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1. Introduction

1.1 The study’s first newsletter was distributed during the second half of January 2003.  The newsletter was designed to inform those living and working in the study area of the study objectives and approach to be adopted during the course of the project.

1.2 The opportunity was taken to include a short questionnaire with each copy of the newsletter.  This one page questionnaire was designed to be folded, glued together and posted back to the consultants using a Royal Mail freepost facility.

1.3 Although the response to any such survey is essentially from a self selecting sample – those who specifically wish to make a point to the study team – rather than a representative sample of the whole population, the exercise was valuable in determining initial views of people in the area.  The cut-off point for responses was 14th March.

1.4 A total of 167 valid responses were received.  This working paper provides the results of their analysis.  A copy of the questionnaire is attached at Appendix A.

2. Respondent Profile

2.1 Of the 167 respondents, the great majority (94%) came from car owning households.  Some 46% had two cars and 5% came from a household with three or more cars.

2.2 Newsletters were distributed to members of the Wider Reference Group who subsequently made them available to the public and/or their own members as appropriate.  As Figure 2.1 shows, the newsletters ultimately covered a wide area, beyond the boundaries of the study area.  The analyses in this report have included all responses.

2.3 To determine respondents’ experience of travelling by a wide range of modes, which could well influence their thinking regarding aspects of the study area, its problems and their potential solutions, they were asked to indicate the frequency with which they normally travelled by each of six modes.  The responses indicated that the car was the most frequently used mode, particularly as the car driver.  This reflects the high level of car availability referred to above.  Table 2.1 provides the full analysis.  Note that no aspect of the question was answered by all the respondents.  Whilst “no answer” may well equate to “never”, this assumption has not been made in the table.

Table 2.1
travel frequency by mode

	MODE:
	CAR DRIVER

%
	CAR PASSENGER

%
	BUS

%
	TRAIN

%
	BICYCLE

%
	WALK/ HORSE

%
	OTHER

%

	Travel:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Every day
	31
	2
	4
	1
	5
	26
	1

	Most days
	46
	14
	8
	3
	8
	20
	-

	At least monthly
	10
	39
	42
	15
	17
	10
	4

	Every three months
	-
	4
	14
	16
	3
	2
	1

	Less often
	2
	15
	10
	25
	11
	8
	5

	Never
	7
	5
	14
	29
	43
	22
	26

	N/A
	4
	21
	7
	12
	13
	13
	63

	Total Respondents
	167
	167
	167
	167
	167
	167
	167


2.4 Despite the predominance of car driving, there was substantial evidence of the use of public transport.  More than half the respondents had experience of travelling by bus at least once a month.  Almost one in five travelled on a train at least once a month.  The incidence of cycling was relatively low although one person in 20 claimed to ride every day.
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3. Perceived Transport Problems

3.1 Respondents were asked to nominate the major problem with travel in the area.  This generated a wide range of suggestions; some of the 157 people who responded nominated more than one problem.

3.2 The most frequently nominated problem, mentioned by 51% of respondents, was congestion at peak times, with commuting and the school run often held to blame.  The next most frequently offered suggestion related to the lack of good public transport links and routes from outer parts of the area.  This was mentioned by 18% of respondents.

3.3 The inadequacy of the roads and the lack of dual carriageways was nominated by 15% of respondents.  One problem identified earlier in the study, in the focus groups, was also nominated in this survey.  Some 8% of respondents thought there were too many single occupant cars on the roads.  The lack of parking/parking problems were cited by 5% of respondents.  Table 3.1 shows the main problems.

Table 3.1
perceived transport problems

	
	%

	The major problem with travel in the area is:
	

	Peak congestion – commuting, school runs etc
	51

	Lack of good public transport links
	18

	Inadequate roads/lack of dual carriageways
	15

	Single person car occupancy
	8

	Lack of parking/parking problems
	5

	Need cheaper public transport
	4

	Speeding
	4

	Rat running
	3

	Poor rail infrastructure
	3

	Other suggestions (10)
	14

	Total Respondents
	157


3.4 Rat-running, clearly a problem for some in the area, would appear to be relatively localised in its impact.  Only 3% of all the respondents to the survey suggested it was a major problem in their area.  The same proportion thought inadequacy of the local rail infrastructure was a major problem.

3.5 Public transport users tended to emphasise the lack of good public transport links, while frequent bus users (travelling by bus on at least most days) were more conscious of single occupancy car use than other respondents.  As might be expected, frequent train travellers were almost unanimous in their identification of the inadequacy of the rail infrastructure in the area as a major problem.  Table 3.2 gives details.

