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ANNEX A – INDICATION OF CHANGES IN MODE USE
ANNEX B – REASONS QUOTED FOR PARTICIPANT CHANGES BY MODE

Executive Summary
An evaluation of a Personal Travel Planning (PTP) intervention with just over 11000 households in the West Derby area of Liverpool was conducted as part of the research and evaluation of the TravelWise Merseyside programme.  The evaluation was based on a set of telephone interviews conducted with 600 respondents in two categories after the intervention:
· households that participated in the PTP intervention;

· households in West Derby that were contacted but which did not participate in the PTP intervention;

The surveys form part of an ongoing tracking of awareness of the TravelWise Merseyside brand.  The results show the PTP project raised awareness and recognition of TravelWise significantly among project participants, and to a greater degree to a subset that was influenced consciously change their travel behaviour.

Around a quarter of the participant respondents stated that they had changed their travel behaviour, and around a further 10% stated that they intended to change, although they hadn’t done so to this point.
Travel diary data suggest that participants in the project who did not consciously change behaviour are, on average, already travelling more sustainably than a comparable group of non-participants.  This is reflected in the fact that PTP participants appear to have a more positive attitude towards the use of sustainable modes, which is translated into greater use, a greater recent increase in this use and a greater propensity to continue this increase.
Using the overall comparison between all participants and the control group would suggest a net difference in modal share in favour of more sustainable modes for the full participant group of 3.8% in terms of number of trips and the headline changes are:
· Walking: mode share increase from 9.4% to 10.3%, which represents a relative increase of 10%

· Bus: mode share increase from 24.5% to 27.5% , which represents a relative increase of 12%

· Car: mode share decrease from 64.9% to 60.8%, which represents a relative decrease of 6%

Within the participant group the PTP intervention appears to have induced a modal shift for the participant changers as follows:
· Walking: mode share increase from 10.3% to 10.4%, which represents a relative increase of 1%

· Bus: mode share increase from 26.1% to 30.4% , which represents a relative increase of 17%

· Car: mode share decrease from 61.9% to 58.1%, which represents a relative decrease of 6%

When considering the motivating factors within the participants group, and particularly for those that have changed or intend to change their behaviour it appears that the PTP intervention has successfully capitalised on two primary specific issues:

· a desire to reduce overall travel costs

· an opportunity to increase or take advantage of the leisure and fitness aspects that walking offers to the participants.

The reduction in car mileage per day for a PTP participant that has changed behaviour is around 4 miles (6.4 km) per day.  Scaling this across all the participant households gives a daily reduction of 8171 km (or 16341 km if you assume that a second person changes behaviour in each participating household).  This figure reflects the fact that the PTP intervention appears to have had an impact on the amount of travel as well as on the mode choice for trips that can be made on foot or by bus, and when it is restricted to only those identified as PTP changers.
The travel behaviour results translate to the following estimated levels of CO2 emissions from personal travel:

· On average a typical respondent that claimed to have not been contacted produces 2.78kg of CO2 per day from their travel;
· The overall average for the participants is 2.01kg of CO2 per day from their travel;
· The PTP participants who have consciously changed travel behaviour appear to have reduced this further to around 1.53kg of CO2 per day.
Based on the approach of comparing the full participant group with the no contact group, this suggests a reduction in CO2 emissions per person per day of 27.7%, whereas the alternative approach of comparing the participants that have and have not consciously changed behaviour suggests a reduction in CO2 emissions per person per day of 29.3%.
The clearest impact of the PTP evaluation in West Derby in 2010 has been the increase in bus use, particularly for local journeys and journeys into Liverpool City Centre.  There has also been a corresponding reduction in car use, particularly as a driver.
Results relating to other modes appear to have been limited, with evidence of a marginally higher level of walking among the participants as compared to the control group.  It appears that cycling and use of the train are not, and continue not to be, significant modes in the West Derby area, the latter due to the fact that rail lines do not run through the area.

These mode use impacts are different to previous PTP projects, but the bus results do match expectations for the area, as it was specifically chosen because of high bus service accessibility and an expectation that bus use could be increased, whilst at the same time acknowledged that rail accessibility in the area is low and that increased rail patronage was not likely.

A cost effectiveness assessment has suggested that the annual impact of the scheme could be expressed as an investment of 3.1 pence per vehicle kilometre saved, i.e. without taking into account any lasting benefit to the scheme beyond mid-2011.
When considering congestion and environmental benefits the West Derby PTP project is estimated to have a benefit to cost ratio of between 3 and 18.7, depending on the assumptions used regarding the impact and longevity of the scheme, with a best estimate of around 6.8, which is a very good rating relative to more capital intensive projects.

When this is expressed in terms of the objectives set for the 2010 PTP intervention the result is positive, as shown below:

	Objective
	Outcome

	To reduce car use from the project area for peak hour trips to Liverpool City Centre, Croxteth, Old Swan and Kensington in order to contribute to reduced car trips on the designated congestion corridor
	Primarily achieved for trips to Liverpool City Centre and intermediate locations

	To reduce car use between the project area and Alder Hey Children’s Hospital, Speke Retail & Estuary Business Parks in order to contribute to reduced traffic and parking problems at these sites
	Insufficient trip numbers to any of these individual locations make a statistically accurate assessment impossible.  However, overall impact is positive, though less so than on city centre journeys

	To reduce car use for other trips to and from the project area in order to reduce traffic growth and encourage sustainable travel behaviour
	Achieved, particularly for shorter trips within the overall trip length distribution

	To improve efficiency of trips made by car in order to reduce CO2
	Achieved – around 25-30% reduction amongst the group identified as having been influenced by the PTP intervention

	To improve perceptions of sustainable modes of travel
	Achieved

	To improve awareness of information sources for sustainable modes of travel
	Not a primary focus of the evaluation

	To increase understanding and awareness of TravelWise
	Achieved


1 INTRODUCTION

In April 2008 TTR, working with Interactions Ltd, were appointed to provide market research and evaluation support for the period 2008-2011 to ensure that the TravelWise Merseyside campaign is effectively positioned, targeted, monitored and delivered.  This follows on from work of a similar nature conducted in the period 2006-2008.

The work to be conducted involves three linked technical workstreams.

· Individual Campaign Targeting, Design and Evaluation;

· TravelWise Campaign Evaluation and Targeting;

· Personal Travel Planning Evaluation;

backed up by project management and client liaison activities.

In parallel to the appointment of TTR as evaluation contractor, TravelWise Merseyside appointed JMP to design and implement a programme of personalised travel planning (PTP) in the period 2008 – 2011 - a significant new venture for TravelWise Merseyside.
Following an initial trial in the Childwall area of Liverpool in 2008, a PTP implementation project was run in 2009 covering over 10,300 households in the Heswall, Pensby and Irby areas of the Wirral in the period from late-May to early-September 2009.
In 2010 a similar scale of PTP project has been implemented in the West Derby area of Liverpool.  The target area for the intervention is shown in figure 1.1.

This report sets out the results obtained from the evaluation of the PTP intervention in West Derby in terms of impact on travel behaviour, assessment of the motivational aspects that introduced a change in travel behaviour through the PTP project, the environmental implications of the travel behaviour results, and value for money.

The document is structured as follows:

· Section 2 provides an introduction to the methodology that we used, a brief explanation of how this fits into the wider evaluation programme for TravelWise Merseyside and a comparison of our approach compared with the approach to evaluation of PTP projects followed elsewhere in the UK.

· Section 3 provides a brief summary of the characteristics of the samples surveyed within the PTP evaluation

· Section 4 provides detailed data and analysis of the survey results (with further information being contained in Annexes A & B)
· Section 5 provides an interpretation of the survey data in terms of the overall impacts
· Section 6 provides conclusions and recommendations

Figure 1.1 Target area for the 2010 PTP intervention conducted by JMP in West Derby (source: JMP).
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2 methodology
2.1 General Introduction

Although the evaluation of personal travel planning projects in the UK has not been conducted according to a standard methodology, an outline framework does exist as an annex to the DfT report ‘Personalised travel planning: evaluation of 14 pilots part funded by DfT’.  This lays out some broad recommendations for the approach to be followed in relation to the issues to be included such as the relationship to the personal travel plan delivery stages, basic survey content and sample selection and sample sizes (where it recommends a sample size of 400).  The previous evaluation work is reviewed further in the report ‘Making Personal Travel Planning Work’ published by the DfT late in 2007.  However, these lead to an extremely comprehensive and therefore potentially expensive methodology.

Unlike other TravelWise Merseyside campaign elements which may be targeted at different points along the 7 stages of change, personalised travel planning is explicitly aimed at changing travel behaviour i.e. stages 6 and 7, with the logical conclusion that the evaluation needs to be focused around a form of personal travel behaviour survey.

Within ‘Making Personal Travel Planning Work’ there is an acknowledgement that few of the PTP evaluations conducted to date have included attitudinal questions that would allow an assessment of whether any observed changes are due to the PTP intervention or to some other stimulus.  By incorporating appropriate questions covering campaign awareness and motivation into the PTP evaluation questionnaires it has been our intention to identify the motivations for any observed changes in travel behaviour as part of the consistent framework with the wider evaluation of TravelWise Merseyside.  This builds on the methodology developed during the pilot PTP intervention conducted in the Childwall area of Liverpool in 2008 and the Heswall, Pensby and Irby areas of the Wirral in 2009.
2.2 Detailed Methodology

The methodology followed for the evaluation of the PTP project in 2010 in the West Derby area of Liverpool involved a telephone survey of 600 residents of the target area after the PTP intervention.  The PTP project implementation ran from mid-May until late September, with the survey being conducted in the first three weeks of October.

In ideal circumstance the surveys would have been conducted in the period 4-6 weeks after the PTP implementation.  In practice the need to engage at a time when JMP were not active in the target area meant that we had to delay starting the survey from the original scheduled start date, meaning that some of the early scheme participants might have been recruited up to 10 weeks prior to the survey, whilst some of the last scheme participants might have been recruited only 2-3 weeks prior to the survey, giving them less time to change their travel behaviour and embed these changes into their lifestyle.
The survey was administered with 2 structured groups of people in order to maximise efficiency:

(1) People who had provided their contact details to JMP as part of the PTP intervention (mainly, but not exclusively, scheme participants)

(2) Telephone surveys, primarily to complete the non-participant survey quota, with the person over the age of 16 with the next birthday who is available in the property at the time of the call in order to provide as close as possible to a random sample in the study area
The breakdown of the total survey populations was as follows: 360 participants (quota target 400) and 240 non-participants (quota target 200).  Quota targets were set on the basis that it would prove difficult to recruit non-participants, but in fact the distribution of interviews achieved is better from the perspective of a balanced evaluation.

