreallyinteresting: 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 orthat
have beentalked about that would make ourlivesalot 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 getsoutvery 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)

SevernNetwas atan earlierstage of developmentin 2014, compared with SusCom, and by 2016 it
was thoughtthatit had become established.

“What they needto do now is deliver.... Which they’ve started to with, you know, the bus.”
(Engagement Manager, Catering Products Company, Ports area, 2016).

Some intervieweesinthe Ports areaadmitted that although they were in favour of communal action
to improve transportin the area, they only participated actively in SevernNet activities when they
were directly affected by a particularissue.

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 managerinterviews, the 2016 employeetravel
survey and the panel survey. These pointsrelateonly tothose LSTF measures in the business
engagement category, and notto otherrelevantinterventions delivered through other parts of the
programme (e.g.improvements to cycle routes, real-time bus information, and the TravelWest
website).

Measures delivered successfully

e Overall engagementand awarding of employer grants: across the WEST programme, LSTF
officers engaged with significantly more businesses than were identified at the outset.
Employergrantstotalling £622,000 were awarded in 2014-15 acrossthe West of England
area, which resultedin £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 ‘recentimprovements to
cyclingfacilities at work’.

e The Big Commuting Challenge: 4,569 participants registered and 3,591 journeys were logged
in2015/16. Thiswas alsoseen by BEAMs as a good engagement tool fortheirwork with
employers. Itattracted a particularly high degree of participationamongthose who,
accordingto 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).

e Emergency Cycle RepairKits: these were issued to many employers and proved popular.
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e TheBusinessTravel 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.

e TheKings Ferry Commuter Coach and the X18 bus service: both were well received,
achievinghigh levels of awareness and very high levels of satisfaction amongusers. They
were also successful in attracting some commuters away fromthe car. However, neither
service survivedinits original form following the removal of LSTF subsidies.

e DrBike cycle repairs: these proved very popularand achieved high levels of awareness
among both employersand employees. Some employers continued to offerthe service at
theirown expense once the LSTF funding had ceased.

e The Sustainable Travel Field Team: the TravelWest roadshows achieved high levels of
customersatisfaction interms of the helpfulness of travel advisers and the quality of
information materials. Factorsidentified as contributing to the success of the Roadshows
included:

o Aflexible Travel Adviserteam available to engage with individuals;

o A widerange of key offers to help overcome barriers when engaging with
individuals, particularly loan bikes.

o Thedevelopment of flexible personaltravel planning sessions.

o AllocatingaTravel Advisertowork closely withabusinessthatis goingthrougha
transition;

o Ensuringthat Travel Advisers had good local knowledge.

o Usingbus vouchers as opposedto making bulk buys of bus tickets, purchased up
front.

Measures delivered less successfully

e In 2014-15, the EVCP process was reported, in South Gloucestershire, as being overly
complicated, especially at high security sites. Alessonlearnt was to treat the EVCPs as fully
funded employergrants ratherthan tryingto arrange purchase and procurement on behalf
of the employer. Adapting the systemin this way enabled targets for the installation of
ECVPsto be met. However, some employers remained resistant to ECVPs because of
concerns abouttax issues which might arise from providing staff with free electricity.

e In South Gloucestershire, therewas nointerestin grants forcar share barriers, sofunding
was moved to general employer grants.
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e Thelaunch of a new online lift-sharing platform (FAXI): there was less uptake of this service
than anticipated. Instead, anew platform called Join My Journey was created by one of the
North Fringe SES Case Study businesses, with the assistance of an LSTF employergrant, to
help tackle thisgapin provision.

e TheKingsFerry Business Shuttle service, which was introduced on a six month trial basis to
transport employees among collaborating businessesinthe North Fringe, wasvery popular
with some employers who saw it as a means of reducingtaxi 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.

e [twas feltthatlack of resourcesatthe endof the LSTF programme led to activities delivered
by the Sustainable Travel Field Team being cancelled or compromised.

7.5 Deliveryand 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. Because the 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 theirlocal councils. Coordination between SusCom and LSTF officers
functioned effectivelyin the North Fringe but was more problematic, particularly at the beginning of
the evaluation period, inthe 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, inresponseto
some observedimprovementsininfrastructure and services, butitremained harderto engage
businesses on sustainable transportissues thaninthe 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 discussedinsection 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: forexample, improvementsto cycling facilities at work (many part-funded
by LSTF employergrants), improvements to local cycle routes, and Dr Bike cycle repairs. The
customer satisfaction surveys completed by people who had received aservice through the
TravelWest Roadshows suggested that ensuing changesintravel behaviourrelated mainly to cycling.
The Big Commuting Challenge wasfound to be a good engagementtool atthe levels of both the
employerandindividualemployees. Notably, the 2016 employee travelsurvey showed that the
proportion of people who had taken partin the Big Commuting Challenge was highestamongthose
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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-
sideringlongerterm prospects forthe impacts of sustainabletransport promotion atthe two strate-
gicemploymentsitesinthe West of England.