Table 3.2
perceived transport problems by public transport usage

	
	Bus Usage
	Train Usage

	
	Frequent*

No.
	Sometimes

%
	Never

%
	Frequent*

No.
	Sometimes

%
	Never

%

	Major problem is:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Congestion
	8
	55
	39
	4
	51
	49

	Lack of good PT links
	6
	18
	17
	3
	22
	47

	Inadequate roads/     lack of dual carriageways
	1
	12
	19
	0
	11
	16

	Single occupancy
	3
	8
	4
	0
	8
	9

	Parking
	0
	6
	9
	0
	4
	9

	Need cheaper PT
	1
	4
	4
	0
	2
	9

	Speeding
	1
	5
	0
	1
	4
	2

	Rat running
	1
	4
	0
	0
	3
	5

	Poor rail infrastructure
	0
	16
	2
	5
	16
	2

	Total Respondents
	20
	104
	23
	6
	90
	43


*Travel by train or bus daily or on most days

NB Small number of respondents were frequent public transport users.

Attitudes towards Mode Choice

3.6 To gauge respondents’ attitudes towards travelling by car, they were asked to state the extent to which changes in a number of factors known to influence mode choice would induce them to make fewer journeys by car.

3.7 For the majority of the respondents (61%), improvements in the reliability of train services would prompt consideration of leaving the car behind.  More than a third of respondents would consider it very seriously.  Improved frequency and cheaper fares would also be very likely to see some switch from car travel.

3.8 Improvements in the frequency of bus services would be most likely to encourage respondents not to use the car.  Improvements in reliability and speed would have more influence than a reduction in bus fares in persuading respondents to switch mode.

3.9 Perhaps surprisingly, the possibility of higher parking charges in Nottingham was the least likely of the measures tested to encourage people to make less use of their cars.  Only 13% of all respondents, and none of those with two or more cars, agreed with the statement.

Table 4.1
attitudes towards mode choice

	
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total Respondents

	I would travel by car less if:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	buses were cheaper
	%
	22
	26
	26
	18
	8
	149

	buses were more reliable
	%
	25
	33
	21
	15
	5
	150

	buses were more frequent
	%
	26
	35
	20
	14
	5
	145

	buses were quicker
	%
	21
	35
	27
	13
	5
	150

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	trains were cheaper
	%
	31
	29
	22
	12
	6
	147

	trains were more reliable
	%
	37
	24
	22
	11
	5
	150

	trains were more frequent
	%
	32
	27
	26
	9
	5
	147

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NET within 10 mins of home
	%
	22
	23
	20
	12
	23
	146

	Parking charges increased
	%
	13
	19
	27
	24
	17
	148


Table 4.2
attitudes towards mode choice by cars in household

	
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total Respondents

	Cars in Household
	
	2+
	1
	0
	2+
	1
	0
	2+
	1
	0
	2+
	1
	0
	2+
	1
	0
	2+
	1
	0

	I would travel by car less if:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	buses were cheaper
	%
	19
	25
	2
	27
	25
	2
	26
	25
	2
	18
	19
	1
	10
	6
	0
	78
	64
	7

	buses were more reliable
	%
	23
	29
	1
	37
	26
	4
	20
	20
	2
	11
	21
	0
	8
	3
	0
	78
	65
	7

	buses were more frequent
	%
	28
	23
	2
	32
	40
	4
	24
	17
	1
	8
	18
	0
	7
	3
	0
	74
	64
	7

	buses were quicker
	%
	26
	14
	2
	36
	29
	2
	27
	24
	3
	5
	20
	0
	5
	4
	0
	77
	66
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	trains were cheaper
	%
	25
	36
	2
	32
	27
	1
	22
	19
	4
	13
	12
	0
	7
	6
	0
	71
	69
	7

	trains were more reliable
	%
	36
	38
	3
	26
	23
	1
	19
	23
	3
	13
	10
	0
	5
	6
	0
	74
	69
	7

	trains were more frequent
	%
	30
	34
	2
	29
	22
	2
	27
	24
	3
	3
	12
	0
	5
	6
	0
	73
	67
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NET within 10 mins of home
	%
	24
	19
	0
	32
	12
	1
	13
	21
	5
	13
	15
	0
	19
	29
	1
	74
	65
	7

	Parking charges increased
	%
	9
	16
	0
	24
	15
	0
	26
	23
	5
	25
	23
	2
	16
	20
	0
	76
	65
	7


NB Small number of respondents from households without a car.

3.10 Respondents were also asked their attitudes towards travelling by public transport, particularly the extent which they felt safe.  Whilst, overall, some 13% agreed that they did not feel safe using public transport, the response from those who do make use of the bus and train services was markedly different (though the numbers of respondents are small).  Frequent users have no problems whereas those who do not use the services claim to consider them unsafe.  For many this must be based on perception rather than experience.