The survey content covered their previous day’s travel as well as including core questions from the wider TravelWise Merseyside evaluation programme and questions designed to test their opinions and awareness of the different modes that would be promoted in the PTP intervention.
The surveys were conducted so as to capture weekday travel only, in order to ensure compatibility with the Merseyside Household Travel Survey (MHTS).

Prior to the pilot project in Childwall in 2008, this approach to PTP evaluation had not been used for other PTP evaluations conducted in the UK, the difference resting in a number of aspects:

· other evaluations had generally been embedded within the interaction of the PTP advisers with the target population.  However, for TravelWise Merseyside it was decided to keep the evaluation separate in order not to complicate the initial interaction between PTP adviser and participant.
· self completion surveys had been more commonly used for travel diaries, but we felt that that they may lead to a potential bias towards those who are more engaged in the process;

· no attempt had previously been made in the evaluation of other PTP projects to assess the predisposition of the target audience to the PTP intervention.  The inclusion of questions from the wider TravelWise Merseyside evaluation programme enabled identification of a group of people who acknowledged a change in behaviour.  In Childwall this group matched a profile previously identified in baseline research for TravelWise Merseyside who might be expected to be more receptive to change according to their personal characteristics.  Because of this step the likely impact of the PTP intervention has focused on a smaller group of people than other PTP evaluations, which had consequences in terms of how the overall impact of the PTP intervention has been expressed.
One difference in approach between the 2009 and 2010 evaluation is in relation to the use of a before survey.  In 2009 a before survey was conducted, but was not found to be particularly useful in the analysis.  In fact the before survey results were merely used to add confidence to the process of comparing results between sub-groups from within the participant and non-participant groups of the survey.  This led to a recommendation in the 2009 report that it should be possible to administer the PTP evaluation in 2010 without a before survey, providing the sample sizes in the after survey are large enough (i.e. at least as big as those used in the 2009 evaluation).
The PTP delivery team (JMP) conducted its own surveys as part of and after the intervention.  In particular they conducted a survey as part of the challenge phase of the PTP intervention, which was used to indicate the level of involvement and impact of the participants and also a follow up customer satisfaction survey.  Both these surveys were relatively brief and designed to provide specific information to the PTP delivery team.  The full PTP evaluation survey containing the core questions from the wider TravelWise Merseyside evaluation programme is a much bigger entity and after careful consideration it was decided that inclusion of the full evaluation survey would compromise the surveys being conducted by the PTP delivery team.  Hence it was administered separately.
Within the analysis we have assessed the cost effectiveness and cost benefit ratio of the project and its contribution to wider LTP objectives such as mileage reduction and CO2 emissions from travel.
3 Sample characteristics

As already stated the survey was conducted with 600 respondents, comprising 360 participants and 240 non-participants.  All surveys were conducted by telephone.

The participant and non-participant respondents for the after survey were drawn from:

· Participants: 5164 addresses where a PTP advisor had successfully made contact with someone in the household who had agreed to participate in the project

· Non-participants: 5890 addresses where a PTP advisor had either made contact with someone in the household who had declined to participate in the project for various reasons (2337 addresses), or where no contact had been possible after 4 attempts (3553 addresses).

Within these groups, as in previous analyses, it was possible to identify sub-groups of respondents, in both the participant and non-participant samples, who had no recollection of the PTP intervention or any of the specific contact mechanisms used.  This has enabled the definition of a control group from within the target area.

Within the participant respondents it has also been possible to identify a group of people who have acknowledged a change in their travel behaviour as a result of the PTP intervention.  As in previous years this has allowed the analysis to concentrate on the travel behaviours and attitudes of these three groups.  Further information about the differentiation of these groups is presented in section 4.

3.1 General Sample Characteristics

The questionnaires contained several questions designed to provide a general characterisation of the survey sample.  The results of these questions are presented in the following sections.  The main difference amongst groups was linked to the age of the respondents, with respondents being generally older in the no contact group than the other two groups, and therefore this group also consisted of a higher proportion of retired people.

3.1.1 Gender
Table 3.1 Breakdown of the respondents in the three survey groups by gender

	Survey Group
	% Male
	% Female

	No contact remembered
	44.3
	55.7

	PTP area participants
	35.0
	65.0

	Participants - Changed
	36.0
	64.0


Table 3.1 shows the split of gender between the two groups of participants to be very similar, with both having a lower proportion of males surveyed. There was a higher proportion of males surveyed amongst the respondents who had no recollection of the PTP intervention, but this was still less than half of the respondents.
3.1.2 Age
Table 3.2 Breakdown of the respondents in the three survey groups by age

	Survey Group
	No contact remembered
	PTP area participants
	Participants - Changed

	% 16-18
	0.5
	1.7
	1.1

	% 19-24
	3.2
	4.2
	5.6

	% 25-34
	3.6
	6.1
	5.6

	% 35-44
	10.9
	11.9
	9.0

	% 45-54
	15.4
	19.2
	18.0

	% 55-59
	7.2
	12.5
	16.9

	% 60-64
	14.9
	14.2
	21.3

	% 65+
	42.5
	28.6
	21.3

	No response
	1.8
	1.7
	1.1


The survey results indicate that the ages of participants follow the same trend, with a significant proportion of respondents being over the age of 60.  This trend has been observed in the previous two years, both in terms of the engagement and evaluation phases.  However, as shown in Table 3.2, for 2010 in West Derby there is a marked difference between the age profile of the participant survey respondents and the non-participant survey respondents, with the participants being a much younger sample, and also having a lower average age than in previous years. We understand that this has also been reflected in the analysis of the participants conducted by JMP and is a positive step towards engagement with a broader cross-section of the general population.
3.1.3 Occupational Classification
Table 3.3 Breakdown of the respondents in the three survey groups by occupational classification

	Survey Group
	No contact remembered
	PTP area participants
	Participants - Changed

	% AB
	6.3
	7.2
	10.1

	% C1
	19.0
	16.1
	16.9

	% C2
	13.6
	17.5
	14.6

	% DE
	9.0
	11.9
	10.1

	% Retired
	41.2
	34.4
	33.7

	% Homemaker
	4.5
	3.3
	4.5

	% Student
	1.4
	2.2
	2.2

	% Unemployed
	0.9
	3.3
	5.6

	% Refused
	4.1
	3.9
	2.2


Table 3.4 Breakdown of the head of household in the three survey groups by occupational classification

	Survey Group
	No contact remembered
	PTP area participants
	Participants - Changed

	% AB
	10.0
	9.2
	13.5

	% C1
	19.0
	18.6
	14.6

	% C2
	13.1
	18.3
	19.1

	% DE
	5.4
	5.8
	7.9

	% Retired
	41.6
	36.4
	36.0

	% Homemaker
	1.4
	1.7
	1.1

	% Student
	0
	0.3
	1.1

	% Unemployed
	0.9
	2.2
	2.2

	% Refused
	8.6
	7.5
	4.5


The tables show a breakdown of both individual and household occupational classification. The trends are similar for all groups, with all having a high proportion of retired respondents and a low proportion of students. Within the group which had no contact, there was a higher proportion of retired respondents than within the other two groups and a lower proportion of students, unemployed, C2 and DE.

3.1.4 Disability that Influences Travel
Table 3.5 Breakdown of the respondents in the three survey groups by disability that influences travel

	Survey Group
	% Disabled
	% not-Disabled

	No contact remembered
	21.3
	76.0

	PTP area participants
	15.3
	83.1

	Participants - Changed
	10.1
	88.8


The proportion of disabled respondents is found to differ between groups of respondents, with the highest proportion being in the no contact group, and lowest being in the participant subset which changed behaviour.

3.1.5 Ownership of or Access to a Car
Table 3.6 Breakdown of the respondents in the three survey groups by ownership of or Access to a car

	Survey Group
	% Have access to a car
	% Do not have access to a car

	No contact remembered
	71.9
	28.1

	PTP area participants
	72.2
	27.8

	Participants - Changed
	77.5
	22.5


Although found to be broadly similar, there is a slightly higher level of access to a car among the group of participants who acknowledged a change in their behaviour than amongst the other two groups.
3.2 Core TravelWise Recognition Questions

As part of the wider evaluation of TravelWise Merseyside a set of core questions has been used as part of a tracking process of the awareness and accurate recognition of the TravelWise brand (i.e. name and logo).

3.2.1 Recognition of the Term TravelWise

Verbal awareness of the term TravelWise was 61% amongst PTP participants compared to 36% amongst those who did not remember the PTP intervention and was even higher among those who acknowledged a change in their behaviour at 69%.

Awareness levels reported by PTP participants were similar to the corresponding figures for participants and non-participants surveyed after the Childwall PTP in 2008 and Heswall PTP in 2009.  
Figure 3.1 Levels of recognition of the term ‘TravelWise’
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3.2.2 Accurate Understanding of the TravelWise Brand
Accurate understanding of the TravelWise brand was tested by asking respondents what the term means to them.  Responses were then assessed to see if they matched some or all of TravelWise’s activities.  This is summarised in Figure 3.2.

The overall level of understanding was similar between all groups of respondents; however the most common responses differed. Amongst the no contact group, the most common response (excluding ‘don’t know’ or ‘other’) was being aware of different/more effective ways of travelling and travelling wisely/sensibly.  Amongst both groups of participants, the most common response was information/advice on routes and timetables.  
Figure 3.2 Levels of accurate identification of the meaning of ‘TravelWise’
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A more detailed breakdown of the descriptions of TravelWise are categorised in Table 3.7; relatively infrequent comments - made by less than 3 people in the PTP area participants category - were not itemised separately and are incorporated in an ‘other’ category. The table records a response each time someone mentioned a specific factor.  The total number of citations is therefore different to the number of respondents. 