8.1 Modal shift

The firstaim of the SES Case Study was to establish the impact of a package of sustainable transport
measures on modal shiftin strategicemployment sites, and understand which interventions were
most effective in different contexts.

Figure 8-1 shows that there were statistically significant decreasesin mode share forcaralone (2.3%
points) and car sharing (2.4% points) among North Fringe employees between March 2014 and
March 2016. There were statistically significantincreases in mode share for cycling (2.0% points),
walking (1.1% points) and bus use (2.6% points). There were minimal changesin mode share among
Ports area employees. Afteraccounting for differencesin sample characteristics in the two survey
years, itwas 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 changesin probability of using other modes were not statistically significant.

Figure 8-1: Mode share % point changes for North Fringe and Ports area
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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
reductionin car alone mode share of 4% points between March 2013 and March 2014 among North
Fringe employees. Thisindicates that the WEST LSTF programme might have had a greaterimpactin
itsfirstyear after which there was sustained impact ata lowerlevel. Itis also notable that reductions
insingle occupancy car use after 2013 inthe North Fringe occurred againsta backdrop of petrol
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price reductions, of anational trend of increasing car use and a regional trend of increasing car
commuting.

To assesstherole of the WEST programme in contributing to the mode share outcomesidentified
above, a numberof matters should be considered. Firstly, areductionin single occupancy car-use
between March 2014 and March 2016 was statistically significantat only three out of 20 SES Case
Study employers, all located in the North Fringe (single occupancy car-use increased among
employersinthe Ports area). Reductionsin 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 (afterthe March 2014 survey). Furtheranalysis of
the employee travelsurvey datashowed that changesin 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 atthe employerlevel).

Interviews with senior managers showed that restricted on-site parking availability was akey
motivatorto engaging with sustainabletransportinitiatives such asthe LSTF, as part of a drive to
improve alternative travel options for staff. The NHS Trust faced particular challengesin managinga
site relocation which involved a significant reduction in car parking spaces for staff. By 2016, parking
was still an emotive issue among 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 longerassuming thatthey had a ‘right’ to drive to work and park
without charge. This could be interpreted as agradual cultural change, in which commuting by other
modeswas no longer considered unusual; cycling to work, in particular, was comingto be seen as
more ‘normal’ at many employersinthe North Fringe. The senior managerinterviews, 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 furtherwhether there was evidence of adirect relationship between LSTF interventions
and observed mode changes, the analysis of the employee travel survey datashowed adecreased
probability of caralone commuting, and increased probabilities of cycling and bus use, for
individuals who used LSTF measures (but notif they were merely ‘aware’ of LSTF measures). This
doesnotreveal direction of causality, although some insights into the self-reported influence of
measuresonindividual behaviour were provided by the March 2016 employee survey. Of those
respondents who reported using caralone less than two years ago, 29% said that the listed
measures had made a little, oralot, 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 numbersinvolved were small.

This suggests that specificmeasures had a positive influence on reducing car use amonga small
proportion of individuals. However, LSTF measures might have helped to maintain existing levels of
sustainable transport use in the face of a widertrend of increasing car mode share for commuter
journeysin South-West England during the study period.

Qualitative evidence supports the view that LSTF measures had played afacilitating role in some

individuals’ decision to commute more often by sustainable modes, or to maintain existing use,
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althoughthey were rarely reportedto be the mostimportantreasons. The narrative within many
individuals’ explanations of mode choice was of change or stability reflecting their own personal
circumstances (e.g. moving house orjob location, taking children to school, other responsibilities
and interests outside work, ora desire to be more physically active).

Takentogether, the results above suggest that reduction in parking availability was the chief factor
inmode share changesseen between 2014 and 2016 with the LSTF programme playinganimportant
roleinfacilitating mode changes of individual commuters. There is evidence of a greaterreductionin
single occupancy car use for employersin the North Fringe in the first part of the LSTF programme
(upto March 2014) and it can be argued that the programme helped consolidate those gainsinthe
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 forexisting and potentialemployees, of implementing sustainable transport measuresin stra-
tegicemploymentsites. Whilst senior managers believed that the economicimpacts of LSTFand 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 commutertravel is presentedin Figure
8-2.

Figure 8-2: The role of LSTF interventions in the process of commute mode change

LSTF contributes

to; External transport

improvements, e.g.

Employer engages infrastructure changes,
with Local changes to bus fares and
Authorities and services, traffic restraint.
other employers
Prompt
LSTF supports
€.8. . Employerand | Car alone
Employer staff SURROLTEDI mode share
Car parking Herceives heed individuals who falls
restraints want, or need, to
i : fakbetts commute more
Traffic congestion Sistsivable : I )
T rt-related commute options sustainably Percaivec
rans-po <relate eomimisoptions | benefits to
recruitment <
business
concerns
Employer takes steps
independently e.g. bus Longer
Perceived subsidies, cycle term
costs to facilities, car park cultural
business management, flexi- change?
time

151



The interviews underlined that, essentially, employers need theirstaff to be able to getto and from
work, and without getting unnecessarily stressed or delayed, otherwise productivity and wellbeing
can be negatively affected. When thisis threatened by factors which make car commuting more
difficult, such as trafficcongestion orthe need toreduce parking, they see alternative travel modes
as essential. Employers also wish to be able to recruitand retain the best people forthe job, and
whentransportissuesthreaten this, they wantto find solutions —including sustainable transport
alternativesif appropriate. Employers inthe SES Case Study who were adversely affected by issues
such as congestion, limits on parking, and recruitment difficulties, tended to perceive aneedfor
greaterinvestmentin sustainable transport. Faced with such pressures, they made theirown
investmentin alternative transport options for staff, and were more willingto 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 bein 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 avery marginal concernin
the context of a challenging economicenvironment.