3.11 The majority of all respondents said that congestion was a serious problem for them.  The frequency of public transport use did not appear to make any significant difference to responses, other than the fact that frequent bus users seem to find sitting on the bus in traffic particularly irritating, but again the numbers are relatively small.  Table 4.3 gives the detail.

Table 4.3
attitudes towards public transport and congestion

	
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total Respondents

	I don’t feel safe using public transport:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All respondents
	%
	4
	9
	20
	40
	27
	147

	Frequent bus users
	No.
	0
	0
	1
	5
	12
	18

	Occasional bus users
	%
	2
	11
	17
	46
	22
	101

	Not bus users
	%
	17
	9
	52
	17
	4
	23

	Frequent rail users
	No.
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	5

	Occasional rail users
	%
	3
	9
	16
	43
	28
	88

	Not rail users
	%
	7
	11
	32
	34
	16
	44

	Congestion is a serious problem for me:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All respondents
	%
	29
	41
	19
	17
	3
	151

	Frequent bus users
	No.
	7
	4
	4
	3
	-
	18

	Occasional bus users
	%
	14
	44
	21
	17
	4
	102

	Not bus users
	%
	26
	43
	9
	17
	4
	23

	Frequent rail users
	No.
	1
	2
	1
	0
	1
	5

	Occasional rail users
	%
	18
	44
	20
	14
	3
	90

	Not rail users
	%
	21
	35
	21
	21
	2
	43


NB Small number of respondents were frequent public transport users.

Measures to have Greatest Priority

3.12 Respondents were offered a list of 15 measures that could be employed to help reduce transport problems in the area, and invited to select the three that they considered should receive priority.

3.13 Although the questionnaire did not specify the nature of traffic that might be allowed to use any new bridge across the River Trent, (all vehicles or buses only as proposed in the M1 Multi Modal Study), the largest proportion of respondents, 32%, nominated building another crossing of the Trent.  That the concept was most popular with those from car owning households and/or not public transport users may indicate that it was assumed the new facility would accommodate all types of traffic.

3.14 The provision of more Park and Ride facilities was nominated by 29% of all respondents.  Those from multiple car households, and those who said they never use public transport were also most enthusiastic in this respect.  Widening main roads and improving junctions were advocated by 26% of respondents, particularly those from car owning households.

3.15 Improving the safety of pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders was a priority for 25% of respondents.  Improvements in bus services were generally considered more important than improving train services, possibly due in part to the greater numbers of current bus users among the respondents.

3.16 Charging, for either road use or workplace parking, was generally less well favoured than measures to improve public transport.  Allocation of any revenue so generated to public transport rather than to more road building was favoured, by a majority of almost three to one – 18 or 19% : 7%.  Tables 5.1 - 5.3 give the details.

Table 5.1
measures to have greatest priority

	
	%

	Priority should be given to:
	

	Building another crossing over Trent
	32

	Providing more Park & Ride
	29

	Widening main roads/improving junctions
	26

	Making it safer to walk/cycle/ride horses
	25

	Improving quality of bus services
	25

	Improving frequency of bus services
	23

	Improving frequency of train services
	20

	Reducing bus fares
	20

	Road charging – money spent on PT
	19

	Workplace charging – money spent on PT
	18

	Improve quality of train services
	15

	Reduce train fares
	15

	Improve interchange bus-train
	11

	Road charging – money spent on roads
	7

	Workplace charging – money spent on roads
	7

	Total Respondents
	167


Table 5.2
measures to have greatest priority by public transport usage

	
	Bus Usage
	Train Usage

	
	Frequent*

No.
	Sometimes

%
	Never

%
	Frequent*

No.
	Sometimes

%
	Never

%

	Priority should be given to:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Another Trent crossing
	4
	29
	63
	0
	26
	51

	More Park & Ride
	4
	25
	46
	0
	28
	29

	Widen main roads/ improve junctions
	2
	22
	50
	0
	24
	29

	Safer to walk/cycle/ride
	7
	28
	21
	1
	30
	26

	Improve quality of bus services
	7
	26
	17
	3
	26
	20

	Improve frequency of bus services
	7
	23
	13
	2
	24
	24

	Improve frequency of train services
	6
	20
	21
	1
	21
	20

	Reduce bus fares
	3
	21
	13
	4
	16
	20

	Road charging – spend on PT
	6
	22
	0
	1
	24
	14

	Workplace charging – spend on PT
	8
	20
	4
	1
	26
	10

	Improve quality of train services
	3
	17
	13
	0
	17
	16

	Reduce train fares
	1
	21
	0
	1
	15
	12

	Improve interchange 
	3
	12
	4
	3
	11
	6

	Road charging – spend on roads
	4
	4
	13
	0
	3
	12

	Workplace charging –spend on roads
	1
	6
	4
	0
	3
	14

	Total Respondents
	21
	107
	24
	6
	89
	49


*Travel by train or bus daily or on most days

NB Small number of respondents were frequent public transport users.