Whilst a variety of responses were made, overall the results show good recognition of what TravelWise is about amongst all groups with recognition of 59% or above for all groups. For research carried out in 2008-10 the level of understanding ranged from low (30%) to reasonable to good (70%), with a generally increasing trend over time.  The data shown in Figure 3.2 lies at the higher end of that distribution.
Table 3.7 Descriptions of TravelWise
	Description
	No contact remembered
	PTP area participants
	Participants - Changed

	Information/advice on routes and timetables
	4
	27
	12

	Public transport generally
	4
	23
	2

	Being aware of different/more effective ways of travelling
	9
	22
	6

	Environmental/economic travelling
	7
	18
	6

	Using the car less, and alternatives more
	7
	15
	4

	Travelling wisely/sensibly
	9
	14
	3

	Leaflet/advert/seen on buses
	2
	12
	1

	Merseytravel/Merseyside
	0
	8
	2

	Cost /cheaper way of travelling/paying fares
	6
	8
	4

	Local travel
	2
	7
	0

	Travelling safely
	3
	5
	1

	Public transport organisation or company
	7
	10
	3

	Nothing
	0
	4
	3

	Other
	4
	24
	7

	Don’t know
	18
	31
	9

	Total
	82
	228
	63


4 results
4.1 Organisation of Results Section
The travel diary analysed the trips made by the respondents during the previous day.  Surveys were conducted on Tuesdays to Saturdays so that only weekday trips were included, for comparison with the Merseyside Countywide Household Travel Interview Survey (MHTS).

Following the methodology of previous PTP evaluations for TravelWise Merseyside and the initial indication made in section 3, the focus of this analysis has been placed on three key groups:

· respondents who do not remember contact from the PTP project,
· those classified as participants
· and a subgroup of the participants who acknowledged changing their travel behaviour.

This latter group is of particular interest in terms of identifying their characteristics and how their travel behaviour differs from the rest of the participant group, many of whom do not acknowledge a conscious change of behaviour as a result of the PTP project.

In line with the previous PTP evaluations this group of ‘changers’ was identified from within the participant group.  The default position was that anyone declaring a past or future change was included in this group.  Exceptions were made where the reasons quoted were clearly not to do with the PTP project – for example, disability, redundancy or returning to college after a break.

This resulted in a sub-group of the participants group, consisting of 124 people, 89 of whom say that they have changed their behaviour towards sustainable travel in the past 3 months (irrespective of their answer regarding their intentions over the next 3 months) and 35 who say that they will do so in the next 3 months.
Sections 4.1.1 to 4.1.3 provide further information about the definition of these groups.

4.1.1 No Contacts

The main difference between the 2010 survey and the previous surveys is that additional questions were added to test recollection of the particular contact mechanisms of the PTP intervention; i.e. doorstep visit, community event or leaflet / postal communication.  This was used both to check awareness of the mechanisms and as a prompt to ensure appropriate classification of non-participants.
Amongst participants, the majority of respondents (74%) remembered being engaged in the scheme on the doorstep, with 18% having no recollection of how they were contacted.  65% of non-participants do not remember being contacted to take part in the PTP intervention.  Very few non-participants (only 2 respondents in total) remember having some form of community contact, or contact by doorstep, community and post.
Figure 4.1 Recollection of contact mechanisms amongst participants
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Figure 4.2 Recollection of contact mechanisms amongst non-participants
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4.1.2 Self-Acknowledged Changes to Recent Travel

The question “Have you changed your use of the following forms of travel in the last three months?” is instructive in terms of potentially highlighting changes of mode use in the period of the PTP intervention.  Although not confirming a direct impact of the PTP project on its own, in combination with the results of other survey questions in previous years these results have proved very useful in inferring the impact of the intervention.
Figure 4.3 shows the results in terms of percentages of each survey group that state that they have increased their use of each mode in the past three months.  The results are striking as the proportion of respondents who have changed mode in the ‘participants changed’ is far higher than the other two groups. Reported changes in mode use are recorded in all cases, but the changed participants register a greater claim to change towards sustainable modes, with bus and walking being the modes with the highest proportion of respondents using more.  
Figure 4.3 % respondents who say that they have increased their use of each mode within the last 3 months
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Figures A1-A6 in Annex A present this information on a mode-by-mode basis and include all change options; so including self-reported decreases in the use of certain modes in order to provide a more complete comparison.  Within these graphs it is interesting to note that the use of car shows a self-reported decrease for all groups to accompany the self-reported increases in the other modes.
When comparing the sub-group of participants who changed behaviour to all participants, it is clear to see that a higher proportion of respondents have tried to increase their use of all sustainable modes, but the difference is particularly marked for bus and walking (both 28% compared to 12%).  It is also evident that in the changed participants group, a far higher proportion of respondents claim to have decreased their use of driving alone (22% compared to 8%).
4.1.3 Future Changes to Travel
In conjunction with the previous section, the question “Will you try to change the way you travel in the next three months?” is instructive in terms of highlighting a potential change of mode use to a range of alternative modes in the period after the PTP intervention in order to define the full effect of the PTP intervention.
Figure 4.4 indicates that there is a greater desire to increase use of all modes, but particularly bus and walking among the participants who have already changed their travel patterns to some degree than for the other respondent groups.  
Figure 4.4 % respondents who say that they will try to use each mode more in the next 3 months
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Figure 4.5 % respondents who say that they will try to use each mode less in the next 3 months
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Figures A7-A12 in Annex A show that the general desire to reduce the use of alternative modes to the car, which has been seen in other surveys conducted for TravelWise Merseyside, is not greatly in evidence.  This is particularly the case for walking, which, when taken across the two graphs, appear to be moving towards greater use at the expense of car use.  There is some intent to decrease bus use amongst participants, but this is far lower than the levels of intended increase reported.  Cycling and use of the train appear to be roughly in balance when taken across the two graphs.

Finally in this section it is interesting to show the relationship between the groups of respondents in terms of the combination of past change and future intention to change.  As shown in table 4.1, it appears that the PTP intervention is working with a pre-disposition towards change within a subset of the population and converting this pre-disposition into actual change for this group.
Table 4.1 Relative percentages within those indicating a change or a willingness to change for each group.

	% of each group
	Already increased use of sustainable modes and will continue to try to use more
	Already increased use of sustainable modes & now doing as much as possible
	No change yet but will try to use sustainable modes more

	No contact remembered
	5.4
	12.2
	6.8

	PTP area participants
	11.9
	12.8
	9.7

	Participants – Changed
	48.3
	51.7
	0.0*


* By definition all of this group has already acknowledged a change
4.1.4 Characterisation of the ‘Changers’, Non Changers and Those who have Not Yet Changed

As part of the previous PTP evaluations the personal characteristics considered important to the individual respondents in the three main groups were found to have an impact upon the likelihood of an individual changing their behaviour.  This was taken as an indication that personal characteristics were important in determining how receptive an individual might be to the PTP project intervention.

This section attempts to present briefly the variations in characteristics of three groups of participants:

2 mutually exclusive groups:

(1) PTP participants who claim to have changed behaviour (n = 89, or around a quarter of the participants)

(2) PTP participants who have not acknowledged a conscious change in travel behaviour (n = 271, or around three quarters of the participants),

and from within the second group: 

2a) PTP participants say they have not changed but who claim that they do want to change behaviour (n = 35, or around 10% of the participants).
As is shown later, in sections 4.2.5 and 4.2.6, the participants who have acknowledged a conscious change in travel behaviour show lower journey distances and durations than those who have not done so.  Those who have not yet changed have slightly longer trip distances than those who have changed, but still lower than the average of the full participant group.
All three groups have similar levels of access to a car, in the range from 70% to 78%, although it is those who have changed or intend to change who have the higher access rates, presumably because a higher level of access gives them more opportunity to make a change.

Figure 4.6 Comparison of rate of access to a car as driver for three participant groups.
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Figure 4.7 Comparison of age distributions for three participant groups.
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All three groups have a similar age range of respondents; however there is a significant trend towards people aged 65 and above in the not changed group.  Or put another way, the participants who have changed are more likely to be below 65 years of age.  In the not yet changed group, there were no respondents under the age of 24.
On this basis, it appears that the older participants, particularly older participants who are still relatively active and travelling more by car have not found it quite as easy as the other participants to change travel behaviour.  Also, based on the trip length distributions it appears that those participants travelling shorter distances, or those who found it easier to adapt to travelling shorter distances, are more likely to have changed their travel behaviour.
Figure 4.8 Comparison of the gender split for three participant groups.
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The group that has not yet changed behaviour also has a greater proportion of male respondents than the other two groups of participants (43% men compared to 35% and 36% male for the other two groups).

Previous PTP evaluations have also shown differences in response to the PTP intervention in terms of the personal characteristics that the respondents identify with.  The data for 2010 are compared in Figure 4.9.  Figure 4.9 compares the frequency of very strong identification with a particular personal characteristic for the participant and no contact groups.

The pattern is similar to that found for Childwall in 2008, and more marked than that found in Heswall in 2009.  This result is characterised by the following pattern:

· People identifying with the personal characteristics ‘friendly and open’, ‘interested in nature’, ‘spontaneous’ and ‘outdoor type’ being more inclined to change behaviour

· People identifying with ‘conservative’, ‘materialistic’ and ‘leader’ being less inclined to change behaviour

· The inclination to make a significant change being concentrated in a smaller proportion of the population than in Heswall who are open to this type of approach

Figure 4.9 Comparison of strong identification with personal characteristics for the no contact remembered and PTP participants changed groups.
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4.2 Travel Diary Results

In this section results are presented for the three main respondent groups:

· Respondents who do not remember contact from the PTP project
· Participant respondents to the after survey

· Participant respondents to the after survey who have changed behaviour
4.2.1 Number of Trips Made

Table 4.2 contains raw data for the mean number of trips per day for each survey group.  The data suggest that in general the participants make fewer trips on average than the control group of people who do not remember being contacted about the PTP project.