The senior managers’ overall assessment of the LSTF and related measures by 2016 was that these
were welcome stepsinthe rightdirection, but were insufficient to have made asignificant
difference sofar. Inthe 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
developmentinthe area. In the Ports area, employees had had very little alternative to commuting
by carin 2014. By 2016, improvementsto bus and cycle access were startingto be noticed, butwere
not thoughtto 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 mostinterviewees, this was an argumentforgreater efforts toimprove and encourage the use
of alternative modes, and for these efforts to be sustained overalongertime period. Those
employerswhich had engaged activelywith the LSTF — most of whom had benefitted from LSTF
employergrants —saw publically funded investment as part of a collaborationinwhich they also
bore a responsibility. These employers saw LSTF as useful ‘leverage’ for sustainable transport
measuresthey wished to undertake themselves. LSTF grants could, forexample, lend weight to
arguments within an organisation forinvestmentin sustainable transport measures ata time when
employersfaced many competing financial pressures.

However, it should also be noted that some senior managersinthe Portsareadid not see a strong,
business-related need for growth in sustainable transport options —notably those businesses which
were facing neitherrecruitment difficulties nor pressure on car parking. These were amonga
number of interviewees who believed that LSTF measures could accrue greater benefitstothe
individualthantothe business. Some, in both the Ports areaand the North Fringe, also expressed a
strongview thattravel to work was a matter of individual choice, in which they should not be
dictatingtotheirstaff. This may partly be a reflection of aconventioninthe UK that commutingis,
ultimately, the responsibility of the workerand not the employer. In some other countries,
particularly in continental Europe, employers are expected to play astrongerrole in the commuting
options of theiremployees.
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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 measuresin strategicemploymentsites.

The business networks, SusCom and SevernNet, were observed to have played animportant partin
developing and maintaining contacts with employers through which LSTF measures could be
delivered by the LSTF Business Engagement officers. Jointaction through the networks gave
employersan 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
cynicismonthe part of some employers towards theirlocal 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 Longerterm prospects

The mode share time-series results for the SES Case Study employers inthe North Fringe area
generated fromthe 2014 and 2016 employee travelsurveys and surveysin otheryears(see Figure
5-4) showedthat car alone travel towork had beenincreasing priorto the WEST LSTF programme
and reduced substantially in the first year of the programme (from 56.3% to 52.0%) after which
there was furtherreduction between 2014 and 2016 (from 52.0% to 49.6%), duringa period in which
petrol prices fell and anincrease in car commuting was seen inthe 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 beenseen
since 2014. This impliesthatthe WEST LSTF programme may have had largestimpactin the first part
of the funding period, followed by sustained impact ata lowerlevel subsequently

Predicted use of sustainable travel modesin the future can be informed by commuters’ levels of
satisfaction with theirjourney towork. A comparison of respondents’ levels of satisfaction with their
normal mode of travel to work in March 2014 and March 2016 showed a markedincreasein bus
users’ journey satisfaction by 2016, which suggests that the higher bus mode share demonstratedin
2016 may be maintained. However, this must be tempered by the findings that bus users were still
the least satisfied group overall compared with users of other modes. The finding that those who
walked orcycled remained the groups most satisfied with theircommutes can be considered as a
positive outcome of interventions to supportthese modes.

Patronage growth data and bus usersurveys fortwo 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 overtime, although fewer new users overtime were car commuters. This
indicated thatthere was the prospect of these services continuing to contribute to maintain bus
mode share. However, this depended onthe bus services continuing to operate. Since March 2015,
subsidies from LSTF for both of these bus services were nolongeravailable. The North Bristol
Commuter Coach service, originally run by Kings Ferry, was transferred to a new operatorand new
timetables and routesintroduced (lengthening journey time). The X18service continued with some
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adjustmentstoitsrouting and timetable, but by early 2017 both these services had ceased to
operate.

The findings suggest that the gains of the WEST LSTF programme inincreasingthe share of
commuting by alternatives todriving alone can be sustained if promotion of sustainable transport
initiativesis continued (forexample, to ensure new staff are encouraged to try alternatives as staff
turnoveroccurs) and can be built upon furtherifitis possible toinvest substantially in sustainable
transportinfrastructure and services (such as the Metrobus system currently being constructed).
The evidence from this study shows that reductionsindrivingaloneare mostlikely to take place
where sustainabletransport promotion occurs alongside restraints to driving from parking space
reductions and congestion.
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