Table 5.3
measures to have greatest priority by car availability

	
	Cars in Household

	
	None

No.
	One

%
	Two or more

%

	Priority should be given to:
	
	
	

	Another Trent crossing
	0
	36
	33

	More Park & Ride
	0
	24
	38

	Widen main roads/ improve junctions
	1
	26
	29

	Safer to walk/cycle/ride
	3
	30
	21

	Improve quality of bus services
	4
	23
	25

	Improve frequency of bus services
	4
	23
	23

	Improve frequency of train services
	4
	19
	20

	Reduce bus fares
	1
	26
	16

	Road charging – spend on PT
	3
	13
	23

	Workplace charging – spend on PT
	4
	19
	15

	Improve quality of train services
	3
	16
	13

	Reduce train fares
	1
	20
	11

	Improve interchange 
	3
	9
	10

	Road charging – spend on roads
	0
	8
	8

	Workplace charging – spend on roads
	0
	8
	6

	Total Respondents
	10
	74
	80


4.  Other Comments

4.1 A total of 119 respondents took the opportunity to add other comments in the space provided on the questionnaire.  In fact most comments reiterated views already made known in response to earlier questions.

4.2 By far the most frequently cited suggestion was to extend and/or improve public transport routes and services, including the provision of more Park and Ride facilities – 51% of all comments.  As an aid to this, some 8% of comments advocated improved bus lanes and better enforcement. Ten per cent of the comments were in favour of improving the local rail services.

4.3 The second most frequent comment was that the roads/road design should be improved (26% of all comments), with 8% noting that the car was essential, and 7% advocating that all main roads should be dual carriageway.  In keeping with the apparent low impact on car use that increased parking charges would have, there were few comments regarding the cost of parking or parking problems in general (4% of comments).

4.4 While there was considerable support for a new crossing of the River Trent in the main survey, 14% of the comments registered opposition to another bridge and the additional traffic/environmental impact it was expected to entail.  Some 7% opposed the introduction of more trains or trams.  Another 5% of comments were critical of or opposed to Park and Ride schemes.

4.5 Measures in support of pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders were also suggested, mostly in the context of more consideration being given to the more vulnerable road users (13%) but also in relation to measures to discourage speeding (5%) and to prevent rat-running (5%).

4.6 Some 13% of comments were in favour of incentives to reduce the use of the car.  Specific measures suggested included encouraging car sharing, encouraging people to live close to where they work, organising school travel better, and interchangeable bus/train tickets.  On the other hand, 7% of comments were supportive of development in other areas and not in the town centres. 

4.7 It was suggested that more needed to be done to reduce the impact of heavy goods vehicles, with 4% of comments advocating greater use of rail for freight, and two comments supporting heavy lorry diversions.

4.8 Table 6.1 contains the most frequently made comments.

Table 6.1
other comments

	
	%

	Extend/improve public transport, including more Park and Ride
	51

	Improve roads/better design
	27

	Oppose another Trent Crossing
	14

	More consideration to pedestrians/cyclists
	13

	More incentives not to use car

Improve rail services
	13

10

	Improve bus lanes/better enforcement
	8

	The car is essential
	8

	Oppose more trains/trams
	7

	Measures to discourage speeding
	5

	Prevent rat-running
	5

	Not in favour of P & R
	5

	Look at development elsewhere
	5

	Parking charges/problems
	4

	Encourage car sharing
	2

	Encourage live/work closely
	2

	Improve school transport
	2

	Other comments (15)
	21

	Total comments
	119


Conclusions

4.9 Whilst the overall response to the survey was relatively modest, the results are consistent with those of the focus groups conducted at the end of 2002 and, indeed, with those of consultation in the Nottingham area during the M1 Multi Modal Study.

4.10 Although the proportion of respondents from non-car owning households was low, the overall level of support for measures to improve public transport was relatively high, particularly with respect to bus services.  Almost two-thirds of all respondents would consider making fewer journeys by car if train services in the area were more reliable.  Many people it would appear use their cars because they perceive no credible alternative.

4.11 Congestion is perceived as the greatest transport problem, though the suggested potential solutions do not only revolve around new roads.  Changes in behaviour, from car sharing to reducing the school run, are also recognised as having an important part to play.

4.12 Parking, at least in the communities along the corridor if not in Nottingham itself, is not recognised as a major problem and increased parking charges would have relatively little effect on the propensity to travel by car.  Charging, for the use of specific roads or for parking at work, has some support but primarily where the generated revenue is directed towards public transport improvements rather than new road building.
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