The number of trips per person appears to be lower than the 2010 trip rate for the Liverpool City area within the MHTS (2.46 trips per day).  As previously discussed, the sample for the PTP evaluation is older than the average for the area.  Applying a correction factor for the age of all three survey samples to the number of trips per day did not close this gap.
Table 4.2 Mean number of trips per day for the three groups

	Survey Group
	Mean number of trips per day
	Uncertainty in the mean

	No contact remembered
	1.88
	± 0.24

	PTP area participants
	1.64
	± 0.19

	Participants - Changed
	1.97
	± 0.32


4.2.2 Modal Split

Figure 4.10 and Table 4.3 show the modal split for each of the three survey groups.  The data show significant differences when comparing the modal split of the three groups.  The main difference is in the level of bus and car use, with the participants exhibiting a much greater level of bus use, a higher level of car use as a passenger and a lower level of car use as a driver than the no contact group.  This trend is amplified when considering the participants who have consciously changed travel behaviour.  When comparing the data with the figures from the 2008 MHTS all three groups in the current survey exhibit higher levels of car use than the average for the whole of the Liverpool City area (car as driver 30% of trips).
Figure 4.10 Modal split (% of trips by each mode) for no contacts, PTP participants, and participants who acknowledged a change of behaviour.
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Table 4.3 Modal split (% of trips by each mode) for no contacts, PTP participants, and participants who acknowledged a change of behaviour.
	Mode
	No contact remembered
	PTP area participants
	Participants - Changed

	Walk
	9.4
	10.3
	10.4

	Cycle
	0.0
	0.3
	1.1

	Bus
	24.5
	27.5
	30.4

	Car/van driver
	56.2
	48.9
	45.5

	Car/van passenger
	8.7
	11.9
	12.6

	Motorcycle/moped
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0

	Rail
	0.5
	0.3
	0.0

	Taxi/minicab
	0.0
	0.3
	0.0

	Community Transport
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Ferry
	0.5
	0.3
	0.0

	Other
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


4.2.3 Do you normally travel by any of the following forms of travel three or more days per week?

This question also presents current mode use, but asks respondents to report their overall frequency of mode use.  As in section 4.1.1, the results highlight not only differences between the participants and non-participants but also allow us to classify respondents as to whether they are regular users of particular modes.

Figure 4.11 suggests a very similar pattern of travel for all three survey groups.  The following graphs explore these results in more detail, by mode, and highlight the differences, where they exist.

Figure 4.11 % respondents who say that they use each mode three or more days per week
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Figure 4.12 shows that participants reported driving a car 3 or more times per week slightly less frequently than the group of respondents who were not contacted.  Figure 4.13 shows that car sharing is however slightly higher amongst the two participant groups than the group of respondents who were not contacted.

Figure 4.12 Car as Driver three or more days per week
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Figure 4.13 Car as Passenger three or more days per week
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Figure 4.14 Bus three or more days per week
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Figure 4.15 Train three or more days per week
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Figure 4.14 shows that participants who have changed mode report the highest regular use of buses (63%), with the group of respondents not contacted report the lowest (47%).  Figure 4.15 shows that regular rail use follows the same pattern as bus use and is highest amongst participants who have changed mode (6.7%) and lowest amongst the group of respondents not contacted (4.5%). 
Figures 4.16 and 4.17 show that participants who have changed mode reported walking and travelling by bicycle 3 or more times per week more frequently than either participants generally or respondents who were not contacted.

Figure 4.16 Bicycle three or more days per week
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Figure 4.17 Walk three or more days per week
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Respondents were asked to provide an explanation as to why they would choose / have chosen to change their use of each of the modes.  A qualitative background summary of the reasons given for each mode are provided in Annex B.

4.2.4 Journey Purposes

One reason for some of the difference in the mode split could be if different types of trip are being made by the respondents in the three groups, or if they are reacting to the intervention in different ways.  Figure 4.18 shows the journey purpose breakdown for each of the three survey groups and does show a difference in terms of the types of journey recorded, with participants showing a greater proportion of work-related journeys than either the no contact or the participants who have acknowledged a change.  Also the participants who have acknowledged a change have a slightly different distribution of shopping and leisure trips.
This difference in journey purpose is potentially significant because travel by car tends to dominate for trips to and from work and is a target for TravelWise to influence travel behaviour.  Therefore the modal split for this purpose has been analysed and is shown in Figure 4.19.

Figure 4.18 Journey purpose breakdown for no contacts, PTP participants, and participants who acknowledged a change of behaviour.
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Figure 4.19 shows lower level of car use as the mode of travel for the trips made to and from work by the PTP participants who have acknowledged a change in behaviour, which is not mirrored by the whole participant sample or the no contacts.  So although they have a slightly lower proportion of trips to and from work, the PTP intervention appears to have had some success in generating a shift, primarily to bus, in this group.

Figure 4.19 Modal split (% of trips by each mode) for trips to and from work made by no contacts, PTP participants, and participants who acknowledged a change of behaviour.
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The number of trips in the other journey purpose categories is generally too low for a meaningful detailed analysis.  However, by combining the two shopping categories, the modal split for shopping as a purpose has been calculated and is shown in Figure 4.20.  This shows the participants to be exhibiting very different mode use for shopping as compared to the no contact group.  The participants have a markedly higher rate of bus use and as a car/van passenger and a much lower rate of car driving.  This effect is present not only for the participants who have acknowledged a change but also for the full participant group, although the increase in bus use is particularly noticeable in the shopping for food category among the ‘changed behaviour’ group.
Figure 4.20 Modal split (% of trips by each mode) for shopping trips made by no contacts, PTP participants, and participants who acknowledged a change of behaviour.
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4.2.5 Journey Durations

Table 4.4 contains raw data for the mean trip duration for each survey group.  The data suggest very little in terms of variation in trip durations for the no contact and participants groups, but that the mean trip duration of the participants who have changed is around 15-20% lower than the other groups.  All these figures are marginally higher than the 2008 trip duration for the Liverpool City area within the MHTS (21 minutes).

Table 4.4 Mean trip durations for the three respondent groups

	Survey Group
	Mean trip duration (mins)
	Uncertainty in the mean

	No contact remembered
	23.1
	±2.4

	PTP area participants
	23.5
	±2.7

	Participants - Changed
	19.8
	±2.3


Figure 4.21 shows the trip duration distribution for each survey group.  The three groups show a greater difference in terms of pattern of trip durations than has been noticed in the previous PTP evaluations, with the no contact group having more short and long journey durations and the participants being concentrated in mid-range journeys.
Figure 4.21 Distribution of trip durations for the three survey groups
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The mean time spent travelling per person per day in total and also by mode is shown in Table 4.5.  This is expressed in % terms in Table 4.6.  Although the trip durations were similar for the three groups, the participants group that has changed behaviour shows a different % breakdown of travel time to the other two groups in terms of the percentage of time spent travelling by the modes shown.

Table 4.5 Mean time in minutes spent travelling per person per day in total and also by mode for the three respondent groups

	Survey Group
	Total Travel Time (mins)
	Walking
	Cycling
	Bus
	Car Driving
	Car Pass’r
	Train

	No contact remembered
	43.4
	4.3
	0.0
	12.8
	22.8
	3.2
	0.3

	PTP area participants
	38.0
	4.0
	0.2
	11.6
	19.0
	3.1
	0.1

	Participants - Changed
	39.0
	5.0
	0.9
	17.3
	12.2
	3.6
	0.0


Table 4.6 Time spent travelling per person per day % by mode for the three respondent groups

	Survey Group
	Walking
	Cycling
	Bus
	Car Driving
	Car Pass’r
	Train

	No contact remembered
	9.9
	0.0
	29.5
	52.5
	7.4
	0.7

	PTP area participants
	10.5
	0.5
	30.5
	50.0
	8.2
	0.3

	Participants - Changed
	12.8
	2.3
	44.4
	31.3
	9.2
	0.0


4.2.6 Journey Distances

Table 4.7 contains raw data for the mean trip length for each survey group.  The data suggest small variations in terms of trip distances across the three groups, with mean trip length being shortest amongst the changed participants.

Table 4.7 Mean trip lengths for the three respondent groups

	Survey Group
	Mean trip length (miles)
	Uncertainty in the mean

	No contact remembered
	7.6
	±1.7

	PTP area participants
	6.4
	±1.4

	Participants - Changed
	4.3
	±0.7


Figure 4.22 shows the trip length distribution for each survey group.  The trip length distributions for the three groups follow a similar pattern to the durations, with the no contact group having a much higher proportion of longer journeys.  There appears to be no journey distance analysis within the MHTS against which to compare these data.

Figure 4.22 Distribution of trip lengths for the three survey groups
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The mean distance travelled per person per day in total and also by mode is shown in Table 4.8.  This is expressed in % terms in Table 4.9.  The participants changed group shows a different pattern to the other two groups in terms of the percentage of distance travelled by the modes shown, as was the case for the journey durations.
Table 4.8 Mean distance in miles travelled per person per day in total and also by mode for the three respondent groups

	Survey Group
	Total Travel Dist. (miles)
	Walking
	Cycling
	Bus
	Car Driving
	Car Pass’r
	Train

	No contact remembered
	14.2
	0.23
	0.0
	2.3
	10.3
	1.3
	0.05

	PTP area participants
	10.3
	0.17
	0.01
	2.0
	7.3
	0.85
	0.02

	Participants - Changed
	8.5
	0.27
	0.04
	3.1
	4.1
	1.0
	0.0


Table 4.9 Distance travelled per person per day: % by mode for the three respondent groups

	Survey Group
	Walking
	Cycling
	Bus
	Car Driving
	Car Pass’r
	Train

	No contact remembered
	1.6
	0.0
	16.2
	72.5
	9.2
	0.4

	PTP area participants
	1.7
	0.1
	19.3
	70.6
	8.2
	0.2

	Participants - Changed
	3.2
	0.5
	36.4
	48.2
	11.8
	0.0


4.3 Analysis of the Participant Group

This section focuses on a more detailed analysis of the survey respondents within the participants group, starting with their responses to the questions regarding broader changes as a response to the initiative and if there was anything else that could be done to encourage them to change the way that they travel.
4.3.1 Changes Since Participation

Within the survey, participants in the PTP project were asked “Have you noticed any other changes since you were contacted?” and provided with the following options:
1) have become more active

2) got to know the local area better

3) am more aware of alternative travel options

4) realised alternative travel options are better than I thought before

5) have to plan my time more

6) have more time with my family

7) see more of my friends and relatives

8) other (please write in)
There were 383 responses to this question from participants, and 109 responses to this question from the changed participants sub-group as follows:

	
	Participants
	Participants changed

	I have become more active
	29
	20

	I have got to know the local area better
	11
	6

	I am more aware of alternative travel options
	33
	16

	I have realised alternative travel options are better than I thought
	9
	6

	I have to plan my time more
	4
	2

	I have more time with my family
	4
	3

	I see more of my friends and relatives
	2
	2

	No/nothing really
	129
	26

	Other
	13
	5

	Don’t know
	149
	23


The ‘other’ changes were documented as follows:

	
	Participants
	Participants changed

	Buses are less frequent
	1
	0

	It is easier to travel to town, but not from town
	1
	0

	There is better information of bus routes
	1
	1

	They have moved bus stops, which is very inconvenient
	1
	0

	Better bus times
	1
	0

	More surveys
	1
	1

	Cycle lanes have been painted
	1
	0

	I am financially better off
	1
	1

	I am healthier
	1
	1

	There are more buses
	1
	0

	Bus fares for short journeys are very high
	1
	0

	Busier roads
	1
	0

	I have not been previously contacted
	5
	1


The majority of participants (73%) stated that either they had noticed no other change since they were contacted, or they didn’t know.  This figure was lower (45%) amongst participants who had changed their behaviour.

9% of participants now feel that they are more aware of alternative travel options, with 8% being more active.  These figures increase to 15% and 18% respectively when looking at the participants changed sub-group.
Following on from this question, participants in the PTP were asked “Was there anything you can think of that could have been done better or might encourage you to make other changes to the way you travel?” and provided with a free text box for their replies.

It is clear that participants consider issues around the transport system that is available to them as more of a hindrance to changing travel behaviour than obvious changes to the way that the PTP interaction is managed, with 13 respondents stating that they would like more regular public transport or cheaper options.

	
	Participants changed

	More regular/frequent public transport
	7

	Cheaper
	6

	Other
	4

	More routes/destinations/direct routes
	3

	Better access to or nearer buses/trains/bus stops/train stations etc
	3

	More reliable public transport
	3

	More/improved cycle paths
	2

	More accessible vehicles
	2

	Don’t know
	29

	Nothing
	30


When cross tabulating the results of the previous two questions (Figure 4.23), it can be seen that participants who have noticed they are more active since the study would like to see more regular public transport. Those participants who are aware of alternative travel options would like to see improved walking/cycle paths.
Figure 4.23: Improvements to study by changes already seen
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4.4 Analysis of the non-Participant Group

This section focuses on a more detailed analysis of the survey respondents within the non-participants group, starting with their responses about their response to the initial contact and if there was anything else that could have been done to encourage them to participate.

4.4.1 Participation Issues

Within the survey, non-participants in the PTP were asked to explain why they didn’t participate in the personal travel planning initiative and provided with the following options:

1) someone else in the household contacted

2) don’t remember anyone in the household being contacted

3) didn’t want to discuss my travel with them

4) not interested in changing the way I travel

5) seemed too difficult for me to do

6) they called round at a bad time

7) they should have contacted me first

8) other (please write in)

There were 242 responses to this question as follows:

	Someone else was contacted
	4

	Don't remember anyone being contacted
	91

	Didn't want to discuss my travel
	3

	Not interested in changing
	18

	Seemed too difficult
	5

	They called at a bad time
	16

	They should have contacted me first
	17

	Other
	7

	Don’t know
	81


The ‘other’ changes were documented as follows:

	Other
	1

	No particular reason
	3

	Not interested/seemed like a waste of time
	3


It is interesting to note that within the non-participant survey sample there was a much higher level of people claiming to have not been contacted or not hearing about the study than stating that they were definitely not interested.

Following on from this question, the non-participants in the PTP were asked if there was anything that could have been done to encourage them to participate and provided with a free text box for their replies.

As might be expected, a wide range of responses was recorded, and to ease analysis these have been grouped into a number of convenient categories.  The results are shown in the following list.

	If I had been contacted
	16

	If I had more information about it
	11

	If they called round another time
	4

	More public transport routes / direct routes
	3

	Would depend on time available to do survey
	2

	Other
	13

	Don’t know
	118

	Nothing
	67


27 respondents may have been encouraged to participate in the study if they had more information about it or had been contacted previously. This is encouraging and shows that some members of the public are open to the PTP approach, although they may be difficult to engage with.  This links in to the fact that the no contact group has been shown to have a higher level of long journeys, which may indicate that they spend less time at home / locally than the participants.
Figure 4.24: Measures to encourage participation and reasons for non-participation
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Figure 4.24 shows that amongst those respondents who may have participated had they been contacted, a large proportion don’t remember anyone being contacted, with some stating that in order to have participated, they should have been contacted first or someone else in the household should have been contacted instead.
5 Impacts

In order to assess the impacts of the PTP intervention it is necessary to make a comparison between the travel behaviour of those who have interacted with and been influenced by the scheme and those who have not been affected by it.
For the impact analysis, the use of results solely from the after surveys in the PTP intervention area for the analysis removes the risk of local geographic, service variations and other changes over time influencing the comparisons, as has been established in the previous PTP analyses for TravelWise in 2008 and 2009.  There is a risk of some exposure of the non-participants to the PTP intervention, which would underestimate impact of the PTP intervention.  However, by selecting only the 221 survey respondents who specifically stated that they had not been contacted, we are confident that this effect is minimal, if present at all.

In section 2.2 we observed that, prior to the 2008 pilot project in Childwall, no attempt had been made to assess the predisposition of the participant group to the PTP intervention in the evaluation of other PTP projects.  Without a consideration of such predisposition, the impact would be measured as the difference between the full sample of PTP participants in comparison with the no contact group.
This data is presented first in order to facilitate comparison with other PTP evaluation data.  However, detailed analysis of the participant and non-participant survey groups within the PTP intervention area provided three sub-groups within the participant population which have also been used for the impact analysis, namely:

· 89 Participants (out of 360 survey respondents) who have indicated that they have consciously changed their travel behaviour in the past 3 months

· 271 Participants (out of 360 survey respondents) who give no indication that they have consciously changed their travel behaviour in the past 3 months or intend to do so in the next three months
· An additional sub group, comprising 35 participants, who have indicated that they have not consciously changed their travel behaviour in the past 3 months but do intend to do so in the next three months.  This group is included to show the potential full impact of the PTP if this intention is fulfilled.

More information about these sub-groups has already been provided in section 4.1.4.  The changes made by these groups are considered to give a more reliable picture of the true impact of the PTP project.
5.1 Travel Impacts

The estimation of the travel impacts has been based on a comparison between the results of weekday travel diary surveys for the groups identified in the previous section.

5.1.1 Mode Share by Number of Trips

The results shown in table 5.1 indicate a general difference between the participant and no contact group that is substantially in favour of sustainable modes.
Table 5.1 Comparison of modal splits on the basis of % of trips made between the full participant sample and the no contact group.

	
	All Participants
	Respondents, not contacted
	% difference

	Walk
	10.3
	9.4
	+0.9

	Cycle
	0.3
	0.0
	+0.3

	Bus
	27.5
	24.5
	+3.0

	Car/van driver
	48.9
	56.2
	-7.3

	Car/van passenger
	11.9
	8.7
	+3.2

	Motorcycle/moped
	0.2
	0.0
	+0.2

	Rail
	0.3
	0.5
	-0.2

	Taxi/minicab
	0.3
	0.0
	+0.3

	Community Transport
	0.0
	0.0
	0

	Ferry
	0.3
	0.5
	-0.2

	Other
	0.0
	1.1
	-1.1


Using this overall calculation would suggest a net difference in modal share in favour of more sustainable modes for the full participant group of 3.8% in terms of number of trips.

In terms of number of trips the key differences are:

· Walking: mode share increase from 9.4% to 10.3%, which represents a relative increase of 10%

· Bus: mode share increase from 24.5% to 27.5% , which represents a relative increase of 12%

· Car: mode share decrease from 64.9% to 60.8%, which represents a relative decrease of 6%

More detailed comparison of the modal splits on the basis of the number of trips made for the participant group is shown in table 5.2.
The more detailed data suggest that those who engaged with the PTP advisors, but subsequently did not consciously change behaviour were probably already travelling more sustainably on average (shown through less car travel and more walking for local journeys and more bus use) than the no contact group.
This is adds weight to the expectation that there is an element of pre-disposition needed even to engage with the PTP advisors, and would mean that attributing the full difference between the PTP participants who have consciously changed mode and the respondents who had not been contacted would be inaccurate and overstate the impact of the PTP intervention.
Table 5.2 Comparison of overall modal splits on the basis of % of trips made 
	
	Participants - Changed
	Participants with no change
	Attributable change (Participants Changed vs Participants with no change)

	Walk
	10.4
	10.3
	+0.1

	Cycle
	1.1
	0.0
	+1.1

	Bus
	30.4
	26.1
	+4.3

	Car/van driver
	45.5
	50.3
	-4.8

	Car/van passenger
	12.6
	11.6
	+1.0

	Motorcycle/moped
	0.0
	0.2
	-0.2

	Rail
	0.0
	0.5
	-0.5

	Taxi/minicab
	0.0
	0.5
	-0.5

	Community Transport
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Ferry
	0.0
	0.5
	-0.5

	Other
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0


These data suggest a net difference in modal share in favour of more sustainable modes for the participants who have acknowledged a change in behaviour compared to those who have not done so of 4.5% in terms of number of trips.

The additional change in modal share among those who have consciously changed behaviour as a result of the PTP primarily appears to be in favour of bus use with abstraction from motorised modes, primarily car as a driver.  It appears that cycling and use of the train are not, and continue not to be, significant modes in the West Derby area, the latter due to the fact that rail lines do not run through the area.
In terms of changes in number of trips the significant conscious changes are:

· Walking: mode share increase from 10.3% to 10.4%, which represents a relative increase of 1%

· Bus: mode share increase from 26.1% to 30.4% , which represents a relative increase of 17%

· Car: mode share decrease from 61.9% to 58.1%, which represents a relative decrease of 6%

The net difference between the participant groups and the non-participant group is shown in Figure 5.1.  (A positive number represents an increased modal share.)
Care should be taken in relation to the figures in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 for cycling, rail and taxi, where the overall mode share is relatively low and the change figures would be subject to very high relative uncertainties.

Figure 5.1 Net difference in modal share on the basis of % of trips made (yellow + red = blue)
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5.1.2 Distance Travelled

The survey data also allows the travel diary data to be converted into total travel distance by mode.  Table 5.3 shows the average distance travelled per person per day as a total and split out for each mode for the whole participant group compared with the no contacts.  Table 5.4 shows the same comparison for the participant sub-groups.  The data are consistent in terms of a reduction in total distance travelled, primarily due to a reduction in distance driven by car.  Other changes vary according to whether the difference in travel patterns is attributed to conscious changes in travel behaviour or not.
Table 5.3 Distance travelled per day in miles – total and average by mode

	
	All Participants
	Respondents, not contacted
	difference

	Total distance per day (miles)
	10.3
	14.2
	-3.9

	walking
	0.17
	0.23
	-0.06

	cycling
	0.01
	0.0
	+0.01

	bus
	2.0
	2.3
	-0.3

	car driving
	7.3
	10.3
	-3.0

	car passenger
	0.85
	1.3
	-0.45

	train
	0.02
	0.05
	-0.03


In terms of distance travelled the main changes in table 5.3 are:

· Walking: decrease in distance walked from 0.23 miles to 0.17 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 26%

· Bus: distance travelled by bus decrease from 2.3 miles to 2.0 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 13%

· Car: distance travelled by car decrease from 11.6 miles to 8.15 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 29.7%

Table 5.4 Distance travelled per day in miles – total and average by mode
	
	Participants - Changed
	Participants with no change
	Attributable change (Participants Changed vs Participants with no change)

	Total distance per day (miles)
	8.5
	10.9
	-2.4

	walking
	0.27
	0.14
	+0.13

	cycling
	0.04
	0.0
	+0.04

	bus
	3.1
	1.6
	+1.5

	car driving
	4.1
	8.3
	-4.2

	car passenger
	1.0
	0.8
	+0.2

	train
	0.0
	0.02
	-0.02


In terms of distance travelled the main changes are:

· Walking: increase in distance walked from 0.14 miles to 0.27 miles, which represents a relative increase of 93%

· Bus: distance travelled by bus increase from 1.6 miles to 3.1 miles, which represents a relative increase of 94%

· Car: distance travelled by car decrease from 9.1 miles to 5.1 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 44%

Figure 5.2 Net % difference in distance travelled by mode (yellow + red = blue)
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These data largely reflect the data for number of trips in combination with the observed change to bus use from car (driving) and also a reduction in typical journey length.
The participant group as a whole appears to be exhibiting a reduced travel distance compared with the no contact group, and that is extended by the participants who have consciously changed behaviour, who have taken this decrease further.  This is a positive outcome in terms of the environmental and congestion impacts of the PTP. For the longer trips that remain, car remains the most frequent means of transport, but the increase in bus use among the participants has also reduced the overall mode share of the car by distance, which is a very positive result.

5.1.3 Origin and Destination Analysis
Distance travelled is a function of the origin and destination of the journeys made and so the distribution of journey origin / destination pairs was analysed for each group and is shown in Table 5.5 and Figure 5.3.
The overall pattern of journeys for the various survey groups is similar, although there are clear variations between the various sub groups.  In particular the group that could not remember contact from the PTP intervention appears to have much more disperse distribution of journeys combined with a lower level of journeys into Liverpool City Centre, at just under 20%.  This, is in contrast to the smaller group of participants who claim to have changed travel behaviour which has the highest level of journeys to and from Liverpool City Centre at around 30%. This is likely to be linked to the observed shift by this group to bus use, given that the majority of bus routes are focused on the City Centre.  However, it is not clear if it is the high level of city centre journeys that has facilitated this shift, or if it is the shift to bus use that has changed the journey profile of this group.
Table 5.5 Number of journeys by origin / destination pair and survey group.

	Origin / Destination Pair
	No contact remembered
	PTP area participants
	Participants - Changed

	Within West Derby
	118
	165
	46

	West Derby to Speke / Halewood (or back)
	10
	17
	4

	West Derby to Bootle (or back)
	7
	20
	4

	West Derby to Liverpool City centre (or back)
	75
	150
	53

	West Derby to Rest of Liverpool (or back)
	102
	115
	30

	West Derby to Wirral (or back)
	12
	6
	2

	West Derby to Rest of Merseyside (or back)
	44
	59
	25

	Other journeys within Liverpool
	10
	23
	5

	Other journeys within Merseyside
	10
	13
	6

	Other journeys
	27
	15
	0

	Total Journeys
	415
	583
	175


Figure 5.3 Comparison of origin / destination pair for the various survey groups.
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5.1.4 Contextual Note

For the purposes of placing the travel diary and mode shift results into context, the average trip distances and distance travelled per person per day data have been compared with the results surveys using the same methodology in Childwall, Heswall, the east Midlands and Northamptonshire.

	
	Childwall
	Heswall / Pensby / Irby
	West Derby
	Northamptonshire (mixed urban & rural)
	East Midlands

(urban / mixed)

	Mean trip distance (miles)
	5.3
	8.9-9.4
	4.3-7.6
	7.8
	6.1 / 10.3

	Mean distance travelled per day (miles)
	12.6
	19.4-21.1
	8.5-14.2
	20.1
	13.8 / 22


The comparison shows that the journey characteristics in terms of mobility / distance travelled are closer to Childwall than the other examples, including Heswall, confirming that the scope for making significant reductions in the distance travelled by car was lower than in Heswall, Pensby and Irby, although the location within Liverpool appears to have made the transition process to bus use easier.
5.2 Perception and Awareness Impacts

In order to understand the impact of the PTP intervention on people’s awareness of and attitudes towards the targeted modes and their relationship to the induced changes in travel behaviour.

Specifically, attitudes to bus and cycling as modes were assessed by asking the following series of questions against a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 represented strong disagreement and 5 represented strong agreement.

Travelling by mode x…..

…is available to me whenever I need it

…puts me in control of my travelling

…is reliable

…is comfortable

…is bright & upbeat

…is friendly to the environment

…is safe

…is cost effective

…gets me to where I want to go

…is enjoyable

(The responses are analysed in the following sections.)
5.2.1 Attitudes to Bus as a mode

The survey showed that overall there is a generally positive perception of bus as a mode, with the participants who changed mode having the most positive perception of bus services.
Figure 5.4 shows the results from the various survey groups, with the highest scoring categories from the no contact survey on the left.  In the majority of cases the participants ratings are higher than those who had no contact.  Furthermore, the scores given by the participants who stated that they changed travel behaviour tended to be higher than those did not acknowledge a conscious change in behaviour.  The exception to that was for two categories ‘travelling by bus is cost effective’ and ‘travelling by bus puts me in control of my travelling’, where overall participants perceptions were lower than those who had no contact.
‘Travelling by bus gets me to where I want to go’ was the category which scored highest amongst the no contact group, which implies that this group is already relatively well aware of the local bus services and that there are other reasons for this not being chosen as a mode.
Figure 5.4 Attitudes to bus for each survey group
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5.2.2 Attitudes to Cycling as a mode

Figure 5.5 shows that overall attitudes to cycling were considerably less positive than for bus and that the relative order of the categories is different for cycling as compared to bus. All groups showed a much lower perception of cycling as a mode compared to bus use, which is presumably why cycling is not a common mode in the area, even among the PTP participants and those who have changed behaviour.
There is a noticeably different pattern in that the participants who changed stand out from the other groups, including the overall participant group, confirming that the PTP intervention has specifically connected with the PTP changer group which has enabled a change in attitudes, albeit from a low starting point and at a relatively low level and not in a way that has led to a significant increase in mode use.
Figure 5.5 Attitudes to cycling for each survey group
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5.2.3 Awareness of Bus Services

Figure 5.6 shows the ability of the survey respondent groups to name their local bus service (unprompted).  12.7% of respondents who did not remember contact from the PTP intervention were unable to specify a bus local service, which was far outweighed by the 87.3% who were able to do so, indicating a good basic level of awareness of the local bus services within the general population.
Awareness of bus services was even higher among the participants as a whole, with 94.2% of that group being able to name a local bus service.  For the participants who acknowledged a change of behaviour the figure was slightly higher at 95.5%.

Figure 5.6 shows that bus service number 12 was best known within all groups of survey respondents.  Other services that were well known included 13, 15, 18 and 61.  The no contact group has a significantly higher proportion of people who could not name the local bus service, whilst the participants who have changed behaviour appear to have become more aware of services 12 and 15.
Figure 5.6 Distribution of unprompted awareness of local bus services in the West Derby area for the three main survey groups.
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As a further test of accurate knowledge, respondents were asked to name the operator and the frequency of any services that they named.
These survey results were instructive in terms of bus operator brand awareness.  Arriva clearly has a dominant market position in the West Derby area which is reflected in brand awareness figures ranging between 78% among the no contact group through to 85% for the participants (both overall and changed).  To put this into context, Stagecoach and HTL buses were named as local operators by around 1% and 0.5% respectively, with Merseytravel being named by between 2 and 6% as a operator of local buses.
Results regarding perception of bus frequency revealed that those participants who acknowledged a change in behaviour had an extremely positive view of bus frequency, with no-one stating that their local bus was less frequent than every 20 minutes, with the most frequent answer by far (64% of respondents) being every 10 minutes.  This is in contrast to the no contact group which had a much broader distribution of perceived frequencies (the most common answer was every 10 minutes at 44% and there commonly answers of every half hour or even every hour) and as many as 20% of respondents declaring that they did not know.  The full set of participants lay in between these two results.

5.3 Environmental Impacts

The primary focus for estimating the environmental impacts of the PTP intervention has been on the impact in terms of CO2 emission resulting from the average travel characteristics of an individual in each of the three study groups.
A relatively simple approach to the estimation of the CO2 impacts of travel, based around the emissions factors (expressed in g per person km) used within the carbon calculator that has been embedded within the Department for Transport’s Transport Direct journey planning website has been used.  This approach is essential because more complex methods would have required significant extra data for which the travel diary survey is not the appropriate collection tool.  It also ensures consistency in approach with UK government data.
The distance travelled for each respondent group was then combined with the emissions factors from Transport Direct to generate the following results:

· On average a typical respondent that claimed to have not been contacted produces 2.78kg of CO2 per day from their travel;
· The overall average for the participants is 2.01kg of CO2 per day from their travel;
· The PTP participants who have consciously changed travel behaviour appear to have reduced this further to around 1.53kg of CO2 per day.
These figures reflect not only the more sustainable modal choices of the participant groups, but also the lesser distances travelled on average each day.

Based on the approach of comparing the full participant group with the no contact group, this suggests a reduction in CO2 emissions per person per day of 27.7% per person, whereas the alternative approach of comparing the smaller group of participants that have and have not consciously changed behaviour suggests a reduction in CO2 emissions per person per day of 29.3% per person.
For the 89 PTP participants who have changed behaviour, the latter method generates an estimated total reduction of 56.5 kg CO2 per day.
For the full participant group the former method generates an estimated total reduction of 277 kg CO2 per day.
Scaling these figures up from the 89 changers within the 360 participant survey respondents to the full sample of 5164 participant households would give a reduction of between 0.8 and 4.0 tonnes CO2 per day (assuming that only the person engaged at the door changes behaviour).

If the change in behaviour is not restricted to the person that engaged at the door but is translated, both to other people within the household and also to those PTP participants who state that they will change travel behaviour then the full CO2 reduction figure may be higher.  For the full PTP intervention this figure is estimated as between 2.3 and 7.9 tonnes CO2 per day.

There also appears to an untapped potential from within the 3553 households with which no-direct contact was made.  The missed opportunity could be estimated as being in the range of 0.8-5.4 tonnes CO2 per day in absolute terms.

6 conclusions

6.1 Impact

Within the sample of 11054 households approached, 5164 households were classified as having participated in the PTP intervention and 5890 were classified an non-participating households, for a range of reasons including:

· no contact with the householders,
· refusal to co-operate

· personal immobility or communication problems

· assertion by the householder that they were already aware of their sustainable travel options and travelling as sustainably as possible.
As a follow up to the PTP project 360 interviews were conducted with people who had participated in the PTP project and 240 interviews were conducted with people who had not participated in the PTP project, for whatever reason.

Within each group an analysis of personal travel patterns, both self reported and through a travel diary were collected.  An assessment was made of recent changes in travel behaviour and of intended changes to future travel behaviour by the survey respondents.
In terms of self declared changes in recent mode use, the participant group showed a higher proportion of respondents who said they had recently decreased their car use and increased their level of walking and particularly bus use. This was backed up by self declared intention to change future mode use.
When considering the motivating factors within the participant group, and particularly for those that have changed or intend to change their behaviour, it appears that the PTP intervention has successfully capitalised on two primary specific issues:

· a desire to reduce overall travel costs
· an opportunity to increase or take advantage of the leisure and fitness aspects that walking offers to the participants.
As was the case for the previous PTP projects, within the non-participant survey respondents a relatively high proportion (65%) claimed not to have been contacted about the PTP intervention (which potentially means that they do not recall the doorstep visit or the missed you card).  This provided an ideal and relatively large group from within the PTP target area that had not been exposed to the PTP intervention for use as a control group for the PTP evaluation.

Within the group of 360 participant survey respondents, a group of 89 people was identified who had changed their travel behaviour and a further 35 who stated that they intended to change their travel behaviour but had not done so yet.
Also within the participants group a number of options were presented about what could have been done differently in order to help them to travel more sustainably.  It is interesting to note that, as was the case for the previous PTP projects, it was primarily the transport options available to them that were the subject of criticism, rather than the PTP intervention itself.
The travel behaviour of those who had acknowledged a change in their travel behaviour was analysed and found, on average, to be different and more sustainable than the rest of the participant group.  Furthermore, the participants overall were found to travel in a more sustainable way than the non-participants.  This was shown both in terms of modal share of journeys made and distance travelled by different modes and translates into the CO2 emissions per person from their travel.  This confirms the previous opinion that those who participate in the PTP intervention are already, to a degree, pre-disposed to sustainable travel.
This provides two possible ways to present the results of the PTP project:

· the first which is comparable with other PTP evaluations conducted in the UK, where the control group is compared with the participant group as a whole

· A second one in which the results from the participants who have changed travel behaviour is compared with the travel diary results of the rest of the participant group.

The latter approach means that the full difference between all the PTP participants and the control group is not attributed to the PTP intervention as some account is taken of the predisposition of the participants.

The results suggest that overall participants walk and use the bus more and use their car less than non-participants.  The PTP intervention appears to have accentuated their propensity for bus use, primarily at the expense of car use, particularly as driver.

In terms of number of trips the main differences between the participants and the control group are:

· Walking: mode share increase from 9.4% to 10.3%, which represents a relative increase of 10%

· Bus: mode share increase from 24.5% to 27.5% , which represents a relative increase of 12%

· Car: mode share decrease from 64.9% to 60.8%, which represents a relative decrease of 6%

And in terms of number of trips the conscious changes made by the participants who have acknowledged a change in behaviour are:

· Walking: mode share increase from 10.3% to 10.4%, which represents a relative increase of 1%

· Bus: mode share increase from 26.1% to 30.4% , which represents a relative increase of 17%

· Car: mode share decrease from 61.9% to 58.1%, which represents a relative decrease of 6%

In terms of distance travelled the main differences between the average for the full group of participants and the control group are:

· Walking: decrease in distance walked from 0.23 miles to 0.17 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 26%

· Bus: distance travelled by bus decrease from 2.3 miles to 2.0 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 13%

· Car: distance travelled by car decrease from 11.6 miles to 8.15 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 29.7%

And in terms of distance travelled the conscious changes made by the smaller group of participants who have acknowledged a change in behaviour are:

· Walking: increase in distance walked from 0.14 miles to 0.27 miles, which represents a relative increase of 93%

· Bus: distance travelled by bus increase from 1.6 miles to 3.1 miles, which represents a relative increase of 94%

· Car: distance travelled by car decrease from 9.1 miles to 5.1 miles, which represents a relative decrease of 44%

The reduction in car mileage per day for a PTP participant that has changed behaviour is around 4 miles (6.4 km) per day.  Scaling this up for the 89 changers identified within the sample of 360 participant respondents across the all the participant households gives a daily reduction of 8171 km (or 16341 km if you assume that a second person changes behaviour in each participating household).  This figure reflects the fact that the PTP intervention appears to have had an impact on the amount of travel as well as on the mode choice for trips that can be made on foot or by bus, and when it is restricted to only those identified as PTP changers.
A relatively simple approach has been used to the estimate the CO2 impacts of travel.  The results are as follows:

· On average a typical respondent that claimed to have not been contacted produces 2.78kg of CO2 per day from their travel;
· The overall average for the participants is 2.01kg of CO2 per day from their travel;
· The PTP participants who have consciously changed travel behaviour appear to have reduced this further to around 1.53kg of CO2 per day.
The data suggest that those actively engaged by the PTP have reduced the CO2 emitted from their travel by more than a quarter through a mix of mode shift and travelling less / shorter journeys.
Scaling up these figures to the full sample would give a reduction of between 0.8 and 4.0 tonnes CO2 per day (assuming that only the person engaged at the door changes behaviour) or between 2.3 and 7.9 tonnes CO2 per day if the change in behaviour is not restricted to the person that engaged at the door.

6.2 Cost Effectiveness and Cost Benefit Analysis
In previous years the PTP interventions have been subject to a cost effectiveness analysis.  However, in 2010 it was decided to try to apply a more rigorous cost benefit style approach in order to establish a stand-alone measure of PTP as a smarter choices measure.  This was applied retrospectively to the 2008 and 2009 PTP interventions (reported elsewhere) and is covered here in section 6.2.2.

6.2.1 Cost Effectiveness
The total cost associated with the PTP intervention in West Derby was around £187,000, which is predominantly associated with JMP’s delivery team but also includes costs of promotional items printing and bus taster tickets etc.  As a result of this, 11054 households were targeted, contact was made with 7501 households and 5164 households were considered to have participated in the intervention, which provides the following values:

· cost per household targeted: £16.92
· cost per household contacted: £24.93
· cost per participant household: £36.21
This places the intervention in West Derby in line with the previous Merseyside PTP projects and with the following graph, taken from “Making PTP Work: Research Report ”(DfT 2007), in terms of the expected cost of intervention per targeted household, but tells us nothing of the effectiveness of the subsequent interaction.
[image: image37.emf]
In order to estimate the cost effectiveness of the interaction the most common indicator used for UK PTP interventions has been cost per vehicle kilometre saved.  Within “Smarter Choices – Changing the Way We Travel” a general cost of 1.5 pence per vehicle kilometre saved was quoted for Smarter Choices measures in general.  Data for two PTP interventions were quoted to be 3.3 and 3.4 pence per vehicle kilometre saved.  Figures quoted in “Making PTP Work” range from 2 to 28 pence per vehicle kilometre saved, with the most common values being in the range 6-13 per vehicle kilometre saved, although the values in the two reports are calculated on different bases.
The data in “Making PTP Work” are based solely on the reduction in car kilometres in the year immediately after implementation, whereas the data in “Smarter Choices – Changing the Way We Travel” included an allowance for ongoing reductions in subsequent years on the basis that the behaviour change decays by 40% each year following the intervention.  When compounded this would lead to the data in “Smarter Choices – Changing the Way We Travel” being approximately 2.5 times more favourable than the data in “Making PTP Work”, which may explain the difference in the values 3.4-3.4 and 6-13 pence per vehicle kilometre saved.
For the intervention in the West Derby area the reduction in car mileage per day for a PTP participant that has changed behaviour is around 6.4 km per day.  This only applies to the group identified as changers within this analysis, with the result that the cost effectiveness figures are less favourable than the comparable national data.  If a reduction in car vkm could be reliably identified among the group that has participated but not consciously changed behaviour then this would significantly improve the comparison.

On the basis of the change in travel behaviour being exhibited by the person engaged in the PTP project at the door and in some cases by other people within the household the value is approximately 3.1 pence per vehicle kilometre saved when considering only the immediate 12 months, or 1.2 pence per vehicle kilometre saved if the same assumption is used as in “Smarter Choices – Changing the Way We Travel” that 60% behaviour change remains each year following the intervention.
These figures are better than the result from the previous PTP projects in Merseyside and are the result of an apparent reduction in travel distance for the participant changers group as well the mode shift to bus use which has substituted for longer journeys than was the case for the shift to walking and cycling in Childwall and Heswall.

6.2.2 Cost Benefit Analysis
In a cost benefit analysis, the costs and benefits (impacts) of projects or measures are expressed in monetary terms and are systematically presented in a balance sheet.  Costs can be subtracted from the benefits or expressed as a ratio, and the result will indicate whether the project should be implemented or not.

Cost benefit analysis has the following advantages:

· expression of effects in monetary terms aids the process of calculating overall project impacts

· decision-makers may respond more favourably to monetary assessments of project efficiency.

The disadvantages of cost benefit analysis include:

· most effects (including the main impacts) must be expressed in monetary terms which is often not straightforward, leading to a range of different levels of detail within studies that all state that they are cost benefit analyses of the same thing

· it is a tool to measure efficiency, but decision makers may have a range of other objectives that have nothing to do with efficiency.

For this PTP evaluation the impacts were addressed in the following way:

· the impact of the measures in terms of car kilometres reduced were checked according to the assumptions commonly made in the literature and the emissions impacts resulting from the modal shifts recorded were calculated, not only for CO2 but also for particulate matter (PM10) and NOx

· calculations were carried out both assuming that the impact is limited to one year and also if the impact tails off at a rate of 40% per year (as per Cairns et al.)

· calculations were carried out both assuming that the impact is limited to 1, 1.5 and 2 persons per household

· national average values for the cost of car kilometres removed from the roads were set at 18p/km, as used by Cairns et al (2010), although the impact of using a value of 22p/km, as used by SQW for Cycling England specifically for urban roads was also tested

· DfT approved values for the cost of a tonne of CO2, NOx and PM10 were used to calculate monetary benefit of the pollution impact

· other personal, health and economic benefits were not considered due to lack of appropriate information.

	
	Worst case
	Best case
	Best estimate

	Cost benefit
	
	
	

	Benefit : cost ratio
	3.0
	18.7
	6.8


It is worth noting that using these monetary values for the vehicle kilometre and pollution benefits, the vast majority of the benefit was related to the reduction in vehicle kilometres (i.e. notional congestion benefit).

Overall the cost benefit analysis shows that even the most pessimistic assessment gives a strongly beneficial ration of 3:1 and using more optimistic assumptions regarding how long the effects will last and the ability of the PTP to reach more than the individual contacted within the household give extremely positive results for the West Derby intervention (which are significantly better than for the previous PTP projects).
6.3 Effectiveness

The clearest impact of the PTP evaluation in West Derby in 2010 has been the increase in bus use, particularly for local journeys and journeys into Liverpool City Centre.  There has also been a corresponding reduction in car use, particularly as a driver.  There is evidence that the impacts are more focused on people who live their lives at a more local level, or that it has possibly encouraged some people to travel less, leading to a more local lifestyle.

Results relating to other modes appear to have been limited, with evidence of a marginally higher level of walking among the participants as compared to the control group.  It appears that cycling and use of the train are not, and continue not to be, significant modes in the West Derby area, the latter due to the fact that rail lines do not run through the area.

Although the move to shorter trips and a more local lifestyle appear to be a common theme from the PTP projects, these mode shift results show a different pattern in 2010 as compared to 2008 and 2009.  This suggests that a better match of marketing bus as a mode of transport to relatively convenient service provision and available capacity has had a beneficial effect compared to previous years.  In 2010 839 bus travel vouchers that had been distributed to potential new bus users were redeemed by Arriva during their validity period.  This figure far outweighs the results from previous years and confirms the success of the bus promotion element of the West Derby PTP.  Arriva has also provided patronage details which suggest significant increases on services 8, 9, 12 and 13, although the evaluation survey results only correspond on services 12 and 13, which showed an increase in awareness, whereas services 8 and 9 remained at a low level among survey respondents.  It is not clear why the shift to active travel has not been as successful as in previous years, but this appears to be backed up by the zero take up of the cycle shop vouchers offered during the PTP project.

Although bus use has increased, particularly for a group of around 25% of the participants, the qualitative responses do appear to suggest that further improvements in public transport service provision, fares and information could yield additional mode shift, even after these apparently positive results.
The results show a significant increase in awareness and accurate understanding of TravelWise within the participant group.  In parallel with this, results of the attitudinal assessment show improvements in perception of bus services among the overall participant group, which are enhanced among the group that acknowledged a change in travel behaviour.
The results for cycling show a slightly different pattern; a clear improvement in the perception of cycling as a mode is apparent, but is restricted to the group of participants who have acknowledged a change in behaviour rather than the full participant group, is not consistent across all categories and even after improvement remains at a relatively low level.

When this is expressed in terms of the objectives set for the PTP intervention the result is positive, as shown below:
	Objective
	Outcome

	To reduce car use from the project area for peak hour trips to Liverpool City Centre, Croxteth, Old Swan and Kensington in order to contribute to reduced car trips on the designated congestion corridor
	Primarily achieved for trips to Liverpool City Centre and intermediate locations

	To reduce car use between the project area and Alder Hey Children’s Hospital, Speke Retail & Estuary Business Parks in order to contribute to reduced traffic and parking problems at these sites
	Insufficient trip numbers to any of these individual locations make a statistically accurate assessment impossible.  However, overall impact is positive, though less so than on city centre journeys

	To reduce car use for other trips to and from the project area in order to reduce traffic growth and encourage sustainable travel behaviour
	Achieved, particularly for shorter trips within the overall trip length distribution

	To improve efficiency of trips made by car in order to reduce CO2
	Achieved – around 25-30% reduction amongst the group identified as having been influenced by the PTP intervention

	To improve perceptions of sustainable modes of travel
	Achieved

	To improve awareness of information sources for sustainable modes of travel
	Not a primary focus of the evaluation

	To increase understanding and awareness of TravelWise
	Achieved


Annex A – Indication of changes in mode use
Figure A1 Change in use of Car as Driver as a mode of transport in the past 3 months
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Figure A2 Change in use of Car as Passenger as a mode of transport in the past 3 months
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Figure A3 Change in use of Bus as a mode of transport in the past 3 months
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Figure A4 Change in use of Train
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Figure A5 Change in use of Bicycle as a mode of transport in the past 3 months
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Figure A6 Change in use of Walking as a mode of transport in the past 3 months
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Figure A7 Intended change in use of Car as Driver as a mode of transport in the next 3 months 
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Figure A8 Intended change in use of Car/lift Share as a mode of transport in the next 3 months 
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Figure A9 Intended change in use of Bus as a mode of transport in the next 3 months
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Figure A10 Intended change in use of Train as a mode of transport in the next 3 months 
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Figure A11 Intended change in use of Bicycle as a mode of transport in the next 3 months 
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Figure A12 Intended change in use of Walking as a mode of transport in the next 3 months 
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Annex B – reasons quoted for Participant changes by mode
Use of Car as the Driver

Reasons for using the car as driver less:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was an increase in the use of other modes, mainly the bus which is partly due to some participants gaining access to a bus pass.  The next most cited reason was a change in circumstance, such as unemployment or retirement.
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended decreased use in the next three months was due to money/increased cost of petrol. The next most quoted reasons were for health and fitness reasons, and due to environmental concerns. 
Fewer non-participants reported actual and intended decreased car use than participants. Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was due to the cost of driving and petrol. The next most quoted reasons were access to a free bus pass and not having as much need to.
Amongst non-participants, the most cited reasons for intended decreased use in the next three months were due to intending to walk more followed by keeping fit.
Reasons for using the car as driver more:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was visiting relatives.  There was limited reporting of other reasons. 

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was intending to pass a driving test. There was limited reporting of other reasons. 

Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was convenience. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

There was limited reporting of reasons for intended increased use in the next three months amongst non-participants.
Use of Car as a Passenger

Reasons for using the car as passenger less:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was merely using public transport more. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended decreased use in the next three months was to save money and the increased cost of petrol. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was using own vehicle. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst non-participants, overall, there was very limited reporting of reasons for intended decreased use in the next three months.

Reasons for using the car as passenger more:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was friends or family members having a car. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was to save money.  There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst non-participants, overall, there was very limited reporting of reasons for increased use in the last three months or intended increased use in the next three months.

Both PTP participants and non-participants associated using the car less with saving money. PTP participants’ reasons for decreased use of car as driver or passenger tended to be more aligned with benefits that may have been covered in the PTP – predominantly making more use of public transport.
Use of the Bus
Reasons for using the bus less:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was no need to travel as far. The next most quoted reason was due to health reasons.
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended decreased use in the next three months was a preference to use the car. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst non-participants, overall, there was limited reporting of reasons for decreased use in the last three months or intended decreased use in the next three months.

Reasons for using the bus more:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was having a free bus pass. Note that there were relatively large proportions of older/retired people in the sample. The next most quoted reasons were convenience. 

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was the cost of driving, including petrol. The next most quoted reasons were convenience and having access to a bus pass.
Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was having a free bus pass (note that there were relatively large proportions of older/retired people in the sample). The next most quoted reason was to save money, including on the cost of parking. 

Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was shopping, including Christmas shopping, which may be due to the timing of the survey. Other cited reasons were convenience and to save money. 
Having a free bus pass was a key influence in increasing bus use amongst both participants and non-participants, which could partly be due to the large proportion of older respondents in both surveys.
Use of the Train

Reasons for using the train less:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was no need.  There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended decreased use in the next three months was no need. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst non-participants, overall, there was limited reporting of reasons for decreased use in the last three months or intended decreased use in the next three months.

Reasons for using the train more:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was convenience. The next most quoted reason was starting a new job/college/university. 

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was to save money. The next most quoted reason was visiting family/friends. 

Amongst non-participants, overall, there was limited reporting of reasons for increased use in the last three months or intended increased use in the next three months.

Use of Bicycles
Reasons for using the bicycle less:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was bad weather.  This may be a seasonal effect, given the timing of the survey. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended decreased use in the next three months was the weather. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst non-participants, overall, there was limited reporting of reasons for decreased use in the last three months or intended decreased use in the next three months.

Reasons for using the bicycle more:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was exercise/fitness. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was exercise/fitness.  There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst non-participants, overall, there was limited reporting of reasons for increased use in the last three months or intended increased use in the next three months.

Walking for Short Journeys

Reasons for walking less:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months was due to health conditions or illness. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended decreased use in the next three months was the weather. This may be a seasonal effect, given the timing of the survey. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for decreased use in the last three months and intended decreased use in the next three months was due to health conditions or illness. There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Reasons for walking more:

Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months (by a large proportion) was exercise/fitness/health reasons. The next most quoted reasons were leisure (e.g. taking dogs for a walk) and then children returning back to school, which could have been due to the timing of the survey.
Amongst PTP participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months (by a large proportion) was exercise/fitness/health reasons.  The next most quoted reasons were walking for specific trips such as shopping and leisure.

Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for increased use in the last three months was exercise/fitness and an enjoyment of walking.  There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Amongst non-participants, the most cited reason for intended increased use in the next three months was exercise/fitness.  There was limited reporting of other reasons.  

Whilst fewer non-participants intended increased walking than participants, the most common reasons for doing so were similar across both groups.
Overall there was little difference between the comments made by PTP participants and the sub-group of participants who acknowledged a change in behaviour.  In fact the comments tended to largely be made by the latter group, and so fell into both groups anyway.  However, it was noticeable that:
· Reasons for less walking – more health/illness reasons were given by participants generally – and none were given by participants who had changed behaviour, which ties in with disability stats of 10.1% for participants who changed, and 15.3% participants generally
· Reasons for intended to walk more – exercise and fitness were given as a reason by participants who changed far more than general participants
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